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PREFACE

Although�the�subject�of�this�book,�the�difference�between�the�choice�of
a� certain� subclause� and� a� participial� clause,� be� it� a� predicative
conjunct� participial� clause� or� a� genitive� absolute� construction,� is
usually� addressed� in� grammars� on� Ancient� Greek,� a� systematic
treatment� is� surprisingly� lacking.� While� the� discourse-analytic
description� of� the� different� clause� types—which� focuses� on� how
relations� are� coded� by� means� of� subordinating� conjunctions,� the
differences� in� form� and� function� as� discourse� boundary� markers
between�preposed,�sentence-initially�placed�subclauses�and�participles,
and�between�clause�types�with�respect� to� the� information�flow�in�on-
going�discourse—confines� itself� to�the�historiographic�narrative�prose
of� Xenophon,� it� does� not� follow� that� its� findings� cannot,� mutatis
mutandis,�be�expanded�to�other�authors�of�the�genre�within�the�classical
period.� By� both� this� feature� and� the� fact� that� I� have� provided
translations�of�the�passages�discussed,�the�book�aims�to�be�relevant�to
all� those� interested� in� Greek� language� description� and� Discourse
Analysis,� as�well� as� classical� philologists�working� on�Xenophon� and
Greek�historians�in�general.
Quotations�from�Xenophon’s�works�are�based�on�E.C.�Marchant’s

Oxford�Classical�Text,�but�the�Teubner�edition�of�the�Hellenica�by�C.
Hude�and�the�of�the�Anabasis�by�C.�Hude�and�J.�Peters,�which�offer�a
more�extensive�apparatus�criticus,�have�been�checked�throughout.
The� work� on� this� book� has� been� made� possible� by� Leiden

University,�who�offered�me�a�position�as�research�assistant�in�order�to
write�a�Ph.D.�thesis,�which�was,�finally,�successfully�defended�in�may
2003.�Regrettably,�my� supervisor�during� the�project,�Sicking� (a�man
so�outstanding�in�his�wide�field�of�expertise�that�whenever�I�ask�myself
questions� on� anything� pertaining� to� the� Ancient� Greek� language� I
think�‘what�would�Sicking�have�said?’),�did�not�live�to�see�the�project
finished.�I�can�only�hope� this�has�become�a�book�of�which�he�would
have�approved.
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Fortunately,�his�successor�to�the�chair�of�Ancient�Greek�at�Leiden
University,� Professor� Ineke� Sluiter,� so� stimulatingly� and� skillfully
helped�me� through� the� final� stages� of�my�work,� that� the� result� has
benefitted�considerably�from�her�contributions.�I�am�deeply�indebted
to�her�for�her�able�guidance�and�motivation.
I� am�also� grateful� to�Professor�Egbert�Bakker,�Dr.�Tijn�Cuypers,

Professor�Albert�Rijksbaron,� the� late� Professor� Siem�Slings� and�Dr.
Peter�Stork�for�their�kind�acceptance�to�serve�as�the�members�on�the
examination�committee.
Many� colleagues,� at� Leiden� University,� Utrecht� University� and

elsewhere,�supported�me�during�the�years�I�worked�on�this�project.�I
would� like� to� acknowledge�my� gratitude� to� them� as� friends.� Special
mention�deserve�Dr.�Ilja�Leonard�Pfeijffer�for�his�stimulating�sarcasm,
and� Dr.� Adriaan� Rademaker� for� his� warmth,� friendliness� and� his
moral�support�throughout.
I�would�also� like�to�express�my�sincere�thanks�to�my�parents,�who

financially� supported� (or,� as� we� would� call� it� euphemistically,
‘sponsored’)�my�education�for�decades,�and�for�their�understanding.
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got� tired�of� correcting�my�bad�English� (which�means� that� if� there� is
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definitely�due� to�my�own�stubbornness),�but�also�helped�me� through
various� final� stages� of� writing� this� book.� Thank� you� for� being� a
beautiful�friend�to�me�in�the�many�ways�that�you�are.

Michel�Buijs
Leiden,�November�2004



CHAPTER�ONE

INTRODUCTION

This� book� is� about� clause� types.� Its� main� goal� is� to� enhance� our
understanding�of�the�distribution�of�subclauses�and�participial�clauses
in�Ancient�Greek�narrative�discourse�from�a�functional�perspective,�to
the� interest� of� classicists� and� general� linguists� alike.� It� aims� at
clarifying�the�factors�that,�consciously�or�subconsciously,�may�have�led
a�native�speaker�in�his�choice�between�these�clause�types.
For�a�fairly� long�time,�the�study�of� linguistic�phenomena�has�been

hampered�by�the�fact�that�it�took�the�sentence�as�its�object.�There�are
linguistic�features�that�can�be�understood�better,�if�not�only�so,�if�their
contribution� to� the� constitution� of� pieces� of� discourse� longer� than� a
sentence� is� rated�at� its� true�value.�The�description�of�Ancient�Greek
has� suffered� from� the� traditional� attitude� of� approaching� linguistic
phenomena�on�the�sentence-level.�This� is�due�to� the�authority�of� the
standard� grammars� that� are� still� widely� in� use� (Kühner�& � Gerth;
Schwyzer�& � Debrunner;� Goodwin;� Smyth;� Bornemann�& � Risch;
Gildersleeve;�Humbert),�all�of�which�were�written�in�a�period�in�which
the�approach�that�might�be�labelled�as�text�grammar�had�not�yet�been
developed.�Judging�from�the�increasing�amount�of�studies�on�Ancient
Greek� published� over� roughly� the� last� thirty� years� that� describe
linguistic�phenomena� in�context�and� investigate� the�relation�between
grammar� and� discourse,� discourse� analysis� is� beginning� to� find� its
place�in�the�description�of�the�Ancient�Greek�language.
In� this� book� it� will� be� demonstrated� that� understanding� the

distribution�of�participial�clauses�on�the�one�hand,�and�subclauses� (in
particular� §pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�and�…w-clauses)� on� the� other,� requires� an
approach�in�which�the�sentence-boundaries�are�crossed.

1� Status�Quaestionis

In� clause� combining,� participial� clauses� and� subclauses� are
syntactically�dependent�clauses:�they�are�both�embedded�predications
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(often� called� ‘adverbial� clauses’).1� The� clause� on� which� they� are
dependent� may� be� (part� of)� a� main� clause� or� another� embedded
predication.�Therefore,�the�superordinate�clause�is�most�conveniently
referred�to�as�matrix�clause.
Although�both�conjunct�and�absolute�participial�clauses�may�share

certain� syntactic� characteristics� of� subclauses,� their� formal
characteristics� are� different.� Nonetheless,� participial� clauses� and
subclauses�are�usually�regarded�as� ‘alternatives’.2� In�order� to� explain
their�coexistence�in�Ancient�Greek,�the�notion�of�‘emphasis’�has�often
been� used.� Typical� is� Kühner–Gerth� (1904,� 78):� “Statt� der
Partizipialkonstruktion� können� auch� im�Griechischen� entweder� des
grösseren�Nachdruckes�oder�auch�der�Deutlichkeit�wegen�Nebensätze
gebraucht�werden”.
Unfortunately,� those� grammars� that� make� use� of� the� notion

‘emphasis’�fail�to�give�an�account�of�what�it�means�exactly.�Emphasis
may� be� attributed� to� that� word� or� phrase� which� is� supposed� to� be
more� important�or�salient� from� an� informational� point� of� view� than
other� words� or� phrases� in� the� surrounding� context.� But� since� no
criteria�are�supplied�on�the�basis�of�which�the�presumed�emphasizing
function�may�be�attributed�to�one�of�the�alternative�expressions,�it�will
be�clear�that�descriptions�in�terms�of�emphasis�are�gratuitous.
Although� is� self-evident� that� a�genitive�absolute� is�more�detached

from� the� syntactical� structure� of� its� matrix� clause� than� a� conjunct
participle,� little� attention� has� been� paid� to� genitive� absolute
constructions�and�subclauses�as�alternative�expressions.3

———
1� The�term�‘participial�clauses’�covers�the�grammatical�class�that�is�constituted�by

predicative�conjunct�participial�clauses�and�genitive�absolute�constructions.�Relative
clauses,�attributive�participles�and�participles�with�the�article�are�outside�the�scope�of
this�study.
2� This� kind� of� approach� is� not� confined� to�Ancient�Greek.�Cf.� e.g.� Stump� in� a

study�on�free�adjuncts�and�absolutes�in�English�(1985:�4):�“a�free�adjunct�is�a�nonfinite
predicative�phrase�with�the�function�of�an�adverbial�subordinate�clause”.
3� Berent� (1973),� in� an� article� on� the�historical� development� of� subordination� in

Indo-European�languages,�states�that�absolute�constructions�bear�the�same�semantic
relations� to� their�matrix� clause� as� subclauses,� and� that� absolute� constructions� and
subclauses,�despite�their�formal�difference,�are�functionally�identical.�He�assumes�four
chronological� layers� of� Indo-European� subordination� of� clauses,� in� the� course� of
which�the�absolute�construction� loses� its�position� in� favor�of� the�subclause.�Classical
Greek,�where�absolute�constructions�and�subclauses�occur�next�to�one�another,�would
be� located� in� a� ‘transitory� period’.� Regrettably,� Berent� pays� no� attention� to� the
question�how�they�relate�in�such�a�situation.�Questions�regarding�the�much-disputed
origin�of�the�genitive�absolute�construction�are�outside�the�scope�of�the�present�study.
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When� scholars� address� the� distribution� of� genitive� absolute
constructions�and�subclauses,� they�often� inform�us�of�how�to� translate
them;� cf.� Schwyzer–Debrunner� (1950:� 397):� “Wie� z.B.� im�Arischen,
erscheinen� auch� im�Griechischen� vom�Beginn�der�Überlieferung� an
sog.� absolute� Partizipialkonstruktionen,� d.h.� aus� Substantiv� +� Ptz.
bestehende� Fügungen,� die� dem� übrigen� Teil� des� Satzes� selbständig
gegenüberstehen� (für�die� geläufige�Übersetzungsweise� im�Wert� eines
Nebensatzes)”.�Or�the�genitive�absolute�is�said�to�be�the�equivalent�of
a�subclause:�Bornemann–Risch�(1973:�245):�“Weil�auch�der�Gen.abs.
eine� Nebenhandlung� zum� übergeordneten� Prädikat� ausdrückt,
entspricht� seine�Übersetzung�der�eines�Ptc.coni.;�daher� sind�beide� in
dem�§246�parallel�behandelt,�obwohl�der� (zweigliedrige)�Gen.abs.�als
eine� Konstruktion� (ein� “Syntagma”)� mit� eigenem� Subjekt� vom
Griechischen� aus� gesehen,� in� höherem�Maße� satzwertig� (Äquivalent
eines�Nebensatzes)�ist”.
It� is,� however,� the� function� of� embedded� predications� within� a

larger�stretch�of�discourse�that�is�to�be�discussed.�The�questions�to�be
raised� are:� “what� would� be� the� functional� difference� between� the
alleged�alternatives?”,�and�“what�factors�influence�the�author’s�choice
between� them?”.�The�relevance�of� these�questions�resides� in� the� fact
that� our� grammars� have� raised� the� issue� but� have� not� provided� a
satisfactory�answer.�To�answer� these�questions,�we�have� to� look� in�a
different� direction:� it� is� the� hypothesis� of� this� book� that� discourse
analysis� and� a� text� grammar-oriented� approach� will� yield� better
results�in�describing�the�usage�of�subclauses�and�participial�clauses,�in
that� it� can�map�more� factors� that�underlie� the�distribution,� and� can
explain�a�greater�number�of�instances�more�satisfactorily�than�can�be
done�on�the�basis�of�sentence-grammar.

1.1� ‘Temporal’�Subclauses�and�Verbal�Aspect

Grammars� and� reference� books� distinguish� a� particular� class� of
subclauses,� viz.,� temporal� subclauses.� They� seem� to� be� easily
distinguished�from�other�types�of�subclauses�by�virtue�of�the�meaning
of�their�conjunction.�Thus,�Kühner-Gerth� (1898-1904:�II�445)�divide
the� grammatical� class� of� temporal� subclauses� (Adverbialsätze� der

———
For� a� recent� discussion� of� this� issue,� and� of� ancient� views� on� the� construction,� see
Vasilaros�(1993:�21-37).
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Zeitbeziehung)� into�three�categories,�according�to�their�subordinator:
a)�subclauses� indicating� simultaneity� between� the� subclause� and� the
main� clause4� (“bei� der� Angabe� der� Gleichzeitigkeit� mit� dem
Hauptsatze”);�b)�subclauses�indicating�anteriority�of�the�subclause�with
respect�to�the�main�clause5� (“bei�der�Angabe�des�dem�im�Hauptsatze
Ausgesagten� Vorangehenden”);� and� c)� subclauses� indicating
posteriority�of�the�subclause�with�respect�to�the�main�clause6�(“bei�der
Angabe�des�dem�im�Hauptsatze�Ausgesagten�Nachfolgenden”).
This�classification�is�applicable�to�a�great�number�of�cases;�in�some

cases,�however,� it� is�not�without�problems.� It� is�well-known�that� in�a
certain� language� some� subordinators� may� be� semantically� more
specific� than�others.�Thus� in�English,� the� subordinator�when�may�be
used�to�indicate�all�kinds�of�non-specific� (temporal)�relations�between
the� content� of� a� subclause� and� its� matrix� clause� while� specific
subordinators�are�available� (e.g.,�before,�after,�while,�as,� till.;� see�Givón,
1990:� 828).� It� is� not� a� priori� excluded� that� among� the� many
subordinators�the�Ancient�Greek�speaker�has�at�his�disposal,�some�are
semantically�specific�and�others�are�not.�In�this�connection�it� is� to�be
noted� that� ˜te,�≤n¤ka,� and� §n ⁄,� to� name� but� a� few,� are� always
indicators� of� a� temporal� relationship� between� the� subclause� and� the
main�clause,�whereas�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w� are� reported� to� indicate
sometimes� a� temporal,� sometimes� a� causal� relation,7� which� would
make�them�semantically�non-specific�subordinators.8

———
4� They�list�subclauses�headed�by:�˜te;�eÔte;�ıpÒte;�…w,�Àsper;�˜pvw,�˜kvw;�˜pou;

≤n¤ka,�ıphn¤ka;�ısãkiw,�ıssãki,�ıposãkiw;�∑mow;�ˆfra,�˜fra;�m°xri,�êxri;�¶ste;�ßvw,
t°vw,�§n ⁄.
5 §pe¤,�§peiÆ,�§pe¤te,�§peidÆ;�§j o,� §j ˜tou,�éf' o,�§j œn;�…w/§pe‹ tãxista,

§peidØ tãxista.
6 pr¤n,�pr¤n ≥,�pr¤n…pr¤n,�prÒteron…pr¤n,�prÒsyen…pr¤n,�prÒteron ≥,�pr‹n

˜te,�pãrow;�ßvw,�ßvw o,�ˆfra,�˜fra,�¶ste,�m°xri,�êxri,�m°xri o,�êxri o,�§w ˜,�§w o,
efiw ˜te ken�c.�conj.
7� Rijksbaron�(19942:�83�n.3)�observes�that�‘temporal’�clauses�with�§pe¤�,�…w,�etc.�+

imperfect� or� aorist� indicative� may� also� have� a� ‘causal� nuance’.� In� instances� like
Hellenica,� 7.2.19� …w d¢ tØn nÊkta ±grÊpnhsan, §kãyeudon m°xri pÒrrv t∞w
≤m°raw�the�relation�between�the�proposition�[they�passed�the�night�without�sleep]�and
the�proposition�[they�slept� far� into� the�day]�does�not� seem�to�me�first�and� foremost
temporal�(?after�they�had�passed�the�night�without�sleep,�they�slept�far�into�the�day),�with�a�causal
nuance.�The�relator�…w�indicates�a�relation�between�the�two�propositions,�and�on�the
basis�of�our�knowledge�of�the�world,�we�interpret�this�relation�as�‘causal’�(inasmuch�as
they�had�passed�the�night�without�sleep,�they�slept�far�into�the�day).�The�Greek,�however,�does
not�specify�this�relation.
8� However,�consider�Ruijgh�(1971:�502-503,�§412),�who�considers�§pe¤�to�have�a

more�specific�value�than�˜te,�inasmuch�as�§pe¤�would�express�the�idea�of�anteriority.
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It�seems�generally�accepted�that�the�tense/aspect�of�the�finite�verb
of�temporal�subclauses�can�be�used�to�determine�the�semantic�relation
between�the�subclause�and�the�main�clause.�This�view�is�not�without
problems.�Note� for� instance� that� in�English� the� interpretation�of� the
relation�between�a�when-clause�with�simple�aspect�and�its�main�clause
may�be�either� simultaneous�or� successive� (Smith,�1983:�486-487).� In
the�case�of�Ancient�Greek�subclauses�that�are�interpreted�as�temporal,
the� tense/aspect�of� the�finite� verb� is� indeed�often�used� to�determine
the�nature�of� the� temporal� relation.9�If� indeed�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w
belong� to� the� category�of� semantically�non-specific� relators,�we�may
wonder� whether� §pe¤,� §peidÆ ,� and�…w -clauses� should� ever� be
considered�strictly�temporal�at�all.�Further,�several�instances�in�extant
Greek� texts� reveal� that� the�nature�of� the� (temporal)� relation�between
the�subclause�and�its�matrix�clause�is�not�unequivocally�plain�from�the
tense/aspect�of�the�finite�verb�of�the�subclause�(or�the�combination�of
tense/aspect� of� the� finite� verb� of� the� subclause� and� a� subordinating
conjunction).�Consider�the�following�examples�of�subclauses�(example
[1]�through�[3]):

[1]� Hellenica�3.4.25
˜te d' aÏth ≤ mãxh §§g°neto, Tissaf°rnhw §n Sãrdesin ¶tuxen  n:

When�this�battle��took�place,�Tissaphernes�happened�to�be�at�Sardis.

The�subclause�˜te d' aÏth ≤ mãxh §g°neto�is�unequivocally�temporal,
as� is� indicated� by� the� relator�˜te.�There� is� no� other� relation� in� the
Real�World�between�the�subordinated�proposition�that�this�battle�took
place�and�the�main�proposition�that�Tissaphernes�was�at�Sardis� than
that� the�events�presented�are�cotemporal;�nonetheless,� the�finite�verb
of� the� subclause� is� an� aorist,� proving� that� this� aspectual� form�when
used� for� the�finite�verb�of�a� subclause� is�not�necessarily� indicative�of
expressing�a�relation�of�‘anteriority’.

———
9� An�example�of� this� is� found� in�Rijksbaron� (19942:�74,� §26�Temporal� clauses):

“The�following�types�of�clauses�may�be�distinguished:�(a)�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�˜te,�…w�+�aorist
indicative:�the�state�of�affairs�of�the�dependent�clause�is�anterior�to�that�of�the�main
clause:�‘when’,�‘after’.�(b)�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�˜te,�…w,�as�well�as�ßvw,�§n ⁄�+�imperfect:�the
state�of�affairs�of� the�dependent�clause� is�simultaneous�with�that�of� the�main�clause:
‘when’;�ßvw� ‘so� long� as’,� §n ⁄� ‘while’.� (c)�ßvw,�pr¤n�+�aorist� indicative:� the� state�of
affairs�of�the�dependent�clause�is�posterior�to�that�of�the�main�clause:�ßvw�‘until’,�pr¤n
‘before’”.
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[2]� Agesilaus�2.23
tå m¢n dØ m°xri toÊtou koinª aÈtÒw te ka‹ ≤ pÒliw hÈtÊxei: ˜sa ge
mØn metå toËto sfãlmata §g°nonto oÈde‹w ín e‡poi …w ÉAghsilãou
≤goum°nou §prãxyh.

§ p e ‹ d' aÔ t∞w §n LeÊktroiw sumforçw gegenhm°nhw
kataka¤nousi toÁw §n Teg°& f¤louw ka‹ j°nouw aÈtoË ofl ént¤paloi
sÁn MantineËsi, sunesthkÒtvn ≥dh Boivt«n te pãntvn ka‹
ÉArkãdvn ka‹ ÉHle¤vn, sstrateÊei sÁn mÒn˙ <tª Lakedaimon¤vn
dunãmei>, poll«n nomizÒntvn oÈd' ín §jelye›n Lakedaimon¤ouw
polloË xrÒnou §k t∞w aÍt«n. d˙≈saw d¢ tØn x≈ran t«n
katakanÒntvn toÁw f¤louw oÏtvw aÔ o‡kade épex≈rhsen.

Up�to�this� time�he�and�his�city�enjoyed�unbroken�success;�and�though
many� troubles� occurred� thereafter,� it� cannot� be� said� that� they� were
incurred�under�the�leadership�of�Agesilaus.
On� the� other� hand,� after� the� disaster� at� Leuctra,� wwhen� his

adversaries� in� league�with�the�Mantineans�wwere�murdering�his�friends
and�acquaintances�in�Tegea,�and�a�coalition�of�all�Boeotia,�Arcadia�and
Elis�had�been�formed,�hhe�took�the�field�with�the�Lacedaemonian�forces
only,�while� it�was�generally�exspected�that�the�Lacedaemonians�would
not�even�go�outside�their�own�borders�for�a�long�time�to�come.�He�laid
waste� the� country�of� those�who�had�murdered�his� friends� and� in� this
way�returned�home�once�more.

The� finite� verb� of� the� subclause� is� a� present� indicative,� a� so-called
historical� present.� The� semantic� relation� between� the� subordinated
and� the�main�proposition� cannot� be� determined�on� the� basis� of� the
tense/aspect�of�the�finite�verb�of�the�subclause;�it�is�the�context�which
is�decisive.�In�order�to�be�able�to�qualify�kataka¤nousi�(and,�for�that
matter,�strateÊei)�as�a� ‘historical’�present,10� we� have� to� know�with
which�text�type�we�are�dealing�(narrative,�expository).�As�[2]�is�taken
from� the�Agesilaus,� an� encomium� encompassing� different� text� types
within� the� same� text,� we� have� to� go� one� step� further� and� decide
whether� this� passage� as� a� whole� is� diegetic.� In� this� case,� it� is� a
narrative�passage,11�and�we�are�allowed�to� interpret� the�praesentia�as

———
10� The� verbs� are� presented� in� the� historical� present� to� highlight� the� relative

importance� of� the� actions� as� related� to� the� specific� aims� of� the� speaker� in� the
encomium:�they�bear�on�Agesilaus’s�qualities�as�a�human�being�(kataka¤nousi ttoÁw
§n Teg°& f¤louw ka‹ j°nouw aÈtoË)� and�as�a�general� (strateÊei sÁn mmÒn˙
<ttª Lakedaimon¤vn dunãmei>).� The� same� events� are� recorded� at� lenghth� in
Hellenica�6.5.10-21.
11� See�Buijs,�unpublished.
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historical.12� It� is� therefore� the�context�rather� than� the�verb� form�that
guides� our� decision;� we� can� only� decide� on� the� type� of� relation
involved�once�we�reach�the�matrix�clause.
Whether� we� are� dealing� with� a� ‘temporal’� subclause� remains

undecided.� In� the� first� place,� this� is� a� matter� of� translation:� in� my
opinion,�the�§pe¤-clause�does�not�provide�a�temporal�reference�in�the
way�the�˜te-clause�in�[1]�does.�This�is�brought�to�light�by�the�fact�that
several� interpretations�make� sense:� ‘while/when�his�adversaries� in� the
league� with� the� Mantineans� were� murdering� his� friends� and
acquaintances�in�Tegea�(…)�he�took�the�field�with�the�Lacedaemonian
forces� only’� (temporal� simultaneity� of� the� two�propositions;� thus� the
Loeb� translation),� or� ‘after/when� his� adversaries� in� league� with� the
Mantineans�had�murdered�his�friends�and�acquaintances�in�Tegea�…�he
took� the� field� with� the� Lacedaemonian� forces� only’� (temporal
subsequence� of� the� two� propositions;� cf.� t«n katakanÒntvn toÁw
f¤louw),�or�even�‘because�his�adversaries�in�league�with�the�Mantineans
had�murdered/were�murdering�his�friends�and�acquaintances�in�Tegea�(…)
he� took� the� field� <against� them>� with� the� Lacedaemonian� forces
only’.
Rather� than� focusing� on� an� alleged� specific� semantic� relation

between�the�two�clauses,�we�should�pay�attention�to�the�contribution
that�the�§pe¤-clause�makes�to�the�text.�At�a�point�of�segmentation�(d'
aÔ),�there�is�a�break�in�the�continuity�of�participants�(new�adversaries�of
Agesilaus�are�introduced),�time,�place,�and�action.�I�claim�that�the�§pe¤-
clause� reflects� the� speaker’s� organization� of� events� in� the� depicted
world� in� that� it� introduces� a� new� stage� in� the� development� of� the
story-line�by�presenting�a� factual� statement�which� the� reader/hearer
needs�to�comprehend�the�sequel.
That� certain� subclauses� regardless� of� aspectual� choice,� even� in

narrative�sequences,�do�not�provide�temporal�references�in�themselves
is�further�illustrated�by�different�kinds�of�anaphoric�expressions�found
at�the�beginning�of�the�matrix�clause,�after�a�preposed�subclause:

———
12� Contrast�de�Equitandi�ratione�1.1,�which�is�from�a�non-narrative�context�(§peidÆ:

‘now� that’/‘because’):� §peidØ diå tÚ sumb∞nai ≤m›n polÁn xrÒnon flppeÊein
ofiÒmeya ¶mpeiroi flppik∞w gegen∞syai, bboulÒmeya ka‹ to›w nevt°roiw t«n
f¤lvn dhl«sai √ ín nom¤zomen aÈtoÁw ÙryÒtata ·ppoiw prosf°resyai�(‘iinasmuch
as�wwe�have�had�a�long�experience�of�cavalry,�and�consequently�cclaim�familiarity�with
the�art�of�horsemanship,�wwe�wish�to�explain�to�our�younger�friends�what�we�believe�to
be�the�correct�method�of�dealing�with�horses’).
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[3]� Hellenica�7.4.23-24
…w d' §plhs¤asan éllÆloiw, ofl m¢n sÁn t“ ÉArxidãmƒ katå k°raw,
ëte kay' ıdÚn poreuÒmenoi, ofl d' ÉArkãdew èyrÒoi sunaspidoËntew,
§n toÊtƒ oÈk°ti §dÊnanto ofl LakedaimÒnioi ént°xein t“ t«n
ÉArkãdvn plÆyei, éllå taxÁ m¢n ı ÉArx¤damow §t°trvto tÚn mhrÚn
diampãj, taxÁ d¢ ofl maxÒmenoi prÚ aÈtoË ép°yn˙skon, Poluain¤daw
te ka‹ X¤lvn ı tØn édelfØn toË ÉArxidãmou ¶xvn, ka‹ ofl pãntew d¢
aÈt«n tÒte ép°yanon oÈk ¶latton t«n triãkonta. ……w d¢ katå tØn
ıdÚn énaxvroËntew efiw tØn eÈruxvr¤an §j∞lyon, §§ntaËya dØ
LakedaimÒnioi éntiparetãjanto.

Now�that� the� two� forces�had�come�near� to�one�another,� the� troops�of
Archidamus�in�column,�since�they�were�marching�along�a�road,�and�the
Arcadians� massed� together� in� close� order—aat� this� juncture� the
Lacedaemonians�were�no� longer�able� to�hold�out�against� the� superior
weight� of� the�Arcadians,� but�Archidamus� speedily� received� a�wound
straight�through�his�thigh�and�speedily�those�who�fought�in�front�of�him
kept�falling,�among�them�Polyaenidas�and�Chilon,�who�was�married�to
the� sister� of�Archidamus;� and� the�whole� number� of� them�who� fell� at
that� time� was� not� less� than� thirty.� But� the� Lacedaemonians� as� they
retired�along�the�road�came�out�into�open�ground:�tthen�and�there�they
formed�themselves�in�line�of�battle�against�the�enemy.

The� temporal� adverbial� §n toÊtƒ�occurs�at� the�onset�of� the�matrix
clause�of�the�first�…w-clause,�but�here�the�finite�verb�of�the�subclause�is
an�aorist.�The�fact� that� in�this�situation�of� temporal�overlap�between
two�propositions,� the�finite�verb�of� the� subclause� is�an�aorist,� further
illustrates� that� semantic� relations� between� clauses� in� clause
combinations� should� not� be� established� on� the� basis� of� the
tense/aspect�of�the�finite�verb�of�the�subclause�alone.�The�addition�of
§n toÊtƒ�brings�to�light�that�although�the�subordinated�action�may�be
anterior�to�the�main�action,�the�two�situations�should�be�understood�as
being�semantically�related�by�temporal�simultaneity.�I�will�argue�that
the�…w-clause� is� used� to� introduce� the� frame� of� reference� for� a� new
event�sequence/thematic�unit�at�a�point�where�there�is�a�break�in�the
continuity�of�the�discourse.�In�this�case,�the�discourse�is�discontinuous
with� respect� to� place� (this� is� in�part� due� to� the�meaning�of� the�finite
verb� of� the� subclause� ‘to� draw� near� to’,� ‘approach’)� and� situation�in
general,�as�expressed�by� the�postposed�participial�clauses�ofl m¢n sÁn
t“ ÉArxidãmƒ katå k°raw, ëte kay' ıdÚn poreuÒmenoi, ofl d'
ÉArkãdew èyrÒoi sunaspidoËntew.� The� second� …w-clause� also
introduces� a� new� situational� frame� of� reference� for� the� upcoming
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sequence,�which� is� spatial� rather� than� temporal,�as�appears� from�the
addition�of�§ntaËya dÆ.

1.2� Conclusion

In�describing� the�usage�of�participial�clauses�and�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�and
…w-clauses,� classical�philologists� and� linguists�have� traditionally�been
concerned�with�the�relation�of�embedded�predications�to�their�matrix
clause.�Much� attention� has� been� paid� to� the� nature� of� the� relation
between� the�embedded�predication�and� its�matrix�clause� in� terms�of
semantic�notions�such�as�causality�and,�especially,�temporality.�Within
this� approach,� a� key-function� for� the� interpretation� of� the�nature� of
this� relation� has� been� attributed� to� the� tense/aspect� of� the� verbal
constituent�of� the�embedded�predication.�This�approach�turns�out�to
be�problematic� in�certain� instances,13� and� in� general� it� seems� to� put
too�much�emphasis�on� temporality,� leaving� the�organization�of� texts
and� the� contribution�of� subclauses� and�participles� to� text� coherence
underestimated.� As� we� shall� see,� they� often� articulate� a� discourse
boundary� at� points� of� segmentation.� This� discourse� function� of
preposed�subclauses�and�participles�cannot�be�described�satisfactorily
on�the�basis�of�a�sentence-level�approach.�This�approach�proves�even
less�useful�when�we�investigate�the�distribution�of�the�different�clause
types� themselves,� often� considered� alternatives.� My� aim� in� the
following� chapters� will� be� to� show� that� context � is� crucial� for
understanding� the� function� of� the� different� clause� types� under
consideration.

2� Analysis�of�Ancient�Greek�Narrative�Discourse

2.1� The�Nature�of�Narrative�Discourse

When�writing� a�historical� text,� the�historian� captures� in�words�Real
World� experience.� In� order� to� do� so,� he� makes� a� cognitive
arrangement� operate� on� his� Real� World� impressions� in� all� their
multifarious�forms,�which�results�in�a�conception�of�events.�The�event
is� “a� hermeneutic� construct� for� converting� an� undifferentiated

———
13� The�issue�will�be�further�addressed�in�the�discussion�of�examples�in�this�book.
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continuum�of�the�raw�data�of�experience�…�into�the�verbal�structures
we� use� to� talk� about� experience:� narratives,� stories”� (Fleischman,
1990:�99).�The�event� thus�mediates�between�Real�World�experience
and�the�way�it�is�presented�in�texts.�The�transformation�of�Real�World
experience� into� historical� narrative� necessarily� involves� ‘decision’:� a
decision� over� which� events� are� to� be� selected� for� recording,� and� a
decision�as�to�how�to�present�the�selected�events�in�a�narrative,�because
“narratives�do�not�exist,�as� it�were,� in�some�real�world,�waiting�there
patiently�to�be�veridically�mirrored�in�a�text”�(Bruner,�1991:�8).
The� perception� of� reality� should� be� distinguished� from� the

expression� of� reality� in� a� narrative.� It� is� often� assumed� that� reality
structure� comes� prior� to� narrative� structure,� in� that� the� structure� of
historical� narrative� copies� the� structure� of� reality.� However,� the
constraints� of� narrative� structure� condition� our� way� of� looking� at
reality.� The� Real� World� experience� takes� form� only� by� its
representation� in� the� form� of� a� narrative.� The� activities� of� the
historian� organizing� scattered� events� into�meaningful� ensembles� are
twofold:�he�is�in�the�process�of�text� construction�on�the�one�hand,�and�in
the�process�of�a�(re-)construction�of�reality,�on�the�other.
When� imposing�his� textual� framework�upon� reality,� the�historian

may� signal� relations� between� situations� in� the�Real�World,� or�may
refrain� from� signaling� them.� As� narrated� events� occur� in� time,� the
signaling� of� temporal� succession� is� usually� seen� as� one� of� the
characteristics� of� narrative� discourse.� Yet� the� relations� between� the
events� of� the� narrative� are� always� dependent� upon� the� way� the
historian�organizes�his�narrative�as�a�whole.�The�historian�thus�creates
“an�order�out�of�mere�succession”�(Hohler,�1987:�294).
With� respect� to� the� object� of� the� present� study,� the� following,

simplified� example�may�well� illustrate� the� point.� If�we� consider� two
reality-situations�which�are� to�be� recorded�as� two� separate� events,� a
speaker�of�Ancient�Greek�may�(1)�opt�for�two�separate�(co-ordinated)
finite�main� verbs,� or� (2)� present� one� of� the� events� in� grammatical
subordination.� In� the� second� case� he� has� the� choice� between� (2a)�a
finite�verb�in�a�subclause�and�a�finite�main�verb�and�(2b)�a�participial
clause�and�a�finite�main�verb.�Option�(1)�results�in�just�presenting�the
two� events,� no�more� and� no� less,�without—apart� from� the� order� in
which�he�presents�them—indicating�the�relation�between�the�events�in
the�Real�World.�Option� (2)�may�be� chosen� for� reasons�of�discourse
organization,� in�which�case�he�can�still�choose�between�giving�a�clue
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about� the� relation14� in� reality� between� the� subordinated� and� the
superordinated� event� by� using� a� subclause� (2a),� or� refraining� from
doing�so,�by�using�a�participial�clause�(2b).�Thus,�while�(1)�differs�from
(2)� in� that� the�choice�of� the� latter�pertains� to�the�organization�of� the
text� in� terms�of� the�presentation�of� the� two�events,� (2a)� differs� from
both� (1)�and� (2b)� in� that�only� in� (2a)� the� organization� of� reality� in
terms�of�the�Real�World�relation�between�the�two�events�is�at�issue.
In� keeping� with� the� argument� outlined� above,� there� are� three

different�levels�involved�in�the�historian’s�activity.�The�first�level�I�shall
call�the�reality-level;�it�is�the�level�of�his�Real�World�experience,�i.e.�any
event� not� (yet)� captured� in� text,� and� as� such� outside� the� domain� of
discourse� analysis.� The� second� level� I� shall� label� the� level� of� the�Real
World� construction,� which� involves� everything� pertaining� to� the
organization�of�the�Real�World�situations�of�which�the�text�seeks�to�be
a�m¤mhsiw.�This� is� the� level�at�which�relations�between�events� in� the
Real�World� as� (re-)presented�by� the� author� come� in.�The� third� and
final� level� I� shall� call� the� level� of� text� articulation,� which� involves
everything�pertaining�to�the�organization�of�the�text.�Questions�about
the�presentation�of�events�in�an�on-going�narrative�belong�to�this�level.
Both� the� level� of� the�Real�World� construction� and� the� level� of� text
articulation�are�of�relevance�to�discourse�analysts.

2.1.1� Temporal�Relations
The�notion�of� ‘time’� is� involved�in�both�the� ‘happenings’� in�the�Real
World�and� the� ‘events’� as�presented� in�a�narrative.�The� time� fallacy
that�has�haunted�Ancient�Greek�philologists�and� linguists�working� in
the�field�of�Ancient�Greek�(historiographic)�narrative�discourse�is�that
in�narrative�texts�we�deal�with�real�time�relationships,�whereas�in�fact
the� notion� of� ‘time’� involved� is� that� of� narrative� time—a� kind� of
projected�temporality�that�usually�does�not�correspond�to�‘real�time’.
Usually�the�order�in�which�the�events�in�an�on-going�discourse�are

narrated� is� iconic� in� the� sense� that� it�mirrors� the� succession� in� real
time� of� Real� World� ‘happenings’� as� perceived� by� the� narrator.
Whenever�the�narrator�wishes�to�deviate�from�this�standard�procedure
for� reasons� of� presentation,15� he� has� to� signal� this� deviation
———
14� Either�a�specific�or�a�non-specific�relation;�cf.�Chapter�1,�Section�2.2.1.
15� Note� that� the�recording�of� two�events�as�occurring� simultaneously�necessarily

involves�a�decision�in�presentation,�since�two�events�corresponding�to�two�Real�World
‘happenings’�that,�in�their�turn,�are�experienced�as�occurring�simultaneously,�cannot,



12 CHAPTER�ONE

linguistically.�Moreover,� he�may� wish� to� specify� temporal� relations
whenever� he� thinks� that� doing� so� will� contribute� to� a� successful
communication� with� his� audience.� In� order� to� specify� temporal
relations� between� narrated� events,� the� Ancient� Greek� speaker� has
several�devices�at�his�disposal.�Apart�from�using�a�subclause�headed�by
a� specific� time� subordinator,� he� may� put� in� temporally� specific
adverbials,�e.g.�§n toÊtƒ,�metå toËto/taËta,�¶peita,�or�Ïsteron.16
Although�it�often�seems�to�be�assumed�that�the�Ancient�Greek�speaker
was� much� concerned� with� expressing� temporal� relationships,17� the
actual�situation�in�Ancient�Greek�does�not�support�this�view.�Although
temporal� relationships� between�narrated� events�may�be� specified�by
means�of�temporally�specific�subordinators18�or�adverbials,�such�overt
marking� often� lacks.�Our� interpretation� of� temporal� relationships� is
usually� determined� merely� by� the� order� in� which� the� events� are
presented,�in�conjunction�with�our�knowledge�of�the�world.
This� yields� the� following�distinction:�when�of� two�actions�A1� and

A2,�action�A2�is�interpreted�in�context�as�sequential�to�action�A1�on�the
narrative�time�plane,�narrative�time�is�propelled�forward;�it�will�always
be�difficult�to�assert�anything�about�‘real�time’�relationships,�since�we
are�only�dealing�with� the� speaker’s� (re-)presentation�of� reality� in� the
form�of�narrative.

———
strictly� speaking,� be� narrated� simultaneously.�On� a�more� global� discourse� level,� a
narrator�might�therefore�wish�to�organize�his�narrative�thematically:�cf.� for� instance
Hellenica� 7.3.4-7.4.1�éllå går §pe¤per ±rjãmhn, diatel°sai boÊlomai tå per‹
EÎfronow�…�ka‹ tå m¢n per‹ EÎfronow e‡rhtai: §gΔ d¢ ¶nyen efiw taËta §j°bhn
§pãneimi� (‘however,�since�I�have�begun�it,�I�desire�to�finish�the�story�of�Euphron�…
the�story�of�Euphron�has�been�told,�and�I�return�to�the�point�from�which�I�digressed
to� this� subject’)—cf.� also� 6.1.19� ka‹ taËta m¢n oÏtvw §pera¤neto: §gΔ d¢ pãlin
§pãneimi, ˜yen efiw tåw per‹ ÉIãsonow prãjeiw §j°bhn� (‘thus� these� events� were
proceeding�to�their�issue;�I�now�return�to�the�point�at�which�I�digressed�when�I�took
up�the�story�of�Jason’);�in�4.8.1�ka‹ ı m¢n dØ katå g∞n pÒlemow oÏtvw §poleme›to. §n
⁄ d¢ pãnta taËta §prãtteto, tå katå yãlattan aÔ ka‹ tåw prÚw yalãtt˙ pÒleiw
genÒmena dihgÆsomai�…�(‘as�for�the�war�by�land,�it�was�being�waged�in�the�manner
described.� I�will� now� recount�what�happened�by� sea� and� in� the� cities� on� the� coast
while�all�these�things�were�going�on�…’),�the�specific�(temporal)�relator�§n ⁄�marks�the
simultaneous�occurrence�of�the�war�by�land�and�the�events�by�sea�and�in�the�cities�on
the�coast,�which�Xenophon�chose�to�narrate�separately.
16� Perhaps�we�should�include�the�expression�§k toÊtou,�which�at�least�indicates�a

subsequent�development�of�events,�but�lacks�the�feature�of�being�semantically�specific;
cf.�Pelliccia�(1989:�95-96)�on�expressions�like�§k toË,�§j o�and�éf' o.
17� Cf.�especially� the�discussion�on� the�value�of� the�aorist�and�present� stem,�e.g.,

Hettrich�(1976);�for�a�contrasting�opinion�on�the�subject,�see�Sicking�(1996).
18� See�Chapter�1,�Section�1.1.
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2.2� Factors�Operating�on�the�Choice�among�Alternative�Expressions

Now� that� the� levels� relevant� to� the� study� of� narratives� have� been
established,�they�may�provide�a�point�of�departure�for�a�more�detailed
description� of� the� factors� operative� on� the�Ancient�Greek� speaker’s
choice� among� different� clause� types� in� creating� (historiographic)
narrative�discourse.�These�I�consider�to�be:

1.� Presentation�of�Real�World�Relations
2.� Text�Articulation
3.� Information�Processing

2.2.1� Presentation�of�Real�World�Relations
Ceteris�paribus�the�order�in�which�the�events�are�narrated�in�a�historical
text�mirrors�the�speaker’s�perception�of�the�succession�in�real�time�of
the� Real� World� ‘happenings’� they� represent.� If� in� his� narrative
(re-)construction� of� reality� the� historian� makes� use� of� clause
combining,�he�may�either� indicate�that�he�experiences�some,� in� itself
unspecified,�Real�World� relation� between� the� subordinated� and� the
superordinated�event,�or�he�may�refrain�from�indicating�a�Real�World
relation�between�them.�If�he�wishes�to�indicate�that,�according�to�him,
a�Real�World�relation�between�the� two�events�obtains,�he�may�use�a
subclause.�He�may�also�wish�to�specify�this�relation.�If�he�does�so,�he
will�make� use� of� relators� that� refer� to� (aspects)� of� states� of� affairs� in
reality,�which�I�call�semantically�specific�relators,� such�as�§n ⁄,�˜te,� or
≤n¤ka,�for�temporal�relations,�or�d¤oti�or�˜ti�for�‘causal’19�relations.�In
case� he� does� not� want,� or� need,� to� be� specific,� but� still� wants� to
indicate� that,� according� to� him,�a�Real�World� relation� between� the
subordinated�and�the�superordinated�event�obtains,�without�specifying
the�nature�of�this�relation,�he�will�use�non-specific� relators�such�as�§pe¤,20

———
19� The�disadvantage�of�the�traditional�term�causal�is�that�this�term�may�be�taken�to

exclude� relations� of� reason.� Whenever� I� speak� of� ‘causal’� relations� (in� inverted
commas),�both�relations�of� cause�and�relations�of�reason�are�meant;�I�shall�distinguish
between�the�two�terms�when�necessary.
20� A�view�comparable�to�mine�has�been�put�forward�by�Pelliccia�in�an�article�on

Pindar,�Nemean�7.31-36�(1989:�74):�“The�more�sensible�course,� in�my�view,�is�not�to
fasten� specific� meanings� on� §pe¤� and� instead� to� describe� its� function� alone:� §pe¤
introduces�circumstantial�clauses�modifying�the�main�verb;�the�time-value�of�its�verb�is
relative� to� that� of� the� main� verb;� the� meaning� of� the� clause� (temporal,� causal,
concessive,�etc.)�in�any�given�context�is�determined�by�the�demands�of�that�context.�A
good� model� for� comprehending� the� range� (and� vagueness)� of� an� §pe¤� clause� is
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§peidÆ,�or�…w,� which� operate� not� on� a� semantic� level,� but� on� the
discourse� level.� When,� however,� the� narrator� does� not� want� to
indicate� a�Real�World� relation� between� the� events� expressed� in� the
subordinate� clause� and� the� matrix� clause,� he� uses� a� participial
clause.21� The� most� obvious� example� of� this� is� provided� by� those
instances�where,�apart� from�the� temporal�relation� in� the�Real�World
that� always� obtains� between� two� events,� the� clause� combination
expresses�no�conceivable�Real�World�relation�between�the�events.22�In
this� case� the� choice� of� a� subclause� headed� by� a� semantically� non-
specific� relator� is� excluded� altogether.� But� the� speaker� may� simply
wish�not� to� indicate�a�Real�World�relation�which�he�did�experience,
because�at�a�certain�point�in�the�text�his�choice�in�favor�of�a�participial
clause� is� influenced� by� other� factors.� That� sometimes� other� factors
prevail�in�the�choice�among�clause�types�is�shown�by�the�fact�that�we
actually�do�find�participial� clauses�headed�by� a� semantically� specific
relator�such�as�ka¤per�and�ëte,�or�…w.23�In�such�cases�the�narrator�still
wants� to� specify� the�Real�World� relation�between� the�content�of� the
clauses�in�the�clause�combination.
Presentation�of�Real�World�relations�between�events� is� something

that�pertains�to�the� level�of� the�Real�World�construction�of�discourse
analysis,� as� it� is� concerned� with� the� way� the� perceived� reality� is
expressed�in�the�text.

———
furnished�by�the�circumstantial�participle,�and�it�may�on�occasion�even�be�desirable�to
translate�an�§pe¤�clause�as�an�unadorned�participial�phrase;�that�is�to�say,�to�decline�to
classify�a�given�instance�as�temporal,�causal,�or�concessive,�in�the�interests�of�avoiding
the�imposition�of�syntactical�patterns�found�in�the�speaker’s�own�language�but�not�in
the� original�Greek”.�Although� too� strictly� concerned�with� sentence-level� grammar,
Pelliccia’s�view�is�an�important�step�forward.
21� It� should� be� noted� that� as� far� as� Real�World� relations� are� concerned,� it� is

irrelevant�whether� the� verbal� constituent� of� the� participial� clause� is� an� aorist� or� a
present�tense�stem�form.
22� Cf.�Hellenica�3.2.21,�where� the�only�conceivable�Real�World�relation�between

the�actions�performed�by�Dercylidas� in�Asia�and�the�Spartans�in�Greece�is� indeed�a
temporal�one,�but�note� that� this�relation� is� specified�only�by� the� temporal�adverbial
katå tÚn aÈtÚn xrÒnon.
23� In� this� connection� one�may� also� think� of� the� usage� of� adverbs� like� metajÊ,

eÈyÊw,�and�ëma.
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Figure�1:�Presentation�of�Real�World�Relations24
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2.2.2� Text�Articulation
Preposed� subordinate� clauses� may� perform� the� function� of� text
articulation.�This� takes�place�at� the�boundary�of�discourse�units,� i.e.,
at�points�of�discontinuity�in�the�discourse.�Boundaries�are�found�both
on� the� level� of� text� articulation� and� on� the� level� of� the�Real�World
construction.
On� the� level� of� text� articulation,� the� boundaries� are� best� called

textual� boundaries;� textual� boundaries� occur� at� points� where� the
———
24� Only� the� semantically� specific� relators� most� commonly� found� in� narrative

discourse�are�listed�here;�for�a�complete�overview�of�(alleged�temporal)�relators,�most
of�which�for�that�matter�do�not�qualify�as�alternatives�for�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w,�see�n.
4�through�6.
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speaker�wants�to�indicate�a�transition�of�one�part�of�the�text�to�another.
At�such�boundaries,�subordinate�clauses�may�perform�the�function�of
segmenting�text�(with�or�without�linkage�of�text�parts)�by�introducing�a
new�point�of�departure�for�the�upcoming�text�segment.
On� the� other� hand,� we� also� find� boundaries� that� pertain� to� the

content�of�the�text;�at�these�content-oriented�or�thematic�boundaries�the
speaker� wants� to� indicate� a� transition� from� one� part� of� the� story� to
another.�These� thematic� boundaries� belong� to� the� level� of� the�Real
World� construction.� At� this� level,� subordinate� clauses�may� perform
the� function� of� segmenting� text� into� different� thematic� units.� It� is
important�to�note�that�if�we�have�a�thematic�boundary,�we�also�have�a
textual� boundary,� but� not� necessarily� vice� versa:� a� textual� boundary
does� not� necessarily� imply� a� thematic� boundary—cf.� the� analysis� of
discourse� boundaries� and� of� the� particles� d°� and� ka¤� as� marking
discontinuity�and�continuity,�respectively,�in�Bakker,�1993.
Text�Articulation,� then,� appears� to� be� a� factor� in� those� instances

where�preposed�subordinate�clauses�perform�a�function�in�segmenting
text� into� discourse� units.� Generally� speaking—as� will� be� further
demonstrated� in�Chapter�4—,� if�a�choice�among�subordinate�clauses
is� influenced� by� the� factor� of� Text� Articulation,� narrators� tend� to
choose� a� participial� clause� when� they� wish� to� signal� a� textual
boundary�by� introducing�a�new�point�of�departure� for� the�upcoming
text�segment�without�segmentation�of� the�text� into�different�thematic
units.�On� the�other�hand,� if� the�narrator�wants� to� signal� a� thematic
boundary� in� addition� to� a� textual� one,� the� choice� is� in� favor� of� a
subclause� (an� §pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�or�…w-clause).� In� Section� 2.2.1� I� have
postulated�that�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�and�…w-clause�are�used�for�indicating�a
semantically�non-specific�relation�between�clauses�within�the�sentence.
Within� the� opposition� participial� clause� vs.� subclause,� then,� the
subclause� is�marked� for�content-relations,�both�on� the� sentence-level
and,�if�preposed,�on�the�discourse-level.�The�gist�of�Section�2.2.1�and
2.2.2�is�presented�in�figure�2:
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Figure�2:�Presentation�of�Real�World�Relations�and�Text�Articulation
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2.2.3� Information�Processing
The� presentation� of� information� in� discourse� may� be� approached
from�various�angles.�In�this�Section�I�shall�discuss�two�oppositions�by
which� information-phenomena�are�often� viewed:�Given� Information
vs.� New� Information� and� Main� Information� vs.� Subsidiary
Information.
Basically,� a� taxonomy� of� given/new� information� is� tripartite.25

Information� conveyed� at� any� point� in� discourse� can� be� entirely� new,
contextually�prepared�or�entirely�given.�Information�status�is�best�viewed�as�a
continuum�with�gliding�scales,�with�on� the�one�extreme�entirely�new
information� (i.e.,� information� not� yet� processed� in� the� preceding
discourse� or� not� present� in� the� speech� situation),� and� on� the� other
extreme� entirely� given� information� (i.e.,� information� already
processed� in� the� preceding� discourse� or� present� in� the� speech
situation).�Between� these� two� extremes,� there� are� various�degrees� in
the�‘newness’�or�‘givenness’�of�information.�From�the�point�of�view�of
text� production,� the� status� of� this� information� depends� on�what� the
text-producer�assumes�the�text-receiver�to�be�able�to�infer�from�other
entities�in�the�discourse�context�or�speech�situation.�Vice�versa�from�the
point� of� view� of� text� comprehension,� the� status� of� this� information
depends� on� what� the� text-receiver�may� infer� from� other� entities� in

———
25� Although�further�distinctions�can�be�made;�see�Prince,�1981;�Virtanen,�1992.
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discourse�context�or�speech�situation.�Since�in�descriptive�linguistics�it
is�the�linguist’s�work�to�concentrate�on�the�text�itself,�I�shall�label�this
‘intermediate’�category�contextually�prepared�information.
Information�may�be�contextually�prepared�in�different�ways.�In�the

following�example,� the� two� subordinate� clauses� in�bold� type� contain
contextually�prepared�information:

Oscar�Wilde,�The�Picture�of�Dorian�Gray,�Beginning�of�Chapter�826
It�was�long�past�noon�when�he�awoke.�His�valet�had�crept�several�times
on� tiptoe� into� the� room� to� see� if� he�was� stirring,� and� had�wondered
what�made�his�young�master�sleep�so�late.�Finally�his�bell�sounded,�and
Victor�came�in�softly�with�a�cup�of�tea,�and�a�pile�of�letters,�on�a�small
tray�of�old�Sèvres� china,� and�drew�back� the�olive-satin� curtains,�with
their� shimmering� blue� lining,� that� hung� in� front� of� the� three� tall
windows.� “Monsieur� has� well� slept� this� morning,”� he� said,� smiling.
“What�o’clock� is� it,�Victor?”�asked�Dorian�Gray�drowsily.�“One�hour
and�a�quarter,�Monsieur.”
How�late�it�was!�He�sat�up,�and�hhaving�sipped�some�tea,�turned�over

his�letters�[…].
After�about� ten�minutes�he�got�up,�and,� throwing�on�an�elaborate

dressing-gown� of� silk-embroidered� cashmere� wool,� passed� into� the
onyx-paved� bathroom.� The� cool� water� refreshed� him� after� his� long
sleep.�He�seemed�to�have�forgotten�all�that�he�had�gone�through.�A�dim
sense�of�having�taken�part�in�some�strange�tragedy�came�to�him�once�or
twice,�but�there�was�the�unreality�of�a�dream�about�it.
As�soon�as�he�was�dressed,�he�went�into�the�library�and�sat�down�to

a� light� French� breakfast,� that� had� been� laid� out� for� him� on� a� small
round� table� close� to� the� open�window.� It� was� an� exquisite� day.�The
warm�air�seemed�laden�with�spices.�A�bee�flew�in�and�buzzed�round�the
blue-dragon� bowl� that,� filled� with� sulphur-yellow� roses,� stood� before
him.�He�felt�perfectly�happy.

The� second�paragraph� starts�with�a� sentence�of� reported� thought�of
Dorian�Gray;�then�we�are� informed�that�he�performed�three�actions:
he�sat�up,�sipped�some�tea,�and�turned�over�his� letters.�The�first�and
the�third�action�are�described�by�a�finite�main�verb,�the�second�one�is
expressed�by� a� participial� clause.�That�Dorian� actually� sipped� some
tea� is� something� that�we� had� not� been� told� before;� the� information
conveyed�in�the�participial�clause,�however,� is�highly� inferrable,�both
from�the�situation�in�general�(drinking�tea�is�something�people�do�after
waking� up)� and� from� the� preceding� discourse� (the� first� paragraph

———
26� Taken�from:�Complete�Works�of�Oscar�Wilde.�With�an�Introduction�by�Vivian�Holland,

London�and�Glasgow:�Collins,�19773.
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describes�Victor�coming�in�with�a�cup�of�tea,�so�that�the�reader�would
expect�Dorian� to�drink� some).�The� same�applies,�mutatis� mutandis,� to
the� information� contained� in� the� subclause� “As� soon� as� he� was
dressed”:� this� is� contextually� prepared� information� because� people
may� be� expected� to� dress� after� washing,� an� event� about� which� the
reader� was� informed� in� the� preceding� paragraph.� As� a� result,� the
subclause�effects�a�smooth�change-over�from�the�paragraph�about�the
bathroom� to� the� paragraph� about� the� breakfast� in� the� library,� by
expressing� contextually� prepared� information� that� naturally� fits� in
between.
While� the� information� status� of� entirely� new� information� is� high,

contextually�prepared� information�has�a�relatively� lower� information
status.� In� text� comprehension,� entities� conveying� contextually
prepared� information�are�more� easily�processed,� and� for� this� reason
they� can� perform� a� text-organizing� function.� Participial� clauses� and
subclauses�conveying�contextually�prepared� information�are� typically
used�for�articulating�the�text:�they�describe�actions�that�are�less�salient
for� the� development� of� the� story� line� than� those� described� by�main
verbs�(as�in�the�case�of�the�participial�clause�“having�sipped�some�tea”
in� the� above� example),� or� articulate� thematic� units� (as� with� the
subclause�“As�soon�as�he�was�dressed”�above).27�In�the�case�of�entirely
given� information,� the� recipient� of� the� text� is� properly� speaking�not
informed�at�all,�so�that�these�entities�may�be�said�to�lack�information
status;� resumptive� clauses� containing� such� information� are� used� for
text-organizational� purposes� only.� So,� as� a� rule� of� thumb,� we�may
state� that� the� lower�the� information�status�of�an�entity,� the�greater� is
its�text-articulating�function:

———
27� Note� that� “having� sipped� some� tea”� occurs� sentence-� and� paragraph-medial

whereas� “As� soon� as� he�was� dressed”� occupies� the� sentence-� and�paragraph-initial
position.
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Figure�3:�Continuum�of�Information�Status

HIGH

INFORMATION

STATUS

INFORMATION

0

Entirely Contextually Entirely
Given Prepared New
(Restatement/
Summary)

The�second�opposition�posited�at� the�beginning�of� this�Section� is� the
opposition� of� Main� Information� vs.� Subsidiary� Information.� This
opposition�is�mainly�based�on�the�assumption�that�not�all�information
provided� in�discourse� is� equally� important� for� the�point� the� speaker
wants� to� make.� On� the� sentence� level,� the� notion� of� subsidiary
information�is�used�to�refer�to�those�pieces�of�information�that�do�not
belong� to� the�main�assertion.�On� the�discourse� level,� clauses� that�do
not� belong� to� the� narrative� assertion� are� referred� to� as� containing
subsidiary� information;� they� owe� their� appearance� to� the� fact� that
they� make� the� text� more� than� an� enumeration� of� events,� i.e.� they
make� a� narrative� out� of� successive� events.� Thus,� speakers� often
present� information� in�order� to�orient� their�addressee� towards�a�new
point� to� be� made� or� introduce� information� for� reasons� of� text
articulation�(e.g.,�‘closure-marking’).�Often�information�is�conveyed�in
relation�to�other� information�for�clarifying�purposes,�e.g.� to�elucidate
or� motivate� the� occurrence� of� an� action� or� for� the� speaker’s� own
conduct.� The� opposition� discussed� here� basically� amounts� to� the
following�dichotomy:� information�may�be�conveyed�as� independently
informative� or� to� be� connected�by� the� recipient� of� the� text� to� other
information� in� the� context.� In� the� second� case� the� information� is
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additional� to� the� main� point� made,� so� as� to� color� the� audience’s
mental�picture�of�the�current�situation.

3� Aims

The�main�question�that�will�be�addressed�in�this�book�will�be:� ‘What
are�the�contextual�factors�underlying�the�Greek�author’s�choice�between
a�participial�clause�and�an�§pe¤/§peidÆ/…w-clause?’�In�answering�this
central� question,� this� book� neither� tries� to� confirm� existing� theories
nor�does�it�present�a�watertight�theory�of�its�own�in�terms�of�stringent
rules.�What� it� does� aim� at,� however,� is� signaling� regularities� in� the
usage� of� the� clause� types� studied.� Signaling� regularities,� for� that
matter,� is� something�we�have� to� content� ourselves�with� in� discourse
analysis—see�Brown�&�Yule�(1983:�22):�“The�discourse�analyst,�with
his�‘ordinary�language’�data,�is�committed�to�quite�a�different�view�of
the� rule-governed� aspects� of� a� language.� Indeed,� he� may� wish� to
discuss,�not�‘rules’�but�regularities,�simply�because�his�data�constantly
exemplifies� non-categorial� phenomena”.�We� do� not� have� ‘ordinary
language’�data�at�our�disposal� for�Ancient�Greek,�but�assuming� that
the� writer� of� an� Ancient�Greek� text� was� free� to� choose� among� the
many�ways�to�code�a�message�linguistically,�and�that�his�choice�among
alleged�alternative�clause�types�is�related�to�the�function�of�the�clause
in�the�organization�of�coherent�text,�we�can�examine�the�transmitted
text�as�accurately�as�possible;�it�is�only�by�close�examination�in�context
that� we� will� arrive� at� a� better� understanding� of� the� usage� of� these
clause�types.�In�order�to�reduce�the�influence�of�the�rhetorical�aspects
of�texts�as�much�as�possible,�my�data-base�consists�of�two�comparable,
but�not� identical�narrative� texts�by�Xenophon:� the�Hellenica�and�the
Anabasis.� Additional� examples� are� occasionally� provided� from� other
texts�by�Xenophon,�especially�the�encomium�Agesilaus,�which�contains
narrative� passages� that� describe� Real� World� events� that� are� also
recorded� in� the�Hellenica,� and� the�Cyropaedia.� In� Chapter� 2,� I� will
present� a� selection� of� ‘near-minimal� pairs’:� instances� where� the
alternative�expressions�are�used�in�comparable�contexts.�In�Chapter�3,
I� will� discuss� the� way� in� which�Real�World� relations� are� coded� by
means� of� subordinating� conjunctions.� Semantically� specific� relations
between�embedded�predications�and�their�matrix�clause�will�be�set�off
from� semantically� non-specific� ones.� The� distribution� of� §pe¤-,�…w-,
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and� §peidÆ-clauses28� and� participles� will� then� be� addressed� in
Chapters�4�and�5.�As�the�discourse�function�of�embedded�predications
turns� out� to� vary� according� to� their� position� in� the� sentence,� I
distinguish� between� preposed� clauses� (embedded� predications� that
precede� their� matrix� clause)29� and� postposed� clauses� (embedded
predications� clauses� that� follow� their� matrix� clause).� The� different
functions� of� preposed� subclauses� and� participles,� and� especially
sentence-initial� ones,� as� discourse� boundary�markers� is� described� in
Chapter� 4.� Chapter� 5� is� devoted� to� the� differences� between� clause
types� with� respect� to� the� information� flow� in� on-going� discourse.
Section� 1� discusses� postposed� embedded� predications� which� may
receive�a�‘causal’�interpretation,�while�in�Section�2�views�on�the�syntax
of� text� grammar� outlined� in� the� foregoing� Chapters� are� used� to
account� for� the�occurrence�of�genitive�absolute� constructions�where,
from� the� point� of� view� of� sentence-syntax,� the� narrator� could� have
used�a� conjunct�participle.�Finally,� the� results� of� these� investigations
will�be�presented�in�Chapter�6.
As� we� should� be� careful� about� relying� on� rules� derived� from

statistics,� I� have� chosen� not� to� provide� these.� Numbers� and� ratios,
especially� when� different� factors� pertaining� to� the� distribution� of
participles� and� subclauses� are� operative� at� the� same� time,� merely
produce�an�appearance�of�objectivity�which�would�be�out�of�place�in�a
study�that�aims�at�pointing�out�the�importance�of�the�context�in�which
the�alternative�expressions�occur.
The� reader� will� observe� in� the� discussion� of� examples� that� my

treatment� of� tense� stems� is� not� based� on� any� particular� theory� of
verbal� aspect� in� Ancient� Greek.� However,� I� tend� to� regard� verbal
aspect,� especially� where� aorist� tense� stem� forms� and� present� tense
stem� forms� in� indicatives� and� participles� are� at� issue,� as� a� text
articulating� device,� and� therewith� I� shall� be� found� to� subscribe

———
28� I�have�not�been�able�to�find�decisive�criteria�to�sufficiently�describe�the�internal

distribution�of�§pe¤,� §peidÆ,�and�…w.� Comparing�Cyropaedia�5.3.57�§pe‹ d¢ ≤m°ra
§g°neto,�7.2.2�§peidØ d¢ ≤m°ra §g°neto,�and�4.1.9�…w d' ≤m°ra §g°neto�one�would
be�inclined�to�refrain�from�distinguishing�a�specific�contribution�of�each�of�the�three
subordinators.�Further�research�is�required�here.
29� Embedded� predications� occuping� a� position� early� in� the� sentence� perform� a

more� prominent� text-organizational� function;� when� necessary,� I� shall� distinguish
within� the� category� of� preposed� clauses� between� sentence-initially� placed� clauses� and
clauses� that� precede� their� matrix� clause,� but� do� not� occupy� the� sentence-initial
position.
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predominantly�to�the�views�on�verbal�aspect�that�Sicking�presented�in
a�series�of�publications�(see�especially�Sicking�1991�and�1996).�Thus,�a
verbal�action�will�be�seen�as�independently�asserted�when�showing�an
aorist� tense�stem�form,�while� imperfects�and�present� tense�stem�form
participles� are� considered� to� be� connected� to� other� actions� in� the
context�(compare,�however,�for�the�discourse�function�of�the�imperfect
also�Rijksbaron,�1986,�1988,�and�2002).
English�translations�are� in�principle� taken�from�the�Loeb�editions.

In� a� number� of� cases,� however,� I� have� changed,� adapted� or
paraphrased� these� translations� in� order� to� stay� closer� to� the
information-structure�of�the�Greek�text.



CHAPTER�TWO

SIX�NEAR-MINIMAL�PAIRS

Introduction

In� the� case� of� modern� languages,� linguists� have� the� possibility� of
taking�two�texts�that�differ�only�slightly,�and�of�asking�a�native�speaker
how�he�or�she�experiences�the�texts.�This�is�not�possible�in�the�case�of
a�dead�language�such�as�Ancient�Greek.�Fortunately,�there�are�several
parallel� passages� in� the� works� of� Xenophon� that� provide� the
opportunity� to� take�a�close� look�at�alternatives�which,�at�first�glance,
might�give�the� impression�of�being�demonstrations�of�random�choice
on�the�part�of�the�speaker,�but�at�the�same�time�present�to�us�exactly
the� required�material.� In� this� chapter� I� present� a� selection� of� such
near-minimal�pairs�(NMP’s),�based�on�their�ability�to�clarify�the�usage
of� the�Ancient�Greek� ‘alternative’� clause� types� that�were�outlined� in
Chapter� 1,� in� order� to� investigate� their� contribution� to� text
articulation.�Neither�in�the�discussion�of�Ancient�Greek�grammar,�nor
in� discourse-centered� linguistics� have� these� passages� received� full
consideration.
The�claims�made�in�Chapter�1�will�be�substantiated�and�illustrated

on� the� basis� of� these�NMP’s� that� illustrate� the� choice� between:� 1)� a
conjunct� participial� clause� and� a� finite� main� verb,� 2)� a� conjunct
participial�clause�and�a�subclause,�3)�a�subclause�and�a�main�clause,�4)
a� subclause� and� a� genitive� absolute� construction,� and� 5)� a� conjunct
participial�clause�and�a�genitive�absolute�construction.�In�the�analysis
of�the�NMP’s�it�will�be�specified�what�the�effect�of�the�individual�clause
types�consists�in.

1� �NMP�1:�Hellenica�4.3.20-21�vs.�Agesilaus�2.15

In�many� instances� the�Hellenica�and�the�Agesilaus� describe� the� same
Real� World� situation;� sometimes� the� exact� same� verbal� action� is
expressed�by�different�linguistic�means.�The�example�below�illustrates
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this�for�the�the�action�‘taking�dinner’,�which�is�expressed�by�a�conjunct
participial� clause� in� the�Hellenica,� and� by� a� finite�main� verb� in� the
Agesilaus.

[1]�Hellenica�4.3.20-21 [2]�Agesilaus�2.15
tÒte m¢n oÔn
—ka‹ går ∑n ≥dh Ùc°—

deipnopoihsãmenoi
§koimÆyhsan. pr— d°�…
Then—it�was�already�late—

having�taken�dinner�they�went�to
sleep.
In�the�morning�…

tÒte m¢n oÔn
—ka‹ går ∑n ≥dh Ùc°—
sunelkÊsantew toÁw t«n polem¤vn
nekroÁw e‡sv fãlaggow
§deipnopoiÆsanto ka‹
§koimÆyhsan: pr— d°�…
Then—it�was�already�late—
having�dragged�the�enemy’s�dead
within�their�battle�line,
they�took�dinner�and�went�to�sleep.

In�the�morning�…

At� the�end�of� the�day,�Agesilaus�and�his�men� take�dinner�and�go� to
sleep� (deipnopoihsãmenoi §koimÆyhsan�and�§deipnopoiÆsanto ka‹
§koimÆyhsan,� respectively);� in� [2],�Xenophon� adds� the� information
that� they� dragged� the� enemy’s� dead�within� their� battle� line.�By� this
fact,�the�two�passages�differ�in�that�the�Hellenica�presents�a�sequence�of
two� verbal� actions,� while� the� Agesilaus� presents� us� with� three.� In
either�case,�a�finite�main�verb�is�used�for�the�action�‘going�to�sleep’.
The� finite�main� verb� §koimÆyhsan� often� occurs� in� the�works� of

Xenophon�to�close�off�a�discourse�episode,�unsurprisingly�so�given�the
meaning� of� the� verb.� Example� [1]� and� [2]� thus� present� ‘typical’
scenes;�we�might�even�go�one�step� further�and�posit� that�Xenophon,
in�producing�(historical)�narrative,�had�a�‘pre-fab’-scheme�in�mind,�to
be�used�for�articulation�at�suitable�points�in�his�text.
In�order� to�provide�an�answer� to� the�question�what�would�be� the

difference�between�the�choice�of�an�(aorist)�conjunct�participial�clause
and�of�a�finite�verb�in�NMP�1,�I�have�mapped�the�distribution�of�clause
types� by�which� other� sequential� actions� are� presented�whenever� the
verb�form�§koimÆyhsan�is�used�in�the�same�context�as�in�NMP�1.

Figure�1:�‘going�to�sleep’-sequences�in�the�works�of�Xenophon.

[FV� =� finite� verb;� CP� =� conjunct� participle:� a� =� aorist� stem;� p� =
present�stem;�pf�=�perfect�stem]
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FV:�3
a Cyropaedia
5.4.19

ka‹ tÒte m¢n oÏtvw §§koimÆyhsan. ëma d¢ tª
≤m°r&�…
And�thus�then�tthey�went�to�sleep.�At�daybreak�…

b Cyropaedia
7.3.1

ka‹ tÒte m¢n oÏtvw §koimÆyhsan. tª d' Ístera¤&�…
And�thus�then�tthey�went�to�sleep.�On�the�following
day�…

c Cyropaedia
7.5.40

ka‹ tÒte m¢n oÏtvw §koimÆyhsan. tª d' Ístera¤&�…
And�thus�then�tthey�went�to�sleep.�On�the�following
day�…

pfCP�+�FV:�1
d Anabasis
4.3.2

tÒte m¢n oÔn hÈl¤syhsan mãla ≤d°vw ka‹
tépitÆdeia ¶xontew ka‹ pollå t«n parelhluyÒtvn
pÒnvn mnhmoneÊontew. •ptå går ≤m°raw ˜sasper
§poreÊyhsan diå t«n KardoÊxvn pãsaw maxÒmenoi
diet°lesan, ka‹ ¶payon kakå ˜sa oÈd¢ tå
sÊmpanta ÍpÚ basil°vw ka‹ Tissaf°rnouw. …w
oÔn éphllagm°noi toÊtvn ≤d°vw §koimÆyhsan.
ëma d¢ tª ≤m°r&�…
At�the�time,�then,�they�went�into�their�quarters�very
happily,�having�provisions�and�likewise�many
recollections�of�the�hardships�that�were�now�past.�For
during�all�the�seven�days�of�their�march�through�the
land�of�the�Carduchians�they�were�continually
fighting,�and�they�suffered�more�evils�than�all�which
they�had�suffered�taken�together�at�the�hands�of�the
King�and�Tissaphernes.�IIn�the�feeling,�therefore,��that
they�were�rid�of�these�troubles��they�went�to�sleep
happily.�At�daybreak�…

aCP�+�FV:�5
e Hellenica
4.3.20-21

tÒte m¢n oÔn—ka‹ går ∑n ≥dh
Ùc°—deipnopoihsãmenoi §koimÆyhsan. pr— d°�…
Then—it�was�already�late—hhaving�taken�dinner�they
went�to�sleep.�In�the�morning�…
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f Anabasis
4.5.29

taÊthn m¢n tØn nÊkta diaskhnÆsantew oÏtvw
§koimÆyhsan §n pçsin éfyÒnoiw pãntew ofl
strati«tai, §n fulakª ¶xontew tÚn k≈marxon ka‹
tå t°kna aÈtoË ımoË §n Ùfyalmo›w. tª d' §pioÊs˙
≤m°r&�…
That�night,�then,�hhaving�thus�ggone�to�billets�all�the
soldiers�wwent�to�sleep�amid�an�abundance�of
everything,�keeping�the�village�chief�under�guard�and
his�children�all�together�within�sight.�On�the�next�day
…

g Anabasis
6.4.10

ka‹ tÒte m¢n deipnÆsantew §koimÆyhsan. tª d¢
Ístera¤&�…
And�thus�then�hhaving�dined�they�went�to�sleep.�On
the�following�day�…

h Cyropaedia
3.1.43

tÒte m¢n dØ jjenisy°ntew ofl strati«tai
§koimÆyhsan. tª d' Ístera¤&�…
And�then�hhaving�received�their�presents�the�soldiers
went�to�sleep.�On�the�following�day�…

i Cyropaedia
3.3.28

ka‹ §ke¤nhn m¢n tØn nÊkta Àsper ¶prepe
profulakåw poihsãmenoi •kãteroi §koimÆyhsan.
tª d' Ístera¤&�…
And�that�night��having�stationed�advance�guards,�as
was�proper,�each�side�wwent�to�sleep.�On�the�following
day�…

aCP�ka‹�aCP�+�FV:�2
j Cyropaedia
4.1.7

ka‹ ofl m¢n dØ émf‹ KËron deipnopoihsãmenoi ka‹
fulakåw katasthsãmenoi …w ¶dei §koimÆyhsan. ofl
d¢ ÉAssÊrioi�…
And�Cyrus�and�his�followers,�hhaving�taken�dinner
and�stationed�sentinels�duly,�wwent�to�sleep.�The
Assyrians�…

k Cyropaedia
7.2.1

ka‹ ofl m¢n émf‹ tÚn KËron deipnopoihsãmenoi ka‹
fulakåw katasthsãmenoi, Àsper ¶dei,
§koimÆyhsan. Kro›sow m°ntoi�…
And�Cyrus�and�his�followers,�hhaving�taken�dinner
and�stationed�sentinels,�as�was�necessary,�wwent�to
sleep.�Croesus,�however,�…
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aCP�ka‹�aCP�ka‹�aCP�+�FV:�2
l Cyropaedia
3.3.33

ka‹ tÒte m¢n deipnopoihsãmenoi ka‹ fulakåw
katasthsãmenoi ka‹ purå pollå prÚ t«n
fulak«n kaÊsantew §koimÆyhsan. tª d' Ístera¤&
pr–�…
And�then,�hhaving�taken�dinner�and�stationed
sentinels�aand�lighted�many�fires�in�front�of�the
sentinels,�tthey�went�to�sleep.�Early�on�the�following
day�…

m Cyropaedia
5.3.51

ofl d¢ strati«tai tÒte m¢n deipnÆsantew ka‹
fulakåw katasthsãmenoi ka‹ suskeuasãmenoi
pãnta ì ¶dei §koimÆyhsan. ≤n¤ka d' ∑n §n m°sƒ
nukt«n�…
The�soldiers�then,�hhaving�dined�and�stationed
sentinels�aand�packed�up�everything�they�needed,
went�to�sleep.�When�it�was�midnight�…

aCP�+�FV�ka‹�FV:�1
n Agesilaus
2.15

tÒte m¢n oÔn—ka‹ går ∑n ≥dh Ùc°—sunelkÊsantew
toÁw t«n polem¤vn nekroÁw e‡sv fãlaggow
§deipnopoiÆsanto ka‹ §koimÆyhsan: pr— d°�…
Then—it�was�already�late—hhaving�dragged�the
enemy’s�dead�within�their�battle�line,�tthey�took
dinner�and�went�to�sleep.�In�the�morning�…

FV�ka‹�aCP�+�FV:�1
o Cyropaedia
3.2.2

ka‹ tÒte m¢n ép∞lyon §p‹ tÚ stratÒpedon ka‹
deipnÆsantew §koimÆyhsan. tª d' Ístera¤&�…
And�then�tthey�went�back�to�camp�aand�having�dined
they�went�to�sleep.�On�the�following�day�…
pCP�ka‹�aCP�+�pFV�ka‹�aCP�+�FV:�1

p Cyropaedia
6.3.37

tÒte m¢n dØ éépiÒntew ka‹ §pimelhy°ntew œn
proe›pon §§deipnopoioËnto ka‹ fulakåw
katasthsãmenoi §koimÆyhsan. tª d' Ístera¤&
pr–…
And�then,�hhaving�gone�away�and�attended�to�the
details�of�all�that�I�have�mentioned,�tthey�took�dinner
and�having�stationed�sentinels�wwent�to�sleep.�Early�on
the�following�day�…
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Other
q Anabasis
2.1.1

[…w m¢n oÔn ≤yro¤syh KÊrƒ tÚ ÑEllhnikÚn ˜te §p‹
tÚn édelfÚn ÉArtaj°rjhn §strateÊeto, ka‹ ˜sa §n
tª énÒdƒ §prãxyh ka‹ …w ≤ mãxh §g°neto ka‹ …w
KËrow §teleÊthse ka‹ …w §p‹ tÚ stratÒpedon
§lyÒntew ofl ÜEllhnew §§koimÆyhsan ofiÒmenoi tå
pãnta nikçn ka‹ KËron z∞n, §n t“ prÒsyen lÒgƒ
dedÆlvtai.] ëma d¢ tª ≤m°r&…
[The�preceding�narrative�has�described�how�a�Greek
force�was�collected�for�Cyrus�at�the�time�when�he�was
planning�an�expedition�against�his�brother
Artaxerxes,�what�events�took�place�during�the
upward�march,�how�the�battle�was�fought,�how
Cyrus�met�his�death,�and�how�the�Greeks�hhaving
returned�to�their�camp�wwent�to�sleep,�supposing�that
they�were�victorious�at�all�points�and�that�Cyrus�was
alive.]�At�daybreak�…

r Cyropaedia
2.4.30

Xrusãntaw m¢n dØ taËta ékoÊsaw ka‹ §pigaurvye‹w
tª §ntolª tª KÊrou, labΔn toÁw ≤gemÒnaw,
épelyΔn ka‹ paragge¤law ì ¶dei to›w ëma aÈt“
m°llousi poreÊesyai, énepaÊeto. §§pe‹ d¢
épekoimÆyhsan ˜son §dÒkei m°trion e‰nai,
§poreÊeto §p‹ tå ˆrh. KËrow d°, §peidØ ≤m°ra
§g°neto,�…
On�hearing�this,�Chrysantas�being�elated�with�his
commission�from�Cyrus�took�his�guides�and�went
away,�and�having�given�what�orders�he�thought
necessary�to�those�who�were�to�go�with�him�went�to
rest.�WWhen�they�had�slept�as�long�as�he�thought
reasonable,�he�started�for�the�mountains.�Cyrus,
when�daylight�came,�…

I�shall�discuss�examples�[a]� through�[p]�as� listed�and�classified� in� the
figure.1

———
1� I� will� not� discuss� examples� [q],� where� §koimÆyhsan� is� used� in� a� dependent

…w-clause,�and�example�[r],�where�the�compound�main�verb�épekoimÆyhsan�is�used
in�an�§pe¤-clause.�I�have�included�the�NMP�discussed�at�the�beginning�of�this�Section
in� the� corpus� ([1]� =� [e];� [2]� =� [n])� in� order� to� be� able� to� discuss� the� individual
members�of�the�pair�in�connection�with�the�relevant�other�members�of�the�corpus.
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In�every�instance�there�is�a�boundary�in�the�text�after�the�sentence
of�which� §koimÆyhsan� is� the� main� finite� verb.� This� boundary,
separating�(and,�at�the�same�time,�linking)�the�two�adjacent�discourse
units,� is� thematic� in� nature:� a� Real� World� boundary� (viz.,� the
transition� from� the� one� day� to� the� other)� is� reflected� by� a� textual
boundary� in� that� one� event� sequence� ends,� and� a� new� one� starts.
Further,�the�transition�from�one�event�sequence�to�another�is�signaled
by� a�high�density� of� linguistic�marking.�Conspicuous� is� the�usage�of
transition-marking�m°n�…�d°.�In�all�instances�the�m°n-member� closes
off� a� discourse� unit,�while� the� next� event� sequence� starts� in� the� d°-
member� (cf.�Bakker,�1993:�302-305).�Only� in�[k]�do�we�have�m°ntoi
opening�the�new�sentence,�but�this�is�easily�accounted�for�(see�below).
Indicators�of�thematic�breaks�between�adjacent�discourse�units�are

temporal,� spatial,� referential� or� action� discontinuity� (see�Chapter� 4,
Section� 1).� In� all� instances,� there� is� temporal� discontinuity� in� the
transition�from�the�one�day�to�the�other.�This�is�marked�by�the�usage
of� temporal� adverbials:� in� [a]-[i]� and� [l]-[p]� (total:� 14)� we� have� a
temporal� adverbial� in� the�m°n-member� in� every� instance� (12x�tÒte;
twice�a�reference�to�‘that�night’:�taÊthn/§ke¤nhn�…�tØn nÊkta).�In�13
of�these�14�instances,�the�next�sentence�opens�with�a�reference�to�the
following�day,�in�various�forms:�6x�tª d' Ístera¤&;�2x�tª d' Ístera¤&
pr–;�2x�pr— d°;�2x�ëma d¢ tª ≤m°r&;�1x�tª d' §pioÊs˙ ≤m°r&.�The
fourteenth� time�we� have�≤n¤ka d' ∑n §n m°sƒ nukt«n.�This� is� [m],
which�is�different�from�the�rest�in�that�for�several�paragraphs�we�learn
about� events� during� the� night.�The� new�day� is� not�mentioned� until
5.3.57,� after� a� resumptive� ‘closing� line’:� tØn m¢n dØ nÊkta oÏtvw
§poreÊonto: §pe‹ d¢ ≤m°ra §g°neto�…2
Whereas�the�transitions�in�these�14�instances�occur�in�passages�that

are�all�temporally�organized,�passages�[j]�and�[k]�are�organized�around

———
2� Note� that� [m]� is� indeed�differently� organized:�here� the� initial�d°� connects� the

sentence�in�which�we�find�the�m°n-member�to�the�preceding�(as�a�matter�of�fact,�it�is
the�d°-member�of�a�m°n…d°�sequence),�whereas�tÒte m°n…≤n¤ka d°�operates�under
the�scope�of�the�initial�d°.�As�regards�the�usage�of�subclauses�in�Cyropaedia�5.3.51-57,
the� larger� context� of� [m],� it� is� telling� that� at� the� point� where� there� is� need� of� a
temporal�reference,�i.e.�after�tÒte m°n,�a�semantically�specific�(temporal)�subordinator
such�as�≤n¤ka� is� used� (compare� the� other� 13� instances� where� we� find� a� temporal
reference)�at�a�point�where�the�narrative�remains�temporally�organized,�whereas�at�a
point� where� a� subclause� is� used� to� indicate� a� thematic� boundary� in� an� on-going
narrative�sequence,�as�in�Cyropaedia�5.3.57,�we�find�that�an�§pe¤-clause�is�used;�cf.�the
discussion�of�[j]-[k]�below.
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their�participants�(ofl m¢n dØ émf‹ KËron�…�ofl d¢ ÉAssÊrioi�and�ofl m¢n
émf‹ tÚn KËron�…�Kro›sow m°ntoi,� respectively).� Still,� there� is� a
thematic� break:� there� is� referential� discontinuity.� However,� the
introduction�of�the�action�‘going�to�sleep’�evokes�the�notion�of�‘night,’
and� a� reference� to� the� break� of� day� is� to� be� expected.� In� a� way
comparable�to�[m]�§koimÆyhsan�…�≤n¤ka d' ∑n §n m°sƒ nukt«n�…
§pe‹ d¢ ≤m°ra §g°neto,� this� reference� to� the� thematic� break� of
temporal�discontinuity�is�expressed�by�means�of�an�§pe¤-clause.�In�the
case�of�[j]�this�happens�in�4.1.9�after�a�resumptive�‘closing�line’�(oÏtv
dØ §kle¤pousi tÚ stratÒpedon ka‹ ép°rxontai t∞w nuktÒw. …w d'
≤m°ra §g°neto ka‹ ¶rhmon éndr«n §fãnh tÚ t«n polem¤vn
stratÒpedon � …);� in� the� case� of� [k]� in� 7.2.2� (§peidØ d¢ ≤m°ra
§g°neto),� after�we�have�been� told�what� happened�during� the�night.
Thus,� in� [j]-[k]� the� temporal� break� is� postponed;� first� the� focus� of
attention� shifts� to� the� actions� performed� by� a� different� participant
during�the�night.�The�full�NP�ofl d¢ ÉAssÊrioi�[j]�is�a�common�means
to�articulate�a� topic� switch.�In�the�case�of�Kro›sow m°ntoi�([k])�there�is
an� extra� nuance:�with�m°ntoi,� the� action� undertaken� is� signaled� as
different� from�what�one�would�expect�on� the�basis�of� the�context�or
situation.3�The�action�undertaken�by�Croesus�is�that�he�and�his�army
fled� straight� towards� Sardis� (eÈyÁw §p‹ Sãrdevn ¶feuge sÁn t“
strateÊmati).�The�unexpectedness�of� this�undertaking� is�clear� from
Cyrus’s�reaction�(7.2.2):�§peidØ d¢ ≤m°ra §g°neto, eÈyÁw §p‹ Sãrdeiw
∑ge KËrow� (‘when� daylight� came,� Cyrus� led� his� army� straight� on
against�Sardis’).
In�the�corpus,�the�m°n-member�is�opened�by�ka¤�9�out�of�16�times.

Whereas�d°� is�used�to�present�a�next� independent�step�in�a�sequence
of� events,� ka¤� indicates� that� what� follows� is� an� addition� to� what
precedes.4�Other� devices� that�mark� the� connection� to� the� preceding
include:� m¢n oÔn� (3x);�m¢n dÆ� (3x),� and� the� use� of� anaphoric� deictic
elements� such� as�oÏtvw� (3x),�taÊthn�(1x),�and�§ke¤nhn� (1x).�Finally,
§koimÆyhsan�is�an�aorist�indicative,�and�the�aorist�stem�is�apt�to�close
off�a�sequence.5

Several� linguistic� features� of� Ancient� Greek� narrative� have� thus
been� illustrated� on� the� basis� of� this� corpus.� I� shall� now� turn� to� the
———
3� For�m°ntoi�used�for�denial�of�expectation,�see�Slings�(1997).
4� Cf.�Bakker�(1993)�on�ka¤�as�a�continuity-marker.
5� The�imperfect�§koim«nto� is� found�only�once� in� the�entire�works�of�Xenophon

(Anabasis�4.5.14),�where�it�is�used�in�a�relative�clause.
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grammar�of�expressing�sequential�actions�with�special�attention�to�the
hierarchy�that�obtains�among�them.
On� the� level� of� text� articulation,� the� use� of� the� finite� verb

§koimÆyhsan� is�central� to� the�closure�of� the� thematic�discourse�unit.
The� simplest� form� of� closing� off� a� discourse� segment� is� using� an
independent�clause�consisting�of�one�finite�verb,�as� illustrated� in� [a]-
[c]�(ka‹ tÒte m¢n oÏtvw §koimÆyhsan).� In�these�examples�we�have�a
‘one�event�sentence’.�Example�[d]�is�slightly�more�complicated,�but�in
fact� still�contains�one�event� (§koimÆyhsan),� for� the�perfect�participal
clause�…w oÔn éphllagm°noi toÊtvn�refers� to�a�state�of�mind�rather
than� an� event,� and� resumes� previously� expressed� information
(propositional�overlap).
Although� in�principle�Greek� syntax�offers�different�alternatives� to

express� two� events� in� a� sentence,� in� fact� we� only� find� an� aorist
conjunct�participle�followed�by�a�finite�verb�([e]-[i]).�Participial�clauses
such� as� these� are� generally� called� clause� chaining� participles.� Of
course,�the�aorist�stem�is�used,�as�the�event�encoded�by�the�participial
clause�is�expressed�as�a�self-contained�piece�of�information�(the�events
are�a�part�of�the�narrative�assertion).6�That�they�are�not�time�adjuncts
is�indicated�by�the�presence�of�other�constituents�providing�a�temporal
reference.�The�chronology�of�the�two�events�is�determined�by�the�way
they�are�presented�(clause�chaining�participle�first,�then�the�finite�verb)
and� the� hearer’s/reader’s� knowledge� of� the� world.� In� terms� of� text
articulation� though,� the� clause� chaining�participles� are�not�on�a�par
with�the�finite�verb�of�their�sentence.�‘Taking�dinner’�([e],�[g]),�‘being
separately�quartered’�[f],�‘being�presented�with�gifts’�[h]�or�‘stationing
advance� guards’� [i]� are� less� central� to� the� thematic� structure� of� the
discourse.� The� action� ‘going� to� sleep’� is� therefore� presented� as� the
main� information,�whereas� the�other�actions�are�presented�by�clause
chaining�participles.�The�usage� of� an� aorist� participle� followed�by� a
finite� verb,� therefore,� is� a�means� to� express� two� independent� events,
and� at� the� same� time� to� constitute� among� them� a� hierarchy� that� is
functional� with� respect� to� the� articulation� of� the� larger� passage� of
which�they�are�part.

———
6� Contrast� for� instance� §n fulakª ¶xontew tÚn k≈marxon ka‹ tå t°kna aÈtoË

ımoË §n Ùfyalmo›w� in� [f],� where� the� (postposed)� present� participle� provides
information�that�is�to�be�connected�to�the�preceding�§koimÆyhsan.



SIX�NEAR-MINIMAL�PAIRS 33

Now�what�if�the�narrator�wishes�to�express�more�than�two�events�in
a� sentence?� The� first� option� seems� to� be:� adding� a� clause� chaining
participle;� in� principle� there� is� no� limit� to� extending� a� chain� of
participles.7�In�the�corpus,�however,�this�option�is�not�found.�Instead,
we� find� two� other� options,� both� involving� the� use� of� ka¤:� either� the
clause�chaining�participles�are�combined,�resulting�in�combinations�of
two�([j]-[k])�or�three�([l]-[m])�participial�clauses,�or�the�finite�verbs�are
combined� ([n]).� The� use� of� ka¤� involves� linking� of� what� belongs
together� as� set� off� from� the� rest.� This� linking� occurs� both� with� the
clause� chaining� participles� and� with� the� finite� verbs,� i.e.� on� the
appropriate�hierarchical� level.�Thus,� if�we�compare�[e]�to�[j]-[k],� the
lower�hierarchical� level�occupied�by�deipnopoihsãmenoi�alone�in�[e]
is� extended� by� one� event� (fulakåw katasthsãmenoi)� in� [j]-[k];
comparing� [j]-[k]� to� [l]-[m],� again� the� lower� hierarchical� level� is
extended� by� one� event� (purã�…�kaÊsantew� and�suskeuasãmenoi
pãnta,� respectively),� whereas� if� we� compare� [e]� to� [n],� in� [n]� the
lower� hierarchical� level� is� now� taken� by�sunelkÊsantew toÁw t«n
polem¤vn nekroÁw e‡sv fãlaggow,�whereas�the�action�‘taking�dinner’
is� transferred� to� the� higher� hierarchical� level� and� is� linked� to� the
action�‘going�to�sleep’.
The�choice�of�the�hierarchical�level�at�which�the�linking�takes�place

is� not� random.�Here�we� go� back� to� the� NMP� that�was� the� point� of
departure�for�this�discussion.
Xenophon� could� have� written� *sunelkÊsantew (…)� k a ‹

deipnopoihsãmenoi §koimÆyhsan�in�Agesi laus � 2.15� ([n]� =� [2]),
expanding� the� sequence� he� wrote� in� the� parallel� passage� in� the
Hellenica� 4.3.20� ([e]� =� [1])� with� one� participial� clause.� Let� us� first
observe� that� if� we� find� linking� of� participial� clauses� before
§koimÆyhsan,�we� always�find� the� series� to�be�opened�by� the� action
‘taking�dinner’� (deipnopoihsãmenoi�in�[j]-[l];�deipnÆsantew�in�[m]),
and�naturally�so�because�of�the�chronology�in�the�Real�World�that� is
mirrored�by�the�way�events�are�presented�in�the�text.�The�actions�that
are� combined� with� the� action� ‘taking� dinner’� by� ka¤� are� again� of
relatively�low�importance�for�the�discourse�segment�as�a�whole�at�the
point� where� it� ends:� these� actions� belong� to� the� routine� of�military

———
7� For� example:� Anabasis � 1.1.7� ı d¢ KËrow ÍÍpolabΔn toÁw feÊgontaw

sull°jaw strãteuma §§poliÒrkei M¤lhton�…� (‘Cyrus� ttook� the�exiles�uunder� his
protection,�ccollected�an�army,�and�llaid�siege�to�Miletus’).
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warfare—‘stationing�sentinels’�([j]-[m],�note�Àw/Àsper ¶dei),�‘lighting
fires�in�front�of�the�outposts’�[l],�or�‘packing�up�everything’�[m]—and
are� easily� added� to� the� scheme� once� the� action� ‘taking� dinner’� has
been�mentioned.� In�Agesilaus�2.15�the�situation�is�different.�It� is�clear
that� the� clause�sunelkÊsantew toÁw t«n polem¤vn nekroÁw e‡sv
fãlaggow,�lacking�in�the�Hellenica,�is�related�to�the�description�of�the
battlefield� after� a� battle� in� the� Agesilaus� (2.14),� also� lacking� in� the
Hellenica.�Although�the�precise�reason�for�the�appearance�of�the�clause
remains� obscure,8� it� clearly� expresses� an� independent� step� in� the
sequence�of�events,�one�which�is�not�part�of�the�typical�scheme.�Thus,
*sunelkÊsantew (…)�ka‹ deipnopoihsãmenoi §koimÆyhsan� would
have�resulted�in�linking�two�actions�that�are�not�easily�combined�from
an� informational� point� of� view,� which� a� fortiori� applies� to
*deipnopoihsãmenoi ka‹ sunelkÊsantew (…)�§koimÆyhsan,�as� this
order�would�not�mirror� the�order�of�Real�World�events.9�Therefore,
things�could�hardly�have�been�articulated�in�a�different�manner.
Agesilaus�2.15�shows�how�linking�and�hierarchy�are�involved�in�the

choice� between� alternative� ways� of� expressing� actions� (note� that
§deipnopoiÆsanto ka‹ §koimÆyhsan�here�together�build�up�the�set�of
actions� typically� found� at� the� closure� of� a� discourse� segment).� Yet
other�options�are�available.� If�we�consider� the�possible�combinations
of� (preposed)� participles� and� finite� verbs,� three� actions� may� be
expressed�in�one�sentence�in�the�following�ways:

———
8� It�depends�on�whether�we�accept�the�words�t«n polem¤vn,� transmitted�by�the

manuscripts�but�regarded�by�some�scholars�as�problematic�(t«n pol.�del.�Schneider,
§k t«n pol.�Weiske,�t«n épolom°nvn� Jacobs).� If� we� do� not,� the� reason� for� the
presence� of� the� clause� might� be� that� once� we� have� been� told� that� bodies� lay� all
around,� it�might�be� taken�as�an�offence�against�Greek� religion� to� leave� them� there
during�the�night.�But� if�we�do�accept�the�manuscript�reading,�which�we�should,� the
clause� is� there� to� highlight� Agesilaus’s� behavior� in� accordance� with� Xenophon’s
encomiastic�goal.
9� The� action� ‘taking� dinner’� occupies� the� front� position� only� when� actions

belonging�to�the�evening�routines�of�military�warfare�are�involved;�cf.�[j]-[m].
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Figure� 2:� Combinations� of� three� actions� expressed� by� (preposed)� participles� and

finite�verbs

1.�FINITE�VERB�ka‹�FINITE�VERB�ka‹�FINITE�VERB
2.�PARTICIPIAL�CLAUSE�+�FINITE�VERB�ka‹�FINITE�VERB
3.�FINITE�VERB�ka‹�PARTICIPIAL�CLAUSE�+�FINITE�VERB
4.�PARTICIPIAL�CLAUSE�ka‹�PARTICIPIAL�CLAUSE�+�FINITE�VERB
5.�PARTICIPIAL�CLAUSE�+�PARTICIPIAL�CLAUSE�+�FINITE�VERB

Option�1�attributes�equal�status�to�the�three�actions,�which�is,�for�the
reasons�mentioned�above,�uncalled� for� in�Agesilaus�2.15,�as� is� linking
the�first�two�actions�and�setting�them�off�from�the�third�(option�4),�or
refraining� from� linking� and� expressing� the� three� actions� as� three
individual� and� informationally� autonomous� successive� steps� in� the
narrative� sequence,� giving� the� first� two� actions� the� same,� yet� lower
hierarchical� status�with� respect� to� the� last� (option�5).�Only� option�3
seems� to� be� a� real� alternative� for� the� one� Xenophon� has� actually
chosen.�Yet�this�option�is�not�viable�here�since�such�a�sequence�would
have�presented�the�action�‘dragging’�and�the�action�‘going�to�sleep’�as
equally�important�steps�in�the�organization�of�the�development�of�the
narrative.� Now� that� a� discourse� segment� is� closed� off,� the� action
‘dragging�the�bodies’� is�not�on�a�par�with�the�action� ‘going�to�sleep’,
around� which� the� action� sequence� within� a� larger� whole� is
thematically�organized.
Option� 3� is� in� fact� found� in� [o].� Here,� ép∞lyon §p‹ tÚ

stratÒpedon�and�§koimÆyhsan� are� linked�on� the� same�hierarchical
level�by�ka¤,�with� the� ‘taking�dinner’�hierarchically�downgraded� to�a
participial� clause� in� the� second� half� of� the� set.� Although� the� action
‘going�back� to� the� camp’� could�have�been� expressed�by� a�participle
(*épelyÒntew §p‹ tÚ stratÒpedon),�Xenophon’s�decision�not�to�do�so
seems�to�be�motivated�by�the�fact�that�this�action�involves�a�relocation
important�enough� for� the�development�of� the�narrative� to�warrant�a
finite�verb�(ép∞lyon).
Example� [p],� finally,� is� the�most� complicated� one,� and� different

from� the� rest.� It� consists� of� five� actions,� expressed� by� a� present
participle� and� an� aorist� participle� linked� by� ka¤ � preceding� an
imperfect�finite�main�verb;�this�main�verb�is�linked�by�a�second�ka¤�to
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the� aorist� finite�main� verb� §koimÆyhsan,�which� is� preceded�by� one
aorist�participle.�Whether�a�present�stem�or�an�aorist�stem�is�used,�we
are� dealing� with� sequential� actions,� for� the� actions� ‘going� away’,
‘attending� to� things’,� ‘taking�dinner’,� ‘stationing�sentinels’�and� ‘going
to�sleep’�are�not�likely�to�overlap�temporally.�Therefore,�irrespective�of
the�clause� type�used,� the�order� in�which� these�are�presented�mirrors
Real�World� chronology.�One�might� compare� the� participial� clause
épiÒntew�to�the�finite�verb�ép∞lyon�of�[o],�but�no�major�relocation�is
at�issue.�As�it� is�used�without�an�argument�indicating�the�destination,
épiÒntew�indicates�an�unspecific�movement�(viz.,�that�they�left�the�spot
last�mentioned)�and�has�as�sole�function�to�provide�the�reader/hearer
with�the�information�necessary�to�keep�track�of�the�narrative�situation
(note� that� the�more� ‘fact-evoking’�épelyÒntew�could�have�been�used
alternatively).�The� other� actions� expressed� are� again� precisely� those
actions�one�would�expect�at� the�end�of�day,�and,�accordingly,�of� the
discourse� segment:� ‘attending� to� things’,� ‘taking� dinner’,� ‘stationing
sentinels’,�and�‘going�to�sleep’.�Further,�the�choice�of�a�finite�verb,�and
the�imperfect�in�particular,�asks�for�an�explanation.�There�seems�to�be
no�specific�reason�for�breaking�up�into�sets�a�sequence�of�actions�that
are�all� part�of� the� end-of-day� scheme.� In� this� respect� it�would�make
less� difference� if� § d e i p n o p o i o Ë n t o � were� replaced� with
deipnopoihsãmenoi,� which� would� hierarchically� downgrade� the
action� ‘taking�dinner’� so� that� it�would�be�paired� to� the�other�actions
with�which� it� is� informationally�on�a�par.�From� the�point�of�view�of
information�processing,�however,�a�sentence�consisting�of�five�actions,
four� of�which� are� linked�by�ka¤,� would� put� too�much� strain� on� the
audience’s�span�of�attention,�a�limiting�factor�in�sentence�production.
Xenophon,� I� suspect,� broke� up� the� sentence� for� the� benefit� of� the
reader/hearer�by�using�a�finite�verb�as�a�pause�before�expressing�the
action�‘going�to�sleep’.�Seen�in�this�light,�the�choice�of�the�imperfect�is
self-evident:� given� the� bridging� function� of� the� finite� verb� between
thematically� interrelated� actions,� the� choice� of� the� imperfect� avoids
the�impression�that�the�end�of�the�sequence�has�already�been�reached.
The� difference� between� an� (aorist)� participial� clause� and� an

independent�finite�verb�is�a�difference�in�hierarchy.�In�[a]�through�[p],
the�finite�main�verb�§koimÆyhsan�invariably�closes�off�the�sequence�of
a� certain� day’s� events.� It� is� the� action� ‘they� went� to� sleep’� towards
which�the�action�sequences�are�organized.�The�action�expressed�by�a
finite�main�verb�primarily�contributes�to�the�thematic�organization�of
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the�text,�in�that�this�verb�provides�the�most�basic�building�block�of�the
narrative.� This� is� most� conspicuous� in� examples� [a]� through� [c],
where� the� action� sequence� closes� off� with� §koimÆyhsan� without
expression� of� further� actions.� If,� however,� every� narrative� sequence
were�narrated� in�this�way,� the�text�would� lose� its� texture:� there�would
be� no� ‘relief’,� so� to� speak,� because� the� actions� constituting� the
structural�backbone�would�not�be�distinguished�from�the�surrounding
material.�At�this�point,�the�preposed�participial�clauses�come�in.�In�all
instances� in� the� corpus� where� a� sequence� consists� of� one� or� more
preposed� participles� and� is� closed� off� by� the� single� finite�main� verb
§koimÆyhsan�which�expresses�the�central�action�([d]�through�[m]),�the
information� status� of� the� preceding� actions� is� low;� the� participles
express�actions� that�belong� to� the� routine�of�military�warfare,�or� the
participle� is� resumptive� (either� by� summary,� as� in� [d],� or� by
restatement,� as� in� [h]).� Sometimes� the� narrator� uses�more� than� one
finite�main�verb� in� the� sequence� ([n]� through�[p]).� In�[o]�and�[p]�he
breaks�up�the�sequence� in�parts� in�order�to�prevent�the�readers� from
losing�grip�on� the�narrative� sequence.� In� the�corpus,�example� [n]� (=
[2])� stands�out.� In�Agesilaus�2.15�the�aorist�conjunct�participial�clause
sunelkÊsantew toÁw t«n polem¤vn nekroÁw e‡sv fãlaggow
expresses� an� action� that,� in� its� context,� has� high� information� status;
the�action� is� rather�unexpected�and�of� significance� for� the�picture�of
Agesilaus� that�Xenophon� is�creating� in�his�encomium.�The� thematic
structure�of� the� set� end-of-day� scheme,�however,� is�preserved�by� the
finite�main�verbs�§deipnopoiÆsanto ka‹ §koimÆyhsan;�as�a�result�of
this,� the�action� ‘they� took�dinner’� is� expressed�by�a�finite�main�verb
here,� linked� by� ka¤� on� the� appropriate� hierarchical� level,� so� as� to
create� a� set� of� structural� elements� (§deipnopoiÆsanto ka‹
§koimÆyhsan)�that�is�linguistically�distinguished�from�the�surrounding
information� (sunelkÊsantew�…).�Age s i l au s � 2.15� ([n]� =� [2])� is
comparable�to�yet�different�from�Hellenica�4.3.20�([e]�=�[1]),�where�the
participle�deipnopoihsãmenoi� is�used�merely�to�express�an�action�of
rather�low�information�status�before�the�finite�main�verb�§koimÆyhsan
closes�off� the� sequence�as�a� structural�building�block� in� the� thematic
organization� of� two� adjacent� discourse� units.�We� conclude� that� an
action�may�be�hierarchically�upgraded�(or�downgraded,�if�we�take�the
Agesilaus-passage�as�our�point�of�departure)� for� reasons�pertaining� to
the�needs�of�a�specific�context.
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Subclauses� are� absent� among� the� comparable� means� of� clause
combining�in�this�corpus.�This�is�significant�and�points�in�the�direction
of�a�position�where,�contrary�to�what�often�is�thought�and�taught,�we
should�regard�subclauses�as�a�substantially�different�category�in�clause
combining� as� far� as� the� organization� of� narrative� discourse� is
concerned.� In� the� next� NMP� we� will� consider� the� alternation� of� a
(present� stem)� conjunct� participial� clause� and� a� (present� stem)
subclause�(§pe¤-clause).

