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BOOK REVIEW

Shared Storytelling in Euripidean Stichomythia. By Liesbeth Schuren. Leiden: Koninklijke NV, 2014. Pp. xii + 269. Hardcover, $142.00. ISBN 978-90-04-28260-5.
I

n Shared Storytelling Liesbeth Schuren employs approaches from linguistic pragmatics (the study of the role communicative context plays in generating meaning) and narratology in an attempt to expand our understanding of Euripidean stichomythia. Although this book will not replace the standard works on the subject, Schuren’s focused discussions of particular stichomythic scenes do often offer new ways of interpreting the dramatic action. An introduction and conclusion bookend six chapters, each beginning with a brief overview of previous scholarship and concluding with a summary of the claims made therein.

 
In her first chapter (“Turn-Taking”) Schuren sets out to show that stichomythia resembles everyday conversation and is not as “unnatural” as often presumed. She argues that because turn-taking in Euripidean stichomythia exhibits ten of the fourteen universal characteristics of conversation outlined by Sacks et al. (1974)—the remaining four are dismissed as interrelated and therefore of little importance—it can be analyzed as real conversation. Schuren proceeds to examine various aspects of turn-taking (turn-allocation, turn-extent variation, and turn-taking errors, violations and repairs), with particular focus on the tense, modality, and person of illocutionary expressions. 


Chapter 2 (“Social Deixis”) investigates how the terms βάρβαρος, γυνή, and various kin terms encode social information. The meaning of each term depends on the perspective or “anchorage” from which it is normally applied, and it is the rhetorical effects generated by shifts in anchorage that are particularly interesting to Schuren. The anchor of the word βάρβαρος, for example, is typically a Greek; its referent a non-Greek. When a non-Greek, such as Thoas in IT, Theoclymenus in Helen, or the Phrygian slave in Orestes, uses the term to refer to himself or to some aspect of his culture, there is a shift in anchorage. Schuren examines the effect of this shift and offers the expected conclusion that when βάρβαρος is used by non-Greeks it blurs the distinction between Greek and non-Greek. 


Focusing on γυνή (“woman”/ “wife”) in Alcestis, Schuren suggests that Euripides exploits the term’s inherent ambiguity for dramatic effect in the scenes with Admetus and Heracles. She argues, unconvincingly, that because the identity of the woman whom Heracles brings Admetus is never firmly established it is possible that this woman is not Alcestis. Schuren’s analysis of kin terms is the strongest part of this chapter. She shows that these terms are often used to elicit pathos from interlocutors. Her discussion of the shifting types of anchorage in Ion (75–77) and how these reflect the shifting roles of Xuthus and Creusa is especially good, as are most of her discussions of this play throughout the book. 


The narratology “half,” Chapters 3–6, examines narrative stichomythiae, which Schuren defines as “those instances of stichomythia in which two or more temporally related events are recounted” (96), from a variety of perspectives. In Chapter 3 (“Distribution of Narrative Activity”) Schuren introduces two typologies of questions and answers, one for information-seeking questions and one for information-providing answers; each is divided into sub-types and helpfully illustrated with charts (101, 102). Through her discussion of various passages the author demonstrates that there are recurring and predictable patterns of exchange, and that analysis of these patterns allows us a more nuanced understanding of several scenes.

 
Chapters 4 (“Historic Present”) and 5 (“The Proximal Deictic Pronoun ὅδε”) may be productively read separately, but taken together they present a cogent argument for how language creates presence onstage. Importantly, though this is not stressed in the monograph, the ideas of these chapters extend well beyond narrative stichomythia and may be fruitfully applied to all texts. The historic present is especially vivid and engaging and narrators employ it as a means of making narratees veritable eyewitnesses of the events described. Schuren finds many motivations for this use (e.g. interest, concern, shock, curiosity, anger), but in all cases the historic present brings the narrated events closer in time to the narratee.  One may, however, take issue with Schuren’s insistence on a less rigid distinction between the historic, perfective, and the registering presents since it is questionable if all of the historic presents she identifies should be defined as such. The temporal proximity created