2� �NMP�2:�Anabasis�6.2.13-15�vs.�Hellenica�2.4.10-11

[3]�Anabasis�6.2.13-15 [4]�Hellenica�2.4.10-11
Jenof«n m°ntoi §boÊleto koinª
~met' aÈt«n~ tØn pore¤an
poie›syai, nom¤zvn oÏtvw
ésfalest°ran e‰nai μ fid¤& ßkaston
st°llesyai: éllå N°vn ¶peiyen
aÈtÚn kay' aÍtÚn poreÊesyai,
ékoÊsaw toË XeirisÒfou ˜ti
Kl°androw ı §n Buzant¤ƒ èrmostØw
fa¤h triÆreiw ¶xvn ¥jein efiw
Kãlphw lim°na: ˜pvw oÔn mhde‹w
metãsxoi, éll' aÈto‹ ka‹ ofl aÈt«n
strati«tai §kpleÊseian §p‹ t«n
triÆrvn, diå taËta suneboÊleue.
ka‹ Xeir¤sofow, ëma m¢n éyum«n
to›w gegenhm°noiw, ëma d¢ mis«n §k
toÊtou tÚ strãteuma, §pitr°pei
aÈt“ poie›n ˜ ti boÊletai.
Jenof«n d¢ ¶¶ti m¢n §pexe¤rhsen
épallage‹w t∞w stratiçw
§kpleËsai: yyuom°nƒ d¢ aÈt“ t“
≤gemÒni ÑHrakle› ka‹
koinoum°nƒ, pÒtera l“on ka‹
êmeinon e‡h strateÊesyai ¶xonti
toÁw parame¤nantaw t«n
strativt«n μ épallãttesyai,
§sÆmhnen ı yeÚw to›w flero›w
sustrateÊesyai.
Xenophon,�however,�was�desirous�of
making�the�journey�in�company�with
Cheirisophus,�believing�that�this�was

§k d¢ toÊtou labΔn ı YrasÊboulow
toÁw épÚ Ful∞w per‹ xil¤ouw ≥dh
suneilegm°nouw, éfikne›tai t∞w
nuktÚw efiw tÚn Peiraiç. ofl d¢
triãkonta §pe‹ æsyonto taËta,
eÈyÁw §boÆyoun sÊn te to›w
Lakvniko›w ka‹ sÁn to›w flppeËsi ka‹
to›w ıpl¤taiw: ¶peita §x≈roun katå
tØn efiw tÚn Peiraiç èmajitÚn
énaf°rousan.
ofl d¢ épÚ Ful∞w ¶¶ti m¢n
§pexe¤rhsan mØ éni°nai aÈtoÊw,
§pe‹ d¢ m°gaw ı kÊklow Ãn
poll∞w fulak∞w §dÒkei
de›syai oÎpv pollo›w oÔsi,
sunespeirãyhsan §p‹ tØn
Mounix¤an.
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a�safer�plan�than�for�each�of�them�to
proceed�independently;�but�Neon
urged�him�to�go�by�himself—he�had
heard�from�Cheirisophus�that
Cleander,�the�Lacedaemonian
governor�at�Byzantium,�had�said�he
was�coming�to�Calpe�Harbour�with
triremes;�it�was�Neon’s�purpose,�then,
that�no�one�else�should�get�a�share�in
this�opportunity,�but�that�he�himself
and�Cheirisophus�and�their�soldiers
should�sail�away�upon�the�triremes,
and�this�was�the�reason�for�his�advice
to�Xenophon.�And�Cheirisophus,�he
was�so�despondent�over�what�had
happened�and,�besides,�felt�such
hatred�toward�the�army�for�its�action,
that�he�allowed�Neon�to�do�whatever
he�chose.
Xenophon,�for�a�time,�tried�to�get
clear�of�the�army�and�sail�away�home;
yet�in�response�to�his�sacrificing�to
Heracles�the�Leader,�consulting�him
as�to�whether�it�was�better�and�more
proper�for�him�to�continue�the
journey�with�such�of�the�soldiers�as
had�remained�with�him,�or�to�be�rid
of�them,�the�god�indicated�to�him�by
the�sacrifices�that�he�should�stay�with
them.

Hereafter�Thrasybulus�took�the�men
of�Phyle,�who�had�now�gathered�to
the�number�of�about�one�thousand,
and�came�by�night�to�Piraeus.�The
Thirty�learned�of�this,�and�so�at�once
set�out�against�him,�with�the
Laconian�guardsmen�and�their�own
cavalry�and�hoplites;�then�they
advanced�along�the�carriage�road
which�leads�up�to�Piraeus.
The�men�from�Phyle,�ffor�a�time,�tried
to�prevent�their�coming�up,�yyet�in
view�of�the�fact�that�the�line�of�the
town�wall,�extensive�as�it�was,�seemed
to�need�a�large�force�for�its�defence,
whereas�they�were�not�yet�numerous,
they�gathered�in�a�compact�body�on
the�hill�of�Munichia.

We�have�two�different�stories�this�time,�yet�the�examples�show�the�use
of� a� comparable� construction:�we�have� an� independent�main� clause
with�an�aorist�stem�verbal�contituent�in�both�cases.�In�this�main�clause
a�participant�tries�to�do�something�for�some�time�(¶ti m¢n §pexe¤rhs-);
the� corresponding� d°-member� opens�with� a� preposed� (present� stem)
conjunct�participial�clause�in�[3]�and�a�preposed�(present�stem)�§pe¤-
clause� in�[4];�within�the�sequence�as�a�whole�the�conjunct�participial
clause� and� the� subclause�may� be� seen� as� alternative� clause� types� in
clause�combining.
In� [3],� the� question� is� addressed� how� Xenophon,� Neon,� and

Cheirisophus� thought� the� journey� should� be� continued.� Neon� had
tried� to�persuade�Xenophon� to�go�by�himself� (N°vn ¶peiyen aÈtÚn
kay' aÍtÚn poreÊesyai).�This� is� indeed�what�Xenophon�considered
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doing� for� some� time� (Jenof«n d¢ ¶ti m¢n §pexe¤rhsen épallage‹w
t∞w stratiçw §kpleËsai).10� The� suggestion� that� he� would� not� get
clear� of� the� army� and� sail� away� home� is� elaborated� on� in� the� next
sentence:�Heracles� the�Leader,�whom�he� consulted� as� to�whether� it
was�better�and�more�proper�for�him�to�continue�the�journey�with�such
of� the� soldiers� as� had� remained� with� him,� or� to� be� rid� of� them,
indicated�to�him�by�the�sacrifices�that�he�should�stay�with�them.
In�[4],�Thrasybulus�takes�the�men�of�Phyle�and�arrives�at�Piraeus.

A�topic�switch�occurs:�the�Thirty�(ofl d¢ triãkonta)�are�the�new�topic
and�we�are� told�what� they�did�when� they� learned11�of�Thrasybulus’s
arrival:�they�set�out�to�the�rescue�of�those�in�Piraeus�(§boÆyoun);�next,
they� advanced� along� the� carriage� road� which� leads� up� to� Piraeus
(§x≈roun).�As�the�imperfects�indicate,�these�actions�are�supposed�to�be
connected� with� the� sequel,� and� the� action� sequence� ends� with� the
reaction� of� the� men� from� Phyle� (again� a� topic� switch:� ofl d¢ épÚ
Ful∞w),�reported�by�aorists:�for�some�time�they�tried�to�prevent�their
coming�up,�but�eventually�they�gathered�in�a�compact�body�on�the�hill
of�Munichia.
In� either� example,� the� reader/hearer� is� informed� on� the� basis� of

the� lexical�meaning�of ‘§pexe¤rhs-’,�that�what�is�communicated�here
is� an� attempt� to� undertake� an� action� (épallage‹w t∞w stratiçw
§kpleËsai�and�mØ éni°nai aÈtoÊw,�respectively).�The�presence�of�m°n,
on� the� other� hand,� creates� the� expectation� that� the� attempt
undertaken�will� be� abandoned,� to�be� followed�by� a�different� action.
Whether� the� sentence�containing� the�corresponding�d°� opens�with� a
(conjunct)�participial� clause,�as� in� [3],�or�with�a� subclause,�as� in� [4],
the�articulation�by�means�of�m°n�…�d°�serves�the�purpose�of�marking
discourse� complementation.12� Therefore,� it� is� implausible� that� the
subordinate� clauses,� although� having� been� preposed,� perform� the
function�of�discourse�segmentation�here.�Rather,�it�will�be�argued,�the
difference� in�syntax�reflects� the�difference� in�the�Real�World�relation
that� obtains� between� the� events� expressed� in� the� two� clauses� of� the

———
10� See� Lendle� (1995,� 376):� “Die� Formulierung� ¶ti m¢n §pexe¤rhsen�…� (vgl.

Hell.2.4.11)�ist�hier�in�dem�Sinn�zu�verstehen,�daß�er�bereits�seit�einer�gewissen�Zeit
und�nach�wie�vor�erwog,�das�Heer�zu�verlassen”.
11� A� subclause� of� the� type� §pe‹ æsyonto taËta� often� indicates� focalization� at

points�where�a�discourse�participant�undertakes�an�action�in�response�to�an�action�of
some�other�discourse�participant.
12� As�opposed�to�transition-marking�m°n�…�d°;�see�the�Index�of�Linguistic�Terms.
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clause�combination.�The�two�subordinate�clauses�under�consideration
have�present�stem�verbal�constituents.�From�a�presentational�point�of
view,�this�means�that�the�verbal�action�is�not� independently�asserted,
but�has�to�be�connected�with�the�verbal�action�of�the�main�proposition.
In�[3],�an�§pe¤-clause,� if� at� all� apt� to� indicate� the�obtaining�Real

World� relation,� would� have� needlessly� complicated� participant
tracking.�The�narrator�presents�the�reader�with�information�necessary
for�a�correct�understanding�of�the�main�proposition�(§sÆmhnen ı yeÒw)
by� using� the� conjunct� participle� yuom°nƒ d¢ aÈt“ t“ ≤gemÒni
ÑHrakle› ka‹ koinoum°nƒ, pÒtera�…:�without� the� information� that
Xenophon�offered�sacrifice,� the�text�would�have�been�incoherent.�As
things�stand,�the�dative�case�(yuom°nƒ… aÈt“)�is�used�to�express�the
relation�obtaining�in�the�Real�World�between�the�events�expressed�in
the�two�clauses�of� the�clause�combination,�viz.,� that� someone�offered
sacrifice� and� that� the� god� responded,� by� filling� the� slot� of� the� third
complement� to� §sÆmhnen.�At� the� same� time,� it�prepares� for�a� topic
switch�to�ı yeÒw.
In�[4]�there�is�the�specific�contribution�of�the�subordinator�§pe¤.�In

his� (re-)construction� of� reality� in� the� form� of� narrative,� the� speaker
does� several� things� at� the� same� time:� he� records� two� Real� World
‘events’13:�1)� that� the� line�of� the� town�wall� seemed� to�require�a� large
force� for� its� defence,� and�2)� that� the�men� from�Phyle� gathered� in� a
compact�body�on�the�hill�of�Munichia,�and�further,�by�using�§pe¤,�he
signals�that�according�to�him�a�relation�exists�between�the�two�events
that� are� combined,�without� specifying� the�nature�of� this� relation.� In
[4],� we� are� presented� with� the� speaker’s� evaluation� of� the� reality
situation� that� brings� the� men� from� Phyle—the� current� discourse
topic—round�to�perform�the�action�with�which�the�paragraph�comes
to�a�close:�‘in�view�of�the�fact�that,�<to�them>,�the�line�of�the�town�wall,
extensive� as� it� was,� seemed� to� require� a� large� force� for� its� defence,
whereas� they� were� not� yet� numerous,� they� gathered� in� a� compact
body�on�the�hill�of�Munichia’.
The�presentation�of� the�Real�World� situation� in� [4]� by�means� of

the�subclause�has�the�effect�that�the�event�expressed�in�the�subordinate
clause�is�relayed�from�the�point�of�view�of�the�current�discourse�topic,
the�men� from�Phyle.� This� effect� is� established� by� a� combination� of
three� factors:�1.� the� order� in� which� the� topic� and� the� present� stem

———
13� For�the�notion�of�‘event’,�see�Chapter�1,�Section�2.1.
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subclause�are�presented;14�2.�the�lexical�meaning�of�§dÒkei�itself;�3.�the
deletion� of� the� dative� phrase� to� §dÒkei� indicating� to� whom� the
situation�seemed�the�case.�The�situation�found�in�example�[4]�should
therefore�be�interpreted�as:�“for�some�time�the�men�from�Phyle�tried
to�prevent� their�coming�up,�but� then�they�realized�that�the�line�of�the
town� wall� required� a� large� force� for� its� defence,� and� therefore�<they
gave�up� this� attempt�and>� they�gathered� in�a� compact�body�on� the
hill� of�Munichia”.�Thus� paraphrased,� the� reader/hearer� still�misses
some�essential�information,�viz.,�why�the�fact�that�the�line�of�the�town
wall�required�a�large�force�for�its�defence�would�be�a�problem�for�the
men�from�Phyle.�The�answer�to�this�question�is:�<they�realized�that>
the� line� of� the� town� wall� was� extensive� and� they� were� not� yet
numerous.15�The�narrator�provides�his�reader�with�this�information�by
means� of� two� conjunct� participles� inside� the� §pe¤-clause� (m°gaw�…
 n/oÎpv pollo›w oÔsi).� The� information� provided� by� these
participial� clauses� that� are� part� of� the� construction� may� be� called
‘subsidiary’� to� the� extent� that� it� does� not� belong� to� the� main
proposition,�but� is� there� to�help� the� reader� in�his� attempt� to�decode
the�meaning�contained�in�the�main�proposition.
The� major� upshot� of� the� analysis� of� this� NMP� consists� in� the

observation�that�the�choice�between�a�conjunct�participial�clause�and
a�subclause�(§pe¤-clause)�may�be�determined�by�factors�concerning�the
presentation�of�different�Real�World�relations�between�the�content�of
the�subordinate�clause�and�the�content�of�its�matrix�clause.�In�[3]�such
a� relation� obtains,� but� it� is� different� from� the� one� in� [4],� in� that� in
[3]—a�situation�in�which�one�may�expect�a�response�from�the�god,�so
that�a�topic�switch�occurs�(Jenof«n ’ ı yeÒw)—the�relation�between
the� act� of� sacrificing� and� the� answer� to� it� is� self-evident,� and� is
primarily� expressed� by� the� dative� case� of� the� conjunct� participle,

———
14� Cf.�Sicking,�1996:�71:�“If�these�observations�are�correct,�preposed�PS�[present

stem]�subclauses,�apart�from�preparing�the�reader’s�understanding�of�the�main�clause,�at
the�same�time�can�be�used�for�directing�his�perspective,�or�point�of�view,�by�making�the
dramatis�persona�the�‘focalizer’�of�the�events�mentioned�in�the�subclause.�It�will�be�noted
that�this�is�not�a�characteristic�of�preposed�PS�subclauses�as�such,�but�a�result,�or�side
effect,�of�1.�the�topic�of�the�<main�clause>�having�been�established�before�a�subclause
about�a�different�topic�comes�in,�and�2.�PS�making�the�subclause�and�the�main�clause
into�one�integrated�unit�of�information,�thus�bringing�the�combination�of�the�two�under
the�‘scope’�of�the�topic�involved.”
15� That�numbers�are� to� increase�on� their� side� is�apparently� to�be�expected,�and

this�expectation�is�indeed�met�in�the�sequel;�cf.�Hellenica�2.4.11-12.
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functioning�as� the� third�complement� to�§sÆmhnen.�In�[4],�where�the
adjacent�clauses�of� the�§pe¤-clause�have� the� same� subject� (ofl d¢ épÚ
Ful∞w),� the�speaker�presents�an�evaluation�of�the�reality�situation�by
the� participants� that� brings� them� round� to� perform� the� action
presented�in�the�matrix�clause.�The�non-specific�relator�§pe¤�indicates
that� the� subordinated� proposition� is� to� be� related� to� the� main
proposition;� the�way� the� speaker�presents� a�Real�World� situation� in
the�clause�combination,�in�combination�with�the�linguistic�means�used
to� present� the� subordinated� situation,� has� the� effect� that� the
subordinated� situation� is� relayed� from� the� point� of� view� of� the
discourse�participants.�In�the�case�of�the�conjunct�participial�clause�in
[3],�the�situation�is�externally�focalized.
In�the�next�NMP�we�will�elaborate�on�the�discussion�of�NMP�1�&�2,

as�in�two�comparable�contexts�of�some�length�we�will�again�encounter
the�alternation�of� an� (aorist� stem)� conjunct�participial� clause�and�an
(aorist� stem)� independent� finite� verb,� as�well� as� the� alternation� of� a
(present� stem)� conjunct� participial� clause� and� a� (present� stem)
§pe¤-clause.

3� �NMP�3:�Hellenica�3.4.15-16�vs.�Agesilaus�1.19-25

[5]�Hellenica�3.4.15-16 [6]�Agesilaus�1.19-25
…�diå m¢n dØ taËta eÈyÁw polloÁw
§raståw t∞w aÍtoË fil¤aw
§poiÆsato. gign≈skvn d' ˜ti ≤ m¢n
poryoum°nh ka‹ §rhmoum°nh x≈ra
oÈk ín dÊnaito polÁn xrÒnon
strãteuma f°rein, ≤ d' ofikoum°nh
m¢n speirom°nh d¢ é°naon ín tØn
trofØn par°xoi, §pem°leto oÈ
mÒnon toË b¤& xeiroËsyai toÁw
§nant¤ouw, éllå ka‹ toË pr&Òthti
prosãgesyai. ka‹ pollãkiw m¢n
prohgÒreue to›w strati≈taiw toÁw
èliskom°nouw mØ …w éd¤kouw
timvre›syai, éll' …w ényr≈pouw
ˆntaw fulãttein, pollãkiw d¢ ıpÒte
metastratopedeÊoito, efi a‡syoito
kataleleimm°na paidãria mikrå
§mpÒrvn, ì pollo‹ §p≈loun diå tÚ
nom¤zein mØ dÊnasyai ín f°rein
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genom°nhw d¢ taÊthw t∞w
flppomax¤aw, yuom°nƒ t“
ÉAghsilãƒ tª Ístera¤& §p‹ proÒdƒ
êloba g¤gnetai tå flerã. toÊtou
m°ntoi fan°ntow str°caw §poreÊeto
§p‹ yãlattan.
gign≈skvn d¢ ˜ti efi mØ flppikÚn
flkanÚn ktÆsaito, oÈ dunÆsoito katå
tå ped¤a strateÊesyai, ¶gnv toËto
kataskeuast°on e‰nai, …w mØ
drapeteÊonta poleme›n d°oi.
ka‹ toÁw m¢n plousivtãtouw §k
pas«n t«n §ke› pÒlevn
flppotrofe›n kat°leje: pproeipΔn
d°, ˜stiw par°xoito ·ppon ka‹ ˜pla
ka‹ êndra dÒkimon, ˜ti §j°stai aÈt“
mØ strateÊesyai, §§po¤hsen oÏtv
taËta suntÒmvw prãttesyai
Àsper ên tiw tÚn Íp¢r aÍtoË
époyanoÊmenon proyÊmvw zhto¤h.

§k d¢ toÊtou §peidØ ¶ar Íp°faine,
sunÆgage m¢n ëpan tÚ strãteuma
efiw ÖEfeson:

aÈtå ka‹ tr°fein, §pem°leto ka‹
toÊtvn ˜pvw sugkom¤zointÒ poi.
to›w d' aÔ diå g∞raw
kataleipom°noiw afixmal≈toiw
pros°tatten §pimele›syai aÈt«n,
…w mÆte ÍpÚ kun«n mÆy' ÍpÚ lÊkvn
diafye¤rointo. Àste oÈ mÒnon ofl
punyanÒmenoi taËta, éllå ka‹
aÈto‹ ofl èliskÒmenoi eÈmene›w aÈt“
§g¤gnonto. ıpÒsaw d¢ pÒleiw
prosagãgoito, éfair«n aÈt«n ˜sa
doËloi despÒtaiw ÍphretoËsi
pros°tatten ˜sa §leÊyeroi êrxousi
pe¤yontai: ka‹ t«n katå krãtow
énal≈tvn teix°vn tª filanyrvp¤&
ÍpÚ xe›ra §poie›to.
§pe‹ m°ntoi énå tå ped¤a oÈd¢ §n tª
Frug¤& §§dÊnato strateÊesyai diå
tØn Farnabãzou flppe¤an, ¶dojen
aÈt“ flppikÚn kataskeuast°on
e‰nai, …w mØ drapeteÊonta poleme›n
d°oi aÈtÒn. toÁw m¢n oÔn
plousivtãtouw §k pas«n t«n §ke›
pÒlevn flppotrofe›n kat°leje.
proe›pe d°, ˜stiw par°xoito ·ppon
ka‹ ˜pla ka‹ êndra dÒkimon, …w
§j°soito aÈt“ mØ strateÊesyai:
ka‹ §po¤hsen oÏtvw ßkaston
proyÊmvw taËta prãttein Àsper ên
tiw tÚn Íp¢r aÍtoË époyanoÊmenon
proyÊmvw masteÊoi. ¶taje d¢ ka‹
pÒleiw §j œn d°oi toÁw flpp°aw
paraskeuãzein, nom¤zvn §k t«n
flppotrÒfvn pÒlevn eÈyÁw ka‹
fronhmat¤aw mãlista ín §p‹ tª
flppikª gen°syai. ka‹ toËt' oÔn
égast«w ¶doje prçjai, ˜ti
kateskeÊasto tÚ flppikÚn aÈt“ ka‹
eÈyÁw §rrvm°non ∑n ka‹ §nergÒn.
§peidØ d¢ ¶ar Íp°faine, sunÆgage
pçn tÚ strãteuma efiw ÖEfeson:

The�immediate�result�was�that�he�had
many�ardent�suitors�for�his�friendship.
Recognizing�that�a�country�plundered
and�depopulated�could�not�long
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After�this�cavalry�battle�Agesilaus�on
the�next�day�was�offering�sacrifices
with�a�view�to�an�advance,�when�the
livers�of�the�victims�were�found�to�be
lacking�a�lobe.�After�the�unexpected
appearance�of�this�sign,�he�turned
and�marched�to�the�sea.
Recognizing�that,�unless�he�obtained
an�adequate�cavalry�force,�he�would
not�be�able�to�campaign�in�the�plains,
he�resolved�that�this�must�be
provided,�so�that�he�might�not�have
to�carry�on�a�skulking�warfare.�And
accordingly�he�assigned�the�richest
men�of�all�the�cities�in�that�region�to
the�duty�of�raising�horses;�bby
proclaiming�that�whoever�supplied�a
horse�and�arms�and�a�competent�man
would�not�have�to�serve�himself,�hhe
caused�these�arrangements�to�be
carried�out�with�all�the�expedition
that�was�to�be�expected�when�men

support�an�army,�whereas�an
inhabited�and�cultivated�land�would
yield�inexhaustible�supplies,�he�took
pains�not�only�to�crush�his�enemies�by
force,�but�also�to�win�them�over�by
gentleness.�And�he�would�often�warn
his�men�not�to�punish�their�prisoners
as�criminals,�but�to�guard�them�as
human�beings;�often�when�shifting
camp,�if�he�noticed�little�children,�the
property�of�merchants,�left
behind—many�merchants�offered
children�for�sale�because�they�thought
they�would�not�be�able�to�carry�and
feed�them—he�looked�after�them�too,
and�had�them�conveyed�to�some
place�of�refuge.�Again,�he�arranged
that�prisoners�of�war�who�were�too
old�to�accompany�the�army�were�to
be�looked�after,�that�they�might�not
fall�a�prey�to�dogs�or�wolves.�It�thus
came�about�that�he�won�the�goodwill
not�only�of�those�who�heard�of�these
facts,�but�even�of�the�prisoners
themselves.�In�his�settlement�with�the
cities�that�he�won�over,�he�invariably
excused�them�from�all�servile�duties
and�required�only�such�obedience�as
freemen�owe�to�their�rulers;�and�by
his�clemency�he�made�himself�master
of�fortresses�impregnable�to�assault.
In�view�of�the�fact,�however,�that�he
was�not�able�to�campaign�in�the
plains�even�in�Phrygia,�owing�to
Pharnabazus’�cavalry,�he�decided�that
a�cavalry�force�must�be�provided,�so
that�he�might�not�have�to�carry�on�a
skulking�warfare.�He�therefore
assigned�the�richest�men�of�all�the
cities�in�that�region�to�the�duty�of
raising�horses;�further,�hhe�proclaimed
that�whoever�supplied�a�horse�and
arms�and�a�competent�man�would
not�have�to�serve�himself;�aand�in�this
way�hhe�caused�that�every�one�of�them
carried�out�these�requirements�with
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were�eagerly�looking�for�substitutes�to
die�in�their�stead.

After�this,�at�the�first�sign�of�spring,�he
gathered�his�whole�army�at�Ephesus.

the�zeal�of�a�man�in�quest�of�a
substitute�to�die�in�his�stead.
He�also�specified�cities�that�were�to
furnish�contingents�of�cavalry,�feeling
sure�that�from�the�horsebreeding
cities�riders�proud�of�their
horsemanship�would�be�forthcoming.
This�again�was�considered�an
admirable�stroke�on�his�part,�that�no
sooner�had�he�raised�his�cavalry�than
it�became�a�powerful�body�ready�for
action.
At�the�first�sign�of�spring�he�gathered
his�whole�army�at�Ephesus.

In� these� two�parallel�passages� from�the�Hellenica�and�the�Agesilaus�the
same� Real� World� situation� is� described.� The� passage� that� will� be
considered�in�detail�deals�with�the�subject�of�the�raising�of�a�mounted
force� by� Agesilaus.� The� same� Real� World� experience� has� been
transformed�into�text�in�a�different�manner�in�the�two�passages,�both
with� respect� to� the� amount� of� information� that� is� conveyed� and� the
linguistic�means�that�are�used�to�articulate�the�text.
It� is� important�to�remember�that�the�Hellenica�and�the�Agesilaus�are

of� a� different� text� type:� they� are� a� historical� narrative� and� an
encomium,� respectively.� In� the�Hellenica,� the� raising� of� a�mounted
force� is� described� as� part� of� an� ongoing� narrative� sequence.� The
corresponding�passage� in� the�Agesilaus� is�part�of�a�differently�planned
piece�of�discourse.�Sections�1.6-2.31�of�the�encomium�are�dedicated�to
the�actions�(¶rga)�of�Agesilaus’s�reign16�covering�more�than�half�of�the
text.� In� his� account� of�Agesilaus’s� actions,�Xenophon�uses� narrative
episodes� to� illustrate�Agesilaus’s�qualities�as�a�general,� for,�he� says,� I
believe� that� his� deeds� will� throw� the� clearest� light� on� his� qualities.17� He� has

———
16� The�opening�and�closure�of�this�part�of�the�text�are�marked:�1.6:�˜sa ge mØn §n

tª basile¤& dieprãjato nËn ≥dh dihgÆsomai� (‘I� will� now� give� a� narrative� of� the
achievements�of�his�reign’)�…�3.1:�ka‹ taËta m¢n dØ e‡rhtai ˜sa t«n §ke¤nou ¶rgvn
metå ple¤stvn martÊrvn §prãxyh�(‘such,�then,�is�the�record�of�my�hero’s�deeds,�so
far�as�they�were�done�before�a�crowd�of�witnesses’).�Similarly,�the�opening�and�closure
of�the�account�of�Agesilaus’s�activities�in�Asia�are�marked:�1.10:�§n to¤nun tª ÉAs¤&
¥de pr≈th prçjiw §g°neto�(‘well,�his�first�act�in�Asia�was�the�following’)�…�1.38:�t«n
m¢n dØ §n tª ÉAs¤& prãjevn toËto t°low §g°neto� (‘this� then�was� the� end�of�his
activities�in�Asia’).
17� Agesilaus�1.6:�˜sa ge mØn §n tª basile¤& dieprãjato nËn ≥dh ddihgÆsomai:

épÚ går t«n ¶rgvn ka‹ toÁw trÒpouw aÈtoË kãllista nom¤zv katadÆlouw ¶sesyai.
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chosen�the�form�of�narrative,�for�how�could�one�give�a�clearer�impression�of
what�kind�of�general�he�was�than�by�narrating�the�things�he�did?18�The�Agesilaus
on�the�whole�might�be�regarded�as�‘behavioral�discourse’,�albeit�with
narrative�chunks�interwoven�in�the�account�of�the�hero’s�actions:19�the
text� is� agent� oriented,� and� Agesilaus’s� actions� are� narrated� in
chronological�order,� yet�narrative�episodes�are�presented� in� ‘blocks’,
that� are� selected� for� the� purpose� of� eulogy.� It� is� clearly� the� speaker
who�presents� the� narrative� episodes� as� examples:� he� is,� explicitly� or
implicitly,�present�throughout�the�text,20�often�commenting�upon� the
actions� by� giving� an� evaluative� statement.� It� is� therefore� to� be
expected� that� the� linguistic� and� informational� differences� in� the
corresponding� passage� are� linked� up� with� the� difference� in� the
constitution�of�these�texts.
The� text�preceding� the�corresponding�passage� is�not� comparable.

In� the�Hellenica,�when�Xenophon�writes�§poreÊeto §p‹ yãlattan,� it
should�be�understood�that�this�is�in�the�direction�of�Ephesus,�towards
his�winter�headquarters.�Ephesus�is,�indeed,�the�location�in�3.4.16.�On
the� level� of� text� articulation,� a� new� text� segment� is� started�with� the
conjunct� participial� clause�gign≈skvn d°�…;� this� text� segment� is
closely�bound�up�with�the�preceding�one�within�a�larger,�thematically
coherent�whole:�the�raising�of�the�mounted�force�fits�into�the�on-going
sequence� of� retreat� and� marching� to� Ephesus.� In� the�Agesilaus,�the
passage� under� consideration� is� preceded� by� a� large� episode� on
Agesilaus’s�conduct� towards�others� in�warfare,�meant� to� illustrate�his
filanyrvp¤a.21�With�the�clause�§pe‹ m°ntoi énå tå ped¤a oÈd¢ §n tª

———
18� Agesilaus�1.9:�…p«w ên tiw saf°steron §pide¤jeien …w §stratÆghsen μ efi

aÈtå ddihgÆsaito ì ¶prajen;
19� For�a�characterization�of�discourse�types,�see�Longacre,�1983.
20� Cf.� in� the� present� passage:� (1):� d°oi aÈtÒn�(Agesilaus)�vs.�d°oi�(Hellenica):� the

rather�superfluous�aÈtÒn�indicates�that�the�speaker�is�talking�about�Agesilaus;�(2):�…w
§j°soito�(Agesilaus)�vs.�˜ti §j°stai� (Hellenica):� by� using� the� indicative� in� indirect
discourse�the�author�renders�the�quotation�verbatim,�wheras�the�optative�is�used�when
the�speaker�integrates�the�quotation�into�his�narration�(Cf.�Goodwin,�1897,�261�(670):
SIMPLE�SENTENCES�IN�INDIRECT�DISCOURSE:�Indicative�and�Optative�after�˜ti�and�…w
and�in�Indirect�Questions:�“after�past�tenses�the�indicative�and�optative�are�in�equally
good�use;�the�optative�being�used�when�the�writer�incorporates�the�quotation�entirely
into�his�own�sentence,�and�the�indicative�when�he�quotes�it�in�the�original�words�as�far
as�his�own�construction�allows”).
21� In�the�clause�ıpÒsaw d¢ pÒleiw prosagãgoito,� the� aorist� optative� illustrates

that�the�present�stem�is�not�compulsory�for�so-called�‘distributive’�actions.�The�aorist
is�used�because�every�constituent�in�the�clause,�including�the�verbal�constituent�with
high�information�status,�has�focus�function.�While�both�the�underlying�discourse�topic
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Frug¤& §dÊnato strateÊesyai diå tØn Farnabãzou flppe¤an,
Xenophon� returns� to� the� narrative� line� he� abandoned� in� 1.16:� ı d¢
ÉAghs¤laow ént‹ toË §p‹ Kar¤an fi°nai eÈyÁw éntistr°caw §p‹
Frug¤aw §poreÊeto: ka‹ tãw te §n tª pore¤& épant≈saw dunãmeiw
énalambãnvn ∑ge ka‹ tåw pÒleiw katestr°feto ka‹ §mbalΔn
éprosdokÆtvw pamplhy∞ xrÆmata ¶labe22� (‘but� instead� of
marching�on�Caria,�Agesilaus� forthwith� turned� round�and�made� for
Phrygia.�Picking�up�the�various� forces� that�met�him�on�the�route,�he
proceeded� to�reduce� the�cities�and�captured�a�vast�quantity�of�booty
by�sudden�attacks’).�It�is�followed�by�an�evaluative�section,�starting�in
1.17�with�strathgikÚn oÔn ka‹ toËto §dÒkei diaprãjasyai, ˜ti §pe‹
pÒlemow proerrÆyh ka‹ tÚ §japatçn ˜siÒn te ka‹ d¤kaion §j §ke¤nou
§g°neto, pa›da ép°deije tÚn Tissaf°rnhn tª épãt˙, fron¤mvw d¢
ka‹ toÁw f¤louw §ntaËya ¶doje plout¤sai� (‘this� achievement� also
was� thought� to�be�a�proof�of� sound�generalship,� that�when�war�was
declared� and� cozening� in� consequence� became� righteous� and� fair
dealing,� he� showed�Tissaphernes� to� be� a� child� at� deception.� It� was
thought,� too,� that�he�made� shrewd�use�of� this�occasion� to�enrich�his
friends’),� which� in� its� turn� is� followed� by� the� behavioral� units� 1.18
(§pe‹ gãr)—22�on�his�filanyrvp¤a.
The�§pe‹ m°ntoi-clause�presents�us�with�a�problematic�situation�for

Agesilaus:� a� campaign� in� the�plains�was� impossible� even� in�Phrygia,
owing� to� Pharnabazus’� cavalry.� This� contrasts� sharply� with� the
prosperous�situation�resulting�from�Agesilaus’s�praiseworthy�behavior
we�are�presented�with�in�§§18-22.�The�particle�m°ntoi�signals�that�this
problematic�situation�is�unexpected,�for�both�Agesilaus�himself�(hence
his� decision� at� that� point� to� raise� a� mounted� force)� and� the
reader/hearer,� with� respect� to� the� preceding� episode.� The
unexpected,� problematic� situation,� then,� is� directly� related� to
Agesilaus’s�reaction�to�this�situation�by�means�of�§pe¤,�which�indicates

———
‘Agesilaus’s�praiseworthy�conduct� towards�others� in�warfare’�and�the�discourse�sub-
topic� ‘not�harming� enemies’� are� continued,� a� transition� is�made� from�his� behavior
towards� human� adversaries� to� his� behavior� towards� cities.�The� following� sentence,
connected� to� the� first� by� ka¤,� elaborates� on� this� by� referring� to� fortresses.� Before
abandoning�the�current�discourse�topic,�in�the�final�sentence�of�this�episode�(ka‹ t«n
katå krãtow énal≈tvn teix°vn tª filanyrvp¤& ÍpÚ xe›ra §poie›to),�Xenophon
explicitly� refers� to� what� he� had� been� demonstrating� for� several� units:� Agesilaus’s
filanyrvp¤a.
22� On� the� functional� choice�of� the�aorist�here�where� the�parallel�passage� in� the

Hellenica�reads�§lãmbane,�see�Buijs,�unpublished.
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a�relation�between�the�two�propositions�in�the�Real�World.�Agesilaus’s
decision� to� raise� a�mounted� force,� however,� is� easily� understood� in
view�of�this�situation.
The� first� set� of� clause� combinations� to� be� compared� are

gign≈skvn d¢ ˜ti efi mØ flppikÚn flkanÚn ktÆsaito, oÈ dunÆsoito
katå tå ped¤a strateÊesyai, ¶gnv toËto kataskeuast°on e‰nai, …w
mØ drapeteÊonta poleme›n d°oi�in�the�Hellenica�and�§pe‹ m°ntoi énå
tå ped¤a oÈd¢ §n tª Frug¤& §dÊnato strateÊesyai diå tØn
Farnabãzou flppe¤an, ¶dojen aÈt“ flppikÚn kataskeuast°on e‰nai,
…w mØ drapeteÊonta poleme›n d°oi aÈtÒn�in�the�Agesilaus.�We�have�to
start�with�the�observation�that�the�§pe¤-clause�in�the�Agesilaus�seems�to
present� a� more� extensive� version� of� the� situation� expressed� by� the
gign≈skvn-clause,�in�that�it�contains�one�piece�of�information�lacking
in�the�Hellenica,�viz.,�diå tØn Farnabãzou flppe¤an.�Its�counterpart�in
the�Hellenica� would� be� the� adjective� ‘flkanÒn’,� which� can� be� fully
appreciated�only�in�the�light�of�the�Agesilaus-passage,�as�Pharnabazus�is
not�mentioned�in�this�episode�in�the�Hellenica.23�The�heavy�processing
load� in� the� Agesilaus� may� have� lead� the� narrator� to� use� a� finite
(§pe¤-)clause,� not� a� participle.� Further,� the� Real� World� situations
presented� in� the� two� passages� are� relayed� from� different� points� of
view:� if� the� two� locutions�are�analysed�on� the� sentence� level,�we�can
observe� that� in� the�Hellenica� Xenophon� presents� us� with� an� internal
consideration� on� the�part� of�Agesilaus� (gign≈skvn),�which� leads� to�a
resolution�(¶gnv);� that� in� the�Agesilaus� on� the� other� hand� Xenophon
presents�us�with�an�assertion�(énå tå ped¤a oÈd¢ §n tª Frug¤& §dÊnato
strateÊesyai diå tØn Farnabãzou flppe¤an),�which�is�presented�as
the�motivation�for�the�decision�that�follows�(¶dojen aÈt“).�While�in�both
passages�Agesilaus�functions�as�the�focalizer,�the�turn�gign≈skvn�…
¶gnv� is� an� instance� of� internal� focalization,� whereas� the� turn� §pe‹
m°ntoi … oÈd° … §dÊnato strateÊesyai …� ¶dojen aÈt“� is
indicative�of�external� focalization,� i.e.�on� the�part�of� the� laudator.�By
virtue� of� the� imperfect� §dÊnato� and� the� non-specific� relator� §pe¤
indicating�a�Real�World�relation�obtaining�between�the�content�of�the
subordinate� clause� and� the� content� of� its�matrix� clause,� the� speaker
presents�a�reality�situation�that�brings�a�participant�round�to�perform

———
23� The� question� which� passage� was� written� first� is� much� disputed,� and� goes

beyond�the�scope�of�this�study.
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the�action�presented�in�the�matrix�clause.24�What�is�more�is�that�this�is
in�line�with�the�aims�of�the�writer�of�the�encomium:�in�the�Agesilaus,�we
are� presented� with� a� picture� of� Agesilaus,� who� in� the� light� of� his
evaluation�of�the�Real�World�situation�makes�a�cunning�decision.
Then�a�narrative� sequence�describes�how� the�mounted� force�was

raised.�This�part�of�the�text�is�marked�by�oÔn�in�the�Agesilaus�in�order
to�set�it�off�from�the�introductory�sentence�§pe‹ m°ntoi�…�d°oi aÈtÒn,
with� which� a� return� to� the� narrative� sequence� was� achieved.� The
particle�signals�that�at�this�point�we�have�been�provided�with�enough
introductory�information�to�be�prepared�to�pass�over�to�the�speaker’s
main�point,�i.e.�presenting�the�things�Agesilaus�did�to�achieve�his�goal
as� an� illustration� of� his� qualities—which� gives� the� writer� of� the
encomium� the� opportunity� to� portray� his� hero� as� an� outstanding
general.
Comparing�the�two�passages�that�describe�the�raising�of�a�mounted

force,� we� may� claim� that� the� difference� in� linguistic� devices� used
within� the� NMP � is� to� be� explained� by� the� speaker’s� need� to
accommodate� the� two�passages�on� the�raising�of�a�mounted� force� to
their�respective�contexts.�The�comparison�of�these�two�passages�from
the�Hellenica�and�the�Agesilaus� brings� to� light� that� the� choice� among
apparently�alternative�ways�of�expressing�oneself� in�Ancient�Greek� is
dependent�upon�the�communicative�aims�the�speaker�has�in�mind,�which
are,� in� their� turn,�dependent�on� the� context,�and�the� text� type� they�are
used� in.� In� this� respect,� a� choice� of� the� other� alternative�would� not
have�been�ungrammatical,�but�would�have�resulted�in�a�different�kind
of� communication.�ProeipΔn d°�… §po¤hsen oÏtv�and�proe›pe d°
…�ka‹ §po¤hsen oÏtvw� in� the� above� texts� are� cases� in� point:� if� a
Greek�speaker�wants�to�convey:�‘he�issued�a�proclamation�…’�and�‘in
this� way� he� brought� it� about� that�…’� he� has� several� options� at� his
disposal�(we�can�easily�think�of�other�alternatives).�We�are�inclined�to
translate� the�participial�clause-option�by� ‘by�proclaiming’�and�the�two
finite�verbs�by�two�finite�verbs,�but�this�is�not�the�point�here.25

———
24� Cf.�§pe‹ d¢ m°gaw ı kÊklow Ãn poll∞w fulak∞w §dÒkei de›syai oÎpv pollo›w

oÔsi, sunespeirãyhsan §p‹ tØn Mounix¤an�in�NMP�2.
25� In�the�clause�combination�proeip≈n�…�§po¤hsen oÏtv� the�participial�clause

would�be�an�example�of�what�has�been�called�‘coincident’�use�(cf.�Rijksbaron,�20023:
125:�“the�participle,�while�expressing�a�completed�state�of�affairs,�is�not�anterior�to�the
main�verb,�but�coincides�with�it”).�The�introduction�of�this�extra�category�is�necessary
only�if�one�believes�that�“the�aorist�stem�signifies�that�a�state�of�affairs�is�completed”
(Rijksbaron,�20023:�1)�and�that�“the�value�[completed]�of�the�aorist�stem�may�serve�to
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If�we�want�to�know�the�difference�between�alternative�clause�types,
we�will�have�to�look�at�exactly�what�the�speaker�is�doing�when�he�uses
the� expressions:� in� the�Hellenica,� a� short� version� of� the� ‘raising� of� a
mounted� force’� is� inserted� in� an� on-going� narrative� episode,� where
there� is� a� relatively� high� degree� of� continuity� as� the� speaker�moves
onward� from� the�point�when�Agesilaus� left� for�Ephesus� to� the�point
where�he� is� at�Ephesus.�Following�on� ¶gnv,�we� find� an� elaboration
(ka¤)� in�which� three� statements� are�presented�by�means�of� a�m°n�…
d°-sequence:�we�have�an�aorist�finite�(main)�verb�in�the�m°n-member,
whereas� the� d°-member� consists� of� two� clauses,� with� grammatical
embedding� of� the� first� (p r o e i p ≈ n� …� §po¤hsen ).� In� the
Agesilaus-passage,� the� three� verbal� constituents� that� describe� actions
performed�by�Agesilaus�are� expressed�by� three�finite� verbs�balanced
by�m°n�…�d°�…�d°�(m°n�…�kat°leje�…�proe›pe d°�…�¶taje d°);
within� this� sequence� of� actions� performed� by� Agesilaus,� §po¤hsen
oÏtvw � …� has� a� different� status:� it� elaborates� on� the� proe›pe
d°-sentence�in�describing�Xenophon’s�evaluation�of�Agesilaus’s�action
and� is� therefore� connected� to� it� by� ka¤.� The� final� sentence� of� this
sequence� (ka‹ toËt' oÔn égast«w ¶doje prçjai, ˜ti� …)� is� again
connected�to�the�preceding�by�ka¤�since,�again,�an�evaluative�sentence
is�added�to�the�sequence�of�actions�performed�by�Agesilaus� (note�the
evaluative�term�égast«w);�at�the�same�time,�it�closes�off�this�sequence
with� linguistic� marking� (oÔn:� final� concluding� remark),� and� lexical
overlap� where� the� topic� of� the� unit� is� concerned� (flppikÚn
kataskeuast°on e‰nai�…�kateskeÊasto tÚ flppikÒn).�The�part�of�the
text� about� how� Agesilaus� raised� a� mounted� force� differs� from� the
Hellenica-passage�considerably� in� that,�although� the� erzählte�Zeit�is�the
same,� the� Erzählzeit� of� the�Agesilaus� surpasses� the�Erzählzeit� of� the
Hellenica�(¶taje d¢ ka¤�…�ka‹ §nergÒn� is� lacking�in�the�Hellenica).� In
accordance� with� his� aims� as� defined� in� I.6� and� I.9,� the� laudator
highlights� Agesilaus’s� actions� by� expressing� them� all� by� means� of
aorist� finite� verbs� in� a�m°n (oÔn)�…�d°�…�d°-sequence,� adding� his
commentary� in� sentences�opened�by�ka¤,� twice.�By�virtue�of�the�fact
that� the�decisions�made�by�Agesilaus�are�all�presented�by�finite�main

———
express� the�anteriority�of� one� state�of� affairs� to� another”� (Rijksbaron,�20023:� 2).� It
seems�preferable� to�bring� the�different�descriptions�of� the� aorist� participle� together
under�one�heading�and�use�the�general�description�that�the�aorist�participle�is�used�to
express�an�informationally�autonomous�action�(either�in�sequence�or�not),�comparable
to�a�finite�verb�(cf.�Agesilaus�proe›pe�…�ka‹ §po¤hsen).
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verbs,�the�actions�are�presented�as�of�high�importance�to�the�structure
of�the�text.
In� the� shortened� version� of� the� event� sequence� in� the�Hellenica,

Xenophon� is�not� so�much�concerned�with� the�actions�performed�by
Agesilaus�as�he�is�with�the�creation�of�historical�narrative.�The�action
of� ‘proclaiming’,� expressed� by� a� conjunct� participle� (proeip≈n),� is
hierarchically� downgraded,� to� the� effect� that� the� event� sequence� is
closed� off� by� the� aorist� §po¤hsen� giving� the� lowdown:� Agesilaus’s
actual�achievement.
If�anything,�the�discussion�of�this�NMP�reveals� that�historiographic

narrative�and�encomiastic�prose�with�narrative�sequences�performing
the� function� of� illustrations,� are� two� different� text� types� demanding
different� techniques� and� involving� different� choices� among
alternatives.�Even�when�the�same�reality�situation�is�described�in�two
texts,� these� texts�may� be� constituted� differently,� and� the� very� same
action� may� be� expressed� in� a� different� linguistic� manner.� Every
choice,� whether� between� a� conjunct� (present� stem)� participle� and� a
(present� stem)� §pe¤-clause,� or� between� an� (aorist� stem)� conjunct
participle� and� an� (aorist� stem)� main� finite� verb,� turns� out� to� be
motivated�by� the� specific�demands�of� the�context�at� the�point�where
the�choice� is� to�be�made.� In� the�case�of� the�participial�clause�vs.� the
§pe¤-clause,� contextually�motivated� demands� such� as� linkage� to� the
preceding� episode� at� a� point� of� text� segmentation,� the� amount� of
information�to�be�conveyed,�as�well�as�the�desirability�of�specifying�(or
not)� a� conceivable�Real�World� relation� appeared� to� operate� on� the
choice�between�the�available�alternatives.�In�the�case�of� the�conjunct
participle�vs.�the�main�finite�verb,�the�choice�is�determined�by�the�way
in�which�the�action�under�consideration�contributes�to�the�structure�of
a�passage�as�a�whole.�The�backbone�of�a�passage� is�presented�by�the
finite� verbs,� while� a� participle�may� be� used� when� the� action� is� less
central�to�the�structure.
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4� �NMP�4:�Agesilaus�1.38-2.2�vs.�Hellenica�4.2.4-8�&�4.3.1-4

[7]�Agesilaus�1.38-2.2 [8]�Hellenica�4.2.4-8�&�4.3.1-4

toigaroËn ofl §n tª ÉAs¤& ÜEllhnew
oÈx …w êrxontow mÒnon éllå ka‹ …w
patrÚw ka‹ •ta¤rou épiÒntow aÈtoË
§lupoËnto. ka‹ t°low §dÆlvsan ˜ti
oÈ plastØn tØn fil¤an pare¤xonto.
§yeloÊsioi goËn aÈt“
suneboÆyhsan tª Lakeda¤moni, ka‹
taËta efidÒtew ˜ti oÈ xe¤rosin
•aut«n deÆsoi mãxesyai. t«n m¢n
dØ §n tª ÉAs¤& prãjevn toËto t°low
§g°neto.

ékoÊsantew taËta pollo‹ m¢n
§dãkrusan, pãntew d' §chf¤santo
bohye›n met' ÉAghsilãou tª
Lakeda¤moni: efi d¢ kal«w téke›
g°noito, labÒntew aÈtÚn pãlin
¥kein efiw tØn ÉAs¤an. ka‹ ofl m¢n dØ
suneskeuãzonto …w
ékolouyÆsontew. ı d' ÉAghs¤laow §n
m¢n tª ÉAs¤& kat°lipen EÎjenon
èrmostØn ka‹ frouroÁw par' aÈt“
oÈk ¶latton tetrakisxil¤vn, ·na
dÊnaito dias–zein tåw pÒleiw: aÈtÚw
d¢ ır«n ˜ti ofl pollo‹ t«n
strativt«n m°nein §peyÊmoun
mçllon μ §f' ÜEllhnaw
strateÊesyai, boulÒmenow …w
belt¤stouw ka‹ ple¤stouw êgein
mey' •autoË, îyla proÊyhke ta›w
pÒlesin, ¥tiw êriston strãteuma
p°mpoi, ka‹ t«n misyofÒrvn to›w
loxago›w, ˜stiw eÈoplÒtaton lÒxon
¶xvn sustrateÊoito ka‹ ıplit«n
ka‹ tojot«n ka‹ peltast«n.
proe›pe d¢ ka‹ to›w flppãrxoiw, ˜stiw
eÈippotãthn ka‹ eÈoplotãthn
tãjin par°xoito, …w ka‹ toÊtoiw
nikhtÆrion d≈svn. tØn d¢ kr¤sin
¶fh poiÆsein, §pe‹ diaba¤hsan §k
t∞w ÉAs¤aw efiw tØn EÈr≈phn, §n
XerronÆsƒ, ˜pvw eÔ efide¤hsan ˜ti
toÁw strateuom°nouw de› eÈkrine›n.
∑n d¢ tå îyla tå m¢n ple›sta ˜pla
§kpeponhm°na efiw kÒsmon ka‹
ıplitikå ka‹ flppikã: ∑san d¢ ka‹
st°fanoi xruso›: tå d¢ pãnta îyla
oÈk ¶latton §g°nonto μ épÚ
tettãrvn talãntvn. tosoÊtvn
m°ntoi énalvy°ntvn, pampÒllvn
xrhmãtvn ˜pla efiw tØn stratiån
kateskeuãsyh.

———
26 Íf¤keto�A�:�corr.�D�m.�2.
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diabåw d¢ tÚn ÑEllÆsponton

§poreÊeto diå t«n aÈt«n §yn«n
œnper ı P°rshw t“ pamplhye›
stÒlƒ: ka‹ ∂n §niaus¤an ıdÚn ı
bãrbarow §poiÆsato, taÊthn me›on
μ §n mhn‹ kayÆnusen ı ÉAghs¤laow.
oÈ går …w ÍsterÆseie t∞w patr¤dow
proeyume›to.

§pe‹ d¢ §jame¤caw Makedon¤an
efiw Yettal¤an éf¤keto,26
Larisa›oi m¢n ka‹ Krann≈nioi ka‹
Skotoussa›oi ka‹ Farsãlioi
sÊmmaxoi ˆntew Boivto›w, ka‹
pãntew d¢ Yettalo‹ plØn ˜soi
aÈt«n fugãdew tÒte ˆntew

§pe‹ d¢ di°bh tÚn
ÑEllÆsponton, krita‹
kat°sthsan Lakedaimon¤vn m¢n
M°naskow ka‹ ÑHripp¤daw ka‹
ÖOrsippow, t«n d¢ summãxvn eÂw
épÚ pÒlevw. ka‹ ÉAghs¤laow m°n,
§pe‹ tØn kr¤sin §po¤hsen, ¶xvn tÚ
strãteuma §poreÊeto tØn aÈtØn
ıdÚn ¥nper basileÁw ˜te §p‹ tØn Ñ
Ellãda §strãteuen.
(…)28
ı d' ÉAghs¤laow speÊdvn m¢n §k t∞w
ÉAs¤aw §boÆyei:
ˆnti d' aÈt“ §n ÉAmfipÒlei
égg°llei Derkul¤daw ˜ti nik“°n te
aÔ LakedaimÒnioi, ka‹ aÈt«n m¢n
teynãnai Ùkt≈, t«n d¢ polem¤vn
pamplÆyeiw: §dÆlou d¢ ˜ti ka‹ t«n
summãxvn oÈk Ùl¤goi peptvkÒtew
e‰en. §rom°nou d¢ toË ÉAghsilãou:
âAr' ên, Œ Derkul¤da, §n kair“
g°noito, efi afl sump°mpousai pÒleiw
≤m›n toÁw strati≈taw tØn n¤khn …w
tãxista pÊyointo; épekr¤nato dØ ı
Derkul¤daw: EÈyumot°rouw goËn
efikÚw taËt' ékoÊsantaw e‰nai.
OÈkoËn sÊ, §pe‹ pareg°nou,
kãllista ín épagge¤laiw; ı d¢
êsmenow ékoÊsaw, ka‹ går ée‹
filapÒdhmow ∑n, e‰pen: Efi sÁ
tãttoiw. ÉAllå tãttv, ¶fh, ka‹
prosapagg°llein ge keleÊv ˜ti §ån
ka‹ tãde eÔ g°nhtai, pãlin
paresÒmeya, Àsper ka‹ ¶famen.
ı m¢n dØ Derkul¤daw §f' Ñ
EllhspÒntou pr«ton §poreÊeto:
ı d' ÉAghs¤laow diallãjaw
Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an
éf¤keto.
Larisa›oi m¢n oÔn ka‹ Krann≈nioi
ka‹ Skotoussa›oi ka‹ Farsãlioi
sÊmmaxoi ˆntew Boivto›w, ka‹
pãntew d¢ Yettalo¤, plØn ˜soi

———
27 otoi�A�:�ex�Hell�corr.�Richards,�aÈt“�H.�Sauppe.
28� 4.2.9�§n d¢ toÊtƒ�…�4.2.23�ka‹ aÏth m¢n dØ ≤ mãxh oÏtvw §g°neto.
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§tÊgxanon, §kakoÊrgoun aÈtÚn27
§fepÒmenoi. ı d¢ t°vw m¢n ∑gen §n
plais¤ƒ tÚ strãteuma, …

Therefore�the�Greeks�in�Asia
mourned�his�departure�as�though
they�were�bidding�farewell�not�merely
to�a�ruler,�but�to�a�father�or�a
comrade.�And�at�the�end�they�showed
that�their�affection�was�unfeigned.�At
any�rate�they�went�with�him
voluntarily�to�aid�Sparta,�knowing�as
they�did�that�they�must�meet�an
enemy�not�inferior�to�themselves.
This�then�was�the�end�of�his�activities

aÈt«n fugãdew tÒt' §tÊgxanon,
§kakoÊrgoun aÈtÚn
§pakolouyoËntew. ı d¢ t°vw m¢n
∑gen §n plais¤ƒ tÚ strãteuma,�…
Upon�hearing�this�many�burst�into
tears,�but�they�all�voted�to�go�with
Agesilaus�to�the�aid�of�Lacedaemon,
resolved,�if�matters�there�should�turn
out�successfully,�to�bring�him�back
again�with�them�to�Asia.�And�they
made�preparations�to�follow�with
him.�As�for�Agesilaus,�he�left�behind
him�in�Asia�Euxenus�as�governor,�and
with�him�a�garrison�of�not�less�than
four�thousand�men,�so�that�he�could
keep�the�cities�safe;�and�seeing�that
most�of�his�own�soldiers�were�more
desirous�of�remaining�than�of
undertaking�a�campaign�against
Greeks,�in�the�desire�to�lead�with�him
the�best�men�and�as�many�as�possible
he�offered�prizes�to�the�cities,�for�the
one�which�should�send�the�best�force,
and�to�the�captains�of�the
mercenaries,�for�the�one�who�should
join�the�expedition�with�the�best
equipped�company�of�hoplites,�of
bowmen,�and�of�peltasts.�He�likewise
announced�to�the�commanders�of
cavalry�that�he�would�also�give�a�prize
of�victory�to�the�one�who�should
furnish�the�best�mounted�and�best
equipped�battalion.�And�he�said�that
he�would�make�the�decision�in�the
Chersonese,�upon�their�crossing�from
Asia�to�Europe,�his�purpose�being�to
let�them�understand�thoroughly�that
they�must�select�their�troops�with
care.�As�for�the�prizes,�most�of�them
were�beautifully�wrought�arms,�both
for�hoplites�and�for�horsemen;�there
were�also�wreaths�of�gold,�and�the
prizes�all�told�cost�not�less�than�four
talents.�As�a�result,�however,�of�the
expending�of�this�sum,�arms�worth�a
vast�sum�of�money�were�provided�for
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in�Asia.
Having�crossed�the�Hellespont

he�passed�through�the�very�same
tribes�as�the�Persian�king�with�his
mighty�host;�and�the�distance�that
had�been�traversed�by�the�barbarian
in�a�year�was�covered�by�Agesilaus�in
less�than�a�month.�For�he�had�no
intention�of�arriving�too�late�to�aid�his
fatherland.

When—having�passed�through
Macedonia—he�arrived�in�Thessaly,
the�Larisaeans,�Crannonians,
Scotussaeans,�and�Pharsalians,�who
were�allies�of�the�Boeotians,�and�in

the�army.
When�he�had�crossed�the�Hellespont,
Menascus,�Herippidas,�and�Orsippus
were�appointed�as�judges�from�the
side�of�the�Lacedaemonians,�and
from�that�of�the�allies�one�from�each
city.�And�Agesilaus,�when�he�had
made�the�decision,�marched�on�with
his�army�by�the�same�route�which�the
Persian�king�followed�in�the�time
when�he�made�his�expedition�against
Greece.
(…)
Agesilaus�hurried�from�Asia�to�the
rescue;�he�was�at�Amphipolis,�when
Dercylidas�brought�him�word�that
this�time�the�Lacedaemonians�were
victorious,�and�that�only�eight�of
them�had�been�killed,�but�of�the
enemy�a�vast�number;�he�made�it
known�to�him�that�not�a�few�of�the
allies�of�the�Lacedaemonians�had�also
fallen.�Agesilaus�asked:�“Would�it�not
be�advantageous,�Dercylidas,�if�the
cities�which�are�sending�their�troops
with�us�should�learn�of�the�victory�as
speedily�as�possible?”,�and�Dercylidas
replied:�“It�is�certainly�likely�that�they
would�be�in�better�spirits�if�they�heard
of�this”.�“Then�are�not�you�the�man
who�could�report�it�best,�inasmuch�as
you�were�present�at�the�battle?”
Dercylidas,�glad�to�hear�this,�for�he
was�always�fond�of�travel,�replied:�“If
you�should�so�order”.�“Well,�I�do”,
said�Agesilaus,�“and�I�bid�you
announce,�further,�that�if�the�present
undertaking�also�turns�out�well,�we
shall�come�back�again,�even�as�we
said”.�Dercylidas�set�out�at�once�for
the�Hellespont.
Agesilaus,�hhaving�passed�through
Macedonia,�arrived�in�Thessaly.�The
Larisaeans,�Crannonians,
Scotussaeans,�and�Pharsalians,�who
were�allies�of�the�Boeotians,�and�in
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fact�all�the�Thessalians�except�those�of
them�who�chanced�at�that�time�to�be
exiles,�followed�at�his�heels�and
molested�him.�For�a�time�he�led�the
army�in�a�hollow�square,�…

fact�all�the�Thessalians�except�those�of
them�who�chanced�at�that�time�to�be
exiles,�followed�after�him�and
molested�him.�For�a�time�he�led�the
army�in�a�hollow�square,�…

Several� pieces� of� information� found� in� the� diegetic� passage� from
Xenophon’s�encomium�Agesilaus�1.38-2.2�are�also�encountered� in�his
Hellenica,� albeit� in� a� differently� organized� (narrative)� setting.� In� this
Section,�special�attention�will�be�paid�to�two�subordinate�clauses�in�the
Agesilaus�which�contain�information�that�is�conveyed�in�the�Hellenica�as
well,� though� expressed� by� a� different� clause� type.� The� pieces� of
information� under� consideration� are:� (1)� “he� crossed� the� Hellespont”,
expressed�by�a� sentence-initial�aorist� stem�conjunct�participial�clause
in�Agesilaus�2.1�(diabåw d¢ tÚn ÑEllÆsponton)� and� by� a� sentence-
initial�§pe¤-clause�with� an�aorist� stem�verbal� constituent� in�Hellenica
4.2.8�(§pe‹ d¢ di°bh tÚn ÑEllÆsponton),�and�(2)�“having�passed�through
Macedonia�he�arrived� in�Thessaly”,�expressed�by�an�aorist� stem�conjunct
participial� clause� and� a� finite�main� verb� in� a� sentence-initial� §pe¤-
clause�in�Agesilaus�2.2�(§pe‹ d¢ §jame¤caw Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an
éf¤keto)�and�by�an�aorist�stem�conjunct�participial�clause�and�a�finite
main� verb� in� an� independent� clause� in� Hellenica � 4.3.3� (ı d'
ÉAghs¤laow diallãjaw Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an éf¤keto).
In� the�Agesilaus,� Xenophon’s� narrative� treatment� of� Agesilaus’s

¶rga�(see�Section�3)�can�be�divided�roughly�into�two�parts:�an�account
of�his�activities� in�Asia� (1.9� -�1.38)�and�his�activities� in�Greece� (2.1� -
2.27)�and�Egypt�(2.28�-�31).�Example�[7]�presents�the�final�episode�of�a
large�discourse�unit�concerning�Agesilaus’s�activities�in�Asia.�Both�the
beginning�and�end�of� the� episode�are�marked�explicitly� and�overtly;
the� closing-line� t«n m¢n dØ §n tª ÉAs¤& prãjevn toËto t°low
§g°neto�marks�the�end�of�a�text�block�that�is�central�to�the�constitution
of� the� text� as� Xenophon� planned� it,� as� is� often� the� case� with� such
closing-lines;�cf.�also�Hellenica�4.2.23�ka‹ aÏth m¢n dØ ≤ mãxh oÏtvw
§g°neto� (‘and� in� this�manner� that�battle� took�place’).�Note� the�high
density� of� linguistic� marking� in� connection� with� the� relatively� low
information� status� of� these� sentences:� anaphoric� deictic� elements
(toËto,�aÏth,�oÏtvw),�a� semantically�empty�and� therefore�anaphoric
verbal� constituent� (§g°neto);� transition-marking�m°n �…�d °� (for� this
notion,�see�Bakker,�1993:�302-305),�and�the�low�information�status�of
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the� sentence� as� a� whole� because� of� the� recapitulation� of� previously
processed�information,�as�marked�by�dÆ.29
The�transition�from�Agesilaus’s�activities�in�Asia�to�his�activities� in

Europe� therefore� constitutes� a� major� break� in� the� structure� of� the
work�as�a�whole.�It�is�to�be�noted�that�this�transition�constitutes�a�Real
World� boundary;� Real�World� boundaries� include� transition� from� one
day/season/year�to�the�other,�or�the�crossing�of�a�natural�border�such
as� a� river� or� a� strait.� Real� World� boundaries� may,� but� need� not
coincide�with�boundaries�at�the�level�of�text�articulation�or�the�level�of
the�Real�World�construction.30

After�a� large-scale�break�has�been�articulated,� the� transition� from
Asia�to�Europe�itself�(diabåw d¢ tÚn ÑEllÆsponton)�can�be�expressed
as�part�of� the�new�episode� that� is� in� the�process�of�being�organized.
The� topic� is� continuous,� and� the� nature� of� the� information� that� he
crossed� the�Hellespont� is� script-predictable�after� the�closing� line�t«n
m¢n dØ §n tª ÉAs¤& prãjevn toËto t°low §g°neto.� The� conjunct
participial�clause� seems� to�be� the�proper�grammatical�device� to� launch
off� the� new� action� sequence� (‘having� crossed� the� Hellespont� he
marched� on� by� the� same� route� as� the� Persian� king� Xerxes� had
followed� when� he� made� his� expedition� against� Greece’).� Thus
expressing�himself,�Xenophon�creates�an�opportunity� for� comparing
Agesilaus�and�the�Persian�King.�The�distance�that�had�been�traversed
by�Xerxes� in�a�year�was� covered�by�Agesilaus� in� less� than�a�month.
The� comparison� is� in� place� in� the� encomiastic� context;31�Xenophon
compares�his�hero�to�the�Persian�King�throughout�the�encomium�(see
especially�Agesilaus�9.1-5).
Example� [8]� presents� the� corresponding� episode� in� the�Hellenica.

Agesilaus�persuades�his�allies�to�go�with�him�to�the�aid�of�Sparta,�with
the�intention�of�returning�to�Asia�together�afterwards.�His�allies�make
preparations� to� follow�him.�Agesilaus�himself� takes�care�of� the� safety
of�the�cities�in�Asia.�He�offers�prizes�in�order�to�lead�with�him�the�best

———
29� An�almost�prototypical�example�of� this�kind�of�marked�closure� is�provided�by

Cyropaedia�2.2.17:�taËta m¢n dØ §ntaËya ¶lhjen. §k d¢ toÊtou…
30� Bakker� (1993:�286)�notes�on�the�subclause�…w d¢ ≤m°rh §g°neto� in�Herodotus

2.121�g:�“the�frame�opened�by�a�temporal�subclause�is�“thematic”�(content-oriented),
in� that� the� discourse� boundary� coincides� with� a� natural� caesura� between� two
sequences�of�events�narrated.”�The�issue�of�linguistic�marking�of�thematic�boundaries
will�be�discussed�in�Chapter�4.
31� As�the�genre�of�the�encomium�develops,�comparison�will�become�one�of�its�topoi

in�later�times.
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men�and�as�many�as�possible.�The�decision�in�the�contest�will�be�taken
in� the� Chersonese,� i.e.� after� having� crossed� from� Asia� to� Europe.
Xenophon�spends�a�short�paragraph�on�the�prizes�to�be�won.�He�then
continues� his� narrative� by� mentioning� Agesilaus’s� crossing� of� the
Hellespont,�and�the�appointment�of�the�judges.�The�decision�is�made,
and� we� learn� that� Agesilaus� marched� on� by� the� same� route� as
Xerxes32.� With� that,� we� leave� Agesilaus� and� are� informed� about
cotemporal�events�(Hellenica�4.2.9�§n d¢ toÊtƒ�…�4.2.23�ka‹ aÏth m¢n
dØ ≤ mãxh oÏtvw §g°neto).
In�the�Hellenica,�the�natural�boundary�of�the�transition�from�Asia�to

Europe�does�not�effect�that�deep�an�incision�within�the�organization�of
the�text,�as�the�crossing�the�Hellespont�is�part�of�an�on-going�story-line
that�will�be�abandoned�soon�thereafter.�The�subclause�§pe‹ d¢ di°bh
tÚn ÑEllÆsponton�is�used�at�a�point�in�the�text�where,�compared�to
the�rather�straightforward�way�of�narrating�in�the�Agesilaus,�there�is�a
relatively�high�degree�of� turbulence�as� far�as� the�organization�of� the
text� is� concerned.�At� the� same� time,�we�are� taken�back� to� the�main
event� line�after�a� short�digression�on� the�prizes� to�be�won� (∑n d¢ tå
îyla … pampÒllvn xrhmãtvn ˜pla efiw tØn stratiån
kateskeuãsyh)�and� to�express�a�relocation� from�the�one�side�of� the
Hellespont� to� the� other;� in� this� connection,� the� subclause�makes� for
textual� coherence� by� expressing� the� relocation� as� a� link� in� an
expectancy�chain,�i.e.,�the�occurrence�of�a�situation�anticipated�in�the
preceding�discourse� is� taken�as� the�new�point� of� departure� for�what
follows.�In�Hellenica�4.2.6-8,�we�have�such�an�expectancy�chain�in�the
sequence� tØn d¢ kr¤sin ¶fh poiÆsein, §pe‹ diaba¤hsan §k t∞w
ÉAs¤aw efiw tØn EÈr≈phn, §n XerronÆsƒ … §pe‹ d¢ di°bh tÚn Ñ
EllÆsponton … krita‹ kat°sthsan … §pe‹ tØn kr¤sin §po¤hsen.
While�this�strategic�move�on�Agesilaus’s�part�(ır«n ˜ti ofl pollo‹ t«n
strativt«n m°nein §peyÊmoun mçllon μ §f' ÜEllhnaw
strateÊesyai, boulÒmenow …w belt¤stouw ka‹ ple¤stouw êgein
mey' •autoË)�is�absent�in�the�Agesilaus,33�Xenophon� enlarges� on� it� in
the�Hellenica;�only�there�does�the�crossing�of�a�natural�border�coincide
with�a�thematic�break�in�the�story.�Further,�the�identity�of�the�judges
is�revealed,�which� involves�a� topic�swich,�while�Agesilaus�remains�an
———
32� Note�that�the�extended�comparison�is�left�out�here.
33� Perhaps�Xenophon�deemed�the�reluctance�of�Agesilaus’s�soldiers�to�undertake

the� campaign�unfitting� for� the� encomium;�note� in� contrast� §yeloÊsioi goËn aÈt“
suneboÆyhsan tª Lakeda¤moni�in�the�Agesilaus.
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active�discourse�participant�(note�the�third�person�singular:�di°bh).�As
opposed� to� the� conjunct� participial� clause� in� the�Agesilaus,�the�§pe¤-
clause�in�the�Hellenica�helps�to�keep�track�of�Agesilaus,�who�still�has�a
role� to� perform�before� he� is� brought� off� the� stage� (ka‹ ÉAges¤laow
m°n),�at�a�point�where�not�only�the�preceding�unit�has�a�different�topic
(the�îyla),�but�also�the� following�main�clause� features�new�discourse
participants� (the� krita¤ ,� who� are� introduced� by� name).� The
complexity�of�the�narrative�in�the�Hellenica�seems�to�have�triggered�the
use�of�a�subclause.
I�shall�now�discuss�the�second�instance�of�different�expressions�used

to� convey� the� same�piece� of� information,� viz.,� that�Agesilaus�“having
passed�through�Macedonia�arrived�in�Thessaly.”34

In� the�Agesilaus,� the�action�sequence�that� is�started�with�diabåw d¢
tÚn ÑEllÆsponton §poreÊeto� is� immediately� thereafter� temporarily
abandoned� in� order� to� compare� Agesilaus� in� a� favourable� manner
with� the� Persian� king� (see� above).� In� the� course� of� the� comparison
between�Agesilaus�and�Xerxes,� the�precise�spatial�setting�goes�astray,
and�so�does�the�action�sequence�itself�when�a�parenthesis-like�sentence
of� reported� thought� intervenes� (oÈ går …w ÍsterÆseie t∞w patr¤dow
proeyume ›to ).� Hereafter� there� seems� to� be� need� for� some
(re-)organization�of� the�discourse:�at� the�point�where� the�abandoned
story� line� is� picked� up,� Agesilaus� is� continued� as� the� dominant
discourse�participant�and�a�relocation� is�effected,�as� the�next�episode
takes� place� in� Thessaly.� Further,� the� enemies� that� Agesilaus
encountered� there�are� introduced.�All� this�occurs�at�a�caesura� in� the
text,� for� up� to� the� point� where� the� §pe¤-clause�occurs,�Agesilaus’s
retreat� from� Asia� has� been� unproblematic,� but� once� Thessaly� is
reached,�he�gets�into�serious�trouble.�The�preposed�§pe¤-clause�is�used
to� move� Agesilaus� to� Thessaly,� so� that� the� enemies� can� be
conveniently� introduced� in� the�main� clause.�Once� introduced,� they
cease�to�be�dominant�discourse�participants,�as�marked�by�m°n,�for�in
the�d°-member�the�camera�immediately�turns�back,�so�to�speak,�to�the
hero�of� the�encomium.�Again,� the�subclause� is�used�at�a�point� in�the
text�where�there�is�a�relatively�high�degree�of�turbulence�as�far�as�the

———
34� I� do�not� consider� the� alternation�of� §jame¤caw�and�diallãjaw�of�any�major

importance� in� this�connection;� throughout� the�parallel�passages�of� the�Agesilaus� and
the�Hellenica�such�alternations�are�found.�For�instance,�wherever�Xenophon�uses�the
verb�ékolouy°v�or�§pakolouy°v�in�the�Hellenica,�he�uses�ßpomai�or�§f°pomai�in�the
Agesilaus,�as�in�the�passages�cited.
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organization� of� participants,� location,� and� action� sequence� is
concerned.
In� the�Hellenica,� Agesilaus� is� re-introduced� as� a� topic� into� the

discourse�after�a�considerable�period�of�absence�in�4.3.1�(note�the�full
NP�ı d' ÉAghs¤laow� and� the� participial� clause�speÊdvn … §k t∞w
ÉAs¤aw,� which� helps� to� anchor� him� in� the� addressee’s� previously
stored�knowledge).�Dercylidas� (re-)appears,� reporting� to�him�that� the
Spartans� were� victorious.� A� conversation� between� Agesilaus� and
Dercylidas� takes� place,� in� which� Agesilaus� dismisses� Dercylidas� to
report�the�victory�to�the�cities�that�are�sending�their�troops.�At�the�end
of� this� conversation,� Dercylidas� sets� out� for� the� Hellespont,� and
Agesilaus� passes� through�Macedonia� and� arrives� in� Thessaly.� The
Hellenica�features�two�independent�(main)�clauses�co-ordinated�by�m°n
…�d°�to�express�this.�These�sentences�close�off�the�direct�speech�unit;
in� the� m°n-member� script-predictable� information� is�presented� (note
dÆ),�and�Dercylidas� is�brought�off� the�stage;�the�d°-member� takes� up
Agesilaus,�who�is�to�become�the�topic�of�the�new�sequence.�Agesilaus’s
arrival� in�Thessaly� is� formally� set�apart� from�the� subsequent�episode
by�the�presence�of�the�particle�oÔn,�giving�the�Larisa›oi m°n (oÔn) …
ı d°-sequence�a�different�status�than�the�preceding�by�indicating�that
the�point�at�which�the�narrative�aimed�has�been�reached.�The�particle
oÔn � is� conspicuously� absent� in� the� Agesilaus;� its� presence� in� the
Hellenica,� where� it� helps� to� articulate� different� episodes� of� the� text,
underscores�the�observations�that�these�texts�are�differently�structured.
The� comparison� of� the� two� texts� in� this� NMP� reveals� that� if� the

same� Real�World� situation� is� to� be� narrated� in� two� texts� that� are
differently� constituted,� the� choice� among� the� different� clause� types
available� in�Ancient�Greek� is� principally� determined� by� the� specific
context�in�which�a�given�piece�of�information�is�presented.�Faced�with
the�task�of�processing�information�pertaining�to�different�aspects�of�the
communication,� such� as� participant-tracking,� discontinuity� in� the
spatial�setting,�or�main�vs.�subsidiary�action�sequences,�the�speaker,�it
is� assumed,�will� articulate� his� text� according� to� how�he� thinks� these
different� tasks� will� be� achieved� best.� Given� the� fact� that� the
communicative� aims� the� speaker� had� in�mind� are� different� for� the
Agesilaus�and�the�Hellenica,�it�is,�in�itself,�not�surprising�to�find�different
clause� types� used� to� express� the� same�Real�World� situation� in� texts
that,� as� a�whole,� are�differently� constituted.�What� should� interest�us
here� is� the�way� in�which� these� several� clause� types�contribute� to� the
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articulation�of�a�specific�passage�in�a�specific�text,�in�order�to�see�if�we
are�able�to�draw�conclusions�about�the�usage�of�the�individual�clause
types;�these�conclusions�can�be�then�elaborated�on�in�the�discussion�of
these�clause�types� in�the�remaining�Chapters.�In�the�case�of� the�near
minimal�pair�under�consideration,� this�boils�down�to�the�observation
that� the�finite�main�clause� is�used�to�convey� information�that� is�most
basic�for�the�structure�of�a�passage�at�a�given�point�(ı d' ÉAghs¤laow
… efiw Yettal¤an éf¤keto�as�opposed�to�the�subclause�§pe‹ d° … efiw
Yettal¤an éf¤keto)�or�even�for�a�large�text�block�in�the�construction
of� the� text� as� a� whole� (as� in� the� case� of� t«n m¢n dØ §n tª ÉAs¤&
prãjevn toËto t°low §g°neto);� that,� further,� conjunct� (aorist� stem)
participles�may�be�used�to�express�narrative�events�that�are�less�central
to�the�structural�backbone�of�a�passage,�as�in�the�case�of�diabåw d¢ tÚn
ÑEllÆsponton� coming� just� after� the� closing� line�t«n m¢n dØ §n tª
ÉAs¤& prãjevn toËto t°low §g°neto,� and,� indeed,� the� participles
§jame¤caw Makedon¤an� and�diallãjaw Makedon¤an� that� are
followed�by�a�finite�verb�informing�the�reader/hearer�about�the�final
destination� of� the� journey� (efiw Yettal¤an éf¤keto).�This� is� in� line
with� what� was� observed� in� connection� with� the� NMP’s� discussed
above.� As� far� as� the� subclauses� used� in� the� present� N M P� are
concerned,�it�was�observed�that�in�the�case�of�both�§pe‹ d¢ di°bh tÚn Ñ
EllÆsponton�and�§pe‹ d¢ §jame¤caw Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an
éf¤keto� the� subclause� is� used� in� situations� where� factors� of� topic
management,�relocation�of� the�main�participant,�and�presentation�of
main� line�material�after�a�digression�are�all� involved�and�need� to�be
taken�care�of�at�the�same�time.

5� �NMP�5:�Anabasis�7.3.23-26�vs.�Cyropaedia�8.4.12-13

[9]�Anabasis�7.3.23-26 [10]�Cyropaedia�8.4.12-13
ka‹ ofl êlloi d¢ katå taÈtå §po¤oun
kay' oÓw afl trãpezai ¶keinto. ÉArkåw
d° tiw ÉArÊstaw ˆnoma, fage›n
deinÒw, tÚ m¢n diarripte›n e‡a
xa¤rein, labΔn d¢ efiw tØn xe›ra
˜son trixo¤nikon êrton ka‹ kr°a
y°menow §p‹ tå gÒnata §de¤pnei.

———
35 §pe‹�det.�(d¢�falso�dicitur�deesse�E).
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k°rata d¢ o‡nou peri°feron, ka‹
pãntew §d°xonto: ı d' ÉArÊstaw,
§pe‹ par' aÈtÚn f°rvn tÚ k°raw ı
ofinoxÒow ∏ken, e‰pen fidΔn tÚn
Jenof«nta oÈk°ti deipnoËnta,
ÉEke¤nƒ, ¶fh, dÒw: sxolãzei går
≥dh, §gΔ d¢ oÈd°pv. ékoÊsaw
SeÊyhw tØn fvnØn ±r≈ta tÚn
ofinoxÒon t¤ l°gei. ı d¢ ofinoxÒow
e‰pen: •llhn¤zein går ±p¤stato.
§ntaËya m¢n dØ g°lvw §g°neto.
§peidØ35 d¢ proux≈rei ı pÒtow,
efis∞lyen énØr Yròj ·ppon ¶xvn
leukÒn, ka‹ labΔn k°raw mestÚn
e‰pe: Prop¤nv soi, Œ SeÊyh, ka‹
tÚn ·ppon toËton dvroËmai, §f' o
ka‹ di≈kvn ˘n ín y°l˙w aflrÆseiw ka‹
époxvr«n oÈ mØ de¤s˙w tÚn
pol°mion.
The�others�also�who�had�tables
placed�opposite�them,�set�about�doing
the�same�thing.�A�certain�Arcadian
named�Arystas,�a�terrible�eater,�would
have�none�of�this�throwing�about,�but
took�in�his�hand�a�loaf�as�big�as�a
three-quart�measure,�put�some�pieces
of�meat�upon�his�knees,�and
proceeded�to�dine.�They�carried
round�horns�of�wine,�and�all�took
them;�Arystas,�upon�perceiving�that
the�cupbearer�came�and�brought�him
his�horn,�said�to�the�man,�observing
that�Xenophon�had�finished�his
dinner,�“Give�it�to�him;�for�he’s
already�at�leisure,�but�I’m�not�as�yet”.
Upon�hearing�the�sound�of�his�voice,
Seuthes�asked�the�cupbearer�what�he
was�saying.�The�cupbearer,�who
understood�Greek,�told�him.
So�then�there�was�an�outburst�of
laughter.�Then�as�the�drinking
continued,�there�came�in�a�Thracian
with�a�white�horse,�and�taking�a�full
horn�he�said:�“I�drink�your�health,
Seuthes,�and�present�to�you�this
horse;�on�his�back�pursuing�you�shall

prÚw taËta ı ÑUstãspaw e‰pe: NØ
tØn ÜHran, Œ KËre, ¥doma¤ ge
taËtã se §rvtÆsaw. T¤ mãlista;
¶fh ı KËrow. ÜOti kégΔ peirãsomai
taËta poie›n: ©n mÒnon, ¶fh,
égno«, p«w ín e‡hn d∞low xa¤rvn
§p‹ to›w so›w égayo›w: pÒteron
krote›n de› tΔ xe›re μ gelçn μ t¤
poie›n. ka‹ ı ÉArtãbazow e‰pen:
ÉOrxe›syai de› tÚ PersikÒn.
§p‹ toÊtoiw m¢n dØ g°lvw
§g°neto. pproÛÒntow d¢ toË
sumpos¤ou ı KËrow tÚn GvbrÊan
§pÆreto: Efip° moi, ¶fh, Œ GvbrÊa,
nËn ín doke›w ¥dion t«nd° tƒ tØn
yugat°ra doËnai μ ˜te tÚ pr«ton
≤m›n suneg°nou;

“By�Hera”,�said�Hystaspas�in�reply,�“I
am�glad�at�any�rate�that�I�asked�you
this�question,�Cyrus”.�“Why�so,
pray?”�asked�Cyrus.�“Because�I�too
shall�try�to�do�as�he�does”,�said�he.
“Only�I�am�not�sure�about�one
thing—I�do�not�know�how�I�could
show�that�I�rejoice�at�your�good
fortune.�Am�I�to�clap�my�hands�or
laugh�or�what�must�I�do?”�“You�must
dance�the�Persian�dance”,�suggested
Artabazus.
At�this,�of�course,�there�was�an
outburst�of�laughter.�The�banquet
proceeded,�when�Cyrus�put�this
question�to�Gobryas:�“Tell�me,
Gobryas”,�said�he,�“would�you�be
more�ready�to�consent�now�to�give
your�daughter�to�one�of�my�friends
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catch�whomever�you�choose,�and
retreating�you�shall�not�fear�the
enemy”.

here�than�you�were�when�first�you
joined�us?”

These�examples�have�been�taken�from�larger�discourses�describing�the
events�at� two�symposia.� In�both� texts,�a� thematic�unit� is� rounded�off
by�means� of� a� closing-line:� §ntaËya m¢n dØ g°lvw §g°neto�and�§p‹
toÊtoiw m¢n dØ g°lvw §g°neto� in� the�Anabasis�and�the�Cyropaedia,
respectively.�Again,�certain�characteristic�elements�are�found�in�these
‘closing�lines’:�anaphoric�deictic�elements� (§ntaËya/§p‹ toÊtoiw),�the
aorist� indicative� §g°neto� with� an� inanimate� subject,� transition-
marking� m°n� …� d° ,� and� an� informational� content� that� the
reader/hearer� will� readily� accept� in� the� light� of� what� precedes,� as
signaled�by�dÆ.�The�continuation�after�this�sentence�is�to�some�extent
identical,� in� that�only�a�specific�scene�during�the�banquet� is�rounded
off,� while� the� description� of� the� banquet� itself� continues;� the
continuation� of� the� banquet,� however,� is� expressed� with� different
linguistic� means:� a� subclause� is� used� in� the� Anabasis� (§peidØ d¢
proux≈rei ı pÒtow),�whereas�the�Cyropaedia�continues�with�a�genitive
absolute� (proÛÒntow d¢ toË sumpos¤ou).� If� two� contexts� differ� so
minimally�qua�narrated�sequence,�it�seems�promising�to�investigate�the
narrative�structure�of�the�larger�discourse�episode�in�which�they�occur,
as� well� as� the� relation� between� the� subordinated� propositions� and
their�matrix�clauses.
The�report�of�the�banquet�in�Anabasis�7.3.15-33�starts�with�Seuthes

inviting� the� generals� and� the� captains� to� dinner� (§15).�The� sequel� is
basically�tripartite:�the�first�episode�takes�place�before�the�guests�enter;
a� certain� Heracleides� solicits� rich� gifts� for� the� king� (§§16-20).
Xenophon�appears� to�have�a�problem,� for�he�had�come�across� from
Parium� with� nothing� but� a� boy� and� enough� money� to� cover� his
travelling� expenses.� Then� we� have� the� dinner� itself� (§§21-25).� This
episode�consists�of�a�description�of�the�dining�room�(§21),�the�odd�way
in�which�the�food�is�distributed�(§22),�and�the�peculiar�behavior�of�one
Arystas,� and�Seuthes’s� reaction� to� it,� closing�off�with� the�outburst�of
laughter� (§§23-25).� The� third� episode� (§§26-33)� describes� the� after
dinner� happenings:� toasting� the� king� and� presenting� him�with� gifts
(§§26-32)—a� sequence� in�which� three�minor� participants� appear� on
the� stage,� who� are� followed� by� Xenophon� himself,� presenting� a
solution� to�his�problem:�he�offers�himself�and�his� friends� to�Seuthes.
The�episode�ends�with�an�entertainment-scene�(§§32-33).
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Xenophon�takes�his�time�to�skillfully�narrate�the�passage,�colouring
it�with�many�details;36�as�a�result,�his�own�solution�to� the�problem�of
not�being�able�to�offer�any�gifts�to�Seuthes�is�highlighted.
The� banquet-scene� in� Cyropaedia� 8.4.1-27,37� too,� consists� of

individual� parts� having� their� own� thematic� unity.� The� first� episode
(§§1-2)�is�dedicated�to�the�participants�at�the�scene,�and�to�the�reason
for� the� absence� of� Gadatas.� It� is� followed� by� a� description� of� the
general� pattern� at� Cyrus’s� dinner-table,� where� guests� are� seated
according� to� merit� (§§3-5).� There� is� just� one� event� that� took� place
during�dinner:�Gobryas’s�recognition�of�Cyrus’s�generosity�(§6).�There
is�a�smooth�change-over�to�the�sections�consisting�of� three� individual
conversations,�which�all� take�place�after�dinner;� the� topic�of� the�first
conversation� is� Cyrus’s� filanyrvp¤a� (§§7-8).� In� the� second
conversation� (§§9-12)� Hystaspas� and� Cyrus� address� the� question� of
how�to�show�loyalty�best.�This�is�the�conversation�that�closes�off�with
the�outburst�of�laughter.�In�the�third�conversation�(§§13-23)�Cyrus�and
Gobryas� discuss� the� betrothal� of� Gobryas’s� daughter.� In� the� last
episode� (§§24-27)�Cyrus� distributes� gifts� to� his� guests.�At� the� end� of
§27,� the�whole� symposium-scene� is� closed� off� with� ka‹ tÒte m¢n dØ
oÏtvw ¶lhjen ≤ skhnÆ:38 §janistam°nvn d' aÈt«n §jan°sth ka‹ ı
KËrow ka‹ jumproÊpemcen aÈtoÁw §p‹ tåw yÊraw.
In�both� texts,� the�banquet-scene� is�what�might�be� considered� the

underlying� discourse� theme,� with� the� text� organized� in� accordance
with�a�banquet’s� typical�parts�belonging�to�a�scheme�that� is� found�in
both� texts,� consisting� of� the� invitation,� the� arrival� of� the� guests,� a
dinner,� drinking� after� dinner,� and� the� leaving� of� the� guests.� The
banquet-episode�in�the�Cyropaedia�is�more�strictly�structured�according
———
36� See�Lendle� (1995:� 437):� “Der� ganzen�Partie� spürt�man�die�Autopsie�und�die

Absicht�Xenophons�an,�seine�Beobachtungen�den�Lesern�so�lebendig�wie�möglich�zu
vermitteln.�Man�kann�wohl�mit�Recht� feststellen,�daß� ihm�dies�vorzüglich�gelungen
ist.”�Cf.�Gera�(1993:�132)�on�the�symposia�of�the�Cyropaedia:�“These�parties�are,�as�a
rule,�lively�interludes�meant�to�charm�and�instruct�the�reader�rather�than�advance�the
plot�of�the�work�in�any�substantial�way.”
37� See� Due� (1989:� 101-104)� and� Gera� (1993:� 132-135�& � 183-190)� for� some

detailed� descriptions� of� the� passage� focussing� on� points� of� specific� interest� to� their
argument.
38� For�this�word,�see�Due�(1989:�104):�“by�using�the�word�skhnÆ—instead�of�e.g.

de›pnon—Xenophon�deliberately�refers�back�to�the�counter�passage�in�book�II,�where
the�parties�described�actually�took�place�in�Cyrus’�tent�and�not,�as�here,�in�the�royal
palace�of�Babylon.”�However,�Due’s�suggestion�of�de›pnon�as�an�alternative�for�skhnÆ
is�misleading,�as�the�de›pnon�is�only�one�part�of�the�whole�gathering,�which�is�better
referred�to�with�the�term�sumpÒsion,�as�in�Cyropaedia�8.4.13.
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to� a� banquet’s� typical� parts� than� the� episode� in� the�Anabasis,�where
much�attention�is�paid�to�the�presentation�of�gifts�to�the�host,�by�way
of� the�scene�at� the�door�and�the�relatively� large�section� in�which�the
gifts�are�actually�offered.�An�overview�of�the�structural�units�of�the�two
scenes,�together�with�the�relevant�linguistic�marking�and�the�theme�of
the�individual�parts�is�presented�in�figure�3�&�4:

Figure�3:�The�Banquet�in�Anabasis�7.3.15-35

part�of
banquet

linguistic�signal theme

15 invitation §p‹ de›pnon SeÊyhw
kãlese

participants
introduced

16-
20

arrival�at�the
door

§pe‹ d' §p‹ yÊraiw ∑san
…w §p‹ de›pnon
pariÒntew

one�Heracleides
solicits�gifts

21-
25

entrance,
dinner,�and
wine

§pe‹ d¢ efis∞lyon §p‹ tÚ
de›pnon… tÚ de›pnon
… ∑n

21:�the�dining�room
22:�distribution�of
food
23-25:�Aristas’s
behavior

26-
33

after�dinner
drinks

§peidØ d¢ proux≈rei
ı pÒtow

26-32:�toasting
Seuthes�and
presenting�of�gifts
26:�a�Thracian
27:�another�man
28:�one�Gnesippus
29-32:�Xenophon

metå taËta 32-33:
entertainment

34-
35

leave-taking …w d' ∑n ¥liow §p‹
dusma›w, én°sthsan ofl
ÜEllhnew ka‹ e‰pon ˜ti
Àra nuktofÊlakaw
kayistãnai ka‹ sÊnyhma
paradidÒnai�…�…w d'
§jªsan
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Figure�4:�The�Banquet�in�Cyropaedia�8.4.1-27

part�of
banquet

linguistic�signal theme

1-2 invitation KËrow… §kãlese …
sunekãlese

participants
introduced

3-5 arrival�at
banquet

…w d' ∑lyon ofl
klhy°ntew §p‹ tÚ
de›pnon

system�of�the�seating
plan

6 dinner §pe‹ d¢ §de¤pnoun Cyrus’s�generosity
7-8 end�of�dinner §pe‹ §dedeipnÆkesan ka¤

…
filanyrvp¤a

9-12 after�dinner
drinks

§k toÊtou dØ §pe‹
Íp°pinon

how�to�show�loyalty
best

13-
23

proÛÒntow d¢ toË
sumpos¤ou

betrothal�of�G.’s
daughter

24-
27

metå d¢ taËta Cyrus�distributes
gifts

27 leave-taking ka‹ tÒte m¢n dØ oÏtvw
¶lhjen ≤ skhnÆ:
§janistam°nvn d'
aÈt«n §jan°sth ka‹ ı
KËrow ka‹
jumproÊpemcen aÈtoÁw
§p‹ tåw yÊraw

A� comparison� of� the� two� figures� offers� a� clue� to� the� answer� why
Xenophon� preferred� a� subclause� in� the� Anabasis� and� a� genitive
absolute�in�the�Cyropaedia�in�order�to�express�comparable�information:
in�the�Anabasis,�the�subclause�occurs�at�the�onset�of�one�of�the�parts�of
the�over-all�scheme,�creating�a�relatively�deep�incision�on�the�level�of
the�Real�World� construction:� there� is� a� transition� from� the� dinner-
episode�to�the�presentation�of�gifts�that�was�anticipated�to�in�§§16-20.
As� it� happens,� the� theme-predictable� episode� of� the� ‘after� dinner
drinks’� had� been� more� or� less� initiated� during� the� Arystas-section:
horns� of� wine� had� been� carried� round� (§24:� k°rata d¢ o‡nou
peri°feron)� and� everybody� apparently� had�finished� their�meals� for
everyone� took�a�horn� (§24:�ka‹ pãntew §d°xonto),�excepting�Arystas,
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who�had�not�finished�as�yet�(§24:�sxolãzei går ≥dh, §gΔ d¢ oÈd°pv).
The� subclause� is� therefore� used� for� content-oriented� discourse
segmentation;� at� the� same� time,� it�makes� for� thematic� coherence�by
referring� to� the� after� dinner� drinks� (ı pÒtow)� that� had� already� been
introduced�in�§§24-25�(hence,�probably,�§peidÆ).
In� the�Cyropaedia�we�have�proÛÒntow d¢ toË sumpos¤ou,� the�noun

most�probably� referring� to� the�whole�event� rather� than� to�one�of� its
individual� parts.� In� fact,� the� genitive� absolute� is� used� at� a� minor
boundary� between� two� individual� conversations;� the� three� sections
consisting�of�§§9-12,�§§13-23,�and�§§24-27�all�belong�to�the�high-level
thematic� unit� of� the� after� dinner� drinks,� as� indicated� in� §9� by� §k
toÊtou dØ §pe‹ Íp°pinon.39� There� is� articulation� of� small-scale
discourse� segmentation� (note�d°),�indicating�the�onset�of�a�next�phase
in� the� text.�The�genitive�absolute�moves�narrative� time� forward�and
although�a�new�theme�will�be�addressed�in�this�phase,�this�phase�is�still
to� be� viewed� as� part� of� the� text� segment� concerned� with� the� after
dinner� drinks.� By� its� content,� the� genitive� absolute� provides� the
reader/hearer� with� the� information� that� the� underlying� discourse
topic�of�the�symposium�described�is�still�relevant;�as�such,�the�genitive
absolute� is�mainly� there� to�help� the� reader/hearer�keep� track�of� the
discourse�perspective.
Thompson�&� Longacre� (1985:� 206)� state� that� “adverbial� clauses

may�be�used�to�provide�cohesion�for�an�entire�discourse�by�assisting�to
maintain� the� discourse� perspective� and� by� helping� to� articulate� the
sections�of�discourse”.�The�usage�of�subclauses�in�both�texts�is� in�line
with�this�observation,�as�the�perspective�of�the�thematic�structure�on�a
relatively� high� level� is� primarily�maintained� via� subclauses� (Anabasis
§16�§pe‹ d' §p‹ yÊraiw ∑san …w §p‹ de›pnon pariÒntew;�§21�§pe‹ d¢
efis∞lyon §p‹ tÚ de›pnon;�§26�§peidØ d¢ proux≈rei ı pÒtow;�§34�…w
d' ∑n ¥liow §p‹ dusma›w;�§35�…w d' §jªsan;�Cyropaedia�§3�…w d' ∑lyon
ofl klhy°ntew §p‹ tÚ de›pnon;� §6� §pe‹ d¢ §de¤pnoun;� §7� §pe ‹
§dedeipnÆkesan ka¤ …;40� §9� §k toÊtou dØ §pe‹ Íp°pinon).41�Other

———
39� See�Gera� (1993:� 150,� n.� 62)� for� some� discussion� on� the� precise�meaning� of

Íp°pinon.
40� Due� (1989:�102)� states� that�“the�description�of� the�dinner� itself� falls� into� four

parts,�in�which�Cyrus�discusses�different�subjects�with�different�guests.”�He�divides�the
passage�as�follows:�part�I:�§§6-8;�part�II:�§§9-12;�part�III:�§§13-23�(on�page�103,�n.�49,
§24�is�mentioned,�but�judging�from�the�body�text�§23�must�be�meant);�part�IV:�§§24-
27).�Gera� (1993:� 133)� correctly� notes� that� “the� conversation� at� this� symposium—a
series�of�loosely�connected�exchanges�between�Cyrus�and�his�guests—begins�only�after
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linguistic� devices� at� the� onset� of� sentences,� such� as� the� genitive
absolute� proÛÒntow (d¢) toË sumpos¤ou�(Cyropaedia� §13)� and� the
temporal� adverbial�metå (d¢) taËta�(Anabasis�§33,�Cyropaedia�§24)�do
have�a�text�articulating�function,�albeit�on�a�different�structural�level;
they�help� to�articulate�boundaries�within�a� thematic�unit,� the�overall
theme�of�which�had�already�been�defined�by�a�subclause.42�On�a�still
lower�structural�level,�viz.,�a�boundary�between�two�sentences�within�a
sub-segment,� we� may� have� for� instance� a� participial� clause� like
ékoÊsaw�(Anabasis� §25;� note� the� ‘asyndeton’),� a� case� of� ‘reciprocal
coupling’� (Thompson�&�Longacre,�1985:�213),�preparing�for�a� topic
switch.
At� this� point,� it�may� be� instructive� to� compare� the� continuation

after�a� sentence�closing�off�a�discourse�unit� in� [11]�and� [12];� [11]� is
taken�from�the�same�banquet-scene�as�[10]:

[11]� Cyropaedia�8.4.21-23
¶peita d', ¶fh, simØ ên soi fisxur«w sumf°roi. PrÚw t¤ dØ aÔ toËto;
ÜOti, ¶fh, sÁ grupÚw e‰: prÚw oÔn tØn simÒthta sãf' ‡syi ˜ti ≤
grupÒthw êrist' ín prosarmÒseie. L°geiw sÊ, ¶fh, …w ka‹ t“ eÔ
dedeipnhkÒti Àsper ka‹ §gΔ nËn êdeipnow ín sunarmÒttoi. Na‹ må
D¤', ¶fh ı KËrow: t«n m¢n går mest«n grupØ ≤ gastØr g¤gnetai,

———
dinner.”�I�would�argue�that�although�§6�and�§7�are�tightly�connected� (Àste;�cf.�the
imperfect� §dÒkei� in� §6),� a�boundary� is� created� in� the�organization�of� the�discourse
according�to� the� individual�parts�of�banquet�by�the�subclause�§pe‹ §dedeipnÆkesan
ka‹…
41� Of�course,�subclauses�need�not�be�used�solely�for�discourse�organization;�in�ı d'

ÉArÊstaw, §pe‹ par' aÈtÚn f°rvn tÚ k°raw ı ofinoxÒow ∏ken, e‰pen fidΔn tÚn
Jenof«nta oÈk°ti deipnoËnta, ÉEke¤nƒ, ¶fh, dÒw: sxolãzei går ≥dh, §gΔ d¢
oÈd°pv�(Anabasis�§24),�where�the�topic�is�expressed�by�means�of�a�full�NP�at�the�initial
position� of� the� sentence� before� the� subclause,� the� subclause� is� primarily� there� to
indicate�a�relation�in�the�non-linguistic�world�between�the�subordinated�and�the�main
event,�to�the�effect�that�the�subordinated�event�is�relayed�from�the�participant’s�point
of�view.
42� Cf.�Herodotus�6.129:�…w d¢ ≤ kur¤h §g°neto t«n ≤mer°vn t∞w te katakl¤siow

toË gãmou ka‹ §kfãsiow aÈtoË Kleisy°neow tÚn kr¤noi §k pãntvn, yÊsaw boËw
•katÚn ı Kleisy°nhw eÈ≈xee aÈtoÊw te toÁw mnhst∞raw ka‹ Sikuvn¤ouw pãntaw.
…w d¢ épÚ de¤pnou §g°nonto, ofl mnhst∞rew ¶rin e‰xon émf¤ te mousikª ka‹ t“
legom°nƒ §w tÚ m°son. pproÛoÊshw d¢ t∞w pÒsiow kat°xvn pollÚn toÁw êllouw
ı ÑIppokle¤dhw §k°leus° ofl tÚn aÈlhtØn aÈl∞sai §mmele¤hn� (‘when�the�appointed
day� came� for� the�marriage� feast� and� for�Cleisthenes’� declaration� of�whom�he� had
chosen�out�of�them�all,�Cleisthenes�sacrificed�a�hundred�oxen�and�gave�a�feast�to�the
suitors�and�to�the�whole�of�Sicyon.�AAfter� dinner,� the�suitors�vied�with�each�other� in
music�and�in�anecdotes�for�all�to�hear.�TThe�drinking�proceeded,�when�Hippocleides,
now�far�outdoing�the�rest,�ordered�the�flute-player�to�play�him�a�dance-tune’).�Here,
too,�the�onset�of�a�thematic�unit� is�marked�by�a�subclause,�while�a�genitive�absolute
helps�to�articulate�a�boundary�between�sub-segments.
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t«n d¢ éde¤pnvn simÆ. ka‹ ı Xrusãntaw ¶fh: Cuxr“ d' ên, prÚw t«n
ye«n, basile› ¶xoiw ín efipe›n po¤a tiw suno¤sei; §§ntaËya m¢n dØ ˜
te KËrow §jeg°lase ka‹ ofl êlloi ımo¤vw. ggel≈ntvn d¢ ëma e‰pen ı
ÑUstãspaw: PolÊ g', ¶fh, mãlista toÊtou se, Œ KËre, zhl« §n tª
basile¤&. T¤now; ¶fh ı KËrow. ÜOti dÊnasai ka‹ cuxrÚw Ãn g°lvta
par°xein. ka‹ ı KËrow e‰pen: ÖEpeit' oÈk ín pr¤aiÒ ge pampÒllou
Àste so‹ taËt' efir∞syai, ka‹ épaggely∞nai par' √ eÈdokime›n
boÊlei ˜ti éste›ow e‰; ka‹ taËta m¢n dØ oÏtv diesk≈pteto. metå d¢
taËta�…

“And�in�the�next�place”,�Cyrus�went�on,�“a�snub-nosed�woman�would
suit�you�admirably”.�“Why�so?”�“Because”,�was�the�answer,�“your�own
nose� is� so� hooked;� and� hookedness,� I� assure� you,� would� be� the� very
proper� mate� for� snubbiness”.� “Do� you� mean� to� say� also”,� said� the
other,� “that� a� supperless� wife� would� suit� one� who� has� had� a� good
dinner,� like� me� now?”� “Aye,� by� Zeus”,� answered� Cyrus;� “for� the
stomach�of�one�who�has�eaten�heartily�bows�out,�but� that�of�one�who
has� not� eaten� bows� in”.� “Then,� in� heaven’s� name”,� said�Chrysantas,
“could�you�tell�us�what�sort�of�wife�would�suit�a�frigid�king?”�AAt�this,�of
course,�Cyrus�burst�out�laughing,�as�did�also�all�the�rest.�TThey�were�still
laughing�when�Hystaspas�said:�“I�envy�you�for�that,�Cyrus,�more�than
for�anything�else�in�your�kingdom”.�“Envy�me�for�what?”�asked�Cyrus.
“Why,�that,�frigid�as�you�are,�you�can�still�make�us�laugh”.�“Well”,�said
Cyrus,�“and�would�you�not�give�a�great�deal�to�have�made�these�jokes
and�to�have�them�reported�to�the�lady�with�whom�you�wish�to�have�the
reputation�of�being�a�witty�fellow?”�Thus,�then,�these�pleasantries�were
exchanged.�Thereafter�…

[12]� Symposium�4.49-50
otow m¢n dØ ı lÒgow ooÏtvw §spoudaiologÆyh. §§peidØ d¢ efiw
tÚn F¤lippon ∏kon, ±r≈tvn aÈtÚn t¤ ır«n §n tª gelvtopoi¤&
m°ga §p' aÈtª frono¤h. OÈ går êjion, ¶fh, ıpÒte ge pãntew efidÒtew
˜ti gelvtopoiÒw efimi, ˜tan m°n ti égayÚn ¶xvsi, parakaloËs¤ me
§p‹ taËta proyÊmvw, ˜tan d° ti kakÚn lãbvsi, feÊgousin
émetastrept¤, foboÊmenoi mØ ka‹ êkontew gelãsvsi;

Such�was� the�serious� turn�given� to� the�discussion�of� tthis�topic.�WWhen
they� got� around� to�Philip,� they�asked�him�what�he� saw� in� the� jester’s
profession�to�feel�proud�of�it.�“Have�I�not�a�right�to�be�proud”,�said�he,
“when�all�know�that�I�am�a�jester,�and�so�whenever�they�have�a�bit�of
good� fortune,� give�me�hearty� invitations� to� come� and� join� them,� but
when� they� suffer� some� reverse,� run� from� me� with� never� a� glance
behind,� in� dread� that� they� may� be� forced� to� laugh� in� spite� of
themselves?”
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Again�we�have�high�density�of�linguistic�marking�at�the�point�where�a
certain�thematic�unit� is�closed�off,�such�as�anaphoric�deictic�elements
(§ntaËya/otow;�oÏtvw ),� transition-marking� m ° n � …� d ° ,� an
informational�content�that�the�reader/hearer�will�readily�accept�in�the
light�of�what�precedes�as�signaled�by�dÆ,�and�an�aorist�verb�form.�But
the�genitive�absolute�in�[11]�is�used�for�text�articulation�at�a�boundary
between�two�segments�where�only� the�topic�of�conversation�changes.
At� the� transition,� the� lexical� overlap� in� §jeg°lase� …� gel≈ntvn
indicates�thematic�continuity;�lexical�overlap�is�often�used�by�speakers
in�order�to�help�their�audience�to�keep�track�of�where�they�are.�Here
too,�as�in�[10],�the�transition�is�to�a�next�stage�within�a�greater�whole
that� is� continuous� in� terms� of� place,� time,� and� participants.43� The
§peidÆ-clause�in�[12],�on�the�other�hand,�is�used�at�a�point�of�greater
discontinuity� in� the� discourse:� the� preceding� closing� line� articulates
discourse� segmentation,� and� the� subclause� is� there� to� make� for
thematic� segmentation:� it� introduces� a� new� spatial� setting.� These
examples�further�suggest�that�in�the�NMP�under�consideration,�factors
concerning� text� articulation� at� points� of� (dis)continuation� of� a� text
segment�determine�the�choice�among�the�alternatives�available.�44

In� sum:� both� the� subclause� §peidØ d¢ proux≈rei ı pÒtow� and� the
genitive� absolute� proÛÒntow d¢ toË sumpos¤ou� operate� as� text-
grammatical� devices� in� that� they� are� used� for� text� articulation;� the
subclause,�however,�operates�on�a�higher�structural�level:�it�helps�keep
track� of� the� individual� parts� of� the� underlying� banquet-scheme,

———
43� In�addition,� it� is� to�be�noted� that�after� the�genitive�absolute� in� [10],� too,� the

discourse�is�concerned�with�participants�who�have�been�present�in�the�discourse�and
are�well-known,�whereas�new�participants�are�introduced�after�the�subclause�in�[9].
44� In�[10],�the�choice�of�the�genitive�absolute�suggests�that�no�Real�World�relation

is� expressed� between� the� content� of� the� subordinate� clause� and� the� superordinate
clause.� In� [9],� on� the� other� hand,� where� we� have� a� finite� clause� headed� by� the
subordinator�§peidÆ,�the�relation�between�the�content�of�the�subclause�(continuation
of�the�drinking)�and�its�matrix�clause�(entrance�of�a�Thracian�with�a�white�horse�who
takes� a� full� horn� and� says:� “I� drink� your� health,� Seuthes,� and� present� to� you� this
horse”)� is� posited� but� not� specified.� Only� if� such� a� Real�World� relation� actually
obtains�in�the�view�of�the�speaker�is�he�free�to�use�the�non-specific�relator�§peidÆ�in
order� to� relate� the� content� of� the� subordinated� clause� to� that� of� the�matrix� clause
(although�…w�may�be�a�possible�alternative).�In�this�connection,�it�may�be�pointed�out
that�in�order�to�take�a�full�horn�and�toast�the�king�there�is�need�of�drinks—note�that
here�the�pÒtow�continues,�as�opposed�to�the�sumpÒsion�in�the�Cyropaedia�(as�suggested
above,�sumpÒsion�most�probably�refers�to�the�whole�event;�cf.�pÒsiw� in�Herodotus
6.129,�cited�in�n.�42).



72 CHAPTER�TWO

whereas� the�genitive�absolute�helps� to�articulate� two�phases�within�a
larger� text� segment.� In� terms� of� boundaries,� then,� the� subclause� is
used�at�a�textual�and�content-oriented�boundary,�whereas�the�genitive
absolute� is�used�at�a� textual�boundary�only,�without�articulation�of�a
content-oriented� boundary,� but� is� there� to� help� the� reader/hearer
keep�track�of�the�discourse�perspective.
The� examples� show� that� when� a� subordinate� clause� is� used� to

express� an� event� that� is� continued� (the�pÒtow�and�the�sumpÒsion,
respectively)�at�a�point�of� segmentation�of� the� text,� the�choice�of� the
type�of�subordinate�clause�is�dependent�on�whether�the�segmentation
takes�place�on�just�the�level�of�text�articultation,�or�on�the�level�of�text
articulation�as�well�as�on�the�level�of�the�Real�World�construction.

6� �NMP�6:�Cyropaedia�5.4.43-50�vs.�Hellenica�3.4.9-10
(&�Cyropaedia�1.4.19-20,�Anabasis�2.5.15-24,
Anabasis�6.3.11-15,45�and�Hellenica�3.2.25-26)

[13]�Cyropaedia�5.4.43-50 [14]�Hellenica�3.4.9-10 [15]�Cyropaedia�1.4.19-20

bar°vw d¢ f°rvn tª
étim¤&, proselyΔn
e‰pen: âV ÉAghs¤lae,
meioËn m¢n êra sÊge
toÁw f¤louw ±p¤stv.
Na‹ må D¤', ¶fh, toÊw
ge boulom°nouw §moË
me¤zouw fa¤nesyai:

ı d¢ KËrow …w e‰de
polloÁw flpp°aw
ént¤ouw, ≥reto: âH
otoi, ¶fh, Œ pãppe,
pol°mio¤ efisin, o„
§festÆkasi to›w ·ppoiw
±r°ma; Pol°mioi
m°ntoi, ¶fh. âH ka‹
§ke›noi, ¶fh, ofl
§laÊnontew; Kéke›noi
m°ntoi. NØ tÚn D¤',
¶fh, Œ pãppe, éll'
oÔn ponhro¤ ge
fainÒmenoi ka‹ §p‹
ponhr«n flppar¤vn
êgousin ≤m«n tå
xrÆmata: oÈkoËn xrØ
§laÊnein tinåw ≤m«n
§p' aÈtoÊw. ÉAll' oÈx
ıròw, ¶fh, Œ pa›, ˜son
tÚ st›fow t«n flpp°vn

———
45� Numbered�by�some�editors�as�Anabasis�6.3.18.
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ka‹ ı KËrow prÚw taËta
e‰pe:

[speech�by�Cyrus]

§pe‹ d¢ taËt' e‰pen,
¶doj° te Ùry«w to›w
paroËsi l°gein ka‹
∑gen ı GvbrÊaw Àsper
§k°leuse.

toÁw d° ge aÎjontaw efi
mØ §pista¤mhn
éntitimçn,
afisxuno¤mhn ên. ka‹ ı
LÊsandrow e‰pen:
ÉAll' ‡svw ka‹ mçllon
efikÒta sÁ poie›w μ §gΔ
¶pratton. tãde oÔn moi
§k toË loipoË xãrisai,
˜pvw ín mÆt'
afisxÊnvmai édunat«n
parå so‹ mÆt' §mpod≈n
soi Œ, épÒpemcÒn po¤
me. ˜pou går ín Œ,
peirãsomai §n kair“
soi e‰nai.
efipÒntow d¢ taËta
¶doje ka‹ t“
ÉAghsilãƒ oÏtv
poi∞sai, ka‹ p°mpei
aÈtÚn §f' ÑEllhs-
pÒntou.

Being�distressed�at�his

ßsthke suntetagm°non;
o„ μn §p' §ke¤nouw ≤me›w
§laÊnvmen,
ÍpotemoËntai ≤mçw
pãlin [§ke›noi]: ≤m›n d¢
oÎpv ≤ fisxÁw
pãrestin. ÉAll' μn sÁ
m°n˙w, ¶fh ı KËrow,
ka‹ énalambãn˙w toÁw
prosbohyoËntaw,
fobÆsontai otoi ka‹
oÈ kinÆsontai, ofl d'
êgontew eÈyÁw
éfÆsousi tØn le¤an,
§peidån ‡dvs¤ tinaw §p'
aÈtoÁw §laÊnontaw.
taËt' efipÒntow
aÈtoË46 ¶doj° ti
l°gein t“ ÉAstuãgei.
ka‹ ëma yaumãzvn …w
ka‹ §frÒnei ka‹
§grhgÒrei keleÊei tÚn
uflÚn labÒnta tãjin
flpp°vn §laÊnein §p‹
toÁw êgontaw tØn
le¤an.
As�for�Cyrus,�upon
seeing�many�horsemen
over�against�them,�he
asked:�“Say,
grandfather”,�said�he,
“are�those�men�enemies
who�sit�there�quietly
upon�their�horses?”
“Yes,�indeed,�they�are”,
said�he.�“Are�those
enemies,�too”,�said
Cyrus,�“who�are�riding
up�and�down?”�“Yes,

———
46 efipÒntow aÈtoË�:�efipΔn � y� (=�D�& � F)� R.� As� the� conjunct� participle� is,

syntactically� speaking,� the� lectio� facilior,� I� take� the� genitive� absolute� as� the� correct
reading,� following� the�most� recent� editions� by�Marchant� and�Gemoll.� Some� older
editions,� e.g.,� those�of�Leunclavius,�Hutchinson,� and�Schneider,� read�taËt' efip≈n.
Cf.�Schneider�ad�loc.�(my�italics):�“Ex�Guelf.�efipÒntow aÈtoË�difficiliorem�multo�lectionem
recepit�cum�Zeunio�Weiske.”
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And�Cyrus�said�in
answer:

[speech�by�Cyrus]

When�he�had�said�this,
he�seemed�to�those
present�to�be�saying
what�was�right,�and
Gobryas�led�the�way�as
he�had�directed.

disgrace,�he�went�to
Agesilaus�and�said:
“Agesilaus,�it�seems�that
you,�at�least,�understand
how�to�humiliate�your
friends”.�“Yes,�by�Zeus,
I�do”,�said�he,�“at�any
rate�those�who�wish�to
appear�greater�than�I;
but�as�for�those�who
exalt�me,�if�I�should
prove�not�to�know�how
to�honour�them�in
return,�I�should�be
ashamed”.�And
Lysander�said:�“Well,
perhaps�it�is�indeed�true
that�you�are�acting�more
properly�than�I�acted.
Therefore�grant�me�this
favour�at�least:�in�order
that�I�may�not�be
shamed�by�having�no
influence�with�you,�and
may�not�be�in�your�way,
send�me�off�somewhere.
For,�wherever�I�may�be,
I�shall�endeavour�to�be
useful�to�you”.
This�he�said,�and�it
seemed�<best>�to
Agesilaus�also�to�follow
this�course,�and�he�sent
him�to�the�Hellespont.

they�are�enemies,�too.”
“Well�then,�by�Zeus,
grandfather”,�said�he,
“at�any�rate,�they�are�a
sorry�looking�lot�on�a
sorry�lot�of�nags�who�are
raiding�our�belongings.
Why,�some�of�us�ought
to�charge�upon�them”.
“But�don’t�you�see,�my
son”,�said�the�king,
“what�a�dense�array�of
cavalry�is�standing�there
in�line?�If�we�charge
upon�those�over�there,
these�in�turn�will�cut�us
off;�while�as�for�us,�the
main�body�of�our�forces
has�not�yet�come”.�“But
if�you�stay�here”,�said
Cyrus,�“and�take�up�the
reinforcements�that�are
coming�to�join�us,�these
fellows�will�be�afraid
and�will�not�stir,�while
the�raiders�will�drop
their�booty,�just�as�soon
as�they�see�some�of�us
charging�on�them”.
This�he�said,�and�it
seemed�to�Astyages�that
there�was�something�in
these�words.�And�while
he�wondered�that�the
boy�was�so�shrewd�and
wide-awake,�he�ordered
his�son�to�take�a�division
of�the�cavalry�and
charge�upon�those�who
were�carrying�off�the
spoil.

[16]�Anabasis�2.5.15-24 [17]�Anabasis�6.3.11-15 [18]�Hellenica�3.2.25-26

Kl°arxow m¢n oÔn
‰

periÒnti d¢ t“ §niaut“
fa¤nousi pãlin ofl
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tosaËta e‰pe:
Tissaf°rnhw d¢ œde
éphme¤fyh:

[speech�by
Tissaphernes]

taËta efipΔn ¶doje
t“ Kleãrxƒ élhy∞
l°gein: ka‹ e‰pen (sc.
Kl°arxow):

Thus�much�Clearchus
said;�Tissaphernes
replied�as�follows:

[speech�by
Tissaphernes]

In�these�things�that�he
said�he�seemed�to
Clearchus�to�be
speaking�the�truth;�and

skopoÁw d¢ katastÆsaw
sun°leje toÁw
strati≈taw ka‹ ¶lejen:

[speech�by�Xenophon]

taËt' efipΔn ≤ge›to.
par°pemce d¢ ka‹ t«n
gumnÆtvn ényr≈pouw
eÈz≈nouw efiw tå plãgia
ka‹ efiw tå êkra, ˜pvw e‡
poÊ t¤ poyen kayor“en,
shma¤noien: §k°leue d¢
ka¤ein ëpanta ˜tƒ
§ntugxãnoien kaus¤mƒ.

He�(sc.�Xenophon)
stationed�watchers�and
called�the�troops
together,�and�spoke�as
follows:

[speech�by�Xenophon]

Upon�these�words�he
led�the�way.
Furthermore,�he�sent
out�on�the�flanks�and�to

¶foroi frourån §p‹
tØn âHlin, ka‹
sunestrateÊonto t“
ÖAgidi plØn Boivt«n
ka‹ Koriny¤vn o· te
êlloi pãntew sÊmmaxoi
ka‹ ofl ÉAyhna›oi.
§mbalÒntow d¢ toË
ÖAgidow di'
AÈl«now, eÈyÁw m¢n
Lepreçtai épostãntew
t«n ÉHle¤vn
prosex≈rhsan aaÈt“,
eÈyÁw d¢ Mak¤stioi,
§xÒmenoi d'
ÉEpitalie›w.
diaba¤nonti d¢ tÚn
potamÚn prosex≈roun
Letr›noi ka‹
ÉAmf¤doloi ka‹
Margane›w.
§k d¢ toÊtou §lyΔn efiw
ÉOlump¤an ¶yue t“ Di‹
t“ ÉOlump¤ƒ: kvlÊein
d¢ oÈde‹w ¶ti §peirçto.
yÊsaw d¢ prÚw tÚ êstu
§poreÊeto, kÒptvn ka‹
kãvn tØn x≈ran, ka‹
Íp°rpolla m¢n ktÆnh,
Íp°rpolla d¢
éndrãpoda ≤l¤sketo §k
t∞w x≈raw:
In�the�course�of�the�year
the�ephors�again�called
out�the�ban�against�Elis,
and�with�the�exception
of�the�Boeotians�and�the
Corinthians�all�the
allies,�including�the
Athenians,�took�part
with�Agis�in�the
campaign.
Agis�entered�Elis�by�way
of�Aulon,�and�the
Lepreans�at�once
revolted�from�the�Eleans

to�him
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Clearchus�said: the�neighbouring
heights�some�of�the
more�active�of�the�light-
armed�troops�in�order
that�they�might�signal�to
the�army�in�case�they
should�sight�anything
anywhere�from�any
point�of�observation;�he
directed�them�to�burn
everything�they�found
that�could�be�burned.

and�came�over�tto�him,
the�Macistians�likewise
at�once,�and�after�them
the�Epitalians.�He�was
crossing�the�river,�when
the�Letrinians,�Amphi-
dolians,�and
Marganians�came�over
to�him.
Thereupon�he�went�to
Olympia�and�offered
sacrifices�to�Olympian
Zeus,�and�this�time�no
one�undertook�to
prevent�him.�After�his
sacrifices�he�marched
upon�the�city�of�Elis,
laying�the�land�waste
with�axe�and�fire�as�he
went,�and�vast�numbers
of�cattle�and�vast
numbers�of�slaves�were
captured�in�the�country.

In�these�examples�we�have�a�subordinate�clause�at�the�beginning�of�a
sentence;� in� [13]� through� [17]� the� combination�of� the�pronoun�and
the� verbal� constituent� is� anaphoric:� they� are� back-references� to� the
preceding� speech.�The� examples� [13]� through� [16]� are� comparable
further� in� that� the� subordinate� clause� is� followed�by� the� finite�main
verb� ¶doje,� which,� however,� seems� to� be� used� differently� in� these
examples.
In�the�case�of�the�subclause�in�[13],�the�usage�of�te�…�ka¤,� giving

the� topic�of�both� sentences�equal� status,� seems� to� require�a�personal
interpretation�of�¶doje�(Cyrus�seemed�to�those�present�to�be�saying�what
was� right);47� an� impersonal� interpretation� (it� seemed� to� those� present
that�Cyrus�was�saying�what�was�right)�seems�forced.�In�the�case�of�the
conjunct� participle� in� [16]� ¶doje � is� certainly� personally� used
(Tissaphernes�seemed�to�Clearchus�to�be�speaking�the�truth).�In�both�[13]
and� [16]� the� verbs� referring� to� the� act� of� speaking� (the� verbal

———
47� Though�all� the�examples�of� subclauses�of� the� type�§pe‹/…w taËta e‰p-� taken

from�Xenophon’s�Hellenica�and�Anabasis�in�my�data�base�have�a�different�subject�in�the
following�matrix�clause.
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constituents�e‰pen/efip≈n�of� the�preposed�embedded�clauses�and�the
dependend� infinitive�l°gein)� share� the� same�subject,� the�finite�main
verb�¶doje�is�personally�used,�which�leads�to�the�interpretation�of�the
main� clause� as� a� whole� as� expressing� an� opinion� on� the� part� of� the
participant�referred�to�in�the�dative�case.
The� case� of� the� genitive� absolute� in� [14]� is� different.� There,� the

verbal�constituent�efipÒntow�of�the�preposed�embedded�clause�and�the
infinitive�poi∞sai�have�different�subjects.�In�the�case�of�the�sequence
efipÒntow d¢ taËta ¶doje ka‹ t“ ÉAghsilãƒ oÏtv poi∞sai,� a
personal�interpretation�of�¶doje�is�impossible;�further�the�ka¤�in�¶doje
ka‹ t“ ÉAghsilãƒ oÏtv poi∞sai� triggers� an� interpretation� of� this
clause�as�a�decision�on�the�part�of�Agesilaus�rather�than�an�opinion.48

Example�[15],�then,�is�unusual.�A�genitive�absolute�is�used�with�its
own� subject� expressed� (aÈtoË ),� which� is� also� the� subject� of� the
infinitive�l°gein.�The�sentence�may�be�interpreted�as�either:

taËt' efipÒntow aÈtoË ¶doj° ti (sc.� Cyrus)� l°gein t“
ÉAstuãgei49

or�as:
taËt' efipÒntow aÈtoË ¶doj° ti l°gein (sc.�aÈtÒn)�t “
ÉAstuãgei.

In� the� former� case� the� main� verb� ¶doje � is� given� its� personal
interpretation� (cf.� [16]),� in� the� latter� ¶doje� is� given� its� impersonal
interpretation,� as� in� [14].�But� as�we�are�dealing�with�an�opinion�on
the�part�of�Astyages�in�[15],�it�seems�most�natural,�and�in�accordance
with�the�findings�of�[13]�and�[16]�on�the�one�hand,�and�of�[14]�on�the
other,�to�opt�for�the�personal�interpretation�of�¶doje.50
The�fact�that�the�genitive�absolute�has�its�subject�expressed�(aÈtoË),

which� is� also� the� subject� of� ¶doje�and�l°gein� makes� this� example
rather�odd,�if�not�ungrammatical.�Syntactically�speaking�it�is�aberrant,
but�I� submit� that� it� is� sound�in�terms�of�discourse�pragmatics.�In�the
remainder� of� this� Section� I� shall� claim� that� the� genitive� absolute� is

———
48� This�interpretation�is�substantiated�by�the�fact�that�of�the�subordinate�clauses�in

[13]�through�[17],�only� in�efipÒntow d¢ taËta� in�[14]�the�anaphoric�pronoun�occurs
clause-final.
49� Thus�Kühner-Gerth�(1898-1904:�110).
50� The� order� of� the� constituents� in� the� matrix� clause� in� [15]� (¶doj°— t i

l°gein— t“ ÉAstuãgei)� is� different� from� the� one� found� in� [16]� (¶doje— t “
Kleãrxƒ—élhy∞ l°gein).�The�order�of�constituents�can�be�explained�by�assuming
the�most�focal�constituent�to�take�the�final�position:�‘he�seemed�to�Clearchus�thought
to�be�sspeaking�the�truth’�vs.�‘he�seemed�to�have�a�point�tto�Astyages’.
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chosen�for�reasons�of�‘topic�management’.�To�this�end,�I�shall�discuss
the�alternative�expressions�as�found�in�[13]�through�[18].
Traditionally,� the�notion�of� ‘emphasis’�has�been� regularly�used� to

explain� the� choice� of� a� subclause� over� a� participial� clause,51� or� the
choice� of� a� genitive� absolute� over� a� conjunct� participle� if� the� latter
would� have� been� possible� grammatically,52� as� in� [15]� above.
Regrettably� those� grammars� that� use� this� notion� fail� to� give� an
account� of� what� exactly� is� meant� by� it.� Since� emphasis� cannot� be
pointed�out�on�a�phonetic�basis�in�the�case�of�a�dead�language�such�as
Ancient� Greek,� and� since� no� criteria� are� supplied� on� the� basis� of
which�the�presumed�emphasizing�function�may�be�attributed�to�one�of
the�alternative� expressions,� it� is� clear� that� this�notion�will�not� get�us
very�far.�Further,�if�it�is�claimed�that�in�individual�cases�a�certain�effect
is�intended,53�it�has�to�be�specified�what�this�effect�consists�in.
Regarding� the� §pe¤-clause� in� [13],� three� things� are� important.

Firstly,� the� example� is� taken� from� a� context� where� Xenophon’s
account�is�divided�by�§pe¤-clauses�into�thematic�units�each�presenting
a� next� stage� of� the� on-going� narrrative.� Starting� in� 5.4.41,�we� have
§pe‹ d¢ poreuÒmenow kaye≈ra tØn t«n Babulvn¤vn pÒlin ka‹
———
51� Kühner-Gerth�(1898-1904�II:�78,�Anmerk�2):�“Statt�der�Partizipialkonstruktion

können� auch� im�Griechischen� entweder� des� grösseren�Nachdruckes� oder� auch�der
Deutlichkeit�wegen�Nebensätze�gebraucht�werden.”
52� Kühner-Gerth� (1898-1904� II:� 110):� “Die�Genitivi�absoluti� finden� sich� zuweilen

auch� da,� wo� das� Subjekt� derselben� nicht� verschieden� ist� von� dem� Subjekte� des
Prädikats� oder� einem� Objekte� desselben.� Der� Grund� dieser� abweichenden
Konstruktion� liegt� gemeinlich� in� dem� Bestreben,� das� Satzglied� mit� grösserem
Nachdrucke�hervorzuheben�und�den�übrigen�Worten�entgegenzustellen;�oft�wird�aber
diese� Konstruktion� auch� deshalb� gewählt,� weil� durch� dieselbe� das� adverbiale
Verhältnis� zu� dem� Prädikate� des� Satzes� deutlicher� bezeichnet� wird� als� durch� das
bezügliche� Partizip,� das� auch� statt� eines� Adjektivsatzes� gebracht� werden� kann;”
Goodwin� (1897:� 338):� “The� genitive� absolute� is� regularly� used� only� when� a� new
subject�is�introduced�into�the�sentence�and�not�when�the�participle�can�be�joined�with
any�substantive�already�belonging�to�the�construction.�Yet�this�principle�is�sometimes
violated,� in�order� to�make� the�participial� clause�more�prominent�and� to�express� its
relation�(time,�cause,�etc.)�with�greater�emphasis;”�Smyth�(1920:�460):�“Exceptionally,
the�subject�of�the�genitive�absolute�is�the�same�as�that�of�the�main�clause.�The�effect�of
this� irregular� construction� is� to� emphasize� the� idea� contained� in� the� genitive
absolute;”�Schwyzer-Debrunner�(1950:�399):�“Die�Verselbständigung�des�gen.�abs.�ist
besonders� deutlich,� wenn� er� –� seit� dem� Va� –� statt� Nom.,� Akk.,� Dat.� mit� ptc.
coniunctum�steht,�öfters�mit�der�stilistischen�Wirkung,�den�durch�ihn�ausgedrückten
Sachverhalt�herauszuheben;”� see�also�Schwyzer� (1942),�who�points�out� that�besides
‘Heraushebung’�(102),�an�explanation�for�these�cases�is�to�be�found�in�the�observation
that�the�speaker�finished�his�sentence�in�a�way�different�from�his�initial�conception.
53� Thus� Humbert� (1960:� 131):� “le� «sujet»� du� génitif� absolu� peut� même� se

rapporter�au�«sujet»�de�la�proposition,�en�vue�de�produire�un�effet”.
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¶dojen aÈt“ ≤ ıdÚw ∂n æei par' aÈtÚ tÚ te›xow f°rein�(‘and�when,�as
he�proceeded,�he�came�in�sight�of�the�city�of�Babylon�and�it�seemed�to
him�that�the�road�which�he�was�following�led�close�by�the�walls’),�this
one� initializing�a�discussion�by�Cyrus�on�the�one�hand,�and�Gobryas
(and�Gadatas)�on�the�other,�on�how�to�proceed.�Our�example�§pe‹ d¢
taËt' e‰pen,� then,� ends� the� discussion,� and� they� leave� the� spot
succesfully�(épex≈rei),�while�in�5.4.51�§pe‹ d¢ poreuÒmenow oÏtvw §n
ta›w gignom°naiw ≤m°raiw éfikne›tai efiw tå meyÒria t«n SÊrvn ka‹
MÆdvn, ¶nyenper …rmçto, §ntaËya dÆ�…� (‘and� when,� as� he� thus
proceeded,�he�came�in� the�usual�number�of�days� to� the�place�on�the
boundaries� between�Media� and�Syria� from�which� he� had� originally
started;�there�…’)�initializes�a�new�stage�at�a�different�location.�To�all
appearances,� then,�the�subclauses�perform�a�function�in�the�thematic
organization�of�the�narrative.
Secondly,� it�may�very�well�be� the�case� that�a� subclause� is�used� in

[13]� to� indicate� that� the� content� of� the� subclause,� i.e.,� what� the
reportee� said,� is� taken�by� the�narrator� as� the� point� of� departure� for
both� the� reaction� of� the� reportee’s� addressee� and� the� fact� that
Gobryas� took� the� lead,� as� this� is� something�Cyrus’s�words�aimed�at.
The�contribution�of�§pe¤,�then,�is�marking�that�both�actions�should�be
viewed�in�the�light�of�the�words�spoken.
Thirdly,� and� in� connection� with� the� second� point,� we� observe� a

difference� in� scoping:� in�each�of� the� three�examples� the� subordinate
clause� is� followed� by� a� clause� combination,� combined� on� the� same
syntactic-hierarchical�level�by�ka¤.�Only�in�the�case�of�the�subclause�is
t e � …� ka¤� used,� indicating� that� the� two� combined� (independent)
clauses�are�under�the�scope�of�the�subclause.
In�[14],�[15],�and�[16],�only�the�main�verb�of�the�following�clause

(¶doje)�is�under�the�scope�of�the�participial�clause.�In�these�cases,�the
use�of�an�§pe¤-clause�would�result�in�articulating�too�deep�an�incision
in� the� text,� or,� alternatively,� in� articulating� a� major� discourse
boundary� which� is� inexpedient� in� the� context.� Rather,� the� use� of
participial� clauses� in� these� examples,� and� the� individual� differences
among�them,�have�to�be�accounted�for�in�terms�of�topic�management.
The� situation� is� rather� straightforward� in� [16]:�we� do� not� have� a

conversation,� but� an� alternation� of� speeches.� The� conjunct� participle
taËta efip≈n�just�indicates�that�the�one�speaker�has�finished;�via�¶doje
t“ Kleãrxƒ (élhy∞ l°gein)� the� camera� shifts� to� Clearchus,� who
becomes� the� next� speaker.� As� the� (conjunct)� participial� clause
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indicates� the�end�of�a� speech�before� the� reportee’s�addressee� replies,
we� have� a� script-predictable� topic� switch,�which� is� substantiated� by
the� fact� that�Clearchus� is� to� be� inferred� as� the� subject� of� the�main
finite� verb� of� the� sentence� added� by� ka¤�(ka‹ e‰pen).� The� referent
filling� the� subject� slot�of�a�conjunct�participial� clause�may�be� topical
for�several�clauses,�as�in�[17],�which,�of�course,�is�a�situation�of�subject
continuity�across�a�multi-clause� span.�The�conjunct�participle�taËt'
efip≈n� in� [17]� is� apt� since� the� situation� is� uncomplicated� regarding
topic�distribution:� the�person�who�has�delivered�a�speech�is� the�topic
and�remains�the�topic�afterwards.
In� [14],� we� have� a� rather� gradual� topic� switch.� Following� on� a

conversation� between�Lysander� and�Agesilaus,� the� genitive� absolute
efipÒntow d¢ taËta� indicates� that� the� last� speaker,� Lysander,� has
finished� speaking.�Apart� from�this,� the�genitive�absolute�efipÒntow d¢
taËta�helps� to�articulate�a� topic� switch� from�Lysander� to�Agesilaus,
who� via� ¶doje ka‹ t“ ÉAghsilãƒ (oÏtv poi∞sai) becomes� the
subject� of� the� main� finite� verb� of� the� sentence� added� by� ka¤,�viz.,
p°mpei.�However,�when�referred�to�in�the�genitive�absolute�Lysander
is� supposed� to� remain�on� the� stage�as�a�discourse�participant,� for�he
still� has� to� perform� a� (syntactic)� function� (of� object)� in� the� sequel
(p°mpei aÈtÚn §f' ÑEllhspÒntou).
In� [15],� too,� the� genitive� absolute� occurs� at� the� point� where� a

conversation�between�two�participants� is�ended;�it�may�not�be�purely
coincidental�that�the�genitive�absolute�is�chosen�when�a�conversation�has
come� to� an� end,� as� this� also� happens� in� the� case� of� the� genitive
absolute� in� [14],� whereas� in� [16],� and,� for� that�matter,� in� [17]� the
conjunct�participial�clause�follows�not�on�a�conversation,�but�on�a�speech
by� one� single� participant.� In� conversations,� script-predictable� topic
switches�occur�relatively�frequently�as�long�as�switches�occur�from�one
speaker� to� the� other,� but� a� final� switch� to� a� participant� who� is� not
going� to� reply� but� is� going� to� act� is� less� script-predictable.� This� is
precisely�what�happens�in�[15]:�after�the�last�words�spoken�by�the�little
Cyrus,�we�turn�to�Astyages�to�learn�not�just�his�opinion�and�reply�(as
in� [16]),� but�his� opinion�on� the�basis� of�which�he� changes�his�mind
and� takes� a� decision� (keleÊei).� Example� [15]� should� be� further
compared� to� [14]� with� respect� to� the� gradual� topic� switch� that� is
articulated.�In�[15],�too,�the�referent�of�aÈtoË�(Cyrus)�has�to�be�stored
in� the�memory�of� the� reader/hearer,� as�Cyrus� still�has� to�perform�a
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(syntactic)�function�in�the�sequel,�viz.,�as�the�subject�of�the�…w-clause54
dependent�on�yaumãzvn�(subject:�Astyages).
In� both� [14]� and� [15],� a� conversation� is� closed� off� and� the� new

topic�becomes�dominant,�while� the�old� topic� remains�present� in� the
following�discourse.�The�genitive�absolute�of�[14],� then,�may�be�seen
as�illustrating�the�aptness�of�the�construction�in�contexts�such�as�these,
while� the� ‘irregular’� genitive� absolute� of� [15]� should� be� treated
accordingly:�on�the�level�of�sentence-syntax,�it�is�irregular,�on�the�level
of� discourse-syntax,� its� usage�becomes� comprehensible�when� viewed
against� the� background� offered� by,� especially,� example� [14]:� the
genitive�absolute�is�preferred�to�a�conjunct�participle�in�order�to�take
care� of� topic�management.�The� fact� that� the� subject� of� the� genitive
absolute� is� expressed� by� an� anaphoric� pronoun� in� [15]� is� in� itself� a
sign� that� the� genitive� absolute� performs� the� function� of� facilitating
participant�tracking.55

The�choice�of�a�genitive�absolute�construction�for�reasons�of�topic
management� is� further� illustrated�in�[18].�Agis� is� the�persistent�topic.
Typically,�new� topics�are� introduced�by�a� full�NP� in� the�nominative
case,� usually� accompanied� by� d°.� Agis� is� already� present� in� the
discourse�(t“ ÖAgidi),�before�becoming�the�topic.�When�this�happens,
a�genitive�absolute�is�used�(§mbalÒntow d¢ toË ÖAgidow di' AÈl«now).
Agis,� the�subject�of� the�genitive�absolute� (toË ÖAgidow,� a� full�NP),� is
referred�back�to�by�means�of�the�pronoun�aÈt“�in�the�case�fitting�the
main� construction;� a� conjunct� participle� would� have� been� possible
from� a� syntactical� point� of� view� (cf.� prosex≈rhsan aÈt“ …
diaba¤nonti d¢ tÚn potamÚn prosex≈roun).� Subsequently�we� keep
track� of� him� via� several� preposed� conjunct� participial� clauses
(diaba¤nonti d¢ tÚn potamÒn�…�§lyΔn efiw ÉOlump¤an�…�yÊsaw d°).
Thus,� the� referent� filling� the� subject� slot� of� the� preposed� genitive
absolute�will�be�important�in�the�upcoming�discourse,�and�for�reasons
of� topic� management� the� syntactic� demand� of� agreement� is
suspended.�56

———
54� Note�the�translation,�where�in�English�‘the�boy’�has�to�be�inserted�for�the�sake

of�clarity.
55� For�that�matter,�back-reference�to�an�already�topical�participant�by�means�of�an

anaphoric�pronoun�is�rare�in�connection�with�a�subclause.�A�case�in�point�is�Hellenica
6.1.1-3,�to�be�discussed�in�Chapter�4,�Section�4.2,�[7].
56� See�Givón� (1993,�202f.)�on� the� topicality�of�clausal�arguments�and�referential

coherence�in�terms�of�the�referent’s�accessibility�and�thematic�importance.
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To�sum�up�the�results�of�the�analysis�of�the�examples�[13]�through
[18]:� the� choice� of� the� different� clause� types� in� the� examples� [13]
through� [17],� in� that� order,� corresponds� to� a� continuum� of
articulation� of� discourse� boundaries� ranging� from� the� rather� deep
incision� articulated� by� the� clause� §pe‹ d¢ taËt' e‰pen� in�[13]�to�the
relatively�least�deep�incision�articulated�by�the�clause�taËt' efip≈n�in
[17].� The� subclause� §pe‹ d¢ taËt' e‰pen� is� used� after� a� speech
delivered�by�a�discourse�participant,�but�then�takes�the�words�spoken
as�point�of�departure�for�a�combination�of�clauses�that�are�both�under
the� scope�of� the�§pe¤-clause,� whereas� the� §pe¤-clause� itself,� together
with� other� §pe¤-clauses� in� the� context,� articulates� the� thematic
stucture�of�a�larger�episode.�The�participial�clause�taËt' efip≈n�in�[17]
is�used�after�a�speech�just�to�indicate�that�the�speech�has�ended,�to�be
followed� by� a� series� of� (subsequent)� actions� performed� by� the� one
continuous�topic.
In� between,� we� have� three� participial� clauses� used� in� situations

where� a� topic� switch� is� articulated.�The� distribution� here� has� to� be
accounted� for� in� terms� of� topic�management.�The� ‘regular’� genitive
absolute�in�[14]�and�the�‘irregular’�one�in�[15]�are�used�in�a�situation
where� a� gradual� topic� switch� is� articulated� at� the� transition� from� a
conversation� between� two� participants� and� subsequent� actions;� the
words�of�the�last�speaker�are�summarized�by�the�genitive�absolute,�and
the�other�participant�becomes�the�new�topic,�while�the�referent�of�the
subject� of� the� genitive� absolute� still� has� a� (syntactic)� function� to
perform� in� the� sequel.�The� conjunct�participial� clause�taËta efip≈n
[16],�coming�after�a�speech�in�an�alternation�of�speeches�between�two
participants,� is� used� when� a� script-predictable� topic� switch� is
articulated.
In�[15]�and�[18]�the�syntactic�demand�of�agreement�is�suspended.

In� [15]� a� topic� switch� is� articulated.�The�preposed�genitive� absolute
has�the�former�topic�expressed�as� its�subject,�whose�referent�needs�to
remain�accessible�as�a�topic�in�the�upcoming�discourse.�In�[18],�a�thus
far�non-topical�participant�is�firmly�introduced�as�a�topic.�The�subject
of� the�preposed�genitive�absolute�becomes� thematically� important� in
the�upcoming�discourse.
Finally,� the� intermediate�position� in� the�continuum�of�articulation

of� discourse� boundaries� of� the—according� to� standard
grammars—‘irregular’� genitive� absolute� in� [15]� emerges� if� we
consider� the� use� of� boundary� markers� (especially� the� presence� or
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absence�of�d°)� in�combination�with� the�different�clause� types�used� in
[13]�through�[17]�and�their�peculiarities.�Here�is�an�overview:

Figure�5:�Boundary�markers�and�clause�types�in�[13]�through�[17].

particle clause�type peculiarities

[13] d° subclause • subordinating�conjunction�§pe¤
• order:�anaphoric�pronoun�–�verbal
constituent

• ¶doje�in�the�matrix�clause
personally�used

• interpretation�of�the�matrix�clause
as�an�opinion

[14] d° genitive
absolute

• order:�verbal�constituent�–
anaphoric�pronoun

• ¶doje�in�the�matrix�clause
impersonally�used

• interpretation�of�the�matrix�clause
as�a�decision

[15] Ø genitive
absolute

• order:�anaphoric�pronoun�–�verbal
constituent

• ¶doje�in�the�matrix�clause
personally�used

• interpretation�of�the�matrix�clause
as�an�opinion

• ‘subject’�expressed�as�a�signal�to
switch�to�a�new�topic

[16] Ø conjunct
participle

• order:�anaphoric�pronoun�–�verbal
constituent

• ¶doje�in�the�matrix�clause
personally�used

• interpretation�of�the�matrix�clause
as�an�opinion

[17] Ø conjunct
participle

• order:�anaphoric�pronoun�–�verbal
constituent

• topic�continuity�across�a�multi-
clause�span
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7� Conclusion

On� the� basis� of� the� selection� of� examples� in� this� Chapter� different
clause� types� (independent� main� clauses,� subclauses,� and� participial
clauses,� both� conjunct� and� absolute� participles)� were� compared� in
contexts� that� differ� as� little� as� possible.� The� usage� of� alternative
expressions� found� in� the� NMP’s� above� suggests� that� the� reasons� a
speaker�may�have�for�preferring�the�one�expression�to�the�other�vary
according�to�both�the�context�and�the�text�type�in�which�they�are�used.�In
itself� the�observations�made�with�regard� to�alternative�expressions� in
NMP’s�warn�us�against�building�up�general�hypotheses,� in� that� if�we
want�to�make�claims�about,�e.g.,�the�usage�of�participles�or�the�usage�of
§pe¤-clauses,� we� run� the� risk� of� overlooking� the� differences� in� the
contexts�in�which�they�are�used.
On� the� other� hand,� throughout� the� discussion� of� different� clause

types� and� clause� combinations� in� the� NMP’s,� it� proved� useful� to
describe� individual� choices� on� the� part� of� the� speaker� in� terms� of
presentation� of� Real� World� relations,� text� articulation� and/or
information�processing� (including�hierarchy�of� information�and�topic
management).� These� factors,� introduced� in�Chapter� 1,� Section� 2.2,
turned�out,�either�independently�of�one�another�or�in�combination,�to
be� operative� on� the� choice� among� alternative� clause� types� in� their
respective�contexts.� In�order� to�describe� the�usage�of� subclauses�and
participial�clauses�in�clause�combining�thoroughly�these�factors�will�be
studied�in�depth�in�the�next�Chapters.



CHAPTER�THREE

PRESENTATION�OF�REAL�WORLD�RELATIONS

Introduction

The�speaker�who�has�selected�two�Real�World�events�for�recording�in
a� text� and� wishes� to� present� them� in� two� clauses,� may� decide� to
express� one� of� these� clauses� as� grammatically� subordinate.�He� then
has� to� decide� whether� he� wants� the� subordinate� clause� to� be� a
subclause�or�a�participial�clause.�In�the�case�of�a�subclause,�the�choice
of�a�subordinating�conjunction�is�compulsory,�whereas�in�the�case�of�a
participial� clause,� he� is� free� to� use� a� relator� or� not.� In� Chapter� 1,
Section�2.2.1,�it�was�claimed�that�if�a�Real�World�relation�between�the
content� of� the� clauses� of� which� the� clause� combination� consists� is
conceivable�and�the�speaker�wishes�to�indicate�this�relation,�he�puts�in
a� subordinating� conjunction,� and� that� he�may� opt� for� relators� that
refer� to� (aspects)� of� states� of� affairs� in� reality� (semantically� specific
relators)�or� relators� that�operatie�on� the�discourse� level� (semantically
non-specific� relators)� according� to�his� aim.�As�a� referential� aspect�of
the� communication� between� the� speaker� and� his� audience,� the
speaker’s� motivation� for� choosing� one� of� the� available� relators
deserves�careful�consideration.�The�speaker’s�motivation�for�choosing
one�of�the�subordinating�conjunctions,�it�will�appear,�is�bound�up�with
the�kind�of�relation�the�speaker�experiences�in�the�Real�World�that�he
is�describing,�as�well�as�with�the�way�he�wishes�to�present�this�relation
in�a�certain�context.

1� Subclauses�Headed�by�a�Semantically�Specific�Relator

1.1� ‘Causal’�Relations

When�the�speaker�uses�the�subordinating�conjunction�diÒti�or�˜ti�at
the� head� of� one� of� the� (finite)� clauses� of� a� clause� combination,� thus
creating� a� ‘subclause’,� the� relation� in� the� Real�World� between� the
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content�of�the�two�clauses�of�which�the�clause�combination�consists,�is
likely� to� have� been� experienced� by� the� speaker,� but� certainly
presented�as�one�of�‘cause’�or�‘reason’�(‘causal’,�in�short),�and�is�to�be
interpreted�as� such�by�his� audience;� the�usage�of� ‘causal’� relators� in
general�may�be�summarized�as�follows:

General�Description�of�‘Causal’�Relators�(diÒti�and�˜ti)

By�using� a� clause�headed�by� a� ‘causal’� relator� the� speaker�presents� a
Real�World�situation�that�informs�the�reader/hearer�of�either
• how�the�situation�described�in�the�clause�with�which�the�subclause�is
combined�came�about�(‘through�(the�fact�that)’,�‘because�(of�the�fact�that)’)

or
• which� reason� explains� a� discourse� participant’s� behavior� as
described� in� the� clause� with� which� the� subclause� is� combined
(‘because’,�‘as’)

Examples:

[1]� Anabasis�2.2.14-15
¶ti d¢ émf‹ de¤lhn ¶dojan polem¤ouw ırçn flpp°aw: ka‹ t«n te Ñ
EllÆnvn o„ mØ ¶tuxon §n ta›w tãjesin ˆntew efiw tåw tãjeiw ¶yeon,
ka‹ ÉAria›ow— §tÊgxane går §f' èmãjhw poreuÒmenow ddiÒti
§t°trvto— katabåw §yvrak¤zeto ka‹ ofl sÁn aÈt“. §n ⁄ d¢
…pl¤zonto ∏kon l°gontew ofl propemfy°ntew skopo‹ ˜ti oÈx flppe›w
efisin, éll' ÍpozÊgia n°mointo.

While�it�was�still�afternoon�they�thought�that�they�saw�horsemen�of�the
enemy;� and� such� of� the� Greeks� as� chanced� not� to� be� in� the� lines
proceeded� to� run� to� the� lines,� while� Ariaeus,� who� was� making� the
journey�in�a�wagon�bbecause�he�was�wounded,�got�down�and�put�on�his
breastplate,�and�his�attendants� followed�his�example.�While� they�were
arming� themselves,� however,� the� scouts� who� had� been� sent� ahead
returned�with� the� report� that� it�was� not� horsemen,� but� pack� animals
grazing.

The� narrative� statements� that� Ariaeus� got� down� and� put� on� his
breastplate� are� in� themselves� perhaps� not� very� important;� they� are,
however,� in�view�of� the� information�expressed� in� the�gãr-clause:�the
whole�brings�out�a�picture�of�great�bravery�and�perseverance�on� the
part�of�Ariaeus.�The�content�of�both�clauses�of�the�parenthetic�clause
combination�§tÊgxane går §f' èmãjhw poreuÒmenow diÒti §t°trvto
contribute� to� this�picture.�The�clause�combination�starts�off�with� the
statement� that�Ariaeus�made� the� journey� in�a�wagon.�There�may�be
various�legitimate�reasons�for�people�to�travel�in�a�wagon,�but�here�the
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narrator� does� not� want� his� audience� to� speculate� on� reasons�Ariaeus
may� have� had� for�making� the� journey� in� a�wagon,� and� presents� us
with� the�Real�World�situation� (‘Ariaeus�was�wounded’)� that� caused�it.
Inasmuch�as�no�other�relations�between�the�content�of�the�two�clauses
of�which�the�parenthetic�clause�combination�consists�are�supposed�to
be� considered� by� his� audience,� the� narrator� uses� the� semantically
specific�‘causal’�relator�diÒti�to�indicate�that�the�content�of�the�clause
to�follow�will�explain�the�occurrence�of�the�fact�that�Ariaeus�made�the
journey�in�a�wagon.

[2]� Hellenica�2.1.27
LÊsandrow d', §pe‹ ∑n ≤m°ra p°mpth §pipl°ousi to›w ÉAyhna¤oiw,
e‰pe to›w par' aÈtoË •pom°noiw, §pån kat¤dvsin aÈtoÁw
§kbebhkÒtaw ka‹ §skedasm°nouw katå tØn XerrÒnhson— ˜per
§po¤oun polÁ mçllon kay' •kãsthn ≤m°ran, tã te sit¤a pÒrrvyen
»noÊmenoi ka‹ katafronoËntew dØ toË Lusãndrou, ˜̃ti oÈk
éntan∞gen—épopl°ontaw toÎmpalin par' aÈtÚn îrai ésp¤da
katå m°son tÚn ploËn. ofl d¢ taËta §po¤hsan …w §k°leuse.

Lysander,�on�the�fifth�day�the�Athenians�sailed�out�against�him,�told�his
men,�who�followed�them�back,�that�as�soon�as�they�saw�that�the�enemy
had�disembarked�and�had�scattered�up�and�down�the�Chersonese—the
Athenians� did� this� far� more� freely� every� day;� they� bought� their
provisions� at� a� distance� and� presumed� to� think� lightly� of� Lysander
because�he�did�not�put�out�to�meet�them—they�were�to�sail�back�to�him
and�to�hoist�a�shield�when�midway�in�their�course.�And�they�did�just�as
he�had�ordered.

In� this� small�narrative�episode,� there�are� two�main�events:�Lysander
said�something�to�his�men�(e‰pe to›w par' aÈtoË •pom°noiw),�and�they
did�just�as�he�had�ordered�(§po¤hsan).�What�Lysander�said�to�them�is
reported�in�a�clause�combination�dependent�on�e‰pe:�§pån kat¤dvsin
aÈtoÁw §kbebhkÒtaw ka‹ §skedasm°nouw katå tØn XerrÒnhson …
épopl°ontaw toÎmpalin par' aÈtÚn îrai ésp¤da katå m°son tÚn
ploËn.� In� the�middle� of� this� reported� speech,� the� reader/hearer� is
provided�with� subsidiary� information1� pertaining� to� the� content� of
Lysander’s�protasis:�it�is�stated�that�they�(sc.�the�Athenians)�did�this�(sc.
disembarking�and� scattering�up�and�down� the�Chersonese)� far�more
freely�every�day�(˜per §po¤oun polÁ mçllon kay' •kãsthn ≤m°ran).
This�statement�does�not�belong�to�Lysander’s�reported�speech,�but� is

———
1� Hence�the�imperfect�§po¤oun.
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Xenophon’s� own� addition.� Xenophon� also� describes� why� the
Athenians� acted� as� they� did:� they� bought� their� provisions� at� a
distance,� and� they� thought� lightly� of� Lysander� (the� postposed
participial� clauses� tã te sit¤a pÒrrvyen »noÊmenoi ka‹
katafronoËntew dØ toË Lusãndrou).� That� the� Athenians� thought
lightly�of�Lysander� is�marked�by�dÆ� as� something� the� reader/hearer
will� understand� without� difficulty:� the� reason� for� their� contempt,� of
course,� was� that� Lysander� did� not� put� out� to� meet� them� (˜ti oÈk
éntan∞gen).
The�passage� is�complicated�as� far�as� the�attribution�of�opinions� is

concerned:�with� the� clause�˜ti oÈk éntan∞gen�Xenophon� gives� the
reason� the� Athenians� had� for� thinking� lightly� of� Lysander,� as
expressed� in� the�participle�katafronoËntew,�which�itself� is�meant�to
clarify�Xenophon’s� own� statement� that� the� Athenians� did� far�more
freely�every�day�what�Lysander�told�his�men�they�would�be�doing.�In
such�a�context,�the�narrator,�by�using�the�semantically�specific�relator
˜ti�for�expressing�the�‘causal’�relation�between�Lysander’s�not�putting
out� to� meet� them� and� the� contempt� of� the� Athenians,� secures� a
felicitous� communication� with� his� reader/hearer;� the� narrator� has
every�reason� to�be�specific�about� the�Real�World�relation�he�signals,
especially� since� the� one� Real� World� situation� (‘Lysander� o È k
éntan∞gen’)� is�meant� to� be� viewed� as� the� reason� not� only� for� the
others� (katafronoËntew )� but� also� for� his� own� evaluation� of� the
attitude� of� the� Athenians� as� one� the� reader/hearer� will� understand
without�difficulty�(dÆ).

[3]� Hellenica�3.3.1-4
§pe‹ d¢ …si≈yhsan afl ≤m°rai, ka‹ ¶dei basil°a kay¤stasyai,
ént°legon per‹ basile¤aw Levtux¤dhw, uflÚw fãskvn ÖAgidow e‰nai,
ÉAghs¤laow d¢ édelfÒw. efipÒntow d¢ toË Levtux¤dou:
Le: ÉAll' ı nÒmow, Œ ÉAghs¤lae, oÈk édelfÚn éll' uflÚn basil°vw

basileÊein keleÊei: efi d¢ uflÚw Ãn mØ tugxãnoi, ı édelfÒw ka Õw
basileÊoi.

Ag: ÉEm¢ ín d°oi basileÊein.
Le: P«w, §moË ge ˆntow;
Ag: ÜOti ˘n tÁ kale›w pat°ra, oÈk ¶fh se e‰nai •autoË.
Le: ÉAll' ≤ polÁ kãllion §ke¤nou efidu›a mÆthr ka‹ nËn ¶ti fhs¤n.
Ag: ÉAllå ı Poteidån …w mãla seu ceudom°nv katemÆnusen §k toË

yalãmou §jelãsaw seism“ efiw tÚ fanerÚn tÚn sÚn pat°ra.
sunemartÊrhse d¢ taËt' aÈt“ ka‹ ı élhy°statow legÒmenow
xrÒnow e‰nai: ~éf' o gãr toi ¶fus° [se] ka‹ §fãnh §n t“
yalãmƒ, dekãtƒ mhn‹ §g°nou~.
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ofl m¢n toiaËt' ¶legon.

The�prescribed�days�of�mourning�had�been�religiously�observed�and�it
was�necessary�to�appoint�a�king;�Leotychides,�who�claimed�to�be�a�son
of�Agis,� and�Agesilaus,�a�brother�of�Agis,� contended� for� the�kingship.
Leotychides� said:� “But,�Agesilaus,� the� law�directs,�not� that� a�brother,
but� that� a� son� of� a� king,� should� be� king;� if,� however,� there� should
chance�to�be�no�son,� in�that�case�the�brother�would�be�king”.�“It� is�I,
then,�who�should�be�king”.�“How�so?—I�am�alive”.�“BBecause�he�whom
you� call� your� father� said� that� you� were� not� his� son”.� “Nay,� but� my
mother,�who�knows�far�better�than�he�did,�says�even�to�this�day�that�I
am”.�“But�Poseidon�showed�that�you�are�entirely�in�the�wrong,�for�he
drove�your�father�out�of�her�chamber�into�the�open�by�an�earthquake.
And� time� also,�which� is� said� to� be� the� truest�witness,� gave� testimony
that�the�god�was�right;�for�you�were�born�in�the�tenth�month�from�the
time� when� he� fled� from� the� chamber”.� Such� were� the� words� which
passed�between�these�two.

In� this� passage� of� direct� speech,� we� have� another� example� of� a
semantically� specific� (‘causal’)� relator.� When� Agesilaus� and
Leotychides� contended� for� the� kingship� of� Sparta,� Agesilaus� is
reported� to� have� claimed� that� he� should� be� king� (ÉEm¢ ín d°oi
basileÊein).�Since�a�king’s�son�should�succeed�to�the�throne,�not�his
brother,�Leotychidas� replies:� “How�so?�<Give�me�an�explanation�of
your� statement,� for>� I� am�alive”� (P«w, §moË ge ˆntow;).�Agesilaus
replies:� “<I� claim� this>� because� he�whom�you� call� your� father� said
that� you�were�not�his� son”� (ÜOti ˘n tÁ kale›w pat°ra, oÈk ¶fh se
e‰nai •autoË).�The�semantically� specific� ‘causal’� relator�˜ti� indicates
that�the�content�of�the�clause�serves�as�an�explanation�of�the�content
of� the� clause� expressing� Agesilaus’s� claim:� it� expresses� the� reason
Agesilaus�had� for�making� the�claim.�To� the�best�of�my�knowledge�a
question� introduced� by� p«w� cannot� be� answered� by� a� statement
introduced�by�a�semantically�non-specific�relator,�since�it�is�nothing�but
a�reason�that�is�asked�for.

1.2� Temporal�Relations

When� the� speaker�uses� the� subordinating�conjunction�˜te,�≤n¤ka,�or
§n ⁄�at�the�head�of�one�of�the�(finite)�clauses�of�a�clause�combination,
thus�creating�a�‘subclause’,�the�relation�in�the�Real�World�between�the
content�of�the�two�clauses�of�which�the�clause�combination�consists,�is
likely� to� have� been� experienced� by� the� speaker,� but� certainly
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presented� as� temporal,� and� is� to� be� interpreted� as� such� by� his
audience.
Regardless�of�the�tense�stem�of�the�verbal�constituent�expressed�in

the�subclause,2�subclauses�headed�by�˜te,�≤n¤ka,�and�§n ⁄�may�signal
all�kinds�of�temporal�relations�in�the�Real�World,�such�as�‘anteriority’
of�the�event�expressed�in�the�subclause�vis-à-vis�the�event�expressed�in
the�main� clause� (‘after’),� ‘simultaneity’� of� the� event� expressed� in� the
subclause�with�the�event�expressed�in�the�main�clause�(‘while’)�or,�more
neutrally,�a�certain�‘temporal’�relation�between�the�event�expressed�in
the� subclause�and� the�event�expressed� in� the�main�clause� (‘when’;�see
Smith,�1983:�486-487).

General�Description�of�Temporal�Relators�(˜te,�≤n¤ka,�and�§n ⁄)

• By�using�a�clause�headed�by�a�temporal�relator�the�speaker�presents
a�Real�World�situation�that�provides�the�reader/hearer�with�a�Real
World� time�reference� for� the�content�of� the�clause�with�which� the
subclause�is�combined�(‘when’,�‘while’,�‘after’)

• Sentence-initially� placed� clauses� headed� by� the� temporal� relator
provide� the� reader/hearer� with� a� (new)� temporal� setting� for� the
upcoming�text�part

• When� the�Real�World� situation� that� is� presented� in� the� subclause
has�already�been�described,�the�content�of�the�clause�with�which�the
subclause�is�combined�is�anchored�in�the�preceding�discourse

[4]� Hellenica�1.6.1-2
t“ d' §piÒnti ¶tei, ⁄ ¥ te selÆnh §j°lipen •sp°raw ka‹ ı palaiÚw
t∞w ÉAyhnçw neΔw §n ÉAyÆnaiw §neprÆsyh, [PitÊa m¢n §foreÊontow,
êrxontow d¢ Kall¤ou ÉAyÆnhsin,] ofl LakedaimÒnioi t“ Lusãndrƒ
parelhluyÒtow ≥dh toË xrÒnou [ka‹ t“ pol°mƒ tettãrvn ka‹ e‡kosin
§t«n] ¶pemcan §p‹ tåw naËw Kallikrat¤dan. ˜̃te d¢ pared¤dou ı
LÊsandrow tåw naËw, ¶lege t“ Kallikrat¤d& ˜ti yalattokrãtvr
te paradido¤h ka‹ naumax¤& nenikhk≈w. ı d¢ aÈtÚn §k°leusen §j
ÉEf°sou §n éristerò Sãmou parapleÊsanta, o ∑san afl t«n
ÉAyhna¤vn n∞ew, §n MilÆtƒ tåw naËw paradoËnai, ka‹ ımologÆsein
yalattokrate›n.

In� the� ensuing� year—the� year� in� which� there� was� an� eclipse� of� the
moon� one� evening,� and� the� old� temple� of� Athena� at� Athens� was
burned,� [Pityas� being� now� ephor� at� Sparta� and� Callias� archon� at
Athens]—the�Lacedaemonians� sent�Callicratidas� to� take�command�of
the� fleet,� Lysander’s� term� of� office� having� ended� [and� with� it� the

———
2� The�reader�is�reminded�of�example�[1]�of�Chapter�1,�Section�1.1.
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twenty-fourth�year�of� the�war].�AAnd�when�Lysander�handed�over� the
ships,�he�told�Callicratidas�that�he�did�so�as�master�of�the�sea�and�victor
in�battle.�Callicratidas,�however,�bade�him�coast�along�from�Ephesus�on
the�left�of�Samos,�where�the�Athenian�ships�were,�and�deliver�over�the
fleet�at�Miletus;�then,�he�said,�he�would�grant�him�that�he�was�master�of
the�sea.

Xenophon’s�account�of�the�events�of�the�‘ensuing�year’�starts�off�with
a� sentence� describing� the� fact� that� the� Lacedaemonians� sent
Callicratidas� to� take� over� the� command� of� the� fleet� from�Lysander.
Hereupon�we� learn� that�Lysander�delivered�over� the� ships,�and� said
something� to� Callicratidas.� The� content� of� the� preposed,� sentence-
initially� placed� subclause� is� part� of� an� expectancy� chain:� after� the
information� that� the�Lacedaemonians� sent�Callicratidas� to� take�over
the� command� of� the� fleet� from� Lysander,� the� fact� that� Lysander
delivered�over� the� ships� to�Callicratidas� is�exactly�what� the�audience
would� expect� to� happen� next.� As� such,� the� subclause� in� conveying
contextually�prepared� information� initiates� the�next�phase� in� an�on-
going�sequence.�Further,�the�narrator�uses�the�subclause�to�introduce
the� act� of� delivering� over� the� ships� into� the� discourse� as� the
appropriate� setting� for� Lysander’s� reported� speech� (pared¤dou� ’
yalattokrãtvr paradido¤h).
While�the�subclause�thus�performs�a�function�in�the�development�of

the�narrative,� the� relation�between� the� content�of� the� subclause�and
the�content�of�the�following�matrix�clause�is�only�temporal� in�nature:
the�subclause�does�not�present�the�reader/hearer�with�a�new�situation
without�the�knowledge�of�which�he�would�not�be�able�to�comprehend
the�sequel.�For�that�matter,�the�act�of�handing�over�the�ships�and�the
act� of� speaking� may� very� well� have� been� cotemporal� in� the� Real
World—or�more� or� less� so;� the� precise� temporal� relation� does� not
seem�important.

[5]� Anabasis�2.6.20
…�’eto d¢ érke›n prÚw tÚ érxikÚn e‰nai ka‹ doke›n tÚn m¢n kal«w
poioËnta §paine›n, tÚn d¢ édikoËnta mØ §paine›n. toigaroËn aÈt“ ofl
m¢n kalo¤ te ka‹ égayo‹ t«n sunÒntvn eÔnoi ∑san, ofl d¢ êdikoi
§peboÊleuon …w eÈmetaxeir¤stƒ ˆnti. ˜̃te d¢ ép°yn˙sken ∑n
§t«n …w triãkonta.

…� His� idea� was� that,� for� a� man� to� be� and� to� be� thought� fit� to
command,� it�was�enough� that�he� should�praise� the�one�who�did�right
and� withhold� praise� from� the� one� who� did� wrong.� Consequently� all
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among�his� associates�who�were� gentlemen�were� attached� to�him,�but
the�unprincipled�would�plot�against�him�in�the�thought�that�he�was�easy
to�deal�with.�AAt�the�time�of�his�death�he�was�about�thirty�years�old.

The�example� is� taken� from� the� ‘obituary’�of�Proxenus� the�Boeotian,
one�of�the�‘obituaries’�in�Anabasis�2.6�of�the�generals�who�were�put�to
death:� Clearchus,� Proxenus� the� Boeotian,� Menon� the� Thessalian,
Agias� the� Arcadian� and� Socrates� the� Achaean,� respectively.� At� the
end�of�each�‘obituary’,�it�is�stated�that�the�general�under�consideration
died,� and,� with� the� exception� of� Menon,� at� about� what� age;� cf.
Anabasis�2.6.15� (Clearchus)�∑n d¢ ˜te §teleÊta émf‹ tå pentÆkonta
¶th� (‘he�was�about�fifty�years�old�at� the� time�of�his�death’);�Anabasis
2.6.29� (Menon)� ép°yanen, oÈx Àsper Kl°arxow ka‹ ofl êlloi
strathgo‹ épotmhy°ntew tåw kefalãw, ˜sper tãxistow yãnatow
doke› e‰nai, éllå z«n afikisye‹w §niautÚn …w ponhrÚw l°getai t∞w
teleut∞w tuxe›n� (‘he� was� not,� like� Clearchus� and� the� rest� of� the
generals,� beheaded—a� manner� of� death� which� is� counted
speediest—but,� report� says,�was� tortured�alive� for�a�year�and�so�met
the� death� of� a� scoundrel’);� Anabasis�2.6.30� ÉAg¤aw d¢ ı ÉArkåw ka‹
Svkrãthw ı ÉAxaiÚw ka‹ toÊtv épeyan°thn. toÊtvn d¢ oÎy' …w §n
pol°mƒ kak«n oÈde‹w kateg°la oÎt' efiw fil¤an aÈtoÁw §m°mfeto.
≥sthn d¢ êmfv émf‹ tå p°nte ka‹ triãkonta ¶th épÚ geneçw�(‘Agias
the�Arcadian�and�Socrates�the�Achaean�were�the�two�others�who�were
put�to�death.�No�one�ever�laughed�at�these�men�as�weaklings�in�war�or
found� fault� with� them� in� the�matter� of� friendship.� They�were� both
about�thirty-five�years�of�age’).
From� the� outset� of� this� piece� of� embedded� expository� discourse

(2.6.1:�ofl m¢n dØ strathgo‹ oÏtv lhfy°ntew énÆxyhsan …w basil°a
ka‹ épotmhy°ntew tåw kefalåw §teleÊthsan:� ‘the� generals,� then,
after�being� thus� seized,�were� taken� to� the�King�and�put� to�death�by
being� beheaded’),� and� by� its� very� nature� of� being� an� obituary,� it� is
clear� that� the� respective� generals� died.� Therefore,� in� the� clause
combination� ˜te d¢ ép°yn˙sken ∑n §t«n …w triãkonta� it� is� the
matrix� clause� that� conveys� the� ‘focal’� information,� whereas� the
information� in� the� subclause� is� ‘non-focal’;� ˜te � takes� care� of� the
temporal� organization.� Further,� the� subclause� does� not� articulate� a
thematic�break;� rather,� the�non-focal� information�creates�a� frame�of
reference� for� the�upcoming�matrix� clause� that� is� exactly� in� line�with
the� discourse� perspective� maintained� thus� far.� The� only� relevant
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relation� between� the� content� of� the� two� clauses� of�which� the� clause
combination�consists,�is�a�temporal�one,�as�is�indicated�by�˜te.

[6]� Hellenica�4.6.12
toÊtvn d¢ genom°nvn ı ÉAghs¤laow tropa›on §stÆsato. ka‹ tÚ épÚ
toÊtou periiΔn katå tØn x≈ran ¶kopte ka‹ ¶kae: prÚw §n¤aw d¢ t«n
pÒlevn ka‹ pros°ballen, ÍpÚ t«n ÉAxai«n énagkazÒmenow, oÈ mØn
eÂl° ge oÈdem¤an. ≤≤n¤ka d¢ ≥dh §peg¤gneto tÚ metÒpvron,
épπei §k t∞w x≈raw.

Hereupon,� Agesilaus� set� up� a� trophy.� And� afterwards,� going� about
through� the�country,�he� laid� it�waste�with�axe�and�fire;�he�also�made
assaults�upon�some�of� the�cities,�compelled�by� the�Achaeans� to�do�so,
but�did�not�really�capture�any�one�of�them.�AAnd�when�at�length�autumn
was�coming�on,�he�set�about�departing�from�the�country.

The� subclause�≤n¤ka d¢ ≥dh §peg¤gneto tÚ metÒpvron�does� several
things�at� the�same�time:� it�propels�narrative� time�forward,� it� initiates
the�phase�of�Agesilaus’s�departure,�and�it�does�so�by�clearly�conveying
temporal�information�(≤n¤ka,�≥dh,�tÚ metÒpvron).
It�may� be� relevant� that� some�NP’s� providing� a� time� reference� to

Real�World�when�filling�the�subject�slot�of�a�subclause,�invariably�co-
occur�with� the� semantically� specific� temporal� relator�≤n¤ka,�whereas
others�invariably�co-occur�with�a�semantically�non-specific�relator.�Let
us� consider� in� this� respect� metÒpvron � (‘autumn’)� and� de¤lh
(‘afternoon’)�vs.�¶ar�(‘spring’),�ßvw�(‘dawn’),�≤m°ra�(‘day’),�and�•sp°ra
(‘evening’)—all�specific�parts�of�the�day�or�year—filling�the�subject�slot
of�a�subclause�in�Xenophon’s�Hellenica,�Anabasis,�and�Agesilaus.3

The�only�occurrence�of�metÒpvron�as�the�subject�of�a�subclause�is
h.l.�(relator:�≤n¤ka).�De¤lh� fills� the� subject� slot� of� a� subclause� three
times,�all�occurrences�in�the�Anabasis,�and�all�subclauses�are�headed�by
≤n¤ka.4�ÖEar,�however,�invariably�co-occurs�with�a�semantically�non-
specific�relator�when�filling�the�subject�slot�of�a�subclause:�three�times
in� the�Hellenica� (relator:�§pe¤),� and� once� in� the�Agesilaus,� a�parallel

———
3� As� is� to� be� expected� with� subclauses� of� this� type� in� narrative� discourse,� all

subclauses�discussed�in�this�connection�are�preposed.�The�use�of�verbal�aspect�in�these
cases�is�bound�up�with�the�lexical�meaning�of�the�verbs�as�chosen�in�their�respective
contexts.
4� Anabasis�1.8.8:�≤n¤ka d¢ de¤lh §g¤gneto�(‘when�afternoon�came�on’;�co-occurring

with�the�subclause�˜te d¢ §ggÊteron §g¤gnonto� (‘when�the�enemy�came�nearer�and
nearer’)�in�the�same�context�and�to�be�discussed�below,�example�[21]);�3.4.34:�≤n¤ka
d' ∑n ≥dh de¤lh� (‘as�soon�as�it�came�to�be�late�in�the�afternoon’);�3.5.2:�≤n¤ka d' ∑n
de¤lh�(‘when�it�came�to�be�late�in�the�afternoon’).
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passage�of�Hellenica�3.4.16,�where�the�subclause�is�headed�by�§peidÆ.5
This�difference�between�‘autumn’�and�‘spring’�is�explained�easily�from
the�fact�that�of�these�two�seasons,�‘autumn’�marks�the�end�of�a�year’s
period� of�military� warfare,� whereas� ‘spring’�marks� its� opposite,� the
beginning,� which� entails� that� the� beginning� of� spring,� apart� from
marking�a�new�phase�in�Real�World�time,�in�addition�marks�the�onset
of� a� new� episode� on� the� discourse� level:� the� starting� point� of� the� next
military� season� as� well� as� of� a� new� sequence� of� narrative� events.
Indeed,� the� verbal� actions� of� the�matrix� clauses� combined�with� the
subclauses� under� consideration� underscore� this:� whereas� the�matrix
clause� in� [6]� expresses� Agesilaus’s� expected� retreat� (épπei §k t∞w
x≈raw),� the�matrix� clauses�of� the�§pe¤/§peidÆ ¶ar-clauses6� all� show
verbal� actions� of� attack.7� The� use� of� a� semantically� non-specific
relator,�then,�coincides�with�a�thematic�break:�the�beginning�of�spring
provides�not�only�a�local�frame�of�reference�for�the�upcoming�matrix
clause,� but� also� a�more� global� one� for� a� new� action� sequence� to� be
expressed�in�the�upcoming�text�segment,�so�that�the�semantically�non-
specific�relator�signals�the�importance�of�the�content�of�the�subclause
for�the�discourse�structure�that�is�abuilding.
The�co-occurrence�of�¶ar�and�semantically�non-specific�relators�in

order� to� notify� of� the� beginning� of� spring� is� mirrored� in� the
notification�of�the�beginning�of�day:�the�break�of�day�is�reported�nine
times� in� a� subclause� in� these� three�works� of�Xenophon,� eight� times
with�≤m°ra8� filling� the� subject� slot,� once�with�ßvw9;� the� subclause� is,
———
5� Hellenica�3.4.16:�§k d¢ toÊtou §peidØ ¶ar Íp°faine�(‘after�this,�at�the�first�sign�of

spring’�≈�Agesilaus�1.25:�§peidØ d¢ ¶ar Íp°faine:�‘at�the�first�sign�of�spring’);�Hellenica
5.4.47:� §pe‹ d¢ tÚ ¶ar §p°sth� (‘when� the� spring� came’);�Hellenica�5.4.59:�§pe‹ ¶ar
Íp°faine�(‘when�spring�was�just�beginning’).
6� Hellenica�3.4.16:�sunÆgage m¢n ëpan tÚ strãteuma efiw ÖEfeson� (‘he�gathered

his� whole� army� at� Ephesus’� ≈� Agesilaus� 1.25:�sunÆgage pçn tÚ strãteuma efiw
ÖEfeson:�‘he�gathered�his�whole�army�at�Ephesus’);�Hellenica�5.4.47:�pãlin ¶fainon
frourån ofl ¶foroi efiw tåw YÆbaw, ka‹ toË ÉAghsilãou, √per tÚ prÒsyen, §d°onto
≤ge›syai� (‘the� ephors� again� called�out� the�ban�against�Thebes� and,� just� as�before,
requested�Agesilaus� to� take� command’);�Hellenica�5.4.59:�ofl d¢ LakedaimÒnioi� (…)
pãlin frourãn te ¶fainon ka‹ KleÒmbroton ≤ge›syai §k°leuon� (‘The
Lacedaemonians� (…)� again� called� out� the� ban� and� directed� Cleombrotus� to� take
command’).
7� Note� also� the� difference� in� the� choice� of� verb� of� appearance:� ¶ a r

Íp°faine/§p°sth�vs.�§peg¤gneto tÚ metÒpvron,� the�difference� in�word�order,�and
the�addition�of�≥dh� in� the�case�of� ‘autumn’,�also� found� in� the�case�of� ‘afternoon’� in
Anabasis� 3.4.34:� ≤n¤ka d' ∑n ≥dh de¤lh� (‘as� soon� as� it� came� to� be� late� in� the
afternoon’).
8� Hellenica�5.1.21:�…w d¢ ≤m°ra Íp°fainen�(‘as�day�was�dawning’);�Hellenica�5.4.9:
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however,� invariably� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific
subordinator.�As�in�the�case�of�the�beginning�of�spring,�the�‘arrival’�of
a� new� day� provides� a� new� frame� of� reference.� For� that�matter,� the
remaining� three� instances� of�≤m°ra� functioning� as� the� grammatical
subject�of� the�subclause�support�this�observation,�as� these�subclauses,
too,�are�headed�by�a�semantically�non-specific�relator.10

One�exception�to�the�‘regularity’�is�provided�by�Anabasis�4.7.27.11�It
is� the� only� occurrence� of� •sp°ra� as� the� grammatical� subject� of� a
subclause,� and� the� subclause� is� also� headed� by� a� semantically� non-
specific�subordinator,�but�this�is�a�special�case:�it�is�the�one�instance�in
the�set�where�the�subclause,�although�preposed�to�its�matrix�clause,�is
preceded�by�another�(participial)�clause�in�the�sentence;�a�guide�shows
the�Greeks� the�way,� and�when� evening� comes,� takes� his� departure.
Here,� the� subclause� introduces� the� setting� the� audience� had� been
waiting�for�since�it�was�stated�that�the�Greeks�dismissed�the�guide�(tÚn
≤gemÒna ofl ÜEllhnew épop°mpousi).�Exceptionally,�the�proper�time
to� leave� turns� out� to� be� the� evening;� eventually,� the�wording� of� the
unusual�setting�is�regular.
All�in�all:�in�[6],�as�the�reader/hearer�needs�nothing�but�a�temporal

reference,� the�semantically�specific�temporal�relator�≤n¤ka� suffices� to

———
§pe‹ d' ≤m°ra t' ∑n ka‹ fanerÚn ∑n tÚ gegenhm°non, taxÁ dØ�…�(‘when�day�came,
and�what�had� taken�place�was� evident,� then� speedily�…’);�Hellenica�7.4.38:�§pe‹ d¢
≤m°ra §g°neto ka‹ tå pepragm°na §pÊyonto ofl Mantine›w, eÈyÊw�…� (‘when�day
came� and� the�Mantineans� learned�what� had� been� done,� straightway�…’);�Anabasis
2.2.13:�§pe‹ går ≤m°ra §g°neto�(‘for�when�day�came’);�Anabasis�4.2.7:�§pe‹ d' ≤m°ra
Íp°fainen� (‘when�day�was�dawning’);�Anabasis�4.6.23:�§peidØ d¢ ≤m°ra §g°neto�(‘as
soon�as�day�came’);�Anabasis�7.3.2:�§pe‹ d¢ ≤m°ra §g°neto�(‘when�day�came’);�Anabasis
7.3.41:�§pe‹ d' ≤m°ra ∑n�(‘when�day�came’).
9� Anabasis�2.4.24:�§peidØ d¢ ßvw §g°neto�(‘when�dawn�came’).
10� These� are� of� the� type:� ‘when� day� x� arrived’:�Hellenica�2.1.27:�LÊsandrow d',

§pe‹ ∑n ≤m°ra p°mpth §pipl°ousi to›w ÉAyhna¤oiw�…�(‘Lysander,�on�the�fifth�day
the�Athenians� sailed� out� against� him�…’);�Anabasis� 4.6.1:� §pe‹ d' ≤m°ra ∑n ÙgdÒh
(‘when�seven�days�had�passed’);�Anabasis�6.4.9:�§peidØ d¢ Íst°ra ≤m°ra §g°neto t∞w
efiw taÈtÚn sunÒdou�(‘on�the�day�after�the�reunion�of�the�three�divisions’).
11� Anabasis�4.7.27:�metå taËta tÚn ≤gemÒna ofl ÜEllhnew épop°mpousi d«ra

dÒntew épÚ koinoË ·ppon ka‹ fiãlhn érgurçn ka‹ skeuØn PersikØn ka‹ dareikoÁw
d°ka: ætei d¢ mãlista toÁw daktul¤ouw, ka‹ ¶labe polloÁw parå t«n strativt«n.
k≈mhn d¢ de¤jaw aÈto›w o skhnÆsousi ka‹ tØn ıdÚn ∂n poreÊsontai efiw
Mãkrvnaw, §§pe‹ •sp°ra §g°neto, ’xeto t∞w nuktÚw épi≈n� (‘after� this� the�Greeks
dismissed�the�guide�with�gifts�from�the�common�stock—a�horse,�a�silver�cup,�a�Persian
dress,�and�ten�darics;�but�what�he�particularly�asked�the�men�for�was�their�rings,�and
he�got�a�considerable�number�of�them.�Then�he�showed�them�a�village�to�encamp�in
and�the�road�they�were�to� follow�to�the�country�of� the�Macronians,�and,�aas�soon�as
evening�came,�took�his�departure’).
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express� the� relation�between� the�content�of� the� two�clauses�of�which
the�clause�combination�consists.

[7]� Agesilaus�2.9-11�(≈�Hellenica�4.3.16-17)
dihgÆsomai d¢ ka‹ tØn mãxhn: ka‹ går §g°neto o·aper oÈk êllh t«n
§f' ≤m«n. sunªsan m¢n går efiw tÚ katå Kor≈neian ped¤on ofl m¢n sÁn
ÉAghsilãƒ épÚ toË KhfisoË, ofl d¢ sÁn to›w Yhba¤oiw épÚ toË Ñ
Elik«now. •≈rvn d¢ tãw te fãlaggaw éllÆlvn mãla fisopãlouw,
sxedÚn d¢ ka‹ ofl flppe›w ∑san •kat°rvn fisoplhye›w. e‰xe d¢ [ı]
ÉAghs¤laow m¢n tÚ dejiÚn toË mey' •autoË, ÉOrxom°nioi d¢ ¶sxatoi
∑san aÈt“ toË eÈvnÊmou. ofl d' aÔ Yhba›oi aÈto‹ m¢n dejio‹ ∑san,
ÉArge›oi d' aÈto›w tÚ eÈ≈numon e‰xon.

suniÒntvn d¢ t°vw m¢n sigØ pollØ ∑n ép' émfot°rvn: ≤≤n¤ka d¢
épe›xon éllÆlvn ˜son stãdion, élalãjantew ofl Yhba›oi
drÒmƒ ımÒse §f°ronto. …w d¢ tri«n ¶ti pl°yrvn §n m°sƒ ˆntvn
éntej°dramon épÚ t∞w ÉAghsilãou fãlaggow œn ÑHripp¤daw
§jenãgei (∑san d' otoi t«n te §j o‡kou aÈt“ sustrateusam°nvn
ka‹ t«n Kure¤vn tin°w), ka‹ ÖIvnew d¢ ka‹ Afiole›w ka‹ ÑEllhspÒntioi
§xÒmenoi. ka‹ pãntew otoi t«n sunekdramÒntvn te §g°nonto ka‹ efiw
dÒru éfikÒmenoi §tr°canto tÚ kay' •autoÊw.

I�will� describe� the�battle,� for� there�has�been�none� like� it� in�our� time.
The�two�armies�met�in�the�plain�of�Coronea,�Agesilaus�advancing�from
the�Cephisus,� the�Thebans� and� their� allies� from�Helicon.�Their� eyes
told� them� that� the� opposing� lines� of� battle� were� exactly�matched� in
strength,�and�the�number�of�cavalry�on�both�sides�was�about�the�same.
Agesilaus�was�on�the�right�wing�of�his�army�and�had�the�Orchomenians
on�his�extreme�left.�On�the�other�side�the�Thebans�themselves�were�on
the�right�wing�and�the�Argives�held�the�left.
As� they� approached� both� sides� for� a� time� maintained� complete

silence,�bbut�when�they�were�about�a�furlong�apart,� the�Thebans�raised
the�battle-cry�and�rushed�forward�at�the�double.�The�distance�between
them�was� still� about� one� hundred� yards� when� the�mercenary� troops
under�Herippidas,�consisting�of�the�men�who�had�gone�with�Agesilaus
from�home� and� some�of� the�Cyreians,� dashed� out� in� turn� from� their
main�body,� closely� followed�by� Ionians,�Aeolians� and�Hellespontines.
All� these�took�part� in�the�dash,�and�coming�within�spear-thrust�put� to
flight�the�force�in�front�of�them.

The� quotation� starts� with� an� announcement� on� the� part� of� the
narrator�as�to�what�he�is�going�to�do�subsequently�in�the�encomium12

———
12� In� cases� like� this,� the� future� “functions� as� a� textual� sequencer� and� as� a� text

articulating�device,�providing�the�audience�with�an�orientation�as� to�what� they�may
expect”�(Pfeijffer,�1999:�20).�For�that�matter,�the�future�is�also�used�in�the�shortened
version�of�the�episode�in�the�Hellenica.
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(dihgÆsomai d¢ ka‹ tØn mãxhn),� and� a� sequence� of� introductory
sentences� describing� the� situation� both� parties� found� themselves� in
(sunªsan m¢n gãr�…�tÚ eÈ≈numon e‰xon);� from�this�point�onwards,
the�adversaries�approach� (suniÒntvn d°).�The�narrative� is�organized
in� two� spatial� segments,� marked� by� two� genitive� absolute
constructions�+�d°:� suniÒntvn d°�and�…w d¢ tri«n ¶ti pl°yrvn §n
m°sƒ ˆntvn.�While� these�genitive�absolutes�at� the�same�time�propel
narrative� time� forward,� temporal� progression� of� real� time� is� indicated
within� the� first� spatial� segment� by�means� of� the� clauses� headed� by
t°vw m°n�…�≤n¤ka d°,�which�combination�functions�under�the�scope
of�the�initial�d°�(suniÒntvn d°).�As�far�as�the�content�of�these�clauses�is
concerned,� the�successive� temporal�phases�create�suspense:� there� is�a
period�of�time�in�which�silence�was�maintained�on�either�side,�and�no
action� was� undertaken,� which� is� followed� by� one� in� which� the
Thebans� raised� the� battle-cry� and� rushed� forward� at� the� double.
Schematically:

Figure�1:�Spatio-temporal�Segmentation�in�Agesilaus�2.10

Spatial�Segment�1 suniÒntvn d°

Real t°vw m¢n sigØ pollØ ∑n ép'
Time émfot°rvn

Temporal
Progression ≤n¤ka d¢ épe›xon éllÆlvn

Narrative ˜son stãdion
Time

élalãjantew ofl Yhba›oi drÒmƒ
ımÒse §f°ronto

Spatial�Segment�2 …w d¢ tri«n ¶ti pl°yrvn §n m°sƒ
ˆntvn

éntej°dramon épÚ t∞w ÉAghsilãou
fãlaggow œn ÑHripp¤daw
§jenãgei...

As�the�organization�of� the�Real�World�situation�on� the�discourse� level� is
taken�care�of�by�the�genitives�absolute,�the�subclause�headed�by�≤n¤ka,
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in� responding� to� the� t°vw m°n-clause� under� the� scope� of� the� first
genitive� absolute,� is� little� else� than� a� device� used� to� indicate� a� new
phase� in�Real�World� time�as�a� frame�of� reference� for� the�upcoming
matrix�clause�only;� in�such�a�case�the�semantically�specific�(temporal)
relator�is�used.

[8]� Hellenica�2.4.12
ofl d¢ épÚ Ful∞w énten°plhsan m¢n tØn ıdÒn, bãyow d¢ oÈ pl°on μ
efiw d°ka ıpl¤taw §g°nonto. §tãxyhsan m°ntoi §p' aÈto›w peltofÒroi
te ka‹ cilo‹ ékontista¤, §p‹ d¢ toÊtoiw ofl petrobÒloi. otoi m°ntoi
suxno‹ ∑san: ka‹ går aÈtÒyen proseg°nonto. §§n ⁄ d¢ prosªsan
ofl §nant¤oi, YrasÊboulow toÁw mey' aÍtoË y°syai keleÊsaw tåw
ésp¤daw ka‹ aÈtÚw y°menow, tå d' êlla ˜pla ¶xvn, katå m°son ståw
¶lejen:

As� for� the�men� from�Phyle,� they� too�filled� the� road,�but� they�made�a
line�not�more�than�ten�hoplites�in�depth.�Behind�the�hoplites,�however,
were� stationed� peltasts� and� light� javelin-men,� and� behind� them� the
stone-throwers.�And�of�these�there�were�many,�for�they�came�from�that
neighbourhood.� And� now,� wwhile� the� enemy� were� advancing,
Thrasybulus�ordered�his�men�to�ground�their�shields�and�did�the�same
himself,� though� still� keeping� the� rest� of� his� arms,� and� then� took� his
stand�in�the�midst�of�them�and�spoke�as�follows.

Thrasybulus� had� set� out� from� Thebes� and� had� seized� Phyle;� the
Thirty� had�marched� out� from� the� city� against� him�with� the� Three
Thousand�and�the�cavalry�(Hellenica�2.4.2).�Thrasybulus�then�took�the
men� of� Phyle,� and� came� by� night� to� Piraeus.� The� Thirty� set� out
against�him;�they�advanced�along�the�carriage�road�which�leads�up�to
Piraeus.� For� a� time13� the� men� from� Phyle� tried� to� prevent� their
coming�up,�but� then� they�gathered� in�a�compact�body�on� the�hill�of
Munichia.�The�men�from�the�city�first�formed�a�line�of�battle,�so�that
they�filled�the�road;�in�this�formation,�they�advanced�up�the�hill.
The�men�from�Phyle,�too,�filled�the�road:�the�narrator�presents�his

audience�with� an� extensive�description�of� their�battle-line� (bãyow d°
… aÈtÒyen proseg°nonto).� Then� we� have� the� subclause� under
consideration,�which�does�several�things�at�the�same�time:�it�takes�the
reader/hearer� back� to� the� main� narrative� line� after� the� preceding
description�of�the�battle�line;�it�maintains�the�discourse�perspective�of
two�parties�opposing�one�another�by�mentioning�the�approach�of�the

———
13� See�Chapter�2,�Section�2,�NMP�2,�ex.�[4].
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other�party,�which,�for�that�matter,�is�referred�to�as�‘the�enemy’,�thus
securing�the�point�of�view�of�the�discourse�topic,�i.e.,�Thrasybulus�and
his� men� from� Phyle;� and� it� is� there� to� highlight� the� grandeur� of
Thrasybulus:�with� the� enemy� approaching,� he� still� has� the� nerve� to
deliver� a� speech� to� his�men.� It� does� not,� however,� propel� narrative
time�forward,�nor�does�it�move�the�narrative�forward�to�a�new�phase
on� the� discourse-level;� neither� does� it� present� a� new� Real� World
situation�that�the�reader/hearer�needs�to�be�informed�about�in�order
to� be� able� to� comprehend� the� sequel.� To� all� appearances,� the
subclause,�while�performing�certain�discourse� functions�as� subclauses
often�do,� is�headed�by�a� semantically� specific�relator�here� to�prevent
the� reader/hearer� from�drawing� the� conclusion� that� a� new�phase� is
about� to� begin.� The� temporal� relation� between� the� content� of� the
clauses� of�which� the� clause� combination� consists� is� all� one�wants� an
indication�of�here.

[9]� Anabasis�1.10.9-10
§pe‹ d' ∑san katå tÚ eÈ≈numon t«n ÑEllÆnvn k°raw, ¶deisan ofl
ÜEllhnew mØ prosãgoien prÚw tÚ k°raw ka‹ periptÊjantew
émfot°rvyen aÈtoÁw katakÒceian: ka‹ §dÒkei aÈto›w énaptÊssein
tÚ k°raw ka‹ poiÆsasyai ˆpisyen tÚn potamÒn. §§n ⁄ d¢ taËta
§bouleÊonto, ka‹ dØ basileÁw parameicãmenow efiw tÚ aÈtÚ sx∞ma
kat°sthsen ént¤an tØn fãlagga Àsper tÚ pr«ton maxoÊmenow
sunπei. …w d¢ e‰don ofl ÜEllhnew §ggÊw te ˆntaw ka‹
paratetagm°nouw, aÔyiw paian¤santew §pªsan polÁ ¶ti
proyumÒteron μ tÚ prÒsyen.

When� they� were� over� against� the� left� wing� of� the�Greeks,� the� latter
conceived� the� fear� that� they�might�advance�against� that�wing�and,�by
outflanking�them�on�both�sides,�cut�them�to�pieces;�they�thought�it�best,
therefore,� to� draw� the�wing� back� and� get� the� river� in� their� rear.�But
while�they�were�taking�counsel�about�this�matter,�the�King�had�already
changed�his�line�of�battle�to�the�same�form�as�theirs�and�brought�it�into
position�opposite�them,�just�as�when�he�had�met�them�for�battle�the�first
time.�And�when�the�Greeks�saw�that�the�enemy�were�near�them�and�in
battle-order,�they�again�struck�up�the�paean�and�advanced�to�the�attack
much�more�eagerly�than�before.

The� Greeks� fear� a� move� by� their� opponents,� and� conceive� of� a
countermove� (§dÒkei aÈto›w énaptÊssein tÚ k°raw ka‹ poiÆsasyai
ˆpisyen tÚn potamÒn).� They� do� not� actually� accomplish� this
countermove,� for�while�taking�counsel�about�this�matter,�the�situation
changes� again,� so� that� the� plan�need�not� be� carried� out.�Before� the
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action� of� ‘deliberating’� (§bouleÊonto)� is� mentioned,� the� imperfect
§dÒkei� and� the� semantically� specific� temporal� relator� §n ⁄� are� the
linguistic�devices�inserted�in�order�to�suggest�to�the�reader/hearer�that
the� countermove� conceived� of� did� not� actually� take� place.� This
sentence-initially� placed� subclause� headed� by� §n ⁄ (d°),� unlike� the
subclauses�headed�by�§pe¤�and�…w�+�d°�in�this�passage,�does�not�move
the� discourse� forward� to� a� new� phase:� it� is� there� just� to� mark� the
simultaneity� of� the� Greeks� deliberating� and� the� King� changing� his
position,14�which�explains�why�the�previous�plan�was�not�carried�out.
A� semantically� specific� (temporal)� relator� is� especially�appropriate

when�the�speaker�relates�the�content�of�the�subclause�to�the�content�of
its�matrix�clause,�while� the�subordinated�Real�World�situation�serves
solely�as�a�time�reference�for�the�superordinate�situation.�Examples�of�this
are�presented�in�[10]�–�[14].

[10]� Hellenica�2.1.6
metå d¢ taËta ofl X›oi ka‹ ofl êlloi sÊmmaxoi sulleg°ntew efiw
ÖEfeson §bouleÊsanto per‹ t«n §nesthkÒtvn pragmãtvn p°mpein
efiw Lakeda¤mona pr°sbeiw taËtã te §roËntaw ka‹ LÊsandron
afitÆsontaw §p‹ tåw naËw, eÔ ferÒmenon parå to›w summãxoiw katå
tØn prot°ran nauarx¤an, ˜̃te ka‹ tØn §n Not¤ƒ §n¤khse
naumax¤an.

After�this�the�Chians�and�the�rest�of�the�allies�gathered�at�Ephesus�and
resolved,� in� view� of� the� existing� situation,� to� send� ambassadors� to
Lacedaemon�to�report�the�facts�and�to�ask�for�Lysander�as�commander
of�the�fleet,�a�man�who�was�in�high�favor�among�the�allies�as�a�result�of
his�former�command,�wwhen�he�had�won�the�battle�of�Notium,�too.

[11]� Hellenica�4.2.8
ka‹ ÉAghs¤laow m°n, §pe‹ tØn kr¤sin §po¤hsen, ¶xvn tÚ strãteuma
§poreÊeto tØn aÈtØn ıdÚn ¥nper basileÁw ˜̃te §p‹ tØn ÑEllãda
§strãteuen.

Then�Agesilaus,�having�made�the�decision,�marched�on�with�his�army
by�the�same�route�which�the�Persian�king� followed�wwhen�he�made�his
expedition�against�Greece.

———
14� It� is� the� relator� §n ⁄,�not�the� imperfect� (§bouleÊonto)�as� such� that� indicates

simultaneity� of� situations;� cf.� Chapter� 1,� Section� 1.1.� The� imperfect� should� be
explained� from� its� discourse� function:� it� signals� that� the� (durative)� action� of
deliberating�is�to�be�connected�with�the�sequel,�and�in�fact�is�brought�to�an�end�when
the�Greeks� realise� that� the� actions�parameicãmenow� …� kat°sthsen� have�been
performed�(…w d¢ e‰don ofl ÜEllhnew�…).
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[12]� Hellenica�4.8.3
taËta m¢n oÔn §pe¤yeto ı Farnãbazow. épobåw d' efiw ÖEfeson t“
m¢n KÒnvni doÁw tettarãkonta triÆreiw efiw ShstÚn e‰pen épantçn,
aÈtÚw d¢ pezª parπei §p‹ tØn aÍtoË érxÆn. ka‹ går ı Derkul¤daw,
˜sper ka‹ pãlai pol°miow ∑n aÈt“, ¶tuxen §n ÉAbÊdƒ  n, ˜̃te ≤
naumax¤a §g°neto, ka‹ oÈx Àsper ofl êlloi èrmosta‹ §j°lipen,
éllå kat°sxe tØn ÖAbudon ka‹ di°sƒze f¤lhn to›w Lakedaimon¤oiw.
ka‹ går sugkal°saw toÁw ÉAbudhnoÁw ¶leje toiãde.

Pharnabazus�accordingly�accepted�this�counsel.�Then,�he�disembarked
at�Ephesus,�and�gave�Conon�forty�triremes�and�told�him�to�meet�him�at
Sestus;� he� himself� proceeded� by� land� along� the� coast� to� his� own
province.�For�Dercylidas,�who�had�long�been�an�enemy�of�his,�chanced
to�be�in�Abydus�aat� the� time�when� the�naval�battle� took�place,�and�he
did�not,�like�the�other�Lacedaemonian�governors,�quit�the�city,�but�took
possession� of� Abydus� and� was� keeping� it� friendly� to� the
Lacedaemonians.� For� he� called� together� the� people� of� the� town� and
spoke�as�follows.

[13]� Hellenica�7.1.34
§pe‹ d¢ §ke› §g°nonto, polÁ §pleon°ktei ı Pelop¤daw parå t“
P°rs˙. e‰xe går l°gein ka‹ ˜ti mÒnoi t«n ÑEllÆnvn basile›
sunemãxonto §n Plataia›w, ka‹ ˜ti Ïsteron oÈdep≈pote
strateÊsainto §p‹ basil°a, ka‹ …w LakedaimÒnioi diå toËto
polemÆseian aÈto›w, ˜ti oÈk §yelÆsaien met' ÉAghsilãou §lye›n §p'
aÈtÚn oÈd¢ yËsai §ãsaien aÈtÚn §n AÈl¤di tª ÉArt°midi, ¶nyaper
˜te ÉAgam°mnvn efiw tØn ÉAs¤an §j°plei yÊsaw eÂle Tro¤an.

The� ambassadors� arrived� there,� and� Pelopidas� enjoyed� a� great
advantage�with�the�Persian.�For�he�was�able�to�say�that�his�people�were
the� only� ones� among� the�Greeks� who� had� fought� on� the� side� of� the
King�at�Plataea,�that�they�had�never�afterwards�undertaken�a�campaign
against� the�King,� and� that� the�Lacedaemonians� had�made�war� upon
them� for� precisely� the� reason� that� they� had� declined� to� go� with
Agesilaus�against�him�and�had�refused� to�permit�Agesilaus� to�sacrifice
to�Artemis�at�Aulis,�the�very�spot�where�Agamemnon,�aat�the�time�when
he�was�sailing�forth�to�Asia,�had�sacrificed�before�he�captured�Troy.

[14]� Anabasis�1.4.2
ka‹ KÊrƒ par∞san afl §k PeloponnÆsou n∞ew triãkonta ka‹ p°nte
ka‹ §p' aÈta›w naÊarxow PuyagÒraw LakedaimÒniow. ≤ge›to d' aÈta›w
TamΔw AfigÊptiow §j ÉEf°sou, ¶xvn naËw •t°raw KÊrou p°nte ka‹
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e‡kosin, aÂw §poliÒrkei M¤lhton, ˜̃te Tissaf°rnei f¤lh ∑n, ka‹
sunepol°mei KÊrƒ prÚw aÈtÒn.15

The� ships� from� Peloponnesus� arrived� to� meet� Cyrus,� thirty-five� in
number,�with�Pythagoras�the�Lacedaemonian�as�admiral� in�command
of� them.�They�had�been�guided� from�Ephesus� to� Issus�by�Tamos� the
Egyptian,� who� was� at� the� head� of� another� fleet� of� twenty-five� ships
belonging�to�Cyrus—these�latter�being�the�ships�with�which�Tamos�had
besieged�Miletus,�aat�the�time�when�it�was�friendly�to�Tissaphernes,�and
had�supported�Cyrus�in�his�war�upon�Tissaphernes.

The�(mainly)�postposed�˜te-clauses�only�serve�to�locate�the�content�of
their�matrix�clause� (note�prot°ran� in� [10])� in� time;� the� subordinate
events� are� off� the� narrative� line;� it� seems� relevant� that� the� matrix
clauses�of�these�˜te-clauses�are�also�not�narrative�clauses:� the�matrix
clause�in�[10]�is�a�(present�stem)�dependent�clause�itself;� in�[11],�[13]
and�[14]�it� is�a�relative�clause�introduced�by�a�relative�pronoun�([11]
and� [14]:� ¥nper basileÊw,�sc.� §poreÊeto,� and�aÂw §poliÒrkei
M¤lhton,� respectively),� or� a� relative� adverb� (¶nyaper� in� [13],� the
˜te-clause� providing� a� time� anchor� for� the� participle� yÊsaw,�which
seems� to� be� the� dominant� verbal� action� of� the� ¶nyaper-clause,�but
builds�a�small�action�sequence�together�with�eÂle);�in�[12]�the�matrix
clause� is�marked�as�not�belonging� to� the�narrative�assertion�by� (ka¤)
gãr.16
In� the� following� examples� of� sentence-initially� placed� subclauses

headed�by�a�semantically�specific�temporal�relator�and�containing�the

———
15 ˜te�(˜ti�det.)�…�aÈtÒn�del.�Cobet.
16� The�scope�of�these�observations�is�not�restricted�to�Xenophon;�cf.,�for�instance,

Thucydides� 2.13.9:� taËta ggår Íp∞rxen ÉAyhna¤oiw ka‹ oÈk §lãssv ßkasta
toÊtvn, ˜̃te ≤ §sbolØ tÚ pr«ton ¶melle Peloponnhs¤vn ¶sesyai ka‹ §w tÚn
pÒlemon kay¤stanto� (‘ffor� such� were� the� resources� of� Athens� in� the� different
departments� wwhen� the�Peloponnesian� invasion�was� impending� and�hostilities�were
being�commenced’),� and�2.21.1:� ÉAyhna›oi d¢ m°xri m¢n o per‹ ÉEleus›na ka‹ tÚ
Yriãsion ped¤on ı stratÚw ∑n, ka¤ tina §lp¤da e‰xon §w tÚ §ggut°rv aÈtoÁw mØ
proÛ°nai, mmemnhm°noi ka‹ Pleistoãnakta tÚn Pausan¤ou Lakedaimon¤vn
basil°a, ˜̃te §sbalΔn t∞w ÉAttik∞w §w ÉEleus›na ka‹ Yri«ze strat“
Peloponnhs¤vn pprÚ toËde toË pol°mou t°ssarsi ka‹ d°ka ¶tesin
énex≈rhse pãlin §w tÚ pl°on oÈk°ti proely≈n— di' ˘ dØ ka‹ ≤ fugØ aÈt“
§g°neto §k Spãrthw dÒjanti xrÆmasi peisy∞nai [tØn énax≈rhsin]�(‘the�Athenians,
as�long�as�the�army�was�at�Eleusis�and�the�Thriasian�plain,�still�entertained�some�hope
that�they�would�not�advance�any�nearer;�it�was�rremembered� that�Pleistoanax,�son�of
Pausanias,� king� of� Lacedaemon,� had� invaded� Attica� with� a� Peloponnesian� army
fourteen�years�before,�but�hhad� retreated�without�advancing�farther�than�Eleusis�and
Thria—which�indeed�proved�the�cause�of�his�exile�from�Sparta,�as�it�was�thought�he
had�been�bribed�to�retreat’);�note�that�memnhm°noi�takes�˜te�instead�of�˜ti.
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anaphoric�pronoun�taËta�+�∑n,�there�is�a�back-reference�to�events�in
the�preceding�discourse.�These�subclauses,�too,�serve�as�a�time�anchor
for�the�superordinate�situation,�in�a�way�comparable�to�§n ⁄ d¢ taËta
§bouleÊonto� in� [9]� above,� yet� here� the� content� of� the� subclause� is
entirely�given.

[15]� Anabasis�1.10.15-16
ka‹ ı LÊkiow ≥las° te ka‹ fidΔn épagg°llei ˜ti feÊgousin énå
krãtow. sxedÚn d' ˜̃te taËta ∑n ka‹ ¥liow §dÊeto. §ntaËya d '
¶sthsan ofl ÜEllhnew ka‹ y°menoi tå ˜pla énepaÊonto:

And�Lycius� rode�up,� looked,� and�brought�back�word� that� the� enemy
were�in�headlong�flight.�AAt�about�this�time�the�sun�set.�Then�the�Greeks
halted,�grounded�arms,�and�rested�themselves.

[16]� Anabasis�3.1.33-34
§pe‹ d¢ pãntew sun∞lyon, efiw tÚ prÒsyen t«n ˜plvn §kay°zonto: ka‹
§g°nonto ofl sunelyÒntew strathgo‹ ka‹ loxago‹ émf‹ toÁw •katÒn.
˜te d¢ taËta ∑n sxedÚn m°sai ∑san nÊktew. §ntaËya ÑIer≈numow
ÉHle›ow presbÊtatow Ãn t«n Proj°nou loxag«n ≥rxeto l°gein
œde.

All� had� come� together,� and� seated� themselves� at� the� front� of� the
encampment;�and�the�generals�and�captains�thus�assembled�amounted
in�number�to�about�one�hundred.�BBy�this�time�it�was�nearly�midnight.
Then�Hieronymus�the�Elean,�who�was�the�eldest�of�Proxenus’�captains,
began�to�speak�as�follows.

[17]� Hellenica�2.3.35-36�(from�a�speech�by�Theramenes)
§gΔ d¢ épologoÊmenow …w diå tÚn xeim«na oÈd¢ ple›n, mØ ˜ti
énaire›syai toÁw êndraw dunatÚn ∑n, ¶doja tª pÒlei efikÒta l°gein,
§ke›noi d' •aut«n kathgore›n §fa¤nonto. fãskontew går oÂÒn te
e‰nai s«sai toÁw êndraw, pro°menoi épol°syai aÈtoËw épopl°ontew
’xonto. oÈ m°ntoi yaumãzv ge tÚ Krit¤an ~paranenomhk°nai~: ˜̃te
går taËta ∑n, oÈ parΔn §tÊgxanen, éll' §n Yettal¤& metå
Promhy°vw dhmokrat¤an kateskeÊaze ka‹ toÁw pen°staw Àplizen §p‹
toÁw despÒtaw.

I� said� in�my�defence� that�on�account�of� the� storm� it�was�not�possible
even� to� sail,�much� less� to�pick�up� the�men,�and� it�was�decided�by� the
state�that�my�plea�was�a�reasonable�one,�while�the�generals�were�clearly
accusing�themselves.�For�they�said�it�was�possible�to�save�the�men,�yet
they� sailed� away� and� left� them� to� perish.� I� do� not�wonder,� however,
that�Critias�has�misunderstood�the�matter;� ffor�when�these�events� took
place,�it�chanced�that�he�was�not�here;�he�was�establishing�a�democracy
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in�Thessaly�along�with�Prometheus,�and�arming�the�serfs�against� their
masters.

[18]� Anabasis�5.1.14-17
§ntaËya d¢ én°kragon …w oÈ d°oi ıdoipore›n. ı d¢ …w ¶gnv tØn
éfrosÊnhn aÈt«n, §pecÆfise m¢n oÈd°n, tåw d¢ pÒleiw •koÊsaw
¶peisen ıdopoie›n, l°gvn ˜ti yçtton épallãjontai, μn eÎporoi
g°nvntai afl ıdo¤. ¶labon d¢ ka‹ penthkÒntoron parå t«n
Trapezount¤vn, √ §p°sthsan D°jippon Lãkvna per¤oikon. otow
émelÆsaw toË jull°gein plo›a épodråw ’xeto ¶jv toË PÒntou,
¶xvn tØn naËn. otow m¢n oÔn d¤kaia ¶payen Ïsteron: §n Yrñk˙ går
parå SeÊy˙ polupragmon«n ti ép°yanen ÍpÚ Nikãndrou toË
Lãkvnow. ¶labon d¢ ka‹ triakÒntoron, √ §pestãyh Polukrãthw
ÉAyhna›ow, ˘w ıpÒsa lambãnoi plo›a kat∞gen §p‹ tÚ stratÒpedon.
ka‹ tå m¢n ég≈gima e‡ ti ∑gon §jairoÊmenoi fÊlakaw kay¤stasan,
˜pvw s“a e‡h, to›w d¢ plo¤oiw §xrÆsanto efiw paragvgÆn. §§n ⁄ d¢
taËta ∑n §p‹ le¤an §jªsan ofl ÜEllhnew, ka‹ ofl m¢n §lãmbanon ofl
d¢ ka‹ oÎ. Klea¤netow d' §jagagΔn ka‹ tÚn •autoË ka‹ êllon lÒxon
prÚw xvr¤on xalepÚn aÈtÒw te ép°yane ka‹ êlloi pollo‹ t«n sÁn
aÈt“.

At�this�the�soldiers�set�up�a�shout,�saying�that�they�did�not�want�to�go�by
land.� And� Xenophon,� realizing� their� foolishness,� did� not� put� any
proposal�regarding�this�matter�to�vote,�but�persuaded�the�cities�to�repair
the� roads� voluntarily,� urging� that� they�would� be� rid� of� the� army� the
more�quickly�if�the�roads�should�be�made�easy�to�travel.�Furthermore,
they�got�a�fifty-oared�warship�from�the�Trapezuntians,�and�put�it�under
the� command� of� Dexippus,� a� Laconian� perioecus.� This� fellow,
however,�paying�no�heed�to�the�duty�of�collecting�vessels,�slipped�away
with�his�man-of-war�and�left�the�Euxine.�He�did�indeed�get�his�deserts
afterwards;� for�being�engaged�in�some�intrigue�at�the�court�of�Seuthes
in�Thrace� he�was� killed� by�Nicander� the� Laconian.�They� also� got� a
thirty-oared� galley,� and� put� it� under� the� command� of� Polycrates� the
Athenian,�who�brought�in�to�the�camp�all�the�merchant�vessels�that�he
captured.�And� they�would� unload� the� cargoes,� in� case� the� ships� had
any,�and�put� them�under�guard,� in�order� to�keep�these�safe,�and�they
used� the� vessels� themselves� for� transport� service.�WWhile� these� things
were�going�on,� the�Greeks�were�making� forays� in�quest�of�booty,�and
while�some�parties�would�secure�it,�others�did�not.�Cleaenetus�led�forth
his� own� company� and� another� against� a� difficult� stronghold,� and� the
commander�himself�was�killed�and�many�of�his�men�besides.

The�Real�World� situation� referred� to�by�taËta ∑n� is� to� be� deduced
entirely�from�the�context,17�so�that�the�content�of�the�matrix�clause�is

———
17� Subclauses�of�the�type�[semantically�specific�temporal�relator�+�taËta ∑n]�seem
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additionally�anchored�in�the�preceding�discourse,�to�various�effects.�In
[15]� and� [16],� narrative� time� is� brought� to� a� standstill� (note� the
imperfects� in� the�matrix�clauses�and�the�continuation�with�§ntaËya),
and�it� is�stated�about� (sxedÒn)�what�time�of�day�the�preceding�events
(summarized�by�taËta)�took�place.�The�use�of�a�semantically�specific
(temporal)� relator� is� in� place� when� a� subclause� is� combined� with� a
matrix�clause�providing�a�temporal�reference.
In�[17],�the�speaker�explains�his�statement�oÈ m°ntoi yaumãzv ge kt•
in� a� gãr-clause.� He� is� going� to� argue� that� Critias� could� not� have
known�the�facts�of�the�matter�because�he�was�not�there�when�he�could
have� learned� them.�As� part� of� his� rhetoric,� the� speaker� presents� his
audience�with�his� reconstruction�of�past�events.�To� this�end,�he�uses
the� semantically� specific� relator� ˜te� and� summarizes� the� things
(taËta)� he� and� his� audience� know� at� this� point� of� the� speech,� but
Critias�did�not.
The�relator�§n ⁄� is�used�in�[18]�at�a�point�when�the�camera�shifts

from�the�dealings�with�the�ships�to�cotemporal�events�performed�by�a
new� topic� (ofl ÜEllhnew).� The� back-reference� headed� by� the
semantically� specific� (temporal)� relator� secures� the� interpretation� of
simultaneity� between� the� adjacent� discourse� units,� thus� solving� the
problem�of�how�to�present�parallel�action�in�text.
Another� subcategory�of�clause�combinations�where�a� semantically

specific� (temporal)� relator� is� in� place� is� constituted� by� sentences
structured� ‘situation� x� obtained,� when…’,� where� the� matrix� clause
conveys� information� about� the� time� and/or� the� place� of� the
(upcoming)� action,� while� the� main� assertion� is� to� be� found� in� the
postposed�subclause.�This�literary-stylistic�manner�of�presentation�is�a
way�of�creating�suspense� (note� the�historical�present�profa¤netai�in
[19]),� and�owes� its� raison� d’être� to� the� temporal� relation� between� the

———
to�be�a�peculiarity�of�Xenophon’s;�cf.�however�sentence-initially�placed�§n ⁄-clauses�in
combination�with�deictic�anaphoric�pronouns� in�Herodotus,�Histories,�3.19:�§n ⁄ d¢
toÊtouw metÆisan, §n toÊtƒ�…�(‘while�they�were�fetching�them,�at�this�juncture�…’);
3.74:�§n ⁄ d¢ otoi taËta §bouleÊonto, §g¤neto katå suntux¤hn tãde�(‘while�they
were�making�these�plans,�by�coincidence�the�following�happened’;�note�the�use�of�§n
⁄�in�de�case�of�coincidence);�3.136:�§n ⁄ d¢ otoi taËta ¶pasxon�(‘while�they�were�in
this�plight’);�4.95:�§n ⁄ d¢ §po¤ee tå katalexy°nta ka‹ ¶lege taËta, §n toÊtƒ�…
(‘while�he�was�doing�as�I�have�said�and�teaching� this�doctrine,�at� this� juncture�…’);
4.124:�§n ⁄ d¢ otow prÚw taËta §tr°peto�(‘while�he�was�occupied�with�these’);�6.97:
§n ⁄ d¢ otoi taËta §po¤eun�(‘while�they�did�this’),�and�the�preposed�§n ⁄-clause� in
1.186:�§n ⁄ §p¤mplato toËto, §n toÊtƒ�…�(‘while�it�was�filling,�at�this�juncture�…’).
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content�of�the�clauses�of�which�the�clause�combination�consists;�hence
the�semantically�specific�temporal�relator�≤n¤ka:

[19]� Anabasis�1.8.1
ka‹ ≥dh te ∑n émf‹ égorån plÆyousan ka‹ plhs¤on ∑n ı staymÚw
¶nya ¶melle katalÊein, ≤≤n¤ka PathgÊaw, énØr P°rshw t«n
émf‹ KËron xrhstÒw, profa¤netai §laÊnvn énå krãtow
fldroËnti t“ ·ppƒ, ka‹ eÈyÁw pçsin oÂw §netÊgxanen §bÒa
ka‹ barbarik«w ka‹ •llhnik«w ˜ti basileÁw sÁn
strateÊmati poll“ pros°rxetai …w efiw mãxhn
pareskeuasm°now.

It�was�now�about�full-market�time�and�the�stopping-place�where�Cyrus
was�intending�to�halt�had�been�almost�reached,�wwhen�Pategyas,�a�trusty
Persian� of�Cyrus’� staff,� came� into� sight,� riding� at� full� speed,�with� his
horse� in�a� sweat,�and�at�once� shouted�out� to�everyone�he�met,� in� the
barbarian�tongue�and�in�Greek,�that�the�King�was�approaching�with�a
large�army,�all�ready�for�battle.

[20]� Anabasis�1.8.17
taËta d' efipΔn efiw tØn aÍtoË x≈ran épÆlaune. ka‹ oÈk°ti tr¤a μ
t°ttara stãdia dieix°thn tΔ fãlagge ép' éllÆlvn ≤≤n¤ka
§paiãnizÒn te ofl ÜEllhnew ka‹ ≥rxonto ént¤oi fi°nai to›w
polem¤oiw.

Upon�saying� these�words�he� rode�back� to�his�own�position.�At� length
the�opposing�lines�were�not�three�or�four�stadia�apart,,�when�the�Greeks
struck�up�the�paean�and�began�to�advance�against�the�enemy.

To� conclude� this� Section,� here� are� two� special� examples:� [21],� in
which� semantically� specific� (temporal)� relators� (≤n¤ka ,�˜te )� are
exceptionally� used� twice� in� the� same� context� and� arguably� organize
the� discourse� in� phases,� and� [22]� in� which� a� postposed� subclause
headed� by� a� semantically� specific� (temporal)� relator� (˜te)� can� be
compared�to�a�subclause�headed�by�a�semantically�non-specific�relator
(§pe¤),� as� the� two� clauses� at� different� points� in� the�Anabasis�refer�to
more�or�less�the�same�Real�World�situation:

[21]� Anabasis�1.8.8
ka‹ ≥dh te ∑n m°son ≤m°raw ka‹ oÎpv katafane›w ∑san ofl pol°mioi:
≤n¤ka d¢ de¤lh §g¤gneto, §fãnh koniortÚw Àsper nef°lh leukÆ,
xrÒnƒ d¢ suxn“ Ïsteron Àsper melan¤a tiw §n t“ ped¤ƒ §p‹ polÊ.
˜te d¢ §ggÊteron §g¤gnonto, tãxa dØ ka‹ xalkÒw tiw ≥strapte
ka‹ lÒgxai ka‹ afl tãjeiw katafane›w §g¤gnonto. ka‹ ∑san…
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And�now� it�was�midday,�and� the�enemy�were�not�yet� in� sight.�WWhen
afternoon� came� on,� there�was�seen�a�rising�dust,�<which�appeared�at
first>�like�a�white�cloud;�some�time�later�<it�appeared>�like�a�kind�of
blackness� in� the� plain,� extending� over� a� great� distance.�WWhen� the
enemy� came� nearer� and� nearer,� there� was� presently� bronze� flashing
here�and� there�and� spears�and� the�hostile� ranks�came� into� sight.�And
there�were…

In�this�piece�of�discourse�the�speaker�is�unequivocally�concerned�with
temporal�organization�(≥dh�…�∑n m°son ≤m°raw�…�oÎpv�…�≤n¤ka d¢
de¤lh §g¤gneto�…�xrÒnƒ d¢ suxn“ Ïsteron�…�˜te�…�tãxa dÆ).�The
subclauses� under� consideration� propel� narrative� time� forward;� both
subclauses�can�be�replaced�by�a�phrase�like�‘after�some�time’�or�‘some
time�later’.�In�the�first�sentence,�two�statements,�closely�connected�by
te�…�ka¤,� are�presented:� it�was�midday�and� the�enemy�were�not� in
sight.� The� temporal� situation� as� expressed� in� this� first� sentence� is
altered�in�the�second�sentence:�the�preposed,�sentence-initially�placed
temporal� subclause� ≤n¤ka de¤lh §g¤gneto� propels� narrative� time
forward�and�presents�a�new� temporal� setting�for�the�description�of�the
hostile� army� coming� in� sight.� This� description� fills� the� rest� of� the
episode,� in� successive� steps� that� are� also� temporally� organized:� note
xrÒnƒ d¢ suxn“ Ïsteron,� ˜te d°� …� tãxa dÆ.� Regarding� the
distribution�of�particles,�the�d°�after�≤n¤ka�signals�the�next�step�in�the
main�line�temporal�sequence,�whereas�the�instances�of�d°�after�xrÒnƒ
and� ˜te� present� successive� steps� in� time,� to� be� continued� with� ka‹
(∑san),� under� the� scope� of� the� initial�d°,� inasmuch� as� these� events
occurred� ‘≤n¤ka de¤lh §g¤gneto’.� It� should�be�noted� that� the�verbal
constituents�of�the�two�temporal�subclauses�are�imperfects� (§g¤gneto,
§g¤gnonto).�This�is�because�the�content�of�these�clauses�is�not�asserted
as� such.� Throughout� the� passage,� the� presence� of� the� narrator
reduced�to�a�minimum,�in�order�to�create�the�narratological�effect�of
relaying�the�events�from�the�point�of�view�of�the�Greeks.�Compare�for
instance� the� aspect� of� ‘visualization’� as� praised� by� Lendle� in� his
commentary�ad� loc.� (1995:� 67):� “Man� spürt� dem�Bericht�Xenophons
die� Spannung� an,� mit� welcher� er� das� eindrucksvolle� Manöver
beobachtet� hat,� und� muß� die� Anschaulichkeit� seiner� Darstellung
bewundern:�man�sieht�förmlich�die�Blitze�vor�Augen,�welche�von�den
blank� geputzten� Speerspitzen,� Harnischen,� Metallbeschlägen� der
gepanzerten� Pferde� usw.� je� nach� ihrer� Bewegung� vor� dem� dunklen
Hintergrund� aufstrahlten� und� wieder� verloschen.”� Lendle’s
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impression� of� the� ‘Anschaulichkeit� seiner� Darstellung’� may� be
substantiated� by� appreciating� Xenophon’s� narratorial� procedure� of
presenting� the� events� from� a� character’s� point� of� view:� there� are
several� indications� in� the� context� that� the�point� of� view� from�which
the� events� are� relayed� is� that� of� the� Greeks:� ≥dh � (referring� to� a
character’s�experience�of�the�‘story-now’),�oÎpv katafane›w ∑san ofl
pol°mioi� (for� the�Greeks,� as� appears� from�ofl pol°mioi),�§fãnh�…
Àsper� (twice,� introducing�what� the� rising�dust� appeared� like� to� the
Greeks),�tãxa dÆ� (referring� to�a�character’s� experience�of� the� ‘story-
now’� while� the� increasingly� more� specific� signs� that� an� army� is
approaching�correspond�to�what�the�Greeks�actually�saw).
The� function� of� the� present� stem� subclauses� headed� by

semantically� specific� (temporal)� relators� in� the� presentation� of� Real
World� relations�and� in� text�articulation�are�closely�connected� in� this
strongly� visualized� account� of� the� approach� of� the� enemy.� In
designating� specific�moments� in�Real�Time,18� the� subclauses�provide
the�appropriate�temporal�frame�of�reference�for�the�upcoming�matrix
clause.� Successive� phases� are� thus� articulated.� At� the� onset� of� each
new�phase,�we�are�reminded�that�time�has�passed�in�the�Real�World.
This� creates� suspense,� and� in� accordance�with� the� overall� design� of
this� passage� in�which� the�narrator�uses� the�Greeks� as� focalizers,� the
reader/hearer� is� on�a� level�with� the�Greeks�who�are�waiting� for� the
enemy�to�appear.
The� usage� of� semantically� specific� vs.� semantically� non-specific

relators�can�be�appreciated�by�comparing�the�following�two�instances
of�(postposed)�subclauses;�the�two�passages�from�the�first�and�the�fifth
book�of�the�Anabasis�are�both�about�the�three�thousand�darics�Cyrus
gave� to� the� soothsayer� Silanus.� While� sacrificing,� Silanus� had
predicted� that� the� King� would� not� fight� within� ten� days.� Cyrus
promised� to� give� him� three� thousand� darics/ten� talents� if� it� would
appear�that�he�spoke�the�truth.�After�the�ten�days�had�passed�without
the�King�attacking,�Cyrus�gave�him�the�money.

[22a]� Anabasis�5.6.18
aÈtÚw d' ı SilanÚw §boÊleto ˜ti tãxista efiw tØn ÑEllãda
éfik°syai: oÓw går parå KÊrou ¶labe trisxil¤ouw dareikoÁw ˜̃te
tåw d°ka ≤m°raw ±lÆyeuse yuÒmenow KÊrƒ, dieses≈kei.

———
18� Perhaps�the�time�reference�of�≤n¤ka�is�somewhat�more�specific�than�that�of�˜te.



PRESENTATION�OF�REAL�WORLD�RELATIONS 109

As� for� Silanus,� his� own� desire� was� to� reach� Greece� as� quickly� as
possible;� for� the� three� thousand� darics,� which� he� had� received� from
Cyrus�aat� the� time�when�he� sacrificed� for� him� and�had� told� the� truth
about�the�ten�days,�he�had�brought�safely�through.

[22b]� Anabasis�1.7.18-19
§ntaËya KËrow SilanÚn kal°saw tÚn ÉAmpraki≈thn mãntin ¶dvken
aÈt“ dareikoÁw trisxil¤ouw, ˜ti tª •ndekãt˙ ép' §ke¤nhw ≤m°r&
prÒteron yuÒmenow e‰pen aÈt“ ˜ti basileÁw oÈ maxe›tai d°ka
≤mer«n, KËrow d' e‰pen: “oÈk êra ¶ti maxe›tai, efi §n taÊtaiw oÈ
maxe›tai ta›w ≤m°raiw: §ån d' élhyeÊs˙w, ÍpisxnoËma¤ soi d°ka
tãlanta.” toËto tÚ xrus¤on tÒte ép°dvken, §§pe‹ par∞lyon afl
d°ka ≤m°rai.

§pe‹ d' §p‹ tª tãfrƒ oÈk §k≈lue basileÁw tÚ KÊrou strãteuma
diaba¤nein, ¶doje ka‹ KÊrƒ ka‹ to›w êlloiw épegnvk°nai toË
mãxesyai: Àste tª Ístera¤& KËrow §poreÊeto ±melhm°nvw mçllon.

Then�Cyrus� summoned� Silanus,� his�Ambraciot� soothsayer,� and� gave
him� three� thousand� darics;� for� on� the� eleventh� day� before� this,
sacrificing,�he�had�told�Cyrus�that�the�King�would�not�fight�within�ten
days,�and�Cyrus�had�said:�“Then�he�will�not�fight�at�all,� if�he�will�not
fight�within�ten�days;�however,�if�your�prediction�proves�true,�I�promise
you�ten� talents”.�So� it�was� this�money� that�he� then�paid�over,� tthe�ten
days�having�passed.
But� in�view�of� the� fact� that� the�King�did�not� appear�at� the� trench

and�try�to�prevent�the�passage�of�Cyrus’�army,�both�Cyrus�and�the�rest
concluded� that� he� had� given� up� the� idea� of� fighting.� Hence� on� the
following�day�Cyrus�proceeded�more�carelessly.

In� [22a]� the� matrix� clause� of� the� subclause� is� presented� as� an
explanation� (gãr)� for� the� statement� that� Silanus� desired� to� reach
Greece� as� soon� as� possible;� we� are� informed� that� he� had� brought
safely�through�the�three�thousand�darics�he�had�received�from�Cyrus.
The�specific�relator�˜te�indicates�that�the�content�of�the�subclause�(‘he
sacrificed�for�him�and�had�told�the�truth�about�the�ten�days’)� is�to�be
related� temporally� to� the� content� of� its�matrix� clause� (parå KÊrou
¶labe trisxil¤ouw dareikoÊw);� this� is� appropriate� here� since� the
subclause�conveys�information�that�owes�its�relevance�to�its�function�of
locating� the� event� expressed� in� the� matrix� clause� (which� is� not� a
narrative� clause)� in� time,19� and� at� the� same� time� it� reminds� the

———
19� Cf.�the�postposed�˜te-clauses�in�[10]�-�[14];�for�back-reference�in�a�˜te-clause,

compare�[17].
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reader/hearer�of�a�passage�already�narrated,� viz.,�in�Anabasis,�1.7.18-
19,�cited�in�[22b].
In�[22b],�we�start�with�the�statement�that�Cyrus�called�Silanus�and

gave�him�three�thousand�darics.�The�reason�for�this� is� introduced�by
the� semantically� specific� ‘causal’� relator� ˜ti,� which� expresses� the
reason�for�Cyrus’s�behavior�and�introduces�a�small�embedded�episode
consisting� of� the� encounter� between� Cyrus� and� Silanus� ten� days
before�the�contextual�reference�point�(the�narrative�present).�After�the
embedded� episode� there� is� an� asyndetic� clause� (toËto tÚ xrus¤on
tÒte ép°dvken),� which� closes� off� this� short� digression.� The
information� it�contains� is�entirely�given;�note�the�anaphoric�pronoun
toËto� and� the� lexical� overlap� in� ¶dvken/ép°dvken—the�compound
verb�is�appropriate�as�in�between�¶dvken�and�ép°dvken�we�have�been
told� about� Cyrus’s� promise.� The� information� contained� in� the
postposed�subclause�§pe‹ par∞lyon afl d°ka ≤m°rai� is�also�given:�that
the� ten� days� had� passed�may� be� gathered� from� §ntaËya KËrow …
¶dvken aÈt“ dareikoÁw trisxil¤ouw …�tª •ndekãt˙ ép' §ke¤nhw
≤m°r& prÒteron�… d°ka ≤mer«n … efi §n taÊtaiw oÈ maxe›tai ta›w
≤m°raiw … toËto tÚ xrus¤on tÒte ép°dvken.�Here,� the�subclause� is
not�meant�to� locate�the�event�expressed�in�the�matrix�clause� in�time;
the� temporal� situation� is� sufficiently� clear� from� the� context:� the
preceding�matrix�clause�contains�the�temporal�adverbial�tÒte,�and�the
article� afl� in�afl d°ka ≤m°rai� is� used� in� order� to� indicate� that� the
narrator� is� speaking� about� the� same� ten� days� as� he� was� before.
Further,�a�semantically�specific�relator�would�have�been�inexpedient,
because� here,� the� subclause� defines� a� Real� World� situation� that
explains� a� constituent� (tÒte)� in� its�matrix� clause:� ‘it�was� this�money
that� he� then� paid� over� inasmuch� as� the� ten� days� <mentioned>� had
passed’.
In� this� example,� the� difference� between� a� subclause� headed�by� a

semantically�specific�relator�and�a�subclause�headed�by�a�non-specific
relator� emerges� as� one� of� providing� the� reader/hearer� with� a� time
anchor� for� the� content� of� the� matrix� clause� vs.� presenting� a� Real
World� situation� the� reader/hearer� needs� for� a� successful
comprehension�of�(an�entity�in)�the�text,�respectively.�To�what�extent
the�use�of�the�§pe¤-clause�in�[22b]�is� in�accordance�with�the�usage�of
subclauses� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific� relator� in� general
will� be� seen� in� the� light� of� the� discussion� in� Section� 2� of
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(predominantly� preposed)� subclauses� headed� by� a� semantically� non-
specific�relator.

1.3� Conclusion

Whether�a�subclause�is�preposed�or�postposed�to�its�matrix�clause,�and
irrespective� of� the� nature� of� the� relator,� there� is� always� a� relation
between� the� content� of� the� clauses� of�which� the� clause� combination
consists.�In�the�case�of�subclauses�used�in�historiographic�narative,�this
means� that� the� historian� has� decided� to� select� (at� least)� two� Real
World�‘happenings’�for�recording�at�a�certain�point�in�his�text,�and�to
communicate� to� the� recipient� of� the� text� that� he� has� perceived� or
conceived� a� relation� between� them.� As� such,� this� involves� a� first
decision� on� presentation.�A� second� decision� on� presentation� can� be
made,�that�is:�the�historian�may�decide�to�specify�this�relation.�When
this� happens,� the� historian� narrows� down� the� possibly� conceivable
semantic� relations� between� the� content� of� the� two� clauses� to� the
appropriate� one.� Thus,� when� for� instance� he� uses�˜ti�or�diÒti,� the
relation�is�presented�as�‘causal’;�when,�on�the�other�hand,�he�uses�˜te,
≤n¤ka,�or�§n ⁄,�a�Real�Time�relation�between�events�is�indicated,�§n ⁄
usually� indicating�simultaneity�of� the� two�situations�described.�While
this� happens� within� the� sentence,� such� subclauses�may� evoke� other
parts� of� the� text,� and� therewith� add� to� the� comprehension� of� the
content�of�the�matrix�clause�within�the�discourse�as�a�whole—whether
the� subclause� is� preposed� ([5],� [8],� [9],� [15],� [16],� [17],� [18])� or
postposed� ([22a]).� Preposed� subclauses� headed� by� a� semantically
specific� relator� when� accompanied� by� d°� may� help� to� articulate
individual� segments� of� the� text.� The� nature� of� the� relator� involved
then�determines�the�nature�of�the�organization�of�the�discourse�at�that
point.� Thus,� while� the� preposed� subclauses� headed� by� a� temporal
relator�in�[6],�[7],�and�[21]�mark�Real�Time�temporal�progression�at
the� onset� of� a� new� segment,� successive� temporal� phases� are
articulated.� The� articulation� of� unequivocally� temporal� boundaries
typically�occurs�within�a�larger�thematic�unit.�This�may�happen�at�its
closure� ([6]),� or� within� one� differently� organized:� see� [7],� which� is
spatially� organized� by� a� genitive� absolute� and� a� …w-clause,� and
especially� [21],�where� two� temporal� subclauses� articulate� small-scale
boundaries�in�an�episode�about�the�enemy�of�the�Greeks�coming�into
sight,�as�appears�from�the�word�katafane›w�framing�the�thematic�unit
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in� the� first� and� last� sentence� of� the� quotation.�While� a� semantically
specific� relation� seems� mainly� a� matter� of� sentence� syntax,� any
description� of� subclauses� headed� by� a� semantically� specific� relator
should�also�include�their�discourse�function.

2� Subclauses�Headed�by�a�Semantically�Non-specific�Relator

If� a� relation� between� the� content� of� the� clauses� of�which� the� clause
combination�consists�is�conceivable,�semantically�non-specific�relators
(§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w)�provide�the�Greek�speaker�with�the�opportunity
of�relating�the�Real�World�situation�presented�in�the�subclause�to�the
content�of� its�matrix�clause,�while�performing�a�discourse�function�at
the�same�time.�The�existence�of� this�category�of�non-specific�relators
in� Ancient� Greek� poses� difficulties� in� translation,� as� in� modern
western� languages� we� do� not� possess� such� relators,� so� that� often� in
translation�the�semantic�relation�is�necessarily�specified.
In� the� case� of� clause� combinations� consisting� of� a� preposed

subclause� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific� relator� and� finite
main�clause,�the�verbs�of�both�clauses�are�usually�indicatives�and�more
often� than� not� refer� to� an� action� or� position� [+� control].� In� the
discussion�of�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�and�…w-clauses,�hardly�any�attention�has
been�paid� to�clause�combinations� that�do�not�fit� this�regularity.�Two
cases�in�point�are:

[23]� Anabasis�3.4.49
ı (sc.�Jenof«n)�d¢ énabãw, ßvw m¢n bãsima ∑n, §p‹ toË ·ppou ∑gen,
§pe‹ d¢ êbata ∑n, katalipΔn tÚn ·ppon ¶speude pezª.

Then�Xenophon�remounted,�and�as� long�as� (m°n)� riding�was�possible,
led� the�way� on� horseback,� §pe‹�(d°)�rriding� was� impossible,�he�left�his
horse�behind�and�hurried�forward�on�foot.

[24]� Agesilaus�1.7-10
bouleuom°nvn d¢ per‹ toÊtvn Lakedaimon¤vn ka‹ t«n summãxvn,
ÉAghs¤laow Íp°sth, §ån d«sin aÈt“ triãkonta m¢n Spartiat«n,
disxil¤ouw d¢ neodam≈deiw, efiw •jakisxil¤ouw d¢ tÚ sÊntagma t«n
summãxvn, diabÆsesyai efiw tØn ÉAs¤an ka‹ peirãsesyai efirÆnhn
poi∞sai, μ ín poleme›n boÊlhtai ı bãrbarow, ésxol¤an aÈt“
par°jein strateÊein §p‹ toÁw ÜEllhnaw. eÈyÁw m¢n oÔn pollo‹ pãnu
±gãsyhsan aÈtÚ toËto <tÚ> §piyum∞sai, §peidØ ı P°rshw prÒsyen
§p‹ tØn ÑEllãda di°bh, éntidiab∞nai §p' aÈtÒn, tÒ te aflre›syai
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§piÒnta mçllon μ Ípom°nonta mãxesyai aÈt“, ka‹ tÚ téke¤nou
dapan«nta boÊlesyai mçllon μ tå t«n ÑEllÆnvn poleme›n,
kãlliston d¢ pãntvn §kr¤neto <tÚ> mØ per‹ t∞w ÑEllãdow éllå per‹
t∞w ÉAs¤aw tÚn ég«na kayistãnai.

§pe¤ ge mØn labΔn tÚ strãteuma §j°pleuse, p«w ên tiw
saf°steron §pide¤jeien …w §stratÆghsen μ efi aÈtå dihgÆsaito ì
¶prajen;

§n to¤nun tª ÉAs¤& ¥de pr≈th prçjiw §g°neto.

The� Lacedaemonians� and� their� allies� were� considering� the� matter,
when�Agesilaus�declared,� that� if� they�would�give�him� thirty�Spartans,
two�thousand�newly�enrolled�citizens,�and�a�contingent�of�six�thousand
allies,�he�would�cross� to�Asia�and�try� to�effect�a�peace,�or,� in�case� the
barbarian�wanted�to�fight,�would�keep�him�so�busy�that�he�would�have
no� time� for� an� attack� on� the�Greeks.�His� eagerness� to� pay� back� the
Persian� in� his� own� coin� for� the� former� invasion� of� Greece,� his
determination�to�wage�an�offensive�rather�than�a�defensive�war,�and�his
wish�to�make�the�enemy�pay�for�it�rather�than�the�Greeks,�were�enough
to�arouse�an�immediate�and�widespread�enthusiasm�for�his�project.�But
what�appealed�most� to� the� imagination�was� the� idea�of�entering�on�a
struggle�not�to�save�Greece,�but�to�subdue�Asia.
He� then� took� the� army� and� set� out;� how� could� one� give� a� clearer

description�of� the�kind�of�general�he�was� than�by�narrating�the�things
he�did?
This,�then,�was�his�first�act�in�Asia.

In�[23],�the�subclause�§pe‹ d¢ êbata ∑n�is�followed�by�a�matrix�clause
that� contains� two� narrative� statements� (katalipΔn tÚn ·ppon
¶speude pezª).�The�§pe¤-clause�corresponds�to�the�subclause�ßvw m¢n
bãsima ∑n;� since� ßvw ,� too,� is� often� classified� as� a� temporal
subordinator,� there� seems� to� be� a� temporal� nuance� involved� in� this
correspondence,� but� what� happens� here� is� that� the� §pe¤-clause
describes� a� new� phase� within� a� larger� whole.� Substituting� a
semantically�specific,�temporal�relator�for�§pe¤,�however,�would�result
in�indicating�an�inexpedient�temporal�relation�between�the�condition�of�a
piece�of�land�(cf.�∑n)�and�actions�performed�by�a�participant.
Still,� there� is� a� relation�between� the� content�of� the� subclause�and

the�content�of�its�matrix�clause:�the�fact�that�the�ground�was�not�to�be
trodden�<by�horses>�should�be�taken�as�the�story�participant’s�motive
for�leaving�his�horse�behind�and�hurrying�forward�on�foot.�Replacing
§pe¤�with�a� semantically� specific� ‘causal’� relator,�on� the�other�hand,
would� not� seem� possible� either� in� this� context,� given� the
correspondence�with�ßvw:�it�would�result�in�placing�the�content�of�the
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subclause�outside�the�narrative�sequence�as�expressing�the�Real�World
situation� referred� to� solely� as� the� ‘cause’� for�Xenophon’s� leaving�his
horse�behind�and�hurrying� forward�on� foot,�whereas� the�§pe¤-clause
in�the�sequence�of�narrative�statements�presents�a�factual�Real�World
situation�as�the�frame�of�reference�for�the�sequel.
The� corresponding� clauses� ßvw m¢n bãsima ∑n�…�§pe‹ d¢ êbata

∑n� together� effect� a� change� in� the� situation� described;� there� is� a
contrast�in�the�conditions�of�the�ground.�The�§pe¤-clause�presents�the
(altered)� situation� as� experienced� by� a� story� participant,� which
motivates�his�change�of�conduct.
In�[24],� the�preposed�§pe¤-clause�presenting�a�narrative�statement

(‘he�[sc.�Agesilaus]�<then>�took�the�army�and�sailed�out’)� is� followed
by�a�(rhetorical)�question�(‘how�could�one�give�a�clearer�description�of
the� kind� of� general� he� was� than� by� narrating� the� things� he� did?’).
Neither� a� semantically� specific� ‘causal’� nor� a� semantically� specific
‘temporal’�relator� is�expedient,�since�there� is�no�relation�between�the
occurrence� of� the� two� states� of� affairs� in� the� real�world;� rather,� the
speaker�signals�that�there�is�a�relation�between�the�subordinated�Real
World�situation�(labΔn tÚ strãteuma §j°pleuse)�and�the�content�of
the�encomium�at� this�point:� that�Agesilaus� took� the�army�and� sailed
out�is�a�step�which�follows�naturally�on�the�preceding�deliberations�to
go�to�Asia,�and�these�events�provide�him�with�the�opportunity�to�bring
up�the�theme�of�Agesilaus’s�qualities�as�a�general.�Once�tÚ strãteuma
has� been�mentioned,� the� speaker� deems� it� appropriate� to� raise� the
question� of� how� to� describe� best�…w §stratÆghsen� (note�the�lexical
overlap).
Here,�the�Real�World�event�presented�in�the�§pe¤-clause�is�related

to�the�speaker’s�constitution�of�the�text,20�at�the�point�where�there�is�a
thematic� shift� (Agesilaus� in� his� capacity� as� king�’ � Agesilaus� in� his
capacity�as�general).21�This�relation�could�not�have�been�expressed�by
a�semantically�specific�relator,�nor�can�we�bring�out�this�relation�by�a
subordinating�conjunction�in�translation.

———
20� Cf.�also�Agesilaus� 2.25:� §pe¤ ge mØn épex≈rhse tÚ strãteuma, p«w oÈk

ín fa¤h tiw aÈtÚn eÈgnvmÒnvw xr∞syai •aut“;�(‘ggiven�the�fact�that�the�army�<of
the� enemy>� retired,� how� could� one� deny� that� his� conduct� was� marked� by� good
sense?’).
21� Note�also�the�spatial�discontinuity:�Sparta�’�Asia�and�the�linguistic�marking�by

ge mÆn.
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Whether�the�matrix�clause�following�on�the�subclause�headed�by�a
semantically�non-specific�relator�presents�a�narrative�statement�or�not,
the�speaker�uses�the�preposed�subclause�to�inform�his�audience�about
a�certain�Real�World�situation.�By�implication,�this�takes�the�form�of�a
factual�statement�on�the�part�of�the�speaker.�We�may�thus�say�that�the
preposed� subclause� when� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific
relator�presents�a�Real�World�situation�the�reader/hearer�needs�to�be
informed�about� in�order� to�be� able� to� comprehend� the� sequel.�This
leads� to� different� interpretations� of� the� subclause� in� different
contexts.22�As�was�stated�in�Chapter�1,�Section�2.2.1,�ceteris�paribus� the
order� in� which� the� events� are� narrated� mirrors� the� speaker’s
perception� of� the� succession� in� real� time� of� the� Real� World
‘happenings’� they� represent.�When�both� the�preposed� subclause�and
the� following�matrix�clause�present�a�narrative� statement,� the�events
described�in�the�two�clauses�are�interpreted�as�‘in�sequence’,�in�which
case�we�will� probably� use� the� subordinating� conjunction� ‘when’� (or:
‘after’);� when� we� can� conceive� of� a� ‘causal’� relation� between� the
content� of� the� clauses� of� which� the� clause� combination� consists� we
may� think� of� ‘because’;� however,� in� translation� ‘when’� is� still� to� be
preferred.�Out�of�necessitity�we�bring�out�our� interpretation23� of� the

———
22� In� text� types�other� than�narratives,� semantically�non-specific� relators�may�be

put� in� to� signal� relations� between� the� content� of� clauses� of� a� different� type.� For
instance� in� Plato,� Gorgias� 448� b11-c3:� XAI.—Efi d° ge ∏sper ÉAristof«n ı
ÉAglaof«ntow μ ı édelfÚw aÈtoË ¶mpeirow ∑n t°xnhw, t¤na ín aÈtÚn Ùry«w
§kaloËmen;—PVL.—D∞lon ˜ti zvgrãfon.—XAI.—NËn d' §§peidØ t¤now
t°xnhw §pistÆmvn §st¤n, t¤na ín kaloËntew aÈtÚn Ùry«w kalo›men;
(‘CHAE.—And� if� Gorgias� were� expert� in� the� same� art� as� Aristophon,� son� of
Aglaophon,� or� his� brother,� what� name� should� we� rightly� give
him?—POL.—Obviously� that� of� painter.—CHAE.—But� as� it� is,� ssince�<we�would
like�to�know>�iin�what�art�he�is�skilled,�by�what�name�we�should�rightly�call�him?’),�not
only�the�matrix�clause,�but�even�the�subordinate�clause�itself�are�interrogative�clauses.
ÉEpeidÆ�indicates�that,�according�to�the�speaker,�the�two�questions�are�related,�insofar
as� the� answer� to� the� second�question�will� be� found�without�difficulty� once� the�first
question�is�answered.�Cf.�also�the�usage�of�semantically�non-specific�relators�heading
clauses�in�clause�combinations�usually�regarded�as�paratactic,�e.g.,�Plato,�Gorgias�474
b6-7:� §gΔ d° ge oÎt' §m¢ oÎt' êllon ényr≈pvn oÈd°na. §§pe‹ sÁ d°jai' ín
mçllon édike›syai μ édike›n;� (‘and� I,� that� neither� I� nor� anyone� else� in� the
world�believes� it.�YYou�would� choose� rather� to� suffer�wrong� than� to�do� it,�wouldn’t
you?’)� and� Plato,�Gorgias� 473� e3-4:�oÈk o‡ei §jelhl°gxyai, Œ S≈kratew, ˜tan
toiaËta l°g˙w ì oÈdeiw ín fÆseien ényr≈pvn; §§pe‹ §roË tina toutvn¤�(‘do� you
not� think� yourself� utterly� refuted,� Socrates,� when� you� make� such� statements� as
nobody�in�the�world�would�assent�to?�YYou�have�only�to�ask�anyone�of�the�company
here’).
23� The�reader�will�observe�on�the�basis�of�the�views�presented�in�this�Section�that�I
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relation� between� the� content� of� the� two� clauses� of�which� the� clause
combination�consists�in�translation�when�using�a�modern�language�in
which� a� semantically�non-specific� relator� is� not� available.�When,� on
the�other�hand,� the�matrix�clause� following�on� the� subclause�headed
by� a� semantically� non-specific� relator� does� not� present� a� narrative
statement,� the�subclause� itself� still�presents� information�about�a�Real
World� situation� that� serves�as�a� frame�of� reference�necessary� for� the
comprehension�on�the�part�of�the�reader/hearer�of�whatever�follows.
In� the� remainder� of� this� Section,� the� claims�made� above� will� be

substantiated� and� illustrated� on� the� basis� of� examples� of� preposed
subclauses� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific� relator� and
presenting� a�Real�World� situation� in� divergent� contexts.�Here� is� an
example�from�direct�speech:

[25]� Anabasis�3.3.11-13
¶nya dØ pãlin éyum¤a ∑n. ka‹ Xeir¤sofow ka‹ ofl presbÊtatoi t«n
strathg«n Jenof«nta ºti«nto ˜ti §d¤vken épÚ t∞w fãlaggow ka‹
aÈtÒw te §kindÊneue ka‹ toÁw polem¤ouw oÈd¢n mçllon §dÊnato
blãptein. ékoÊsaw d¢ Jenof«n ¶legen ˜ti Ùry«w afiti“nto ka‹ aÈtÚ
tÚ ¶rgon aÈto›w marturo¤h. “éll' §g≈”, ¶fh, “±nagkãsyhn di≈kein,
§peidØ •≈rvn ≤mçw §n t“ m°nein kak«w m¢n pãsxontaw,
éntipoie›n d¢ oÈ dunam°nouw. §§peidØ d¢ §di≈komen, élhy∞,
¶fh, Íme›w l°gete: kak«w m¢n går poie›n oÈd¢n mçllon §dunãmeya
toÁw polem¤ouw, énexvroËmen d¢ pagxal°pvw…”

Here�again�there�was�despondency.�And�Cheirisophus�and�the�eldest�of
the�generals� found� fault�with�Xenophon� for� leaving� the�main�body�of
the�army�to�undertake�a�pursuit,�and�thus�endangering�himself�without
being�able,�for�all�that,�to�do�the�enemy�any�harm.�Upon�hearing�this,
Xenophon�replied� that� they�were� right� in�finding� fault�with�him,�and
that� the� outcome� bore� witness� of� itself� for� their� view.� “But”,� he
continued,�“I�was�compelled�to�pursue�iin�view�of�the�fact�that�I�saw�that
by�keeping�our�places�we�were�suffering�severely�and�were�still�unable
to�strike�a�blow�ourselves.�As�for�the�pursuit� itself,�you�are�quite�right:
we�were�no�better�able�to�inflict�harm�upon�the�enemy,�and�it�was�only
with�the�utmost�difficulty�that�we�effected�our�own�withdrawal…”

———
do�not�consider� the�discussion�on� the,� sometimes�defended,� ‘concessive-adversative’
value�of�§pe¤�to�be�relevant;�see�also�Kraus,�who�states�that�also�in�those�cases�where
scholars�consider�§pe¤�to�indicate�a�concessive-adversative�relation,�we�deal�with�“ein
Illustrationsfaktum”�(1970:�150),�which�is,�in�fact,�very�close�to�what�I�propose�in�this
Chapter,�viz.,�that�the�§pe¤-clause�(and�the�like)�presents�a�factual�statement�about�the
Real�World�which�the�reader/hearer�needs�for�a�successful�comprehension�of� (some
entity�in)�the�text.
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The� reproach� of� Cheirisophus� and� the� generals� is� twofold,� as� is
articulated�by�the�particles�te�…�ka¤� in�the�˜ti-clause:�a)�that�he�left
the�phalanx�to�undertake�a�pursuit,�and�b)�that�during�this�pursuit�he
endangered� himself� while� unable� to� harm� the� enemy.� In� his� reply
Xenophon� differentiates� between� the� two� parts� of� the� reproach.
Concerning�part�a)�of�the�reproach,�he�claims—and�this�is�reported�in
direct� speech—:�“I�was�compelled� to�pursue,� inasmuch�as�I� saw�that
by�keeping�our�places�we�were�suffering�severely�and�were�still�unable
to� strike� a� blow� ourselves”.� By� using� the� semantically� non-specific
relator� §peidÆ� at� the� onset� of� the� postposed� subclause,� the� speaker
indicates� a� relation�between� the� content�of� the� two�clauses�of�which
the� clause� combination� consists,� viz.,� his� cognitive� evaluation� of� the
situation� in� which� he� found� himself� (±nagkãsyhn di≈kein)� and�his
perception�of�what�happened�at�the�time�(•≈rvn…).
The�order�of�the�clauses�first�presents�the�reaction�to�the�reproach.

The�fact�that�the�reportee�claims�that�he�was�compelled�to�pursue�will
raise� a� question� on� the� part� of� his� audience,� since� in� the� speech
situation�the�reportee�is�criticized�for�having�undertaken�the�pursuit�in
the� first� place.� The� claim� ±nagkãsyhn di≈kein� therefore� calls� for
further�substantiation.�The�use�of�a�gãr-clause�for�this�purpose�would
have�implied�a�high�degree�of�common�ground�between�the�partners
in� conversation� as� regards� the� acceptability� of� the� substantiation
offered,�which�is�inappropriate�here�as�the�substantiation�still�has�to�be
accepted� as� valid� by� the� reportee’s� audience.24�Therefore,� §peidÆ�is
used� as� an� indication� that� the� Real� World� situation� the� reportee
presents� in� the� subclause� is� one�which� he� at� least� considers� a� valid
substantiation;� his� audience� still� has� to� accept� it� as� valid� in� this
controversial�matter.� In�paraphrase:� ‘I�was� compelled� to�pursue,�<and
this�is�plain�to�see�if�you�consider�the�fact�that>�I�saw...’.
With�the�past�tenses�±nagkãsyhn�and�•≈rvn,�the�speaker�refers�to

a�point� in� time�anterior� to� the�point�at�which� the�conversation� takes
place.� In� the� next� clause� combination,� the� subclause� §peidØ
§di≈komen� combines�with�élhy∞� …� Íme›w l°gete� within� reported
speech.�With� the�past� tense�§di≈komen� the� speaker�again�refers� to�a
point�in�time�anterior�to�the�speech�situation,�whereas�with�the�verbal
———
24� And� then,� there� is�always� the�clause� introduced�by� the�combination�ka‹ gãr,

which,�it�seems,�is�used�to�introduce�a�factual�statement�about�the�Real�World�offered
as� an� unquestionnable� substantiation,� so� that� the� speaker� invites� his� audience� to
accept�the�preceding�statement.
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constituent� of� the�matrix� clause� (élhy∞�…�Íme›w l°gete,� a� present
indicative)�he�refers� to� the� time�of� the�speech�situation� itself.�This� is,
again,� an� instance� where� the� speaker� does� not� want� to� indicate� a
relation�between�two�states�of�affairs�in�the�Real�World,�but�indicates
a� relation�between� the� content� of� two� clauses� that� are� of� a�different
type.
With� §peidØ d¢ §di≈komen,� the� speaker� arrives� at� part� b)� of� the

reproach:�now�that�the�fact�that�they�undertook�a�pursuit�is�dealt�with,
he�continues�with�the�criticism�he�encountered�that�during�this�pursuit
he� endangered�himself�while�unable� to�harm� the� enemy.�He�has�no
defense�here:�they�were�quite�right�in�criticizing�him.�As�the�content�of
the�following�gãr-clause�makes�clear,�he�holds�the�same�opinion�as�his
critics.
As� in� [24],� the�Real�World� event� presented� in� the� §pe¤-clause�is

related�to�the�speaker’s�constitution�of�the�text.�Within�the�structure�of
the�argument,�§peidØ d¢ §di≈komen�introduces�the�theme�upon�which
the� speaker� still� has� to� comment� (élhy∞ �…�Íme›w l°gete).� A
paraphrase�may�run�as�follows:�‘As�for�the�pursuit�itself,�you�are�quite
right’.

[26]� Anabasis�1.6.10-11
metå taËta, ¶fh,25 keleÊontow KÊrou ¶labon t∞w z≈nhw tÚn
ÉOrÒntan §p‹ yanãtƒ ëpantew énastãntew ka‹ ofl suggene›w: e‰ta d'
§j∞gon aÈtÚn oÂw prosetãxyh. §pe‹ d¢ e‰don aÈtÚn o·per prÒsyen
prosekÊnoun, ka‹ tÒte prosekÊnhsan, ka¤per efidÒtew ˜ti §p‹
yãnaton êgoito. §§pe‹ d¢ efiw tØn ÉArtapãtou skhnØn
efisÆxyh26�(sc.� Orontas), toË pistotãtou t«n KÊrou skhptoÊxvn,
metå taËta oÎte z«nta ÉOrÒntan oÎte teynhkÒta oÈde‹w e‰de
p≈pote, oÈd¢ ˜pvw ép°yanen oÈde‹w efidΔw ¶legen: e‡kazon d¢ êlloi
êllvw: tãfow d¢ oÈde‹w p≈pote aÈtoË §fãnh.

After� this,�he� said,�at� the�bidding�of�Cyrus,�every�man�of� them�arose,
even�Orontas’�kinsmen,�and� took�him�by� the�girdle,�as�a� sign� that�he
was� condemned� to� death;� and� then� those� to� whom� the� duty� was
assigned�led�him�out.�Then�the�men�who�in�former�days�were�wont�to
do� him� homage� saw� him,� and� made� their� obeisance� even� then,
although�they�knew�that�he�was�being�led�forth�to�death.�TThen�he�was
conducted� into� the� tent� of� Artapates,� the� most� faithful� of� Cyrus’
chamberlains,�and�from�that�moment�no�man�ever�saw�Orontas�living
or�dead,�nor�could�anyone�say�from�actual�knowledge�how�he�was�put

———
25 metå d¢�D�¶fh�om.�D�cum�det.
26 efishn°xyh�X
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to�death,—�it�was�all�conjectures,�of�one�sort�and�another;�and�no�grave
of�his�was�ever�seen.

This�example�is�taken�from�a�passage�where�Clearchus�is�the�reporter
of�how�Orontas’� trial�was�conducted� (1.6.5).�The�narrative� sequence
of�Orontas’s� report� runs� up� to� and� including�Orontas� having� been
conducted� into� the� tent� of� Artapates� (efiw tØn ÉArtapãtou skhnØn
efisÆxyh,�expressed�in�the�subclause).�From�metå taËta�in�the�matrix
clause�onwards,�a�shift�in�the�point�of�view�from�which�the�events�are
relayed�is�effected:�it�is�the�narrator�Xenophon�himself�who�is�further
responsible� for� the� statement� that� ‘from� that�moment� no�man� ever
saw� Orontas� living� or� dead,� nor� could� anyone� say� from� actual
knowledge�how�he�was�put�to�death’;�especially�the�addition:�‘it�was�all
conjectures,�of�one�sort�and�another;�no�grave�of�his�was�ever�seen’�is
certainly�Xenophon’s.� An� argument� for� this� reading� would� be� that
Orontas,� who� is� a� topical� discourse� participant,� performs� the
syntactical�function�of�subject�of�the�subordinated�finite�verb�efisÆxyh
without� reference,� but� then� is� referred� to� by� his� full� name� in� the
accusative�(ÉOrÒntan)�in�the�matrix�clause.
The� shift� in� point� of� view� coincides� with� the� point� at� which

Clearchus’s� role� as� an� eye-witness� comes� to� an� end.� Xenophon
himself�takes�over�as�soon�as�the�events�were�taking�place�in�the�tent�of
Artapates,�out�of� the�reporter’s� sight,�and�presents� the�circumstances
surrounding�Orontas’s�death� in�a�suggestive�manner.27� In�a� situation
where�the�presentation�of�Real�World�events�coincides�with�a�change
in�point�of� view,� the�non-specific� relator�§pe¤�offers� the�narrator� the
possibility� of� smoothly� relating� a� narrative� statement� (‘he� was
conducted� into� the� tent�of�Artapates’)�and�a�non-narrative� statement
over� a� change� of� point� of� view� without� indicating� any� semantic
relations�that�are,�in�the�context�under�consideration,�inexpedient;�for
that� matter,� this� is� just� another� instance� where� the� temporal
organization�is�realized�by�means�of�the�temporally�specific�adverbial
metå taËta�in�the�matrix�clause,�not�by�the�choice�of�relator�or�tense
stem.

[27]� Anabasis�1.6.5-7
Kl°arxon d¢ ka‹ e‡sv parekãlese sÊmboulon, ˜w ge ka‹ aÈt“ ka‹
to›w êlloiw §dÒkei protimhy∞nai mãlista t«n ÑEllÆnvn. §pe‹ d'

———
27� Commentators,� too,� put� out� feelers� about� what� happened� to� Orontas� and

suggest�that�he�was�buried�alive.
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§j∞lyen, épÆggeile to›w f¤loiw tØn kr¤sin toË ÉOrÒnta …w §g°neto:
oÈ går épÒrrhton ∑n. ¶fh d¢ KËron êrxein toË lÒgou œde.
Parekãlesa Ímçw, êndrew f¤loi, ˜pvw sÁn Ím›n bouleuÒmenow ˜ ti
d¤kaiÒn §sti ka‹ prÚw ye«n ka‹ prÚw ényr≈pvn, toËto prãjv per‹
ÉOrÒnta toutou¤. toËton går pr«ton m¢n ı §mÚw patØr ¶dvken
ÍpÆkoon e‰nai §mo¤: §§pe‹ d¢ taxye¤w, …w ¶fh aÈtÒw, ÍpÚ toË
§moË édelfoË otow §pol°mhsen §mo‹ ¶xvn tØn §n
Sãrdesin ékrÒpolin, ka‹ §gΔ aÈtÚn prospolem«n
§po¤hsa Àste dÒjai toÊtƒ toË prÚw §m¢ pol°mou
paÊsasyai, ka‹ dejiån ¶labon ka‹ ¶dvka, metå taËta, ¶fh,
ÉOrÒnta, ¶stin ˜ ti se ±d¤khsa; épekr¤nato ˜ti oÎ.

Clearchus�was�also�invited�into�the�tent�as�a�counsellor,�for�both�Cyrus
and� the� other� Persians� regarded� him� as� the�man�who�was� honoured
above� the� rest� of� the� Greeks.� Upon� coming� out,� he� reported� to� his
friends�how�Orontas’�trial�was�conducted—for�it�was�no�secret.�He�said
that� Cyrus� began� the� conference� in� this� way:� “My� friends,� I� have
invited� you�here� in� order� that� I�may� consult�with� you� and� then� take
such�action� in�the�case�of�Orontas�here�as� is�right� in�the�sight�of�gods
and� men.� This� man� was� given� me� at� first� by� my� father,� to� be� my
subject;�tthen,�at�the�bidding,�as�he�himself�said,�of�my�brother,�this�man
levied�war�upon�me,�holding�the�citadel�of�Sardis,�and�I,�by�the�war�I
waged�against�him,�made�him�count�it�best�to�cease�from�warring�upon
me,�and�I�received�and�gave�the�hand-clasp�of� friendship.�After�that”,
he� said,� “Orontas,� have� I� done� you� any� wrong?”� “No”,� Orontas
answered.

This� is� the�beginning�of� the�report�of�Orontas’� trial.�The�§pe¤-clause
under� consideration,� the� information� density� of� which� is� extremely
high,�combines�with�a�question�within�reported�direct�speech.�Again,
the� matrix� clause� opens� with� its� own� temporal� indication:� the
temporally�specific�adverbial�metå taËta.
This�is�an�interesting�example�of�reported�speech,�in�that�there�are

several�speakers,�each�having�their�own�addressee.�Xenophon�tells�us
about� Clearchus� who� reports� how� Orontas’s� trial� was� conducted,
quoting� the�words�Cyrus� spoke� at� the� occasion.� For� clarity’s� sake,� I
give�the�following�overview�of�the�situation:
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Narrator:Xenophon Addressee: Reader/Hearer
Reporter: Clearchus Addressee: Associates�of�Clearchus

(to›w f¤loiw)
Reportee: Cyrus Addressee: Associates�of�Cyrus�(êndrew f¤loi),

then�Orontas�(ÉOrÒnta)

With� three� different� ‘speakers’� around,� there� are� as�many� points� of
view� from�which� the� events�may� be� relayed.� In� the� first� part� of� the
quotation� (Kl°arxon �…�œde ),� the� events� are� relayed� from� the
omniscient� narrator’s� point� of� view� (note� the� relative� clause� ˜w ge
…).28� After� œ d e � we� have� direct� speech:� in� the� passage� from
parekãlesa�onwards�up�to�and�including�±d¤khsa,�events�are�relayed
from� the� point� of� view� of� the� reportee;� note� the� vocatives� (êndrew
f¤loi,�ÉOrÒnta)�the�first�person�singular�(parekãlesa,�prãjv,�ı §mÚw
patÆr,�§mo¤,�toË §moË édelfoË,� §mo¤,�§g≈ … §po¤hsa … prÚw §m°
… ¶labon ka‹ ¶dvka,�±d¤khsa)�and�second�person�references� (Ímçw,
sÁn Ím›n,�se),� as�wel�as� the�deictic� form�toutou¤.�At�the�end�of�the
passage,� the� point� of� view� is� again� that� of� the� narrator,29� who
legitimizes�the�reliability�of�his�narrative�through�the�introduction�into
the� story�of� the�eye-witness�Clearchus�as�a� reporter� (cf.�épekr¤nato
˜ti oÎ).
At� the� same� time,� there� is� a� shift� of� addressee� within� Cyrus’s

reported� speech:�Cyrus�no� longer� addresses� his� associates,� but� turns
directly� to�Orontas.� In� the� subclause,�Orontas�was� referred� to�with
third� person� references� (¶fh aÈtÒw,�otow §pol°mhsen,�aÈtÒn,
toÊtƒ),�but�now�he�is�personally�addressed�(ÉOrÒnta,�se).
Be� that�as� it�may,� the�Real�World�situation�referred� to� in�Cyrus’s

speech�is�perfectly�clear.�Under�the�scope�of�gãr,�we�have�a�situation
A�(pr«ton m°n),�which�is�followed�by�a�situation�B�(d°).�Once�situation
B�is�presented,�the�point�has�been�reached�at�which�Orontas�might�be

———
28� Though�from�épÆggeile�onwards,�the�reporter�Clearchus�might�be�considered

to�be�the�focalizer.
29� Cf.�the�insertion�of�¶fh.�The�temporal�adverbial�metå taËta� is�ambiguous�as

far�as�point�of�view�is�concerned,�for�although�it�is�likely�that�Cyrus�actually�said�metå
taËta,�we�should�reckon�with�the�possibility�that�any�m¤mhsiw�of�direct�speech�need
not�be�free�from�manipulation�on�the�part�of�the�narrator;�see�Sternberg�(1982:�68):
“From�the�premise�that�direct�speech�(unlike�indirect�and�other�kinds�of�quotation,�let
alone� the�narrative�of�events)� can� reproduce� the�original� speaker’s�words,� it�neither
follows� that� it�must�perforce�do� so�nor� that� it�ought� to�do� so�nor,�of�course,� that� it
actually�does�so”.
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questioned� about� a� situation� C,� which� follows� on� B�(metå taËta).
Beyond� the� shift� of� addressee� and� point� of� view,� the� non-specific
relator�§pe¤�indicates�a�relation�between�the�content�of�two�clauses�of
a� different� type,� a� declarative� clause� and� an� interrogative� clause,
respectively:30�the�subclause�presents�factual�information�about�a�Real
World� situation,� in� the� light�of�which� the�question� is�asked,�and� this
produces�an�unexpected,�rhetorical�effect�(cf.�[24]�above).

[28]� Agesilaus�2.13-14
§peidØ d¢ ≤ m¢n n¤kh sÁn ÉAghsilãƒ §g°neto, tetrvm°now d' aÈtÚw
proshn°xyh prÚw tØn fãlagga, proselãsant°w tinew t«n flpp°vn
l°gousin aÈt“ ˜ti t«n polem¤vn ÙgdoÆkonta sÁn to›w ˜ploiw ÍpÚ
t“ na“ efisi, ka‹ ±r≈tvn t¤ xrØ poie›n. ı d¢ ka¤per pollå traÊmata
¶xvn pãntose ka‹ panto¤oiw ˜ploiw ˜mvw oÈk §pelãyeto toË ye¤ou,
éll' §çn te épi°nai ˜poi boÊlointo §k°leue ka‹ édike›n oÈk e‡a, ka‹
prop°mcai §p°taje toÁw émf' aÈtÚn flppe›w ¶ste §n t“ ésfale›
§g°nonto.

§pe¤ ge mØn ¶lhjen ≤ mãxh, par∞n dØ yeãsasyai ¶nya
sun°peson éllÆloiw tØn m¢n g∞n a·mati pefurm°nhn, nekroÁw d¢
keim°nouw fil¤ouw ka‹ polem¤ouw met' éllÆlvn, ésp¤daw d¢
diateyrumm°naw, dÒrata sunteyrausm°na, §gxeir¤dia gumnå kole«n,
tå m¢n xama¤, tå d' §n s≈mati, tå d' ¶ti metå xe›raw.

The�victory�lay�with�Agesilaus;�but�he�himself�was�carried�wounded�to
his�battle-line;�then�some�horsemen�rode�up,�and�told�him�that�eighty�of
the�enemy�retaining�their�arms�had�taken�cover�in�the�temple,�and�they
asked�what�they�should�do.�Though�wounded�in�every�part�of�his�body
with�every�sort�of�weapon,�he�did�not�forget�his�duty�towards�the�gods,
but� gave� orders� that� these�men� should� be� let� go� whithersoever� they
wished,� and� would� not� suffer� them� to� be� harmed,� and� charged� his
escort�of�cavalry�to�conduct�them�to�a�place�of�safety.
Now�that�the�fighting�was�at�an�end,�an�odd�spectacle�met�the�eye,�as

one� surveyed� the� scene�of� the� conflict—the� earth� stained�with�blood,
friend�and�foe�lying�dead�side�by�side,�shields�smashed�to�pieces,�spears
snapped� in� two,�daggers�bared�of� their� sheaths,� some�on� the�ground,
some�embedded�in�the�bodies,�some�yet�gripped�by�the�hand.

The� subclause� §pe¤ ge mØn ¶lhjen ≤ mãxh� contains� a� narrative
statement� about� a� Real� World� situation.� The� matrix� clause� with
which� it� combines� does� not� contain� a� narrative� statement,� but

———
30� For� a� characterization� of� sentence� types,� see� Risselada� (1993:� 71-2),� who

proposes� “to� characterize� declarative� sentences� as� ‘presenting� a� proposition’,
interrogative� sentences� as� ‘presenting� a� proposition� as� (partially)� open’,� and
imperative�sentences�as�‘presenting�the�content�of�a�proposition�for�realization’”.
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presents� us� with� a� description� of� what� was� to� be� seen� (par∞n dØ
yeãsasyai)�on�the�battle-field.�Up�to�and�including�¶lhjen ≤ mãxh,
events�are�relayed�from�the�point�of�view�of�the�omniscient�narrator.
As� the�matrix�clause� starts,� the�point�of�view� is� that�of�an� imaginary
spectator�in�situ.
The�contextual�environment�of�Agesilaus�2.14�is�closely�paralleled�in

the�Hellenica�(Agesilaus�2.9-13�≈�Hellenica�4.3.16-20;�Agesilaus�2.15-16�≈
Hellenica� 4.3.20-21;� see� Buijs,� unpublished);� 2.14,� however,� is
apparently� inserted� in� the� Agesilaus.� That� the� battle� had� ended� is
properly�speaking� ‘given’� information;� see�§peidØ d¢ ≤ m¢n n¤kh sÁn
ÉAghsilãƒ §g°neto� in�2.13.�The� information� is� restated� to�provide
the� reader/hearer�with� the� factual� information�he�needs� in�order� to
understand� the� sequel� easily� (note� dÆ� in� the�matrix� clause).�Only� a
semantically� non-specific� relator� such� as� §pe¤� is� suitable� when� a
change� of� point� of� view� is� involved� in� the� clause� combination;� the
choice�of�a�semantically�specific�(temporal)�relator�is�excluded�here,�as
the� indication� of� a� specific� moment� in� time� in� the� narrative
reconstruction� of� reality� would� be� inexpedient� when� the� narrator
wants� to� indicate� a� relation� between� the� content� of� a� subclause
containing� a�narrative� statement� and� the� content� of� a�matrix� clause
containing�a�description.

[29]� Hellenica�7.2.12-13
ka‹ tÚ m¢n ple›ston t∞w ≤m°raw §ntaËya ékrobolizÒmenoi di∞gon, ofl
m¢n per‹ tÚn EÎfrona §pidi≈kontew m°xri toË flppas¤mou, ofl d¢
¶ndoyen m°xri toË ÑHra¤ou. §§pe‹ d¢ kairÚw §dÒkei e‰nai, épªsan
ofl pol°mioi kÊklƒ toË Trikarãnou:

And� they� spent�most� of� the� day� there� in� fighting� at� long� range,� the
troops� of� Euphron� pursuing� up� to� the� point� where� the� country� was
suited� for� cavalry,� and� the�men� from� the� city� as� far� as� the�Heraeum.
When� it� seemed� to� be� the� proper� time,� the� enemy� retired� by� a
circuitous�route�over�Tricaranum.

[30]� Hellenica�5.4.53-54
ofl d¢ Skir›tai fidÒntew aÈtoÁw yçtton μ bãdhn ép∞lyon. ka‹ ép°yane
m¢n oÈde‹w aÈt«n: ˜mvw d¢ ofl Yhba›oi tropa›Òn [te] §stÆsanto, ˜ti
épex≈rhsan ofl énabãntew. ı m°ntoi ÉAghs¤laow, §§pe‹ Àra ∑n,
épelyΔn §stratopedeÊsato ¶nyaper toÁw polem¤ouw e‰de
paratetagm°nouw: tª d' Ístera¤& épÆgage tØn §p‹ Yespiãw.
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The�Sciritans�saw�them�and�fell�back�at�a�faster�pace�than�a�walk.�And
not�one�of�them�was�killed;�nevertheless,�the�Thebans�set�up�a�trophy,
because� the� Sciritans� who� had� climbed� the� hill� had� retired.� As� for
Agesilaus,,�when� it�was� time� <for� him� to� do� so>,� he� withdrew� and
encamped� at� the� very� spot�where� he� had� seen� the� enemy�drawn�up;
then� on� the� following� day� he� led� his� army� away� by� the� road� to
Thespiae.

These� subclauses� have� the� narratological� effect� of� indicating� that� a
participant’s�view�on�a�Real�World� situation� is�presented.�The�word
kairÒw� in� [29]� is� an� evaluative�NP:� one� has� to� judge� whether� it� is
kairÒw�or�not;�the�same�goes�for�Àra�in�[30].�In�either�case,�there�are
two� possible� candidates� for� the� attribution� of� the� evaluation:� the
narrator� or� a� participant.� Expressions� like� kairÚw §dÒkei e‰nai� and
Àra ∑n�call� for�a�dative�phrase� indicating�to�whom�or�for�whom�this
Real� World� situation� obtains—cf.� Ehrlich� (1990:� 18);� this� dative
phrase� is� not� expressed.31� In� general,� the� dative� phrase� is� deleted
easier� if� the� situation� is� presented� from� the� point� of� view� of� a
participant�than�if�the�situation�is�presented�from�the�point�of�view�of
the�narrator.32

In� [29],� with� the� ofl m°n�…�ofl d°-sequence� preceding� the� §pe¤-
clause,� the�narrator� simply� could�not�have�used�a�dative�phrase� like
aÈto›w� in�the�subclause,�as�the�reference�as�to�which�party�he�meant
would� have� been� unclear.� By� means� of� §pe¤,� the� content� of� the
subclause�is�related�to�the�content�of�its�matrix�clause�whose�subject�is
ofl pol°mioi,� so� that,� in� the� linear� perception�of� the� text,� only� after
reading/hearing� the� clause� combination� as� a�whole� does� it� become

———
31� Cf.� also� Anabasis�2.3.9:�ı d¢ Kl°arxow e‰pe: (…) §pe‹ d¢ §dÒkei kairÚw

e‰nai, épÆggellen ˜ti sp°ndoito, ka‹ eÈyÁw ≤ge›syai §k°leue prÚw tépitÆdeia
(‘Clearchus� said:� (…).�WWhen� it� seemed� that� the�proper� time�had�come,�he� reported
that� he� accepted� the� truce,� and�directed� them� to� lead� the�way� immediately� to� the
provisions’).�The�relevance�of�the�presence�or�absence�of�aÈt“�for�the�attribution�of
point�of�view�may�be�gathered�from�Anabasis�1.2.1,�where�the�dative�phrase�to�§dÒkei
is� expressed,� in� a� situation� where� the� sentence� as� a� whole� is� relayed� from� the
narrator’s�point�of�view,�as�appears� from�tÆn�…�prÒfasin §poie›to� in� the�matrix
clause:� §pe‹ d' §dÒkei ≥dh poreÊesyai aÈt“ ênv, tØn m¢n prÒfasin
§poie›to …w Pis¤daw boulÒmenow §kbale›n pantãpasin §k t∞w x≈raw�(poreÊesyai
aÈt« ênv ≥dh�D:�aÈt“ ≥dh poreÊesyai ênv�det.;�‘wwhen�he� thought� the� time�had
come�to�begin�his�upward�march,�the�pretext�he�offered�was�that�he�wished�to�drive
the�Pisidians�out�of�his�land�entirely’).
32� Just� as� a� dative� phrase�may� be� deleted� under� certain� conditions� in� ordinary

conversation,�one�of�which�exists�when�the�dative�NP�is�coreferential�with�the�speaker
or�addressee�of�the�speech�event�(Ehrlich,�1990a:�18).
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clear�that�it�seemed�to�be�the�proper�time�to�the�enemy.�Therefore,�it�is
the�narrator�from�whose�point�of�view�the�thoughts�of�the�enemy�are
relayed�here.33

On�the�other�hand,�in�the�case�of�§pe‹ Àra ∑n�in�[30],�it�was�time
for� Agesilaus� to� undertake� action—the� dative� phrase� indicating� for
whom� the� Real� World� situation� obtains� (aÈt“ )� has� been� left
unexpressed.�Here,�the�evaluation�is�most�reasonably�attributed�to�the
participant;�the�interpretation�of�the�subclause�as�a�clause�presenting�a
Real�World� situation�as� relayed� from�a�participant’s�point�of�view� is
facilitated�by�the�fact�that�the�subject�of�the�following�matrix�clause�is
(re-)introduced�as�a�topic�by�a�full�NP�in�sentence-initial�position�(ı…
ÉAghs¤laow).
Although�the�§pe¤-clauses�provide�information�about�the�notion�of

‘time’� (Àra ,�kairÒw )� they� do� not� serve� as� a� time� anchor� in� the
organization� of� the� narrative� sequence,� as� was� shown� for� de¤lh
occurring� in� ≤n¤ka-clauses� (Section� 1.2).�However,� the� §pe¤-clauses
still� propel� narrative� time� forward.� They� present� a� participant’s
perception�of� reality,�be� it� from� the�point�of�view�of� the�narrator�or
from� that� of� the� participant� under� consideration,�which� triggers� the
subsequent� relocation� (épªsan,� épely≈n )� performed� by� that
participant.

[31]� Hellenica�3.5.21-23
taÊt˙ m¢n oÔn tª ≤m°r& ofl Yhba›oi ±yÊmoun, nom¤zontew oÈk §lãttv
kakå pepony°nai μ pepoihk°nai: tª d' Ístera¤& §§pe‹ æsyonto
épelhluyÒtaw §n nukt‹ toÊw te Fvk°aw ka‹ toÁw êllouw
ëpantaw o‡kade •kãstouw, §k toÊtou me›zon dØ §frÒnoun §p‹ t“
gegenhm°nƒ. §§pe‹ d' aÔ ı Pausan¤aw énefa¤neto ¶xvn tÚ §k
Lakeda¤monow strãteuma, pãlin aÔ §n megãlƒ kindÊnƒ ≤goËnto
e‰nai, ka‹ pollØn ¶fasan sivpÆn te ka‹ tapeinÒthta §n t“
strateÊmati e‰nai aÈt«n. ……w d¢ tª Ístera¤& o· te ÉAyhna›oi
§lyÒntew sumparetãjanto ˜ te Pausan¤aw oÈ pros∞gen
oÈd¢ §mãxeto, §k toÊtou tÚ m¢n Yhba¤vn polÁ me›zon frÒnhma
§g¤gneto:

ı d¢ Pausan¤aw sugkal°saw polemãrxouw ka‹ penthkont∞raw
§bouleÊeto pÒteron mãxhn sunãptoi μ ÍpÒspondon tÒn te
LÊsandron énairo›to ka‹ toÁw met' aÈtoË pesÒntaw. logizÒmenow d'
ı Pausan¤aw ka‹ ofl êlloi <ofl> §n t°lei Lakedaimon¤vn…

———
33� Cf.� also� the� m°n-member� that� contains� the� mass� scene� ékrobolizÒmenoi

di∞gon, ofl m°n�…�ofl d°.
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On� this� day,� therefore,� the�Thebans� were� despondent,� thinking� that
they�had�suffered�losses�no�less�severe�than�those�they�had�inflicted;�on
the�following�day,�wwhen�they�learned�that�the�Phocians�and�the�rest�had
all�gone�away�in�the�night�to�their�several�homes,�then�they�began�to�be
more� elated�over� their� exploit.�WWhen,� however,� Pausanias� appeared
with�the�army�from�Lacedaemon,�they�again�thought�that�they�were�in
great� danger,� and,� by� all� accounts,� there� was� deep� silence� and
despondency� in� their� army.� WWhen� on� the� next� day� the� Athenians
arrived� and� fought� along�with� them,� and� Pausanias� did� not� advance
against�them�nor�offer�battle,�then�the�elation�of�the�Thebans�increased
greatly.
As� for�Pausanias,� he� called� together� the� commanders� of� regiments

and�of�fifties,�and�took�counsel�with�them�as�to�whether�he�should�join
battle�or�recover�by�means�of�a�truce�the�bodies�of�Lysander�and�those
who� fell� with� him.� Accordingly� Pausanias� and� the� other
Lacedaemonians�who�were�in�authority,�considering�that�…

In�the�discourse�preceding�this�quotation,�we�have�been�told�that�the
Thebans�were�driven�away�from�a�hill,�and�more�than�two�hundred�of
them�were� killed.� At� this� point,�Xenophon� is� going� to� evaluate� the
effect� of� these� happenings� on� the� spirit� of� the� Thebans.�M¢n oÔn
signals� that� the� preceding� episode� is� now� closed� off� in� a
comprehensible�way:�the�disposition�of�the�Thebans�is�made�the�new
discourse�topic,�and�the�first�sentence�becomes�the�start�of�a�sequence
that�is�temporally�organized:�the�opening�of�the�first�sentence�(taÊt˙
m°n�…�tª ≤m°r&)� creates� the� expectation� that� the� d°-member� will
have�another�temporal�setting,�an�expectation�met�by�tª d' Ístera¤&.
On�this�day,�they�learned�that�the�Phocians�and�the�rest�had�all�gone
away� in� the�night� to� their� several�homes,�and�they�were�more�elated
over� their� exploit� (me›zon dØ §frÒnoun §p‹ t“ gegenhm°nƒ).� The
temporal�situation�of�the�adjacent�sentences�already�established�by�the
temporal� adverbials� taÊt˙�…�tª ≤m°r&� (…)�tª�…�Ístera¤&,� the
narrator� relates� the�one�Real�World� situation� (the�perception�of� the
Thebans)�to�the�other�(their�change�of�mood),�and�indicates,�by�using
dÆ,�that�the�reader/hearer�is�provided�with�the�amount�of�information
that� is� sufficient� to�understand� this� change;� the� imperfect�§frÒnoun
suggests� that� this� is�not� the�end�of� the�story,�and�with�§k toÊtou,�he
marks�the�onset�of�another�series�of�changes�of�mood�yet�to�begin.
Pausanias� appears� on� the� stage� in� the� second� subclause� of� this

passage;�this�Real�World�situation�is�presented�in�connection�with�(the
imperfect�énefa¤neto)�and�in�relation�to�(§pe¤)�a�cognitive�evaluation
on�the�part�of�the�Thebans.�Since�it�is�not�the�case�that�Pausanias�re-
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appeared,� the�aÔ�in�§pe‹ d' aÔ� seems� to� suggest�beforehand� that� the
event� to� be�mentioned� in� the� subclause� will� effect� a� change� in� the
mental� disposition� of� the�Thebans;�pãlin aÔ,� then,� marks� that� the
Thebans�after�having�first�bad�and�then�good�feelings�about�what�had
happened� (§p‹ t“ gegenhm°nƒ),� now� felt� they� were� in� another,
different�unfortunate�situation.
Then� the� final� change� of� mood� is� expressed.� The� occasion,

consisting�of�the�fact�that�the�Athenians�arrived�and�fought�along�with
them,� and� the� connected34� circumstance� that� Pausanias� did� not
advance� against� them�nor�offer�battle,� is� presented�as� related� to� the
statement�that�the�elation�of�the�Thebans�increased�greatly.�This�time,
the�semantically�non-specific�relator� is�…w;35� the� temporal�perspective
is� preserved� by� tª Ístera¤&,� which� is� located� inside� the� subclause,
now� that� the� discourse� is� no� longer� organized� by� the� events� of
subsequent�days,�but�by�the�changing�moods�of�the�Thebans.�With�§k
toÊtou tÚ m¢n Yhba¤vn polÁ me›zon frÒnhma §g¤gneto�the�episode
is�rounded�off.�The�Thebans�are�abandoned�as�a�topic�(m°n),�and�the
story�is�continued�with�Pausanias�as�the�new�topic�(d°),�to�be�extended
to�the�main�board�of�Spartan�leaders�by�the�clause�logizÒmenow d' ı
Pausan¤aw ka‹ ofl êlloi <ofl> §n t°lei Lakedaimon¤vn�in�§�23.
Regarding� the�expression�of�Real�World� relations� in� this�passage,

the� subclauses� are� all� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific� relator
and�present�Real�World� situations� that� are� related� to� the� content�of
their� matrix� clauses� insofar� as� they� effect� a� change� in� the� mental
disposition�of�the�Thebans�which�is�the�underlying�discourse�topic:�the
changes� in� the� state�of�mind�of� the�Thebans,�when�expressed� in� the
independent� clauses� of� this� passage,� form� the�narrative�backbone�of
this� text� part.�Without� exception,� the� historical� events� that� cause� a
change�in�the�current�Real�World�situation�are�presented�by�means�of

———
34� Note� the� imperfects�oÈ pros∞gen oÈd¢ §mãxeto� and� the� close� connection�by

means�of�te�…�te.
35� Although� I� have� no� explanation� to� offer� for� the� distribution� of�…w�and�§pe¤

(and,�for�that�matter,�§peidÆ),�it�is�tempting�to�hypothesize�that�with�two�instances�of
§pe¤�preceding,�the�choice�of�…w�may�be�accounted�for�by�the�fact�that�the�subclause
as�a�whole�does�serve�as�a�frame�of�reference�for�the�following�matrix�clause,�but�that
within�the�subclause�the�second�clause�of�the�clauses�coordinated�by�te�…�te,�which
describes� a� nonsequential� event� (oÈ pros∞gen ooÈd¢ §mãxeto),� presents� the� next
phase�in�a�situation�that�was�already�described�(’�ı Pausan¤aw énefa¤neto ¶xvn tÚ
§k Lakeda¤monow strãteuma;�cf.�ex.�[32]�below).
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subclauses,36� while� their� effect� on� the� Thebans� is� presented� in� the
main�clauses,�yet�the�presence�of�the�narrator�is�felt�throughout—note
the�temporal�perspective�maintained�through�the�temporal�adverbials
taÊt˙ tª ≤m°r&�and�tª Ístera¤&�(twice),�the�aorist�indicative�used�for
the� cognitive� verb� æsyonto,� the� marked� way� of� articulating� yet
another� change� by� means� of� aÔ�…�pãlin aÔ,� the� indication� of� a
report�by�means�of�¶fasan,� the�interactive�particle�dÆ,�and�the�well-
planned�sequence�§k toÊtou me›zon dØ §frÒnoun�…�§k toÊtou tÚ m¢n
Yhba¤vn polÁ me›zon frÒnhma §g¤gneto.� Here,� the� narrator� has
found� a� mode� of� presentation� that� enables� him� both� to� record
historical� events� and�bring�his� narrative� to� life� by� focussing� on�how
these�historical�events�are�perceived�by�a�cast�of�participants.

[32]� Hellenica�7.1.18
ofl d¢ Yhba›oi ésfal«w katabãntew ka‹ summe¤jantew to›w •aut«n
summãxoiw, ÉArkãsi te ka‹ ÉArge¤oiw ka‹ ÉHle¤oiw, eÈyÁw m¢n
pros°balon prÚw Siku«na ka‹ PellÆnhn: strateusãmenoi d¢ efiw
ÉEp¤dauron §dπvsan aÈt«n pçsan tØn x≈ran. énaxvroËntew d¢
§ke›yen mãla pãntvn Íperoptik«w t«n §nant¤vn, ……w §g°nonto
§ggÁw toË Koriny¤vn êstevw, drÒmƒ §f°ronto prÚw tåw pÊlaw
tåw §p‹ FleioËnta fiÒnti, …w efi éneƒgm°nai tÊxoien, efispesoÊmenoi.

The�Thebans� descended� in� safety� and� effected� a� junction� with� their
allies,� the�Arcadians,� Argives,� and�Eleans,� and� immediately� attacked
Sicyon� and�Pellene;� they� also�made� an� expedition� to�Epidaurus,� and
laid�waste�the�whole�territory�of�the�Epidaurians.�Returning�from�there
in�a�manner�which�showed�great�disdain�for�all�their�adversaries,�wwhen
they�came�near� the�city�of� the�Corinthians,� they�rushed�at� the�double
toward�the�gates�through�which�one�passes�in�going�to�Phlius,�with�the
intention�of�bursting�in�if�they�chanced�to�be�open.

The� passage� starts� with� a� high-paced� enumeration� of� narrative
statements;� the� first� five� verbal� constituents� are� aorist� forms;� the
narrator� only� differentiates� between� events� of� relatively� higher� and
lower� hierarchical� status� by� his� use� of� participles� and� main� finite
verbs:� ‘the� Thebans� (d°)� descended� (katabãntew)� safely� and� (ka¤)
effected� a� junction� (summe¤jantew)�with� their� allies,� the�Arcadians,
Argives,� and�Eleans,� and� (m°n)� immediately� attacked� (pros°balon)
Sicyon�and�Pellene;�they�(d°)�made�an�expedition�(strateusãmenoi)�to

———
36� In�the�first�subclause,�§pe‹ æsyonto épelhluyÒtaw §n nukt‹ toÊw te Fvk°aw

ka‹ toÁw êllouw ëpantaw o‡kade •kãstouw,� the� historical� data� are� packed� in� the
object�clause�to�æsyonto.
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Epidaurus,� and� laid� waste� (§dπvsan )� the� whole� territory� of� the
Epidaurians’.� Then,� he� reduces� the� pace� of� the� narrative� by
expressing�a�spatial�movement�away�from�the�location�last�mentioned
by�means�of�a�participial�clause�with�a�present�stem�verbal�constituent:
‘on�their�returning�(énaxvroËntew d°)�from�there�in�a�manner�which
showed�great�disdain�for�their�adversaries’.�This�piece�of�information,
in�itself,�does�not�raise�specific�expectations.�What�does�happen�is�that,
due�to�the� insertion�of�énaxvroËntew�…�§ke›yen,� the�precise� spatial
setting�goes�astray.�This�is�come�up�to�by�the�information�contained�in
the�subclause�…w §g°nonto §ggÁw toË Koriny¤vn êstevw:�within� the
framework�opened�by�énaxvroËntew�…�§ke›yen,�the�spatial�setting�is
redefined:� they�came�near� the�city�of� the�Corinthians.�The�preposed
subclause,� describing� a� sequential� event,� presents� a� new� phase� in� a
situation�that�was�already�described.�At�this�point,� the�reader/hearer
is� prepared� well� enough� to� receive� and� understand� the� main
information:� ‘they� rushed� at� the� double� toward� the� gates� (through
which�one�passes�in�going�to�Phlius),�with�the�intention�of�bursting�in
(if�they�chanced�to�be�open)’.
Here,� the�speaker�uses�a�semantically�non-specific�relator� in�order

to� prevent� any,� in� this� context,� unnecessary� and/or� undesired
semantically�specific�relation�from�being�expressed;�his�main�objective
in�using�the�subclause�is�redefining�the�spatial�setting�within�a�current
situation—which,�one�will�observe,�is�necessary�for�the�content�of�the
following� matrix� clause� drÒmƒ §f°ronto prÚw tåw pÊlaw tåw §p‹
FleioËnta fiÒnti�to�be�comprehensible.

3� Participial�Clauses�Headed�by�a�Relator

The�great�majority�of�participial�clauses�are�not�headed�by�a�relator.
By�using� a�participial� clause�without� a� relator,� the� speaker�does�not
indicate�a�Real�World�relation�between�the�content�of� the�participial
clause� and� the� matrix� clause,� although� often� such� a� relation� is
conceivable.� In� the� relatively� small� number� of� instances� where
participial� clauses� are� headed� by� semantically� specific� relators� like
ka¤per,�ëte,�or�…w� (see� Chapter� 1,� Section� 2.2.1),� the� Real�World
relation� is� specified� in� order� that� the� communication� between� the
speaker� and�his� audience�be� successful.�The� following� instances�will
provide�examples�of�this.
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[33]� Hellenica�4.5.3
tª d¢ tetãrt˙ ≤m°r& ı ÉAghs¤laow ∑ge prÚw tÚ Pe¤raion tÚ
strãteuma. fidΔn d¢ ÍpÚ poll«n fulattÒmenon, épex≈rhse met'
êriston prÚw tÚ êstu, ……w prodidom°nhw t∞w pÒlevw: Àste ofl
Kor¤nyioi de¤santew mØ prodido›to ÍpÒ tinvn ≤ pÒliw,
metep°mcanto tÚn ÉIfikrãthn sÁn to›w ple¤stoiw t«n peltast«n.
afisyÒmenow d¢ ı ÉAghs¤laow t∞w nuktÚw parelhluyÒtaw aÈtoÊw,
Ípostr°caw ëma tª ≤m°r& efiw tÚ Pe¤raion ∑ge.

On�the�fourth�day�Agesilaus�led�his�army�against�Piraeum.�Seeing�that
it�was�guarded�by�many,�he�withdrew�after�breakfast�in�the�direction�of
the�capital,�aas�though�the�city�were�going�to�be�betrayed�to�him;�so�that
the�Corinthians,� in�fear�that�the�city�was�to�be�betrayed�by�some�one,
summoned� Iphicrates�with� the� greater� part� of� his� peltasts.�Agesilaus,
however,� upon� perceiving� that� they� had� passed� by� during� the� night,
turned�about,�and�at�daybreak�led�his�army�to�Piraeum.

Agesilaus�led�his�army�against�Piraeum.37�He�saw�that�it�was�guarded
by�many,�and�withdrew�after�breakfast�in�the�direction�of�the�capital,
…w prodidom°nhw t∞w pÒlevw.
Here,� we� have� a� clause� combination� consisting� of� a�Real�World

event� (épex≈rhse),� and�an�event� that�did�not�and�would�not�occur
(prodidom°nhw t∞w pÒlevw;� note� the� present� participle).� The
combination� of� the� two� clauses� presents� a� comparative� situation,
describing� Agesilaus’s� strategy:� he� withdrew� in� the� direction� of� the
capital,� in� a�way� that� suggests� the� city�was� going� to� be� betrayed� to
him.
When�headed�by,� e.g.,�…w,� subclauses� can�be�used� in� similes� and

comparisons,� or� as� comparative� clauses,� too:� when� used� as
comparative� clauses� with� the� indicative,� however,� they� are� used� in
assertions� and� statements� of� fact� (Smyth,� 1956:� 557).� Since� we� are
dealing� with� neither� a� comparison� nor� with� an� assertion,� the
participial�clause�cannot�be�replaced�with�a�subclause.
The�relator�…w� is� indispensable�to�the�participle,�since�without�…w,

the� reader� would� have� the� impression� of� being� presented� with� the
assertion� that� the� city� was� being� betrayed.� Here,� the� use� of� …w
prevents� the� reader/hearer� from� interpreting� the� content� of� the
participial�clause�as�a�narrative�statement�of�fact.

———
37� Piraeum�is�the�peninsula�on�the�north-western�side�of�the�isthmus�of�Corinth;�in

4.5.1-3,�tÚ êstu�refers�to�the�material�city�of�Corinth,�while�its�civic�body�is�referred
to�by�≤ pÒliw.
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[34]� Hellenica�4.7.7
§k d¢ toÊtou boulÒmenow teix¤sai froÊriÒn ti §p‹ ta›w parå
KhloËsan §mbola›w, §yÊeto: ka‹ §fãnh aÈt“ tå flerå êloba. …w d¢
toËto §g°neto, épÆgage tÚ strãteuma ka‹ di°luse, mãla pollå
blãcaw toÁw ÉArge¤ouw, ëëte éprosdokÆtvw aÈto›w §mbal≈n.

After� this,� desiring� to� fortify� a� garrison� post� at� the� entrance� to� the
Argive� country� which� leads� past�Mount�Celusa,� he� offered� sacrifice;
and�the�livers�of�the�victims�were�found�to�be�lacking�a�lobe.�In�view�of
this� event,� he� led� his� army� away� and� disbanded� it—he� had� inflicted
very�great�harm�upon� the�Argives� iinasmuch� as� he� had� invaded� their
land�unexpectedly.

With� the�aorist�finite�verbs�épÆgage tÚ strãteuma ka‹ di°luse,�the
narrator� rounds�off�his�account�of�Agesipolis’s� invasion�of�Argos.�By
way�of�afterthought,�he�adds� that�Agesipolis�had� inflicted�very�great
harm� upon� the� Argives,� using� a� postposed� participial� clause� (mãla
pollå blãcaw toÁw ÉArge¤ouw).�This�participial�clause,�in�its�turn,�is
followed�by�another�participial�clause,�headed�by�ëte;�ëte�signals�that
the�content�of� the�clause� to� follow� is� to�be�viewed�as�an�explanation
for�the�content�of�the�preceding�clause.
If�we�consider�the�other�option�the�speaker�has�at�his�disposal—the

use�of�a�subclause:�*§pe¤ &c./˜ti éprosdokÆtvw aÈto›w §n°balen—,
we�must� conclude� that� this� would� have� been� an� option,38� had� the
narrator�wanted�to�present�the�act�of� invading�as�an�explanation:�‘he
inflicted� very� great�harm�upon� the�Argives� inasmuch�as/because�he
had�invaded�their�land�unexpectedly’.�However,�by�using�a�participial
clause�instead�of�a�subclause,�the�speaker�achieves�that�the�postposed
narrative� statement� is� interpreted� as� ‘he� inflicted� very� great� harm
upon� the�Argives� inasmuch� as� his� invasion�was� unexpected’:�using�the
non-finite� participle,� the� speaker� focusses� on� the� adverb
éprosdokÆtvw ,� which� is� appropriate� since� it� is� precisely� its
unexpectedness�that�made�Agesipolis’s�invasion�successful.�The�choice
of�clause�type�is�therefore�pragmatically�motivated.
The� question� remains� why� ëte� is� added� to� the� participle� here.39

Usually,�a�postposed� (aorist)�participle�either�expresses�how�the�main

———
38� In� that� case,� the� subclause� would� have� a� participial� clause� (mãla pollå

blãcaw toÁw ÉArge¤ouw)�as�its�matrix�clause,�a�clause�combination�that�is�preferably
avoided.
39� In�the�Hellenica�and�Anabasis,�ëte� occurs�31� times� (Anabasis�4.5.18�is�disputed

and�therefore�not�included)�at�the�head�of�a�participial�clause�(with�present�stem:�19x;
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event�came�about�(so-called�‘coincidental’�usage)�or�presents�a�further
explanation� why� a� participant� acts� like� he� does� (type:� …[FINITE
VERB],�nom¤saw�…)�or�presents�an�independently�informative�piece�of
information� that� for� varying� reasons� is� placed� after� the�main� verb.
Here,� ëte� seems� to� be� added� because� the� participial� clause� under
consideration� does� not� fit� one� of� these� categories.�Without�ëte,� the
final�participial�clause�would�still�be�interpreted�by�the�reader/hearer
as� expressing� an� explanation� of� the� content� of� the� preceding
participial� clause,� which� is� in� fact� the� only� conceivable� relation
between�the�content�of�the�two�clauses.�However,�especially�since�the
relation�between�the�content�of�the�two�clauses�resides�primarily�in�the
fact� that� by� invading�éprosdokÆtvw� Agesipolis� inflicted� very� great
(mãla pollã)�harm�upon�the�Argives,�the�reader/hearer�is�spared�the
cognitive�effort�of�interpreting�this�message�by�the�addition�of�ëte.�In
order�to�establish�a�successful�comprehension�of�what�he�wants�to�say
on� the� part� of� his� audience,� the� speaker� specifies� the� Real� World
relation�between�the�content�of�the�two�participial�clauses�involved.

[35]� Hellenica�7.4.39
ékoÊvn oÔn ı Yhba›ow ±pÒrei te ˜ ti xrÆsaito t“ prãgmati ka‹
éf¤hsi pãntaw toÁw êndraw. ka‹ tª Ístera¤& sugkal°saw t«n
ÉArkãdvn ıpÒsoi ge dØ sunelye›n ±y°lhsan, épeloge›to …w
§japathye¤h. ékoËsai går ¶fh …w LakedaimÒnio¤ te e‰en sÁn to›w
˜ploiw §p‹ to›w ır¤oiw prodidÒnai te m°lloien aÈto›w tØn Teg°an t«n
ÉArkãdvn tin°w. ofl d¢ ékoÊsantew §ke›non m°n, kka¤per
gign≈skontew ˜ti §ceÊdeto per‹ sf«n, éf¤esan: p°mcantew
d' efiw YÆbaw pr°sbeiw kathgÒroun aÈtoË …w de›n époyane›n.

The�Theban�accordingly,�on�hearing�this,�was�at�a�loss�to�know�how�he
should� deal� with� the�matter,� and� released� all� the�men.�Then� on� the
following�day�he�called�together�as�many�of� the�Arcadians�as�chose�to
gather�and�said� in�his�defence� that�he�had�been�deceived.�For�he�had
heard,� he� said,� that� the� Lacedaemonians�were� on� the� borders� under
arms� and� that� some� of� the�Arcadians�were� going� to� betray�Tegea� to
them.�Upon�hearing�this� they� let�him�go,�aalthough� they�knew� that�he
was�speaking�falsely�about�them,�but�they�sent�ambassadors�to�Thebes
and� brought� charges� against� him,� saying� that� he� ought� to� be� put� to
death.

———
with�aorist�stem:�6x;�with�perfect�stem:�6x):�19x�heading�a�conjunct�participle�(nom.
case:�18x;�acc.�case:�1x),�12x�heading�a�genitive�absolute;�preposed:�19x� (5� times�of
which�at�the�sentence-initial�position),�postposed�12x;�it�is�not�used�in�reported�speech.
In�the�Agesilaus�it�is�not�used�at�all.
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From�ékoÊvn oÔn� onwards,� the�Theban� is� the� continuous� topic� for
several� subsequent� clauses.� Then� a� topic-switch� is� articulated� (ofl d¢
ékoÊsantew)�and�those�of�the�Arcadians�who�were�present�become�the
new� topic.� They� acquitted� him� (§ke›non m°n),40� and� (d ° )� sent
ambassadors�to�Thebes�and�brought�charges�against�him,�saying�that
he� ought� to� be� put� to� death.� From� the� participial� clause� ka¤per
gign≈skontew ˜ti §ceÊdeto per‹ sf«n,� we� learn� that� they� were
actually�well�aware�that�the�Theban�spoke�falsely�about�them:�we�are
presented�with� the�view�on� reality� the� listeners�had� themselves.�The
main� action� (§ke›non m°n�…�éf¤esan),� however,� is� not� what� one
would� expect� from� people� who� know� someone� is� speaking� falsely
about�them.
This� presupposed� counter-expectancy—the� fact� that� in� the�world

as� the� reader/hearer� might� be� expected� to� know� it,� the� action
performed� by� a� group� of� participants� is� not� in� line� with� their
perception� of� the� situation—warrants� the� use� of� the� semantically
specific�(adversative)�relator�ka¤per�at�the�beginning�of�the�participial
clause.� An� §pe¤-/§peidÆ-/…w-clause� is� not� possible� in� this� case.41
Without�ka¤per,� the�Real�World�relation�between�the�content�of�the
two�clauses�would�not� just�have�been�unexpressed:� there�would�have
been�a�certain�tension�between�the�content�of�the�two�clauses�involved
in� the� clause� combination,� resulting� in� questions� on� the� part� of� the
reader/hearer�regarding�the�Real�World�situation�that�is�presented�in
the�text.�From�the�content�of�the�sequel,� it�will�none�the�less�become
clear� that� the� Arcadians� knew� the� truth� of� the� matter,� and� the
reader/hearer� will—in� retrospect� and� rather� late—interpret
gign≈skontew�as�adversative.�Yet�only�if�the�content�of�two�clauses�of
which�the�clause�combination�consists� is�unequivocally� incompatible,
can� the� adversative� relator� be� left� out.� Here,� with� the� present

———
40� Participant�tracking�is�facilitated�here�by�the�use�of�§ke›non�(instead�of�aÈtÒn):

when�referred� to�by�§ke›non,� the�Theban� is�brought�off� the�stage,� in�order� that� the
path�is�paved�for�a�shift�to�the�dealings�of�the�Arcadians�with�the�other�Thebans.
41� Cf.� n.� 23� above� on� alleged� ‘concessive-adversative� §pe¤’.�An�efi ka¤-/ka‹ efi-

clause�is�out�of�place�in�this�past�context,�such�a�clause�being�concessive,�rather�than
adversative.�In�order�to�indicate�adversative�relations�between�the�content�of�clauses,
the�Ancient�Greek� speaker�uses�a�participial� clause�+�ka¤per,�ka¤,�p°r,�ka‹ taËta,
(possibly)�ka¤toi,�or,�at�the�beginning�of�the�matrix�clause,�˜mvw,�e‰ta,�or�¶peita,�or
both,� e.g.,�Hellenica� 3.4.6:� ÉAghs¤laow d°, kka¤per afisyanÒmenow taËta, ˜̃mvw
§p°mene ta›w sponda›w� (‘Agesilaus,� tthough� he� was� aware� of� this,� nnevertheless
continued�to�abide�by�the�truce’).
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participle�of�a�cognitive�verb�gign≈skontew,�this�is�not�the�case,�and
ka¤per� is� added� in� order� that� the� speaker’s�message� is� successfully
transmitted.

4� Conclusion

On�the�basis�of�the�material�discussed�in�the�Introduction�(Chapter�1)
and�the�findings�of�Section�2,�I�suggest�that�Ancient�Greek�possesses,
in� addition� to� the� type�of� semantically� specific� relators� that� is� found
generally�in�languages�of�the�world,�a�language-specific�type�of�relator:
the� semantically� non-specific� relator� (§pe¤,�§peidÆ,� and�…w ).� The
description�of�the�Greek�language�has�suffered�considerably�from�the
fact�that�Greek�texts�have�been�translated,�rather�than�read�with�usage�of
language-specific�signals,�so�that�our�view�of�certain�phenomena�that
are�typical�of�the�Greek,�but�unfamiliar�to�modern�western�languages,
has�become�blurred.�We�may�expect�our�understanding�of� the�usage
of� Ancient� Greek� subclauses� to� increase� if� these� clauses� are� re-
examined� in� their� context,� which� implies� taking� into� account� longer
stretches�of�discourse�than�is�often�done,�and�keeping�an�open�mind�in
doing�so.
Speakers�use�subclauses�headed�by�the�semantically�specific�relator

diÒti� or�˜ti� in� order� indicate� to� their� audience� that� they� have� a
specific�aim�in�expressing�the�information�contained�in�the�subclause:
the�subclause�contains�a�Real�World�situation�that�is�perceived�by�the
speaker� as� illuminating� the� informational� content� of� another
clause—either�describing�how� the�Real�World� situation�described� in
the� matrix� clause� came� about� (see� [1]),� or� giving� the� reason� for� a
discourse�participant’s�behavior�(see�[2]�-�[3]).
Semantically�specific�relators�such�as�≤n¤ka,�˜te,�and�§n ⁄�are�used

to�provide�the�reader/hearer�with�a� time�anchor� for� the�Real�World
situation�described� in�the�matrix�clause� ([4]�-�[22a]);�a�special�case� is
provided� by� postposed� subclauses� headed� by� specifically� temporal
relators�that�contain�the�main�action�of�the�sentence�([19]�-�[20]).�The
relators�≤n¤ka,�˜te,� and� §n ⁄� seem�mutually�exchangeable� to�a�high
degree�(see�[21]),�although�some�regularities�seem�to�emerge:�we�may
think�here� of� the�use� of�˜te� in� postposed� subclauses� providing� the
situation�described� in� the�matrix� clause�with�a� location� in� real� time,
Xenophon’s�preference�for�˜te�in�constructions�of�the�type�˜te taËta
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∑n� (but�contrast�§n ⁄ d¢ taËta ∑n�in�[18]),�and�for�≤n¤ka�in�the�type
illustrated�in�[19]�-�[20].
On�the�other�hand,�regarding�the�usage�of�semantically�non-specific

relators� in� discourse,� I� contend� that� these� give� the� speaker� the
opportunity� of� presenting� a� factual� statement� about� the�Real�World
the� reader/hearer� needs� for� a� successful� comprehension� of� the� text.
The�content�of�the�subclause�may�be�needed�to�understand�the�use�of
a� single�word� (as�with�tÒte� in� [22b]),� or� the� content� of� the�matrix
clause� as� a� whole� ([23]).� A� semantically� non-specific� relator� will� be
used�when�a�Real�World� situation�has� to�be� related� to� the� speaker’s
constitution�of� the� text� ([24]� -� [25]),�or�when� the�point�of�view� from
which� the� events� are� relayed� is� involved� ([26]� -� [30]).� Finally,
subclauses� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific� relator� are� used
especially�to�introduce�a�new�phase�in�an�on-going�description�of�the
Real�World�([23];�[31]�-�[32]).
The�relators�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w�are�often�used�in�contexts�where

specificity�about�a�certain�semantic�relation� is� inexpedient,�or� simply
impossible.�As�opposed�to�subclauses�headed�by�semantically� specific
relators,� the� class� of� subclauses� headed� by� semantically� non-specific
relators�in�Ancient�Greek�is�often�considered�problematic�in�that�their
relation� to� their� matrix� clauses� has� to� be� somehow� ‘detected’;
however,�the�reverse�of�what� is�often�thought�appears�to�be�the�case.
We� need� not� worry� as� to� whether� a� subclause� headed� by� a
semantically� non-specific� relator� is� to� be� related� temporally� or
‘causally’� to� its�matrix� clause:� this� is� simply� not� expressed.� Rather,
since�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w�do�not�indicate�a�specific�semantic�relation
between�the�content�of�clauses,�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�and�…w-clauses�may�be
used�to�relate�to�any�part�of�the�text�a�Real�World�situation�that�adds
to� text� comprehension.�When� preposed,� these� subclauses� present� a
Real�World�situation�the�reader/hearer�needs�to�be�informed�about�in
order� to�be�able� to�comprehend�the�sequel,�often�presenting�a� frame
of� reference� for� not� only� the� upcoming�matrix� clause,� but� also� the
upcoming�text�part.�When�postposed,�they�add�a�Real�World�situation
that�the�reader/hearer�needs�to�be�informed�about�in�order�to�be�able
to�comprehend�what�precedes.
Preposed,� especially� sentence-initially� placed,� subclauses� often

indicate�the�onset�of�a�new�phase�in�the�development�of�the�discourse.
In�the�case�of�subclauses�headed�by�semantically�specific�relators,�the
relevance� of� the� content� of� the� subclause� is� of� local� nature;� they
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provide� a� temporal� reference� or� express� a� ‘cause’/reason� related� to
content�of�the�matrix�clause�only.�In�the�case�of�subclauses�headed�by
semantically�non-specific� relators,� the�content�of� the� subclause�has�a
more� global� perspective:� the� reader/hearer� needs� to� be� informed
about�the�Real�World�situation�presented�in�the�subclause�in�order�to
be� able� to� understand� how� the� upcoming� discourse� continues� with
respect�to�what�precedes.�When�the�subclause�contains�a�present�stem
verbal� constituent,� the� reader/hearer� will� have� to� understand� the
sequel�in�view�of�the�Real�World�situation�presented�in�the�subclause;
when�the�subclause�contains�an�aorist�verbal�constituent,�will�have�to
be� interpreted� as� following� on� the� occurrence� of� this� Real� World
situation�(see�Chapter�4).
Finally,�participial�clauses�are�generally�not�headed�by�any�relator,

so� that� in� the� case� of� a� participial� clause� the� Real�World� relation
between� the� content� of� the� clauses� of�which� the� clause� combination
consists� is� not� indicated,� although� often� one� can� conceive� of� such� a
relation.� In� those� cases� where� a� relator� does� specify� the� relation
between� the� content� of� the� participial� clause� and� the�matrix� clause,
this� is� pragmatically� motivated� in� that� without� the� relator,� the
speaker’s� audience�might� be�misguided� in� the� interpretation� of� the
Real�World� relation� at� issue:�without� the� relator,� the� reader/hearer
might�have�a�false�view�on�the�Real�World�situation�expressed.



CHAPTER�FOUR

REAL�WORLD�CONSTRUCTION�AND�TEXT
ARTICULATION:�PREPOSED�SUBORDINATE�CLAUSES

AND�DISCOURSE�SEGMENTATION

Introduction

The�present�Chapter� attempts� to� analyze� the� interplay� between� the
difference� in�form�and�the�difference� in� function�of�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,� and
…w-clauses� on� the� one� hand,� and� conjunct� and� absolute� participial
clauses� on� the� other.� To� this� end,� a� discourse-analytic� approach� to
preposed� (predominantly� sentence-initially� placed)� subclauses� and
participial� clauses� will� be� adopted,� in� order� to� investigate� their
contribution�to�the�articulation�of�the�text�at�points�of�segmentation.

1� Real�World�Construction

The�narrator’s�first� task� is� to�ensure� that�his�narrative� is�coherent.�A
historian�who�(re-)constructs�reality� imposes�order� in� the� raw�data�of
experience;�he�will�therefore�select�and�group�certain�historical�events,
while� disregarding� others.� In� a� text,� these� historical� events� are
captured� in�words,� phrases,� and� clauses�which� build� sentences,� and
these�sentences� themselves�constitute�distinct�discourse�segments� that
form� the� brickstones� of� a� (historiographic)� narrative� text.� Such� a
discourse� segment,�usually� consisting�of� several� connected� sentences,
but� sometimes� of� just� one,�will� be� referred� to� as�Development�Unit
(DU).� The� narrative� events� expressed� in� adjacent�DU’s� will� have� to
have�something�in�common,�lest�incoherence�ensue.�This�‘something’
is� usually� referred� to� as� ‘thematic� unity’;� DU’s� reflecting� ‘thematic
unity’�may� be� called� thematic�units.�Thematic� units� usually� consist� of
several� (narrative)� statements� that� are� coherent� with� respect� to,
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basically,�four�‘coherence�strands’�(Givón,�1990:�827�n.�3);1�see�Givón,
1990:�896-897:

Human� communication—message,� discourse—is� most� typically� not
mono-propositional,�but�rather�multi-propositional.�This�boils�down�to
a�statement�about�coherence:�“The�thematic�coherence�of�discourse�is
multi-propositional”.�Coherence�over�multi-propositional�spans�means
continuity�or�recurrence�of�some�elements.�The�most�easily�identifiable
recurring� elements� of� thematic� coherence,� and� the� ones� most
conspicuously�coded�in�grammars,�are:

(a)� Referential�coherence
(b)� Temporal�coherence
(c)� Locational�coherence
(d)� Action-event�coherence

Put�another�way,�coherent�discourse�tends�to�maintain,�over�a�span�of
several�propositions,�respectively:

(a)� the�same�referent�(‘topic’)
(b)� the�same�or�contiguous�time
(c)� the�same�or�contiguous�location
(d)� sequential�action

Any�change�in�the�current�setting�with�respect�to�participants,�time,�or
place� (or,� to� a� lesser� extent:� action)� involves� discontinuity� of� the
discourse.� It� remains� to� be� seen,� however,� whether� this� alleged
discontinuity� is� grammatically� coded,� and� if� so,� in�what�manner.�A
priori,�this�seems�to�be�a�matter�of�decision�on�the�part�of�the�speaker
regarding�the�presentation�of�event-sequences�in�discourse.

2� Text�Articulation�and�Segmentation

Text� articulation� is� brought� about� by� a� variety� of� linguistic� devices;
several�signals�of�a�formal�nature,�most�notably�the�usage�of�particles
like� (m°n…)� d°,�ka¤� and�oËn,� the� aspectual� system,� and� sentence-
initially� placed� subordinate� clauses� and� adverbials,� are� put� into
practice� in� order� to� indicate� the� (dis-)continuity� of� a� text.� Some� of
these� devices� are� used� for� segmenting� the� text.�A� sure� sign� that� the

———
1� Cf.�also�Givón,�1993�II:�286-287.
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text�is�segmented�is�provided�by�the�occurrence�of�‘solitary’2�d°� in�the
left�sentence-margin.�The�particle�marks�the�onset�of�a�new�DU�and�as
such� articulates� a� small-scale� textual� boundary,� but� it� does�no�more
than� indicate� that� a� new�DU� has� been� started,� without� any� further
indication�as�to�how�this�DU�fits�into�the�larger�whole�of�which�it�is�a
part.�When�the�initial�position�of�a�sentence�containing�d°�is�occupied
by�an�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�or�…w-clause,�or�a�participial�clause,�these�clauses
are�likely�to�perform�a�text-organizational�function,�since�it� is�of�high
importance�with� respect� to� the�flow�of� information� in�discourse� that
the�reader/hearer� is� informed�about�how�he� is� to� link� the�upcoming
text�segment�to�what�precedes�at�the�very�beginning�of�the�sentence.
The�segmentation�of�text�into�successive�DU’s�often�corresponds�to

the�articulation�of� thematic�units� in�discourse,�but� the� two�need�not
coincide:� thematic� segmentation� is� usually� reflected� by� linguistic
devices� segmenting� the� text,� but� segmentation� of� the� text� with
linguistic�means�does�not�necessarily�imply�thematic�discontinuity�(see
also�Bakker,�1993:�288).
Segmentation�of�the�text�may�involve�linkage�of�DU’s.�Linkage�may

occur� through� various� forms� of� back-reference� which� may� involve
gain�or� loss�of� information;� this�happens�when�at� the�onset�of� a�DU
(part�of)�the�last�fragment�of�the�preceding�DU�is�repeated�(Tail-Head
Linkage)� or� summarized� (Summary-Head� Linkage),3� or� when� a
reciprocal� action� is� expressed� (Reciprocal�Coupling).4� Such� a� back-
reference� may� be� established� by� means� of� lexical� overlap,
propositional�overlap,�or�by�the�continuation�of�an�expectancy�chain.
Here,� too,� there�may�but�need�not�be�a�one-to-one�correspondence:
linkage� of� one� DU � to� another� necessarily� involves� discourse
segmentation,�but�the�articulation�of�a�new�DU�may�occur�without�the
DU’s�involved�being�actually�linked.
Successive�DU’s�may�build�up�together�a�coherent�text�block,�to�be

referred� to� as� a� Build� Up� unit� (BU);� several� BU’s�may� constitute� a
Paragraph.� As� an� illustration� I� present� in� the� following� Section� an

———
2� As�opposed� to�d°� as�part�of�a�m°n…d°�construction;�for�the�latter,�see�Bakker,

1993:�298-305.
3� In�Anabasis�3.3.1,�discussed�as�example�[12]�below,�taËta poiÆsantew�(without�a

particle,� e.g.� d °)� summarizes� the� preceding� (Summary-Head� Linkage),� while
éristopoioum°nvn�(followed�by�d°)�repeats�±ristopoioËnto�(Tail-Head�Linkage).
4� See� for� instance�Section�2.1�below,�where� the�onset�of�DU� 3� is�marked� by� an

instance� of� reciprocal� coupling� (ékoÊsaw taËta,� after� e‰pen� introducing� direct
speech),�without�a�particle.
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overview�of� the� linguistic� articulation�at� points� of� segmentation� in� a
longer�passage:� the� story�of�Mania� (Hellenica�3.1.10-16).� Besides� one
sentence-initially� placed� subclause,� it� contains� several� sentence-
initially�placed�participial�clauses,�the�discussion�of�which�will�provide
a� basis� for� the� general� description� of� the� contribution� of� sentence-
initially�placed�subordinate�clauses�to�text-segmentation.

2.1� Segmentation�in�the�Story�of�Mania�(Hellenica�3.1.10-16)

The�following�figure�presents�the�complete�story�of�Mania,�embedded
in�the�account�of�Dercylidas’s�actions�in�Asia�Minor:�after�the�death�of
her� husband,� Mania� aims� at� succeeding� him� as� a� satrap� of� the
province�of�Aeolis,�which�belongs�to�Pharnabazus.�Therefore�she�visits
Pharnabazus�and�tries�to�persuade�him.�Her�words�convince�him�and
he�makes�her�mistress�of� the�province.� In� this� capacity,� she� is�a� true
and�faithful�satrap�to�him.�Her�son-in-law�Meidias,�set�up�against�her,
is� said� to� have� killed� her� and� her� son.� He� wishes� to� take� over� the
satrapy,�but�fails�in�the�attempt.
In�my�opinion,� segmentation� takes� place� on� three� levels� here:� on

the� lowest� level� of� segmentation,� a� Development� Unit� (DU )� is
articulated�by�means�of� the�particle�d°�or�Reciprocal�Coupling;�on�a
hierarchically� higher� level,� we� find� articulation� of� a� Build� Up� unit
(BU);� then� one� or�more� BU’s� build� up� text� segments� on� the� highest
level,� to� be� distinguished� as� Sequence�Paragraph� (SP)� or� Embedded
Paragraph�(EP).5

———
5� I�give�the�linguistic�devices�to�be�discussed�in�bold�face;�particles�marking�textual

boundaries�are�underlined.�Only�those�subordinate�clauses�used�at�points�of�discourse
segmentation,� i.e.�at� the�onset�of�a�new�DU,�are�printed� in�bold� face.�The�preposed
subclause� §peidØ d¢ §ke›now nÒsƒ ép°yane� is� not,� since� in� corresponding� to� the
subclause�ßvw m¢n ¶zh�it�“serves�the�purpose�of�discourse�complementation”�(Bakker,
1993:�299).
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Figure�1:� The�Structure�of�the�Mania�Story

…ka‹ eÈyÁw m¢n tosoÊtƒ di°feren efiw tÚ êrxein toË
Y¤brvnow Àste parÆgage tÚ strãteuma diå t∞w
fil¤aw x≈raw m°xri t∞w Farnabãzou Afiol¤dow oÈd¢n
blãcaw toÁw summãxouw.

SP�1 BU�1 DU�1 ≤ d¢ Afiol‹w aÏth ∑n m¢n Farnabãzou, §satrãpeue d'
aÈt“ taÊthw t∞w x≈raw, ßvw m¢n ¶zh, Z∞niw
DardaneÊw: §peidØ d¢ §ke›now nÒsƒ ép°yane,
paraskeuazom°nou toË Farnabãzou êllƒ doËnai tØn
satrape¤an, Man¤a ≤ toË ZÆniow gunÆ, Dardan‹w ka‹
aÈtÆ, énazeÊjasa stÒlon ka‹ d«ra laboËsa Àste
ka‹ aÈt“ Farnabãzƒ doËnai ka‹ pallak¤sin aÈtoË
xar¤sasyai ka‹ to›w dunam°noiw mãlista parå
Farnabãzƒ, §poreÊeto.

BU�2 DU�2 §lyoËsa d ' efiw lÒgouw e‰pen: âV Farnãbaze, ı
énÆr soi ı §mÚw ka‹ tîlla f¤low ∑n ka‹ toÁw fÒrouw
éped¤dou Àste sÁ §pain«n aÈtÚn §t¤maw. ín oÔn §g≈
soi mhd¢n xe›ron §ke¤nou Íphret«, t¤ se de› êllon
satrãphn kayistãnai; ín d° t¤ soi mØ ér°skv, §p‹
so‹ dÆpou ¶stai éfelom°nƒ §m¢ êllƒ doËnai tØn
érxÆn.

DU�3 é k o Ê s a w taËta ı Farnãbazow ¶gnv de›n tØn
guna›ka satrapeÊein.

EP BU�1 DU�4 ≤ d ' §pe‹ kur¤a t∞w x≈raw §g°neto, toÊw te
fÒrouw oÈd¢n ∏tton téndrÚw éped¤dou, ka‹ prÚw
toÊtoiw, ıpÒte éfikno›to prÚw Farnãbazon, ée‹ ∑ge
d«ra aÈt“, ka‹ ıpÒte §ke›now efiw tØn x≈ran
kataba¤noi, polÁ pãntvn t«n Ípãrxvn kãllista
ka‹ ¥dista §d°xeto aÈtÒn, ka‹ ëw te par°labe pÒleiw
diefÊlatten aÈt“ ka‹ t«n oÈx ÍphkÒvn pros°laben
§piyalattid¤aw Lãrisãn te ka‹ ÑAmajitÚn ka‹
Kolvnãw, jenik“ m¢n ÑEllhnik“ prosbaloËsa to›w
te¤xesin, aÈtØ d¢ §f' èrmamãjhw yevm°nh:

DU�5 ˘n d' §pain°seie, toÊtƒ d«ra ém°mptvw §d¤dou, Àste
lamprÒtata tÚ jenikÚn kateskeuãsato.

DU�6 sunestrateÊeto d¢ t“ Farnabãzƒ ka‹ ıpÒte efiw
MusoÁw μ Pis¤daw §mbãloi, ˜ti tØn basil°vw x≈ran
kakourgoËsin. Àste ka‹ éntet¤ma aÈtØn
megaloprep«w ı Farnãbazow ka‹ sÊmboulon ¶stin
˜te parekãlei.
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SP�2 BU�1 DU�7 ≥dh d ' oÎshw aÈt∞w §t«n pl°on μ
tettarãkonta, Meid¤aw, yugatrÚw énØr aÈt∞w  n,
énaptervye‹w ÍpÒ tinvn …w afisxrÚn e‡h guna›ka m¢n
êrxein, aÈtÚn d' fidi≈thn e‰nai, toÁw m¢n êllouw mãla
fulattom°nhw aÈt∞w, Àsper §n turann¤di pros∞ken,
§ke¤nƒ d¢ pisteuoÊshw ka‹ éspazom°nhw Àsper ín
gunØ gambrÚn éspãzoito, efiselyΔn épopn›jai aÈtØn
l°getai.

DU�8 ép°kteine d¢ ka‹ tÚn uflÚn aÈt∞w, tÒ te e‰dow ˆnta
pãgkalon ka‹ §t«n ˆnta …w •ptaka¤deka.

BU�2 DU�9 taËta d ¢ poiÆsaw Sk∞cin ka‹ G°rgiya §xuråw
pÒleiw kat°sxen, ¶nya ka‹ tå xrÆmata mãlista ∑n tª
Man¤&.

DU�10 afl d' êllai pÒleiw oÈk §d°xonto aÈtÒn, éllå
Farnabãzƒ ¶sƒzon aÈtåw ofl §nÒntew frouro¤.

BU�3 DU�11 §k d ¢ toÊtou ı Meid¤aw p°mcaw d«ra t“
Farnabãzƒ ±j¤ou ¶xein tØn x≈ran Àsper ≤ Man¤a.

DU�12 ı d' épekr¤nato fulãttein aÈtã, ¶st' ín aÈtÚw
§lyΔn sÁn aÈt“ §ke¤nƒ lãb˙ tå d«ra: oÈ går ín ¶fh
z∞n boÊlesyai mØ timvrÆsaw Man¤&.
ı d¢ Derkul¤daw §n toÊtƒ t“ kair“ éfikne›tai�…

Translation:

…And�from�the�outset�he�was�so�superior�to�Thibron�in�the�exercise�of
command� that� he� led� his� troops� through� the� friendly� country� all� the
way� to� the�Aeolis,� in� the� territory�of�Pharnabazus,�without�doing�any
harm� whatever� to� his� allies.� [DU � 1]� This� Aeolis� belonged� to
Pharnabazus,� but� the� satrap� of� this� territory� on� his� behalf� had� been,
during�his� lifetime,�Zenis�of�Dardanus;�now�Zenis�had�died�of� illness,
and�Pharnabazus�was� preparing� to� give� the� satrapy� to� another�man,
when�Mania,�the�wife�of�Zenis,�who�was�also�a�Dardanian,�fitted�out�a
great�retinue�and�took�presents�with�her�to�give�to�Pharnabazus�himself
and� to�use� for�winning� the� favor�of�his� concubines�and� the�men�who
had�the�greatest�influence�at�the�court�of�Pharnabazus,�and�set�forth�to
visit� him.� [DU � 2]� She� gained� an� audience� with� him� and� said:
“Pharnabazus,�my�husband�was�not� only� a� friend� to� you� in� all� other
ways,�but�he�also�paid�over� the� tributes�which�were�your�due,� so� that
you�commended�and�honoured�him.�Now,�therefore,� if�I�serve�you�no
less� faithfully� than�he,�why�should�you�appoint�another�as� satrap?�If� I
fail� to�please� you� in� any�point,� surely� it�will� be�within� your�power� to
deprive�me�of�my�office�and�give�it�to�another”.�[DU�3]�Upon�hearing
this,�Pharnabazus�decided�that�the�woman�should�be�satrap.�[DU�4]�As
for�her—she�had�become�mistress�of� the�province—she�not�only�paid
over� the� tributes�no� less� faithfully� than�had�her�husband,�but�besides
this,� whenever� she� went� to� the� court� of� Pharnabazus� she� always
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brought� him� gifts,� and�whenever� he� came� down� to� her� province� she
received�him�with�far�more�magnificence�and�courtesy�than�any�of�his
other� governors;� and� she� not� only� kept� securely� for� Pharnabazus� the
cities� which� she� had� received� from� her� husband,� but� also� gained
possession� of� cities� on� the� coast� which� had� not� been� subject� to� him,
Larisa,�Hamaxitus,� and�Colonae—attacking� their�walls�with� a�Greek
mercenary� force,� looking�on�herself� from�a�carriage;� [DU� 5]� and� any
man�whom�she�approved�of,�she�bestowed�bounteous�gifts�upon,�so�that
she�equipped�her�mercenary�force�in�the�most�splendid�fashion.�[DU�6]
She�also�accompanied�Pharnabazus�in�the�field,�even�when�he�invaded
the� land� of� the� Mysians� or� the� Pisidians� because� they� ravaged� the
King’s� territory.� In� return� for� these� services� Pharnabazus� paid� her
magnificent� honours,� and� sometimes� asked� her� to� aid� him� as� a
counsellor.� [DU�7]�She�was�by�now�more� than� forty� years�old,�when
Meidias,� who� was� the� husband� of� her� daughter,� was� disturbed� by
certain�people�saying�that�it�was�a�disgraceful�thing�for�a�woman�to�be
the� ruler� while� he� was� in� private� station;� now� she� guarded� herself
carefully�against�all�other�people,�as�was�proper� for�an�absolute�ruler,
but�she�trusted�him�and�gave�him�her�affection,�as�a�woman�naturally
would�to�a�son-in-law,�and�so�he�made�his�way�into�her�presence,�as�the
story�goes,�and�strangled�her.�[DU�8]�He�also�killed�her�son,�a�youth�of
very�great�beauty�about�seventeen�years�old.�[DU�9]�Having�done�these
things,�he�seized� the�strong�cities�of�Scepsis�and�Gergis,�where�Mania
had�kept�the�most�of�her�treasure.�[DU�10]�The�other�cities�would�not
admit� him� into� their�walls,� but� the� garrisons� that�were� in� them� kept
them� safe� for� Pharnabazus.� [DU� 11]� Then� Meidias� sent� gifts� to
Pharnabazus�and�claimed�the�right�to�be�ruler�of�the�province,�even�as
Mania�had�been.�[DU�12]�He�in�reply�told�him�to�take�good�care�of�his
gifts�until�he�came� in�person�and� took�possession�of� them�and�of�him
too;�for�he�said�that�he�would�not�wish�to�live�without�having�avenged
Mania.�It�was�at�this�juncture�that�Dercylidas�arrived�…

The� first�DU� is� internally� organized�by� two�m°n�…�d°-constructions.
The�following�features�deserve�attention:�≤ d¢ Afiol‹w aÏth�is�the�first
(sentence-)� topic;� two� statements� are� made� concerning� the
constitutional�situation�of�the�place�(∑n m°n…�§satrãpeue d'),�which
may� be� called� backgrounded� to� the� extent� that� the� information
conveyed� is� something� the� reader/hearer� needs� in� order� to� orient
him(/her-)self�towards�the�sequel;�they�do�not�belong�to�the�narrative
assertion,� whence� the� imperfects.� The� d°-member� contains� the
subclause�ßvw m¢n ¶zh,�which�prepares�for�a�contrasting�situation,�the
expectancy�being�that�something�will�be�said�about�the�situation�when
Zenis�was�no� longer�alive.�This� expectancy� is�met�by� the� content�of
the� subclause� §peidØ d¢ §ke›now nÒsƒ ép°yane—a� punctual� action
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presented� by� an� aorist� stem.6� With� the� genitive� absolute
paraskeuazom°nou toË Farnabãzou êllƒ doËnai tØn satrape¤an,
more�orienting�information�is�provided:�the�information�is�salient�for�a
correct� understanding� of� the� sequel,� but� no� narrative� event� is
expressed;�hence�the�present�stem.�Then�Mania�appears�on�the�stage:
she�is� the�new�topic,�and�one�of�the� leading�participants� in�the�story,
which� accounts� for� the� detailed� introduction� she� receives� (Man¤a ≤
toË ZÆniow gunÆ, Dardan‹w ka‹ aÈtÆ).� Via� two� preposed� aorist
participles�presenting� the�verbal�actions�as�punctual�narrative�events
(énazeÊjasa stÒlon ka‹ d«ra laboËsa)�the�reader/hearer�is�guided
towards� the� finite� verb� §poreÊeto:� the� imperfect,� with� which� the
actual�story�starts,�is�used�because�the�current�narrative�sequence�is�in
progress,�and�an�expectancy�chain� is�set� in�motion:�when�Mania�sets
forth� to� visit� Pharnabazus,� the� sequel� will� most� probably� continue
with� an� account� of� their� encounter;�Mania� is� expected� to� gain� an
audience�with�Pharnabazus.
This� turns� out� to� be� the� case:� the� second� DU� is� devoted� to� a

conversation�between� the� two.�Mania� tries� to�convince�Pharnabazus
to� give� the� satrapy� to� her;� in� reaction� to� her� words� Pharnabazus
decides�that�the�woman�should�be�satrap.
The�second�BU�has�two�interesting�examples�of�conjunct�participles

serving�the�segmentation�on�the�level�of�text�articulation�(§lyoËsa d'
efiw lÒgouw�and�ékoÊsaw taËta).�First,� it�should�be�observed�that�qua
information�status,� they�differ� from�the�participles�énazeÊjasa stÒlon
ka‹ d«ra laboËsa,�in�that�the�latter�convey�entirely�new�information,
whereas�§lyoËsa d' efiw lÒgouw�and�ékoÊsaw taËta�are�contextually
prepared� and� almost-given,� respectively.�The� information� contained
in� the� participial� clause� §lyoËsa d' efiw lÒgouw� (Mania� gained� an
audience�with�Parnabazus)�is�not,�in�itself,�highly�salient�or�important,
the�less�so�since�the�actions�fit�into�a�sequence�consisting�of�a�verb�of
motion� towards� Pharnabazus� (§poreÊeto)� and� of� speaking� to� him
(e‰pen).�On� the�basis�of� the�preceding�Àste ka‹ aÈt“ Farnabãzƒ
doËnai (sc.� d«ra ) ka‹ pallak¤sin aÈtoË xar¤sasyai ka‹ to›w
dunam°noiw mãlista parå Farnabãzƒ, §poreÊeto,�the�expectancy�is
created� that�Mania�will� gain� an� audience�with� Pharnabazus.� If� the
audience� were� refused� to� her,� it� would� have� been� worth� telling;� as

———
6� The�aorist�stem�may�be�said�to�be�morphologically�unmarked�for�this�event-type;

see�Bakker,�1994:�26-27.
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things� stand,� the� fact� that� she�gained�audience�with�him�could�have
been�left�out�from�an�informational�point�of�view:�if�it�were�absent,�the
reader/hearer�would�not�be�at�a�loss�at�all�as�to�what�happened:�“she
went� to� visit� him� and� said”�would�make� a� perfectly� understandable
sequence.�However,� the� story� is� built� up�differently� here:� I� consider
the�first�SP�to�consist�of�two�BU’s�each�containing�an�event-sequence�of
its�own:�the�first� is�about�Mania’s�preparations�to�become�mistress�of
the�province,� the� second� is�about�how� she�achieves�her�goal.�By� the
use�of� the�participial�clause�§lyoËsa d' efiw lÒgouw,�the�two�BU’s�are
separated,� and,� insofar�as� the�verbal� action� is�part�of� an�expectancy
chain,� linked.�The�contribution�of� the�participial�clause� resides� in� its
drawing�the�attention�of� the�reader/hearer� towards�a�specific�part�of
Mania’s�visit,�viz.,�her�conversation�with�Pharnabazus;�her�words�are
significantly�rendered�in�direct�speech.�However�that�be,�the�fact�that
the�verbal�action�follows�naturally�on�the�preceding�one�and�is�in�fact
anticipated� to,� and� therefore� dispensable� qua� information�unit,� only
proves� that� a� text� articulating� function� is� performed.� This� is� even
more� conspicuous� in� the� case� of� the� conjunct� participle� ékoÊsaw
taËta.� This� participial� clause� illustrates� a� phenomenon� known� as
‘reciprocal� coupling’;� here� e‰pen and ékoÊsaw� are� reciprocals.
Reciprocal�coupling�finds�itself�somewhere�between�totally�resumptive
clauses� and� clauses� containing� contextually� prepared� information
(note�also� the�anaphoric�pronoun�taËta).�Here,�as�often,� it�serves�to
articulate�a�topic-switch�from�the�one�participant�(Mania)�to�the�other
(Pharnabazus);� at� the� same� time,� its� functional�dimensions�extend� to
the�field�of�meta-textual�communication�between�the�narrator�and�his
addressee:� in� a� language� that� does� not� use� quotation� marks� the
insertion�of�a�clause�such�as�ékoÊsaw taËta�indicates�that�the�passage
of� direct� speech� has� come� to� an� end.� Reciprocal� coupling� is
comparable�to�restatement�and�summary�in�that�it�is�a�special�case�of
back-reference�at�the�onset�of�a�new�DU�to�(part�of)�the�preceding�unit.
Comparing�the�conjunct�participles�in�SP�1,�we�can�conclude�that�a

relation�exists�between�the�information�status�of�the�clause�on�the�one
hand� and� the� text-organizing� function� it� performs� on� the� other:� the
participial� clauses� illustrate� the� claim� made� in� Chapter� 1,� Section
2.2.3�that�the�lower�the�information�status�of�an�entity�is,� the�greater
its�text�articulating�function.�For�that�matter,�in�cases�like�§lyoËsa d'
efiw lÒgouw�and�ékoÊsaw taËta� it� is�clear� that�much�is�gained�in�the
understanding� of� the� functional� dimensions� of� participial� clauses� in
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Ancient� Greek� when� they� are� not� taken� as� conveying� temporal
information;� a� temporal� interpretation� puts� more� emphasis� on� the
semantic�relation�between�the�content�of�the�participial�clause�and�its
matrix�clause�than�is�actually�expressed�in�the�Greek,�and�leaves�their
textual�function�underexposed.
The�next� paragraph� is� an� embedded�paragraph:� it� is� about�what

kind�of�satrap�Mania�was�to�Pharnabazus.�The�boundary�between�DU
3� and� DU � 4� is� ‘heavily’� articulated.� By� means� of� the� Theme
Construction� ≤ d' §pe‹ kur¤a t∞w x≈raw §g°neto,� Mania� is� re-
introduced�as�the�topic�of�the�upcoming�unit.�The�preposed�subclause
§pe‹ kur¤a t∞w x≈raw §g°neto� continues� the� narrative� sequence� of
events�by�presenting�contextually�prepared�information—the�fact�that
Mania� became�mistress� of� the� province� is� the�next� logical� step,� and
therefore�the�one�to�be�expected�after�ı Farnãbazow ¶gnv de›n tØn
guna›ka satrapeÊein.�The�subclause�thus�links�the�upcoming�unit�to
the�preceding�one,�but�at� the� same� time� it�makes� the�point� that�had
been�reached�the�frame�of�reference�for�a�paragraph7�that�as�a�whole
will� turn�out�to�be�off� the�narrative� line,� for�at� this�point� in�the�story
the� narrator� changes� his� mode� of� discourse,� so� to� speak,� from� the
storytelling�mode� to� the�communicative�mode� (compare�Fleischman,
1990:� 113-119).� The� preposed� subclause §pe‹ kur¤a t∞w x≈raw
§g°neto� presents� a� statement� about� the�Real�World�which� effects� a
change�in�the�current�narrative�setting,�but�at�the�same�time�defines�the
thematic�domain�within�which�the�upcoming�non-diegetic�paragraph�is�set.�Here,
a�subclause�is�used�because�of�the�interplay�between�the�presentation
of�a�Real�World�situation�and�the�narrator’s�decision�on�presentation.
The� paragraph� is� of� expository� nature,� rather� than� narrative.

There�is�no�progression�of�narrative�time.�Apart�from�the�marking�of
non-semelfactive� actions,8� the� paragraph� is� built� up� not
chronologically,� but� logically:� the�mentioning�of� a�Greek�mercenary
force� (jenik“ m¢n ÑEllhnik“ prosbaloËsa to›w te¤xesin)� evokes
the� sub-topic� of� how� she� behaved� towards� her� subordinates� (DU�5;
note� the� addition�Àste lamprÒtata tÚ jenikÚn kateskeuãsato),
after� which� the� description� continues� with� her� accompanying
Pharnabazus� in� the� field,� a� sub-topic� that� is� contextually� evoked� by
———
7� In� fact,� as� the� continuative� subclause� is� the� only� narrative� clause� of� the

embedded�paragraph,�the�entire�paragraph�is�under�its�scope.
8 ıpÒte éfikno›to,�ée¤ ∑ge,�ıpÒte kataba¤noi,�˘n §pain°seie,� ıpÒte §mbãloi,

¶stin ˜te parekãlei.
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the�preceding�recording�of�her�active�warfare�against�the�cities�on�the
coast—note� the� fact� that� the� topical� verb� sunestrateÊeto,�an
imperfect,�occupies�the�sentence-initial�position.9

Whereas�the�change-overs�from�DU�4�to�DU�5,�and� from�DU�5�to
DU�6�are�rather�smooth,�the�re-start�of�the�narrative�sequence�in�DU�7
receives� extra�marking.� Before� the� first� narrative� clauses� efiselyΔn
épopn›jai (l°getai)�are�reached,�Meidias�has� to�be� introduced.�His
appearance�and�way�of�conduct�are�pivotal�to�the�story;�this�‘discourse
peak’10� is�marked� by� an� unusual� cluster� of� conjunct� participles� and
genitive� absolute� constructions� that� all� provide� background
information—note� the� use� of� the� aspectual� forms:� present� stem
participles� (oÎshw,�   n ,� fulattom°nhw ,�pisteuoÊshw ka‹
éspazom°nhw)�and�one�passive�aorist�participle� (énaptervye‹w).�The
present� stem�sentence-initially�placed�genitive�absolute�≥dh d' oÎshw
aÈt∞w §t«n pl°on μ tettarãkonta,�while�expressing�information�that
does� not� belong� to� the� narrative� assertion,� helps� to� articulate� the
transition�from�a�general�description�to�a�specific�event:�it�creates�the
expectation� that� the� narrative� sequence� will� be� continued.� It� also
indicates� that� some� time� has� passed,� albeit� implicitly,� for� the
information� that�Mania�was�more� than� forty� years� old�only� implies,
with�the�help�of�≥dh,� that�she�was�younger�before.�At�the�same�time,
the�genitive�absolute�helps�in�participant�tracking:�Mania�remains�an
active� participant� in� the� story,� at� a� point� where�Meidias� has� to� be
introduced.
The� second�SP�has� six�DU’s.�The�boundaries� between� these�DU’s

are� of� unequal� status.� The� onset� of� DU�9� and�DU� 11� have� been
articulated� by�means� of� the� resumptive� participial� clause�taËta d¢
poiÆsaw�and�the�adverbial�expression�§k d¢ toÊtou,� respectively.�As
these�boundaries�have�received�extra�linguisic�marking,�the�part�of�the
text�they�open�has�been�interpreted�as�a�BU�within�a�paragraph.�On�a
hierarchically� lower� level,� i.e.,� the�articulation�of�a�new�DU�within�a
BU,�the�transitions�are�less�heavily�marked.�At�the�beginning�of�DU�8,
for� instance,� the� verbal� constituent� occupying� the� sentence-initial
position�is,�again,�topical�(the�notion�of�‘killing’�is�contextually�evoked
by�épopn›jai�in�DU� 7);� in�DU� 9� and� 10� cities�which� he� seized� are
contrasted� to� the�other� cities� that�would�not� admit�him�within� their

———
9� See�H.�Dik,�1995,�Chapter�7.
10� See�Longacre,�1985.
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walls;�finally,�BU�3�(D U�11�and�12)� consist� of� a�question-and-answer
sequence.
All� in� all,� the� story� of� Mania� shows� that� ongoing� narrative� is

segmented�with�different�means,�and�to�different�effects.�The�marking
of�a�new�DU�by�‘solitary’�d°�is�the�least�radical�way�of�segmenting�the
text.�Participial�clauses�may�be�used�when�the�text�is�segmented�on�a
hierarchically� higher� level,� where� boundaries� between� BU’s� are
articulated.�When�boundaries� pertain� to�not� only� the� text� itself,� but
also�the�(re-)constructed�Real�World,�a�subclause�is�chosen.

3� Form�and�Function�of�Subordinate�Clauses

From�the�requirement�that�the�historiographic�narrator�has�to�secure
that� his� audience� is� presented�with� a� comprehensible� picture� of� the
Real�World� that� is� (re-)constructed� in� the� form� of� narrative� text,� it
follows� that� world� construction� is� prior� to� text� articulation.� The
historiographic� narrator� will� select� certain� Real� World� events� and
organize� these� selected� yet� still� scattered� events� into� meaningful
ensembles� (see� Chapter� 1,� Section� 2.1).� Thus,� he� will� first� make� a
cognitive�arrangement�of�historical�events�in�thematic�structures,�and
then� decide� on� how� these� thematic� structures� will� have� to� be
articulated�linguistically.
Whenever� the�narrator�wishes� to�create�a�boundary�pertaining� to

the�thematic�organization�of�the�Real�World�in�the�form�of�narrative
text,� it� is�a� priori� to�be� expected� that� this�point� in� the� text� receives� a
more�‘heavy’�linguistic�coding�than�when�the�text�is�segmented�within
an�on-going� thematic� structure,� lest� the�audience�miss� the�narrator’s
decision�on�presentation�of� the�Real�World� that� is�described.� In� this
connection,� the� difference� in� form� of� the� grammatical� class� of
subclauses�on� the�one�hand,�and� the�grammatical�class�of�participial
clauses�on�the�other�deserves�more�attention�than�it�has�received�thus
far;� as� formal� differences� do� not� exist� without� purpose� in� any
language,� they�may� very� well� be� at� the� heart� of� the� distribution� of
preposed� subordinate� clauses� used� at� the� onset� of� a� new� D U� in
(historiographic)�narrative�discourse,� and�as� such�be� relevant� for� the
analysis� of� the� discourse� function� of� these� subordinate� clauses,� and
therewith�for�the�interpretation�of�the�text�itself.�Therefore,�the�formal
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differences�between� the�allegedly�alternative� subordinate� clauses�will
now�be�discussed.

3.1� Desententialization

Traditional�grammarians�who�attempted�to�characterize�the�degree�of
subordination� of� subclauses,� genitive� absolute� constructions,� and
conjunct� participles� in� sentence� level� semantic� terms� intuitively� felt
that� there� is� a�difference� in� the� ‘independency’�of� these� clauses�with
respect�to�their�matrix�clause�(usually�called�‘main�clause’�or� ‘leading
verb’):� a� subclause� is� regarded� by� them� as� a� more� independent
construction� than�a�genitive�absolute,�which� in� its� turn� is�considered
more� independent� than� a� conjunct� participle.� Thus� for� instance
Schwyzer-Debrunner�(1950:�397,�my�italics):

Wie� z.B.� im�Arischen,� erscheinen� auch� im�Griechischen� vom�Beginn
der�Überlieferung�an� sog.� absolute�Partizipialkonstruktionen,�d.h.� aus
Substantiv�+�Ptz.� bestehende�Fügungen,� die� dem� übrigen� Teil� des� Satzes
selbständig�gegenüberstehen� (für� die� geläufige�Übersetzungsweise� im�Wert
eines�Nebensatzes).

Cf.�also�Bornemann-Risch�(1973:�245,�my�italics):

Weil� auch� der� Gen.abs.� eine� Nebenhandlung� zum� übergeordneten
Prädikat� ausdrückt,� entspricht� seine�Übersetzung� der� eines� Ptc.coni.;
daher� sind� beide� in� dem� §246� parallel� behandelt,� obwohl� der
(zweigliedrige)� Gen.abs.� als� eine� Konstruktion� (ein� “Syntagma”)� mit
eigenem� Subjekt� vom� Griechischen� aus� gesehen,� in� höherem� Maße
satzwertig�(Äquivalent�eines�Nebensatzes)�ist.

Note�the�preoccupation�here�with�the�issue�of�how�to�translate�them.
See�also�Humbert�(1960:�282,�my�italics):

il� semble� en� effet� que� différents� types� de� génitif� faisant� partie� de� la
phrase� ont� pu,� le� sens� aidant,� en� être� abstraits� et,� avec� l’aide� du
participe,�constituer�une�sorte�de�proposition�indépendante:�le�génitif�absolu.

In�my�opinion,�what�seems�to�be�the�grammarian’s�intuition,�viz.,�that
the�clause�types�in�question�differ�in�degrees�of�‘independency’,�can�be
described�as�a�corollary�of�their�being�desententialized�to�varying�degrees
as�reflected�by�the�formal�properties�each�clause�type�possesses.
In� Lehmann� (1988:� see� especially� 193-200),� the� notion� of

desententialization�is�introduced�as�follows�(193):
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The�third�of�the�parameters�that�structure�a�typology�of�clause�linkage
is� the�degree� to�which� the� subordinate�clause� is� expanded�or� reduced
(…).� In� the� reduction�process,� it� loses� the� properties� of� a� clause,� it� is
desententialized�to�varying�degrees.�Components�of�the�clause�which�allow
reference�to�a�specific�state�of�affairs�are�dropped;�the�state�of�affairs�is
‘typified’.� At� the� same� time,� the� subordinate� clause� increasingly
acquires�nominal�properties,�both�internally�and�in�its�distribution.

Now�consider�the�following�examples:

[1]� Hellenica�4.3.3
ı d' ÉAghs¤laow diallãjaw Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an ééf¤keto.
Larisa›oi m¢n oÔn ka‹ Krann≈nioi ka‹ Skotoussa›oi ka‹ Farsãlioi,
sÊmmaxoi ˆntew Boivto›w, ka‹ pãntew d¢ Yettalo¤, plØn ˜soi aÈt«n
fugãdew tÒt' §tÊgxanon, §kakoÊrgoun aÈtÚn §pakolouyoËntew.

Agesilaus� passed� through� Macedonia� and� aarrived� in� Thessaly.� The
Larisaeans,� Crannonians,� Scotussaeans,� and� Pharsalians,� who� were
allies�of� the�Boeotians,� and� in� fact�all� the�Thessalians� except� those�of
them�who� chanced� at� that� time� to� be� exiles,� followed� after� him� and
molested�him.

[2]� Agesilaus�2.2
§pe‹ d¢ §jame¤caw Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an éé f ¤ k e t o11,
Larisa›oi m¢n ka‹ Krann≈nioi ka‹ Skotousa›oi ka‹ Farsãlioi
sÊmmaxoi ˆntew Boivto›w, ka‹ pãntew d¢ Yettalo‹ plØn ˜soi aÈt«n
fugãdew tÒte ˆntew §tÊgxanon, §kakoÊrgoun aÈtÚn §fepÒmenoi.

When� he� passed� through� Macedonia� and� aarrived� in� Thessaly,� the
Larisaeans,� Crannonians,� Scotussaeans,� and� Pharsalians,� who� were
allies�of� the�Boeotians,� and� in� fact�all� the�Thessalians� except� those�of
them�who�chanced�at� that� time� to�be�exiles,� followed�at�his�heels�and
molested�him.

[3]� Hellenica�7.2.7
§pe‹ d¢ kkraug∞w efiw tØn pÒlin ééfikom°nhw §boÆyoun ofl pol›tai,
tÚ m¢n pr«ton §pejelyÒntew §k t∞w ékropÒlevw ofl pol°mioi
§mãxonto §n t“ prÒsyen t«n efiw tØn pÒlin ferous«n pul«n:

When—an� ooutcry� having� reached� the� city—the� citizens� came� to� the
rescue,�at�first�the�enemy�issued�forth�from�the�Acropolis�and�fought�in
the�space�in�front�of�the�gates�which�lead�to�the�city.

———
11 Íf¤keto�A�:�corr.�D�m.�2.



REAL�WORLD�CONSTRUCTION�AND�TEXT�ARTICULATION 151

[4]� Hellenica�1.5.1
ofl d¢ LakedaimÒnioi prÒteron toÊtvn oÈ poll“ xrÒnƒ
Krathsipp¤d& t∞w nauarx¤aw parelhluyu¤aw LÊsandron
§j°pemcan naÊarxon. ı d¢ ééfikÒmenow efiw ÑRÒdon ka‹ naËw §ke›yen
lab≈n, efiw K« ka‹ M¤lhton ¶pleusen, §ke›yen d' efiw ÖEfeson, ka‹
§ke› ¶meine naËw ¶xvn •bdomÆkonta m°xri o KËrow efiw Sãrdeiw
éf¤keto.

Not�long�before�this—Cratesippidas’�term�of�office�having�expired—the
Lacedaemonians�had�sent�out�Lysander�as�admiral.�He,�hhaving�arrived
at� Rhodes� and� having� secured� some� ships� there,� sailed� to� Cos� and
Miletus,� and� from� there� to� Ephesus,� and� there� he� remained� with
seventy�ships�until�Cyrus�aarrived�at�Sardis.

All�examples�contain�verbal�actions�of�arriving�+�efiw�in�the�aorist;�[1]
and�[2]�consist�of�the�parallel�passage�in�the�Hellenica�and�the�Agesilaus
discussed�in�Chapter�2,�Section�4,�NMP�4.
In� [1],� we� have� an� independent� clause� with� a� finite� verb.� The

clause�§pe‹ d¢ §jame¤caw Makedon¤an efiw Yettal¤an éf¤keto� in�[2]
differs�minimally� from� the� corresponding� independent� clause� in� [1],
apart� from� the� fact� that� it� is� headed� by� a� semantically� non-specific
relator� (§pe¤);�in�the�m°xri o-clause� in� [4],� too,�a�narrative�event� is
expressed� by� a� finite� verb,� though� here� the� semantically� specific
relator� indicates� that� the� content� of� the� subclause� is� to� be� related
unequivocally� temporally� to� the�content�of� the�matrix�clause.�At� this
low�degree�of�desententialization�the�subordinate�construction�is�still�a
finite�clause,�whereas�in�the�other�subordinate�constructions�in�[3]�and
[4]�the�verbal�constituent�becomes�non-finite.�Note�in�this�connection
that�in�a�genitive�absolute,�when�a�neuter�plural�fills�the�subject�slot�(i.e.,
in� the�genitive),� the�verb�not�only� is�non-finite� (i.e.,� a�participle)�but
also� in� the�plural,� instead� of� in� the� singular,� as� in� the� corresponding
finite� clause.� As� such,� the� standard� procedure� is� different� in� finite
clauses.� In� terms� of� agreement,� when� we� combine� the� fact� that
generally� there� is� more� freedom� and� variation� when� the� degree� of
desententialization� is� relatively� low,� with� the� fact� that� the� peculiar
agreement�rule�for�neuter�subjects�applies�to�finite�clauses,�but�not�to
genitives�absolute,�we�may�safely�assume�that� the�genitive�absolute� is
desententialized� to� a� higher� degree� than� the� subclause.� Since
desententialization� transforms� a� clause� into� a� category� of� a� lower
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syntactic� level,� the� agreement� phenomenon� is,� indirectly,� also
evidence�for�desententialization.12

In� [3],� the� subject� slot� of� the� subordinate�verb� is� converted� to�an
oblique� slot,� the� genitive.� This� is� another� feature� of
desententialization.� The� conjunct� participle� in� [4]� is� even� more
strongly�desententialized�than�the�genitive�absolute�in�[3].�In�the�case
of�a� conjunct�participle,�which�carries� inflection�markers� for�gender,
case,�and�number,�the�subject�of�the�subordinate�verb�is�identical�with
the� NP� with� which� it� agrees� in� gender,� number,� and� case,� either
expressed�or�inferrable.13�This�NP�performs�a�syntactic�function�inside
its�matrix�clause.�In�sharing�an�element�of�its�matrix�clause,�a�conjunct
participle� is� more� integrated� into� its� matrix� clause� than� a� genitive
absolute,�which�more�often�than�not�has�the�subject�of�the�subordinate
verb� expressed,� while� the� subject� of� the� genitive� absolute� does� not
perform�a� syntactic� function� in� the�matrix� clause.�The� fact� that� the
subject� of� the� absolute� clause� is� expressed,� then,� is� a� sign� that� qua
clause� type,� the� genitive� absolute� is� syntactically�more� independent,
and� therefore� less� strongly� desententialized� than� the� conjunct
participle.14

Finally,� the� infinitival� clause� (which� for� that�matter� is� outside� the
scope� of� the� present� discussion)� occupies� a� position� in� between� the
subclause�and� the�genitive�absolute,�as� the� infinitive�unlike� the�finite
form�does�not�carry� the�agreement�markers� for�person�and�number,
and�unlike� the�participle15� does� not� carry� the� inflection�markers� for

———
12� Christian�Lehmann,�personal�communication�(via�e-mail).
13� An� absolute� nominative,� usually� called� ‘nominativus� pendens,’� does� in� fact

occur,�albeit�rarely�(e.g.,�Hellenica�2.3.54;�4.1.24).
14� Like� the� genitive� absolute,� the� accusative� absolute� is,� less� strongly

desententialized�than�the�conjunct�participle.�Unlike�the�genitive�absolute,� it�usually
does�not�have�its�subject�expressed�(i.e.�when�used�with�impersonal�verbs);�sometimes,
however,� its� subject� is� expressed:� the� infinitive�with�or�without�tÒ� with� impersonal
verbs,�with�personal� verbs�when�headed�by�…w�or�Àsper,� or,� rarely,�with�personal
verbs�without� being� headed� by�…w � or�Àsper.�Within� the� latter� category,�different
degrees�of�desententialization�can�be� seen�when�we�compare�Anabasis�1.3.20:�¶doje
taËta�(singular�finite�main�verb),�Anabasis�4.1.13:�dÒjan d¢ taËta�(accusative�absolute
with� singular� participle),� Hellenica� 3.2.19:� dÒjanta d¢ taËta ka‹ perany°nta
(accusative�absolute�with�plural�participle)�and�Hellenica�1.7.30:�ka‹ dojãntvn toÊtvn
(genitive�absolute�with�plural�participle).
15� Cf.� Fox� (1983:� 28):� “As� the� participle� in� Ancient� Greek� carries� nominal

inflections�whereas�the�infinitive�does�not,�in�spite�of�the�fact�that�they�are�equal�with
regard�to�all�other�morphological�categories,�the�participle�should�be�correlated�with�a
more�nominal� function� than� the� infinitive.�As� a� result,� the� infinitive� should� appear
more� typically� verbal—that� is,� LESS� DEPENDENT� on� other� verb� forms—than� the



REAL�WORLD�CONSTRUCTION�AND�TEXT�ARTICULATION 153

gender,�number,�and�case.�The�continuum�of�desententialization� for
Ancient�Greek�clause�types�is�diagrammed�in�figure�2:

Figure�2:� Continuum�of�Desententialization

Desententialization
WEAK <————————————> STRONG

Independent Subclause › Infinitival › Genitive › Conjunct
Clause Clause Absolute Participle

3.2� (Dis-)Continuity�and�Linguistic�Coding

On� the� assumption� outlined� above� that� the� articulation� of� the� text
follows�on�the�(re-)construction�of�Real�World�events,�we�may�go�one
step�further�and�say�that�the�grammatical�means�by�which�a�point�of
segmentation� is�marked� is� linked� up�with� the� kind� of� segmentation
involved.�Given� that� there� is�at� least� some�degree�of�discontinuity� in
the�text�at�a�point�of�segmentation,�we�may�consider�the�continuum�of
discontinuity� to� range� from�situations�of� small-scale�discontinuity�on
the� one� extreme� of� the� continuum� (e.g.,� the� next� step� in� an� action
sequence,� marked� by� d°� or� ‘reciprocal� coupling’,� while� referent(s),
time,� location� and� action-sequence� remain� highly� continuous),� to
discontinuity�of�all�coherence�strands�at�the�same�time,�on�the�other.
In� between,� there� is� a� large� amount� of� possibilities,� to� be� encoded
linguistically�by�the�speaker�according�to�his�mental�conception�of�the
narrative.
(Dis-)continuity�comes�in�different�degrees.�For�example,�there�may

be�discontinuity�with�respect� to� just�one�of� the�coherence�strands,�or
with� respect� to� several� coherence� strands� at� the� same� time;� in� the
latter� case� the� degree� of� discontinuity� is� higher� than� in� the� former.

———
participle.�There� is� some�evidence� from�Ancient�Greek� that� this� is� in� fact� the�case.
Indirect�discourse—discourse�after�a�verb�of�speaking—can�be�constructed�using�the
complementizers� hoti�or�hos� and�a�finite� form,�or� it� can�be� constructed�with� just� an
infinitive,�and�no�complementizer.�The�use�of�zero�complementizer�+�infinitive�after�a
verb�of� speaking� is� so�widespread� in�Ancient�Greek� that�even�several� lines�after� the
verb�of�speaking�occurs,�what�appear�to�be�full,�independent�main�clauses�are�formed
around� infinitives,� rather� than� finite� forms.� (…)� The� infinitive� can� thus� function
syntactically� in� a� relatively� independent� manner.� Participles,� on� the� other� hand,
cannot� be� used� in� this� way,� which� seems� to� indicate� that� the� participle� is� a� less
independent,�less�typically�verbal,�form�than�the�infinitive”.
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Moreover,�when�a�change�in�the�current�temporal�setting�occurs,�the
discourse�is�likely�to�be�discontinuous�with�respect�to�(one�of�the)�other
coherence�strands�as�well.�Further,�changes�with�respect�to�one�of�the
coherence� strands� itself�may� show�various�degrees�of� (dis-)continuity:
referential� (dis-)continuity�may�involve�one�or�more�participants,�and
besides� bringing� a� participant� to� or� removing� him� off� the� stage,�we
find� addition� of� a� single� participant� to� a� topical� set� of� participants;
spatial� (dis-)continuity�may� range� from� rather� local� to�more� global,
and�so�on.
We� now� state� that� the� higher� the� degree� of� discontinuity� with

respect� to�one�or�more�of� the� four�coherence�strands,� the�deeper� the
incision�in�the�composition�of�the�discourse,�and�the�higher�the�degree
of�linguistic�coding�is,�as�illustrated�in�figure�3:

Figure�3:� Continuum�of�Discontinuity�at�Points�of�Segmentation�and�Linguistic

Coding

LOW Degree�of�Discontinuity HIGH
<———————————————————>
LOW Degree�of�Linguistic�Coding HIGH
<———————————————————>

As�far�as�subordinate�clauses�occupying�the�sentence-initial�position�at
points� of� segmentation� are� concerned,� a� high� degree� of
desententialization� corresponds� to� a� low�degree� of� linguistic� coding,
while�a�low�degree�of�desententialization�corresponds�to�a�high�degree
of� linguistic� coding.�Therefore,� a� high� degree� of� desententialization
corresponds� to� a� high� degree� of� (thematic)� continuity,� while� a� low
degree� of� desententialization� corresponds� to� a� high� degree� of
discontinuity,� i.e.� discontinuity� at� points� where� segmentation� takes
place�not�only�on�the�level�of�text�articulation,�but�also�on�the�level�of
the�Real�World�construction.
When�we�take�referent�(dis-)continuity�for�example,�the�referent�of

the�NP�that�performs� the� function�of� subject�of�a�conjunct�participle
while� also� performing� a� syntactic� function� in� the� matrix� clause,� is
predictably�a�continuous�Discourse�Topic;�in�the�case�of,�for�instance,
the�large�number�of�clause�chaining�participles�in�the�nominative�case
found� in� extant� texts,� the� reader/hearer�needs� little� reference� to� the
participant�who�performs�the�action,�as�he/she�is�a�continuous�topic;
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cross-referencing� the� subject�on� the�verb�by� (nominal)� inflection�will
suffice.�The� genitive� absolute,�which� is� less� strongly�desententialized
than� the�conjunct�participle�as� the�NP� that�performs� the� function�of
subject� is�an�element�that� is�not�shared�with�the�matrix�clause,�offers
the�opportunity�of� indicating� small-scale� referent�discontinuity� in�an
otherwise�(thematically)�continuous�event�sequence.�In�the�case�of�the
finite�subclause—the�least�strongly�desententialized�clause�type�of�the
three—,�verbal� agreement�provides� the� speaker�with�an�opportunity
to� refer� to� a� participant� in� the� case� of� referent� discontinuity,� or� to
track�a�participant� in�a� situation�of�discontinuity�of�one�of� the�other
coherence�strands.
Thus,� the�extent� to�which�a� subordinate�clause� is�desententialized

corresponds�inversely�to�the�extent�to�which�(thematic)�discontinuity�is
marked�linguistically.�See�figure�4:

Figure�4:� Continuum�of�Discontinuity�at�Points�of�Segmentation�and�Preposed,

Sentence-initially�Placed�Subordinate�Clauses

LOW Degree�of�Discontinuity HIGH
<———————————————————>
LOW Degree�of�Linguistic�Coding HIGH
<———————————————————>
HIGH Degree�of�Desententialization LOW
<———————————————————>
Conjunct Genitive Subclause
Participle Absolute

The�proposed�correspondence�between�the�formal�characteristics�of�a
certain� clause� and� its� function� in� discourse� as� reflected� in� figure� 4
helps� to� answer� the� question� why� different� clause� types� so� often
regarded�as�‘alternatives’�coexist�in�the�Ancient�Greek�language.

4� (Dis-)Continuity�at�Points�of�Segmentation

The� interrelatedness� of� form� and� function� of� different� types� of
preposed� subordinate� clauses� will� be� further� demonstrated� on� the
basis� of� the� following� examples� in�which� they� are� used� at� points� of
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segmentation.�To� start�with,� consider�a�quotation� in�which�different
clause�types�are�found�in�the�same�context:

[5]� Hellenica�3.4.29-3.5.1�&�3.5.25-4.1.3
ı d' ÉAghs¤laow, Àsper Àrmhsen, §p‹ tØn Frug¤an §poreÊeto. ı
m°ntoi TiyraÊsthw (…)�p°mpei Timokrãthn tÚn ÑRÒdion efiw ÑEllãda,
doÁw xrus¤on efiw pentÆkonta tãlanta érgur¤ou, ka‹ keleÊei
peirçsyai pistå tå m°gista lambãnonta didÒnai to›w proesthkÒsin
§n ta›w pÒlesin §f' ⁄te pÒlemon §jo¤sein prÚw Lakedaimon¤ouw.
(…)
katå m¢n oÔn tØn ÑEllãda taËt' §prãxyh.
(BU�1;�DU�1) ı d¢ ÉAghs¤laow §§pe‹ éf¤keto ëma metop≈rƒ

efiw tØn toË Farnabãzou Frug¤an, tØn m¢n x≈ran ¶kae ka‹
§pÒryei, pÒleiw d¢ tåw m¢n b¤&, tåw d' •koÊsaw proselãmbane. (DU
2 ) l°gontow d¢ toË Spiyridãtou …w efi ¶lyoi prÚw tØn
Paflagon¤an sÁn aÈt“, tÚn t«n PaflagÒnvn basil°a ka‹ efiw
lÒgouw êjoi ka‹ sÊmmaxon poiÆsoi, proyÊmvw §poreÊeto, pãlai
toÊtou §piyum«n, toË éfistãnai ti ¶ynow épÚ basil°vw.
(BU�2;�DU� 3) §pe‹ d¢ éf¤keto efiw tØn Paflagon¤an, ∑lyen

ÖOtuw ka‹ summax¤an §poiÆsato: ka‹ går kaloÊmenow ÍpÚ basil°vw
oÈk énebebÆkei. (DU�4) pe¤santow d¢ toË Spiyridãtou kat°lipe
t“ ÉAghsilãƒ ÖOtuw xil¤ouw m¢n flpp°aw, disxil¤ouw d¢ peltastãw.

Agesilaus�continued�the�march�to�Phrygia�on�which�he�had�set�out.�But
now�Tithraustes� (…)� sent�Timocrates� the�Rhodian� to�Greece,� giving
him�gold�to�the�value�of�fifty�talents�of�silver,�and�bade�him�undertake,
on�receipt�of�the�surest�pledges,�to�give�this�money�to�the�leaders�in�the
various� states� on� condition� that� they� should� make� war� upon� the
Lacedaemonians.
(…)
These,�then,�were�the�events�which�took�place�in�Greece.
As� for�Agesilaus,�wwhen�he�arrived,� at� the�beginning�of� autumn,� in

Pharnabazus’�province�of�Phrygia,�he�laid�the�land�waste�with�fire�and
sword� and� gained� possession� of� cities,� some� by� force,� others� by� their
voluntary� surrender.� SSpithridates� said� that� if� he� would� come� to
Paphlagonia�with�him,�he�would�bring�the�king�of�the�Paphlagonians�to
a� conference� and� make� him� an� ally,� and� <so>� Agesilaus� eagerly
undertook� the� journey—this�was� a� thing�he�had� long�desired:� to�win
some�nation�away�from�the�Persian�King.
When� he� arrived� in� Paphlagonia,� Otys� came� and� concluded� an

alliance;� for� he� had� been� summoned� by� the� Persian� King� and� had
refused� to�go�up� to�him.�BBy� the� persuasion� of� Spithridates,�Otys� left
behind�for�Agesilaus�a�thousand�horsemen�and�two�thousand�peltasts.

In�[5],�at�the�end�of�what�later�became�the�third�book�of�the�Hellenica,
a� thematic� unit� on� what� happened� with� the� gold� of� Tithraustes� is
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brought� to� an� end� by� the� closing-line� katå m¢n oÔn tØn ÑEllãda
taËt' §prãxyh.� At� this� point,� a� new� narrative� sequence� is� started
(note�also�transition�marking�m¢n oÔn�…�d°).�The�text�continues�with�a
reference� to� the�new� topic,�ı d¢ ÉAghs¤laow,�and�a�subclause.�If�we
were�looking�for�the�last�reference�to�this�participant,�we�would�have
to� go� back� as� far� as� 3.4.29,� where� Agesilaus� is� left� on� his� way� to
Phrygia� (ı d' ÉAghs¤laow, Àsper Àrmhsen, §p‹ tØn Frug¤an
§poreÊeto);� the� imperfect� §poreÊeto � there� at� least� creates� the
expectation�that�more� information�concerning�Agesilaus’s�march�will
be� conveyed� in� the� sequel.� This� does� not� happen� immediately;� the
narrative� line� concerning� Agesilaus� is� left� open-ended,� and� a� new
narrative� line� is� started� with� ı m°ntoi TiyraÊsthw.� After� about� 6
pages�OCT,�the�end�of�the�narrative�line�concerning�what�happened
in�Greece�with�the�gold�of�Tithraustes�is�marked�by�a�closing-line,�and
the�account�of�Agesilaus’s�march�is�finally�continued.�The�fact�is�that
parallel� actions� at� different� locations� cannot� be� narrated
simultaneously.� Therefore,� it� is� not� the� start� of� a� new� narrative
sequence�we�have�here;�an�existing,�but�temporarily�abandoned�story-
line�is�taken�up.
The� §pe¤-clause� performs� different� functions� at� the� same� time.

Most�importantly,�there�is�a�coherence�link�between�§p‹ tØn Frug¤an
§poreÊeto � and� §pe‹ éf¤keto ëma metop≈rƒ efiw tØn toË
Farnabãzou Frug¤an:� logically,� there� is�action�continuity:�Agesilaus
marched�to�Phrygia�and�then�he�arrived�in�Phrygia.�This�more�global
coherence� link�provides� the�§pe¤-clause�with� anaphoric� grounding.16
The�most�eye-catching� feature�of� the�subclause� is� its� large�anaphoric
scope:�about�6�pages�OCT.
Further,�there�is�a�break�in�the�spatial�continuity,�both�with�respect

to� the� immediately� preceding� context� (Greece�’� Phrygia)� and�with
respect� to� the� Agesilaus-story-line� (march� to� Phrygia�’ � arrival� in
Phrygia);� the�subclause� introduces�a�new�spatial�setting�as�a� frame�of
reference�for�the�events�to�come.�The�adverbial�ëma metop≈rƒ�inside
the�subclause�provides�a� temporal� (re-)orientation�with�respect� to�the
high-level� segmentation� of� the�Hellenica� into� successive� seasons� (cf.
3.4.16�§peidØ ¶ar Íp°faine).�We�thus�have�a�continuative�subclause
serving�the�function�of�thematic�(spatial�+�‘temporal’)�segmentation.

———
16� See�Givón,�1993�II:�311.
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The� first� genitive� absolute� (l°gontow d¢ toË Spiyridãtou�…)� is
progressive:� it� introduces�entirely�new� information� into� the�discourse
at�the�onset�of�a�new�DU�(note�d°),�but�the�textual�boundary�does�not
reflect� any� thematic� discontinuity:� when� the� new� DU� starts,� the
location� is� still� Phrygia,� Spithridates� is� known� as� an� informer� in
Persian� affairs� from� 3.4.10� (note� the� article),� and� the� discourse
remains�concerned�with�the�actions�performed�by�Agesilaus�(note�that
he� is� the� subject� of� ¶lyoi� and� especially� of� the� finite� main� verb
§poreÊeto�without�further�reference),�and�there�is�no�sign�of�temporal
(re-)organization:� the�genitive�absolute� is�used�at�a� textual�boundary
that� does� not� coincide� with� a� thematic� boundary;� it� contains� new
information�of�local�relevance,�at�the�beginning�of�a�DU�that�is�part�of
a�larger,�thematically�continuous�structure.
Since�it�is�expressed�that�Agesilaus�travelled�eagerly�to�Paphlagonia

(efi ¶lyoi prÚw tØn Paflagon¤an� …� proyÊmvw §poreÊeto),� the
information�contained�in�the�second�§pe¤-clause� (§pe‹ d¢ éf¤keto efiw
tØn Paflagon¤an)� is� contextually� prepared.�Again,�we� find� that� a
lower� information� status� coincides�with�a�greater� text-organizational
function,� for� not� only� is� there� spatial� discontinuity,� there� is� also� a
change�in�the�cast�of�participants�inasmuch�as�Otys�is�introduced�into
the�narrative.�Now�that� there� is� thematic�discontinuity,�and�both�the
text�and�the�story�need�to�be�(re-)organized,�we�find�a�subclause�again.
The�fourth�and�final�DU�of�the�passage�cited�once�more�starts�with

a� genitive� absolute:� pe¤santow d¢ toË Spiyridãtou.� In� the� left
sentence� margin,� reference� is� made� to� the� afore-mentioned
Spithridates,�who�continues� to�play�his�role�as�Agesilaus’s�right-hand
man,�while�the�discourse�remains�concerned�with�Otys�and�Agesilaus.
By�means�of� the� (entirely�new)� information�contained� in� the�genitive
absolute� we� simply� learn� that� Otys� acted� ‘by� the� persuation� of
Spithridates’;�the�genitive�absolute�is�used�at�a�textual�boundary�while
the�narrative�is�thematically�continuous.
All�in�all�we�may�conclude�that�in�the�four�DU’s�of�this�passage,�all

preposed� subordinate� clauses� are� used� at� a� point� where� one� text
segment� is� marked� off� from� the� other� by� d°,� but� that� the� thematic
caesurae� coincide� with� the� usage� of� the� subclauses,� and� that� the
genitives�absolute�are�used�at�the�onset�of�a�sub-section�within�a�larger
thematic� structure.� In� this� case,� the� subclauses� contain� contextually-
prepared�information,�whereas�the�genitives�absolute�contain�entirely
new�information.�I�recall,�however,�that�it�is�not�the�information�status
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of� a� given� subordinate� clause� per� se� that� is� decisive� for� the� type� of
discourse� function� performed,� although� subclauses� with� a� low
information� status� seem� to�owe� their� presence�predominantly� to� the
function�they�perform�in�thematic�segmentation.17�However�that�may
be,�the�passage�should,�I�think,�be�analysed�as�follows:�twice�there�is�a
moment� where� the� spatial� setting� is� altered.� In� its� context,� it� is� the
appropriate� point� for� thematic� segmentation,� precisely� because� the
spatial�change�has�been�prepared.�Hence�a�subclause�is�used�at�such�a
point.
The� speaker’s� decision�on�how� to� encode� linguistically� a�point� of

segmentation� in� the�discourse� is�dependent�on� the�way�he�wishes� to
organize� reality� in� the� form� of� text.� When� the� speaker� wishes� to
organize� reality� and� therewith� his� discourse� in� phases,� the� linguistic
articulation�of�the�segmentation�of�the�text�into�these�phases�is�linked
to�the�reality�structure�that�is�verbalized�in�terms�of�(dis-)continuity�of
referents,�time,�place,�and/or�action�sequence.�Eventually,�the�choice
among� different� clause� types� turns� out� to� be� determined� by� the
speaker’s� decision� on� presentation� of� Real�World� data� in� narrative
text.

4.1� Thematic�Coherence

Still,� thematic� coherence� is� an� elusive� notion.� Two� clauses�may� be
coherent�because�they�share�the�same�referent,�because�they�describe
actions�that�were�performed�on�(more�or�less)�the�same�location�or�in
the� same�period� of� time� as� set� off� from�a� different� time� interval,� or
contain� events� quite� naturally� perceived� as� belonging� somehow
together�on�the�basis�of�one’s�knowledge�of�the�world.�And�yet,�as�part
of�a�larger�piece�of�discourse,�they�may�turn�out�to�belong�to�what�one
would� rather� categorize� as� different� thematic� units� in� view� of� the
discourse�as�a�whole.�In�the�following�example�in�English:

Pharnabazus� decided� that� the�woman� should� be� satrap.� She� became
mistress�of�the�province.

———
17� Note,�however,�that�participial�clauses�with�low�information�status�as�such�need

not� coincide�with� thematic�boundaries—see,� e.g.� the�continuative�participial� clause
§lyΔn d'�in�[20]�and�the�resumptive�participial�clause�éristopoioum°nvn d¢ aÈt«n
in�[12]�below.
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the� two� clauses� are� perfectly� coherent:� there� is� a� referential� link
between� them� (the�woman�÷ � she),� there� is� action-event� coherence
(decision�÷ � effectuation),� time� is� contiguous� (decision� and� subsequent
effectuation)� and� the� clauses� are� about� the� same� location
(satrap/mistress� of� the� same� province)—yet� recall� from� Section� 2.1
that�in�the�story�of�Mania,�the�second�clause�was�realized�as�an�§pe¤-
clause� (…�ı Farnãbazow ¶gnv de›n tØn guna›ka satrapeÊein. ≤ d'
§pe‹ kur¤a t∞w x≈raw §g°neto�…),�and�that�within�the�framework�of
the�whole�story,�≤ d' §pe‹ kur¤a t∞w x≈raw §g°neto�was�analysed�as
the�onset�not�only�of�a�new�DU,�but�also,�partly�due� to� the�narrator
changing�his�mode�of�discourse,�of�an�embedded�paragraph.
The� form� a� certain� statement� takes,� is,� I� contend,� entirely

dependent� on� how� the� speaker� wants� to� package� his�message.� Any
sequence� of� independent� clauses�may� be� given� texture,� or� relief,� by
different�linguistic�means�in�order�to�indicate�interclausal�connections
or�relations,�or,�more�globally,�discourse�connectedness.�Consider�the
following�narrative�sequence:

1. The�Greeks�had�not�yet�gone�fifteen�stadia.
2. They�began�to�meet�with�dead�bodies.
3. They�brought�the�rear�of�their�column�to�a�point�opposite�the�first
bodies�that�appeared.

4. They�buried�all�that�the�column�covered.
5. They�buried�this�first�group.
6. They�marched�forward.
7. They�again�brought�the�rear�of�the�column�into�line�with�the�first
of�the�bodies�which�lay�further�on.

8. They�buried�all�that�the�army�covered�in�the�same�way�as�before.
9. They�reached�the�road�leading�out�of�the�villages.
10. There�the�dead�lay�thick.
11. They�gathered�them�all�together.
12. They�buried�them.

This� sequence� of� twelve� independent� clauses�may� be� regarded� as� a
thematic� unit:� all� clauses� with� the� exception� of� 10� have� the� same
sentence-topic,� introduced� in� the� first� sentence� (‘The� Greeks’)� and
referred�back� to� by� ‘they’.�The� sequence� shows� action� coherence� in
that�the�theme,�or�Discourse-topic,�of�this�action�sequence�is�‘burying
corpses’.�There� is�no�Real�Time� indication,�but� the�events�expressed
in�the�narrative�clauses�are�contiguous:�from�the�first�narrative�clause
(2)�onwards,�narrative�time�is�propelled�forward�in�the�clauses�3,�4,�6,
7,�8,�9,�11,�and�12.�Finally,�no�major� spatial�break� is�articulated:�all
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events�take�place�on�the�road�the�Greeks�follow,�except�that�in�clause
9� the�current� spatial� setting� is� specified.�Clause�1,�5,�and�10�contain
non-sequentially� ordered� events:� clause� 1� is� introductory,� clause� 10
presents�a�durative�action�and�is�backgrounded�to�the�narrative�clause
11;�clause�5,�which�is�a�bit�odd,�restates�the�information�conveyed�in
clause� 4,� adding� only� that� this� was� the� first� group,� so� that� the
expectation� is� raised� that� the� following� discourse� will� be� about� a
second�group�of�dead�bodies.
In�Anabasis�6.5.5-6,�Xenophon�has�decided�to�present�the�sequence

as�follows:

1. pr‹n d¢ penteka¤deka stãdia dielhluy°nai
2. §n°tuxon ≥dh nekro›w
3. ka‹ tØn oÈrån toË k°ratow poihsãmenoi katå toÁw pr≈touw

fan°ntaw nekroÁw
4. ¶yapton pãntaw ıpÒsouw §pelãmbane tÚ k°raw
5. §pe‹ d¢ toÁw pr≈touw ¶yacan
6. proagagÒntew
7. ka‹ tØn oÈrån aÔyiw poihsãmenoi katå toÁw pr≈touw t«n

étãfvn
8. ¶yapton tÚn aÈtÚn trÒpon ıpÒsouw §pelãmbanen ≤ stratiã
9. §pe‹ d¢ efiw tØn ıdÚn ∏kon tØn §k t«n kvm«n
10. ¶nya ¶keinto èyrÒoi
11. sunenegkÒntew
12. aÈtoÁw ¶yacan

The�narrative�clauses� in�this�passage�are�expressed�by�three�different
clause�types:�finite�main�clauses�with�aorist�(2:�§n°tuxon;�12:�¶yacan)
or� present� stem� verbal� constituents� (4:� ¶yapton;�8:�¶yapton),�aorist
stem� conjunct� participles� (3:� poihsãmenoi;�6:�proagagÒntew;� 7:
poihsãmenoi;�11:�sunenegkÒntew),�or�an�§pe¤-clause� (9);� the� non-
sequential� events� are� packaged� in� a�pr¤n� +� infinitive� clause� (1),� an
§pe¤-clause�(5),�and�a�relative�clause�(10).
The�passage�consists�of� three�DU’s,� starting� at� clause�1,� 5,� and�9.

Within�the�first�DU,�the�finite�main�clauses�2�and�4�are�connected�by
ka¤,� while� in� the� second� DU� the� narrative� participial� clauses� are
connected�by�ka¤.�The�three�DU’s�correspond�to�three�different�phases
in�this�passage.
The�first�DU� is� concerned�with�burying�corpses� the�Greeks� found

on�their�way,�especially�with�the�way�in�which�this�was�done.�The�first
sentence� of� this� DU�(pr‹n d¢ penteka¤deka stãdia dielhluy°nai
§n°tuxon ≥dh nekro›w)� introduces� the� first� group� of� corpses� they
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found.�The� second� sentence,�which� elaborates�on� the�first� one� (note
ka¤)�describes�what�they�did�with�these�corpses:�they�marched�on�until
they�had�brought�the�rear�of�their�column�to�a�point�opposite�the�first
bodies�which�appeared,�and�buried�all� that�the�column�covered.�The
second�DU�presents� the�next�phase;� the�bodies�which� lay� farther�on
were�buried�in�the�same�way.�The�third�phase�is�presented�in�the�third
DU;� at� the�point�where� the�bodies� lay� thick,� they� gathered� them�all
together�for�burial.
The� thematic� continuity� of� this� sequence� is� reflected� by� the

distribution�of� the�aspectual� forms�describing�the�act�of�burying�over
the�main� verbs� of� each�DU�(¶yapton�…�¶yapton�…�¶yacan).� The
imperfects�indicate�that�there�is�more�to�come�in�connection�with�the
verbal�action�of�burying�corpses�in�this�sequence,�while�the�final�aorist
formally�closes�off�the�sequence.
The� three� different� clause� types� each� contribute� in� their� own

specific� manner� to� the� articulation� of� the� narrative� sequence.
Following� the� finite�main� verbs� of� the� independent� clauses� over� the
three�DU’s�(d°�…�§n°tuxon�…�ka¤�…�¶yapton�…�d°�…�¶yapton�…�d°
…�¶yacan),�we�have�the�backbone�of�this�narrative�sequence.�Then,
when�we�put� in� the�participial�clauses� (poihsãmenoi;�proagagÒntew
…�ka¤�…�poihsãmenoi;�sunenegkÒntew)—narrative�clauses�too,�albeit
on�a� lower�hierarchical� level—we�get� some� ‘flesh� to� the�bone’,� so� to
speak:�we�learn�how�they�buried�the�corpses.�The�distribution�of�finite
main� clauses,� participial� clauses� and� particles,� then,� is� indicative� of
how�Xenophon�wished� to� articulate� the� text.� Finally,� the� two� §pe¤-
clauses�take�care�of�the�Real�World�construction�of�the�passage:�at�the
onset�of�the�second�and�third�DU,�they�make�for�segmentation�within
the� sequence,� at�points�where� a�new�phase� in� the�description�of� the
Real�World�situation�starts.
Clause� 5,� the� one� that� seems� to� be� slightly� odd� in� the� English

sequence�as�presented�above,�provides�an�example�of�‘linkage’.�It�is�a
resumptive�subclause;�by�restating18�the�content�of�the�preceding�main
clause,� adding� that� this� was� the� first� set� of� corpses� they� buried,� it
makes� a� previously� described� Real� World� situation� the� frame� of
reference�for�the�upcoming�discourse.�By�virtue�of� its�anaphoric� link,

———
18� In� the� subclause�an�aorist�finite�verb� is�used,� since�qua�restatement�the�verbal

action�is�a�self-contained�statement.
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it�functions�as�a�(thematic)�hinge�between�two�adjacent�sub-sections�of
one�and�the�same�thematic�unit.
It� is�noteworthy� that�Thompson�and�Longacre� report� (1985:�212)

that�the�sort�of�back-reference�we�encounter�here�in�the�case�of�clause
5�is

the�standard�linkage�in�narrative�and�procedural�languages�in�a�typical
Philippine� language.�The� units� so� linked� are� sentences� or� embedded
paragraphs.�Instances�involving�the�latter�are�a�more�complex�variation
of�relatively�simpler�structures�of�the�sort�illustrated�here�in�which�each
successive� ‘build-up’� of� the� paragraph� is� a� separate� sentence� which
carries�forward�the�event�line.�In�such�simpler�structures�sentencej�has
an� initial� time� clause� or� a� time� phrase� that� is� a� back-reference� to
sentencei—much�as�described�as�tail-head�linkage�(…).�Such�a�structure
could� be� either� narrative� or� procedural� and�might� better� be� termed
somewhat�more�neutrally�a�SEQUENCE�PARAGRAPH.19

As� our� thematic� sequence� is� a� narrative� sequence� with� a� strong
procedural� touch�to� it� (i.e.� the�passage�also�addresses� the�question�of
how� the� bodies� were� buried),� clause� 5� in� the� passage� under
consideration� may� be� said� to� illustrate� the� kind� of� phenomenon
described�by�Thompson�and�Longacre,� given� that� it� is� a� resumptive
clause.
The� §pe¤-clause� 9� is� not� resumptive,� but� a� progressive,� and� a

narrative� clause;� however,� by� introducing� a� new� phase� in� the
description�of�the�Real�World,�this�clause,�too,�helps�to�articulate�the
boundary�between�two�sub-sections�of�the�sequence�paragraph�on�the
level�of�the�Real�World�construction.

4.2� The�Articulation�of�Thematic�Units

The� articulation� of� a� new� phase� in� the� depicted� world�may,� under
certain� conditions,� occur�within� an� episode� that,� as� a�whole,� shows
thematic�unity.�Generally,�however,�the�articulation�of�a�break�in�the
continuity� of� the� depicted�world� takes� place� at� a� boundary�between
two�separate�thematic�units.�Here�is�an�example:

———
19� They� also� report� (ibid.,� 213)� that� “back-reference� of� this� sort� is� endemic� for

many� Philippine� languages”� and� that� “such� regularity� of� back-reference� is� also
characteristic�of�many�structures�in�New�Guinea”.
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[6]� Anabasis�1.1.1-3
Dare¤ou ka‹ Parusãtidow g¤gnontai pa›dew dÊo, presbÊterow m¢n
ÉArtaj°rjhw, ne≈terow d¢ KËrow:
[A]� §pe‹ d¢ ±sy°nei Dare›ow ka‹ Íp≈pteue teleutØn

toË b¤ou, §boÊleto tΔ pa›de émfot°rv pare›nai. ı m¢n oÔn
presbÊterow parΔn §tÊgxane: KËron d¢ metap°mpetai épÚ t∞w
érx∞w ∏w aÈtÚn satrãphn §po¤hse, ka‹ strathgÚn d¢ aÈtÚn ép°deije
pãntvn ˜soi §w KastvloË ped¤on èyro¤zontai. énaba¤nei oÔn ı
KËrow labΔn Tissaf°rnhn …w f¤lon, ka‹ t«n ÑEllÆnvn ¶xvn
ıpl¤taw én°bh triakos¤ouw, êrxonta d¢ aÈt«n Jen¤an Parrãsion.
[B]� §pe‹ d¢ §teleÊthse Dare›ow ka‹ kat°sth efiw tØn

basile¤an ÉArtaj°rjhw, Tissaf°rnhw diabãllei tÚn KËron
prÚw tÚn édelfÚn …w §pibouleÊoi aÈt“. ı d¢ pe¤yetai ka‹
sullambãnei KËron …w épokten«n: ≤ d¢ mÆthr §jaithsam°nh aÈtÚn
épop°mpei pãlin §p‹ tØn érxÆn.

Darius�and�Parysatis�had�two�sons�born�to�them,�of�whom�the�elder�was
Artaxerxes�and�the�younger�Cyrus.
When�Darius�lay�sick�and�suspected�that�the�end�of�his�life�was�near,

he�wished� to�have�both�his� sons�with�him.�The�elder�happened� to�be
with� him� already;� but� Cyrus� he� summoned� from� the� province� over
which� he� had� made� him� satrap,� and� he� had� also� appointed� him
commander�of�all�the�forces�that�muster�in�the�plain�of�Castolus.�Cyrus
accordingly�went� up� to�his� father,� taking�with�him�Tissaphernes� as� a
friend� and� accompanied�by� three�hundred�Greek�hoplites,� under� the
command�of�Xenias�of�Parrhasia.
When�Darius�had�died�and�Artaxerxes�had�been�established�as�king,

Tissaphernes� falsely� accused�Cyrus� to� his� brother� of� plotting� against
him.�He�believed�the�accusation�and�arrested�Cyrus,�with�the�intention
of�putting�him�to�death;�his�mother�made�intercession�for�him,�and�sent
him�back�again�to�his�province.

Example�[6]�presents,�of�course,�the�beginning�of�the�Anabasis:�the�first
sentence� is�devoted�to�the� introduction�of�major�participants;�since� it
is� the�first� sentence�of� the�work,� the�present� indicative�g¤gnontai� is
properly� speaking� without� time� reference.� The� subclause� §pe‹ d¢
±sy°nei Dare›ow ka‹ Íp≈pteue teleutØn toË b¤ou� does� several
things�at�the�same�time:�it�introduces�the�first�time�reference�(±sy°nei
… ka‹ Íp≈pteue:�past�tenses);�moreover,�it�introduces�the�first�theme
of� the�narrative:�Darius’� illness.�The� content� of� the� subclause� is� not
presented�as�a�narrative�statement�of� its�own;�by�virtue�of� the�verbal
constituents� being� imperfects,� it� is� to� be� understood� in� connection
with�the�verbal�action�of�the�matrix�clause:�‘In�view�of�the�fact�that�he
lay�sick�and�suspected�that�the�end�of�his�life�was�near,�Darius�wished�to�have�both
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his� sons� with� him’.� Then,� for� several� sentences,� the� sequence� is
organized� around� its� participants:� ı m¢n oÔn presbÊterow parΔn
§tÊgxane … KËron d¢ metap°mpetai … énaba¤nei oÔn ı KËrow.
The�thematic�setting�remains�the�same,�inasmuch�as�any�thematic�break
defined� in� terms� of� discontinuity� of� participants,� time,� place� and/or
action-sequence�is�absent.
Then,�with�the�subclause�§pe‹ d¢ §teleÊthse Dare›ow ka‹ kat°sth

efiw tØn basile¤an ÉArtaj°rjhw,� there� is�discourse� turbulence.�The
old� theme� is� no� longer� current,� and� the� thematic� setting� changes:
Darius� disappears� from� the� stage,� as� he� dies,� and� Artaxerxes� is
established� as� the� new� king.�This� time,� aorist� stems� are� used� in� the
subclause� inasmuch�as� the� subordinated�verbal�action�belongs� to� the
narrative�assertion.
From� the� point� of� view� of� discourse� organization,� the� two

§pe¤-clauses�marked� [A]�and�[B]�are�used� for� thematic� segmentation
between� thematic� structures.� After� the� introductory� first� sentence,
subclause� [A]� opens� a� thematic� unit� about� what� happened� when
Darius� lay� sick� and� expected� that� the� end� of� his� life�was� near.�The
second� thematic� unit� is� about� the� events� that� occurred� after�Darius
had�died�and�Artaxerxes�had�succeeded�him�to�the�throne.�Subclause
[B]�creates�a�content-oriented�boundary�between� the�unit�concerned
with�the�old�king�about�to�die,�and�the�unit�about�events�after�the�old
king�had�been�succeeded�naturally�by�the�elder�son�Artaxerxes.�At�the
same�time,�subclause�[B]�makes�for�discourse�coherence�by�continuing
the� chain� of� events� initiated� by� subclause� [A]:� (§pe‹ d°) §teleÊthse
Dare›ow ka‹ kat°sth efiw tØn basile¤an ÉArtaj°rjhw� follows
naturally�on� (§pe‹ d°) ±sy°nei Dare›ow ka‹ Íp≈pteue teleutØn toË
b¤ou:� a� discourse-level� strategy� known� as� Head-Head� linkage� (see
Thompson�&�Longacre,�1985:�211).
These�boundaries�are�articulated�by�means�of�preposed,�sentence-

initially� placed� subclauses,� as� the� segmentation� of� the� text� coincides
with�a�moment�of�discontinuity�in�the�Real�World.
In�the�following�example�the�text� is�segmented�at�a�point�where�a

new� participant� is� introduced,� while� there� is� thematic� discontinuity
with�respect�to�time�and�place;�here,�first�a�finite�main�clause20�is�used,
———
20� The�reader�is�reminded�of�the�end�of�the�episode�in�the�Agesilaus�on�Agesilaus’s

activities� in� Asia� (Chapter� 2,� Section� 4).� This� involves� a� major� relocation� and
therefore� a� thematic� break� because� of� the� spatial� discontinuity� in� the�Real�World
situation�described,�and�it�is�heavily�marked�by�a�finite�main�clause�(1.38):�the�closing-
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but�then�the�content�of�this�main�clause�is�resumed�later�on�in�a�(still
only�weakly�desententialized)�subclause:

[7]� Hellenica�6.1.1-3
ofl m¢n oÔn ÉAyhna›oi ka‹ LakedaimÒnioi per‹ taËta ∑san. ofl d¢
Yhba›oi §pe‹ katestr°canto tåw §n tª Boivt¤& pÒleiw, §strãteuon
ka‹ efiw tØn Fvk¤da. …w d' aÔ ka‹ ofl Fvke›w §pr°sbeuon efiw tØn
Lakeda¤mona ka‹ ¶legon ˜ti efi mØ bohyÆsoien, oÈ dunÆsointo mØ
pe¤yesyai to›w Yhba¤oiw, §k toÊtou ofl LakedaimÒnioi diabibãzousi
katå yãlattan efiw Fvk°aw KleÒmbrotÒn te tÚn basil°a ka‹ met'
aÈtoË t°ttaraw mÒraw ka‹ t«n summãxvn tÚ m°row.
sxedÚn d¢ per‹ toËton tÚn xrÒnon ka‹ §k Yettal¤aw ééfikne›tai
prÚw tÚ koinÚn t«n Lakedaimon¤vn Poludãmaw
Farsãliow. otow d¢ ka‹ §n tª êll˙ Yettal¤& mãla hÈdok¤mei, ka‹
§n aÈtª tª pÒlei oÏtvw §dÒkei kalÒw te kégayÚw e‰nai Àste ka‹
stasiãsantew ofl Farsãlioi parakat°yento aÈt“ tØn ékrÒpolin, ka‹
tåw prosÒdouw §p°trecan lambãnonti, ˜sa §g°grapto §n to›w
nÒmoiw, e‡w te tå flerå énal¤skein ka‹ efiw tØn êllhn dio¤khsin.
kéke›now m°ntoi épÚ toÊtvn t«n xrhmãtvn tÆn te êkran fulãttvn
di°sƒzen aÈto›w ka‹ tîlla dioik«n épelog¤zeto kat' §niautÒn. ka‹
ıpÒte m¢n §ndeÆseie, par' •autoË proset¤yei, ıpÒte d¢ perig°noito
t∞w prosÒdou, épelãmbanen. ∑n d¢ ka‹ êllvw filÒjenÒw te ka‹
megaloprepØw tÚn YettalikÚn trÒpon. otow oÔn §§pe‹ éf¤keto
efiw tØn Lakeda¤mona, e‰pe toiãde.

The�Athenians� and�Lacedaemonians,� then,�were�occupied�with� these
things.� As� for� the� Thebans,� when� they� had� subdued� the� cities� in
Boeotia,�made�an�expedition� into�Phocis�also.�The�Phocians,�on� their
side,� sent� ambassadors� to� Lacedaemon� and� said� that� unless� the
Lacedaemonians� came� to� their� assistance� they� would� not� be� able� to
escape� yielding� to� the�Thebans,� and� thereupon� the� Lacedaemonians
sent�Cleombrotus,�the�king,�across�to�Phocis�by�sea,�and�with�him�four
regiments�of�their�own�and�the�corresponding�contingents�of�the�allies.
At� about� this� time� PPolydamas� of� Pharsalus�also�aarrived� from

Thessaly� aand� presented� himself� before� the� general� assembly� of� the
Lacedaemonians.� This� man� was� not� only� held� in� very� high� repute
throughout� all� Thessaly,� but� in� his� own� city� was� regarded� as� so
honourable� a� man� that,� on� their� falling� into� factional� strife,� the
Pharsalians�put� their�Acropolis� in�his�hands�and�entrusted� to�him� the
duty� of� receiving� the� revenues,� and� of� expending,� both� for� religious
purposes�and�for�the�administration�in�general,�all�the�sums�which�were
prescribed� in� their� laws.�And�he�did,� in� fact,�use� these� funds� to�guard
the�Acropolis�and�keep�it�safe�for�them,�and�likewise�to�administer�their

———
line�t«n m¢n dØ §n tª ÉAs¤& prãjevn toËto t°low §g°neto�(‘This�then�was�the�end�of
his�activities�in�Asia’).
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other� affairs,� rendering� them�an�account� yearly.�And�whenever� there
was�a�deficit�he�made�it�up�from�his�own�private�purse,�and�whenever
there�was� a� surplus� of� revenue�he�paid�himself� back.�Besides,� he�was
hospitable� and� magnificent,� after� the� Thessalian� manner.� Now� this
man,�wwhen�he�had�arrived�at�Lacedaemon,�spoke�as�follows:�…

The� subclause� contains� a� restatement� of� previously� expressed
information� by� means� of� lexical� overlap� after� an� intervening,
obviously� informationally� backgrounded� and� rather� long� passage.
From�sxedÚn d¢ per‹ toËton tÚn xrÒnon� onwards,� only� two� verbal
constituents� describe� actions� that� belong� to� the�main� narrative� line,
viz.,�éfikne›tai�[A1]�and�e‰pe�[A2];�cf.�figure�5:

Figure�5:� Hellenica�6.1.2-3

sxedÚn d¢ per‹ toËton tÚn xrÒnon ka‹ §k Yettal¤aw

A1 éfikne›tai prÚw tÚ koinÚn t«n Lakedaimon¤vn

Poludãmaw Farsãliow.

otow d¢ ka‹ §n tª êll˙ Yettal¤& mãla hÈdok¤mei, ka‹ §n aÈtª
tª pÒlei oÏtvw §dÒkei kalÒw te kégayÚw e‰nai Àste ka‹
stasiãsantew ofl Farsãlioi parakat°yento aÈt“ tØn ékrÒpolin,
ka‹ tåw prosÒdouw §p°trecan lambãnonti, ˜sa §g°grapto §n to›w
nÒmoiw, e‡w te tå flerå énal¤skein ka‹ efiw tØn êllhn dio¤khsin.
kéke›now m°ntoi épÚ toÊtvn t«n xrhmãtvn tÆn te êkran
fulãttvn di°sƒzen aÈto›w ka‹ tîlla dioik«n épelog¤zeto kat'
§niautÒn. ka‹ ıpÒte m¢n §ndeÆseie, par' •autoË proset¤yei, ıpÒte
d¢ perig°noito t∞w prosÒdou, épelãmbanen. ∑n d¢ ka‹ êllvw
filÒjenÒw te ka‹ megaloprepØw tÚn YettalikÚn trÒpon.

otow oÔn §pe‹ éf¤keto efiw tØn Lakeda¤mona,

A2 e‰pe toiãde.

In� between� these� actions� there� are� four� sentences� that� convey
background� information� concerning� the� discourse� participant
Polydamas,�introduced�for�the�first�time�and�therefore�the�focus�of� the
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introductory�sentence—note�that�his�name�occupies�the�sentence-final
position—,� who� becomes� the� topic� of� the� backgrounded� passage
(otow d°).�The�main�verbs�of� these�four�backgrounded�sentences�are
imperfects.�The�return� to� the�main�narrative� line� is�marked� in� three
ways.�Firstly,�Xenophon�repeats�the�pronoun�otow�at�the�immediate
beginning�of� the� sentence.�Secondly,�he�uses� the�particle�oÔn,�which
marks� the� preceding� as� introductory� to� the� point� the� author� finally
wanted� to�make,� viz.,�Polydamas’s� statement� [e‰pe:�A2].�Thirdly,�we
find�a�subclause,�with�verbal�repetition�of�A1.�The�subclause�obviously
is�there�to�create�coherence�between�the�different�parts�of�this�episode.
The� subclause� §pe‹ éf¤keto efiw tØn Lakeda¤mona� is� a� back-

reference� to� the� phrase� éfikne›tai prÚw tÚ koinÚn t«n
Lakedaimon¤vn—note� that� back-reference� need� not� be� an� exact
semantic�reproduction�of�the�original�material,�but�may�involve�loss�or
gain� of� information;� a� case� in� point� is� provided� by� the� difference
between� prÚw tÚ koinÚn t«n Lakedaimon¤vn� and� efiw tØn
Lakeda¤mona :� in� the� independent� main� clause� it� is� stated� that
Polydamas� presented� himself� before� the� general� assembly� of� the
Lacedaemonians,� so� that� A2:� e‰pe� has� already� been� prepared.� The
resumed� information� itself� forms� the� start� of� a� new� sequence
paragraph;�there�is�thematic�discontinuity�with�respect�to�participants
(Poludãmaw Farsãliow� is� introduced� into� the� discourse� after� the
Lacedaemonians� were� dealing� with� Phocian� ambassadors� in� 6.1.1,
hence� ka¤� in� the� first� sentence� of� this� episode)� and� time� (sxedÚn …
per‹ toËton tÚn xrÒnon);�perhaps� the�use�of� the�historical�present� is
also� indicative� of� a� boundary� between� two� larger� thematic
structures.21� The� resumptive� subclause,� as� it� were,� recapitulates� the
thematic�boundary�already�expressed�by�a�main�finite�clause,�and�the
new� sequence� paragraph� is� re-started� after� Polydamas� has� been
properly� introduced.� All� in� all,� the� high� degree� of� thematic
discontinuity� at� the� point� of� segmentation� between� two� larger
thematic�structures�is�reflected�by�the�high�degree�of�linguistic�coding:
a� finite� main� clause� expressing� the� new� Real� World� situation� the
discourse�will�be�concerned�with,�the�content�of�which�is�referred�back
to� in� a—only� weakly� desententialized—subclause� that,� at� the� same

———
21� Cf.� for� instance� Hellenica� 3.1.16:� ı d¢ Derkul¤daw §n toÊtƒ t“ kair“

éfikne›tai�…�(‘It�was�at�this� juncture�that�Dercylidas�arrived…’),�which�follows�on
the�final�sentence�of�the�story�of�Mania�proper,�presented�in�figure�1�above.
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time,�helps� the�reader�keep� track�of� the�discourse�perspective�after�a
digression.

4.2.1� Temporal�Discontinuity
In� example� [7]� of� the� preceding� Section,� the� discourse� is
discontinuous�with� respect� to� several� coherence� strands� at� the� same
time� at� a� point� where� the� narrator� decided� to� use� the� finite� main
clause,�the�content�of�which�is�referred�back�to�later�on�in�a�subclause.
A� subclause� seems� to�be�preferred�over� its� alternative—a�conjunct22

participle—as� the� recapitulated� verbal� action� should� remind� the
reader/hearer� of� the� entire� discontinuity-marking� finite�main� clause
the� sequence� started�with,� so� that� here� the� high� degree� of� linguistic
coding�helps� the� reader� to� take�notice�of� the� rather�deep� incision�or
discourse� boundary.�However,� not� every� coherence� strand� need� be
involved�at� the� same� time:� a�discourse�boundary�may�be�articulated
by�a�high�degree�of� linguistic�coding�when�there�is�discontinuity�with
respect�to�a�single�coherence�strand,�but�to�a�fairly�high�degree.�Here
is�an�example:

[8]� Anabasis�5.3.4-7
§ntaËya ka‹ dialambãnousi tÚ épÚ t«n afixmal≈tvn érgÊrion
genÒmenon. ka‹ tØn dekãthn, ∂n t“ ÉApÒllvni §je›lon ka‹ tª
ÉEfes¤& ÉArt°midi, di°labon ofl strathgo‹ tÚ m°row ßkastow
fulãttein to›w yeo›w: ént‹ d¢ XeirisÒfou N°vn ı ÉAsina›ow ¶labe.
Jenof«n oÔn tÚ m¢n toË ÉApÒllvnow énãyhma poihsãmenow
énat¤yhsin efiw tÚn §n Delfo›w t«n ÉAyhna¤vn yhsaurÚn ka‹
§p°grace tÒ te aÍtoË ˆnoma ka‹ tÚ Proj°nou, ˘w sÁn Kleãrxƒ
ép°yanen: j°now går ∑n aÈtoË. tÚ d¢ t∞w ÉArt°midow t∞w ÉEfes¤aw,
˜t' épπei sÁn ÉAghsilãƒ §k t∞w ÉAs¤aw tØn efiw BoivtoÁw ıdÒn,
katale¤pei parå MegabÊzƒ t“ t∞w ÉArt°midow nevkÒrƒ, ˜ti aÈtÚw
kinduneÊsvn §dÒkei fi°nai, ka‹ §p°steilen, μn m¢n aÈtÚw svyª, aÍt“
épodoËnai: μn d° ti pãy˙, énaye›nai poihsãmenon tª ÉArt°midi ˜ ti
o‡oito xarie›syai tª ye“.

§peidØ d' ¶feugen ı Jenof«n, katoikoËntow ≥dh aÈtoË §n
SkilloËnti ÍpÚ t«n Lakedaimon¤vn ofikisy°ntow parå tØn
ÉOlump¤an éfikne›tai Megãbuzow efiw ÉOlump¤an yevrÆsvn ka‹
épod¤dvsi tØn parakatayÆkhn aÈt“. Jenof«n d¢ labΔn xvr¤on
»ne›tai tª ye“ ˜pou éne›len ı yeÒw.

———
22� Note�that�a�genitive�absolute�would�have�been�an�a-typical�alternative�here,�as

the�clauses�in�the�clause�combination�share�the�same�subject:�otow … §pe‹ éf¤keto
… e‰pe.
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There,�also,�they�divided�the�money�received�from�the�sale�of�the�booty.
And� the� tithe,�which� they� set�apart� for�Apollo�and� for�Artemis�of� the
Ephesians,�was�distributed�among�the�generals,�each�taking�his�portion
to�keep�safely�for�the�gods;�and�the�portion�that�fell�to�Cheirisophus�was
given�to�Neon�the�Asinaean.
As� for� Xenophon,� he� caused� a� votive� offering� to� be� made� out� of
Apollo’s� share� of� his� portion� and� dedicated� it� in� the� treasury� of� the
Athenians� at� Delphi,� inscribing� upon� it� his� own� name� and� that� of
Proxenus,�who�was�killed�with�Clearchus;� for�Proxenus�was�his�guest-
friend.�The� share�which�belonged� to�Artemis�of� the�Ephesians�he� left
behind,�at�the�time�when�he�was�returning�from�Asia�with�Agesilaus�to
take�part�in�the�campaign�against�Boeotia,�in�charge�of�Megabyzus,�the
sacristan�of�Artemis,�for�the�reason�that�his�own�journey�seemed�likely
to�be�a�dangerous�one;�and�his�instructions�were�that�in�case�he�should
escape�with�his� life,� the�money�was�to�be�returned�to�him,�but� in�case
any� ill� should� befall� him,�Megabyzus� was� to� cause� to� be� made� and
dedicated� to� Artemis� whatever� offering� he� thought� would� please� the
goddess.
In� the� course� of�Xenophon’s� exile—he� was� living� at� Scillus,� near

Olympia,� where� he� had� been� established� as� a� colonist� by� the
Lacedaemonians—,�Megabyzus�came�to�Olympia�to�attend�the�games
and�returned�to�him�his�deposit.�Upon�receiving�it�Xenophon�bought�a
plot� of� ground� for� the� goddess� in� a� place� which� Apollo’s� oracle
appointed.

From�Jenof«n oÔn� onwards,� the� narrator� dedicates� a� discourse
episode�to�the�way�Xenophon�dealt�with�his�portion.�Stepping�outside
the�diegetic�world�of�the�Anabasis,�he�informs�the�reader/hearer�about
events�that�would�take�place�at�a�later�moment�in�time—cf.�especially
the� semantically� specific� (temporal)� subclause� ˜t' épπei sÁn
ÉAghsilãƒ §k t∞w ÉAs¤aw tØn efiw BoivtoÁw ıdÒn.� The� narrator
continues�the�episode�on�the�share�which�belonged�to�Artemis�of� the
Ephesians� that�was� left� behind� at� the� time� in� charge�of�Megabyzus:
Megabyzus� returned� it� when� he� came� to� Olympia� to� attend� the
games.� A� new� situational� setting� for� the� return� of� the� deposit� is
introduced� by� means� of� embedded� predications� placed� at� the
beginning� of� the� sentence� (§peidØ d' ¶feugen ı Jenof«n,
katoikoËntow ≥dh aÈtoË §n SkilloËnti ÍpÚ t«n Lakedaimon¤vn
ofikisy°ntow parå tØn ÉOlump¤an):� it� was� in� the� course� of
Xenophon’s� exile� (the� information� is� marked� as� something� the
reader/hearer�will�be�familiar�with:�§peidÆ),� and�he�had�been� living
for�a�while�(≥dh)�at�Scillus,�which�is�located�near�Olympia�(parå tØn
ÉOlump¤an ).� The� whole� set� of� embedded� predications� is� rather
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detached� from� the� main� clause:� Xenophon� is� the� subject� of� the
§peidÆ-clause,� then�becomes�the�grammatical�subject�of� two�genitive
absolute� constructions,� to� finally� become� the� dative� complement� to
the�last�part�of�the�main�clause�(épod¤dvsi … aÈt“).�The�preposed,
sentence-initially� placed� subclause� §peidØ d' ¶feugen ı Jenof«n
articulates�a�thematic�boundary,�for�it�moves�the�discourse�forward�to
a� new� stage� over� a� time-gap� of� several� years.23� Within� the� multi-
propositional� paragraph,� the� subclause� is� used� at� the� point� where
narrative�time�is�non-contiguous.

4.2.2� Spatial�Discontinuity
The�following�example�shows�three�instances�of�a�preposed�subclause
with� an� aorist� verbal� constituent� used� at� a� point� of� ‘spatial’
discontinuity.� It� illustrates� the� usage� of� preposed� subclauses� as� a
means�of�phasing�the�story�into�smaller�segments�that�have�a�thematic
unity�of�their�own.�Within�the�organization�of�the�story,�the�relocation
of� a� participant� (Agesilaus)� is� taken� several� times� as� the� appropriate
starting� point� for� a� new� thematic� unit� (‘paragraph’).� The� example
further�has�a�preposed�aorist�participle�of�spatial�movement�at�a�point
where�articulating�a�thematic�boundary�would�have�been�inexpedient,
as�will�be�clarified�in�the�discussion:

[9]� Hellenica�3.4.2-5
éneptervm°nvn d¢ t«n Lakedaimon¤vn ka‹ toÁw summãxouw
sunagÒntvn ka‹ bouleuom°nvn t¤ xrØ poie›n, LÊsandrow nom¤zvn
ka‹ t“ nautik“ polÁ peri°sesyai toÁw ÜEllhnaw ka‹ tÚ pezÚn
logizÒmenow …w §s≈yh tÚ metå KÊrou énabãn, pe¤yei tÚn
ÉAghs¤laon Ípost∞nai, ín aÈt“ d«si triãkonta m¢n Spartiat«n,
efiw disxil¤ouw d¢ t«n neodam≈dvn, efiw •jakisxil¤ouw d¢ tÚ sÊntagma
t«n summãxvn, strateÊesyai efiw tØn ÉAs¤an. prÚw d¢ toÊtƒ t“
logism“ ka‹ aÈtÚw sunejelye›n aÈt“ §boÊleto, ˜pvw tåw dekarx¤aw
tåw katastaye¤saw Íp' §ke¤nou §n ta›w pÒlesin, §kpeptvku¤aw d¢ diå

———
23� In�fact,�whatever�the�date�of�Xenophon’s�dedication�of�the�votive�offering�made

out� of�Apollo’s� share�of� his� portion� in� the� treasury�of� the�Athenians� at�Delphi� (for
problems�concerning�its�dating,�see�Lendle,�comm.�ad�loc.),�when�we�arrive�at�§peidØ d'
¶feugen ı Jenof«n,�a�couple�of�years�must�have�passed�since�Xenophon�épπei sÁn
ÉAghsilãƒ §k t∞w ÉAs¤aw tØn efiw BoivtoÁw ıdÒn,� which� is� to� be� dated� in� the
summer�of�394�B.C;�Megabyzus’s�arrival�at�Olympia� ‘in�order�to�attend�the�games’
“dürfte� wohl� während� einer� der� ersten� Olympiaden,� die� Xenophon� in� Skillus
miterlebte� (Ol.�98�=�388,�Ol.�99�=�384)�stattgefunden�haben�(vgl.�die�Formulierung
katoikoËntow ≥dh aÈtoË…)”� (Lendle,�1995:�316).�Rehdantz/Carnuth,� comm.�ad�loc.,
date�his�arrival�“wahrscheinl.�384�v.�Chr.”.
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toÁw §fÒrouw, o„ tåw patr¤ouw polite¤aw parÆggeilan, pãlin
katastÆseie met' ÉAghsilãou. §paggeilam°nou d¢ toË ÉAghsilãou
tØn strate¤an, didÒas¤ te ofl LakedaimÒnioi ˜saper æthse ka‹
•jamÆnou s›ton.

§pe‹ d¢ yusãmenow ˜sa ¶dei ka‹ tîlla ka‹ tå
diabatÆria §j∞lye, ta›w m¢n pÒlesi diap°mcaw égg°louw
proe›pen ˜souw te d°oi •kastaxÒyen p°mpesyai ka‹ ˜pou pare›nai,
aÈtÚw d' §boulÆyh §lyΔn yËsai §n AÈl¤di, ¶nyaper ı ÉAgam°mnvn
˜t' efiw Tro¤an ¶plei §yÊeto.

…w d' §ke› §g°neto, puyÒmenoi ofl boi≈tarxoi ˜ti yÊoi,
p°mcantew flpp°aw toË te loipoË e‰pan mØ yÊein ka‹ oÂw §n°tuxon
flero›w teyum°noiw di°rrican épÚ toË bvmoË. ı d' §pimarturãmenow
toÁw yeoÁw ka‹ ÙrgizÒmenow, énabåw §p‹ tØn triÆrh ép°plei.
éfikÒmenow d¢ §p‹ GerastÒn, ka‹ sull°jaw §ke› ˜son §dÊnato
toË strateÊmatow ple›ston, efiw ÖEfeson tÚn stÒlon §poie›to.

§pe‹ d¢ §ke›se éf¤keto, pr«ton m¢n Tissaf°rnhw p°mcaw
≥reto aÈtÚn t¤now deÒmenow ¥koi. ı d' e‰pen aÈtonÒmouw ka‹ tåw §n tª
ÉAs¤& pÒleiw e‰nai, Àsper ka‹ tåw §n tª par' ≤m›n ÑEllãdi. prÚw
taËt' e‰pen ı Tissaf°rnhw:

The� Lacedaemonians� were� in� a� state� of� great� excitement,� and� were
gathering�together�their�allies�and�taking�counsel�as�to�what�they�should
do,�when�Lysander,�thinking�that�the�Greeks�would�be�far�superior�on
the�sea,�and�reflecting�that�the�land�force�which�went�up�country�with
Cyrus�had�returned�safely,�persuaded�Agesilaus�to�promise,�in�case�the
Lacedaemonians� would� give� him� thirty� Spartiatae,� two� thousand
emancipated�Helots,�and�a�contingent�of� six� thousand�of� the�allies,� to
make� an� expedition� to� Asia.� Such� were� the�motives� which� actuated
Lysander,� but,� in� addition,� he� wanted� to� make� the� expedition� with
Agesilaus� on� his� own� account� also,� in� order� that� with� the� aid� of
Agesilaus�he�might�re-establish�the�decarchies�which�had�been�set�up�by
him� in� the� cities,� but� had�been� overthrown� through� the� ephors,�who
had� issued�a�proclamation�restoring� to� the�cities� their�ancient� form�of
government.� Agesilaus� offered� to� undertake� the� campaign,� and� the
Lacedaemonians�gave�him�everything�he�asked� for�and�provisions� for
six�months.
When� he� had� offered� all� the� sacrifices� which� were� required,

including�that�at�the�frontier�and�had�marched�forth�from�the�country,
he� dispatched� messengers� to� the� various� cities� and� announced� how
many�men� were� to� be� sent� from� each� city,� and� where� they� were� to
report;�as� for�himself,�he�desired�to�go�and�offer�sacrifice�at�Aulis,� the
place�where�Agamemnon�had�sacrificed�at� the�time�when�he�sailed�to
Troy.
When�he�had�come� there,� the�Boeotarchs,�on� learning� that�he�was

sacrificing,�sent�horsemen�and�bade�him�discontinue�his�sacrificing,�and
they�threw�from�the�altar�the�victims�which�they�found�already�offered.
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Then�Agesilaus,�calling�the�gods�to�witness,�and�full�of�anger,�embarked
upon�his�trireme�and�sailed�away.�HHe�arrived�at�Gerastus�and�collected
there�as�large�a�part�of�his�army�as�he�could,�and�he�directed�his�course
to�Ephesus.
When� he� had� arrived� there,� Tissaphernes� at� once� sent� and� asked

him�with�what� intent�he�had�come.�He�answered:� “That� the� cities� in
Asia�shall�be�independent,�as�are�those�in�our�part�of�Greece.”�In�reply
to�this�Tissaphernes�said:�…

Agesilaus,�who�becomes�an�active�discourse�participant�at� the�end�of
the�introductory�sequence�to�this�campaign,�is�the�continuous�topic�of
the� episode,� so� this� sequence� is� referentially� continuous� to� a� high
degree,�yet� in� terms�of� spatial�continuity� the�picture� is�conspicuously
different.� Agesilaus’s� leaving� Sparta,� expressed� in� the� preposed
subclause�§pe‹ d¢ yusãmenow ˜sa ¶dei ka‹ tîlla ka‹ tå diabatÆria
§j∞lye,�is�the�first�relocation�that�coincides�with�a�thematic�boundary:
the� subclause� draws� the� line� between� the� paragraph� on� the
deliberations�at�Sparta�and�the�onset�of�the�expedition�to�Asia.�Before
going�to�Asia,�Agesilaus�first�wants�to�offer�sacrifice�at�Aulis.
His�arriving�in�Aulis,�and,�subsequently,�his�arriving�in�Asia�Minor,

are� presented� in� preposed� subclauses� that� serve� as� a� means� of
segmenting� this�narrative� sequence� thematically�and�organizing� it� in
phases:�the�subclauses�…w d' §ke› §g°neto�and�§pe‹ d¢ §ke›se éf¤keto
mark� the�onset�of�a�new� stage� in� the�development�of� the�account�of
the�expedition� to�Asia.�They�make� for� thematic� segmentation�of� the
story� in� that� every� relocation� effecting� spatial� discontinuity� is
expressed�at�the�beginning�of�a�new�paragraph.
By� following� the�paragraph-initial� subclauses,�we�have�Agesilaus’s

main� relocations� as� the� back-bone� of� the� account� of� Real� World
events:�he�marched�forth�from�Sparta,�then�he�reached�Aulis,�a�town
on�the�eastern�coast�of�Boeotia,�and�then�he�arrived�in�Ephesus,�a�city
in� Ionia,� Asia�Minor.24� The� three� cities� are� so� far� apart� that� every
relocation�is�contextually�prepared;�at�the�same�time,�the�coherence�of

———
24� It�should�be�noted�that�Aulis�is�only�a�stopover�in�the�course�of�this�journey.�It�is

not�surprising� that�a�separate�paragraph� is�dedicated�to� the�place�where�Agesilaus’s
attempts� at� offering� sacrifice� are� frustrated� by� the� Boeotarchs,� given� Xenophon’s
special�interest�in�the�role�of�the�gods�in�the�Hellenica�and�elsewhere,�and�especially�his
portrayal�of�Agesilaus�as�a�religious�character�in�the�Hellenica�(cf.�yusãmenow ˜sa ¶dei
ka‹ tîlla ka‹ tå diabatÆria)�and�in�the�Agesilaus.�The�paragraph�is�opened�by�a�…w-
clause,�and�therewith�set�off�from�the�adjacent�parapraphs�at�the�onset�of�which�the
departure�and�final�destination�of�Agesilaus’s�journey�are�presented�in�§pe¤-clauses.
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the� story� is� secured:�by�means�of� the�anaphoric� adverbs� the� speaker
refers� back� to� the� last� part� of� the� preceding� paragraph� (§boulÆyh
§lyΔn yËsai §n AÈl¤di�÷ �…w d' §ke› §g°neto;�efiw ÖEfeson tÚn
stÒlon §poie›to�÷ �§pe‹ d¢ §ke›se éf¤keto).� Especially� since� the
informational� content�of� the� subclauses� is� contextually�prepared,� the
information� that�he�actually�arrives�where�he� is�heading� for� is� easily
processed,�and�the�subclauses�are�apt�to�do�extra�discourse�work,�viz.,
the� articulation� of� a� new� thematic� unit.� The� articulation� of� the
paragraphs�of�the�story�may�be�said�to�be�established�according�to�an
expectancy�chain.
His�arriving�in�Gerastus,�however,�constitutes�a�different�case:�it� is

not�contextually�prepared—the�preceding�verb�ép°plei� leaves�open
the� direction� in� which� he� sailed� away.25� Further,� Gerastus,� a
promontory�and�a�city�at�the�southern�extremity�of�Euboea,�is�close�to
the� location�where�he�had� last�been,� i.e.,�Aulis.�Therefore,�no�major
relocation� is� at� issue.� Agesilaus’s� arriving� in�Gerastus� is� part� of� the
event-sequence�that�started�with�his�arriving�in�Aulis:�after�his�offering
sacrifice� at�Aulis� had�been�hindered,�Agesilaus� got� angry� and� sailed
away.� However,� before� going� to� Asia—the� main� goal� of� his
journey—,�he�had�to�stop�at�Gerastus�in�order�to�collect�there�as�large
a� part� of� his� army� as� he� could.� The� preposed� participial� clause
éfikÒmenow d¢ §p‹ GerastÒn� just� articulates� a� build� up-unit� of� the
larger� structure� of� which� it� is� part:� the� paragraph� on� the� stopover
between�his�leaving�Sparta�and�his�reaching�Asia�Minor.26

———
25� Note� that� within� this� progressive� participial� clause,� the� verbal� constituent

precedes� its� argument,�whereas� in� the� two�continuative� subclauses� the�order�of� the
constituent�is�reversed.
26� Hellenica� 5.2.39�provides� an� example�where� a� subclause� is� used� although� the

location� mentioned� is� not� the� new� spatial� setting,� since� there� too� the� main
participant—Teleutias—is�on�his�way�towards�a�new�location�when�the�main�clause�is
reached:�taËta d¢ poi«n, mãla pollØn ¶xvn stratiån éf¤keto efiw tØn •aut«n
summax¤da. §§pe‹ d' ∑lyen efiw tØn Pote¤daian, §ke›yen suntajãmenow
§poreÊeto efiw tØn polem¤an. ka‹ prÚw m¢n tØn pÒlin fiΔn oÎt' ¶kaen oÎt' ¶kopte,
nom¤zvn, e‡ ti poiÆseie toÊtvn, §mpodΔn ín aÈt“ pãnta g¤gnesyai ka‹ prosiÒnti
ka‹ épiÒnti: ıpÒte d¢ énaxvro¤h épÚ t∞w pÒlevw, tÒte Ùry«w ¶xein kÒptonta tå
d°ndra §mpodΔn katabãllein, e‡ tiw ˆpisyen §p¤oi�(‘As�a�result�of�his�doing�these
things�he�had�a�very�large�army�when�he�arrived�in�the�territory�of�his�state’s�allies.
When�he�had�come�to�Potidaea,�he�proceeded�from�there�with�his�army�in�order�of
battle� into� the� enemy’s� country.� Now� on� his� way� toward� the� city� of�Olynthus� he
neither�burned�nor�cut�down,�believing�that�anything�of�this�sort�he�should�do�would
prove�so�many�obstacles�in�his�way�both�as�he�approached�and�as�he�withdrew;�but�he
believed�that�when�he�should�retire� from�the�city� it�would�be�right� to�cut�down�the
trees�and�put�them�in�the�way�of�anyone�who�might�come�against�him�from�behind’).
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One� feature� remains� to�be�addressed:� in� the� case�of� the� conjunct
participle� éfikÒmenow d¢ §p‹ GerastÒn� the� preposed� subordinate
clause�and� its� following�matrix� clause� share� the� same� subject,� as� the
first�§pe¤-clause�and�its�following�matrix�clause�do,�whereas�in�the�case
of� the� clauses�…w d' §ke› §g°neto� and�§pe‹ d¢ §ke›se éf¤keto� the
obvious� alternative� for� a� subclause� would� have� been� a� genitive
absolute.�However,� as� both� the� conjunct� participle� and� the� genitive
absolute� belong� to� the� grammatical� class� of� participial� clauses,� this
observation�would�seem�to�be�of� little�importance�as�far�as�the�use�of
§pe¤-/…w-clauses� in� this�passage� is� concerned;� to�all�appearances,� its
high�degree�of� linguistic�coding�makes� the� subclause� the�appropriate
subordinate� clause� to� be� used� at� points� of� discourse� turbulence
reflecting� a� high� degree� of� spatial� discontinuity� in� the� Real�World
(consider�especially�the�high�information�status�of�§pe‹ d¢ yusãmenow
˜sa ¶dei ka‹ tîlla ka‹ tå diabatÆria §j∞lye� in�combination�with
the� complex� structure� to� follow:� ta›w m¢n pÒlesi diap°mcaw
égg°louw proe›pen … aÈtÚw d').
When�spatial�discontinuity� is�at� issue,� the�discourse� is�usually�also

(slightly)� discontinuous� with� respect� to� time.� ÉEpe¤-,� §peidÆ-,� and
…w -clauses� found� at� such� point� should� not� be� simply� labelled
‘temporal’�clauses,�for�this�would�not�do�justice�to�their�contribution�to
the�organization�of� the�discourse.�This� is,�of�course,�not� to�deny�that
sometimes�the�only�possible� interpretation� of� the,� strictly� speaking,� not
semantically� specified� relation� between� the� content� of� the� subclause
and�the�matrix�clause�is�indeed�temporal.�Here�is�an�example:

[10]� Anabasis�3.5.3-7
§ntaËya Tissaf°rnhw ka‹ ofl sÁn aÈt“ ka¤ein §pexe¤rhsan tåw
k≈maw. ka‹ t«n ÑEllÆnvn mãla ±yÊmhsãn tinew, §nnooÊmenoi mØ tå
§pitÆdeia, efi ka¤oien, oÈk ¶xoien ıpÒyen lambãnoien. ka‹ ofl m¢n émf‹
Xeir¤sofon épªsan §k t∞w bohye¤aw: ı d¢ Jenof«n §pe‹ kat°bh,
parelaÊnvn tåw tãjeiw ≤n¤ka épÚ t∞w bohye¤aw épÆnthsan ofl
ÜEllhnew ¶legen:

ırçte, Œ êndrew ÜEllhnew, Ífi°ntaw tØn x≈ran ≥dh ≤met°ran
e‰nai; ì går ˜te §sp°ndonto dieprãttonto, mØ ka¤ein tØn basil°vw
x≈ran, nËn aÈto‹ ka¤ousin …w éllotr¤an. éll' §ãn pou katale¤pvs¤

———
However,� the�subclause�makes� for� thematic�segmentation� in�a�different�way:�after�a
passage�about�Teleutias�collecting�an�army�(§§37-38),�which�is�brought�to�an�end�with
the�closure�taËta d¢ poi«n, mãla pollØn ¶xvn stratiån éf¤keto efiw tØn •aut«n
summax¤da,� the� subclause�marks� the� transition� from�Teleutias’s�preparations� to�his
invading�the�enemy’s�country.�Note�also�the�use�of�∑lyen,�not�éf¤keto.
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ge aÍto›w §pitÆdeia, ˆcontai ka‹ ≤mçw §ntaËya poreuom°nouw. éll',
Œ Xeir¤sofe, ¶fh, doke› moi bohye›n §p‹ toÁw ka¤ontaw …w Íp¢r t∞w
≤met°raw. ı d¢ Xeir¤sofow e‰pen: oÎkoun ¶moige doke›: éllå ka‹
≤me›w, ¶fh, ka¤vmen, ka‹ oÏtv yçtton paÊsontai.

§pe‹ d¢ §p‹ tåw skhnåw ∑lyon, ofl m¢n êlloi per‹ tå
§pitÆdeia ∑san, strathgo‹ d¢ ka‹ loxago‹ sunªsan.

Then�Tissaphernes� and� his� followers� attempted� to� burn� the� villages;
and� some� of� the� Greeks� got� exceedingly� despondent,� out� of
apprehension� that� they� would� not� have� a� place� from� which� to� get
provisions�in�case�the�enemy�should�succeed�in�this�attempt.�Meanwhile
Cheirisophus� and� his� men,� who� had� gone� to� the� rescue� of� the
plunderers,�were� returning;�Xenophon—he�had�come�down� from�the
mountain—rode�along�the�lines�upon�falling�in�with�the�Greeks�of�the
rescuing�party�and�said:
“Do�you�observe,�men�of�Greece,�that�they�admit�the�country�is�now

ours?�For�while� they� stipulated�when� they�made� the� treaty� that� there
should�be�no�burning�of� the�King’s� territory,�now�they�are�doing�that
very�thing�themselves,�as�though�the�land�were�another’s.�At�any�rate,�if
they� leave� supplies� anywhere� for� their�own�use,� they� shall� see�us�also
proceeding� to� that� spot.�But,�Cheirisophus,”�he�went�on,�“it� seems� to
me�that�we�ought�to�come�to�the�rescue�against�these�incendiaries,�like
men�defending� their�own�country.”�“Well,� it�doesn’t� seem�so� to�me,”
said�Cheirisophus;�“rather,�let�us�set�about�burning�ourselves,�and�then
they�will�stop�the�sooner.”
When�they�came�to� their�quarters,� they�found�that�the�troops�were

busy�about�provisions,�and� that� the�generals�and�captains�gathered� in
council.

The�only�world-relation�one�can�conceive�of�between� the�content�of
the�preposed�subclause�(‘they�came�to�their�quarters’)�and�the�content
of�the�following�matrix�clause�(‘the�others�were�busy�about�provisions,
the�generals�and�captains�gathered�in�council’)�is�a�temporal�one.�But
this�only�matters�in�translation.�Other�than�for�instance�a�more�specific
temporal� relator� such�as�˜te,� the�subclause� is�not�used�to�establish�a
temporal� link� between� the� subclause� and� its� matrix� clause.� Only� a
semantically� non-specific� relator� can� be� used� here,� for� it� is� a� rather
peculiar� clause� combination:� on� the� sentence� level,� the� aorist� verbal
constituent�of�the�§pe¤-clause�projects�cataphoric�temporal�succession,
but� the� verbal� constituents� of� its� matrix� clause� describe� states� that
obtained�at� the� time,� to� the�effect� that� the� superordinate� situation� is
relayed� from� a� participant’s� point� of� view:� ‘on� coming� to� their
quarters,�they�found�that�the�troops�were�busy�about�provisions,�and�that
the� generals� and� captains� gathered� in� council’.� In� the� on-going
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narrative,�the�§pe¤-clause� serves� the� function�of� segmentation�on� the
level� of� the�Real�World� construction,� in� the� case� at�hand�at� a�point
where�there�is�thematic�(viz.,�spatial)�discontinuity:�a�shift�occurs�from
the� location� where� the� speech� delivered� by� Xenophon� and� his
conversation� with� Cheirisophus� had� taken� place,� which� phase� had
started�at�ı d¢ Jenof«n §pe‹ kat°bh,�to�the�location�of�their�quarters.
In� fact,� from� §ntaËya� onwards,� the� place� of� action� had� not� been
described�very�precisely,�and�with�§pe‹ d¢ §p‹ tåw skhnåw ∑lyon�the
spatial� setting� is� redefined.� The� §pe¤-clause� is� therefore� better
regarded� as� a� thematic� boundary-marker� than� as� a� ‘temporal’
subclause.�Moreover,� as� regards� the� notion� of� ‘time’� in� the� case� of
subclauses� of� this� type,� they� do� not� indicate� a� specific� temporal
relation�between� the� content� of� the� subclause� and� the� content� of� its
matrix�clause,�but�rather�propel�narrative�time�forward.

4.2.3� Referential�Discontinuity
[11]� Hellenica�2.3.23-24
ofl d' §mpodΔn nom¤zontew aÈtÚn (sc. tÚn Yhram°nhn)�e‰nai t“ poie›n ˜
ti boÊlointo, §pibouleÊousin aÈt“, ka‹ fid¤& prÚw toÁw bouleutåw
êllow prÚw êllon di°ballon …w lumainÒmenon tØn polite¤an. ka‹
paragge¤lantew nean¤skoiw o„ §dÒkoun aÈto›w yrasÊtatoi e‰nai
jif¤dia ÍpÚ mãlhw ¶xontaw paragen°syai, sun°lejan tØn boulÆn.

§pe‹ d¢ ı Yhram°nhw par∞n, énaståw ı Krit¤aw ¶lejen œde.

The�Thirty,� thinking� that�Theramenes�was�an�obstacle� to� their�doing
whatever� they�pleased,�plotted�against�him,�and�kept�accusing�him� to
individual� councillors,� one� to� one� man� and� another� to� another,� of
injuring� the� government.� And� they� passed� the� word� to� some� young
men,�who� seemed� to� them�most� audacious,� to� be� in� attendance�with
daggers�hidden�under�their�arms,�and�convened�the�Council.
When�Theramenes�was�present,�Critias�arose�and�spoke�as�follows…

The�discourse� preceding� the� subclause� closes� off�with� the� statement
that�the�Thirty�convened�the�Council;�the�next�scene�is�at�the�meeting
of� the�Council.� Therefore,� the� discourse� is� temporally� and� spatially
discontinuous� when� the� subclause� is� used.� However,� the� subclause
may� be� said� to� primarily� signal� referential� discontinuity,� as
Theramenes�is�re-introduced�as�a�discourse�participant�when�we�learn
that� Theramenes� was� present� at� the� meeting.� The� relevance� of
Theramenes’s�presence�for�Critias�to�deliver�a�speech�is,�as�far�as�the
link� to� the�preceding�unit� is� concerned,�not� to�be�viewed�as�a�back-
reference�to�a�specific�action�in�the�preceding�discourse,�but�as�a�back-
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reference� to� the� content� of� the� preceding� unit� as� a� whole,� the
preceding�unit� being� about� the�Thirty�plotting� against�Theramenes.
Critias,�of�course,� is�one�of� the�Thirty,�and� indeed�at� the�end�of� the
meeting�Theramenes�will�die.27

4.3� Thematic�Continuity

In� example� [11]� of� the� preceding� Section,�Theramenes’s� arrival� on
the�scene� in� itself�constitutes�a�break� in� the� thematic,�predominantly
participant/action-oriented� continuity� of� the�passage� involved.�With
respect� to� the� continuity� of� participants,� it� is� to� be� noted� that� any
appearance,�re-appearance,�or�disappearance�of�a�participant�in�itself
involves� (a� certain� degree� of)� discontinuity� in� the� text.� Whether,
however,� this�discontinuity� is� to�be�viewed�by�the�reader/hearer�as�a
thematic�break,�depends�on�the�context�in�which�it�occurs,�and�the�aims
and�purposes�of�the�story-teller�at�a�certain�point�in�the�text.
———
27� Of�course,� the� information� that� ‘someone�was�present’�can�be�expressed�by�a

different�clause�type�as�well,�as�witnessed�by�the�following�(preposed)�genitive�absolute
(Hellenica�7.4.1):�ka‹ tå m¢n per‹ EÎfronow e‡rhtai: §gΔ d¢ ¶nyen efiw taËta §j°bhn
§pãneimi. ¶¶ti går teixizÒntvn t«n Fleias¤vn tØn Yuam¤an ka‹ toË
Xãrhtow ¶ti parÒntow ÉVrvpÚw ÍpÚ t«n feugÒntvn katelÆfyh� (‘the� story�of
Euphron� has� been� told,� and� I� return� to� the� point� from� which� I� digressed� to� this
subject:� tthe�Phliasians�were�still� fortifying�Thyamia�and�Chares�was�still�with� them,
when�Oropus�was�seized�by�those�who�had�been�exiled�therefrom’).�Here,�Chares�was
(still)�present�when�Oropos�was�seized�by�those�who�had�been�exiled.�But�the�essential
difference�between�the�use�of�this�genitive�absolute�and�of�a�subclause�in�[11]�is�that
the� genitive� absolute� is� used� after� one� of� the� greatest� textual� boundaries� one� can
conceive�of:� the� intrusion�of� the�narrator�with�a�first�person�reference:�“the�story�of
Euphron� has� been� told;� I� return� to� the� point� from� which� I� digressed”.� Thus� a
completely� new� start� is� made� with� the� genitive� absolute,� and� the� immediately
preceding�discourse-content� is� irrelevant� (note� that� the�digression�on�Euphron�had
started�in�7.3.4,�and�that�with�¶ti går teixizÒntvn t«n Fleias¤vn tØn Yuam¤an,�the
narrator�refers�back� to� the�point�where�he� left� the�Phliasians� fortifying�Thyamia,� in
7.2.23),�whereas�in�the�case�of�the�§pe¤-clause�in�[11]�the�information�expressed�in�the
subclause�elaborates�on�the�theme�of�the�preceding�unit,�so�that�there�the�subclause�is
preferred� to� encode� discontinuity� of� participants� at� a� point� of� text� segmentation,
whereas�in�Hellenica�7.4.1,�the�main�clauses�ka‹ tå m¢n per‹ EÎfronow e‡rhtai: §gΔ
d¢ ¶nyen efiw taËta §j°bhn §pãneimi�express�a�thematic�boundary,�and�the�text�can�be
continued�with� a�more� strongly� desententialized� subordinate� clause� (cf.�Chapter� 2,
Section�4:� [7]).�The�comparison�reveals� that� the�choice�among�alternatives—in� this
case:� a� subclause� and� a� genitive� absolute—is� essentially� a� choice� that� is�made� and
determined� by� the� context� in� which� the� expression� is� used.� In� [11],� the� fact� that
Theramenes�was�present,�a�piece�of�information�necessary�to�comprehend�the�sequel
of�a�narrative�sequence�in�progress,�is�expressed�by�means�of�a�subclause�in�order�to
articulate�a� thematic�boundary�within�an�on-going�narrative� sequence�organized� in
phases.
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4.3.1� The�Genitive�Absolute
Example� [12]�presents� a� genitive� absolute� in� a�differently� organized
piece� of� discourse� used� at� a� point� of� only� slight� referential
discontinuity�in�an�otherwise�continous�passage:

[12]� Anabasis�3.3.1
taËta poiÆsantew ±±ristopoioËnto. ééristopoioum°nvn d¢
aÈt«n ¶rxetai Miyradãthw sÁn flppeËsin …w triãkonta, ka‹
kalesãmenow toÁw strathgoÁw efiw §pÆkoon l°gei œde.

Having�done� these� things,� tthey� took� breakfast;�aand� they� were� having
breakfast,�when�Mithradates�approached�with�about� thirty�horsemen,
and�summoned�the�Greek�generals�within�earshot�and�spoke�as�follows:
…

The� text� continues�at� exactly� the�point�where� it�had� stopped:�at� the
beginning�of� its� sentence,� the�participial� clause� restates� in�non-finite
form� the� finite� verb� of� the� preceding� sentence.� This� usage� of� a
preposed,� sentence-initially� placed� participial� clause� illustrates� the
discourse-level� strategy� known� as� Tail-Head� linkage;� in� the� present
case�(éristopoioum°nvn�…�±ristopoioËnto)�this�is�done�by�means�of
lexical� overlap.� Both� the� particle� d°� and� the� resumptive� participial
clause�mark�the�onset�of�a�new�DU.
On� the� content-level,� however,� there� is� no� discourse� boundary.

Narrative� time� is� not� propelled� forward,� but� rather�maintained:� the
situation� that� was� last� described� (they� were� having� breakfast:
±ristopoioËnto)� is� turned� into� the� frame� of� reference� for� what
follows:� the� appearance� of� a� new� participant� who� joins� the� current
cast�of�participants.�Repeating�information�that�is�already�known�is�an
effective�means� at� the� same� time� to� prepare� the� hearer/reader� for
constituents� with� high� information� status,� and� to� secure� coherence
between� sentences� expressing� otherwise� unrelated� events.� The
narrator’s�wish�to� introduce�a�new�participant�to�the�stage�at�a�point
where� he� also�wishes� to� convey� that� all� other� things� remain� equal28

———
28� The� temporal� and� spatial� continuity� is� conspicuous;� as� far� as� referential

continuity�is�concerned,�note�that�some�(toÁw strathgoÊw)�of�the�characters�that�are
referred� to�by�aÈt«n� remain� active� discourse� participants.�Contrast,� e.g.,�Hellenica
1.1.25-26:�ka‹ sugkal°saw toÊw te épÚ t«n pÒlevn strathgoÁw ka‹ trihrãrxouw
§k°leue nnauphge›syai triÆreiw §n ÉAntãndrƒ ˜saw ßkastoi ép≈lesan, xrÆmatã
te didoÁw ka‹ Ïlhn §k t∞w ÖIdhw kom¤zesyai frãzvn. nnauphgoum°nvn d¢ ofl
SurakÒsioi ëma to›w ÉAntandr¤oiw toË te¤xouw ti §pet°lesan, ka‹ §n tª frourò
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has� led� him� to� use� a� resumptive� genitive� absolute—which� may� be
characterized� as� a� minimally� necessary� linguistic� device� to� secure
textual� coherence—,� lest� the� textual� boundary� be� perceived� as� a
content-oriented�boundary.29

The� use� of� a� genitive� absolute� at� a� point� of� slight� referential
discontinuity�within� a� larger� thematic�whole� is� further� illustrated� in
[13]:

———
≥resan pãntvn mãlista� (‘Furthermore,� calling� together� the� generals� and� ship-
captains�from�the�various�states,�he�bade�them�bbuild�triremes�at�Antandrus�to�equal
the�number�which� they�had� severally� lost,� giving� them�money� for� the�purpose�and
telling�them�to�get�timber�from�Mount�Ida.�AAnd�while�the�ship-building�was�going�on,
the�Syracusans�helped� the�Antandrians� to� finish�a�portion�of� their�wall,� and� in� the
garrison-duty�made� themselves�most� popular’),�where� the� resumptive� present� stem
genitive�absolute�occurs�without� its� subject� expressed,� at� a�point�where� the� topic� is
switched.
29� The� sequence� ‘±ristopoioËnto�…�éristopoioum°nvn d¢ aÈt«n ¶rxetai

participant�X’�resembles�the�situation�found�in�example�[19]�of�Chapter�3,�Section�1.2
(Anabasis�1.8.1):�ka‹ ≥dh te ∑n émf‹ égorån plÆyousan ka‹ plhs¤on ∑n ı staymÚw
¶nya ¶melle katalÊein, ≤≤n¤ka PathgÊaw, énØr P°rshw t«n émf‹ KËron
xrhstÒw, pprofa¤netai §laÊnvn énå krãtow fldroËnti t“ ·ppƒ, ka‹ eÈyÁw pçsin
oÂw §netÊgxanen §bÒa ka‹ barbarik«w ka‹ •llhnik«w ˜ti basileÁw sÁn
strateÊmati poll“ pros°rxetai …w efiw mãxhn pareskeuasm°now� (‘It�was�now
about�full-market�time�and�the�stopping-place�where�Cyrus�was�intending�to�halt�had
been�almost�reached,�wwhen�Pategyas,�a�trusty�Persian�of�Cyrus’�staff,��came�into�sight,
riding�at�full�speed,�with�his�horse�in�a�sweat,�and�at�once�shouted�out�to�everyone�he
met,� in� the�barbarian� tongue�and� in�Greek,� that� the�King�was�approaching�with�a
large� army,� all� ready� for� battle’).� It� was� stated� there� that� in� sentences� structured
‘situation� x� obtained,�when…’,� the�main� assertion� is� to� be� found� in� the� postposed
subclause,� and� that� this� type� of� construction� owes� its� raison� d’être� to� the� temporal
relation�between�the�content�of�the�clauses�of�which�the�clause�combination�consists,
hence�the�semantically�specific�temporal�relator.�The�sequence�‘±ristopoioËnto�…
éristopoioum°nvn d¢ aÈt«n ¶rxetai�participant�X’�is�comparable�to�some�extent:�in
Anabasis�1.8.1,�the�Real�World�relation�is�expressed,�in�[12]�it�is�not,�but�it�is�at�least
conceivable� that� the� same� Real� World� relation� holds� (see� also� my� interpretative
translation�‘they�were�having�breakfast,�when�Mithradates�approached’).�However,�as
far�as� the�presentation� of� these� events� goes,� there� is� a� difference.�The� two� clauses� of
which�the�clause�combination�in�Anabasis�1.8.1�consists�both�present�information�that
is�entirely�new.�The�narrator�is�forced�to�specify�the�relation�between�the�content�of
the� two� clauses,� which� is� temporal.� By� using� the� ‘situation� x� obtained,� when…’-
construction,�he� realizes� that� the�content�of� the�preceding�clause� (ka‹ ≥dh te ∑n …
¶melle katalÊein)� is� be� perceived� by� the� reader/hearer� as� a� background� to�what
follows.�In�[12],�on�the�other�hand,�where�the�information�contained�in�the�genitive
absolute�is�entirely�given,�the�narrator�seems�to�focus�on�the�organization�of�his�text,
giving�higher�priority�to�the�segmentation�and�(at�the�same�time)�linkage�of�adjacents
DU’s;� especially� since� a� present� stem� is� used� for� a� durative� action,� the�Real�World
relation�between�the�content�of�the�clauses�of�which�the�clause�combination�consists
need�not�be�expressed,�as�it�is�sufficiently�clear�from�the�context.
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[13]� Hellenica�3.4.12-15
ı d' ÉAghs¤laow ént‹ toË §p‹ Kar¤an fi°nai eÈyÁw ténant¤a
épostr°caw §p‹ Frug¤aw §poreÊeto, ka‹ tãw t' §n tª pore¤& pÒleiw
katestr°feto ka‹ §mbalΔn éprosdokÆtoiw pamplÆyh xrÆmata
§lãmbane. ka‹ tÚn m¢n êllon xrÒnon ésfal«w dieporeÊeto: oÈ
pÒrrv d' ˆntow Daskule¤ou, proÛÒntow aÈtoË ofl flppe›w ≥launon §p‹
lÒfon tinã, …w pro˝doien t¤ têmprosyen e‡h. katå tÊxhn d° tina ka‹
ofl toË Farnabãzou flppe›w ofl per‹ ÑRay¤nhn ka‹ Baga›on tÚn nÒyon
édelfÒn, ˆntew parÒmoioi to›w ÜEllhsi tÚn ériymÒn, pemfy°ntew
ÍpÚ Farnabãzou ≥launon ka‹ otoi §p‹ tÚn aÈtÚn toËton lÒfon.
fidÒntew d¢ éllÆlouw oÈd¢ t°ttara pl°yra ép°xontaw, tÚ m¢n pr«ton
¶sthsan émfÒteroi, ofl m¢n ÜEllhnew flppe›w Àsper fãlagj §p‹
tettãrvn paratetagm°noi, ofl d¢ bãrbaroi toÁw pr≈touw oÈ pl°on μ
efiw d≈deka poiÆsantew, tÚ bãyow d' §p‹ poll«n. ¶peita m°ntoi
prÒsyen Àrmhsan ofl bãrbaroi.

…w d' efiw xe›raw ∑lyon, ˜soi m¢n t«n ÑEllÆnvn ¶paisãn
tinaw, pãntew sun°trican tå dÒrata, ofl d¢ P°rsai kran°Ûna paltå
¶xontew taxÁ d≈deka m¢n flpp°aw, dÊo d' ·ppouw ép°kteinan. §k d¢
toÊtou §tr°fyhsan ofl ÜEllhnew flppe›w. bbohyÆsantow d¢
ÉAghsilãou sÁn to›w ıpl¤taiw, pãlin épex≈roun ofl bãrbaroi,
ka‹ [Pers«n] eÂw aÈt«n époynπskei. genom°nhw d¢ taÊthw t∞w
flppomax¤aw,�…

And� he,� Agesilaus,� instead� of� proceeding� against� Caria,� straightway
turned�in�the�opposite�direction�and�marched�towards�Phrygia,�and�he
subdued� the� cities� which� he� passed� through� on� the� march,� and,� by
falling� upon� them� unexpectedly,� obtained� great� quantities� of� booty.
And� most� of� the� time� he� marched� through� the� country� in� safety;
Dascyleium�was�not� far� off� and�he�went� forward�when�his� horsemen
rode�to�the�top�of�a�hill�so�as�to�see�what�was�in�front.�And�by�chance
the�horsemen�of�Pharnabazus,�under� the�command�of�Rhathines�and
Bagaeus,�his�bastard�brother,� just�about�equal� to� the�Greek�cavalry� in
number,�had�been�sent�out�by�Pharnabazus�and�likewise�rode�to�the�top
of�this�same�hill.�The�two�squadrons�saw�one�another,�not�so�much�as
four�plethra�apart,�and�at�first�both�halted,�the�Greek�horsemen�being
drawn�up�four�deep�like�a�phalanx,�and�the�barbarians�with�a�front�of
not� more� than� twelve,� but� many� men� deep.� Then,� however,� the
barbarians�charged.
When�they�came�to�a�hand-to-hand�encounter,�all�of�the�Greeks�who

struck� anyone� broke� their� spears;� the� barbarians,� being� armed� with
javelins� of� cornel-wood,� speedily� killed� twelve� men� and� two� horses.
Thereupon� the�Greeks� were� turned� to� flight.� AAgesilaus� came� to� the
rescue�with�the�hoplites,�and�the�barbarians�withdrew�again�and�one�of
them�was�killed.�After�this�cavalry�battle�…
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The�fact�that�Agesilaus�came�to�the�rescue�of�his�horsemen�is�entirely
new�information�brought�into�the�discourse�at�the�beginning�of�a�new
DU,�which�moves� the�discourse� forward� to�a�new�point:�as� such,� the
genitive�absolute�bohyÆsantow d¢ ÉAghsilãou sÁn to›w ıpl¤taiw� is�a
progressive� clause.� It� is� used� at� a� point� of� only� slight� referential
discontinuity:� the� addition� of� a� participant� to� a� topical� set� of
participants.� Agesilaus’s� appearance� is� the� turning� point� in� the
description� of� the� cavalry� battle:� before� he� came� to� the� rescue,� the
Greek� horsemen� were� turned� to� flight� (§tr°fyhsan ofl ÜEllhnew
flppe›w),�but�once�Agesilaus�re-appeared�on�the�stage,� the�barbarians
withdrew� (pãlin épex≈roun ofl bãrbaroi).�Viewed�within�a� larger
structure,�however,�the�sentence-initially�placed�genitive�absolute�just
articulates� a� sub-section� of� a� thematic� unit:� the� large-scale� thematic
caesura� is�marked� by� the� subclause�…w d' efiw xe›raw ∑lyon,� which
divides�the�entire�passage�into�two�thematic�paragraphs:�a�preparatory
stage,� closed�off�by� the� independent� clause�with�an�aorist� verb� form
¶peita m°ntoi prÒsyen Àrmhsan ofl bãrbaroi,� and� the� battle
encounter� itself,� whose� onset� is�marked� by� the�…w-clause�…w d' efiw
xe›raw ∑lyon.30
The� preposed� genitive� absolute,� then,� may� be� regarded� as� a

minimally�necessary�linguistic�device�to�secure�textual�coherence�to�be
inserted�at� the�point�where� the�speaker/narrator�wishes� to�provide�a
hinge� between� two� parts� of� his� text� without� articulating� a� thematic
boundary.�In�example�[14],�[15]�and�[16]�such�a�genitive�absolute� is
used� in� comparable� but� not� identical� passages� that� at� least� have� in
common�that�every�passage�is�continuous�with�respect�to�action-event
coherence:

———
30� At�first� sight,� the�use�of� a� resumptive�genitive�absolute� (genom°nhw d¢ taÊthw

t∞w flppomax¤aw)�to�mark�the�end�of�the�battle-sequence�seems�to�be�inconsistent�with
the�observations�presented�so�far:�why�use�a�…w-clause�at�the�boundary�at�which�a�new
thematic�sequence�starts,�and�a�genitive�absolute�at�a�boundary�where�the�battle�scene
is�closed�off?�This�can�be�explained�by�pointing�out�that,�whereas�the�…w-clause�is�used
to�mark�off�the�preparatory�stage�from�the�battle�itself,�the�genitive�absolute�closes�off
only�one�part�of�the�preceding�thematic�sequence�(‘the�fighting�had�stopped’),�but�at
the�same�time�continues�a� theme�that�has� just�been�developed� (‘Agesilaus’s�military
achievements’);�in�the�sequel,�this�theme�is�elaborated�on:�Agesilaus�will�turn�out�to�be
not�as�succesful�as�we�might�think�he�is,�for�on�the�next�day,�during�a�sacrifice-session
§p‹ proÒdƒ,� the� livers� appear� to� be� lacking� a� lobe—highlighted� by� the� use� of� a
historical�present�(g¤gnetai)—;�as�a�result�of�this�he�turns�and�marches�to�the�sea�and
recognizes�the�importance�of�an�adequate�calvalry�force;�see�also�Chapter�2,�Section
3.
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[14]� Anabasis�1.6.7-8
…� pãlin d¢ ı KËrow ±r≈ta: OÈkoËn Ïsteron, …w aÈtÚw sÁ
ımologe›w, oÈd¢n Íp' §moË édikoÊmenow époståw efiw MusoÁw kak«w
§po¤eiw tØn §mØn x≈ran ˜ ti §dÊnv; ¶fh ÉOrÒntaw. OÈkoËn, ¶fh ı
KËrow, ıpÒt' aÔ ¶gnvw tØn sautoË dÊnamin, §lyΔn §p‹ tÚn t∞w
ÉArt°midow bvmÚn metam°lein t° soi ¶fhsya ka‹ pe¤saw §m¢ pistå
pãlin ¶dvkãw moi ka‹ ¶labew par' §moË; ka‹ taËy' …molÒgei
ÉOrÒntaw. T¤ oÔn, ¶fh ı KËrow, édikhye‹w Íp' §moË nËn tÚ tr¤ton
§pibouleÊvn moi fanerÚw g°gonaw; eefipÒntow d¢ toË ÉOrÒnta ˜ti
oÈd¢n édikhye¤w, ±r≈thsen ı KËrow aÈtÒn: ÑOmologe›w oÔn per‹ §m¢
êdikow gegen∞syai; âH går énãgkh, ¶fh ÉOrÒntaw�…

…�Cyrus�went� on� questioning� him:� “Did� you�not� afterwards,� as� you
yourself�admit,�without�having�been�wronged�in�any�way�by�me,�desert
me�for�the�Mysians�and�do�all�the�harm�you�could�to�my�territory?”
“Yes,”�said�Orontas.
“Did�you�not,”�Cyrus� said,�“when�once�more�you�had� learned� the

slightness�of� your�own�power,� go� to� the�altar�of�Artemis� and� say�you
were�sorry,�and�did�you�not�prevail�upon�me�to�pardon�you�and�again
give�me�pledges�and�receive�pledges�from�me?”
This�also�Orontas�admitted.
“What�wrong,� then,”� said�Cyrus,� “have�you� suffered�at�my�hands,

that�you�now�for�the�third�time�have�been�found�plotting�against�me?”
Orontas� replied,� “None,”� and�Cyrus� asked� him:� “Do� you� admit,

then,�that�you�have�proved�yourself�a�doer�of�wrong�toward�me?”
“Necessarily�so,”�said�Orontas�…

In� this� ‘question-and-answer� paragraph’� the� fact� that�Orontas� said
something� is� contextually� prepared� information:� it� is� given�with� the
discourse-situation.�Even�his� answer�may�be� considered�contextually
prepared,� to� the� extent� that� Orontas� does� not,� and� is� not� in� the
position� to,� contradict� anything� brought� forward� by� Cyrus.� The
grammatical� subordination� of� Orontas’s� statement� by� means� of� a
genitive�absolute�has�the�effect�that�his�interlocutor,�Cyrus,�is�felt�to�be
the�dominant�discourse�participant.�This�is�especially�functional�since
Cyrus� comes� up�with� the�main� point� he�was� aiming� at� all� the� time
(ÑOmologe›w oÔn per‹ §m¢ êdikow gegen∞syai).� In� terms� of� text
articulation,� however,� the� genitive� absolute� coincides� with� a� text
boundary� (the� start� of� a� new� DU),� but� one� within� a� thematically
continuous�whole.31

———
31� That� it� is�not� the� information� status�per� se�which� is� decisive� for� the� discourse

function� performed� can� be� gathered� from�Hellenica� 7.4.3-4,� where� the� genitive
absolute�efipÒntow d¢ Dhmot¤vnow §n t“ dÆmƒ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn�…� is� a� progressive
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[15]� Hellenica�3.1.7
∑n d¢ ìw ésyene›w oÎsaw ka‹ katå krãtow ı Y¤brvn §lãmbane:
Lãrisãn ge mØn tØn Afigupt¤an kaloum°nhn, §pe‹ oÈk §pe¤yeto,
peristratopedeusãmenow §poliÒrkei. §pe‹ d¢ êllvw oÈk §dÊnato
•le›n, freat¤an temÒmenow ÍpÒnomon  rutten, …w éfairhsÒmenow tÚ
Ïdvr aÈt«n. …w d' §k toË te¤xouw §ky°nontew pollãkiw §n°balon efiw
tÚ ˆrugma ka‹ jÊla ka‹ l¤youw, poihsãmenow aÔ xel≈nhn jul¤nhn
§p°sthsen §p‹ tª freat¤&. ka‹ taÊthn m°ntoi §kdramÒntew ofl
Larisa›oi nÊktvr kat°kausan. ddokoËntow d' aÈtoË oÈd¢n
poie›n, p°mpousin ofl ¶foroi épolipÒnta Lãrisan strateÊesyai
§p‹ Kar¤an.

On� the� other� hand,� there�were� some�weak� cities�which�Thibron� did
actually� capture� by� storm;� as� for� Larisa� (Egyptian� Larisa,� as� it� is
called)—in�view�of�the�fact�that�it�refused�to�yield,�he�encamped�about
the� place� and� besieged� it.� Then,� in� view� of� the� fact� that� he� proved
unable�to�capture�it�in�any�other�way,�he�sunk�a�shaft�and�began�to�dig
a�tunnel�therefrom,�with�the�idea�of�cutting�off�their�water�supply.�Then
they�made� frequent� sallies� from�within� the� wall� and� threw� pieces� of
wood�and�stones� into�the�shaft,�and�so�he�met� this�move�by�making�a
wooden� shed� and� setting� it� over� the� shaft.�The�Larisaeans,� however,
sallied�forth�by�night�and�destroyed�the�shed�also,�by�fire.�SSo�he�seemed
to� be� accomplishing� nothing,�and� the�ephors� sent�him�word� to� leave
Larisa�and�undertake�a�campaign�against�Caria.

After� it� is� stated� that� there� were� some� weak� cities� which� Thibron
captured� by� storm,� the� city� of� Larisa� is� introduced� as� the� new
discourse� topic� (Lãrisãn ge mØn tØn Afigupt¤an kaloum°nhn).� In
successive�stages�(introduced�by�§pe‹ d°�and�…w d°)�attention�is�paid�to
the� problems�Thibron� had� in� capturing� the� place;�with� ka‹ taÊthn
m°ntoi�a�signal� is�given�that�the�episode�on�Larissa�comes�to�a�close.
At� the� onset� of� a� new� DU�(d°)� a� preposed� present� stem� genitive
absolute� summarizes� the� negative� results� of�Thibron’s� efforts.�What
was� already� implicit� is� now� expressed� from� the�point� of� view�of� the
Ephors,�the�subject�of�the�matrix�clause,�who�send�him�word�to�leave
Larisa�and�undertake�a�campaign�against�Caria.
The� genitive� absolute,� then,� is� used� by� the� narrator� as� a� ‘bridge’

between� two� parts� of� his� text.� Another� subclause� would� have

———
clause;�a�new�start�is�made�after�a�short�digression�on�the�death�of�Lycomedes,�while
the�discourse�remains�concerned�with�the�same�theme:�the�alliance�of�the�Athenians
and�the�Arcadians.�There�too,�the�genitive�absolute�is�used�at�a�textual�boundary,�not
a�thematic�boundary.
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suggested�that�a�next�phase�in�the�siege�would�follow,�which�is�not�the
case.�A�conjunct�participle�in�the�accusative�case�would�not�have�been
an�option�either,�as�the�subject�of�the�preposed�embedded�predication
only�performs�a�syntactic� function�in�the�matrix�clause�as�the�subject
of�the�argument�(épolipÒnta Lãrisan strateÊesyai §p‹ Kar¤an)�of
p°mpousin.32

[16]� Hellenica�3.3.4
toiaËta d¢ ékoÊsasa ≤ pÒliw émfot°rvn ÉAghs¤laon e·lonto
basil°a.

oÎpv d' §niautÚn ˆntow §n tª basile¤& ÉAghsilãou, yÊontow
aÈtoË t«n tetagm°nvn tinå yusi«n Íp¢r t∞w pÒlevw e‰pen ı mãntiw
˜ti §piboulÆn tina t«n deinotãtvn fa¤noien ofl yeo¤. §pe‹ d¢ pãlin
¶yuen,33 ¶ti deinÒtera ¶fh tå flerå fa¤nesyai. tÚ tr¤ton d¢ yÊontow,
e‰pen: âV ÉAghs¤lae, Àsper efi §n aÈto›w e‡hmen to›w polem¤oiw,
oÏtv moi shma¤netai. §k d¢ toÊtou yÊontew ka‹ to›w épotropa¤oiw ka‹
to›w svt∞rsi, ka‹ mÒliw kallierÆsantew, §paÊsanto. llhgoÊshw d¢
t∞w yus¤aw §ntÚw p°ny' ≤mer«n katagoreÊei tiw prÚw toÁw §fÒrouw
§piboulØn ka‹ tÚn érxhgÚn toË prãgmatow Kinãdvna.

Upon� hearing� such� arguments� from� both� claimants� the� state� chose
Agesilaus�king.
Agesilaus—he�had�been�not�yet�a�year�in�the�kingly�office—once�was

offering�one�of�the�appointed�sacrifices�on�behalf�of�the�state,�when�the
seer� said� that� the�gods�revealed�a�conspiracy�of� the�most� terrible� sort.
Then�he�sacrificed�again,�and�the�seer�said�that�the�signs�appeared�still
more�terrible.�He�was�offering�sacrifice�for�the�third�time,�when�the�seer
said:� “Agesilaus,� just� such�a� sign� is� given�me�as�would�be�given� if�we
were�in�the�very�midst�of�the�enemy.”�Thereupon�they�made�offerings
to� the� gods� who� avert� evil� and� to� those� who� grant� safety� and� with
difficulty�obtained�favourable�omens,�and�ceased�sacrificing.�Within�five
days� aafter� the� sacrifice� was� ended� a� man� reported� to� the� ephors� a
conspiracy,�and�Cinadon�as�the�head�of�the�affair.

Here,�too,�we�find�a�present�stem�genitive�absolute�used�as�minimally
necessary� linguistic� device� to� secure� textual� coherence,� as� a� hinge
between� two� adjacent� DU’s� within� a� thematic� sequence.� The
information� contained� in� the� participial� clause� lhgoÊshw�…�t∞w
yus¤aw� is� entirely� given,� since� kallierÆsantew §paÊsanto� and
lhgoÊshw�…�t∞w yus¤aw� refer� to� the� same� Real�World� situation:

———
32� See� Chapter� 5,� Section� 2� on� genitive� absolute� constructions� vs.� conjunct

participles.
33 ¶yuen�most�editors�following�Morus�:�¶yusen�mss.
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obtaining� favourable� omens� and� then� ceasing� to� sacrifice� entails� the
sacrifice�having�come�to�an�end.�It� is�a�case�of�Tail-Head� linkage�by
means�of�propositional�overlap.
It� is� an� interesting� example� because,� in� my� opinion,� the� verbal

action�lÆgv�requires�a�punctual�interpretation�here;�despite�the�use�of
a� present� stem,� the� action� lhgoÊshw � cannot� be� said� to� be
simultaneous� with� the� action� katagoreÊei� in� the� matrix� clause.
Moreover,�we�may� conclude� on� the� basis� of� the� temporal� adverbial
§ntÚw p°nyÉ ≤mer«n� (within� five� days)� that� the� event� described� by
lhgoÊshw t∞w yus¤aw� is� temporally� succeeded� by� the� event� in� the
following�matrix� clause34� (katagoreÊei,� again�a�historical�present�at
the�point�where�a�new�participant�is�introduced).
The� point� about� the� present� stem� is� that� although� a� new� DU�is

started,�the�thematic�paragraph�about�the�sacrifice35� is�not�closed�off,
but� rather� continued:� the� whole� point� of� the� paragraph� is� that
Agesilaus� and� the� seer� found�great�difficulty� in�obtaining� favourable
omens,� and� that� this� turned� out� to� be� a� very� bad� sign� indeed,� for
within�five�days�after� the� sacrifice�had�come� to�an�end,�a�conspiracy
was�announced.�We�may�therefore�speak�of�thematic�continuity,�while
the�propositional�overlap�§paÊsanto/lhgoÊshw t∞w yus¤aw� serves�as
a�marker�of�a�textual� boundary�without� a� content-oriented� boundary
being�at�issue:�the�genitive�absolute�takes�the�situation�arrived�at�at�the
end� of� the� preceding� segment� as� the� point� of� departure� for� the
upcoming�segment,� in�which�the�new�participant�who�announces�the
conspiracy� is� introduced� and� the� point� about� the� hardly� successful
sacrifice-session� is�made.�Only� there� is� the�end�of� the�first�paragraph

———
34� Cf.�Pindar,�fr.�124c�(94):�de¤pnou d¢ lÆgontow glukÁ trvgãlion | ka¤per pedÉ

êfyonon borãn,�and�B.A.�van�Groningen�(Pindare�au�banquet,�Leiden�1960,�104-105),
who�notes�on�lÆgontow:�“le�verbe�a�ici�le�même�sens�perfectif�qu’à�l’autre�endroit�où
Pindare� l’emploie,�Py.�4,�292�§n d¢ xrÒnƒ metabola‹ lÆjantow oÎrou flst¤vn.�Les
trvgãlia� se�servent�après� le�repas.”�Contrast�Hellenica�7.1.32:�lhjãshw t∞w mãxhw
(but�Cyropaedia�4.5.21,�following�a�preposition:�sÁn t“ fÒb“ lÆgonti)�and�Sophocles,
Philoctetes�637-638:�pÒnou lÆjantow.
35� The�three�sentence-initially�placed�subordinate�clauses�oÎpv d' §niautÚn ˆntow

§n tª basile¤& ÉAghsilãou yÊontow aÈtoË t«n tetagm°nvn tinå yusi«n Íp¢r t∞w
pÒlevw,�§pe‹ d¢ pãlin ¶yuen,� and�tÚ tr¤ton d¢ yÊontow� help� to� articulate� the
boundaries� between� sub-sections� (BU’s)� of� the� sequence� paragraph;� the� “triple
sequence�of�warnings�is�the�conventional�motif�of�the�storyteller�who�wishes�to�create
suspense”� (Gray,�1989:�40).�The� subclause� creates� a� relatively�deep� incision,� at� the
moment�that�with�the�second�attempt,�the�act�of�‘sacrificing’�becomes�thematic.
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of� the� story� of�Cinadon� reached.36� As� the� verbal� constituent� in� the
genitive�absolute�neither�has�focus�function�nor�performs�a�function�in
establishing� relative� chronology� (this� job� having� been� done� by� the
temporal� adverbial� §ntÚw p°nyÉ ≤mer«n,� for� which� the� genitive
absolute� provides� a� point� of� reference),� the� absolute� participle,� the
minimally�necessary�linguistic�device�to�secure�textual�coherence,�just
establishes�a�smooth�transition�from�the�one�DU�to�the�other�within�a
thematically� continuous� sequence,� here� at� a� point� where� a� new
participant�is�introduced.

4.3.2� The�Conjunct�Participle
The�majority�of�conjunct�participles�in�narrative�discourse�is�found�in
the� nominative� case,� preposed� to� their� matrix� clause:� the� action
expressed� in� the� participial� clause� and� the� action� expressed� in� the
matrix� clause� are� performed� by� the� same� participant,� and� the� two
clauses� share� the� same� subject.� This� entails,� in� terms� of� coherence,
referential� continuity� over� a� two-clause� span.�But� there� seems� to� be
more�to�it:�anaphorically,�more�often�than�not,�referential�continuity�is
also� found.�Or� to�put� it� differently:� preposed� conjunct� participles� in
the� nominative� case� are� preferrably� used� when� a� certain� topic� has
been� introduced�and�performs�a� series�of� sequential�actions�within�a
referentially� continuous� thematic� sequence,� the� finite� main� verb
primarily� contributing� to� the� thematic� organization� of� the� text� in
providing�the�most�basic�material�for�the�structure�of�the�passage�as�a

———
36� Cf.�Jehne,�1995:�168-169�(my�italics):�“Die�Episode�(sc.�the�story�of�Cinadon)�ist

aber� nicht� nur� insgesamt� recht� unzureichend� eingebettet� in� den
Gesamtzusammenhang� der� xenophontischen�Darstellung,� sondern� sie�zerfällt�auch�in
sich�in�zwei�Teile,�die�nur�lose�zusammengebunden�sind.�Xenophon�schildert�zunächst,
daß� der� noch� kein� Jahr� amtierende� König� Agesilaos� opferte� und� ihm� der� Seher
eröffnete,�daß� ihm�die�Götter�etwas�Schreckliches�anzeigten;�bei�der�Wiederholung
des�Opfers�erschienen�die�Zeichen�noch�schlimmer,�und�als�Agesilaos�das�dritte�Mal
opferte,�sagte�der�Seher:�»Agesilaos,�ob�wir�mitten�unter�den�Feinden�selbst�waren,�so
offenbart� es� sich�mir«.�Daraufhin�opferte�man�eifrigst�den�apotropäischen�und�den
rettenden�Göttern,� bis�man�mühseligst� günstigere�Zeichen� erhielt;� fünf�Tage� nach
dem�Ende�der�Opfer�zeigte�jemand�bei�den�Ephoren�den�Verrat�und�seinen�Urheber
Kinadon�an.
Dieser� Vorspann� ist� für�die�weitere�Geschichte,�die�Schilderung�der�Befragung�des

Verräters� und� der� gegen� die� Verschwörung� getroffenen� Gegenmaßnahmen,
weitgehend�überflüssig”.�With� regard� to� the� latter,� I�would� rather� say� that� it� is� the
introduction� to� the� story� as� a� whole,� written� in� the� best� tradition� of� story-telling.
However,� whether� or� not� the�mãntiw�mentioned� in� 3.3.11� is� the� same� as� the� one
mentioned�in�3.3.4�is�hard�to�determine.
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whole,� as� we� have� seen� in� Chapter� 2.� As� regards� text� articulation,
then,�preposed�participial�clauses�will�predictably�be�found�at�points�of
segmentation� and—possibly—linkage� whithin� a� paragraph� for� the
constitution�of�which�referential�continuity�is�the�dominant�coherence
strand,� regardless� of� possible� discontinuity� with� respect� to� other
coherence�strands.�Consider�[17]�through�[21],�in�which�examples�the
conjunct� participial� clauses� in� the� nominative� case� are� narrative
clauses�occupying�the�sentence-initial�position:

[17]� Anabasis�4.3.13-16
Preceding:�Two�young�men�report�to�Xenophon�that�they�have�found�a�place�to�cross
the�river�safely,�because�it�is�not�accessible�to�the�enemy’s�cavalry.�Moreover,�the�river
is�not�deep�there…
eÈyÁw oÔn Jenof«n aÈtÒw te ¶spende ka‹ to›w nean¤skoiw §gxe›n
§k°leue ka‹ eÎxesyai to›w fÆnasi yeo›w tã te Ùne¤rata ka‹ tÚn pÒron
ka‹ tå loipå égayå §pitel°sai. sspe¤saw d' eÈyÁw ∑ge toÁw
nean¤skouw parå tÚn Xeir¤sofon, ka‹ dihgoËntai taÈtã. éékoÊsaw
d¢ ka‹ ı Xeir¤sofow spondåw §po¤ei. sspe¤santew d¢ to›w m¢n
êlloiw parÆggellon suskeuãzesyai, aÈto‹ d¢ sugkal°santew toÁw
strathgoÁw §bouleÊonto ˜pvw ín kãllista diaba›en ka‹ toÊw te
¶mprosyen nik“en ka‹ ÍpÚ t«n ˆpisyen mhd¢n pãsxoien kakÒn. ka‹
¶dojen aÈto›w Xeir¤sofon m¢n ≤ge›syai ka‹ diaba¤nein ¶xonta tÚ
¥misu toË strateÊmatow, tÚ d' ¥misu ¶ti Ípom°nein sÁn Jenof«nti,
tå d¢ ÍpozÊgia ka‹ tÚn ˆxlon §n m°sƒ toÊtvn diaba¤nein.

§pe‹ d¢ taËta kal«w e‰xen §poreÊonto: ≤goËnto d' ofl nean¤skoi §n
éristerò ¶xontew tÚn potamÒn: ıdÚw d¢ ∑n §p‹ tØn diãbasin …w
t°ttarew stãdioi.

Xenophon� immediately� poured� a� libation� himself,� and� directed� his
attendants�to�fill�a�cup�for�the�young�men�and�to�pray�to�the�gods�who
had�revealed� the�dream�and� the� ford,� to�bring� to� fulfilment� the�other
blessings�also.�TThe�libation�accomplished,�he�at�once�led�the�young�men
to� Cheirisophus,� and� they� repeated� their� story� to� him.� And� uupon
hearing�it�Cheirisophus�also�made�libation.�TThe�libation�accomplished,
they� gave� orders� to� the� troops� to� pack� up� their� baggage,� while� they
themselves�called�together�the�generals�and�took�counsel�as�to�how�they
might�best�effect�a�crossing�so�as� to�defeat� the�enemy�in�front�without
suffering� any� harm� from� those� in� their� rear.� The� decision� was,� that
Cheirisophus� should� take� the� lead�with� half� the� army� and� attempt� a
crossing,� that� the�other�half�with�Xenophon� should� stay�behind� for�a
while,�and� that� the�baggage�animals�and�camp� followers� should�cross
between�the�two�divisions.
These�arrangements�had�been�satisfactorily�made,�and�they�set�out,

the�young�men�leading�the�way�and�keeping�the�river�on�the� left;�and
the�distance�to�the�ford�was�about�four�stadia.
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The� passage� starts� at� the� point�where�we� are� going� to� be� informed
about� the�reaction�of� the�Greeks� to� the�report�brought�by� the�young
men.37�In�this�paragraph,�the�conjunct�participial�clauses�spe¤saw and
spe¤santew� present� two� examples� of� back-reference� by� means� of
lexical�overlap� (to�¶spende�and�spondåw §po¤ei,38� respectively).�The
finite� verbs� referred� back� to� are� imperfects,� while� the� resumptive
participial�clause�has�an�aorist�verbal�constituent.�The�imperfects�are
used�because�in�the�macro-structure�of�the�event�sequence,�they�are�to
be� connected� to� the�other� items� in� a� series,�which� is� closed�off� by�a
non-imperfect� stem:�Jenof«n aÈtÒw te ¶spende ka‹ … §k°leue …
∑ge … ka‹ dihgoËntai� and�spondåw §po¤ei … parÆggellon …
§bouleÊonto … ka‹ ¶dojen aÈto›w,�respectively.�In�the�course�of�this
ongoing� series,� the� resumptive�aorist�participial� clauses�spe¤saw and
spe¤santew�mark�off�the�relative�chronology�of�the�main�actions,�and,
together�with�the�particle�d°,�they�articulate�the�onset�of�a�new�DU�in
an�ongoing�thematic�sequence.
The� conjunct� participial� clause� ékoÊsaw illustrates� the

phenomenon� known� as� ‘reciprocal� coupling’� (see� the� Index� of
Linguistic�Terms).�As�often,� this� special�case�of�back-reference�at� the
onset�of�a�new�DU�to�(part�of)�the�preceding�unit�helps�to�articulate�a
topic-switch.�Together�with�the�particle�d°,�this�participial�clause,�too,
helps�to�articulate�the�onset�of�a�new�DU�within�an�ongoing�thematic
sequence.
The�participial�clauses�discussed�are�used� for� textual�coherence�at

points� of� small-scale� segmentation� within� an� otherwise� continuous
thematic�whole.�A�thematic�boundary� is� in� fact�reached�the�moment
the� sentence-initially� placed� subclause� §pe‹ d¢ taËta kal«w e‰xen
occurs:�the�preceding�thematic�paragraph�about�what�was�to�be�done
in� the� light� of� the� report� by� the� young�men� resulted� in� a� decision
about�how�they�were�to�proceed.�A�new�paragraph�about�their�way�to
the� ford� starts;� this� can�be� regarded�as�a�new� stage� in� the�narrative.
The� information� contained� in� the� §pe¤-clause� is� in� itself� of� low
information� status:� it� is� script-predictable� information� from� the

———
37� Here,� the� particle� oÔn� signals� the� onset� of� a� new� DU,� marking� the� present

section�as�the�purpose�of�narrating�the�preceding�report.
38� The�subject�of�spe¤santew�is�most�probably�Cheirisophus�and�Xenophon;�ka¤

is� to�be�understood� in� the� sense:� ‘like�Xenophon�had�done�before’.�Note� the�active
§po¤ei:�if�Cheirisophus�had�poured�a�libation�by�himself,�Xenophon�might�have�used
the�middle�voice.
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previous� paragraph.� Besides� providing� information� necessary� for� a
good� understanding� of� its�matrix� clause� (cataphoric� grounding),� the
subclause�is�used�to�separate�the�two�paragraphs�(and�at�the�same�time
link�the�latter�to�the�former�anaphorically).

[18]� Hellenica�2.1.10-12
t“ d' §piÒnti ¶tei [§p‹ ÉArxÊta m¢n §foreÊontow, êrxontow d' §n
ÉAyÆnaiw ÉAlej¤ou,] LÊsandrow éfikÒmenow efiw ÖEfeson
metep°mcato ÉEteÒnikon §k X¤ou sÁn ta›w naus¤, ka‹ tåw êllaw
pãsaw sunÆyroisen, e‡ poÊ tiw ∑n, ka‹ taÊtaw t' §peskeÊaze ka‹
êllaw §n ÉAntãndrƒ §nauphge›to. §§lyΔn d¢ parå KËron
xrÆmata ætei: ı d' aÈt“ e‰pen ˜ti tå m¢n parå basil°vw énhlvm°na
e‡h, ka‹ ¶ti ple¤v poll“, deiknÊvn ˜sa ßkastow t«n nauãrxvn
¶xoi, ˜mvw d' ¶dvke. llabΔn d¢ ı LÊsandrow térgÊrion, §p‹
tåw triÆreiw trihrãrxouw §p°sthse ka‹ to›w naÊtaiw tÚn ÙfeilÒmenon
misyÚn ép°dvke. pareskeuãzonto d¢ ka‹ ofl t«n ÉAyhna¤vn
strathgo‹ ~prÚw tÚ nautikÚn §n tª Sãmƒ.

In�the�following�year—Archytas�was�now�ephor,�and�Alexias�archon�at
Athens—Lysander�arrived�at�Ephesus�and�sent� for�Eteonicus� to�come
thither�from�Chios�with�the�ships,�and�he�also�gathered�together�all�the
other� ships� that�were�anywhere� to�be� found,�and�he�occupied�himself
with�refitting�these�vessels�and�building�more�at�Antandrus.�HHe�went�to
Cyrus� and� asked� for� money;� and� Cyrus� told� him� that� the� funds
provided� by� the� King� had� been� spent,� in� fact� much� more� besides,
showing�him�how�much�each�of�the�admirals�had�received;�nevertheless
he�did� give�him�money.�LLysander� took� the� money� and� appointed� to
each� trireme� its�captain,�and�paid�his� sailors� the�wages� that�were�due
them.� And� the� Athenian� generals� also� were� getting� their� fleet� in
readiness,�at�Samos.

At�the�beginning�of�the�quotation�a�new�episode�is�started�at�a�point�of
thematic� discontinuity� in� every� respect.� However,� we� are� quickly
informed:� a� temporal� (re-)orientation� is� provided� by� t“ d' §piÒnti
¶tei;�LÊsandrow � is� re-introduced� as� the� main� protagonist;� the
participial�clause�éfikÒmenow efiw ÖEfeson�is�there�in�order�to�provide
a�spatial�orientation�and�express�the�first�action�of�the�action-sequence
that� has� been� started� simultaneously;� the� rest� of� the� sentence� is
devoted� to� actions� that� set� the� theme� of� the� passage:� ‘refitting� the
fleet’.�By�the�end�of�the�first�sentence�we�know�everything�a�recipient
of� a�piece�of�narrative�needs� to� know� to� keep� track�of� the� situation:
time,�place,�participant,�and�action.�The�next� sentence�expresses� the
next�step�in�the�sequence,�as�signaled�by�d°.�It�turns�out�that�Lysander
went�to�Cyrus�and�asked�for�money�(§lyΔn d¢ parå KËron xrÆmata
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ætei)�in�order�to�fit�out�his�fleet.�The�sentence-initially�placed�conjunct
participial�clause�does�two�things�at�the�same�time:�it�indicates�that�the
text�will�be�concerned�with�the�same�participant,�i.e.�Lysander,�and�it
effects� a� relocation:� the� next� scene� takes� place� at� the� court� of�Cyrus.
Apart� from� the� referent� performing� the� action,� the� information
contained�in�the�participial�clause�is�entirely�new:�that�Lysander�went
to�Cyrus�was� not� anticipated� by� anything� in� the� preceding� context.
We� thus� have� a� progressive� clause.� Contrast� for� that� matter� the
sentence-initial� conjunct� participle� labΔn d°,� which,� coming� after
¶dvke,� may� be� said� to� contain� at� least� contextually� prepared� and
almost�given� information—‘A�giving� the�money’�and� ‘B� receiving� it’
resembles�the�reciprocal�coupling�discussed�with�respect�to�e‰pen�and
ékoÊsaw� in�Section�2.1�and�dihgoËntai and ékoÊsaw� in� [17]� above
(this�Section).�In�accordance�with�our�rule�of�thumb�that�the�lower�the
information�status,� the�greater� the�text�articulating� function,�lab≈n,
like�ékoÊsaw,�helps�to�articulate�a�topic-switch�here�(Cyrus�’�back�to
Lysander).
The�participial�clause�§lyΔn d¢ parå KËron,� then,�expresses�new

information�at� the� start� of� a�new� text� segment� (a�new�DU:�note�d°).
There� is�a� text-boundary,�but�not�a� thematic�boundary:�although�the
new�DU�takes�place�at�a�different� location,�spatial�organization�is�not
what�the�discourse�is�concerned�with�here.
Let�us�consider�each�of�the�coherence�strands�separately.
The�temporal� setting� remains� unchanged� throughout.� From� t“ d'

§piÒnti ¶tei� onwards,� narrative� time� is� propelled� forward� not� by
specific�(temporal)�reference,�but�through�the�sequence�of�actions�from
which� an� imaginary� time-line� can� be� reconstructed.� The� passage� is
not�temporally�organized�at�all.
The� spatial� setting� varies� throughout.� We� start� at� Ephesus,� but

already� in� the� same� sentence� we� arrive� at� Antandrus.� Then� ‘the
camera� shifts’� to� the�court�of�Cyrus.�Then� the�precise� spatial� setting
becomes� blurred;� in� the� final� sentence� we� also� learn� about� the
preparations� of� the� Athenian� generals� at� Samos.� So,� evidently,� the
passage�is�not�organized�according�to�its�locations.
As�regards�participants,�we�have�Lysander,�who� is� the�continuous

topic�of�the�first�two�DU’s.�We�then�have�a�topic-switch,�marked�in�the
left� sentence� margin� of� the� third� DU�(ı d').� A� second� topic-switch
occurs,� as� said,�with�labΔn d¢ ı LÊsandrow;� in� the� final� sentence,
however,� the� Athenian� generals� appear� on� the� stage,� but� not� as� a
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topic:� note� that� it� is� the� verb� (pareskeuãzonto)� that� occupies� the
sentence-initial� position� before� d° .� This� is� not� unimportant,� for
although� the� passage� is� concerned� with� its� participants� to� a� high
degree,� it� illustrates� that� the� underlying� discourse-topic� is
‘preparations’�of� the�fleet.39� The� theme� of� the�passage� is� ‘refitting� the
fleet’.� Although� it� is� built� up� out� of� five� ‘succesive� steps’� (five� DU’s
marked� by� d° ),� these� units� are� all� sub-paragraphs� of� a� larger,
thematically�continuous�whole.
It� is� for� this� reason,� in� my� opinion,� that� the� information� that

Lysander�went�to�Cyrus� (§lyΔn d¢ parå KËron)� is�expressed�by�way
of�a�participial� clause,�and�not�by�a� subclause.�A� subclause�*§pe‹ d¢
parå KËron ∑lye� would� have� resulted� in� thematic� segmentation,
which�is�uncalled�for�in�the�present�context.

[19]� Hellenica�5.3.25
§pe‹ d¢ ∏kon §k t∞w Lakeda¤monow épagg°llontew ˜ti ≤ pÒliw
§pitr°poi ÉAghsilãƒ diagn«nai tå §n FleioËnti ˜pvw aÈt“ doko¤h,
ÉAghs¤laow dØ oÏtvw ¶gnv, pentÆkonta m¢n êndraw t«n
katelhluyÒtvn, pentÆkonta d¢ t«n o‡koyen pr«ton m¢n énakr›nai
˜ntinã te z∞n §n tª pÒlei ka‹ ˜ntina époyane›n d¤kaion e‡h: ¶peita d¢
nÒmouw ye›nai, kay' oÓw politeÊsointo: ßvw d' ín taËta
diaprãjvntai, fulakØn ka‹ misyÚn to›w frouro›w ©j mhn«n
kat°lipe. ttaËta d¢ poiÆsaw toÁw m¢n summãxouw éf∞ke, tÚ d¢
politikÚn o‡kade épÆgage.

ka‹ tå m¢n per‹ FleioËnta oÏtvw aÔ §petet°lesto §n ÙktΔ mhs‹
ka‹ §niaut“.

Upon�the�arriving�of�messengers�from�Lacedaemon�with�word�that�the
state� left� it� to�Agesilaus� to�decide�as�he� thought�best�upon�matters� in
Phlius,�Agesilaus�decided�in�this�way—that�fifty�men�from�the�restored
exiles�and�fifty�from�the�people�at�home�should,�in�the�first�place,�make
inquiry� to�determine�who�ought� justly� to�be� left� alive� in� the� city� and
who� ought� to� be� put� to� death,� and,� secondly,� should� draw� up� a
constitution� under�which� to� conduct� the� government;� and� until� such
time�as� these�matters� should�be� settled,�he� left�behind�him�a�garrison
and� six�months’� pay� for� those� who� composed� it.� HHaving� done� these
things,�he�dismissed�the�allies�and�led�his�citizen�troops�back�home.
And�thus�the�affair�of�Phlius�in�its�turn�came�to�a�conclusion,�after�a

year�and�eight�months.

In� [19],� the� participial� clause� taËta d¢ poiÆsaw—a� conjunct
participle,� since� Agesilaus� is� a� continuous� topic—occurs� at� a� point

———
39� For�a�verbal�constituent�as�a�topic,�cf.�Dik,�1995:�Chapter�7.
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where�a�thematically�larger�whole�is�closed�off:�the�matrix�clause�toÁw
m¢n summãxouw éf∞ke, tÚ d¢ politikÚn o‡kade épÆgage�is,�by�virtue
of� its� content,� a� closure-marker:� “whereas� in�narrative�discourse� the
setting�is�often�used�to�reset�the�time�or�the�place�of�a�new�paragraph,
the�terminus�is�often�used�to�take�one�main�participant�off�the�stage�or
to� indicate� a� lapse� of� time.� The� terminus� often� contains� verbs� of
motion�such�as�he�went�away�or�he�went�off�and�slept�or�he�waited�until�the
next� day� or� something� on� that� order”� (Longacre,� 1979:� 118).� The
evaluative� sentence� added�by�ka¤,� too,� is� indicative� of� closure.� The
participial� clause�taËta d¢ poiÆsaw� could� easily� be�missed� from�an
informational� point� of� view:� ‘Agesilaus� took� the� necessary�measures
and� then� dismissed� the� allies� and� led� his� citizen� troops� back� home’
makes� a� perfectly� understandable� sequence.� Since,� however,� the
paragraph� describes� the�measures� Agesilaus� took� in� reaction� to� the
report� coming� from� his� home� state� at� length� (oÏtvw ¶gnv� …
kat°lipe),� there� seems� to� be� some� reluctance� on� the� part� of� the
narrator�to�continue�with�a�bare�main�clause,�at�the�point�of�transition
from�the�description�of�the�measures�taken�by�Agesilaus�to�a�sentence
belonging� to� the� narrative� assertion� that� is� about� to� close� off� this
paragraph.� Therefore,� the� participial� clause� taËta d¢ poiÆsaw� is
inserted� to� facilitate� this� transition� and�make� for� textual� coherence
within� the� paragraph,� to� the� extent� that� it� is� suggested� to� the
reader/hearer� that� is� was� Agesilaus� who� actually� did� what� whas
necessary�to�do,�with�which�measures�the�proper�point�to�break�up�is
reached.

[20]� Anabasis�3.1.5-7
ı m°ntoi Jenof«n énagnoÁw tØn §pistolØn énakoinoËtai Svkrãtei
t“ ÉAyhna¤ƒ per‹ t∞w pore¤aw. ka‹ ı Svkrãthw ÍpopteÊsaw mÆ ti
prÚw t∞w pÒlevw Ípa¤tion e‡h KÊrƒ f¤lon gen°syai, ˜ti §dÒkei ı
KËrow proyÊmvw to›w Lakedaimon¤oiw §p‹ tåw ÉAyÆnaw
sumpolem∞sai, sumbouleÊei t“ Jenof«nti §lyÒnta efiw DelfoÁw
énakoin«sai t“ ye“ per‹ t∞w pore¤aw. §§lyΔn d' ı Jenof«n
§pÆreto tÚn ÉApÒllv t¤ni ín ye«n yÊvn ka‹ eÈxÒmenow kãllista ka‹
êrista ¶lyoi tØn ıdÚn ∂n §pinoe› ka‹ kal«w prãjaw svye¤h. ka‹
éne›len aÈt“ ı ÉApÒllvn yeo›w oÂw ¶dei yÊein.

§pe‹ d¢ pãlin ∑lye, l°gei tØn mante¤an t“ Svkrãtei. ı d'
ékoÊsaw ºtiçto aÈtÚn ˜ti oÈ toËto pr«ton ±r≈ta pÒteron l“on e‡h
aÈt“ poreÊesyai μ m°nein, éll' aÈtÚw kr¤naw fit°on e‰nai toËt'
§punyãneto ˜pvw ín kãllista poreuye¤h. §pe‹ m°ntoi oÏtvw ≥rou,
taËt', ¶fh, xrØ poie›n ˜sa ı yeÚw §k°leusen. ı m¢n dØ Jenof«n
oÏtv yusãmenow oÂw éne›len ı yeÚw §j°plei, ka‹ katalambãnei §n
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Sãrdesi PrÒjenon ka‹ KËron m°llontaw ≥dh ırmçn tØn ênv ıdÒn,
ka‹ sunestãyh KÊrƒ.

Xenophon� read� Proxenus’� letter� and� conferred� with� Socrates,� the
Athenian,�about�the�proposed�journey;�and�Socrates,�suspecting�that�his
becoming� a� friend� of�Cyrus�might� be� a� cause� for� accusation� against
Xenophon�on�the�part�of�the�Athenian�government,�for�the�reason�that
Cyrus�was� thought� to�have� given� the�Lacedaemonians� zealous� aid� in
their� war� against� Athens,� advised� Xenophon� to� go� to� Delphi� and
consult�the�god�with�regard�to�this�journey.�Xenophon�wwent�and�asked
Apollo�to�whom�of�the�gods�he�should�sacrifice�and�pray�in�order�best
and�most�successfully�to�perform�the�journey�which�he�had�in�mind�and
to�meet�with�good�fortune�and�return�home�in�safety;�and�Apollo�in�his
response�told�him�to�what�gods�he�must�sacrifice.
When�he�had�returned�from�Delphi,�Xenophon�reported�the�oracle

to� Socrates;� upon� hearing� about� it� Socrates� found� fault� with� him
because�he�did�not�first�put�the�question�whether�it�were�better�for�him
to�go�or�stay,�but�decided�for�himself�that�he�was�to�go�and�then�asked
the�god�as�to�the�best�way�of�going.�“However,”�he�added,�“inasmuch
as�you�did�put� the�question� in� that�way,�you�must�do�all� that� the�god
directed.”�Xenophon�accordingly�offered�the�sacrifices�to�the�gods�that
Apollo’s�oracle�prescribed,�and�set�sail;�and�he�overtook�Proxenus�and
Cyrus� at� Sardis� as� they� were� on� the� point� of� beginning� the� upward
march,�and�was�introduced�to�Cyrus.

Xenophon�discusses�the�proposed�journey�with�Socrates,�who�advises
him� to� go� to� Delphi� and� consult� the� god� (§lyÒnta efiw DelfoÁw
énakoin«sai t“ ye“);�Xenophon�goes� (§lyΔn d');� the� (continuative)
participial� clause� continues� an� event� sequence� set� in� motion� by
Socrates’s� advice.� His� return� is� expressed� in� the� subclause� §pe‹ d¢
pãlin ∑lye,� which�marks� the� boundary� between� the� two� phases� of
this�passage:� their�first� encounter� (Socrates’s�advice�and�Xenophon’s
response� to� that)� and� their� second� encounter� (evaluation� of
Xenophon’s� way� of� putting� the� question).� The� subclause� §pe‹ d¢
pãlin ∑lye,� then,� operates� on� the� level� of� text� articulation�and� the
level�of�the�Real�World�construction:� it�marks�a�rather�deep�caesura,
as�the�textual�boundary�is�at�the�same�time�a�thematic�boundary.�The
participial� clause� §lyΔn d'�merely� articulates� a� textual� boundary� at
the�onset�of�a�sub-section�of�the�first�thematic�unit.

[21]� Hellenica�6.2.31
per‹ d¢ tÚn Mnas¤ppou yãnaton §tÊgxanen Ãn t∞w Lakvnik∞w per‹
tåw Sfag¤aw. eefiw tØn ÉHle¤an d¢ éfikÒmenow ka‹ parapleÊsaw
tÚ toË ÉAlfeioË stÒma ÍpÚ tÚn ÉIxyËn kaloÊmenon …rm¤sato. tª d'
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Ístera¤& §nteËyen énÆgeto §p‹ t∞w Kefallhn¤aw, oÏtv ka‹
tetagm°now ka‹ tÚn ploËn poioÊmenow …w, efi d°oi, pãnta ˜sa xrØ
pareskeuasm°now naumaxo¤h. ka‹ går tå per‹ toË Mnas¤ppou
aÈtÒptou m¢n oÈdenÚw ±khkÒei, Íp≈pteue d¢ mØ épãthw ßneka
l°goito, ka‹ §fulãtteto: §pe‹ m°ntoi éf¤keto efiw tØn Kefallhn¤an,
§ntaËya dØ saf«w §pÊyeto, ka‹ én°paue tÚ strãteuma.

At� the� time�of�Mnasippus’�death� Iphicrates�chanced� to�be� in�Laconia
near�the�Sphagiae.�HHe�arrived�in�Elis�and�sailed�past�the�mouth�of�the
Alpheus,� and� he� anchored� beneath� the� promontory� called� Ichthys.
From�there�he�put�to�sea�on�the�following�day�for�Cephallenia,�having
his�fleet� in�such�order�and�making�the�voyage� in�such�a�way�that,� if� it
should�be�necessary�to�fight,�he�should�be�ready�in�all�essential�respects
to�do�so.�For�he�had�not�heard�the�news�of�Mnasippus’�death�from�any
eyewitness,�but�suspected�that�it�was�told�to�deceive�him,�and�hence�was
on�his�guard;�upon�his�arriving�at�Cephallenia,�however,�he� there�got
definite�information,�and�so�rested�his�forces.

The� example� presents� two� preposed,� sentence-initially� placed
subordinate� clauses� containing� a� verb� form� of� éfikn°omai :� a
(progressive)� participial� clause� and� a� (continuative)� subclause.� The
example�illustrates�my�view�that�even�when�the�content�of�the�clause�is
in�itself�indicative�of�a�change�of�the�spatial�setting,�a�participial�clause
is�used�for�small-scale�segmentation�at�just�the�level�of�text�articulation
when�the�relocation�is�not�thematic�in�nature,�and�that�a�subclause�is
used�when�the�relocation�involves�thematic�segmentation.
The� passage� is� taken� from� a� longer� episode� dedicated� to

Iphicrates’s�tactics�(6.2.27-31).�The�narrator�focuses�extensively�on�the
actions�of�one�participant�that�he�personally�approves�of,�rather�than
taking�the�point�of�view�of�the�neutral�historian,�which�warrants�some
kind�of�apology�on�his�part� (6.2.32):�o‰da m¢n oÔn ˜ti taËta pãnta,
˜tan o‡vntai naumaxÆsein ênyrvpoi, ka‹ éske›tai ka‹ meletçtai:
éllå toËto §pain«, ˜ti §pe‹ éfik°syai taxÁ ¶dei ¶nya to›w
polem¤oiw naumaxÆsein ’eto, hÏreto ~˜pvw mÆte diå tÚn ploËn
énepistÆmonaw e‰nai t«n efiw naumax¤an mÆte diå tÚ taËta meletçn
bradÊterÒn ti éfik°syai� (‘now�I�am�aware�that�all�these�matters�of
practice�and�training�are�customary�whenever�men�expect� to�engage
in�a�battle�by�sea,�but�that�which�I�commend�in�Iphicrates�is�this,�that
when�it�was�incumbent�upon�him�to�arrive�speedily�at�the�place�where
he�supposed�he�should�fight�with�the�enemy,�he�discovered�~�a�way�to
keep� his�men� from� being� either,� by� reason� of� the� voyage� they� had
made,�unskilled�in�the�tactics�of�fighting�at�sea,�or,�by�reason�of�their
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having�been�trained�in�such�tactics,�any�the�more�tardy�in�arriving�at
their�destination’).�In�the�passage�cited,�the�central�point�is�the�way�in
which�Iphicrates�sailed�to�Cephallenia:�oÏtv ka‹ tetagm°now ka‹ tÚn
ploËn poioÊmenow …w, efi d°oi, pãnta ˜sa xrØ pareskeuasm°now
naumaxo¤h.� For� although� he� had� heard� the� news� of� Mnasippus’s
death,� it�was�not� from�any�eyewitness,�so�he�was�on�his�guard�not�to
be�deceived.�Thus,�the�passage�is�participant/action�oriented,�and�not
spatially�or�temporally�organized.
In� the� light� of� this�we� can� understand� that� his� arriving� at� Elis� is

mentioned� in� a� (progressive)� participial� clause.� In� this� context,� the
place� is� not� thematically� important:� Iphicrates� only� passes� through
Elis� on� his� way� to� Cephallenia� for� which� location� he� sets� out
immediately� the� next� day.�As� said,� the� passage� is�mainly� about� the
way� in� which� he� sailed� to� Cephallenia,� unaware� of� the� actual
situation.�Cephallenia�is�in�fact�a�thematically�important�place,�for�it�is
there� (note� the� anaphoric� adverb� §ntaËya�+�dÆ)� that� he� receives
confirmation� of� Mnasippus’s� death.� The� use� of� m°ntoi� further
illustrates�that�Iphicrates’s�arriving�at�Cephallenia�marks�the�point�at
which� his� suspicions� were� proved� false.� Iphicrates’s� arriving� at
Cephallenia� is� of� higher� importance� in� this� specific� context� than�his
arriving�at�Elis.
The� passage,� then,� pivots� around� the� subclause:� on� his� way� to

Cephallenia� a� situation� obtained� in� which� he� showed� supreme
caution,�but�once�Cephallenia�was�reached,�he�learned�the�truth�and
acted�accordingly.�Again�we�find�that�the�participial�clause�is�used�at
the�onset�of�a�DU�that� is�part�of�a� larger� thematic� structure,�whereas
the�use�of� the� subclause� coincides�with� a� thematic�boundary,� and� is
used�for�segmentation�on�the�level�of�the�Real�World�construction.

4.3.3� Special�Cases�of�Thematic�Continuity
Finally,� the� role� participial� clauses� in� general� may� play� in� the
organization� of� the� construction� of� the� text,� rather� than� that� of� the
story,� is�especially�clear�in�those�cases�where�the�narrator,�by�using�a
resumptive� participial� clause,� pickes� up� an� action� already� recorded,
after�he�has�inserted�some�chunk�of�information�that�does�not�belong
to� the�narrative� assertion.�Here,� it� is� evident� that�we� are� still� in� the
same� thematic� paragraph,� and� that� the� participial� clause� is� used� to
take�the�reader/hearer�back�to�the�point�that�was�reached�before�the
narrator� digressed� from� the� narrative� line,� in� order� to� add
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information.�The�participial� clause,� then,�helps� the� reader/hearer� to
understand�how� the�narrator�has� constructed�his� text.40�The� (present
stem)� genitive� absolute� and� the� conjunct�participle� in� the� accusative
case� in� [22]� and� [23],� respectively,� are� examples� of� this,�while� they
also�illustrate,�in�slightly�different�ways,�how�the�formal�characteristics
of�a�certain�clause�correspond�to�its�function�in�discourse.

[22]� Hellenica�1.4.12-13
§pe‹ d¢ •≈ra (sc.� Alcibiades)� •aut“ eÎnoun oÔsan ka‹ strathgÚn
aÍtÚn Ωrhm°non ka‹ fid¤& metapempom°nouw toÁw §pithde¤ouw,
kat°pleusen efiw tÚn Peiraiç ≤m°r& √ PluntÆria ∑gen ≤ pÒliw,
toË ßdouw katakekalumm°nou t∞w ÉAyhnçw, ˜ tinew ofivn¤zonto
énepitÆdeion e‰nai ka‹ aÈt“ ka‹ tª pÒlei. ÉAyhna¤vn går oÈde‹w §n
taÊt˙ tª ≤m°r& oÈdenÚw spouda¤ou ¶rgou tolmÆsai ín ëcasyai.
katapl°ontow d' aÈtoË ˜ te §k toË Peirai«w ka‹ ı §k toË êstevw
ˆxlow ≤yro¤syh prÚw tåw naËw, yaumãzontew ka‹ fide›n boulÒmenoi tÚn
ÉAlkibiãdhn…

He�found�that�that�the�temper�of�the�Athenians�was�kindly,�that�he�was
chosen� general,� and� that� his� friends� were� urging� him� by� personal
messages� to� return,� and� therefore� hhe� sailed� in� to� Piraeus�on� the�day
when�the�city�was�celebrating�the�Plynteria—the�statue�of�Athena�was
veiled�from�sight,�a�circumstance�which�some�people�imagined�was�of�ill
omen,� both� for� him� and� for� the� state;� for� on� that� day� no� Athenian
would�venture�to�engage�in�any�serious�business.�WWhen�he�sailed�in,�the
common�crowd�of�Piraeus�and�of� the�city�gathered� to�his� ships,�filled
with�wonder�and�desiring�to�see�the�famous�Alcibiades…

[23]� Anabasis�1.8.26-27
sÁn toÊtoiw d¢ Ãn kayorò (sc.�Cyrus)�basil°a ka‹ tÚ émf' §ke›non
st›fow: ka‹ eÈyÁw oÈk ±n°sxeto, éll' efipΔn TÚn êndra ır« ·eto §p'
aÈtÚn ka‹ ppa¤ei katå tÚ st°rnon ka‹ titr≈skei diå toË y≈rakow, Àw
fhsi Kths¤aw ı fiatrÒw, ka‹ fiçsyai aÈtÚw tÚ traËmã fhsi. ppa¤onta
d' aÈtÚn ékont¤zei tiw palt“ ÍpÚ tÚn ÙfyalmÚn bia¤vw:

Attended�by� these�only,�he�caught� sight�of� the�King�and� the�compact
body� around� him;� and� on� the� instant� he� lost� control� of� himself� and,
with�the�cry�“I�see�the�man,”�rushed�upon�him�and�sstruck�him�in�the
breast� and� wounded� him� through� his� breastplate—as� Ctesias� the
physician� says,� adding� also� that� he�himself� healed� the�wound.�WWhile

———
40� Contrast� the� subclause� §pe‹ éf¤keto efiw tØn Lakeda¤mona� in� [7]�above,� in

which� information� that� on� its� first� occurrence� constituted� a� thematic� boundary� is
restated.
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Cyrus�was�delivering�his�stroke,�someone�hit�him�a�hard�blow�under�the
eye�with�a�javelin…

A� feature� shared� by� these� examples� is� the� restatement� of� a� verbal
action,� while� narrative� time� is� not� propelled� forward� from� the� first
occurrence� onwards.� In� [22],� the� speaker� refers� to� a� terminative
action�that�reached�its�end�with�the�aorist�main�verb�kat°pleusen +
efiw tÚn Peiraiç;� a� temporal� adverbial� follows� (≤m°r& √ PluntÆria
∑gen ≤ pÒliw),� to�which�several�pieces�of� information�are�added�that
do� not� belong� to� the� narrative� assertion� (toË ßdouw
katakekalumm°nou t∞w ÉAyhnçw … ín ëcasyai).� Hereafter� the
narrator�continues�his�narration�not�at�the�endpoint�already�reached,
but�at�some�earlier�stage:�he�is�going�to�tell�us�what�happened�in�the
course�of� this� terminative�action.�Since� some�backgrounded�material
intervenes,�a�signal�is�needed�to�indicate�the�point�from�which�the�text
continues.� The� resumptive� genitive� absolute� performs� this� function
(kat°pleusen efiw tÚn Peiraiç … katapl°ontow d' aÈtoË:� lexical
overlap).
Example�[23]�shows�a�sentence-initially�placed�conjunct�participial

clause�where,� apart� from� the� fact� that� the� subject� of� the� participial
clause�performs�the� function�of� the�object� in� its�matrix�clause,�at� the
same� time� the� lexical� overlap� in�pa¤ei … pa¤onta� (it� is� the� same
action� that� is� referred� to� twice)� is� a� functional� means� of� text
articulation,� in�that� it�signals�a�return�to�the�point�where�the�speaker
broke� off� to� supply� some� information� that� lies� outside� the� narrative
assertion,�i.e.�Àw fhsi Kths¤aw ı fiatrÒw, ka‹ fiçsyai aÈtÚw tÚ traËmã
fhsi.

5� Conclusion

In� this� Chapter� the� usage� of� preposed,� predominantly� sentence-
initially�placed�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�and�…w-clauses�and�participles�at�points
of�segmentation�was� investigated.�Both�levels� that�are�of�relevance�to
discourse� analysis� as� distinguished� in� Chapter� 1,� Section� 2.1—the
level� of� text� articulation� and� the� level� of� the� Real� World
construction—were� found� to� be� involved� in� the� articulation� of
discourse� boundaries.�Whether� the� boundaries� that� are� created� are
just� text-oriented� boundaries,� or� are� content-oriented� boundaries� as
well,�depends�on�the�over-all�organization�of�the�discourse.
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Over� a� span� of� several� propositions,� discourse� may� or� may� not
maintain� the� same� referent(s)� or� ‘topic(s)’,� the� same� or� contiguous
location,� the� same� or� contiguous� time,� and/or� sequential� action.
When�changes�occur,� the� text�becomes� thematically� less�coherent.�A
certain�degree�of�‘situational’�discontinuity�is�to�be�expected�especially
at�points�of� text�segmentation.�Any�break� in�the�continuity�of�a�Real
World�situation�captured�in�narrative�text�may,�in�principle,�very�well
be� coded� by� a� variety� of� linguistic� means,� including� difference� in
clause�type;�the�articulation�of�the�text�follows�on�the�(re-)construction
of�Real�World� events.�Although�a�break� in� the� continuity�of� events,
participants,�time�and/or�place�is�very�likely�to�create�a�boundary�on
the� level� of� text� articulation,� it� is� not� necessarily� the� case� that� a
boundary�on� the� level�of� the�Real�World�construction� is� involved�as
well.�Only�when,�at�a�specific�point�in�the�discourse,�the�organization
of� the� content� of� the� text� is� affected,� depending� on� how� the
speaker/narrator� wishes� to� present� his� Real� World� data� at� that
particular�point,�are�we�allowed�to�speak�of�a�thematic�boundary.
In� the� case� of� preposed� embedded� predications,� a� low� degree� of

desententialization� of� the� clause� corresponds� to� a� high� degree� of
linguistic� coding,�and�vice� versa.�When� the�next�Real�World� situation
the�speaker�wants� to�describe�makes�the�discourse�discontinuous�to�a
fairly� high� degree� with� respect� to� referents,� time,� place,� or� action-
event� sequence,� the� articulation� of� the� text� will� predictably� show� a
high� degree� of� linguistic� coding.� Especially� when� the� discourse� is
discontinuous�with� respect� to� several� coherence� strands� at� the� same
time,�the�weakly�desententialized�subclause� is� the�vehicle�to�use,�as� it
can�contain�several�pieces�of�locally�relevant�information�at�once.�An
(only�weakly�desententialized)�§pe¤-,�§peidÆ-,�or�…w-clause�tends�to�be
used� at� thematic� breaks.� As� was� seen� in� Chapter� 3,� a� subclause
headed�by� the� semantically�non-specific� relators�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�or�… w
primarily� introduces� a�Real�World� situation� as� a� factual� statement,
which�the�reader/hearer�needs�for�a�successful�comprehension�of�the
text.�When� the� degree� of� discontinuity� is� high,� the� high� degree� of
linguistic�coding�marks�the�thematic�boundary,�while�the�introduction
of�a�(new)�Real�World�situation�in�a�subclause�helps�the�reader/hearer
in�keeping�track�of�the�discourse�perspective:�he/she�will�interpret�the
embedded�predication�as�initiating�a�new�phase�on�the�main�narrative
line;� in� the�case�of�subclauses�with�a�present�stem�verbal�constituent,
the� sequel� will� be� considered� in� view� of� the� Real� World� situation
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presented� in� the� subclause,� while� in� the� case� of� subclauses� with� an
aorist� stem�verbal�constituent,� the�upcoming�events�will�be� regarded
as�following�on�the�occurrence�of�the�Real�World�situation�presented
in�the�subclause.
The� less� discontinuous� the� Real� World� situation� at� points� of

segmentation,�the�more�we�will�find�expressions�that�occupy�a�position
to� the� right� of� the� continuum�of� desententialization� as� presented� in
figure� 2� (Section� 3.1).�At� such�boundaries,�we� find� segmentation� on
the� level� of� text� articulation� only.� Often,� the� participial� clause,
especially�a�resumptive�or�continuative�conjunct�participle�or�genitive
absolute,�makes� for� textual� coherence� at� points�where� a� small-scale
textual� boundary� is� articulated� within� an� otherwise� continuous
thematic�whole.�Whereas� it�was� shown� that� conjunct� participles� are
predominantly� used� in� situations� of� both� anaphoric� and� cataphoric
referential� continuity,� the� genitive� absolute,� being� less� strongly
desententialized� than� the� conjunct� participle,� is� used� especially� as� a
minimally� necessary� linguistic� device� to� secure� textual� coherence
when� two� textual� units� are� segmented� (and/or� linked);� if� at� such� a
point� there� is�discontinuity�at�all,� it�does�not�affect� the�current� story
line.� Generally,� preposed� participial� clauses� are� used� in� order� to
prevent�the�reader/hearer�from�experiencing�a�textual�boundary�as�a
thematic�boundary.
On� the� basis� of� the� findings� presented� in� this� chapter� we� are

warned� that� the� context� is� crucial� for� our� understanding� of� the
speaker’s�choice�between�a� subclause�and�a�participial�clause.� In� the
case� of� sentence-initially� placed� subordinate� clauses� the� speaker’s
choice�is�directly�related�to�the�constitution�of�the�discourse�episode�of
which�it� forms�part,�and�is�therewith�indicative�of�a�certain�discourse
strategy.�It�would�seem,�however,�that�by�examining�the�effect�of�the
different�strategies,�we�have�succeeded�in�signaling�certain�regularities
that�have�not�as�yet�received�full�consideration�in�the�description�of�a
text�grammar�for�Ancient�Greek.



CHAPTER�FIVE

CLAUSE�COMBINING�AND�INFORMATION�PROCESSING

Introduction

In� this�Chapter,� I� shall�discuss� two�different� syntactical� features� that
on�the�basis�of�our�findings�thus�far�warrant�a�separate�discussion.�In
both�cases,�the�influence�of�the�information�flow�in�on-going�discourse
on�the�choice�of�a�particular�clause�type�comes�into�play.�Section�1�is
about�postposed�embedded�predications�which�may�receive�a�‘causal’
interpretation.� Postposed� clauses� have� already� been� discussed� in
Chapter� 3,� where� the� differences� between� semantically� specific� and
non-specific� relators� was� at� issue;� the� question� that� will� concern� us
here� is�what� factors� determine� the�distribution� of� postposed� ‘causal’
§pe¤-/§peidÆ-clauses1�and�postposed�participial�clauses.
In� Section� 2� I� shall� concern� myself� with� the� use� of� a� genitive

absolute�construction�where,�from�the�point�of�view�of�sentence-syntax,�a
conjunct�participle�would�have�been�an�alternative�option.

1� Postposed�Embedded�Predications

‘Postposed’� embedded� predications� are� subclauses� and� participial
clauses� that� follow� their� matrix� clause.� A� question� that� should� be
asked�with�respect�to�postposed�clauses�is�why�the�clause�is�postposed
at�all.�A� thorough�analysis�of� the� context�usually�makes� it� clear� that
reversal�of�the�order�of�a�postposed�clause�and�its�matrix�clause�would
result�in�an�undesirable�sequence�of�the�pieces�of�information�that�are
presented—undesirable� in�view�of�the� information�flow�in�a�sentence
and/or�discourse�episode.
I� give� two� examples,� of� a� postposed� conjunct� participle� and� a

postposed�genitive�absolute�construction,�respectively:

———
1� Postposed�…w-clauses� are� generally� not� considered� to� be� ‘causal’,� and� are

therefore�disregarded�here.
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[1]� Anabasis�1.8.28-29
ÉArtapãthw d' ı pistÒtatow aÈt“ t«n skhptoÊxvn yerãpvn
l°getai, §peidØ peptvkÒta e‰de KËron, kataphdÆsaw épÚ toË ·ppou
peripese›n aÈt“. ka‹ ofl m°n fasi basil°a keleËsa¤ tina §pisfãjai
aÈtÚn KÊrƒ, ofl d' •autÚn §pisfãjasyai sspasãmenon tÚn
ékinãkhn: e‰xe går xrusoËn: ka‹ streptÚn d' §fÒrei ka‹ c°lia ka‹
tîlla Àsper ofl êristoi Pers«n: §tet¤mhto går ÍpÚ KÊrou di'
eÎnoiãn te ka‹ pistÒthta.

As�for�Artapates,�the�one�among�Cyrus’�chamberlains�who�was�his�most
faithful� follower,� of� him� it� is� told� that�when� he� saw�Cyrus� fallen,� he
leaped�from�his�horse�and�threw�his�arms�about�him.�And�one�report�is
that� the�King�ordered� someone� to� slay�him�upon� the�body�of�Cyrus,
while�others�say�that�he�slew�himself�with�his�own�hand,�hhaving�drawn
his� dagger;� for�he�had�one�of� gold;� and�he�also�wore�a�necklace�and
bracelets�and�all�the�other�ornaments�that�the�noblest�Persians�wear;�for
he�had�been�honored�by�Cyrus�because�of�his�affection�and�fidelity.

Two� contrasting� reports� of� what� happened� to� Artapates� when� he
threw� himself� onto� Cyrus� are� presented.� Preposing� the� participial
clause�would�be�possible�as�far�as�the�reported�speech�by�‘the�others’
(ofl d')� is� concerned;� a� sequence� like�ofl d¢ <fasi> spasãmenon tÚn
ékinãkhn •autÚn §pisfãjasyai� would� have� been� syntactically
correct�and,� in�a� text�constituted�differently,�potentially�appropriate;
the� interpretation� would� have� been:� ‘others� say� that� he� drew� his
dagger�and�slew�himself�with�his�own�hand’2,�which�is� in�accordance
with�our�knowledge�in�general�that�one�first�has�to�draw�a�dagger�and
then�slay�oneself�(with�it).�The�independently�asserted�narrative�event
expressed� in� the� participial� clause� and� the� event� expressed� in� its
preceding� matrix� clause� can� be� seen� as� ‘in� sequence’� in� the� Real
World.
It�was�already�noted�in�Chapter�1,�Section�2.2.1�that�in�a�historical

text,�ceteris� paribus,�the�order�in�which�the�events�are�narrated�mirrors
the� speaker’s� perception� of� the� succession� in� real� time� of� the� Real
World� ‘happenings’� they� represent.�Here,�Xenophon� did� not� place
the� participle� before� the� matrix� clause� for� two� reasons,� both
pertaining� to� the� information� flow� in� the� sentence� and� discourse.
Firstly,�by�placing� the�participial�clause�behind� its�matrix�clause,� the
main�points�of� the�utterances�of� the� two� reports� are� contrasted,�viz.,
basil°a keleËsa¤ tina §pisfãjai aÈtÚn KÊrƒ� vs.� •autÚn

———
2� Thus�Brownson�(Loeb).



CLAUSE�COMBINING�AND�INFORMATION�PROCESSING 203

§pisfãjasyai.�Secondly,�and�more�importantly,�the�natural�order�of
events� is� suspended� because� it� is� an� unusual� situation:� whereas
drawing�a�dagger�and�slaying�oneself�would�be�natural�in�the�case�of,
e.g.,� a� soldier,� a� skhptoËxow� is� supposed� to� bear� a� staff—not� a
pointed�weapon.�Placing�the�participle�behind� its�matrix�clause�gives
focus� to� the� action,� and� facilitates� the� link� with� the� sequel:� that
Artapates�actually�had�a�dagger�of�gold�is�presented�in�a�gãr-clause,
which�then�paves�the�path�for�describing�his�other�possessions.

[2]� Hellenica�1.1.1-2
metå d¢ taËta oÈ polla›w ≤m°raiw Ïsteron ∑lyen §j ÉAyhn«n
Yumoxãrhw ¶xvn naËw Ùl¤gaw: ka‹ eÈyÁw §naumãxhsan aÔyiw
LakedaimÒnioi ka‹ ÉAyhna›oi, §n¤khsan d¢ LakedaimÒnioi
≤goum°nou ÉAghsandr¤dou. met' Ùl¤gon d¢ toÊtvn DvrieÁw ı
DiagÒrou §k ÑRÒdou efiw ÑEllÆsponton efis°plei érxom°nou xeim«now
t°ttarsi ka‹ d°ka naus‹n ëma ≤m°r&.

After�this,�not�many�days�later,�Thymochares�came�from�Athens�with�a
few� ships;� and� thereupon� the� Lacedaemonians� and� the� Athenians
fought�another�naval�battle,�and�the�Lacedaemonians�were�victorious,
under� the� leadership� of� Agesandridas.� Shortly� after� this,� at� the
beginning�of� the�winter,�Dorieus,� the� son�of�Diagoras,� sailed� into� the
Hellespont�from�Rhodes�with�fourteen�ships,�arriving�at�daybreak.

If� the� genitive� absolute� had� preceded� its� matrix� clause� here,� the
information�that�Agesandridas�was�the� leader�would�be�processed�by
the� reader/hearer� before� he� knew� the� Lacedaemonians� were
victorious;� this� order� of� clauses� is� possible� only� when� there� is
something� in� the� preceding� discourse� that� calls� for� the� information
that�Agesandridas�was� in� charge� to�be�processed�first—which� is� not
the� case� here.�The�matrix� clause� of� the� postposed� genitive� absolute
immediately� informs�us�who�were�victorious� in� the�battle�mentioned
in�the�preceding�sentence.�The�historian�then�adds�a�clause�in�order�to
inform�us�about�their�leader.
In�examples�[1]�and�[2]�there�is�nothing�in�the�context�that�would

lead�one�to�a�‘causal’�interpretation�of�the�postposed�participle.�In�the
sequel,� I� shall� concern� myself� with� postposed� §pe¤-/§peidÆ-clauses
and� participial� clauses� which�may� receive� a� ‘causal’� interpretation.
One�may� ask� what� happens� when� the� reader/hearer� arrives� at� the
end�of�a�clause�and�is�presented�with�a�subclause�that�is�postposed�to
it.�He�will�reconsider�the�content�of�the�matrix�clause,�with�the�aid�of
the�information�contained�in�the�added�clause,�be�it�a�subclause�or�a
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participial�clause.� If� the�postposed�embedded�predication� is�an�§pe¤-
or�§peidÆ-clause,� this� clause� is� marked� by� its� relator� as� presenting
information� that� is� to� be� related� to� the� content� of� its�matrix� clause;
while� the� case� marking� of� a� conjunct� participle� identifies� the
constituent� of� the�matrix� clause� to�which� the� information� is� added,
participial�clauses�are�usually�not�headed�by�a�relator.�Still,�because�of
its�position� in� the� sentence�and� therefore�because�of� the� information
flow� in� the� sentence,�a�postposed�participial� clause�adds� information
to� the� content� of� the� preceding� clause.� This� observation� raises
questions� regarding� the� contribution� of� the� relator� in� the� case� of
postposed� subclauses,� and� the� difference� between� postposed
subclauses�and�postposed�participial�clauses� in�general.�These�will�be
discussed�separately�in�Section�1.1�and�1.2.

1.1� Postposed�‘Causal’�§pe¤/§peidÆ-clauses

As�the�first�example�of� this� section,� I�present�an�§peidÆ-clause�taken
from�a�piece�of�character�portrayal�in�the�Anabasis.

[3]� Anabasis�1.9.24
ka‹ tÚ m¢n tå megãla nikçn toÁw f¤louw eÔ poioËnta ooÈd¢n
yaumastÒn, §§peidÆ ge ka‹ dunat≈terow ∑n:

To� be� sure,� the� fact� that� he� (i.e.� Cyrus)� outdid� his� friends� in� the
greatness�of�the�benefits�he�conferred�iis�nothing�surprising,�iinasmuch�as
he�had�greater�means�than�they.

The� narrator’s� evaluating� utterance� oÈd¢n yaumastÒn� calls� for
substantiation.�The� factual� statement�presented� in� the� §peidÆ-clause
expresses� the� relevant�data� (ge)� that� lead� the�narrator� to�express� the
matrix� clause.� The� reader/hearer� is� invited� to� consider� this� Real
World� situation� for� the� preceding� utterance� to� become
comprehensible.
The�Real�World�data�expressed�in�the�§peidÆ-clause�should�not�be

interpreted� as� the� ‘cause’� of� the� content� of� the� matrix� clause;� the
content�of�the�postposed�subclause�justifies�the�preceding�utterance�as
a�whole:�‘it�is�by�no�means�surprising�that�Cyrus�outdid�his�friends�in
the�greatness�of�the�benefits�he�conferred,�and�I�can�claim�this� in�view�of
the� fact� that�he�had�greater�means� than�they’.� It� is� the�utterance� itself,
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especially� the� fact� that� it� is� oÈd¢n yaumastÒn,� which� triggers� a
justification.�Therewith,�the�§peidÆ-clause�is�a�motivating�clause.3

[4]� Anabasis�1.3.9
êndrew strati«tai, tå m¢n dØ KÊrou d∞lon ˜ti oÏtvw ¶xei prÚw ≤mçw
Àsper tå ≤m°tera prÚw §ke›non: ooÎte går ≤≤me›w §ke¤nou ¶ti
strati«tai, §§pe¤ ge oÈ sunepÒmeya aÈt“, oÎte §ke›now ¶ti
≤m›n misyodÒthw.

(Clearchus:)�“Fellow-soldiers,�it�is�clear�that�the�relation�of�Cyrus�to�us
is� precisely� the� same� as� ours� to� him;� that� is,� wwe� are� no� longer� his
soldiers,�iinasmuch�as�we�decline� to� follow�him,� and� likewise� he� is� no
longer�our�paymaster”.

The�first�statement�of�the�speech�may�be�somewhat�enigmatic�for�the
strati«tai,�and�therefore�it�is�explained�in�the�following�gãr-clause.
The�first�member�of� the�oÎte�…�oÎte-pair,� in�which�it� is�stated�that
Clearchus�and�his�soldiers�are�no�longer�Cyrus’s�soldiers�is�followed�by
an�§pe¤-clause.�Clearchus’s�audience�does�consist�of� soldiers;� in� fact,
they� are� addressed� as� such� at� the� onset� of� the� speech� (êndrew
strati«tai).� The�message� is� that� they� are� no� longer� Cyrus’s� soldiers,
inasmuch�as�they�do�not�follow�him.
The� logic�behind� this� sequence� can�be�described�as� follows:� (1)� a

soldier�is�a�person�who�follows�the�leader;�(2)�we�do�not�follow�Cyrus;
ergo�(3)�we�are�not�his�soldiers.�Premiss�(1)�is�left�unexpressed;�premiss
(2)� is� presented� as� a� factual� statement� in� the�postposed� §pe¤-clause,
while�inference�(3)�is�the�point�made�in�the�matrix�clause.�Moreover,�it
is�to�be�noted�that�this�matrix�clause�is�negated�and�contains�the�word
¶ti:�we�are�no�longer�his�soldiers.�This�is�important�in�that�the�change�of
situation�has� triggered�Clearchus’s� speech� in� the�first�place.�Further,
and�more�importantly�for�our�investigation,�it�is�the�change�of�situation
that� has� triggered� the� §pe¤-clause.� The� content� of� the� §pe¤-clause
justifies� the� claim�made� by�Clearchus,� whose� rhetorical� aim� in� this
passage�it�is�to�try�and�persuade�his�men�that�they�do�not�have�to�obey
Cyrus� any� longer.� The� speaker� thus� invites� his� audience� to
comprehend� the�preceding�utterance� in� the� light� of� the�Real�World

———
3� Motivating� clauses� have� often� been� disregarded� in� the� description� of�Ancient

Greek�syntax:�“Les�propositions�de�motif�ne�sont�généralement�pas�mentionnées�par
les�manuels�scolaires,�et�quant�aux�grammaires�scientifiques,�elles�ne�les�signalent�que
rarement,� de� façon�non� systématique,� et� souvant� sans� leur� donner� une� appellation
spéciale”�(Muchnova,�1991:�135;�see�also�Rijksbaron,�1976).
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situation� that,� according� to� him,� is� true:� ‘<whatever�we� do,�what� is
relevant�in�this�connection�is�that�(ge)>�we�do�not�follow�him’.

[5]� Anabasis�5.6.35-36
§nteËyen §pe‹ ¶gnvsan ofl ÑHrakle«tai ˜ti §kple›n dedogm°non e‡h
ka‹ Jenof«n aÈtÚw §pechfikΔw e‡h, tå m¢n plo›a p°mpousi, tå d¢
xrÆmata ì Íp°sxonto Timas¤vni ka‹ Y≈raki §ceusm°noi ∑san [t∞w
misyoforçw]. §ntaËya d¢ §kpeplhgm°noi ∑san ka‹ §ded¤esan tØn
stratiån ofl tØn misyoforån Ípesxhm°noi. paralabÒntew oÔn otoi
ka‹ toÁw êllouw strathgoÁw oÂw énekeko¤nvnto ì prÒsyen ¶pratton,
pãntew d' ∑san plØn N°vnow toË ÉAsina¤ou, ˘w XeirisÒfƒ
ÍpestratÆgei, Xeir¤sofow d¢ oÎpv par∞n, ¶rxontai prÚw
Jenof«nta, ka‹ l°gousin ˜ti metam°loi aÈto›w, ka‹ ddoko¤h
krãtiston e‰nai ple›n efiw Fçsin, §§pe‹ plo›a ¶sti, ka‹
katasxe›n tØn Fasian«n x≈ran.

After�that,�when�the�Heracleots�learned�that�it�had�been�decided�to�sail
away,� and� that�Xenophon� himself� had� put� the� question� to� the� vote,
they� did� send� the� ships,� but� in� the� matter� of� the� money� they� had
promised� to� Timasion� and� Thorax� they� turned� out� to� be� deceivers.
Consequently�the�men�who�had�promised�the�pay�were�panic-stricken,
and�stood�in�fear�of�the�army.�They�therefore�took�with�them�the�other
generals� to� whom� they� had� communicated� their� earlier
doings—namely,�all� the�generals�except�Neon� the�Asinaean,�who�was
acting�as�lieutenant�for�Cheirisophus�because�Cheirisophus�had�not�yet
returned—and� came� to� Xenophon,� with� the� message� that� they� had
changed� their� minds� and� tthought� it� was� best� to� sail� to� the� Phasis,
inasmuch� as� there� were� ships� at� hand,� and� seize� the� land� of� the
Phasians.

The� words� of� the� speakers� are� presented� by� optatives� in� the� oratio
obliqua�(metam°loi,�doko¤h),� but� the�mood� of� the� finite� verb� of� the
§pe¤-clause� is�unaffected:� it� is� still�an� indicative.�Following�on�a�non-
factual,� evaluating,� and,� for� the� addressee,� possibly� debatable
utterance�(doko¤h krãtiston e‰nai),�the�§pe¤-clause�presents�a�factual
statement:� the�ships�are� there� (cf.�tå m¢n plo›a p°mpousi� in� line�2);
this� is� literally� what� the� speakers� said.� In� this� instance� of� indirect
speech,� then,� the� addressee� Xenophon� should� comprehend� the
speaker’s� evaluating� claim krãtiston e‰nai ple›n efiw Fçsin�in�view
of� the� Real� World� situation� presented� in� the� postposed� subclause.
Here� too,� the� postposed� subclause�motivates� (part� of)� the� preceding
utterance.
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A� postposed� subclause� with� any� tense� stem� may� follow� any
sentence�type4� in�order� to� justify� the�preceding�utterance.�Here� is�an
example� with� an� §peidÆ-clause� with� the� perfect� stem� following� a
directive:

[6]� Hellenica�3.4.26
épokrinam°nou d¢ toË ÉAghsilãou ˜ti oÈk ín poiÆseie taËta êneu
t«n o‡koi tel«n, ssÁ d' éllã, ßvw ín pÊy˙ tå parå t∞w pÒlevw,
metax≈rhson, ¶fh, eefiw tØn Farnabãzou, §§peidØ ka‹ §gΔ
tÚn sÚn §xyrÚn tetim≈rhmai.

Agesilaus�replied�that�he�could�not�do�this�without�the�sanction�of� the
authorities� at� home,� and� Tithraustes� said,� “IIn� any� case,� until� you
receive�word�from�the�city,�ggo�over� into� the� territory�of�Pharnabazus,
since�I�have�taken�vengeance�upon�your�enemy”.

The� postposed� subclause� is� combined� with� a� directive� expression
(metax≈rhson�…�efiw tØn Farnabãzou).�Agesilaus� is� reluctant� to�act
without� the� sanction� of� the� authorities� in� Sparta,� and� Tithraustes
suggests�an�action�which�may�be�performed� in�any�case� (d' éllã)�in
the�meantime.� In� this� context,� the� postposed� subclause� contains� the
Real�World� situation� on� the� basis� of� which� the� speaker� makes� his
recommendation.� Rhetorical� purposes� are� at� issue:� Tithraustes� is
trying� to�persuade�Agesilaus� to�go�over� into�Pharnabazus’s� territory,
and�is�offering�a�justification�for�his�suggestion.

[7]� Anabasis�5.5.13-18
prÚw taËta énaståw Jenof«n Íp¢r t«n strativt«n e‰pen: “≤me›w
d°, Œ êndrew Sinvpe›w, ¥komen égap«ntew ˜ti tå s≈mata
diesvsãmeya ka‹ tå ˜pla: oÈ går ∑n dunatÚn ëma te xrÆmata êgein
ka‹ f°rein ka‹ to›w polem¤oiw mãxesyai. ka‹ nËn §pe‹ efiw tåw Ñ
Ellhn¤daw pÒleiw ≥lyomen, §n TrapezoËnti m¢n—pare›xon går ≤m›n
égorãn—»noÊmenoi e‡xomen tå §pitÆdeia, ka‹ ény' œn §t¤mhsan
≤mçw ka‹ j°nia ¶dvkan tª stratiò, éntetim«men aÈtoÊw, ka‹ e‡ tiw
aÈto›w f¤low ∑n t«n barbãrvn, toÊtvn épeixÒmeya: toÁw d¢
polem¤ouw aÈt«n §f' oÓw aÈto‹ ≤go›nto kak«w §poioËmen ˜son

———
4� In�Anabasis�5.8.11�t¤ oÔn; ¶fh, ∏ttÒn ti ép°yanen, §§pe‹ §g≈ soi ép°deija

aÈtÒn;�(“Well,�what�of�that”,�the�fellow�said;�“did�he�die�to�a�lesser�extent�iin�view�of
he� fact� that� I� showed�him� to�you?”—Loeb:� “didn’t� he�die� all� the� same�after� I� had
shown�him�to�you”),�the�postposed�clause�cannot�be�missed�for�the�matrix�clause�to�be
comprehensible.�By�using�§pe¤,� the� speaker� relates� the� factual� statement� ‘I� showed
him� to� you’� to�his� leading�question,� to� the� effect� that� a� single� complex�proposition
ensues.� On� its� own,� the� question� ∏ttÒn ti ép°yanen� would� not� have� been
comprehensible.� The� §pe¤-clause�may� therefore�be� said� to�be� ‘bound’;� against� the
practice�of�most�editors,�I�would�recommend�to�remove�the�comma�after�ép°yanen.



208 CHAPTER�FIVE

§dunãmeya. §rvtçte d¢ aÈtoÁw ıpo¤vn tin«n ≤m«n ¶tuxon: pãreisi
går §nyãde oÓw ≤m›n ≤gemÒnaw diå fil¤an ≤ pÒliw jun°pemcen. ˜poi
d' ín §lyÒntew égorån mØ ¶xvmen, ên te efiw bãrbaron g∞n ên te efiw Ñ
Ellhn¤da, oÈx Ïbrei éllå énãgk˙ lambãnomen tå §pitÆdeia. ka‹
KardoÊxouw ka‹ TaÒxouw ka‹ Xalda¤ouw ka¤per basil°vw oÈx
ÍphkÒouw ˆntaw ˜mvw ka‹ mãla foberoÁw ˆntaw polem¤ouw
§kthsãmeya ddiå tÚ énãgkhn e‰nai lambãnein tå §pitÆdeia,
§pe‹ égorån oÈ pare›xon. Mãkrvnaw d¢ ka¤per barbãrouw
ˆntaw, §pe‹ égorån o·an §dÊnanto pare›xon, f¤louw te §nom¤zomen
e‰nai ka‹ b¤& oÈd¢n §lambãnomen t«n §ke¤nvn…”

In�reply� to� these�words�Xenophon,�on�behalf�of� the�soldiers,�rose�and
said:�“For�ourselves,�men�of�Sinope,�we�have�come�back�well�content�to
have�saved�our�bodies�and�our�arms;�for�it�was�not�possible�at�one�and
the�same�time�to�gather�plunder�and�to�fight�with�the�enemy.�As�to�our
doings�now,�since�we�have�reached�Greek�cities,�we�got�our�provisions
in�Trapezus�by�purchase—for�the�Trapezuntians�provided�us�a�market—,�and�in
return�for�the�honors�they�bestowed�upon�us�and�the�gifts�of�hospitality
they�gave�the�army,�we�paid�them�like�honors;�if�any�of�the�barbarians
were� their� friends,� we� kept� our� hands� off� them,� while� upon� their
enemies,�against�whom�they�would�themselves� lead�us,�we�wrought�all
the�harm�we�could.�Ask�them�what�sort�of�people�they�found�us�to�be;
for� the� men� are� here� present� whom� the� city� of� Trapezus,� out� of
friendship,� sent�with�us�as�guides.�On� the�other�hand,�where-ever�we
come,�whether� it� be� to� a�barbarian�or� to� a�Greek� land,� and�have�no
market�at�which�to�buy,�we�take�provisions,�not�out�of�wantonness,�but�from
necessity.� The� Carduchians,� for� example,� and� the� Taochians� and
Chaldaeans� though� they�were�not� subjects�of� the�King,�even� so,�even
though� they�were� exceedingly� formidable,�we�made� enemies� of� them
because�of�this�necessity�of�taking�provisions,�iinasmuch�as�they�did�not
provide�a�market.�The�Macronians,�however,�provided�us�as�good�a�market
as� they� could,� and� we� therefore� regarded� them� as� friends,� barbarians
though� they� were,� and� took� by� force� not� a� thing� that� belonged� to
them”.

Example� [7]� is� part� of� a� speech� by� Xenophon;� “der� zweite
(Haupt-)Abschnitt� [14-19]� erlaütert� die�Konsequenzen,� die� sich� aus
der� Verpflegungsproblematik� ergeben”� (Lendle,� 1995:� 336).� The
theme� of� the� part� of� the� speech� under� consideration� is� adequately
formulated�by�Lendle�(1995:�337)�as:�“Die�Alternative,�die�hinsichtlich
der�Lebensmittelversorgung�überhaupt�nur�bestand,� lautet:�entweder
Einrichtung� eines�Marktes� oder� gewaltsame�Requisition—und� zwar
unabhängig� von� der� Volkszugehörigkeit� der� Bewoner� des� Landes,
durch�welches�der�Marsch�führte”.
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The� question� of� whether� a� market� was� provided� is� therefore� a
discourse� topic,� and� is� referred� to� throughout:�pare›xon går ≤m›n
égorãn�…�§pe‹ égorån oÈ pare›xon�…�§pe‹ égorån o·an §dÊnanto
pare›xon .� In� the� sentence� ka‹ KardoÊxouw ka‹ TaÒxouw ka‹
Xalda¤ouw ka¤per basil°vw oÈx ÍphkÒouw ˆntaw ˜mvw ka‹ mãla
foberoÁw ˆntaw polem¤ouw §kthsãmeya diå tÚ énãgkhn e‰nai
lambãnein tå §pitÆdeia, §pe‹ égorån oÈ pare›xon,�we�are�informed
that� the� Greeks� have� made� enemies� of� the� Carduchians,� the
Taochians�and�Chaldaeans,�although� these�people�were�not� subjects
of� the�King�and�even�though�they�were�formidable.�This�was�caused
by�the�necessity�of�taking�provisions� (diå tÚ énãgkhn e‰nai lambãnein
tå §pitÆdeia)—instead� of� the� alternative,� buying� them�(»n°omai,�cf.
»noÊmenoi).�In�his�presentation�of�events�the�speaker�stresses�the�fact
that�they�did�not�act�out�of�Ïbriw.
The� postposed� subclause� §pe‹ égorån oÈ pare›xon� does� not

present� a� ‘cause’� of� the� content� of� the� preceding� clause;� it� is� a
motivating�clause�used�by�the�speaker�to�justify�the�preceding,�possibly
debatable,� evaluating� utterance:� ‘we� made� enemies� of� the
Carduchians,� the�Taochians� and�Chaldaeans� out� of� the�necessity� of
taking�provisions,�and�I�can�actually�claim�that�it�was�necessary�to�take�them,
given�the�reality�situation:�they�did�not�provide�a�market’.�The�§pe¤-clause
presents� the� relevant� data� from� the� Real� World;� compare� the
following�§pe‹ égorån o·an §dÊnanto pare›xon�as� the�motive� for� the
Greeks’�friendly�behavior�towards�the—barbarian—Macronians.
The� evaluating� utterance� tÚ énãgkhn e‰nai� resembles� the,

doubtlessly�debatable,�evaluation�±nagkãsyhn di≈kein� of�Chapter� 3,
Section�2,�example�[25],�which�is�reproduced�here�as�[8]:

[8]� Anabasis�3.3.11-13
¶nya dØ pãlin éyum¤a ∑n. ka‹ Xeir¤sofow ka‹ ofl presbÊtatoi t«n
strathg«n Jenof«nta ºti«nto ˜ti §d¤vken épÚ t∞w fãlaggow ka‹
aÈtÒw te §kindÊneue ka‹ toÁw polem¤ouw oÈd¢n mçllon §dÊnato
blãptein. ékoÊsaw d¢ Jenof«n ¶legen ˜ti Ùry«w afiti“nto ka‹ aÈtÚ
tÚ ¶rgon aÈto›w marturo¤h. “éll' §g≈”, ¶fh, “±nagkãsyhn
d i ≈ k e i n , §§peidØ •≈rvn ≤mçw §n t“ m°nein kak«w m¢n
pãsxontaw, éntipoie›n d¢ oÈ dunam°nouw. §peidØ d¢
§di≈komen, élhy∞, ¶fh, Íme›w l°gete: kak«w m¢n går poie›n oÈd¢n
mçllon §dunãmeya toÁw polem¤ouw, énexvroËmen d¢ pagxal°pvw…”

Here�again�there�was�despondency.�And�Cheirisophus�and�the�eldest�of
the�generals� found� fault�with�Xenophon� for� leaving� the�main�body�of
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the�army�to�undertake�a�pursuit,�and�thus�endangering�himself�without
being�able,�for�all�that,�to�do�the�enemy�any�harm.�Upon�hearing�this,
Xenophon�replied� that� they�were� right� in�finding� fault�with�him,�and
that� the� outcome� bore� witness� of� itself� for� their� view.� “BBut”,� he
continued,�“II�was�compelled�to�pursue�in�view�of�the�fact�that�I�saw�that
by�keeping�our�places�we�were�suffering�severely�and�were�still�unable
to�strike�a�blow�ourselves.�As�for�the�pursuit�itself,�you�are�quite�right:
we�were�no�better�able�to�inflict�harm�upon�the�enemy,�and�it�was�only
with�the�utmost�difficulty�that�we�effected�our�own�withdrawal…”

It� was� noted� in� Chapter� 3,� Section� 2� that� the� claim� ±nagkãsyhn
di≈kein�will�raise�a�question�on�the�part�of�his�audience�(Cheirisophus
and� the� eldest� of� the� generals),� since� in� the� speech� situation� the
speaker� is� criticized� for� having� undertaken� the� pursuit� in� the� first
place.� In� the� postposed� §peidÆ-clause,� the� speaker� presents� a�Real
World� situation� that� should�make� the� preceding� claim� that� he� was
compelled� to� undertake� the� pursuit� acceptable� to� his� interlocutors.
Whether�this�will�please�the�generals�is�at�this�point�still�to�be�seen;�in
the� postposed� subclause� the� speaker� describes� the� situation� that
obtained�at�the�time�from�his�perspective�(•≈rvn).
The�§peidÆ-clause�may�be�seen�as�a�motivating�clause�justifying�the

utterance�±nagkãsyhn di≈kein.�At�any�rate,�the�fact�that�he�saw�that
he� and� his� fellow� soldiers� were� suffering� severely� by� keeping� their
places�and�were�still�unable�to�strike�a�blow�themselves�is�presented�as
the� speaker’s�motive� for�undertaking� the�pursuit,� the�action�expressed
by�the�infinitive�di≈kein.�It�is�the�speaker’s�motive,�then,�which�should
make�his�behavior�acceptable.
As� the�verbal� constituent� is� left�unexpressed,� the� interpretation�of

the�following�postposed�subclause�is�far�from�simple:

[9]� Hellenica�1.4.6-7
Farnãbazow d¢ t°vw m¢n kate›xe toÁw pr°sbeiw, fãskvn tot¢ m¢n
énãjein aÈtoÁw parå basil°a, tot¢ d¢ o‡kade épop°mcein, …w mhd¢n
m°mchsye:5 §peidØ d¢ §niauto‹ ∑san tre›w,6 §deÆyh toË KÊrou
éfe›nai aÈtoÊw, fãskvn ÙÙmvmok°nai ka‹ épãjein §p‹
yãlattan, §§peidØ oÈ parå basil°a.

Pharnabazus�detained�the�ambassadors�for�a�time,�now�saying�that�he
would�conduct�them�to�the�King,�and�again,�that�he�would�let�them�go
home,� ‘in�order�that�you�have�nothing�to�complain’;� three�years� later,

———
5 memcesye�W��p°mchtai�B��m°mchtai�rell.
6 §pe‹�F1V;�hsan treiw�W��tre›w ∑san�codd.
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he�(Pharnabazus)�requested�Cyrus�to�release�them,�on�the�plea�that�hhe
had�given�his�oath�to�conduct�them�back�to�the�coast,�iinasmuch�as�<he
could>�not�<take�them>�to�the�King.

While� the� discourse� is� concerned� with� the� contrast� between� §p‹
yãlattan� and�parå basil°a� (cf.� the� clause� fãskvn tot¢ m¢n
énãjein aÈtoÁw parå basil°a, tot¢ d¢ o‡kade épop°mcein),� the
postposed� clause� §peidØ oÈ parå basil°a� should� explain
Ùmvmok°nai ka‹ épãjein §p‹ yãlattan.� However� condensed� the
expression�may�be,�we�can�still�arrive�at�a�plausible�interpretation�on
the�basis�of�our�findings�thus�far.�The�subclause�should�contain�a�Real
World� situation� that� is� added� as� a� justification� for� (part� of)� the
preceding�utterance.�As�oÈ parå basil°a� is� used� as� an� addition� to
the� infinitive� dependent� on�fãskvn ,� it� must� relate� to� the� words
spoken�by�the�subject�of�this�participle,�viz.,�Pharnabazus.�If�oÈ parå
basil°a� is�a�factual�statement,�which�it�has�to�be�given�the�usage�of
postposed�§peidÆ-clauses� in� general,� it�must�mean� ‘taking� (énãgein)
the�ambassadors�to�the�King�was�not�the�case,�i.e.�was�not�an�option:
<it�was>�not�<possible�to�take�them>�to�the�King.�The�content�of�the
postposed� §pe idÆ -clause,� then,� presents� a� justification� for
Pharnabazus’s�wording:�‘I�speak�of�a�conduct�back�to�the�coast�in�view
of�the�fact�that�a�journey�to�the�King�is�out�of�the�question’.
In� all� instances� thus� far� ([3]� -� [9]),� the� postposed� §pe¤-/§peidÆ-

clause�was�used�in�a�non-narrative�episode,�involving�speech�situations
of� different� kinds:� direct� ([4];� [6]� -� [8])� and� indirect� ([5];� [9])
quotations,� or� character� portrayal� [3].� Here,� they� are� motivating
clauses� that� present� a� factual� statement� about� the� Real� World
justifying�(part�of)� the�preceding�utterance�itself.�In�example�[10],�we
do�not�have�a�speech-situation�but�a�narrative�sequence.

[10]� Hellenica�5.1.13
§k d¢ toÊtou ofl m¢n ÉAyhna›oi, Àsper §n efirÆn˙, ¶pleon tØn
yãlattan: ooÈd¢ går t“ ÉEteon¤kƒ ≥≥yelon ofl naËtai ka¤per
énagkãzonti §mbãllein, §§pe‹ misyÚn oÈk §d¤dou. §k d¢ toÊtou ofl
LakedaimÒnioi Teleut¤an aÔ ~ §p‹ taÊt˙ §kp°mpousin ~ §p‹ taÊtaw
tåw naËw naÊarxon.

After�this� the�Athenians�sailed�the�sea� just�as� in�time�of�peace,� for� the
Lacedaemonian� sailors� rrefused� to� row� for�Eteonicus,�even� though�he
tried�to�compel�them�to�do�so,�iinasmuch�as�he�did�not�give�them�pay.
After� this� the� Lacedaemonians� sent� out� Teleutias� again� to� take
command�of�these�ships�as�admiral.
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After�the�information�that�the�Athenians�sailed�the�sea�just�as�in�time
of� peace,� the� reader/hearer� may� wonder� how� this� situation� came
about.�This�question�is�anticipated�by�means�of�a�gãr-clause,�in�which
it� is� stated� that� the�Lacedaemonian� sailors�definitely�did�not�want� to
row� for� Eteonicus� (oÈd°�…�≥yelon:� a� position).� The� fact� that� they
refused� is�rather�unexpected�and�even�surprising7� if�we�consider� that
Eteonicus�tried�to�force�them�(ka¤per énagkãzonti).�By�presenting�the
information� that� Eteonicus� did� not� pay� the� sailors� in� a� postposed
subclause� headed� by� § p e ¤,� the� narrator� indicates� that� the
reader/hearer� will� comprehend� the� content� of� the� preceding� clause
(oÈd¢ går t“ ÉEteon¤kƒ ≥yelon ofl naËtai ka¤per énagkãzonti
§mbãllein)�on�the�basis�of�this�factual�statement�(misyÚn oÈk §d¤dou).
Eventually,� the� reader/hearer� will� interpret� the� content� of� the
postposed�§pe¤-clause�as�the�sailors’�motive�for�refusing�to�row.
To� my� mind,� a� postposed� clause� can� only� be� interpreted� as

containing�a�motive�when�the�matrix�clause�contains�a�‘control’-verb,
i.e.�an�action�or�a�position.� The� decision� for� the� speaker� to� express� a
participant’s�motive�is�inspired�by�the�unexpectedness�of�the�action�or
position�in�its�context.�Here�is�another�example�of�this:

[11]� Anabasis�1.2.21
§nteËyen §peir«nto efisbãllein efiw tØn Kilik¤an: ≤ d¢ efisbolØ ∑n
ıdÚw èmajitÚw Ùry¤a fisxur«w ka‹ émÆxanow efiselye›n strateÊmati,
e‡ tiw §k≈luen. §l°geto d¢ ka‹ Su°nnesiw e‰nai §p‹ t«n êkrvn
fulãttvn tØn efisbolÆn: diÚ ¶meinen ≤m°ran §n t“ ped¤ƒ. tª d'
Ístera¤& ∏ken êggelow l°gvn ˜ti lleloipΔw e‡h Su°nnesiw tå
ê k r a , §§pe‹ æsyeto ˜ti tÚ M°nvnow strãteuma ≥dh §n
Kilik¤& ∑n8 e‡sv t«n Ùr°vn, kka‹ ˜ti triÆreiw ≥koue
peripleoÊsaw ép' ÉIvn¤aw efiw Kilik¤an TamΔn ¶xonta tåw
Lakedaimon¤vn ka‹ aÈtoË KÊrou.

———
7� The�presence�of�d°�in�the�negation�oÈd°�(‘not�even’,�‘not�at�all’)�underscores�the

surprise.�Compare�also�oÈk°ti (‘no�longer’)�indicating�of�a�sudden�change�of�position
(oÈk°ti ≥yelon)�in�Hellenica�6.3.1:�koinvne›n gge mØn aÈto›w œn ¶pratton ooÈk°ti
≥yelon � (The� Athenians), §§pe‹ •≈rvn strateÊontãw te aÈtoÁw §p‹ f¤louw
érxa¤ouw tª pÒlei Fvk°aw, ka‹ pÒleiw pistãw t' §n t“ prÚw tÚn
bãrbaron pol°mƒ ka‹ f¤law •auto›w éfan¤zontaw� (as� to� taking�part�with
the� Thebans� in� what� they� were� doing,� this� the� Athenians� rrefused� any� longer,
inasmuch�as�they�saw�that�they�were�campaigning�against�the�Phocians,�who�were�old
friends�of�the�Athenians,�and�were�annihilating�cities�which�had�been�faithful� in�the
war�against�the�barbarian�and�were�friendly�to�Athens).
8 ˜ti tÚ M°nvnow strãteuma ≥dh §n Kilik¤& ∑n�c�(printed�by�Marchant);�tÒ te

M°nvnow strãteuma ˜ti ≥dh §n Kilik¤& e‡h�f�(printed�by�Hude).
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From�there�they�made�ready�to�try�to�enter�Cilicia.�Now�the�entrance
was�by�a�wagon-road,�exceedingly�steep�and�impracticable�for�an�army
to�pass� if� there�was� anybody� to� oppose� it;� and� in� fact,� as� report� ran,
Syennesis�was�upon�the�heights,�guarding�the�entrance;�therefore�Cyrus
remained� for� a� day� in� the� plain.�On� the� following� day� a�messenger
came�with�word� that� SSyennesis�had�abandoned� the�heights,�iinasmuch
he�had� learned�that�Menon’s�army�was�already� in�Cilicia,�on�his�own
side�of�the�mountains,�and�because,�further,�he�had�heard�that�triremes
belonging� to� the� Lacedaemonians� and� to�Cyrus� himself� were� sailing
around�from�Ionia�to�Cilicia�under�the�command�of�Tamos.

A�messenger�delivers�a�report�on�a�situation�obtaining�at�the�time,�as
is�expressed�by�means�of�a�perfect�stem�(leloipΔw e‡h).�We�do�not�get
much�information�on�this�messenger:�“möglicherweise�handelt�es�sich
um�einen�vorausgeschikten�Kundschafter,�der� Informationen�bei�der
einheimischen�Bevölkerung�eingeholt�hatte”�(Lendle,�1995,�comm.�ad
loc.).�The�core�of�his�report�resides�in�the�message�that�Syennesis�had
abandoned� the�heights� (leloipΔw e‡h Su°nnesiw tå êkra).�This�is�a
rather�surprising�action�on�Syennesis’s�part,�as�he�had�occupied�these
heights� in� order� to� prevent�Cyrus’s� army� from�passing� them,�which
had�caused�the�delay�of�a�day.�Two�‘causal’�clauses�are�added�to�the
message:�an�§pe¤-clause�and�a�˜ti�-clause,�connected�by�ka¤:

(1) §pe‹ æsyeto ˜ti tÚ M°nvnow strãteuma ≥dh §n Kilik¤& ∑n e‡sv
t«n Ùr°vn
because�he�had� learned� that�Menon’s�army�was�already� in�Cilicia,
on�his�own�side�of�the�mountains

(2) ˜ti triÆreiw ≥koue peripleoÊsaw ép' ÉIvn¤aw efiw Kilik¤an TamΔn
¶xonta tåw Lakedaimon¤vn ka‹ aÈtoË KÊrou
because� he� had� heard� that� triremes� belonging� to� the
Lacedaemonians� and� to�Cyrus�himself�were� sailing� around� from
Ionia�to�Cilicia�under�the�command�of�Tamos.

These�clauses�present� factual�statements� (note�the� indicatives�æsyeto
and�≥koue).�The�subject�of�æsyeto�and�≥koue�must�be�Syennesis�(not
the�messenger);�e‡sv t«n Ùr°vn� refers� to�his� side�of� the�mountains.
Although� these� clauses� present� data� that� are� easily� interpreted� as
explaining� Syennesis’s� move,� Syennesis� is� not� their� focalizer� (if� he
were,�we�would�not�have�had�the�verbal�actions�æsyeto�and�≥koue�at
all,�but�the�content�of�his�perception�in�the�optative�of�implied�indirect
discourse).� Neither� is� it� plausible� that� are� they� focalized� by� the
messenger,�for�we�cannot�expect�the�messenger�to�have�knowledge�of
Syennesis’�perception,�the�verbs�æsyeto�and�≥koue� should�have�been
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optatives,� and,� further,� it� would� be� rather� strange� if� the�messenger
would� say� aÈtoË KÊrou� in� the� presence� of� Cyrus� himself.� To� all
appearances,� it� is� the�omniscient�narrator� from�whose�point�of� view
the�content�of�the�‘causal’�clauses�is�presented.
The�two�clauses�are�not�on�a�par.�Clause�(1)�is�headed�by�§pe¤;�the

verbal�constituent�is�an�aorist�indicative.�Syennesis�act�of�abandoning
the�heights,�reported�through�the�words�of�the�messenger,�is�first�and
foremost� motivated� by� the� fact� that� Syennesis� had� learned� that
Menon’s� army� was� already� in� Cilicia,� on� his� own� side� of� the
mountains.�This� is� important,� in� that�with�Menon’s� army� in�Cilicia,
there�would�be�no�point� in� remaining�on� the�heights� to�prevent� the
enemy� to� come� in.�At� the� juncture�of� the� reported�action�of� leaving
and� the� narrative� continuation,� §pe¤� +� aorist� indicative� mark� the
decisive�motive:� once�we� know� that� Syennesis� had� learned� that� the
enemy�had� invaded�his� country,�we�will� understand� that� he� cleared
off.�Clause� (2)� is� then�added,� one�of� a�more� regular� type� (˜ti�+�the
imperfect� ≥koue):9� here,� the� fact� that� Syennesis� had� heard� that
triremes� were� sailing� around� from� Ionia� to� Cilicia� is� presented� as
additional�cause�for�his�leaving�the�spot.

1.2� Postposed�‘Causal’�Participial�Clauses

Postposed� conjunct� participles� that� require� a� ‘causal’� interpretation
are� rare.�They� are� not� real� alternatives� for� postposed� ‘causal’� §pe¤-
/§peidÆ-clauses,� inasmuch� as� they� are� not� motivating� clauses� nor
express� a� participant’s�motive� for� performing� an� action� or� taking� a
position.�Rather,�postposed�‘causal’�conjunct�participles�are�clauses�of
reported� ‘internal’� considerations� on� the� part� of� the� discourse
participant�in�the�matrix�clause�with�which�it�is�joined,�as�in�[12]�and
[13]:

[12]� Anabasis�1.1.4
ı d' …w ép∞lye kinduneÊsaw ka‹ étimasye¤w, bouleÊetai ˜pvw
mÆpote ¶ti ¶stai §p‹ t“ édelf“, éllã, μn dÊnhtai, basileÊsei
ént' §ke¤nou. ParÊsatiw m¢n dØ ≤ mÆthr Íp∞rxe t“ KÊrƒ,
filoËsa aÈtÚn mçllon μ tÚn basileÊonta ÉArtaj°rjhn.

———
9� Cf.�for�instance�Cyropaedia�1.3.1:�fide›n går §peyÊmei, ˜̃ti ≥kouen aÈtÚn kalÚn

ka‹ égayÚn e‰nai�(‘for�he�was�eager�to�see�him,�bbecause�he�had�heard�that�the�child
was� a� handsome�boy� of� rare� promise’),� quoted� and� discussed� in�Muchnova� (1991:
135,�140).
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Now�when�Cyrus�had�thus�returned,�after�his�danger�and�disgrace,�he
set� about� planning� that� he�might� never� again� be� in� the� power� of� his
brother,�but,� if�possible,�might�be�king� in�his� stead.� In� the�first�place,
Parysatis,�his�mother,�was�devoted�to�Cyrus;� (for)��she�loved�him�better
than�the�son�who�was�king,�Artaxerxes.

Parysatis’s�feelings�towards�Cyrus�are�added�in�a�postposed�participle;
the� fact� that� Parysatis� loved�Cyrus� better� than� his� brother� explains
why� she� was� devoted� to� Cyrus� in� the� context� of� the� two� brothers
quarreling.�The�postposed�conjunct�participle�may�be�left�out�without
the�content�of�the�preceding�utterance�becoming�incomprehensible.

[13]� Anabasis�1.5.9
tÚ d¢ sÊmpan d∞low ∑n KËrow …w speÊdvn pçsan tØn ıdÚn ka‹ oÈ
diatr¤bvn ˜pou mØ §pisitismoË ßneka ≥ tinow êllou énagka¤ou
§kay°zeto, nnom¤zvn, ˜sƒ yçtton ¶lyoi, tosoÊtƒ éparaskeu-
astot°rƒ basile› maxe›syai, ˜sƒ d¢ sxola¤teron, tosoÊtƒ pl°on
sunage¤resyai basile› strãteuma.

In�general,� it�was�clear� that�Cyrus�was� in�haste� throughout� the�whole
journey�and�was�making�no�delays,�except�where�he�halted�to�procure
provisions�or� for� some�other�necessary�purpose;� (for)� hhe� thought� that
the� faster� he�went,� the�more� unprepared� the�King�would� be� to� fight
with,�while,�on�the�other�hand,� the�slower�he�went,� the�greater�would
be�the�army�that�was�gathering�for�the�King.

In�[13],�the�narrator�first�states�that�Cyrus�was�in�haste�throughout�the
whole� journey�and�was�making�no�delays,�except�where�he�halted� to
procure� provisions� or� for� some� other� necessary� purpose,� and� then
adds�an�internal�consideration�for�Cyrus’�behavior�with�the�participial
clause� (a� clause� of� reported� thought:� nom¤zvn),� without� which� the
content�of�the�preceding�clause�would�still�have�been�comprehensible.
Postposed� ‘causal’� genitive� absolute� constructions� are� less� rare.

Consider� [14],� where� a� genitive� absolute� follows� on� an� evaluating
statement�(˘n xalepÚn o‰mai diaba¤nein):

[14]� Anabasis�5.6.9
μn d¢ ka‹ dunhy∞te tã te ˆrh kl°cai μ fyãsai labÒntew ka‹ §n t“
ped¤ƒ krat∞sai maxÒmenoi toÊw te flpp°aw toÊtvn ka‹ pez«n
muriãdaw pl°on μ d≈deka, ¥jete §p‹ toÁw potamoÊw, pr«ton m¢n tÚn
Yerm≈donta, eÔrow tri«n pl°yrvn, ˘n xxalepÚn o‰mai
d iaba¤ne in êllvw te ka‹ polem¤vn poll«n ¶mprosyen
ˆntvn, poll«n d¢ ˆpisyen •pom°nvn:
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“If� you� should,� after� all,� find� yourselves� able� not� only� to� seize� the
mountains,�whether�by�stealth�or�by�anticipating�the�enemy,�but�also�on
the�plain� to�conquer� in�battle�both� their� cavalry�and� their�more� than
one�hundred�and�twenty�thousand�infantry,�you�will�come�to�the�rivers.
First�is�the�Thermodon,�three�plethra�in�width,�which�II�fancy�would�be
difficult� to� cross,�eespecially�with�great�numbers�of� the� enemy� in� front
and�great�numbers�following�behind.”

In�[14],�taken�from�a�speech,�the�postposed�genitive�absolute�is�to�be
connected� to� the� preceding� evaluating� claim� ˘n xalepÚn o‰mai
diaba¤nein .� The� entire� context� is� one� in� which� the� speaker� is
hypothesizing�about�events�yet�to�happen�(μn … dunhy∞te … ¥jete).
The�preceding�utterance�itself�is�marked�as�possibly�true�(o‰mai).�The
claim�˘n xalepÚn o‰mai diaba¤nein�does�not�call�for�substantiation,�as
without� the� genitive� absolute,� we� would� have� a� complete� and� fully
comprehensible� statement:� ‘<you� will� come>� first� <to>� the
Thermodon,� three�plethra� in�width,�which�I� fancy�would�be�difficult
to� cross� <viz.,� because� of� the� river’s� width>’.� That� the� postposed
participial�clause�is�there�just�to�add�circumstances�to�the�preceding�is
indicated�by�the�expression�êllvw te ka¤:�the�river�would�be�difficult
to�cross�anyway�<because�of� its�width>,�but�especially� so�polem¤vn
poll«n ¶mprosyen ˆntvn, poll«n d¢ ˆpisyen •pom°nvn,�i.e.�in�a
situation�in�which�great�numbers�of�the�enemy�are�in�front�and�great
numbers�are�following�behind.�In�the�sequence�where�the�information
that� the� river’s�width� is� three�plethra� is� conveyed�before� the� relative
clause�˘n xalepÚn o‰mai diaba¤nein�is�expressed,�the�postposed�clause
does�not�contain�a�Real�World�situation�that�motivates�the�preceding
utterance.�By�opening�with�êllvw te ka¤� the� speaker� refers� back� to
eÔrow tri«n pl°yrvn,�and�he�adds�through�the�postposed�participial
clause�a�potentially�difficult,�additional�circumstance.
This� use� of� a� postposed� genitive� absolute� conveying� additional

information�at�a�point�where�the�content�of�the�preceding�clause�does
not� call� for� substantiation,� comes� close� to� the� use� of� the� genitive
absolute� following� the�diã-phrase� in� [15],�which�example� in� its� turn
should� be� compared� with� example� [7]� (diå tÚ énãgkhn e‰nai
lambãnein tå §pitÆdeia, §pe‹ égorån oÈ pare›xon)�in�order�to�shed
light�on� the�use�of� a� genitive� absolute� construction�as� an�alternative
for�postposed�‘causal’�§pe¤-/§peidÆ-clauses:
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[15]� Hellenica�1.3.7
ëma d¢ ka‹ Farnãbazow, oÈ dunãmenow summe›jai prÚw tÚn Ñ
Ippokrãthn ddiå tØn stenopor¤an, ttoË potamoË ka‹ t«n
époteixismãtvn §ggÁw ˆntvn, épex≈rhsen efiw tÚ ÑHrãkleion
tÚ t«n Kalxhdon¤vn, o ∑n aÈt“ tÚ stratÒpedon.

At� the� same� time� Pharnabazus,� unable� to� effect� a� junction� with
Hippocrates�bbecause�of�the�narrowness�of�the�space—(for)�tthe�stockade
came� down� close� to� the� river—retired� to� the� Heracleium� in� the
Calchedonian�territory,�where�he�had�his�camp.

The�genitive�absolute�toË potamoË ka‹ t«n époteixismãtvn §ggÁw
ˆntvn�follows�on�the�phrase�diå tØn stenopor¤an,�which�stenopor¤a
caused� Pharnabazus� to� be� unable� to� effect� a� junction� with
Hippocrates.�The�postposed�genitive�absolute� is� there� to�provide� the
reader/hearer� with� (geographical)� information� without� which� the
preceding�utterance�would�still�have�been�comprehensible.�In�fact,�the
genitive�absolute�fills� in� the�situation�outlined�by�the�preceding�word
stenopor¤a;�note�that�the�noun�stenopor¤a�and�the�genitive�absolute
toË potamoË ka‹ t«n époteixismãtvn §ggÁw ˆntvn� refer� to�exactly
the�same�situation�in�reality.�The�use�of�the�definite�article�tÆn�in�diå
tØn stenopor¤an� seems� to� trigger� the� addition� of� geographical
information,� but� the� fact� that� the� article� is� used� at� the� same� time
proves� that� it� should� be� clear� enough� in� itself� what� is� being
communicated.�The�genitive�absolute� following�on� the�diã-phrase�in
[15]�may� be� compared� to� the� subclause� §pe‹ égorån oÈ pare›xon
following� on� the� diã-phrase� diå tÚ énãgkhn e‰nai lambãnein tå
§pitÆdeia� in� [7],� but� there� is� a� conspicuous� difference:� in� [7],� a
justification� for� the�preceding�utterance�needs� to�be�expressed,�while
in�[15]�there�is�nothing�in�the�context�that�requires�that�the�preceding
is� justified� nor� made� comprehensible.� The� low� degree� of� linguistic
coding�of� the�genitive�absolute�corresponds� to� its�minor�contribution
to� text� comprehension� in� adding� information� to� a� dependent
(participial)� matrix� clause,� which� is� in� itself� sufficiently
comprehensible.
In� [16]� the� genitive� absolute,� too,� elaborates� on� an� in� itself� fully

comprehensible� preceding� matrix� clause� so� that� the� information� it
contains�may�be�characterized�as�merely�additional:
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[16]� Hellenica�2.2.10
ofl d' ÉAyhna›oi poliorkoÊmenoi katå g∞n ka‹ katå yãlattan
±pÒroun t¤ xrØ poie›n, ooÎte ne«n oÎte summãxvn aÈto›w
ˆntvn oÎte s¤tou:

The� Athenians,� besieged� by� land� and� by� sea,� kknew� not� what� to
do—(for)�tthey�had�neither�ships�nor�allies�nor�provisions.

The�narrator� could�have� confined�himself� to� saying�ofl d' ÉAyhna›oi
poliorkoÊmenoi katå g∞n ka‹ katå yãlattan ±pÒroun t¤ xrØ
poie›n,� in� which� case� the� despondency� of� the� Athenians� would� be
completely� comprehensible� from� the� information� that� they� were
besieged�by�land�and�by�sea.�The�genitive�absolute,�not�a�subclause,�is
used�after�a�verbal�action�which�is�neither�surprising�nor�qualifies�for
‘control’� (±pÒroun);� the�content�of� the�postposed�participial�clause� is
therefore� not� to�be� characterized�as�a�discourse�participant’s�motive,
but� presents,� from� the� viewpoint� of� the� narrator� (cf.� aÈto›w),� a
description� of� situational� circumstances� obtaining� at� the� time,� and
therewith�details�the�state�outlined�in�the�preceding�matrix�clause.
If�an�independently�asserted�narrative�event�presented�by�an�aorist

stem�participle� is�postposed�to� its�matrix�clause,� the�relation�between
the� content� of� the� participial� clause� and� its� matrix� clause� may
sometimes�be�interpreted�as�‘causal’,�as�in�[17]:

[17]� Hellenica�1.3.1
toË d' §piÒntow ¶touw ıı §n Fvka¤& neΔw t∞w ÉAyhnçw
§neprÆsyh prhst∞row §mpesÒntow.

During� the� ensuing� year� tthe� temple� of� Athena� at� Phocaea� caught
fire—(since)�iit�was�struck�by�lightning.

In�the�course�of�events�that�the�historian�records,�he�mentions�the�fact
that�the�temple�of�Athena�at�Phocaea�caught�fire,�and�also�informs�us
it�was�struck�by�lightning.�In�order�to�do�so,�he�uses�a�main�clause�and
a�postposed�genitive� absolute,� both�with� an�aorist� verbal� contituent.
On�the�basis�of�our�knowledge�of�the�world,�certain�assumptions�can
be�made�about�this�situation.�We�may�for�instance�infer�that:
• the�information�that�the�temple�caught�fire�and�the�information
that�it�was�struck�by�lightning�are�to�be�related�to�one�another,
to�the�extent�that:

• it�was�because�it�was�struck�by�lightning�that�the�temple�caught
fire,�and:
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• the�temple�was�first�struck�by�lightning�and�then�caught�fire.
These�alleged�Real�World�relations�have�been�left�unexpressed�in�the
Greek.�The�narrator�presents� the�most� salient� information�first,� and
then�adds� the� less� salient� information� in�a�genitive�absolute,�without
indicating� how� these� two� pieces� of� information� cohere.� The� finite
main� verb� §neprÆsyh � does� not� qualify� for� ‘control’,� so� that
considerations� of� ‘motive’� are� to� be� disregarded—we� rather� have� a
‘cause’� here.� Further,� it� is� not� the� surprise� of� the� verbal� action
§neprÆsyh� in� its� context,� it� is� the� very� nature� of� the� verbal� action
which� triggers� the� need� of� an� explanation,� which� is� subsequently
independently�asserted�and�integrated�into�the�sentence�by�means�of�a
genitive�absolute.
The�independence�of�the�assertion�may�be�further�illustrated�by�the

following�postposed�aorist�stem�genitive�absolute,�whose�verbal�action
is�negated:

[18]� Hellenica�4.4.5
bouleuom°nvn d¢ t¤ xrØ poie›n,, p¤ptei tÚ kiÒkranon épÒ tou
k¤onow oÎte seismoË oÎte én°mou genom°nou.

They�were�deliberating�as�to�what�they�should�do,�when�tthe�capital�fell
from�a�column,�wwithout�there�being�either�earthquake�or�wind.

In�the�postposed�genitive�absolute,�the�occurrence�of�an�earthquake�or
wind� is�denied,�apparently�because� the�occurrence�of�an�earthquake
or�wind�may�be�viewed�as�a�possible�cause�for�the�capital�falling�from
the� column.� This� is� why� the� earthquake� and� wind� are� mentioned:
again,� it� is�not�the�surprise�of�the�action�p¤ptei� (zero-‘control’)� in� its
context,� but� the� nature� of� the� action� itself� which� triggers� an
explanation.� It� is� only� after� the� information� in� the�matrix� clause� is
conveyed� that� the� reader/hearer�may� assume� the� occurrence� of� an
earthquake� or� wind� to� be� the� cause� for� it,� which� is� subsequently
denied�with�little�linguistic�coding.10

———
10� Apart�from�factors�concerning�discourse�function�and�expectancy�on�the�part�of

the�hearer,�the�sequence�?oÎte seismoË oÎte én°mou genom°nou p¤ptei tÚ kiÒkranon
épÒ tou k¤onow� would� have� been� odd� for� another� reason.� This� would� have� been
interpreted�as�‘there�was�neither�earthquake�nor�wind,�and�then�the�capital�fell�from�a
column’.� The� oddity� consists� in� the� fact� that� an� aorist� participle� usually� projects
cataphoric�temporal�succession,�which�does�not�obtain.
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1.3� Summary�and�Conclusion

By�providing� information� that� is�presented�after� their�matrix� clause,
postposed� ‘causal’�clauses�serve�a� function� in� information�processing:
(part�of)�the�content�of�the�preceding�matrix�clause�is�reconsidered�by
the� reader/hearer� with� the� help� of� the� information� added.� It� was
claimed� in� Chapter� 4� that� as� far� as� preposed� subclauses� are
concerned,� the� low� degree� of� desententialization� of� the� subclause
corresponds� to�a�high�degree�of� linguistic�coding,�and�therewith� to�a
high�degree�of�discontinuity�at�points�of�segmentation�of�the�discourse.
In� the�case�of�postposed� subclauses,� segmentation�of� the�discourse� is
not�at�issue.�However,�also�in�postposed�‘causal’�clauses�the�degree�of
linguistic� coding�of� the�clause�corresponds� to� its� contribution� to� text
comprehension.
Postposed�‘causal’�§pe¤-�and�§peidÆ-clauses�show�a�high�degree�of

linguistic�coding.�Usually�the�preceding�utterance�itself,�or�the�action
or�position� it� describes� is� surprising� in� its� linguistic� or� non-linguistic
context.� In� all� instances,� the� postposed� ‘causal’� §pe¤-/§peidÆ-clause
adds�Real�World�data�to�the�matrix�clause�for�motivating�purposes.�It�is
there�to�make�the�preceding�utterance�comprehensible� in� its�context.
When�they�are�used�in�non-narrative�episodes�(speech�situations),�they
constitute� a� special� class� of� clauses:� motivating� clauses,� presenting� a
factual� statement� about� the�Real�World�which� justifies� (part� of)� the
preceding�utterance�([3]�-�[9]).�In�pure�narrative�they�are�rare;�there,
they� express,� from� the� viewpoint� of� the� omniscient� narrator,� a�Real
World� situation� that� is� to� be� regarded� as� a� discourse� participant’s
motive�for�taking�a�position�([10]).�Finally,�the�omniscient�narrator�may
use� a� subclause� to� express� a� discourse� participant’s� motive� for
performing�a� rather� surprising�action�as�an�addition� to� the�words�of
another�speaker�(the�rather�complex�example�[11]).
Postposed�conjunct�participles�that�receive�a�‘causal’�interpretation

provide�‘additional’� information�in�reporting�‘internal’�considerations
on� the� part� of� the� discourse� participant� in� the� matrix� clause� with
which� it� is� joined� ([12]� -� [13]).� The� real� alternatives� for� postposed
‘causal’�§pe¤-/§peidÆ-clauses�are�postposed� ‘causal’�genitive�absolute
constructions:�the�latter�do�contain�information�that�explains�(part�of)
the� preceding� matrix� clause,� but� are� used� when� the� preceding
utterance�does�not� call� for� substantiation� in� its� context� ([14]� -� [15]).
The� information� contained� in� the� postposed� genitive� absolute,� too,
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may�therefore�be�said�to�be� ‘additional’� to�the�main�point�made�to�a
high� degree:� the� preceding� utterance� would� still� remain
comprehensible� in�its�context� if� the�postposed�participle�were�left�out
([16]).� The� participle� is� there� to� inform� the� hearer/reader� about
factual�or�conceivable�circumstances�which�did�([17])�or�did�not�([18])
apply�in�the�situation�described�in�the�preceding�clause.

2� Genitive�Absolute�Constructions�vs.�Conjunct�Participles

Thus� far,� genitive� absolute� constructions� and� conjunct� participles
were� treated� as� constituting� together� the� grammatical� class� of
‘participial�clauses’;� in� this�Section,� the�difference�between� these� two
subcategories� will� be� addressed� by� discussing� instances� where� a
genitive�absolute�has�been�chosen�although�the�participle�could�have
been� joined� with� a� nominal� constituent� performing� a� syntactic
function�in�the�sentence.11�Although�such�instances�are�rare,�they�are
attested� in� extant� Greek� often� enough� to� warrant� a� separate
discussion.
The�genitive�absolute� is�a�well� recognized�and—from�a� sentence-

based� point� of� view—well� described� grammatical� feature.� Although
the�definitions�of�grammarians� show� slight�differences,�on� the�whole
there�is�hardly�any�dispute�about�what�a�genitive�absolute�actually�is;
see� Kühner-Gerth,� 1904:� 78ff.,� Schwyzer-Debrunner,� 1950:� 398f.,
Goodwin,�1897:�337.�Smyth�(1920:�457)�offers�a�very�short�definition:
“A�participle� agreeing� in� the� genitive�with� its� own� subject,�which� is
not�identical�with�the�subject�of�the�leading�verb,�is�said�to�stand�in�the
genitive�absolute”.�The�instances�to�be�discussed�in�this�Section�have
been� traditionally� described� as� violations�of�the�rule� that� the� genitive
absolute� is� used� only� when� a� conjunct� participle� is� not� an� option,
because�of� the� lack�of�a�nominal�constituent� in�the�construction�with
which� the�participle�can�be� joined.�For� those� instances� to�which� this
‘rule’� does�not� apply� the� grammarians� offer� the� ‘explanation’� that� a
genitive� absolute� has� been� chosen� to� ‘emphasize’12� its� content;� cf.
Goodwin,�1897:�338:

———
11� See�also�Chapter�2,�Section�6.
12� For�objections�against�bringing�in�the�notion�of�emphasis�as�an�explanation,�see

Chapter�1,�Section�1.
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The� genitive� absolute� is� regularly� used� only� when� a� new� subject� is
introduced�into�the�sentence�and�not�when�the�participle�can�be�joined
with� any� substantive� already� belonging� to� the� construction.� Yet� this
principle� is�sometimes�violated,� in�order�to�make�the�participial�clause
more� prominent� and� to� express� its� relation� (time,� cause,� etc.)� with
greater�emphasis.

and�Schwyzer-Debrunner,�1950:�399:

Die�Verselbständigung�des�gen.�abs.� ist�besonders�deutlich,�wenn�er�–
seit�dem�Va�–�statt�Nom.,�Akk.,�Dat.�mit�ptc.�coniunctum�steht,�öfters
mit�der�stilistischen�Wirkung,�den�durch�ihn�ausgedrückten�Sachverhalt
herauszuheben.

and�also�Smyth,�1920:�460:

Exceptionally,�the�subject�of�the�genitive�absolute�is�the�same�as�that�of
the�main�clause.�The�effect�of�this�irregular�construction�is�to�emphasize
the�idea�contained�in�the�genitive�absolute.

In�order�to�fully�appreciate�the�preference�of�a�genitive�absolute�over�a
participial� clause� in� such� instances,� we� should� go� beyond� the
boundaries�of� the� sentence� in�which� it�occurs.� If�we� take�account�of
the�information�flow�in�on-going�discourse,�the�genitive�absolute�turns
out�to�be�a�text-grammatical�device.
Participles� showing� case-agreement� with� the� constituent� of� the

main�construction�with�which�they�can�be�joined�are,�in�fact,�found�in
the� great� majority� of� cases.� However,� this� grammatical� regularity
belongs� solely� to� the� field� of� sentence-syntax.� The� countable
dominance� of� case-agreement,� conjunct� participles� vis-à-vis� genitive
absolute�constructions�and�subclauses�in�general,�and,�for�that�matter,
conjunct�participles�in�the�nominative�case�vis-à-vis�other�cases�can�be
explained� from� the� point� of� view� of� text� grammar.� Conjunct
participles� usually� contain� verbal� actions� performed� by� a� discourse
participant,� and� active� discourse� participants� usually� fill� the
nominative� slot� of� the�matrix� clause.� Further,� coherent� discourse� is
more� often� than� not� thematically� continuous;� as� we� have� seen� in
Chapter� 4,� the� high� degree� of� desententialization� of� the� conjunct
participle�corresponds� to�a�high�degree�of� thematic�continuity,�while
discontinuity� is� signaled� by� clause� types� showing� a� relatively� low
degree� of� desentententialization� and� therewith� a� high� degree� of
linguistic� coding;� therefore,� clause� types� other� than� the� conjunct
participle� are� used� at� points� of� discourse� turbulence.� The� same
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principle�explains,�a� fortiori,� the�predominance�of�participles� showing
case-agreement;� the� suspension� of� agreement� is� therefore� a� sign� of
discourse� complexity.� In� this� respect,� it� is� significant� that� most
‘irregular’�genitive�absolute�constructions�are�preposed�to�their�matrix
clause� and,� within� this� category,�mostly� occupy� the� sentence-initial
position.
Discourse�complexity� is�of�a�varying�nature.�Syntactic�complexity,

or,�in�terms�of�information�processing,�the�‘processing�load’�of�a�clause
combination,�is�among�the�first�factors�involved.�Syntactic�complexity
ensues,� e.g.,� when� another� clause� is� dependent� on� the� participial
clause.� Textual� complexity� occurs� when� a� great� amount� of� entirely
new�information�has� to�be�processed� in�on-going�discourse.�The� fact
that�some�cases� in�Ancient�Greek�are� less�suitable�to�be�used�in�such
situations� because� of� the� great� demands� they� make� on� the
concentration�of�the�reader/hearer�may�lead�the�speaker/narrator�to
use� a� genitive� absolute� where,� syntactically,� a� conjunct� participle
would� have� been� possible.� This� predictably� occurs� when� the
constituent�with�which�the�particle�could�have�been�joined�is�a�dative:
in� information� processing,� the� dative� case� is� too� marked� to� be� the
anchor�of�a�syntactically�or�pragmatically�complex�participial�clause.
While�we�would�expect�to�find�syntactic�shifts�especially� in�spoken

discourse,13� it� should� be� noted� that� even� in� the� case� of� written
discourse� the� genitive� absolute� is� often� preferred� over� a� conjunct
participle� to� facilitate� participant-tracking� and� topic� management.
The� genitive� absolute,�which� usually� has� its� own� (expressed)� subject
and� therefore� is� altogether� outside� the�main� construction,� offers� the
speaker� the� opportunity� to� present� a� piece� of� information� without
interfering�with�the�construction�of�the�sentence�as�a�whole.

2.1� The�‘Regular’�Conjunct�Participle

If,� for�instance,�a�participant�has�already�been�firmly�established�as�a
topic�in�the�preceding�discourse,�this�participant�is�referred�back�to�by
means�of�a�form�of�the�pronoun�aÈtÒw�(or�otow)�in�the�case�fitting�the
main� construction;� a� conjunct� participle� can� be� joined� with� the
———
13� Slings� (1994� a:� 420)� proposes� the� following� hierarchy� of� cases� for� an� oral

grammar�of�Homer,�in�which�shifts�occur�from�the�most�marked�case�on�the�right�side
of�the�scale�to�the�left:
nominative�<�?vocative�<�accusative�<�genitive�<�dative



224 CHAPTER�FIVE

pronoun.�A� case� in� point� is� provided� by�poreuom°noiw aÈto›w parå
basil°a�in�[19]:

[19]� Hellenica�1.4.1-3
Farnãbazow d¢ ka‹ ofl pr°sbeiw t∞w Frug¤aw §n Gorde¤ƒ ˆntew tÚn
xeim«na tå per‹ tÚ Buzãntion pepragm°na ≥kousan. érxom°nou d¢
toË ¶arow pporeuom°noiw aÈto›w parå basil°a épÆnthsan
kataba¤nontew o· te Lakedaimon¤vn pr°sbeiw Boi≈tiow [ˆnoma] ka‹
ofl met' aÈtoË ka‹ ofl êlloi êggeloi, ka‹ ¶legon ˜ti LakedaimÒnioi œn
d°ontai pãntvn pepragÒtew e‰en parå basil°vw, ka‹ KËrow, êrjvn
pãntvn t«n §p‹ yalãtt˙ ka‹ sumpolemÆsvn Lakedaimon¤oiw,
§pistolÆn te ¶fere to›w kãtv pçsi tÚ bas¤leion sfrãgisma
¶xousan, §n √ §n∞n ka‹ tãde:

Pharnabazus� and� the� ambassadors,�who�were� spending� the�winter� at
Gordium,�in�Phrygia,�heard�what�had�happened�at�Byzantium.�At�the
beginning�of� the� spring,�aas� they�were� continuing� their� journey� to� the
King,�not�only� the�Lacedaemonian�ambassadors�returning,—Boeotius
and�his� colleagues�and� the�messengers�besides,�who� reported� that� the
Lacedaemonians� had� obtained� from� the� King� everything� they
wanted,—but�also�Cyrus,�who�had�come�in�order�to�be�ruler�of�all�the
peoples� on� the� coast� and� to� support� the�Lacedaemonians� in� the�war,
encountered�them;�Cyrus�brought�with�him�a�letter,�addressed�to�all�the
dwellers� upon� the� sea� and� bearing� the�King’s� seal,� which� contained
among�other�things�these�words…

Pharnabazus�and�the�ambassadors�are�re-introduced�as�the�topic�of�a
new�text�segment.14�They�are�the�subject�of� the�first�sentence,�and�in
the� second� sentence� are� referred� back� to� by�means� of� the� pronoun
aÈto›w�in�the�dative�as�an�argument�of�the�main�verb�épÆnthsan.�In
this� sentence,�new�participants�are� introduced� (o· te Lakedaimon¤vn
pr°sbeiw Boi≈tiow [ˆnoma] ka‹ ofl met' aÈtoË ka‹ ofl êlloi êggeloi
… ka‹ KËrow):� the�passage� is�organized�around� its�participants.�The
passage,�however,�is�discontinuous�with�respect�to�time:�the�event-time
of�the�first�sentence�is�the�winter�(tÚn xeim«na)�of�408�B.C.,�the�event-
time�of�the�next�sentence�is�the�spring�(toË ¶arow)�of�407�B.C.�In�this
case,� the� genitive� absolute� (érxom°nou d¢ toË ¶arow)� provides
necessary� information;� without� it,� the� sequence� would� have� been
misleading�with� respect� to� its� event-time.�At� the� onset� of� a� new�DU
where�a�text�boundary�(the�next�step�in�a�sequence)�is�articulated�(d°),
the� genitive� absolute�érxom°nou d¢ toË ¶arow� is� used� to� secure� the

———
14 Farnãbazow d¢,�Fortsetzung�von�I,�3,�14�(Breitenbach,�comm. ad loc.).
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thematic� continuity�of� the� character-oriented�paragraph,�despite� the
shift� in� the� temporal� situation.15� Following� on� the� genitive� absolute,
the�firmly�established,�continuous�topic�of�the�preceding�DU�is�picked
up� by� the� pronoun� aÈto›w,� with� which� the� present� stem� conjunct
participial�clause�poreuom°noiw parå basil°a� is� joined,�providing�a
spational�orientation.�Compare�[20]:

[20]� Anabasis�3.4.1-2
me¤nantew d¢ taÊthn tØn ≤m°ran tª êll˙ §poreÊonto prƒa¤teron
énastãntew: xarãdran går ¶dei aÈtoÁw diab∞nai §f' √ §foboËnto mØ
§piyo›nto aÈto›w diaba¤nousin ofl pol°mioi. ddiabebhkÒsi d¢
aÈto›w pãlin ffa¤netai Miyradãthw, ¶xvn flpp°aw xil¤ouw,
tojÒtaw d¢ ka‹ sfendonÆtaw efiw tetrakisxil¤ouw:

That� day� they� remained� quiet,� and� the� next� morning� they� set
forth,—they�rose�earlier�than�usual;� for�there�was�a�gorge�they�had�to
cross,�and� they�were�afraid� that� the�enemy�might�attack� them�as� they
were� crossing.� It�was� oonly�after� they�had�crossed� it� that� Mithradates
appeared�again,�accompanied�by�a�thousand�horsemen�and�about�four
thousand�bowmen�and�slingers.

The� dative� pronoun� aÈto›w� with� which� the� perfect� stem� conjunct
participle�diabebhkÒsi�is�joined,�functions�as�an�optional�argument�to
fa¤netai;� the� continuous� topic� is� picked� up� after� a� backgrounded
gãr-clause�in�a�thematically�continuous�passage;�cf.�the�lexical�overlap
in�diab∞nai�…�diaba¤nousin�…�diabebhkÒsi.� Narrative� time� is
propelled�forward�to�the�moment�when�they�had�met�the�difficulty�of
crossing� the� gorge� without� the� enemy� showing� up,� who� are
subsequently�brought�to�the�stage.
When�participant�tracking�is�relatively�easy,�marked�cases�in�Greek

can� function� as� the� anchor� of� a� conjunct� participle.� While,� for
instance,� the� participle� of� éfikn°omai� is� used� predominantly� as� a
conjunct� participle� in� the� nominative� case� relocating� a� firmly
introduced�active�participant,�the�accusative�case�is�possible�in�certain
contexts;�see�[21]:

[21]� Hellenica�1.1.9
metå d¢ taËta Tissaf°rnhw ∑lyen efiw ÑEllÆsponton: ééfikÒmenon
d¢ par' aÈtÚn miò triÆrei ÉAlkibiãdhn j°niã te ka‹ d«ra

———
15� Since,�however,�the�passage�is�character-oriented,�not�temporally�organized,�it

is�not�discontinuous�enough�with�respect� to� time� to�warrant�a� subclause� to� signal�a
content-oriented�boundary�at�the�point�where�there�is�need�to�indicate�the�transition
to�a�new�year.
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êgonta ssullabΔn e‰rjen §n Sãrdesi, fãskvn keleÊein basil°a
poleme›n ÉAyhna¤oiw.

After�this�Tissaphernes�came�to�the�Hellespont.�Alcibiades�wwith�a�single
trireme� went� to� visit� him,� bearing� friendly� offerings� and� gifts;
Tissaphernes�sseized�him�and�imprisoned�him�in�Sardis,�saying�that�the
King�ordered�him�to�make�war�upon�the�Athenians.

In�the�first�(main)�sentence�of�this�passage,�the�narrator�articulates�the
onset� of� a� new� text� segment� that� will� be� about� Tissaphernes;� the
correct�understanding�of� the� situation�with� respect� to� time� (metå�…
taËta),� participants� (just�Tissaf°rnhw),� action� (aorist�∑lyen),� and
location� (efiw ÑEllÆsponton)� is� secured.� After� this� introduction,
Alcibiades’s� relocation,� expressed� by� the� conjunct� participial� clause
éfikÒmenon�…�par' aÈtÚn miò triÆrei,�is�joined�with�the�accusative
ÉAlkibiãdhn� functioning�as�an�argument�of�sullab≈n�and�e‰rjen,
because�Alcibiades� is�not�an� ‘active’�discourse�participant� in� that� the
discourse�is�concerned�with�his�actions,�and�should�not�be�regarded�as
such;�rather,�the�narrator�sticks�to�Tissaphernes�as�the�discourse�topic.

2.2� The�‘Irregular’�Genitive�Absolute�Construction

Because� its� own� subject� is� expressed,� the�genitive�absolute�offers� the
opportunity�of�(re-)introducing�a�participant�into�the�discourse�outside
of� the�main� construction.�The� ‘violations’� to� the� ‘rule’� given� by� the
grammars� are� constituted� by� instances� where� the� subject� of� the
genitive� absolute� also� performs� a� syntactic� function� in� the� main
construction;� if� the� genitive� absolute� is� preposed,� the� subject� of� the
genitive�absolute�is�usually�referred�back�to�by�means�of�the�pronoun
aÈtÒw�or�otow�in�the�case�fitting�the�main�construction.

[22]� Hellenica�5.4.56-58
mãla d¢ piezÒmenoi ofl Yhba›oi spãnei s¤tou diå tÚ duo›n §to›n mØ
efilhf°nai karpÚn §k t∞w g∞w, p°mpousin §p‹ duo›n triÆroin êndraw
efiw Pagasåw §p‹ s›ton d°ka tãlanta dÒntew. ÉAlk°taw d¢ ı
LakedaimÒniow fulãttvn ÉVreÒn, §n ⁄ §ke›noi tÚn s›ton
sunevnoËnto, §plhr≈sato tre›w triÆreiw, §pimelhye‹w ˜pvw mØ
§jaggelye¤h. §pe‹ d¢ épÆgeto ı s›tow, lambãnei ı ÉAlk°taw tÒn te
s›ton ka‹ tåw triÆreiw, ka‹ toÁw êndraw §z≈grhsen oÈk §lãttouw μ
triakos¤ouw. toÊtouw d¢ e‰rjen §n tª ékropÒlei, oper aÈtÚw
§skÆnou.

ékolouyoËntow d° tinow t«n ÉVreit«n paidÒw, …w
¶fasan, mãla kaloË te kégayoË, kataba¤nvn §k t∞w
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ékropÒlevw pper‹ toËton ∑n. katagnÒntew d¢ ofl afixmãlvtoi tØn
ém°leian, katalambãnousi tØn ékrÒpolin, ka‹ ≤ pÒliw éf¤statai:
Àst' eÈpÒrvw ≥dh ofl Yhba›oi s›ton parekom¤zonto.

Ípofa¤nontow d¢ pãlin toË ∑row ı m¢n ÉAghs¤laow klinopetØw ∑n.

The�Thebans�were�now�greatly�pinched�for�want�of�corn,�because�they
had�got�no�crops�from�their�land�for�two�years;�they�therefore�sent�men
and�two�triremes�to�Pagasae�after�corn,�giving�them�ten�talents.�While
they�were� buying� up� the� corn,�Alcetas,� the�Lacedaemonian�who�was
keeping� guard� in�Oreus,�manned� three� triremes,� taking� care� that� the
fact�should�not�be�reported.�Now�the�corn�was�on�its�way�from�Pagasae,
and�Alcetas� captured�both� corn� and� triremes,� and�made�prisoners� of
the�men,�who�were� not� fewer� than� three� hundred� in� number.�These
men� he� then� shut� up� in� the� Acropolis,� where� he� himself� had� his
quarters.
There�was� a�boy�of�Oreus,� as� the� story� ran,� an� extremely�fine� lad

too,�who�was�always� in�attendance�upon�him,�and�Alcetas�went�down
from�the�Acropolis�and�occupied�himself�wwith�this�boy.�The�prisoners,
observing�his�carelessness,�seized�the�Acropolis,�and�the�city�revolted;�so
that�thereafter�the�Thebans�brought�in�supplies�of�corn�easily.
At�the�beginning�of�spring,�Agesilaus�was�confined�to�his�bed.

This�small�episode�tells�us�about�the�Thebans�bringing�in�corn�in�five
steps:�first,�they�were�in�want�of�corn,�then�they�sent�to�Pegasae�after
corn,� then� the� corn�and� the�men�were� captured;� these�men�escaped
and� thereafter� the� Thebans’� difficulties� in� bringing� in� corn� were
solved.�The�story’s�most�picturesque�detail� is,�of�course,� the� fact� that
the� prisoners� were� able� to� escape� because� the� attention� of� Alcetas,
who�had�taken�them�prisoner,�had�been�distracted�by�a�fine�boy.�Now
this� boy,� whose� name� is� not� even� mentioned,� only� figures� as� a
discourse� participant� inasmuch� as� Alcetas� went� down� from� the
Acropolis�where� the�prisoners�were� locked�up,�and�occupied�himself
with�him�(kataba¤nvn §k t∞w ékropÒlevw per‹ toËton ∑n).�In�order
to�get�this�message�across,�the�narrator�first�has�to�introduce�the�boy.
This� is� done� in� a� genitive� absolute� ékolouyoËntow d° tinow t«n
ÉVreit«n paidÒw,… mãla kaloË te kégayoË,�the�subject�of�which�is
referred� back� to� later� in� the� sentence� by� means� of� the� anaphoric
pronoun�toËton.�Although�its�subject�performs�a�syntactic�function�in
the�matrix� clause,� the�use�of�a�genitive�absolute� construction�here� is
understandable� if� we� consider� the� grammar� of� both� sentence� and
discourse.�On�the�level�of�sentence-syntax,�using�a�conjunct�participle
in� the�accusative�case� (as� in� [21]�of�Section�2.1)�would�be�extremely
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harsh,� if� not� impossible� from� the� point� of� view� of� information
processing,�as�the�accusative�case�in�the�leading�clause�is�triggered�by
a�preposition�(per¤),�not�as�a�complement�to�the�main�finite�verb.�The
alternative,�constituting�the�text�differently�and�introducing�the�boy�in
a� separate� clause� (either� a�main� clause,� a� subclause,� or� a� conjunct
participle� in� the� nominative� case)� would� mean� giving� too� much
attention�to� the� introduction�of�a�minor�participant,�and�would�spoil
the�referent�continuity�now�brought�about�by�the�sequence� ÉAlk°taw
d°�…�fulãttvn� …� §plhr≈sato�…�§pimelhye¤w� …� lambãnei ı
ÉAlk°taw …�§z≈grhsen�…�e‰rjen�…�kataba¤nvn�…�per‹ toËton
∑n,�after�which�a�topic-switch�occurs�to�the�prisoners,�the�other�major
discourse�participants�of�this�segment�(katagnÒntew d¢ ofl afixmãlvtoi
tØn ém°leian).

[23]� Hellenica�4.1.15–18
§k toÊtou dejiåw dÒntew ka‹ labÒntew §p‹ toÊtoiw ép°pempon tÚn
ÖOtun. ka‹ eÈyÁw ı ÉAghs¤laow, §pe‹ ¶gnv aÈtÚn speÊdonta, triÆrh
plhr≈saw ka‹ Kall¤an LakedaimÒnion keleÊsaw épagage›n tØn
pa›da, aÈtÚw §p‹ Daskule¤ou épeporeÊeto, ¶nya ka‹ tå bas¤leia ∑n
Farnabãzƒ, ka‹ k«mai per‹ aÈtå polla‹ ka‹ megãlai ka‹ êfyona
¶xousai tå §pitÆdeia, ka‹ y∞rai afl m¢n ka‹ §n perieirgm°noiw
parade¤soiw, afl d¢ ka‹ <§n> énapeptam°noiw tÒpoiw, pãgkalai.
par°rrei d¢ ka‹ potamÚw pantodap«n fixyÊvn plÆrhw. ∑n d¢ ka‹ tå
pthnå êfyona to›w ÙrniyeËsai dunam°noiw. §ntaËya m¢n dØ
diexe¤maze, ka‹ aÈtÒyen ka‹ sÁn pronoma›w tå §pitÆdeia tª stratiò
lambãnvn. kkatafronhtik«w d° pote ka‹ éfulãktvw diå tÚ
mhd¢n prÒteron §sfãlyai lambanÒntvn t«n strativt«n
tå §pitÆdeia, §§p°tuxen aÈto›w ı Farnãbazow katå tÚ ped¤on
§sparm°noiw, ërmata m¢n ¶xvn dÊo drepanhfÒra, flpp°aw d¢ …w
tetrakos¤ouw. ofl d' ÜEllhnew …w e‰don aÈtÚn proselaÊnonta,
sun°dramon …w efiw •ptakos¤ouw:

Thereupon�they�gave�and�received�pledges�to�ratify�this�agreement,�and
so� sent�Otys�on�his�way.�And�Agesilaus,�being�now�assured� that�Otys
was� eager,� immediately� manned� a� trireme� and� ordered� Callias� the
Lacedaemonian�to�fetch�the�girl;�he�set�off�himself�for�Dascyleium,�the
place�where�the�palace�of�Pharnabazus�was�situated,�and�round�about�it
were� many� large� villages,� stored� with� provisions� in� abundance,� and
splendid�wild�animals,�some�of�them�in�enclosed�parks,�others� in�open
spaces.�There�was�also�a� river,� full� of� all� kinds�of�fish,�flowing�by� the
palace.�And,�besides,� there�was�winged�game� in� abundance� for� those
who� knew� how� to� take� it.� There� he� spent� the� winter,� procuring
provisions� for� his� army� partly� on� the� spot,� and� partly� by� means� of
foraging� expeditions.�OOn�one�occasion� the� soldiers�were�getting� their
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provisions� in� disdainful� and� careless� fashion,� because� they� had� not
previously�met�with�any�mishap,�when�Pharnabazus�ccame�upon� tthem,
scattered�as�they�were�over�the�plain,�with�two�scythe-bearing�chariots
and� about� four� hundred� horsemen.� The� Greeks,� upon� seeing� him
advancing� upon� them,� ran� together� to� the� number� of� about� seven
hundred.

In�this�example,�the�subject�of�the�genitive�absolute�(t«n strativt«n)
is� referred� back� to� later� in� the� sentence� by� the� anaphoric� pronoun
aÈto›w�which�functions�as�the�complement�to�§p°tuxen.
We� learn� that�Agesilaus� set�off� for�Dascyleium�(épeporeÊeto);�by

opting�for�an�imperfect�the�narrator�directs�the�attention�of�the�hearer
towards� the� surrounding� context� and� gives� the� signal� ‘to� be
continued’.16�After�supplying�background�information�(¶nya ka¤�…�∑n
…�par°rrei d¢ ka¤� …� ∑n d¢ ka¤� …),� he� fulfills� this� expectation:
§ntaËya m¢n dØ diexe¤maze, …;� again,� the� choice� of� an� imperfect
leads� the� reader/hearer� to� expect� that� more� information� will� be
conveyed,�for�instance�what�happened�during�his�spending�the�winter
there.�Regular�mention�of� the�changing�of� the� seasons� is�essential� to
the� macrostructure� of� historical� narrative.� Note� that� the� current
narrative� line� is�not�picked�up�until�4.1.41�when�Agesilaus� leaves�the
territory� of� Pharnabazus� at� the� beginning� of� spring:� ka‹ tÒte dÆ,
Àsper e‰pe prÚw tÚn Farnãbazon, eÈyÁw épeporeÊeto §k t∞w
x≈raw: sxedÚn d¢ ka‹ ¶ar ≥dh Íp°fainen).�Everything� in�between�is
an�embedded�narrative�discourse,� viz.,� about�what�happened�during
the�winter.
Given� that� the� setting� in� the� macrostructure� of� the� narrative

episode�is�firmly�set�with�§ntaËya m¢n dØ diexe¤maze� (‘there�he�spent
the� winter’)� the� moment� the� genitive� absolute� under� consideration
occurs,� the� text� is� segmented� on� a� relatively� low� level:� a� new�DU�is
started� as� indicated� by the� particle� d °,� which� marks� the� next
independent�step�in�the�narration,�albeit�on�the�level�of�the�embedded
narrative� episode� about�what� happened� during� the�winter.� Further,
the�genitive�absolute�under�consideration�occupies�the�sentence-initial
position,� the� position� at� which� text� articulating� functions� are
performed.

———
16� Cf.�the�use�of�§poreÊeto�in�Chapter�2,�Section�3,�[5]�and�Chapter�4,�Section�4,

[5],� and� discussion.� For� a� discussion� of� the� difference� between� §poreÊeto�and
§poreÊyh� in� a� near-minimal� pair� from� the�Hellenica� and�Agesilaus,� see� Buijs
(unpublished).
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One�of�the�most�interesting�features�of�the�genitive�absolute�is�that
it� contains� the�non-specific� temporal� adverbial�pote,� which� vaguely
indicates� a� new� temporal� setting� in� referring� to� a� moment� in� time
inside�the�over-all�temporal�setting�indicated�by�diexe¤maze;�as�such,�a
shift�in�temporal�setting�is�established�from�the�general�(‘the�winter’)�to
the�specific�(‘on�one�occasion�during�that�winter’).
In� spite� of� the� articulation� of� a� new� DU�and� the� slight� temporal

shift,�the�situation�is�otherwise�highly�continuous:�as�pote�takes�care�of
the� temporal� organization,� the� present� tense� stem� participle
(lambanÒntvn)�itself�does�not�propel�forward�narrative�time;�rather,�it
takes� up� the� action� of� getting� provisions� already� introduced� in� the
conjunct� participial� clause� ka‹ aÈtÒyen ka‹ sÁn pronoma›w tå
§pitÆdeia tª stratiò lambãnvn,� postposed� to� §ntaËya m¢n dØ
diexe¤maze.� It� thus� secures� coherence� at� a� point� of� segmentation
through�linkage�via�lexical�overlap.�The�present�stem�participle,�which
is� off� the� main� narrative� line,� simultaneously� serves� an� orienting
function�towards�the�sequel.
Because�of�the�high�thematic�continuity�of�the�new�DU�with�respect

to�the�preceding�DU,�a�subclause�would�be�out�of�place�at�this�point:�it
would� have� indicated� a� thematic� boundary� at� the� level� of� the�Real
World�construction�which�is�uncalled�for�here.�Also,�one�may�wonder
whether�a�narrator�would�consider� indicating�a�Real�World� relation
between�the�fact�that�the�soldiers�were�getting�their�provisions�and�the
fact� that� Pharnabazus� showed� up.� We� may� hypothesize� that� their
getting� provisions� in� disdainful� and� careless� fashion� made� Pharnabazus
come� upon� them,� but� the� lexical� meaning� of� §p°tuxen� (‘to� fall� in
with’,� ‘meet�with’,�LSJ)� seems�to�make�this� interpretation� impossible;
rather,� Pharnabazus�met� them�when� they�were� scattered� across� the
plain� because� of� this� way� of� conduct.� Factors� concerning� both� the
presentation�of�Real�World� relations�and� the�articulation�of� the� text
are�operative�on�the�choice�of�a�participial�clause�here,� to� the�extent
that�the�possibility�of�a�subclause�is�excluded.
While� a� smooth� change-over� between� the� two� adjacent� DU’s� is

established,�at�the�same�time�there�is�a�slight�shift�as�far�as�the�topical
participants�is�concerned.�Up�to�the�genitive�absolute,�Agesilaus�is�the
dominant� discourse� topic.� Then,� with� the� genitive� absolute,� the
soldiers� of� his� army� become� the� new,� inferrable� topic.� There� is� no
major� discontinuity� in� the� cast� of� participants,� as� the� soldiers� were
already�present�in�the�preceding�postposed�conjunct�participial�clause
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(ka‹ aÈtÒyen ka‹ sÁn pronoma›w tå §pitÆdeia tª stratiò
lambãnvn );� the� lexical� overlap� in� tå §pitÆdeia tª stratiò
lambãnvn�…�lambanÒntvn t«n strativt«n tå §pitÆdeia,�too,�is
an� indication�of� linkage�of� two�adjacent�DU’s� in�an�otherwise�highly
continuous�passage.�The�fact�that�the�soldiers�are�made�the�new�topic
in� itself�may� very�well� account� for� the�way� in�which�Xenophon�has
expressed� himself,� i.e.,� introducing� them� in� a� genitive� absolute� and
then� referring� back� to� them� with� aÈto›w � as� part� of� the� main
construction.
However,�when� compared� to� the� ‘regular’� conjunct�participles� of

example� [19]� and� [20]� of� Section� 2.1,� the� genitive� absolute
construction� in� [23]� should� be� accounted� for� by� pointing� at� two
factors� pertaining� to� text� grammar,� viz.,� topic�management� and� the
information� flow� in� on-going� discourse.�The� finite�main� verb� of� the
leading�clause� (§p°tuxen)�requires�a�dative�complement�(aÈto›w),�like
in� [19]� (aÈto › w � …� épÆnthsan );� compare� the� optional� dative
argument� in� [20]� (aÈto›w�…�fa¤netai).� But� in� [19]� and� [20]� a
conjunct�participle�is�joined�with�the�dative�pronoun�aÈto›w�while�the
pronoun� is� used� to� refer� back� to� participants� that� had� been� firmly
established�as�a�topic�in�the�preceding�discourse,�whereas�in�[23]�there
is�a�slight�topic-switch�to�the�soldiers,�who�have�to�be,�and�in�fact�are,
introduced� in� the� genitive� absolute� (as� in� [22]� above)� at� the� point
where� they� become� active� discourse� participants� (compare� [24]
below).� Further,� another� feature� of� the� genitive� absolute
katafronhtik«w d° pote ka‹ éfulãktvw diå tÚ mhd¢n prÒteron
§sfãlyai lambanÒntvn t«n strativt«n tå §pitÆdeia� in�[23]�is
that� it� provides� the� reader/hearer�with� a� relatively� large� amount� of
information,� especially� when� compared� to� the� conjunct� participial
clauses�poreuom°noiw�…�parå basil°a�in�[19]�and�diabebhkÒsi in
[20].�In�those�cases�where�much�information�is�to�be�conveyed,�i.e.�at
points� of� discourse� complexity,� the� dative� case� seems� too�marked� a
case�to�function�as�an�anchor�of�a�conjunct�participial�clause.�Instead,
the� less� strongly� desententialized� genitive� absolute� (+� subject� slot)� is
used.

[24]� Hellenica�3.2.25-2617
periÒnti d¢ t“ §niaut“ fa¤nousi pãlin ofl ¶foroi frourån §p‹ tØn
âHlin, ka‹ sunestrateÊonto t“ ÖAgidi plØn Boivt«n ka‹

———
17� =�Example�[18]�of�Chapter�2,�Section�6.
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Koriny¤vn o· te êlloi pãntew sÊmmaxoi ka‹ ofl ÉAyhna›oi.
§mbalÒntow d¢ toË ÖAgidow di' AÈl«now, eÈyÁw m¢n
Lepreçtai épostãntew t«n ÉHle¤vn pprosex≈rhsan aÈt“, eÈyÁw
d¢ Mak¤stioi, §xÒmenoi d' ÉEpitalie›w. ddiaba¤nonti d¢ tÚn
potamÚn prosex≈roun Letr›noi ka‹ ÉAmf¤doloi ka‹ Margane›w.
§k d¢ toÊtou §lyΔn efiw ÉOlump¤an ¶yue t“ Di‹ t“ ÉOlump¤ƒ:
kvlÊein d¢ oÈde‹w ¶ti §peirçto. yÊsaw d¢ prÚw tÚ êstu §poreÊeto,
kÒptvn ka‹ kãvn tØn x≈ran, ka‹ Íp°rpolla m¢n ktÆnh, Íp°rpolla
d¢ éndrãpoda ≤l¤sketo §k t∞w x≈raw:

In� the� course�of� the�year� the� ephors� again� called�out� the�ban�against
Elis,� and�with� the� exception�of� the�Boeotians� and� the�Corinthians� all
the�allies,�including�the�Athenians,�took�part�with�Agis�in�the�campaign.
Agis�entered�Elis�by�way�of�Aulon,�and�the�Lepreans�at�once�revolted
from�the�Eleans�and�came�over�to�him,�the�Macistians�likewise�at�once,
and� after� them� the� Epitalians..�He� was� crossing� the� river,� when� the
Letrinians,� Amphidolians,� and� Marganians� ccame� over� to� him.
Thereupon� he� went� to� Olympia� and� offered� sacrifices� to� Olympian
Zeus,� and� this� time� no� one� undertook� to� prevent� him.� After� his
sacrifices�he�marched�upon�the�city�of�Elis,� laying�the� land�waste�with
axe�and�fire�as�he�went,�and�vast�numbers�of�cattle�and�vast�numbers�of
slaves�were�captured�in�the�country.

The� verb�prosxvr°v� requires�a�dative�complement,� this� slot�being
filled� by� the� pronoun� aÈt“ � the� first� time� the� verb� occurs� in� this
passage.� By� means� of� the� pronoun� the� narrator� refers� back� to� the
subject� of� the� preceding� genitive� absolute� (toË ÖAgidow).� With
§mbalÒntow d¢ toË ÖAgidow di' AÈl«now,�Agis,� the� leader� of� the
expedition,�becomes�an�active�discourse�participant;�however,�he�had
already� been� present� in� the� discourse,� but� not� as� an� agent
(sunestrateÊonto t“ ÖAgidi).�Typically,�new�topics�are� introduced
by�a�nominal�constituent� in� the�nominative�case� (the�name�preceded
by�the�article),�usually�accompanied�by�d°.�After�first�being�mentioned
in�the�dative,�Agis�still�has�to�be�established�as�a�topic;�although�Agis
performs�a�syntactic�function�in�the�leading�clause,�a�genitive�absolute
is� chosen;� the� alleged� sentence-based� demand� of� case-agreement� is
suspended� in� order� to� introduce� Agis� as� an� active� discourse
participant.�The�second�time�the�verb�prosxvr°v� is� used,�Agis� has
been� firmly� established� as� a� topic,� and� a� conjunct� participle� in� the
dative� case,� even�without� its� nominal� head� being� expressed,� can� be
used� (diaba¤nonti �…� tÚn potamÚn prosex≈roun).� From� the
viewpoint� of� information� flow,� the� distribution� of� the� aorist� and
present� stem,� in� that� order� (prosex≈rhsan�…�prosex≈roun:�plus
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focus�function�of�the�verbal�constituent�vs.�minus�focus�function�of�the
verbal�constituent),� is�on�a�par�with�the�distribution�of�the�cases�used
for�its�complement�(aÈt“�referring�back�to�the�subject�of�an�‘irregular’
genitive�absolute�vs.�zero-anafora�+�conjunct�participle� in� the�dative
case).

2.2.1� Text�Grammar�vs.�Sentence�Grammar:�Schwyzer�(1942)
In�the�preceding�I�have�discussed�syntactic�and�textual�complexity�in
information� processing,� in� order� to� account� for� the� choice� of� a
genitive� absolute� ‘instead�of’� a� conjunct� participle� from� the�point� of
view�of�text�grammar,�rather�than�describing�the�grammatical�feature
on� the� level� of� sentence-syntax.� The� view� advocated� here� is� to� be
opposed� to�sentence-based�analyses,�especially�Schwyzer� (1942),�who
in� an� article� entitled� ‘Zum� sog.� genitivus� absolutus� statt� participium
coniunctum� im�Griechischen’� also� claims� that� in� the� case�of� a� “gen.
abs.�pro�ptc.�coni.”�(99),�the�genitive�absolute�is�preferred�for�reasons
of� emphasis� (ibid.:� 98:� “eine�weitere� Stufe� der�Verselbständigung� ist
das� Auftreten� eines� gen.� abs.,� obschon� dessen� substantivischer� Teil
bereits�im�Satze�vorkommt,�wo�also�die�Anwendung�eines�participium
coniunctum�näher� liegen�würde.�Wie� in�entsprechenden� lateinischen
Beispielen� (…)� wird� dadurch� der� sachliche� Inhalt� der� absoluten
Konstruktion� gegenüber� dem� übrigen� Satze� herausgehoben”;� ibid.:
102:� “deutlich� ist� die�Absicht�der�Heraushebung…”).�Schwyzer� also
accounts� for� the�possibility� that� the� speaker� changed�his�mind�while
building�up�the�sentence,�and�continued�his�sentence�differently�than
he� originally� planned� (ibid.:� 99-100:� “wurde� der� Satz�mit� dem� gen.
abs.�begonnen,�gab�es�kaum�eine�andere�Möglichkeit,�ihn�zu�Ende�zu
führen�als…”;� ibid.:�100:�“wie�der�Satz�zuerst�gedacht�war,�sieht�man
jedoch� aus� der� Fortsetzung� (…).� Es� hatte� also� vorgeschwebt…”).
Schwyzer�uses�the�word�“Anakoluth”�(passim;�see�especially�100:�“das
Anakoluth,� das� leicht� zu� vermeiden�war,�wird� also�hier�wirklich�der
Hervorhebung� dienen”).� Although� it� is� true� that� from� the� point� of
view�of�sentence-syntax�we�may�speak�of�an�anacoluthon�in�these�cases,
we�may,�from�the�point�of�view�of�text�grammar,�assume�that�once�the
discourse� function� of� the� genitive� absolute� is� recognized� and� fully
appreciated,�we�are�not�dealing�with�an�‘irregular’�(ibid.:�99,�102:�“der
illegitime� gen.� abs.”)� construction� at� all.� In� the� remainder� of� this
Section�I� shall�discuss� this�discourse� function�of� the�genitive�absolute
(‘pro� part.� coni.’)� on� the� basis� of� the� examples� from� the� works� of
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Xenophon�as�mentioned�by�Schwyzer.�As�is�to�be�expected�when�the
discourse�function�of�the�genitive�absolute�is�investigated,�I�shall�more
often�than�not�produce�more�context�than�he�does.

[25]� Hellenica�7.4.2-4
katamayΔn d¢ ı LukomÆdhw memfom°nouw toÁw ÉAyhna¤ouw to›w
summãxoiw, ˜ti aÈto‹ m¢n pollå prãgmata e‰xon di' §ke¤nouw,
énteboÆyhse d' aÈto›w oÈde¤w, pe¤yei toÁw mur¤ouw prãttein per‹
summax¤aw prÚw aÈtoÊw. tÚ m¢n oÔn pr«ton §dusx°rainÒn tinew t«n
ÉAyhna¤vn tÚ Lakedaimon¤oiw ˆntaw f¤louw gen°syai to›w §nant¤oiw
aÈt«n summãxouw: §peidØ d¢ logizÒmenoi hÏriskon oÈd¢n me›on
Lakedaimon¤oiw μ sf¤sin égayÚn tÚ ÉArkãdaw mØ prosde›syai
Yhba¤vn, oÏtv dØ prosed°xonto tØn t«n ÉArkãdvn summax¤an. ka‹
LukomÆdhw taËta prãttvn, épiΔn ÉAyÆnhyen daimoni≈tata
époynπskei. ˆntvn går pampÒllvn plo¤vn, §klejãmenow toÊtvn ˘
§boÊleto, ka‹ suny°menow to¤nun épobibãsai ˜poi aÈtÚw keleÊoi,
e·leto §ntaËya §kb∞nai ¶nya ofl fugãdew §tÊgxanon ˆntew. kéke›now
m¢n oÏtvw époynπskei, ≤ m°ntoi summax¤a ˆntvw §pera¤neto.

efipÒntow d¢ Dhmot¤vnow §n t“ dÆmƒ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn …w ≤
m¢n prÚw toÁw ÉArkãdaw fil¤a kal«w aÈt“ doko¤h prãttesyai, to›w
m°ntoi strathgo›w prostãjai ¶¶fh xr∞nai ˜pvw ka‹ KÒrinyow s–a ¬
t“ dÆmƒ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn: ékoÊsantew d¢ taËta ofl Kor¤nyioi, taxÁ
p°mcantew flkanoÁw frouroÁw •aut«n pãntose ˜pou ÉAyhna›oi
§froÊroun e‰pan aÈto›w épi°nai, …w oÈd¢n ¶ti deÒmenoi frour«n.

Lycomedes,�upon� learning� that� the�Athenians�were�finding� fault�with
their�allies�because,�while�they�were�themselves�suffering�many�troubles
on� their�account,�none�gave� them�any�assistance� in�return,�persuaded
the�Ten�Thousand�to�negotiate� for�an�alliance�with�the�Athenians.�At
first,� indeed,� some� of� the� Athenians� took� it� ill� that,� during� their
friendschip� with� the� Lacedaemonians,� they� should� become� allies� of
their�adversaries;�but�upon�consideration�they�found�that�it�was�no�less
advantageous� to� the� Lacedaemonians� than� to� themselves� that� the
Arcadians� should�not� require� the� support� of� the�Thebans,� and�under
these� circumstances� they� accepted� the� alliance� with� the� Arcadians.
Engaged� in� these� negotiations,� upon� his� departure� from� Athens
Lycomedes�died�most�clearly�by� the�hand�of� the�gods.�For� there�were
very�many�ships�available�and�he�selected�from�them�the�one�he�wanted
and� made� an� agreement� with� the� sailors� to� land� him� wherever� he
should�himself�direct;�and�he�chose�to� land�at�the�very�spot�where�the
Arcadian�exiles�chanced�to�be.�He,�then,�met�his�death�in�this�way,�but
the�alliance�was�really�accomplished.
Demotion�said�in�the�Assembly�of�the�Athenians�that�while�it�seemed

to� him� a� good� thing� to� be� negotiating� this� friendship� with� the
Arcadians,�they�ought,�hhe�said,�to�give�instructions�to�their�generals�to
see�to�it�that�Corinth�also�should�be�kept�safe�for�the�Athenian�people;
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on�hearing�of� this� the�Corinthians� speedily� sent�adequate�garrisons�of
their�own�to�every�place�where�Athenians�were�on�guard�and�told�the
latter�to�depart,�saying�that�they�no�longer�had�any�need�of�garrisons.

Schwyzer�(ibid.:�101)�notes:

Beispiele�mit� einem�gen.� abs.,� dessen�Participium�von� einem�verbum
dicendi�kommt,�bietet�auch�Xenophon;�doch�wird�in�diesen�anders�als
bei�Herodot� II� 162� gerade�dieses�Participium� später� als� selbständiges
verbum�dicendi�aufgenommen� (…).18� Ein� korrekter,� aber� langer� Satz
wäre�durch�Weglassung�von�¶fh�und�die�Fortsetzung�ékoÊsantew ofl
Kor¤nyioi ktl.� noch� t«n ÉAy.� zu� bilden� gewesen;� durch� die
Verselbständigung�des�Gliedes�mit�to›w m°ntoi�mittels�¶fh�entsteht�ein
Anakoluth;�nachher�wird�mit� einem�neuen�Satze� (ék. d¢ taËta ktl.)
fortgefahren.�Stellen�mit�verba�dicendi�sind�auch�Xen.�hist.�Gr.�IV�8,9
und�Cyr.�<VI�1,�37>�mit�gen.�abs.�neben�Nom.,�Cyr.�<I�6,�14>�neben
Akk.� Ausserdem� vgl.� Xen.� Cyr.� I� 5,� 5� dejam°nou toË KÊrou ofl
bouleÊontew gera¤teroi aflroËntai aÈtÚn (scil.�KÊron) êrxonta.

In�my� opinion,� the� point� is� not� that� it�would� have� been� possible� to
compose�“ein�korrekter� (…)�Satz”;�apart� from�the� suggestion�offered
by�Schwyzer,�the�alternative�here�would�have�been�using�a�finite�main
clause�(*Dhmot¤vn e‰pen,�also�without�¶fh).�The�question�is�why�the
genitive�absolute�has�been�preferred,�and�how�the�continuation�with
¶fh� should� be� explained.� Sentence-grammar� fails� to� anwer� these
questions.
In� the� passage� preceding�Demotion’s� statement� in� the�Assembly,

we�were� told� about� the� accomplishment�of� the� alliance�between� the
Athenians�and�the�Arcadians;�this�part�of�the�text�is�closed�off�with�the
sentence�kéke›now m¢n oÏtvw époynπskei, ≤ m°ntoi summax¤a ˆntvw
§pera¤neto,�which�shows�all�the�characteristics�of�a�closing-line:�close
connection�to�the�preceding�as�indicated�by�ka¤,�m°n�…�m°ntoi�closing
off� the�current�episode,�anaphora� (§ke›now,�oÏtvw)�and�recapitulation
(époynπskei).�After�Lycomedes�has�been�abandoned�as�a�topic,�a�new
participant�is�introduced�(d°),�and�at� the�same�time�the�camera�shifts
to�the�Athenian�Assembly�(efipÒntow d¢ Dhmot¤vnow §n t“ dÆmƒ t«n
ÉAyhna¤vn):� another�example�of� slight�discontinuity� in�an�otherwise

———
18� Here� the� sentence�efipÒntow d¢ Dhmot¤vnow�…�deÒmenoi frour«n� follows,

mistakenly� cited�as� “hist.�Gr.�VIII� 4,� 4”.�The� following� corrections�have� also�been
made:�For�Schwyzer’s�citations�without� the�Greek:�“Cyr.�VI�3,�7”�and�“Cyr.�VI�6,
14”,�I�read�‘Cyr.�VI�1,�37’�and�‘Cyr.�I�6,�14’,�respectively�(cf.�Kühner-Gerth,�1898�-
1904:�II,�110-111);�Schwyzer’s�“Cyr.�I�41,20”�(taËt' efipÒntow aÈtoË ¶doj° ti l°gein
t“ ÉAstuãgei)�is�corrected�as�‘Cyr.�I�4,�20’.
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continuous� episode,� as� in� Demotion’s� statement� about� the� best
attitude� of� the� Athenians� towards� Corinth,� the� theme� of
accomplishing�alliances�and�the�Athenian�attitude�towards�other�states
is� continued� (≤ m¢n prÚw toÁw ÉArkãdaw fil¤a kal«w aÈt“ doko¤h
prãttesyai, to›w m°ntoi strathgo›w prostãjai ¶fh xr∞nai ˜pvw
ka‹ KÒrinyow s–a ¬ t“ dÆmƒ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn).� Later� on,� the
conjunct� participle� in� the� nominative� case�ékoÊsantew d¢ taËta ofl
Kor¤nyioi�effects�a�contextually�prepared�topic�shift�to�the�party�of�the
Corinthians�at�the�onset�of�a�new�DU.
The� genitive� absolute� is� preferred� here� for� reasons� of� topic

management�and�information�processing.�Demotion�had�not�yet�been
introduced�as�a�discourse�participant,�but�his�presence�in�the�discourse
is� not� as� important� as� the� content� of� his� statement.� If� he� had� been
introduced� in� the� nominative� case,� he� would� have� been� given� him
more�prominence�as� a�discourse�participant� than�he�deserves,� given
the�nature�of� this� episode.�He� is� a�discourse�participant�of� relatively
minor� importance,19� who� is� introduced� and� at� the� very� same� time
dismissed� in� the�genitive�absolute�whose�primary� function� is� shifting
the� camera� to� the�Athenian�Assembly.�Once� the� articulation� of� the
text�triggers�the�use�of�a�genitive�absolute,�this�construction,�too,�offers
the�opportunity�of�adding�a�relatively�large�amount�of�information�to
it,�i.e.�the�…w-clause�dependent�on�its�verbal�constituent.�The�syntactic
complexity�results�in�a�shift�to�a�relatively�simple�structure�with�¶fh;20
the�ensuing�‘anacoluthon’,�then,�should�be�taken�as�a�manifestation�of
the� possibility� in� Ancient� Greek� that� by� the� requirements� of� the
articulation� of� a� discourse� episode,� the� grammar� of� discourse� may
overrule�the�grammar�of�an�individual�sentence.
The�situation�in�Hellenica�4.8.9,�cited�by�Schwyzer,�is�comparable�in

that:
• a�participant�has�to�be�(re-)introduced�into�the�discourse
• this� participant� performs� the� action� of� ‘speaking’,� and� is� then
brought�off�the�stage

• a� clause� of� considerable� length� presenting� the� speaker’s
statement�is�dependent�on�the�verbal�constituent�presenting�the
action�of�‘speaking’

———
19� This�is�the�only�time�Demotion�is�mentioned�in�the�Hellenica.
20� For�a�study�on�various�manifestations�of�such�‘slippage’�as�characteristic�of�oral

grammar,�see�Slings�(1994a).
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• the� perspective� is� maintained� by� ¶fh � whose� subject� is� the
speaker�introduced�as�the�subject�of�the�genitive�absolute

• after�the�statement,�a�topic�switch�is�articulated�by�means�of�the
aorist�participle�of�ékoÊv�+�the�anaphoric�pronoun�taËta,�and
the�new�topic�acts�in�reponse�to�the�statement

This�is�the�relevant�passage�in�full:

[26]� Hellenica�4.8.7–9
ka‹ tÚn m¢n xeim«na §n toioÊtoiw ˆntew di∞gon: ëma d¢ t“ ¶ari naËw
te pollåw sumplhr≈saw ka‹ jenikÚn prosmisyvsãmenow ¶pleusen ı
FarnãbazÒw te ka‹ ı KÒnvn met' aÈtoË diå nÆsvn efiw M∞lon,
§ke›yen d¢ ırm≈menoi efiw tØn Lakeda¤mona. katapleÊsaw d¢ pr«ton
m¢n efiw Faråw §dπvse taÊthn tØn x≈ran, ¶peita ka‹ êllose
époba¤nvn t∞w parayalatt¤aw §kakoÊrgei ˜ ti §dÊnato. foboÊmenow
d¢ tÆn te élimenÒthta t∞w x≈raw ka‹ tå t∞w bohye¤aw ka‹ tØn
spanosit¤an, taxÊ te én°strece ka‹ épopl°vn …rm¤syh t∞w
Kuyhr¤aw efiw FoinikoËnta.

§pe‹ d¢ ofl ¶xontew tØn pÒlin t«n Kuyhr¤vn fobhy°ntew mØ katå
krãtow èlo›en §j°lipon tå te¤xh, §ke¤nouw m¢n ÍpospÒndouw éf∞ken
efiw tØn LakvnikÆn, aÈtÚw d' §piskeuãsaw tÚ t«n Kuyhr¤vn te›xow
frouroÊw te ka‹ NikÒfhmon ÉAyhna›on èrmostØn §n to›w KuyÆroiw
kat°lipe. taËta d¢ poiÆsaw ka‹ efiw ÉIsymÚn t∞w Koriny¤aw
katapleÊsaw, ka‹ parakeleusãmenow to›w summãxoiw proyÊmvw te
poleme›n ka‹ êndraw pistoÁw fa¤nesyai basile›, katalipΔn aÈto›w
xrÆmata ˜sa e‰xen, ’xeto §p' o‡kou épopl°vn. ll°gontow d¢ toË
KÒnvnow <…w> efi §–h aÈtÚn ¶xein tÚ nautikÒn, yr°coi m¢n épÚ t«n
nÆsvn, katapleÊsaw d' efiw tØn patr¤da sunanastÆsoi tã te makrå
te¤xh to›w ÉAyhna¤oiw ka‹ tÚ per‹ tÚn Peiraiç te›xow, o efid°nai ¶¶fh
˜ti Lakedaimon¤oiw oÈd¢n ín barÊteron g°noito, ka‹ toËto oÔn,
¶ f h , sÁ to›w m¢n ÉAyhna¤oiw kexarism°now ¶sei, toÁw d¢
Lakedaimon¤ouw tetimvrhm°now: §f' ⁄ går ple›sta §pÒnhsan,
étel¢w aÈto›w poiÆseiw. ı d¢ Farnãbazow ékoÊsaw taËta ép°steilen
aÈtÚn proyÊmvw efiw tåw ÉAyÆnaw, ka‹ xrÆmata pros°yhken aÈt“ efiw
tÚn énateixismÒn.

In� such� occupations� they� passed� the� winter;� but� at� the� opening� of
spring,�Pharnabazus�fully�manned�a�large�number�of�ship,�hired�a�force
of�mercenaries�besides,�and� sailed,�and�Conon�with�him,� through� the
islands�to�Melos,�and�making�that�their�base,�went�on�to�Lacedaemon.
And�first�Pharnabazus�put�in�at�Pherae�and�laid�waste�this�region;�then
he� made� descents� at� one� point� and� another� of� the� coast� and� did
whatever� harm� he� could.� Being� fearful� because� the� country� was
destitute� of� harbors,� because� the� Lacedaemonians� might� send� relief
forces,� and� because� provisions� were� scarce� in� the� land,� he� quickly
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turned� about,� and� sailing� away,� came� to� anchor� at� Phoenicus� in� the
island�of�Cythera.
Those�who�held�possession�of�the�city�of�the�Cytherians�abandoned

their�walls� through� fear�of�being�captured�by� storm.�These�people�he
allowed�to�depart�to�Laconia�under�a�truce;�he�himself�repaired�the�wall
of� the� Cytherians� and� left� in� Cythera� a� garrison� of� his� own� and
Nicophemus,� an� Athenian,� as� governor.� Thereupon� he� sailed� to� the
Isthmus�of�Corinth�and�exhorted�the�allies�to�carry�on�the�war�zealously
and� show� themselves�men� faithful� to� the�King,� and� left� them� all� the
money�that�he�had�and�sailed�off�homeward.�Now�CConon�said�that�if�he
(sc.�Pharnabazus)�would�allow�him�to�have�the�fleet,�he�would�maintain
it�by�contributions�from�the�islands�and�would�put�in�at�Athens�and�aid
the� Athenians� in� rebuilding� their� long� walls� and� the� wall� around
Piraeus;�hhe�said� that�he�knew�nothing�could�be�a�heavier�blow� to� the
Lacedaemonians�than�this.�“And�by�this�act,� therefore”,�hhe�said,�“you
will� have� conferred� a� favor� upon� the� Athenians� and� have� taken
vengeance�upon� the�Lacedaemonians,� inasmuch�as� you�will� undo� for
them�the�deed�for�whose�accomplishment�they�underwent�the�most�toil
and�trouble”.�Pharnabazus,�upon�hearing�this,�eagerly�dispatched�him
to� Athens� and� gave� him� additional� money� for� the� rebuilding� of� the
walls.

Again,� a� genitive� absolute� has� been� chosen� for� reasons� of� topic
management.� Conon� had� been� an� active� discourse� participant,� but
had� disappeared� as� such.� He� was� last� mentioned� in� 4.8.7� in
connection� with� Pharnabazus� (sumplhr≈saw ka‹ …
prosmisyvsãmenow ¶pleusen ı FarnãbazÒw te ka‹ ı KÒnvn met'
aÈtoË;�note�also�the�third�person�singular� verb� forms).�The�discourse
remains� concerned�with� Pharnabazus,�who,� in� response� to�Conon’s
words,� sends�him�to�Athens� (ı d¢ Farnãbazow ékoÊsaw taËta).�The
fact�that�Conon�had�to�be�properly�re-introduced�(textual�complexity),
before� being� send� off21� triggers� the� use� of� a� genitive� absolute
construction,� and� the� relatively� large� amount� of� information� that� is
provided� by� the� preposed,� sentence-initially� placed� subordinate
construction—syntactic� complexity� ensuing� from� the� dependent
clause�presenting�Conon’s� statement,� this� time� including�a�shift� from
indirect�to�direct�discourse—accounts�for�the�‘slippage’�to�a�relatively
less�complex�structure�with�¶fh�(twice).

———
21� Conon� does� not� disappear� immediately� from� view:� he� still� has� to� perform� a

syntactic� function� in� the� sequel� (ı �…�Farnãbazow�…�ép°steilen aÈtÒn);�compare
the�genitive�absolute�used�in�Chapter�2,�Section�6,�[14]�and�discussion.
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The� following� instance� cited� by� Schwyzer,�Cyropaedia� 1.6.14,22� is
somewhat�more�complicated:

[27]� Cyropaedia�1.6.13-15
…w d¢ ka‹ taËt' ép°fhsa, §pÆrou me aÔ pãlin e‡ tinaw t°xnaw
§d¤dajen, a„ t«n polemik«n ¶rgvn krãtistai ín sÊmmaxoi g°nointo.
épofÆsantow d° mou ka‹ toËto én°krinaw aÔ sÁ ka‹ tÒde e‡ t¤ m'
§pa¤deusen …w ín duna¤mhn stratiò proyum¤an §mbale›n, l°gvn ˜ti
tÚ pçn diaf°rei §n pant‹ ¶rgƒ proyum¤a éyum¤aw. §pe‹ d¢ ka‹ toËto
én°neuon, ≥legxew aÔ sÁ e‡ tina lÒgon poiÆsaito didãskvn per‹ toË
pe¤yesyai tØn stratiãn, …w ên tiw mãlista mhxan“to. §pe‹ d¢ ka‹
toËto pantãpasin êrrhton §fa¤neto, t°low dÆ m' §pÆrou ˜ ti pot¢
didãskvn strathg¤an fa¤h me didãskein. kégΔ dØ §ntaËya
épokr¤nomai ˜ti tå taktikã. ka‹ sÁ gelãsaw di∞ly°w moi paratiye‹w
ßkaston t¤ e‡h ˆfelow stratiò taktik«n êneu t«n §pithde¤vn, t¤ d'
êneu toË Ígia¤nein, t¤ d' êneu toË §p¤stasyai tåw hÍrhm°naw efiw
pÒlemon t°xnaw, t¤ d' êneu toË pe¤yesyai. …w d° mmoi katafan¢w
§po¤hsaw ˜ti mikrÒn ti m°row e‡h strathg¤aw tå taktikã,
§perom°nou mou e‡ ti toÊtvn sÊ me didãjai flkanÚw e‡hw,
épiÒnta mm e §k°leusaw to›w strathgiko›w nomizom°noiw éndrãsi
dial°gesyai ka‹ puy°syai pª ßkasta toÊtvn g¤gnetai. §k toÊtou d'
§gΔ sun∞n toÊtoiw, oÓw mãlista fron¤mouw per‹ toÊtvn ≥kouon
e‰nai. ka‹ per‹ m¢n trof∞w §pe¤syhn flkanÚn e‰nai Ípãrxon ˜ ti
Kuajãrhw ¶melle par°jein ≤m›n, per‹ d¢ Ígie¤aw, ékoÊvn ka‹ ır«n
˜ti ka‹ pÒleiw afl xrπzousai Ígia¤nein fiatroÁw aflroËntai ka‹ ofl
strathgo‹ t«n strativt«n ßneken fiatroÁw §jãgousin, oÏtv ka‹ §gΔ
§pe‹ §n t“ t°lei toÊtƒ §genÒmhn, eÈyÁw toÊtou §pemelÆyhn, ka‹
o‰mai, ¶fh, Œ pãter, pãnu flkanoÁw tØn fiatrikØn t°xnhn ßjein met'
§mautoË êndraw.

“…I�said�‘no’�to�this�also,�and�then�you�asked�me�once�more�whether
he�had�taught�me�any�arts�that�would�be�the�best�helps�in�the�business
of�war.�I�said�‘no’�to�this�as�well;�you�put�this�further�question,�whether
he�had�put�me�through�any�training�so�that�I�might�be�able�to� inspire
my�soldiers�with�enthusiasm,�adding�that�in�every�project�enthusiasm�or
faintheartedness�made�all�the�difference�in�the�world.�I�shook�my�head
in�response�to�this�likewise,�and�then�you�questioned�me�again�whether
he�had�given�me�any�lessons�to�teach�me�how�best�to�secure�obedience
on�the�part�of�an�army.�This�also�appeared�not�to�have�been�discussed
at� all,� and� then� you�finally� asked�me�what� in� the�world�he�had�been
teaching�me� that�he�professed� to�have�been� teaching�me�generalship.
And� thereupon� I� answered,� ‘tactics’.� And� you� laughed� and� went
through� it� all,� explaining� point� by� point,� as� you� asked� of� what

———
22� Cited� incorrectly� by� Schwyzer� as� “Cyr.� VI� 6,� 14”;� see� n.� [18].�Cyropaedia

6.1.37,�showing�a�postposed�genitive�absolute,�is�discussed�below.
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conceivable� use� tactics� could� be� to� an� army,� without� provisions� and
health,�and�of�what�use� it� could�be�without� the�knowledge�of� the�arts
invented�for�warfare�and�without�obedience.�You�had�made�it�clear�tto
me�that� tactics�was�only�a�small�part�of�generalship,�and�then�II� asked
you�if�you�could�teach�me�any�of�those�things;�you�bade��me�go�and�talk
with� the�men�who�were�reputed� to�be�masters�of�military� science�and
find�out�how�each�one�of� those�problems�was�to�be�met.�Thereupon�I
joined� myself� to� those� who� I� heard� were� most� proficient� in� those
branches.� And� in� regard� to� provisions—I� was� persuaded� that� what
Cyaxares�was�to�furnish�us�was�enough�if�it�should�be�forthcoming;�and
in�regard�to�health—as�I�had�always�heard�and�observed�that�states�that
wished� to�be�healthy�elected�a�board�of�health,�and�also� that�generals
for�the�sake�of�their�soldiers�took�physicians�out�with�them,�so�also�upon
having�been�appointed�to�this�position,�I�immediately�took�thought�for
this;� and� I� think”,� he� added,� “that� you�will� find� that� I� have�with�me
men�eminent�in�the�medical�profession”.

It� shows� a� genitive� absolute,� the� subject� of� which� (mou)� performs� a
syntactic� function� in� both� the� preceding� …w-clause� (moi)� and� the
following�matrix�clause,�where� it� is� restated� in� the�accusative�case�as
me.�Further,�the�passage�is�taken�from�direct�speech.
First,� it� should� be� noted� that� the� preposed,� DU-� and� sentence-

initially� placed� clauses� are� used� for� segmentation� of� the� speech.23

From� the� start� of� the� citation� onwards,� the� speech� is� structured� as
follows:

Sentence-initially�placed�clause Matrix�clause
…w d¢ ka‹ taËt' ép°fhsa §pÆrou me aÔ pãlin e‡…
épofÆsantow d° mou ka‹ toËto én°krinaw aÔ sÁ ka‹ tÒde e‡…
§pe‹ d¢ ka‹ toËto én°neuon ≥legxew aÔ sÁ e‡…
§pe‹ d¢ ka‹ toËto pantãpasin
êrrhton §fa¤neto t°low dÆ m' §pÆrou ˜ ti …

The� predominant� use� of� subclauses� is� to� be� explained� from� their
contibution� to� the� organization� in� phases� of� the� discourse.�The� one
genitive�absolute�resembles�the�surrounding�subclauses,�except�for�the
fact� that,�at� the�point�where�the�genitive�absolute�appears,� the�act�of
‘saying�no’� is� thematized—note�the�verbal�repetition�of�ép°fhsa�…
épofÆsantow,�and�the�fact�that�in�the�case�of�the�genitive�absolute,�as
opposed� to� the� surrounding� subclauses,� the� verbal� constituent� takes

———
23� The� preposed,� but� not� sentence-initially� placed� subclause� §pe‹ §n t“ t°lei

toÊtƒ §genÒmhn�picks�up�the�topic�per‹ d¢ Ígie¤aw� after� the� intervening�participial
clause�ékoÊvn ka‹ ır«n ˜ti…�.
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the� clause-initial� position.� The� genitive� absolute,� then,� makes� for
discourse�continuity�at�the�point�where�two�questions�seem�to�belong
more� closely� together� than� in� the� other� instances—cf.� the� fact� that,
here�alone,�ka‹ tÒde�is�added�in�the�matrix�clause.
This� structure� is� abandoned24� after� the� last� question,� marked� by

t°low dÆ,�when�the�topic�is� ‘tactics’� (tå taktikã).�With�the�subclause
…w d° moi katafan¢w §po¤hsaw ˜ti mikrÒn ti m°row e‡h strathg¤aw
tå taktikã�the�preceding�is�summarized,�and�the�path�is�layed�for�the
next�question�to�be�asked.�This�question�is�presented�by�means�of�the
genitive�absolute�under�consideration:�§perom°nou mou e‡ ti toÊtvn
sÊ me didãjai flkanÚw e‡hw.�Given�the�structure�of�question�and�answer
in� the� entire� episode,� the� piece� of� information� ‘I� asked� you� if� you
could�teach�me�any�of�those�things’�had�to�be�presented�in�a�separate
clause,� syntactically�detached� from� its�matrix� clause.�As� the�onset�of
the�next�phase�has�already�been�articulated�by� the� summarizing�…w-
clause,�a�finite�subclause�is�not�an�option�here;�therefore�a�participial
clause� is� used.� The� genitive� absolute� is� preferred� to� a� conjunct
participle—not�so�much�for�reasons�of�‘Heraushebung’�of�its�content,
as�Schwyzer�would�have�it,�but�for�reasons�of�information�processing:
not�only�the�dative�moi�in�the�…w-clause,�but�also�the�accusative�me�in
the� matrix� clause� are� too� strongly� integrated� into� their� respective
clauses�to�be�able�to�carry�a�conjunct�participial�clause�introducing�a
question.
An� instance� of� an� ‘irregular’� genitive� absolute� whose� subject� is

referred�back�to�in�the�accusative�case�in�the�following�matrix�clause,
as�cited�by�Schwyzer�from�Xenophon’s�works,�is:

[28]� Cyropaedia�1.5.4-6
Kuajãrhw d¢ [ı toË ÉAstuãgouw pa›w] §pe‹ ºsyãneto tÆn t'
§piboulØn ka‹ tØn paraskeuØn t«n sunistam°nvn §f' •autÒn,
aÈtÒw te eÈy°vw ˜sa §dÊnato éntipareskeuãzeto ka‹ efiw P°rsaw
¶pempe prÒw te tÚ koinÚn ka‹ prÚw KambÊshn tÚn tØn édelfØn
¶xonta ka‹ basileÊonta §n P°rsaiw. ¶pempe d¢ ka‹ prÚw KËron,
deÒmenow aÈtoË peirçsyai êrxonta §lye›n t«n éndr«n, e‡ tinaw
p°mpoi strati≈taw tÚ Pers«n koinÒn. ≥dh går ka‹ ı KËrow
diatetelekΔw tå §n to›w §fÆboiw d°ka ¶th §n to›w tele¤oiw éndrãsin
∑n. ooÏtv dØ dejam°nou toË KÊrou ofl bouleÊontew gera¤teroi
aflroËntai aaÈtÚn êrxonta t∞w efiw MÆdouw stratiçw. ¶dosan d¢ aÈt“

———
24� Here,�the�clause�dependent�on�the�verb�of� ‘questioning’� is� introduced�by�˜ ti,

not�by�e‡.
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ka‹ prosel°syai diakos¤ouw t«n ımot¤mvn, t«n d' aÔ diakos¤vn
•kãstƒ t°ttaraw ¶dvkan prosel°syai ka‹ toÊtouw §k t«n ımot¤mvn:
g¤gnontai m¢n dØ otoi x¤lioi: t«n d' aÔ xil¤vn toÊtvn •kãstƒ
¶tajan §k toË dÆmou t«n Pers«n d°ka m¢n peltaståw prosel°syai,
d°ka d¢ sfendonÆtaw, d°ka d¢ tojÒtaw: ka‹ oÏtvw §g°nonto mÊrioi
m¢n tojÒtai, mÊrioi d¢ peltasta¤, mÊrioi d¢ sfendon∞tai: xvr‹w d¢
toÊtvn ofl x¤lioi Íp∞rxon. tosaÊth m¢n dØ stratiå t“ KÊrƒ §dÒyh.
§pe‹ d¢ Ωr°yh tãxista, ≥rxeto pr«ton épÚ t«n ye«n:
kallierhsãmenow d¢ tÒte pros˙re›to toÁw diakos¤ouw: §pe‹ d¢
prose¤lonto ka‹ otoi dØ toÁw t°ttaraw ßkastoi, sun°lejen aÈtoÁw
ka‹ e‰pe tÒte pr«ton §n aÈto›w tãde.

Cyaxares—he�heard�of�the�plot�and�of�the�warlike�preparations�of�the
nations� allied� against� him—without� delay� made� what� counter
preparations� he� could� himself� and� also� sent� to� Persia� both� to� the
general�assembly�and�to�his�brother-in-law,�Cambyses,�who�was�king�of
Persia.�And�he� sent�word� to�Cyrus,� too,�asking�him�to� try� to�come�as
commander� of� the� men,� in� case� the� Persian� state� should� send� any
troops.�For�Cyrus�had�by�this�time�completed�his�ten�years�among�the
youths�also�and�was�now�in�the�class�of�mature�men.�SSo�Cyrus�accepted
the�invitation,�and� the�elders� in� council� chose�hhim�commander�of� the
expedition� to�Media.�And� they� further� permitted� him� to� choose� two
hundred�peers�to�accompany�him,�and�to�each�one�of�the�two�hundred
peers�in�turn�they�gave�authority�to�choose�four�more,�these�also�from
the� peers.�That�made� a� thousand.�And� each� one� of� the� thousand� in
their�turn�they�bade�choose�in�addition�from�the�common�people�of�the
Persians� ten� targeteers,� ten� slingers,�and� ten�bowmen.�That�made� ten
thousand� bowmen,� ten� thousand� targeteers,� and� ten� thousand
slingers—not� counting� the� original� thousand.� So� large�was� the� army
given� to� Cyrus.� Now� as� soon� as� he� was� chosen,� his� first� act� was� to
consult� the� gods;� and� not� till� he� had� sacrificed� and� the� omens� were
propitious,�did�he�proceed�to�choose�his�two�hundred�men.�Then�these
also� chose� each� his� four,� and� he� called� them� all� together� and� then
addressed�them�for�the�first�time�as�follows.

The� genitive� absolute� is� preposed� and� occupies� the� sentence-initial
position.� Its� subject� (toË KÊrou)� is� referred� back� to� later� in� the
sentence� by� the� anaphoric� pronoun� in� the� accusative� case�aÈtÒn.25
The� sequence�consisting�of� sending� the� invitation�and�accepting� it� is
interrupted� by� a� gãr-clause� informing� the� reader/hearer� of� the
position�that�Cyrus�had�reached�at�the�time.�As�oÏtv dÆ�indicates,�the
reader/hearer� should�be� ready� for�continuation�of� the�narrative� line

———
25� The�preposed�participial�clause�could�have�been�a�conjunct�participial�clause;

for�the�possibility,�see�[21]�above.
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where�it�had�been�broken�off,�now�that�he�has�been�informed�by�the
intervening� gãr-clause.� A� conjunct� participle� would� suffice;26� but
here,�this�next�step�on�the�narrative�line�is�better�presented�in�a�clause
that� is� syntactically� detached� from� its� matrix� clause:� a� genitive
absolute.
Cyrus,�although�already�present�in�the�discourse,�becomes�an�active

discourse�participant�only�at� the�point�where� the�genitive�absolute� is
used:� the� fact� that� he� accepted� the� invitation� is� crucial� in� that� from
that� point� onwards,� Cyaxares,� with� whom� the� citation� starts,� is
completely� disregarded,� and� the� text� continues� with� Cyrus:� he� is
chosen� commander� of� the� expedition� to� Media� (aflroËntai aÈtÒn);
subsequently,� information� off� the� main� narrative� line� is� presented,
starting�with�¶dosan d¢ aÈt“ (sc.�Cyrus,�who�is�again�referred�to�by�an
anaphoric�pronoun),�up�to�and�including�the�closing�line�tosaÊth m¢n
dØ stratiå t“ KÊrƒ §dÒyh.� Then� the� sentence-initially� placed
subclause�§pe‹ d¢ Ωr°yh tãxista� typically�takes�care�of�the�thematic
organization�of�the�text:�it�restates�Cyrus’�election,�picks�up�the�point
in�the�narrative�that�had�already�been�reached�before�the�digression,
and�therewith�launches�the�new�sequence�paragraph27�in�which�Cyrus
is� the� continuous� topic,� without� further� reference� (Ωr°yh,�≥rxeto,
kallierhsãmenow … pros˙re›to),�up�to�and�including�Cyrus’�speech
(sun°lejen … ka‹ e‰pe).�As�we�have�seen�before,�a�genitive�absolute
construction� is� used� where� a� conjunct� participle� would� have� been
possible�from�a�syntactical�point�of�view�in�order�to�firmly�establish�a
participant�as�an�active�discourse�topic.
According� to� Schwyzer,� the� emphatic� function� of� the� genitive

absolute� is� especially� clear� when� it� occupies� a� position� early� in� the
sentence�and� is� followed� immediately,�or�almost� immediately,�by� the
(possibly�unexpressed)� nominal� constituent�with�which� it� could�have
been�joined.28�The�examples�from�the�works�of�Xenophon�will�now�be
reconsidered�within�a�wider�context.29

———
26� Compare�[20]�above.
27� Cf.�Chapter�4,�Section�4.2,�[7].
28� Ibid.:�102:�‘Deutlich�ist�die�Absicht�der�Heraushebung,�wenn�der�gen.�abs.�und

das�Bezugswort,� das� auch� in� einer�Verbalform� enthalten� sein� kann,� nur� durch� ein
Wort�oder�auch�gar�nicht�getrennt�sind’.
29� Ibid.:� 102:� ‘Xenophon�hat�Cyr.�<I�4,� 20>�taËt' efipÒntow aÈtoË ¶doj° (der

Sprecher) ti l°gein t“ ÉAstuãgei�oder�I�4,�2�ésyenÆsantow aÈtoË (des�pãppow)
oÈd°pote ép°leipe tÚn pãppon,� an.� II� 6,� 3� ofl ¶foroi ≥dh ¶jv ˆntow [aÈtoË]
épostr°fein aÈtÚn §peir«nto;� mit� doppeltem� gen.� abs.� Xen.� An.� V� 2,� 24
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[29]� Cyropaedia�1.4.1-2
toiaËta m¢n dØ pollå §lãlei ı KËrow: t°low d¢ ≤ m¢n mÆthr ép∞lye,
KËrow d¢ kat°meine ka‹ aÈtoË §tr°feto. ka‹ taxÁ m¢n to›w
≤liki≈taiw sunek°krato Àste ofike¤vw diake›syai, taxÁ d¢ toÁw
pat°raw aÈt«n énÆrthto, prosiΔn ka‹ ¶ndhlow Ãn ˜ti ±spãzeto
aÈt«n toÁw ufle›w, Àste e‡ ti toË basil°vw d°ointo, toÁw pa›daw
§k°leuon toË KÊrou de›syai diaprãjasyai sf¤sin, ı d¢ KËrow, ˜ ti
d°ointo aÈtoË ofl pa›dew, diå tØn filanyrvp¤an ka‹ filotim¤an per‹
pantÚw §poie›to diaprãttesyai, ka‹ ı ÉAstuãghw d¢ ˜ ti d°oito
aÈtoË ı KËrow oÈd¢n §dÊnato ént°xein mØ oÈ xar¤zesyai. ka‹ går
ésyenÆsantow aÈtoË oÈd°pote ép°leipe ttÚn pãppon oÈd¢
kla¤vn pot¢ §paÊeto, éllå d∞low ∑n pçsin ˜ti Íperefobe›to mÆ ofl
ı pãppow époyãn˙: ka‹ går §k nuktÚw e‡ tinow d°oito ÉAstuãghw,
pr«tow ºsyãneto KËrow ka‹ pãntvn éoknÒtata énepÆda
ÍphretÆsvn ˜ ti o‡oito xarie›syai, Àste pantãpasin énektÆsato
tÚn ÉAstuãghn.

In�this�way�Cyrus�often�chattered�on.�At�last�his�mother�went�away,�but
Cyrus�remained�behind�and�grew�up�in�Media.�Soon�he�had�become�so
intimately�associated�with�other�boys�of�his�own�years� that�he�was�on
easy� terms�with� them.�And� soon�he� had�won� their� father’s� hearts� by
visiting� them� and� showing� that� he� loved� their� sons;� so� that,� if� they
desired�any�favor�of�the�king,�they�bade�their�sons�ask�Cyrus�to�secure�it
for�them.�And�Cyrus,�because�of�his�kindness�of�heart�and�his�desire�for
popularity,� made� every� effort� to� secure� for� the� boys� whatever� they
asked.� And�Astyages� could� not� refuse� any� favor� that� Cyrus� asked� of
him.�For�wwhen�his�grandfather�had�fallen�sick,�Cyrus�never�left�hhim�nor
ceased�to�weep�but�plainly�showed�to�all�that�he�greatly�feared�that�his
grandfather�might�die.�For�even�at�night,�if�Astyages�wanted�anything,
Cyrus�was�the�first�to�discover�it�and�with�greater�alacrity�than�any�one
else�he�would� jump�up�to�perform�whatever�service�he�thought�would
give�him�pleasure,�so�that�he�won�Astyages’�heart�completely.

The�peculiarity�of� this�example�resides� in� the� fact� that� the�subject�of
the�genitive�absolute� is� the�anaphoric�pronoun�aÈtÒw,�to�be�specified
later�on�in�the�sentence�in�the�accusative� (tÚn pãppon).�Because� the
subject�of� the�genitive�absolute� is� the�anaphoric�pronoun�aÈtÒw,�one
of� the� two� active� discourse� participants� is� continued� as� a� discourse
topic.�At� the�onset�of� this� sentence,�ésyenÆsantow aÈtoË�might�be
considered� ambiguous:� is� the� referent� of� the� anaphoric� pronoun

———
maxom°nvn d' aÈt«n ka‹ époroum°nvn ye«n tiw aÈto›w mhxanØn svthr¤aw
d¤dvsin’.�The�occurrence�of� the� genitive� absolute� in�Cyropaedia� 1.4.20� has� already
been�discussed�in�Chapter�2,�Section�6,�NMP�6,�[15].
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aÈtoË�Astyages—the�subject�of�the�preceding�main�clause—or�Cyrus,
who�was� last�mentioned� by� name?�As� the� sequel� shows�Astyages� is
meant.�The� subject�of� the�preceding�main�clause� is�usually� the�most
likely� candidate,� and� here� it� has� been� marked� linguistically� (ka‹ ı
ÉAstuãghw d°;�note�d°).� As� a� corollary,� Cyrus� is� continued� as� the
subject�of� the�upcoming�main�verbs� (ép°leipe�… oÈd°�…�§paÊeto,
éllã�…�∑n:�zero-anafora).
Remains� the� fact� that� the� genitive� absolute� is� ‘irregular’,� since� its

subject�does�perform�a�syntactic� function�in�the�matrix�clause.�When
the�context�in�which�the�sentence�under�consideration�occurs�is�taken
into� consideration,� it� is� plain� why� the� demand� of� case-agreement
requiring� a� conjunct� participle� is� disregarded� here.� The� genitive
absolute�is�used�at�the�onset�of�an�embedded�paragraph�exemplifying
Cyrus’�devotion�towards�Atyages�which�serves�as�an�explanation�(ka‹
gãr)� for� the�preceding� statement� that�Astyages� could�not� refuse�any
favor� that� Cyrus� asked� of� him.� At� this� point,� the� text� has� to� be
reorganised.� The� relatively� less� strongly� desententialized� genitive
absolute� has� the� advantage� of� having� its� own� subject� expressed� and
therewith�offers�the�opportunity�of�continuing�Astyages�as�a�discourse
topic�across�this�discourse�boundary.

[30]� Anabasis�2.6.2-4
ka‹ går dØ ßvw m¢n pÒlemow ∑n to›w Lakedaimon¤oiw prÚw toÁw
ÉAyhna¤ouw par°menen, §peidØ d¢ efirÆnh §g°neto, pe¤saw tØn aÍtoË
pÒlin …w ofl Yròkew édikoËsi toÁw ÜEllhnaw ka‹ diaprajãmenow …w
§dÊnato parå t«n §fÒrvn §j°plei …w polemÆsvn to›w Íp¢r
XerronÆsou ka‹ Per¤nyou Yr&j¤n. §pe‹ d¢ metagnÒntew pvw ofl
¶foroi ≥≥dh ¶jv ˆntow [aÈtoË] épostr°fein aaÈtÚn §peir«nto §j
ÉIsymoË, §ntaËya oÈk°ti pe¤yetai, éll' ’xeto pl°vn efiw Ñ
EllÆsponton. §k toÊtou ka‹ §yanat≈yh ÍpÚ t«n §n Spãrt˙ tel«n
…w épeiy«n.

For,�in�the�first�place,�as�long�as�the�Lacedaemonians�were�at�war�with
the�Athenians,�he�bore�his�part�with�them;�then,�on�the�arrival�of�peace,
he�persuaded�his�state�that�the�Thracians�were�injuring�the�Greeks;�he
gained�his�point�as�best�he�could�from�the�ephors,�and�set�sail�with�the
intention� of�making� war� upon� the� Thracians� who� dwelt� beyond� the
Chersonese� and� Perinthus.� When� the� ephors� having� changed� their
minds� for� some� reason�or�other—hhe�had�already�gone—tried� to� turn
him� back� from� the� Isthmus� of� Corinth:� at� that� point� he� declined� to
render� further�obedience,�but�went� sailing�off� to� the�Hellespont.�As�a
result�he�was�condemned�to�death�by� the�authorities�at�Sparta�on�the
ground�of�disobedience�to�orders.
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From�the�point�of�view�of� information�processing,� the�reader/hearer
needs�to�be�informed�that�Clearchus�had�already�gone�in�order�for�the
sequence� ‘the� ephors� changed� their�minds� for� some� reason�or� other
and� tried� to� turn�him�back� from� the� Isthmus�of�Corinth’� to�be� fully
comprehensible.� Properly� speaking,� this� information� is� not� to� be
connected� to� the� person� of� Clearchus� himself� (aÈtÒn),� but� to� the
actions�performed�by�the�ephors.�The�participial�clause�describes�the
situation�in�which�the�ephors�changed�their�minds,�and�tried�to�recall
him.� Therefore,� a� conjunct� participle� is� disregarded� here,� and� a
participial�clause�that�is�syntactically�detached�from�its� leading�clause
has�been�used.�This�genitive�absolute,�serving�as�a�kind�of�parenthesis
outside�the�main�construction,�illustrates�the�correspondence�between
the�grammatical�form�of�a�clause�and�its�informative�function.

[31]� Anabasis�5.2.21-25
§ntaËya pareskeuãzonto tØn êfodon, ka‹ toÁw m¢n stauroÁw ßkastoi
toÁw kay' aÍtoÁw diπroun, ka‹ toÁw éxre¤ouw ka‹ fort¤a ¶xontãw te
§jep°mponto ka‹ t«n ıplit«n tÚ pl∞yow, katalipÒntew ofl loxago‹
oÂw ßkastow §p¤steuen. §pe‹ d¢ ≥rjanto époxvre›n, §pej°yeon
¶ndoyen pollo‹ g°rra ka‹ lÒgxaw ¶xontew ka‹ knhm›daw ka‹ krãnh
Paflagonikã, ka‹ êlloi §p‹ tåw ofik¤aw én°bainon tåw ¶nyen ka‹
¶nyen t∞w efiw tØn êkran feroÊshw ıdoË: Àste oÈd¢ di≈kein ésfal¢w
∑n katå tåw pÊlaw tåw efiw tØn êkran feroÊsaw. ka‹ går jÊla megãla
§perr¤ptoun ênvyen, Àste xalepÚn ∑n ka‹ m°nein ka‹ épi°nai: ka‹ ≤
nÁj foberå ∑n ≤ §pioËsa. mmaxom°nvn d¢ aÈt«n ka‹
époroum°nvn ye«n tiw aaÈto›w mhxanØn svthr¤aw d¤dvsin.
§jap¤nhw går én°lamcen ofik¤a t«n §n dejiò ˜tou dØ §nãcantow. …w
d' aÏth jun°pipten, ¶feugon ofl épÚ t«n §n dejiò ofiki«n. …w d¢
¶mayen ı Jenof«n toËto parå t∞w tÊxhw, §nãptein §k°leue ka‹ tåw
§n éristerò ofik¤aw, a„ jÊlinai ∑san, Àste ka‹ taxÁ §ka¤onto.
¶feugon oÔn ka‹ ofl épÚ toÊtvn t«n ofiki«n.

Then� they�made�preparations� for� the�withdrawal:� they� tore�down� the
palisades,�each�division�taking�those�on� its�own�front,�and�sent�off� the
men�who�were�unfit�for�service�or�were�carrying�burdens,�and�likewise
the�greater�part�of�the�hoplites,�the�captains�keeping�behind�only�those
troops�that�they�each�relied�upon.�They�no�sooner�began�to�retire�than
there�rushed�out�upon�them�from�within�a�great�crowd�of�men�armed
with�wicker� shields,� spears,� greaves,� and�Paphlagonian�helmets,�while
others�set�about�climbing�to�the�tops�of�the�houses�that�were�on�either
side�of� the� road� leading�up� to� the�citadel.�The� result�was� that� even�a
pursuit�in�the�direction�of�the�gates�that�led�into�the�citadel�was�unsafe;
for�they�would�hurl�down�great�logs�from�above,�so�that�it�was�difficult
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either� to� remain� or� to� retire.� And� the� approach� of� night� was� also� a
cause� for� fear.� IIn� the�midst� of� their� fighting� and�perplexity� some�god
gave� tto� the�Greeks� a�means�of� salvation.�For�of� a� sudden�one�of� the
houses�on�the�right�broke�into�a�blaze,�set�on�fire�by�somebody�or�other.
Then� this� house�began� to� fall� in,� and� a� general� flight� from� the� other
houses� on� the� right� side� of� the� road� ensued.�Xenophon� grasped� this
lesson�which�chance�had�given�him,�and�gave�orders� to� set�fire� to� the
houses�on�the�left�also,�which�were�of�wood�and�so�fell�to�burning�very
quickly.�The�result�was�that�the�people�in�these�houses�likewise�took�to
flight.

This�example�is�a�rather�familiar�one:30�at�the�onset�of�a�new�DU,�the
text�continues�at�the�point�where�it�had�stopped.�Narrative�time�is�not
propelled� forward,� but� maintained.� A� sentence-initially� placed
genitive� absolute� resumes� the� situation� described� in� the� preceding
unit;�the�situation�that�was�very�strongly�implied�there�(their�fight�and
awkward� situation)� is� turned� into� the� frame� of� reference� for� what
follows:� the� opportunity� for� salvation.� A� textual� boundary� is
articulated� by� means� of� the� (resumptive)� genitive� absolute,� but� the
current� topic� is� continued� (aÈt«n)31� while� a� new� ‘participant’� (ye«n
tiw)� is� added� to� the� set.� Topic� management� at� a� point� of� referent
discontinuity�and� the� text-organizing� function�of� securing� coherence
by� resuming� information� in� order� to� prepare� the� reader/hearer� for
the�pivot�of�the�story�trigger�the�use�of�the�genitive�absolute.
The� remaining� instances� deal� with� postposed� genitive� absolute

constructions.� In� the�part�of�Schwyzer’s� article� that�opens�with�“der
illegitime�gen.�abs.�kann�aber�auch�nach�dem�angeblichen�Bezugswort
stehen,� oft� am� Satzende”� (Schwyzer,� ibid.:� 102ff.),� he� starts� from
Herodotus� 1.178:� ke›tai (BabulΔn) §n ped¤ƒ megãlƒ, m°gayow
§oËsa m°tvpon ßkaston e‡kosi ka‹ •katÚn stad¤vn §oÊshw
tetrag≈nou� (‘it� lies� in�a�great�plain,�and� is� in� shape�a� square,�each
side� fifteen�miles� in� length’;�Schwyzer:� “statt�anscheinend�korrektem
§oËsa tetrãgvnow”)�and�2.134:�puram¤da d¢ ka‹ otow katel¤peto
pollÚn §lãssv toË patrÒw, e‡kosi pod«n katad°ousan k«lon

———
30� Cf.�the�description�of�[12]�of�Chapter�4,�Section�4.3.1.
31� The� function� of� continuing� the� current� topic� as� performed� by� the� anaforic

pronoun�aÈtÒw,�the�subject�of�the�preposed,�sentence-initially�placed�genitive�absolute
must� have� been� so� well� known� to� the�Greek� reader/hearer� that�Xenophon� could
write�maxom°nvn d¢ aÈt«n ka‹ époroum°nvn ye«n tiw� (instead� of� the� also�well-
known�expression�tiw ye«n),�without�there�being�the�risk�of�anyone�interpreting�ye«n
as�the�subject�of�époroum°nvn.
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ßkaston tri«n pl°yrvn, §oÊshw tetrag≈nou� (Schwyzer:� “statt
§oËsan tetrãgvnon”), l¤you d¢ §w tÚ ¥misu AfiyiopikoË� (‘this�king,
too,�left�a�pyramid,�but�far�smaller�than�his�father's,�each�side�twenty
feet�short�of�three�hundred�feet�long,�square�at�the�base,�and�as�much
as�half�its�height�of�Ethiopian�stone’),�and�argues:�“[in�these�instances]
liegt� es� nahe,� an� ein� Anakoluth� in� umgekehrter� Folge� wie� die� zu
Anfang�besprochenen�zu�denken.�Aber�die�Struktur�der�beiden�Sätze
ist� feiner:�die�beiden�gleichlautenden�gen.�abs.�gehören�nicht�zu�den
Hauptverba� und� gehen� nicht� den� vorhergehenden� konjunkten
Participien� §oËsa � und� §oËsan � parallel,� sondern� sind� diesen
untergeordnet,�was�anders�nur�durch�eine�Parenthese�oder�hier�besser
Opisthothese� nach�meiner� Terminologie� hätte� ausgedrückt� werden
können.� Also� ist� hier� der� gen.� abs.� einfach� eine� Opisthothese� in
konzentrierter�Form”.�The� general� gist� of� his� argument,� it� seems,� is
that� these� postposed� genitive� absolutes� form� an� independent
information�unit,�and�are� therefore� syntactically�detached� from�their
matrix�clause.�As�such,� they�may�be�seen�as�presenting�some�kind�of
‘afterthought’.
Schwyzer�gives�two�examples�from�the�works�of�Xenophon,�which

will�now�be�discussed�([32]�and�[33]).

[32]� Cyropaedia�6.1.36-38
ı oÔn KËrow katamayΔn taËta §kãlesen aÈtÚn ka‹ mÒnow mÒnƒ
¶lejen: ÑOr« se, ¶fh, Œ ÉArãspa, foboÊmenÒn te §m¢ ka‹ §n
afisxÊn˙ dein«w ¶xonta. paËsai oÔn toÊtvn: §gΔ går yeoÊw te ékoÊv
¶rvtow ≤tt∞syai, ényr≈pouw te o‰da ka‹ mãla dokoËntaw fron¤mouw
e‰nai oÂa pepÒnyasin Íp' ¶rvtow: ka‹ aÈtÚw d' §mautoË kat°gnvn mØ
ín karter∞sai Àste sunΔn kalo›w émele›n aÈt«n. ka‹ so‹ d¢ toÊtou
toË prãgmatow §gΔ a‡tiÒw efimi: §gΔ gãr se sugkate›rja toÊtƒ t“
émãxƒ prãgmati. ka‹ ı ÉArãspaw ÍpolabΔn e‰pen: ÉAllå sÁ m°n, Œ
KËre, ka‹ taËta ˜moiow e‰ oÂÒsper ka‹ tîlla, pròÒw te ka‹
suggn≈mvn t«n ényrvp¤nvn èmarthmãtvn: §m¢ d', ¶fh, ka‹ ofl
êlloi ênyrvpoi katadÊousi t“ êxei. …w går ı yroËw di∞lye t∞w §m∞w
sumforçw, ofl m¢n §xyro‹ §fÆdonta¤ moi, ofl d¢ f¤loi prosiÒntew
sumbouleÊousin §kpodΔn ¶xein §mautÒn, mÆ ti ka‹ ppãyv ÍpÚ soË,
…w ±dikhkÒtow §moË megãla. ka‹ ı KËrow e‰pen: EÔ to¤nun ‡syi,
Œ ÉArãspa, ˜ti taÊt˙ tª dÒj˙ oÂÒw t' e‰ §mo¤ te fisxur«w xar¤sasyai
ka‹ toÁw summãxouw megãla »fel∞sai. Efi går g°noito, ¶fh ı
ÉArãspaw, ˜ ti §g≈ soi §n kair“ ín geno¤mhn [aÔ xrÆsimow].

So�Cyrus,�upon�learning�of�this,�sent�for�him�and�had�a�talk�with�him�in
private.� “I� see,� Araspas”,� said� he,� “that� you� are� afraid� of� me� and
terribly�overcome�with� shame.�Do�not� feel� that�way,�pray;� for� I�have
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heard�say�that�even�gods�are�victims�of�love;�and�as�for�mortals,�I�know
what� even� some�who�are� considered�very�discreet�have� suffered� from
love.� And� I� have� myself� acknowledged� that� I� would� not� have� the
strength� to�be� thrown� in�contact�with�beauty�and�be� indifferent� to� it.
Besides,� I� am�myself� responsible� for� your� condition,� for� it�was� I� that
shut�you�up�with�this�irresistible�creature”.�“Aye,�Cyrus”,�said�Araspas,
interrupting�him,�“you�are�in�this,�just�as�in�everything�else,�gentle�and
forgiving�of�human�errors.�Other�men�make�me�ready�to�sink�with�my
shame;� for� ever� since� the� report�of�my� fall� got�out,�my�enemies�have
been�exulting�over�me,�while�my�friends�come�to�me�and�advise�me�to
keep�out�of� the�way,� for� fear� that�II�suffer�from�you�ffor� committing� so
great�a�wrong”.�“Let�me�tell�you�then,�Araspas”,�said�Cyrus,�“that�by
reason�of� this� very� report�which�people�have�heard� in� regard� to�you,
you� are� in� a� position� to� do�me� a� very� great� favor� and� to� be� of� great
assistance� to� our� allies”.� “Would� that� some� occasion� might� arise”,
answered�Araspas,�“in�which�I�could�be�of�service�to�you”.

The� subject� of� the� genitive� absolute� is� the� same�as� the� subject� of� its
matrix�clause,�so�that�a�conjunct�participle�would�have�been�possible
from�a�syntactical�point�of�view.32�Apart�from�the�fact�that�the�genitive
absolute� forms�an� independent� information�unit� to� the�matrix�clause
as�a�whole,�rather�than�to�its�subject�alone,�there�is�also�the�fact�that�its
matrix� clause� (mÆ ti ka‹ pãyv ÍpÚ soË)� presents� a� situation� that� is
focalized�by�the�friends�(ofl … f¤loi)�of�Araspas,�whereas�the�situation
presented� in� the� genitive� absolute� is� focalized� by� Cyrus� (soË);� this
analysis�is�substantiated�by�the�fact�that�the�genitive�absolute�is�headed
by�…w.� This� provides� an� additional� reason,� not� to� say� the� decisive
factor,�for�the�choice�of�a�genitive�absolute�here.

[33]� Anabasis�1.4.11-13
§ntaËya ¶meinen ≤m°raw p°nte. ka‹ KËrow metapemcãmenow toÁw
strathgoÁw t«n ÑEllÆnvn ¶legen ˜ti ≤ ıdÚw ¶soito prÚw basil°a
m°gan efiw Babul«na: ka‹ keleÊei aÈtoÁw l°gein taËta to›w
strati≈taiw ka‹ énape¤yein ßpesyai. ofl d¢ poiÆsantew §kklhs¤an
épÆggellon taËta: ofl d¢ strati«tai §xal°painon to›w strathgo›w,
ka‹ ¶fasan aÈtoÁw pãlai taËt' efidÒtaw krÊptein, ka‹ oÈk ¶fasan
fi°nai, §ån mÆ tiw aÈto›w xrÆmata did“, Àsper tto›w prot°roiw
metå KÊrou énabçsi parå tÚn pat°ra toË KÊrou, kka‹ taËta
oÈk §p‹ mãxhn fiÒntvn, éllå kaloËntow toË patrÚw
KËron. taËta ofl strathgo‹ KÊrƒ épÆggellon:

———
32� Note� that� this� is� one� of� the� instances� meant� by� Smyth,� quoted� above:

“Exceptionally,� the� subject�of� the�genitive� absolute� is� the� same�as� that�of� the�main
clause.�The�effect�of�this�irregular�construction�is�to�emphasize�the�idea�contained�in
the�genitive�absolute”.
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There�he�remained�five�days.�And�Cyrus�summoned�the�generals�of�the
Greeks�and�told�them�that�the�march�was�to�be�to�Babylon,�against�the
Great�King;�and�he�directed�them�to�explain�this�to�the�soldiers�and�try
to�persuade�them�to�follow.�The�generals�called�an�assembly�and�made
this�announcement;�and�the�soldiers�were�angry�with�the�generals,�and
said� that� they� had� known� about� this� for� a� long� time,� but� had� been
keeping� it� from� the� troops;� furthermore,� they� refused� to� go�on�unless
they�were�given�money,�as�were� tthe�men�who�made� the� journey�with
Cyrus� before,� on� the� way� to� Cyrus’� father;� <they� had� received� the
donation,>� eeven� though� they� marched,� not� to� battle,� but� merely
because� Cyrus’� father� summoned� him.� All� these� things� the� generals
reported�back�to�Cyrus.

Two� things� are� important� with� respect� to� the� preference� of� an
absolute� construction� to� a� conjunct� participle� (*fioËsi).� Firstly,� the
genitive� absolute� consists� of� two� parts,� connected� by� an� oÈk …
éllã-construction.� Although� it� is� possible� to� connect� a� conjunct
participle� and� a� genitive� absolute� that� are� on� a� par� by�means� of� a
particle�combination,33� this�would� seem� impossible� in� this� particular
instance.�The�nominal� constituent� to�which� the� first�member� of� the
pair�would�have�to�be�joined�is�not�the�dative�available�in�the�leading
clause� (aÈto›w ),� but� the� dative� of� the� comparative� clause� (to›w
prot°roiw metå KÊrou énabçsi);� the� latter� is,� as� part� of� a
comparison,� too� strongly� integrated� into� its� clause� as� to� carry� the
information� to� be� attached.� Further—and� this� is� the� second� factor
that� should� be� taken� into� account—the� content� of� the� genitive
absolute� adds� weight� to� the� the� position� taken� by� the� soldiers� (oÈk
¶fasan fi°nai, §ån mÆ tiw aÈto›w xrÆmata did“),� rather� than
providing� additional� information� about� the� men� who� made� the
journey� before.�The� combination� of� genitives� absolute� is� headed�by
the�expression�ka‹ taËta:�‘and�that�too’,�which�underscores�its�status�as

———
33� Cf.� the� following� parallel� passages:�Anabasis� 3.1.2:� Àste eÎdhlon ∑n ˜ti

nik«ntew m¢n oÈd°na ín katakãnoien, ≤≤tthy°ntvn d¢ aÈt«n oÈde‹w ín
leifye¤h�(‘so�that�it�was�quite�clear�that�iif� they�should�be�victorious,�they�could�not
kill�anyone,�while�iif�they�should�be�defeated,�not�one�of�them�would�be�left�alive’),�and
Anabasis�2.4.6:� (speech):�Àste nnik«ntew m¢n t¤na ín épokte¤naimen; ≤≤ttvm°nvn
d¢ oÈd°na oÂÒn te svy∞nai�(‘iif�we�are�victorious,�whom�could�we�kill?�And�iif�we�are
defeated,�not�one�of�us�can�be�saved’).�Especially�on�the�basis�of�the�second�example,
where� the� anaphoric� pronoun� aÈt«n� is� left� unexpressed,� I� do� not� consider� the
participles�to�be�used�attributively.
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reporting�a� further�consideration�to�be�added�for�rhetorical�purposes
to�the�preceding�comparison�as�a�whole.34

Finally,�an�example�from�the�Memorabilia�is�mentioned�by�Schwyzer
in�a�footnote�(ibid.:� 104):� “Unberücksichtigt� sind� im�Vorangehenden
Stellen�mit� gen.� abs.� neben� absolut� gebrauchtem�Verb,� das� an� sich
Dat.�hat,�z.B.�mou §pixeiroËntow front¤sai t∞w prÚw toÁw dikaståw
épolog¤aw ±nanti≈yh tÚ daimÒnion� Xen.� comm.� IV� 8,� 5;� mehr
Beispiele�bei�KÜHNER�a.a.�O.�111�Anm.”
This�is�the�passage�in�full:

[34]� Memorabilia�4.8.4-6
l°jv d¢ ka‹ ì ÑErmog°nouw toË ÑIppon¤kou ≥kousa per‹ aÈtoË. ¶fh
gãr, ≥dh MelÆtou gegramm°nou aÈtÚn tØn grafÆn, aÈtÚw ékoÊvn
aÈtoË pãnta mçllon μ per‹ t∞w d¤khw dialegom°nou l°gein aÈt“ …w
xrØ skope›n ˜ ti épologÆsetai. tÚn d¢ tÚ m¢n pr«ton efipe›n: OÈ
går dok« soi toËto melet«n diabebivk°nai; §pe‹ d¢ aÈtÚn ≥reto
˜pvw, efipe›n aÈtÚn ˜ti oÈd¢n êllo poi«n diageg°nhtai μ diaskop«n
m¢n tã te d¤kaia ka‹ tå êdika, prãttvn d¢ tå d¤kaia ka‹ t«n éd¤kvn
épexÒmenow, ¥nper nom¤zoi kall¤sthn mel°thn épolog¤aw e‰nai.
aÈtÚw d¢ pãlin efipe›n: OÈx ıròw, Œ S≈kratew, ˜ti ofl ÉAyÆnhsi
dikasta‹ polloÁw m¢n ≥dh mhd¢n édikoËntaw lÒgƒ paraxy°ntew
ép°kteinan, polloÁw d¢ édikoËntaw ép°lusan; ÉAllå nØ tÚn D¤a,
fãnai aÈtÒn, Œ ÑErmÒgenew, ≥≥dh mou §pixeiroËntow front¤sai
t∞w prÚw toÁw dikaståw épolog¤aw ±nanti≈yh tÚ daimÒnion.
ka‹ aÈtÚw efipe›n: Yaumastå l°geiw. tÚn d°, Yaumãzeiw, fãnai, efi t“
ye“ doke› b°ltion e‰nai §m¢ teleutçn tÚn b¤on ≥dh; oÈk o‰sy' ˜ti
m°xri m¢n toËde toË xrÒnou §gΔ oÈden‹ ényr≈pvn Ífe¤mhn ín oÎte
b°ltion oÎy' ¥dion §mautoË bebivk°nai;

I�will�repeat�what�Hermogenes,�son�of�Hipponicus,�told�me�about�him.
“Meletus� had� actually� formulated�his� indictment”,� he� said.� “Socrates
talked�freely�in�my�presence,�but�made�no�reference�to�the�case.�I�told
him� that� he� ought� to� be� thinking� about� his� defence.�His� first� remark
was,� ‘Don’t� you� think� that� I� have� been� preparing� for� it� all�my� life?’
Then� I� asked� him� how,� and� he� said� that� he� had� been� constantly
occupied� in� the� consideration�of� right� and�wrong,� and� in�doing�what
was�right�and�avoiding�what�was�wrong,�which�he�regarded�as�the�best
preparation� for�a�defence.�Then�I� said,� ‘Don’t�you� see,�Socrates,� that
the�juries� in�our�courts�are�apt�to�be�misled�by�argument,�so�that�they
often� put� the� innocent� to� death,� and� acquit� the� guilty?’� ‘Ah,� yes,
Hermogenes’,� he� answered,� ‘but� II� actually� did� try� to� think� out�my

———
34� Schwyzer� notes� (ibid.:� 103):� “Die� ans� Ende� gestellten� illegitimen� genitivi

absoluti� sind� gelegentlich� durch� eine� besondere� Einführung� als� «Schleppe»
gezeichnet”.
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defence�to�the�jury�…�The�only�thing�is�that�the�deity�rresisted’.�‘Strange
words’,�said�I;�and�he,�‘Do�you�think�it�strange,�if�it�seems�better�to�God
that� I� should� die� now?�Don't� you� see� that� to� this� day� I� never�would
acknowledge�that�any�man�had�lived�a�better�or�a�pleasanter�life�than�I?
…”

Here,� the� deity� did� not� resist� Socrates’� undertaking� the� attempt� (m o u
§pixeiroËntow)�of�thinking�out�his�defence�to�the�jury,�but�to�the�idea
itself� of� defending� himself� at� all,� as� appears� from�Socrates’� reply� to
Hermogenes� (tÚn d°, Yaumãzeiw, fãnai, efi t“ ye“ doke› b°ltion
e‰nai §m¢ teleutçn tÚn b¤on ≥dh;).�Therefore,� the� information� that
Socrates�did�try�to�think�out�his�defense�is�syntactically�detached�from
the� matrix� clause,� in� order� that� the� two� information� units� are
presented�separately.�This,�for�that�matter,�creates�a�moment�of�(albeit
slight)�discontinuity� in� the�way� the� subsequent� information�units� are
processed,�which,� in� this� context,� creates� a� certain� tension.� In� itself,
the� fact� that� a� genitive� absolute� can� even� combine� with� a� matrix
clause� whose� finite� verb� usually� governs� a� dative,� provides� a� very
strong� sign� indeed� that� the� genitive� absolute� may� be� used� for
pragmatic�reasons�in�information�processing.

2.3� Summary�and�Conclusion

Conjunct� participles� and� genitive� absolute� constructions� constitute
two�different,�and�well-distinguished,�grammatical� classes.�When� the
participle� can�be� joined�with�a� constituent� that�performs�a� syntactic
function�in�the�matrix�clause,�we�speak�of�a�conjunct�participle;�when,
on�the�other�hand,�the�participle�cannot�be�joined�with�a�constituent
of�the�matrix�clause,�the�participial�clause�is�said�to�be�‘absolute’,�and
as�such�is�altogether�outside�the�main�construction.
Extant� Greek� shows� a� relatively� minor,� but� still� considerable

number�of� instances� in�which� the�genitive�absolute� is�used�while� the
participle� could� have� been� joined� with� a� constituent� performing� a
syntactic� function� in� the�matrix� clause.� In� these� instances,� the� same
referent�is�mentioned�twice�in�one�sentence:�the�one�time�through�the
genitive�as�the�subject�of�the�absolute�construction,�the�other�through
one�of� the�other�cases�fitting� the�matrix�clause.�More�often� than�not
the� pronoun� aÈtÒw�or�otow� fills� one� of� these� slots.� The� genitive
absolute�may�be�preposed�or�postposed.
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Understandably,� such� instances�are�described�as� ‘irregular’� in�our
sentence-based� grammars.� The� discourse-analytical� approach� to
examples�from�the�works�of�Xenophon�as�presented�in�Section�2�has
shown� that� the� use� of� a� genitive� absolute� ‘instead� of’� a� conjunct
participle� is� to�be�understood�from�the�syntax�of�text�grammar,� from
which� point� of� view� the� usage� of� such� genitive� absolute� is� quite
understandable.
The�genitive�absolute�has�the�advantage�over�a�conjunct�participle

of�typically�having�its�own�(expressed)�subject.�As�it�has�its�own�subject
and�verbal�constituent,� this�clause� type� is�desententialized� to�a� lesser
degree�than�a�conjunct�participle,�and�therewith�offers�the�speaker�the
opportunity�to�present�a�piece�of�information�without�interfering�with
the� construction� of� the� sentence� as� a� whole.� By� these� features,� the
genitive�is�particularly�suitable�for�carrying�information�in�the�case�of
discourse� complexity.�The� genitive� absolute,� building� a� syntactically
independent�information�unit,�occurs�‘instead�of’�a�conjunct�participle
when�the� ‘processing� load’�of�a�clause�combination� is�heavy,�and�the
conjunct�participle�is�a�too�strongly�desententialized�construction�to�be
used,�especially�in�the�oblique�cases.
A�case�in�point�is�provided�by�those�passages�that�are�complex�with

regard� to� the� distribution� of� discourse� topics.� A� referent� (‘topic’)� is
expressed� as� the� subject� of� the� preposed� genitive� absolute� and� then
referred� back� to� by� means� of� the� pronoun� aÈtÒw�or�otow� in� the
appropriate�case�when�this�referent:
• is�about� to�become�an�active�discourse�participant� ([23]�-�[24];
[28])

• is� just� a�minor� participant� who� needs� to� be� introduced� ([22];
[25])

• has�disappeared�from�view�and�needs�to�be�re-introduced�([26])
Alternatively,�when�the�sentence-based�demand�of�case-agreement

is�suspended�because�a�topic�needs�to�be�continued�across�a�discourse
boundary,� the� pronoun� aÈtÒw� fills� the� subject� slot� of� the� genitive
absolute�([29];�[31]).
The� discussion� of� the� different� clause� types� that� are� central� to

Section�2,� as� elsewhere� in� this� book,�has� shown� that� there� are� good
grounds�to�use�text�grammar�for�the�description�of�the�different�clause
types�in�Ancient�Greek.
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CONCLUSION

Although� the� grammar� of� Ancient� Greek� may� have� been� well
described� as� a� result� of� scholarly� efforts,� which� were� initiated� by
Ancient�grammarians�and�boosted�in�the�late�nineteenth�century�and
beyond,� there� are� still� features� that� have� been� described� less
convincingly�than�is�desirable.�This�applies�to�syntactic�phenomena�in
particular.�In�part,�this�is�a�corollary�of�the�fact�that�the�Ancient�Greek
language� has� been� described� so� thoroughly,� to� the� extent� that
descriptions� offered� by� standard� grammars� and� reference� books� are
still�widely�in�use,�while�new�views�and�insights�tend�to�take�more�time
to�replace�old-fashioned�ones�than�is�due.
One� of� the� features� to� which� this� particularly� applies� is� clause

combining�in�narrative�discourse.�This�book�attempts�to�contribute�to
the�understanding� of� the� distribution� of� participial� clauses� (conjunct
participles� and� genitives� absolute)� and� subclauses� (especially� §pe¤-,
§peidÆ-,� and�…w-clauses)� using� the� linguistic� method� of� Discourse
Analysis.
Chapter� 1� presents� the� status� quaestionis:� although� the� difference

between�the�clause�types�under�consideration�has�been�recognized�in
the�subject�literature,�it�has�been�described�rather�unconvincingly,�due
to� the� sentence-based� approach� adopted� by� the� authors� of� the
standard� grammars.�Basing� themselves� on� intuition,� they� claim� that
subclauses�are�preferred�to�participial�clauses� if� the�speaker/narrator
wishes� to� emphasize� the� content� of� the� embedded� predication.
Moreover,� some� subject� literature� is� primarily� concerned� with� the
‘temporal’� relation�of� the�embedded�predication� to� its�matrix�clause,
taking� the� tense/aspect� of� the� subordinate� verbal� constituent� as� the
basis� for� this� alleged� relation.�While� such� a� temporal� relation�may,
and� usually� does,� exist,� as� temporal� organization� is� one� of� the
characteristics�of�narrative�discourse,� examples�have� shown� that� this
relation� is� not� necessarily� coded� by� grammar,� but� resides� in� the
context� and/or� situation—the�kind�of� actions� involved,� the�order� in
which�events�are�presented—,�and� the�reader/hearer’s�knowledge�of
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the�world.�The� traditional,� sentence-based�approach� fails� to�describe
the� distribution� of� the� different� clause� types� satisfactorily.� Its
importance� notwithstanding,� we� should� profit� from� text� grammar,
which�was�developed�in�cross-linguistic�studies�with�promising�results
over� roughly� the� last� thirty� years,� but� has� only� relatively� recently
begun�to�bear�fruit�in�the�description�of�Ancient�Greek.
This� book� focusses� on� the� organization� of� texts� and� the

contribution� of� subclauses� and� participles� to� text� coherence.� As� a
result� of� this� text� grammar-oriented� approach,� a� more� diversified
image�of�the�distribution�of�subclauses,�genitive�absolute�constructions
and� participial� clauses� emerges.� We� should� distinguish,� among
subclauses,� between� clauses� headed� by� the� type� of� semantically
specific�relators�that� is� found�generally�in�languages�of�the�world�and
those� headed� by� the� language-specific� semantically� non-specific
relator�(§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w)—the�latter�forming�the�real�‘alternative’
for�a�participial�clause.�We�should�also�try�and�describe�the�difference
in� effect� of� the� different� embedded� predications� on� the
reader/hearer’s�comprehension�of�the�text�in�which�they�occur.�While
subclauses�headed�by�the�semantically�specific� (‘causal’)�relators�diÒti
or�by�˜ti�are�used�to�illuminate�the�informational�content�of�another
clause�and�semantically�specific�relators�such�as�≤n¤ka,�˜te,�and�§n ⁄
are�used�to�provide�the�reader/hearer�with�a�time�anchor�for�the�Real
World� situation� described� in� the� matrix� clause,� the� relators� §pe¤,
§peidÆ,�and�…w� are� semantically�non-specific�and� subclauses�headed
by� these� relators� can� therefore� be� used� to� a� greater� variety� of� ends
than� just� relating� the� content� of� the� subclause� to� the� content� of� the
matrix�clause.�They�present�a�factual�statement�about�the�Real�World
which�the�reader/hearer�needs�for�a�successful�comprehension�of�the
discourse�that�is� in�the�process�of�being�organized.�Semantically�non-
specific� relators� will� typically� be� used� when� the� point� of� view� from
which� the� events� are� relayed� is� involved,� or� when� a� Real� World
situation� has� to� be� related� to� the� speaker’s� constitution� of� the� text.
They� are� used� especially�when� the� subclause� occupies� the� sentence-
initial�position�and�introduces�a�new�phase�in�an�on-going�description
of� the�Real�World,�predictably�at� a� thematic�break.�Conversely,� the
participial�clause�that�occupies�the�sentence-initial�position,�especially
when� the� conjunct� participle� or� genitive� absolute� is� resumptive� or
continuative,� makes� for� textual� coherence� at� points� where� a� small-
scale� textual�boundary� is� articulated�within�an�otherwise� continuous
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thematic� whole.� Postposed� ‘causal’� §pe¤-�and�§peidÆ-clauses� were
distinguished�from�postposed�participial�clauses�that�receive�a�‘causal’
interpretation� in� that� the� former� occur� predominantly� in� non-
narrative� episodes� (speech� situations),� where� they� are� used� as
motivating�clauses.
During� the� investigation� of� the� distribution� of� subclauses� and

participial� clauses� in� Xenophon’s� Hellenica� and�Anabasis,� with
additional� examples� from� the�Agesilaus,�the�Cyropaedia�and�other�texts
by� Xenophon,� it� turned� out� to� be� useful� to� link� the� degree� of
desententialization�of� the�clause,�which�corresponds� to� the�degree�of
linguistic�coding�of�the�allegedly�alternative�types,�to�their�function�in
discourse.�With� an� eye� on� the� specific� characteristics� of—often—a
larger�stretch�of�context,�more�factors�that�influence�the�distribution�of
preposed� subclauses�and�participles,�as�well�as� the�usage�of�genitives
absolute� ‘instead� of’� a� conjunct� participle� could� be�mapped,� and� a
more�satisfactory�account�of�clause�combining�in�Ancient�Greek�could
be�offered�than�that�of�the�traditional�grammarians�who�attempted�to
describe�differences�between�clause� types,� in� sentence� level� semantic
terms,� as� differences� in� the� degree� of� ‘emphasis’� that� is� put� on� the
content�of�the�clause.
Throughout�this�book,�two�levels�relevant�to�the�study�of�narratives

were�distinguished:�the� level�of�the�Real�World�construction�and�the� level� of
text� articulation.� Furthermore,� three� main� categories� of� factors
influencing� the�choice�between�different�clause� types�were�proposed:
presentation�of�Real�World�relations,�text�articulation,�and�information�processing.
Chapter�2� consists� of� a� selection�of� six�parallel� passages� from� the

works�of�Xenophon,�which� I�have�called� ‘near-minimal�pairs’.�They
are� ‘near-minimal’� in� that� they�describe� the� exact� same�Real�World
events� in� different� texts� (the�Hellenica�and�the�Agesilaus)� or� the� same
type� of� events� according� to� a� comparable� scheme� (such� as� the
description�of� a�banquet-scene� in� the�Anabasis�and�the�Cyropaedia),� or
present� comparable� expressions� or� embedded� predications� with� a
comparable� content� in� differently� constituted� texts.� In� the� case� of
Ancient�Greek,�where�native�speakers�can�obviously�not�be�consulted,
this� procedure� can� get� one� as� close� as� possible� to� a�native� speaker’s
actual�usage�of�the�devices�studied.
On�the�basis�of�the�selection�of�examples�in�this�Chapter�the�usage

of� different� clause� types� (independent�main� clauses,� subclauses,� and
participial�clauses,�both�conjunct�and�absolute�participles)�was� found
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to�vary�according�to�both�the�context�and�the�text�type�in�which�they�are
used.� It�appeared� from�the�observations�and�analyses� in�comparable
contexts�that�events�that�are�most�salient�in�view�of�the�constitution�of
a� specific�discourse�episode�will�generally�be� linguistically�coded� in�a
(finite)�independent�clause.�Subclauses�and�participial�clauses�are�used
to� present� events� that� are� less� central� to� the� narrative� backbone,
although� they�may�be,� and� indeed�often� are,� used� to�present� events
belonging� to� the� narrative� assertion.� This� applies� to� embedded
predications� with� aorist� verbal� constituents� in� particular,� but� not
solely:� a� certain� verbal� action�may�be� connected� to� other� actions� in
the� context� by� means� of� a� present� stem� while� a� narrative� event� is
being� described.� Conversely,� the� text-organizational� function� of� an
embedded� predication�may� require� it� to� be� expressed� in� the� aorist
while,� strictly� speaking,� it� does� not� propel� narrative� time� forward.
Resumptive� embedded� predications� provide� a� case� in� point.� The
discussion� of� different� clause� types� and� clause� combinations� in� the
near-minimal�pairs�confirmed�the�hypothesis�introduced�in�Chapter�1
that� the� type� of� clause� used� in� clause� combining� is� influenced� by
factors� concerning� the� presentation� of� Real� World� relations,� text
articulation� and/or� information� processing� (including� hierarchy� of
information�and�topic�management).�These�factors�turned�out,�either
independently�of�one�another�or� in�combination,� to�be�operative�on
the�choice�among�alternative�clause�types�in�their�respective�contexts,
and�were� taken�as� the�basis� for� further� investigation�as�developed� in
the�next�Chapters.
The�presentation�of�Real�World�relations�was�discussed�in�Chapter

3.� In� principle,� a� speaker/narrator� is� free� to� present� a�Real�World
situation�any�way�he�wants;�he�will�make�this�decision�according�to�his
communicative�aims� in�the�context� in�which�Real�World�happenings
are� to� be� presented.� This� is,� for� that� matter,� the� reason� for� my
preference�for�the�term�presentation—instead�of,�for�instance,�the�often
found�notion�of�representation:�in�the�end,�any�representation�of�Real
World�happenings� in� the� form�of� text� is�presentation;� if�we�compare
Rembrandt’s�painting�of�his�son�Titus�and�Picasso’s�of�his�son�Paulo,
we�might�be�tempted�to�conclude�that�Rembrandt’s�painting�offers�a
more� natural� representation� of� a� boy,� but� both� painters,� in� cognitively
arranging�Real�World�experience�and� selecting�personal� impressions
while�leaving�others�aside,�finally�decide�on�how�their�sons�are�presented
to�the�spectator.
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If� the� speaker/narrator�wishes� to� indicate� a� relation� in� the� (non-
linguistic)� Real� World� between� the� content� of� the� embedded
predication�and� the� content�of� its�matrix� clause,�he�will� present� this
relation�by�using�a�relator.�In�Ancient�Greek,�relators�come�in�various
shapes,� with� different� functions.� Unlike�modern� western� languages,
Ancient�Greek� offers� the� opportunity� to� combine� a� subclause� and� a
main� clause�without� specifying� the� relation� in� particular� by� a� set� of
semantically� non-specific� relators:� §pe¤,� §peidÆ ,� and�…w .� This� poses
difficulties�in�translation,�as�the�lack�of�such�semantically�non-specific
relators�in�modern�western�languages�causes�the�translator�to�be�more
specific�than�the�Greek�language�is;�at�the�same�time,�this�explains�the
discussion�whether�a�given�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�or�…w�is�‘temporal’�or�‘causal’
(or�in�the�case�of�§pe¤�even�‘concessive’),�and�the�tendency�to�‘identify’
an�alleged� ‘temporal’� relation�on� the�basis�of� the� tense/aspect�of� the
subordinate� verbal� constituent.� In� fact,� this� relation� is� not� at� all
expressed.�Moreover,�the�relators�§pe¤,�§peidÆ,�and�…w�are�often�used
in� contexts� where� specificity� about� a� certain� semantic� relation� is
inexpedient,� or� even� impossible.� They� are� used� to� combine
declarative� and� non-declarative� clauses,� to� create� a� shift� of� point� of
view� across� sentences,� and,� probably� the� situation� most� frequently
found�in�extant�Greek�texts,�to�make�a�certain�situation�as�a�whole�the
frame�of� reference� for� the�content�of�a� clause� (or�discourse�episode),
rather� than� to� indicate� one� single� relation.� If,� however,� the
speaker/narrator�wishes� to� indicate�a�single�relation� (either� temporal
or�‘causal’),�other�relators�are�available:�the�main�ones�are�˜te,�≤n¤ka,
and� §n ⁄� for� temporal� relations,� and� ˜ti � and� diÒti� for� ‘causal’
relations.
Text� articulation� was� the� subject� of� Chapter� 4.� Apart� from� the

presence� or� absence� of� relators,� another� formal� characteristic� of� the
embedded�predications�under�consideration�should�be�observed;�they
are� either� finite� (subclauses)� or� non-finite� (conjunct� participles� and
genitives�absolute).�A�continuum�of�desententialization�was�set�up�based
on� the� formal� characteristics� of� embedded� predications.� The
subclause,� the� genitive� absolute,� and� the� conjunct� participle,� in� that
order,�show�increasing�degrees�of�desententialization.�The�differences
in� form� were� then� related� to� the� difference� in� function� of� preposed,
especially� sentence-initially�placed,� subclauses,�genitives�absolute�and
participial� clauses.�The� upshot� of� this� approach� is� that�we� can� now
understand� their� respective� contribution� to� the� constitution� of
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discourse�episodes�(text�articulation).�The�linguistic�device�by�which�a
point� of� segmentation� is� marked� is� determined� by� the� kind� of
segmentation� involved,� as� the� articulation� of� the� text� follows� on� the
(re-)construction� and� presentation� of� Real�World� events.�When� the
discourse� is� discontinuous� to� a� fairly� high� degree� with� respect� to
referents,�time,�place,�or�action-event�sequence,�the�articulation�of�the
text� will� predictably� show� a� high� degree� of� linguistic� coding;� the
heavier� the�boundary�pertaining� to� the� thematic�organization�of� the
Real�World� in� the� form� of� narrative� text,� the� heavier� the� linguistic
coding� the� text� receives� will� be,� and� vice� versa.�The� subclause,� then,
showing�the�most�heavy�linguistic�coding,�tends�to�be�used�at�points�of
high�thematic�discontinuity,�and�the�conjunct�participle,�which�is� the
most� strongly� desententialized� clause� type� and� therefore� shows� the
least�heavy�linguistic�coding,�is�used�when�the�text�is�segmented�within
an� on-going� thematic� structure.� The� genitive� absolute� takes� the
intermediate�position;� it�offers� the� speaker�an�opportunity� to�present
information� that� contributes� to� a� correct� understanding� of� the
message�without�interfering�with�the�construction�of�the�sentence�as�a
whole.�Therefore,� it� is�preferably�used�by�the�speaker�as�a�minimally
necessary� linguistic� device� for� securing� textual� coherence� at� points
where�two�textual�units�are�segmented�(and/or�linked).
In� the� case� of� postposed� ‘causal’� clauses,� the� degree� of� linguistic

coding� of� the� clause� corresponds� to� its� contribution� to� text
comprehension.�Postposed� ‘causal’�§pe¤-�and�§peidÆ-clauses�are�used
to�motivate� a� preceding� utterance,� action� or� position� that� calls� for
substantiation� in� its� linguistic� or� non-linguistic� context.� Postposed
participles� that� receive� a� ‘causal’� interpretation� just� provide
‘additional’� information,� without� which� the� preceding� utterance
would�still�remain�comprehensible.�This�was�described�in�Chapter�5,
Section�1,�which�was�devoted�to�aspects�of�information�processing.
Section� 2� of� Chapter� 5� discussed� the� usage� of� genitive� absolute

constructions� where,� from� the� point� of� view� of� sentence-syntax,� a
conjunct� participle� would� have� been� an� alternative� option.�Here,� a
pragmatic�approach�to�the�flow�of�information�in�on-going�discourse,
with� the�use�of� views�on� the� syntax�of� text�grammar�outlined� in� the
foregoing�Chapters,�is�adopted�in�a�discussion�of�every�single�instance
mentioned�in�an�article�by�Schwyzer�dating�as� far�back�as�1942,�and
serving� here� as� an� exponent� of� the� now� out-dated� sentence-based
approach.� From� the� viewpoint� of� text� grammar,� the� usage� of� such
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genitive�absolute�constructions�is�quite�understandable.�The�relatively
less�strongly�desententialized�genitive�absolute�has�the�advantage�over
a�conjunct�participle�of�typically�having�its�own�(expressed)�subject.�It
can� build� a� syntactically� independent� information� unit,� and� is
therefore� the� clause� type� to� use� in� the� case� of� discourse� complexity,
when� the� ‘processing� load’�of�a�clause�combination� is�heavy�and� the
conjunct�participle�is�a�too�strongly�desententialized�construction�to�be
used,�especially� in� the�oblique�cases.�Further,� the�genitive�absolute� is
found� ‘instead�of’� a� conjunct� participle�when� there� is� need�of� ‘topic
management’.� Participants� who� perform� a� syntactic� function� in� the
matrix� clause�are�nonetheless� referred� to�as� the� subject�of�a�genitive
absolute� both� when� the� discourse� requires� them� to� be� overtly
(re-)introduced�and�when�they�need�to�be�continued�across�a�discourse
boundary.
The� discussion� brings� to� light� that� a� text� grammar� for� Ancient

Greek� is� indispensable� for� the� understanding� and� description� of� the
syntactical� function� of� linguistic� features� such� as� embedded
predications� and� their� contribution� to� text� production� and� text
comprehension.� I� have� not,� however,� presented� the� findings� of� this
book� in� a� matrix,� for� even� if� texts� are� seen� not� as� a� sequence� of
sentences,� but� as� coherent� discourse,� a� description� of� syntactic
phenomena�will�always�have�to�take� into�account�that� the�one�factor
cannot�be�considered�without� the�other.�This� is�not�a� set-back—it� is
only� natural� when� the� object� of� research� is� language,� which� causes
one�to�describe�regularities�which�will�have�to�be�reconsidered�in�each
individual� context.� At� the� same� time,� the� existence� of� semantically
non-specific� relators� in� Ancient� Greek� offers� an� interesting
opportunity� for� cross-linguistic� study� on� the� subject� as� well� as� an
explanation�of�the�inadequate�description�in�the�literature�thus�far.
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Back-reference Instance�where�an� item� in� the�preceding
discourse�is�evoked

Clause�type The� grammatical� class� a� certain� clause
belongs�to:

• an� independent� finite� clause
(main�clause)

• a� dependent� finite� clause
(subclause)

• a�dependent�non-finite�clause:
• –� inflection� marking

(infinitive)
• +�inflection�marking

participle� agreeing� in� the
genitive� with� its� own
subject�(genitive�absolute)

• +�inflection�marking
participle� showing� case-
agreement � w i th � a
constituent� of� its� matrix
clause�(conjunct�participle)

Closure-marking High� density� of� linguistic� marking
(anaphoric� deictic� elements,� particle
clusters)�often�co-occurring�with�content-
oriented� marking� of� the� terminus� of� a
narritive�episode,�e.g.,�when�a�participant
is�taken�off�the�stage,�or�a�lapse�of�time�or
relocation�is�indicated

Complementation-marking�m°n�…�d° Instance� of� text� articulation� where� in� a
clause� combination� co-ordinated� by�m°n
…�d°,�the�d°-member�is�anticipated�by�the
preceding� m°n;� the� particle� d°� does� not
mark� the� onset� of� a� new� D U � (cf.
Transition-marking�m°n�…�d°)

Contextually�prepared�information A� piece� of� information� that� is� inferrable
from� other� entities� in� the� preceding
discourse�or�the�speech�situation
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Continuative�clause A�clause�containing�contextually�prepared
information� and� continuing� an� event
sequence�already�set�in�motion

Desententialization The� reduction�process� in�which� a� clause
loses�certain�properties�and�is�transformed
into�a�category�of�a� lower�syntactic� level;
in� the� case� of� the� Ancient� Greek� clause
types�under�consideration� the�continuum
of� desententialization� consist� of� an
independent� clause� ’ � a� subclause�’ �a
genitive�absolute�’�a�conjunct�participle,
in�that�order

Development�Unit�(DU)1 One�or�more�sentences�of�text,�marked�by
the� speaker� as� the� next� phase� in� the
development� of� the� discourse� by
(‘solitary’)�d°� at� its� onset.�Within� such� a
unit,� sentences�may�be�closely� connected
to� the� initial� sentence� by� means� of� the
particle�ka¤�or�‘asyndeton’

Discourse�perspective The� cognitive� view,� on� the� part� of� both
the� speaker� and� his� audience,� of� the
speaker’s� aims� and� objectives� in
producing�a�given�piece�of�discourse

Discourse�turbulence The� occurrence� of� a� thematic� break
defined� in� terms� of� discontinuity� of
participants,� time,� place� and/or� action-
sequence,� usually� marked� by� a� high
degree�of�linguistic�coding

Embedded�predication A�syntactically�dependent�clause�such�as�a
subclause,� a� genitive� absolute� or� a
conjunct�participial�clause

Entirely�given�information A�piece�of� information�already�processed
in� the� preceding� discourse� or� present� in
the�speech�situation

Entirely�new�information A�piece�of� information�not�yet�processed
in� the�preceding�discourse�or�not�present
in�the�speech�situation

———
1� The� term�Development�Unit�was�first� coined�by�Levinsohn� (1987:�83-85,�and

179);� his� definition� runs:� “one� ore� more� sentences� of� narrative,� introduced� by� a
developmental�conjunction�(e.g.,�de)�and�associated�by�kai�or� te,�which�presents�a�new
development�in�the�story”.
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Expectancy�chain A�series�of�two�or�more�verbal�actions�the
first� of� which� gives� rise� to� a� prediction
about� the�action(s)� to� follow�on� the�basis
of�one’s�knowledge�of�the�world

Head-head�linkage The� discourse-level� strategy� found� in
languages� of� the� world� consisting� of� a
back-reference�at�the�onset�of�a�new�DU�to
the�onset�of�the�preceding�DU

Lexical�overlap Verbal� repetition� of� a� constituent� from
the�preceding�discourse

Matrix�clause The� superordinate� clause� on� which� an
embedded� predication� is� dependent.� An
embedded�predication�may�be�dependent
on� (part� of)� a� main� clause� or� another
embedded�predication

Progressive�clause A� clause� containing� entirely� new
information� and� moving� the� discourse
forward�to�a�new�point

Proposition The� semantic� correlate� of� a� (possibly
desententialized)�clause2

Propositional�overlap Repetition� of� an� idea� expressed� in� the
preceding�discourse

Reciprocal�coupling An�event�sequence�in�which,�e.g.,�speaker
A�says�something�to�B,� to�be�followed�by
the� statement� ‘B�hears�A’,� in�which� case
the� actions� ‘say’� and� ‘hear’� are
reciprocals3

Resumptive�clause A�clause�that�by�restatement�or�summary
recapitulates� information� already
processed�in�the�discourse

Segmentation The� linguistic� reflection� of� the� speaker’s
plan�to�organize�his�discourse�in�phases

Sentence�type The� class� a� certain� clause� belongs� to
according�to�its�speech�act:

• a�declarative�clause
• an�interrogative�clause
• a�directive�clause

———
2� Definition�by�Lehmann�(1988:�182).
3� Described�as�such�by�Thompson�&�Longacre�(1985:�213).
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Small-scale�segmentation Minimal� linguistic� articulation� of� a
boundary� between� two� adjacent� DU’s.
Usually� the� only� linguistic� marking� at
such� points� is� the� occurrence� of� the
particle� d°,� but� other� particles� may� be
used

Summary-head�linkage The� discourse-level� strategy� found� in
languages� of� the� world� consisting� of
summarizing�(part�of)�a�DU�at�the�onset�of
the�next�DU

Tail-head�linkage The� discourse-level� strategy� found� in
languages� of� the� world� consisting� of
repeating� (part� of)� the� last� fragment� of� a
DU�at�the�onset�of�the�next�DU

Transition-marking�m°n�…�d° Instance� of� text� articulation� where� in� a
clause� combination� co-ordinated� by�m°n
…�d°,�the�particle�d°�does�mark�the�onset
of� a� new� DU � (cf.� Complementation-
marking�m°n�…�d°)
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afterthought,�248
agreement,� 81-82,� 151-52,� 222-23,� 232,
245,�253

anacoluthon,�233,�236
anaphoric�grounding,�157
anteriority,�4-5,�90
aspect,�3-9,�22-23,�138,�254

back-reference,� 76,� 139,� 145,� 163,� 168,
177-78,�189

behavioral�discourse,�47
boundary,� 9,� 15-17,� 22,� 30,� 58-59,� 69,
71-72,�79,�82,�111,�139,�147-48,�158,
159n17,� 163,� 165,� 169,� 171,� 173,
178n27,�180,�183n31,�186,�191,�194,
196,�198-200,�245,�247,�253,�255

build�up�unit�(BU),�139-40,�174

cataphoric�grounding,�189
cataphoric�temporal�succession,�176
causal�relations,�13,�22,�85-89,�258
clause�chaining�participle,�32-33
closure,�20,�31,�34,�57,�64,�71,�193,�235
coherence�link,�157
coherence�strand,�138,�153-54,�169,�188,
191-92

coincident�use,�50n25
communicative�mode,�146
complementation�marking�m°n�…�d°,�40
concessive-adversative� value� of� §pe¤,
115n23

contextually� prepared� information,� 17-
20,�158,�173-74

continuative�clause,�146n7,�157,�159n17,
174n25,�194-95,�200,�255

continuity/discontinuity,�7-8,�15,�30-31,
51,� 61,� 71,� 82-83,� 138-39,� 153-200,
224-25,�230,�247,�252,�259

desententialization,� 149-53,� 155,� 199-
200,�220,�222,�253,�256,�258,�260

development�unit�(DU),�137,�140
discourse�analysis,�1,�3,�11,�21,�254
discourse�complexity,�223,�231,�238,�253
discourse�connectedness,�160
discourse�peak,�147
discourse�perspective,�68
discourse�pragmatics,�77
discourse�turbulence,�61,�165,�175,�222
distributive�actions,�47n21
durative�action,�161

embedded�paragraph�(EP),�140,�146,�160
emphasis,�2,�78,�221,�256
entirely� given� information,� 17,� 19-20,
185

entirely�new�information,�17,�20,�158
erzählte�Zeit,�51
Erzählzeit,�51
event,�9-12
expectancy�chain,�59,�139,�174
expository�paragraph,�146

focalization,�43,�49,�213,�249
focus�function,�47n21,�233
frame�of�reference,�8,�116,�162,�179,�247,
258

genitive�absolute�vs.� conjunct�participle,
221-53

given�information,�17

head-head�linkage,�165
hierarchy,�32-33,�35-37,�52,�84,�162,�257
historical� present,� 6,� 105,� 168,� 182n30,
186

infinitival�clause,�152
information� flow,� 22,� 139,� 201,� 231-32,
259

information� processing,� 13,� 17-21,� 36,
84,�201-53,�256-57
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information�status,�19-20,�37,�47n21,�57,
144,�158,�159n17,�183n31,�189

level�of� text�articulation,�11,�15,�32,�47,
58,�72,�144,�154,�194-95,�198,�256

level�of�the�Real�World�construction,�11,
14-16,� 58,� 67,� 72,� 154,� 177,� 194,
196,�198,�256

lexical�overlap,�139,�167,�189,�198,�225,
230

main�information,�17,�20
mode�of�discourse,�146,�160
motivating� clause,� 205-06,� 209-11,� 220,
256,�259

narrative� time,� 11-12,� 68,� 93,� 97,� 99,
105,� 107,� 125,� 146,� 160,� 171,� 177,
179,�191,�198,�225,�230,�247,�257

near-minimal�pair,�21,�24-84,�256-57
neuter�plural�filling�subject�slot,�151-52
new�information,�17

paragraph,�139,�146-47,�186
participant�tracking,�41,�61,�81,�133n40,
147,�223

point�of�view,�41,�43,�49,�107,�119,�121,
123-25,�176,�195,�214,�220,�258

posteriority,�4
postposed� embedded� predications
receiving� a� ‘causal’� interpretation,
201-21

presentation�of�Real�World�relations,�13-
15,�17,�42,�84-136,�256-57

progressive� clause,� 158,� 163,� 174n25,
182,�183n31,�191,�195-96

propositional�overlap,�32,�139,�186
processing�load,�49,�223,�253
punctual�action,�143-44,�186

question-and-answer�paragraph,�183

reality-level,�11
recapitulation,�58,�168-69
reciprocal� coupling,� 69,� 139-40,� 145,
153,�189,�191

representation,�257
restatement,�20,�37,�145,�162,�167,�179,
198

resumptive� clause,� 19,� 31,� 37,� 162-63,
166,� 168,� 182n30,� 198,� 200,� 247,
255,�257

rules�vs.�regularities,�21

script-predictable�information,�189
segmentation,� 7,� 9,� 16,� 40,� 52,� 68,� 71,
137-200,�230,�259

semantically� non-specific� relations,� 4-5,
13-14,� 17,� 22,� 85,� 108-29,� 134-36,
176,�199,�255,�258,�260

semantically�specific�relations,�12-14,�16,
21,�85-112,�129-36,�255,�258

sentence�type,�122,�207,�258
sequence� paragraph� (SP),�140,�163,�168,
186n35

simultaneity,�4,�8,�90
slippage,�236n20,�238
solitary�d°,�139,�148
spatial�setting,�60-61,�71,�129
specific� parts� of� the� day� or� year� filling
subject�slot�of�a�subclause,�93-96

story�of�Mania,�140-48
storytelling�mode,�146
subject�continuity,�80
subsidiary�information,�17,�20,�42
summary,�20,�37,�145
summary-head�linkage,�139

tail-head�linkage,�139,�179,�186
temporal� relations,� 11-14,� 89-112,� 254,
258

temporal�subclauses,�3-9
terminative�action,�198
text� articulation,� 13,� 15-17,� 19-20,� 22,
24-25,�32,�46,�71,�84,�137-200,�256-
58

text� comprehension,� 17,� 19,� 135,� 220,
255,�260

text� grammar,� 1,� 3,� 22,� 200,� 222,� 231,
233-53,�255,�259-60

text�type,�46,�50,�52,�84,�257
texture,�37,�160
thematic�unit,�16,�19,�32,�65,�68-69,�137,
139,�160,�163-78,�182,�194

thematic�coherence,�159-63
topic�management,�62,�78-79,�81-82,�84,
223,�231,�236,�238,�247,�257,�260

topic� switch,� 31,� 59,� 80,� 82,� 145,� 189,
191,�231

transition�marking�m°n�…�d°,�57,�71
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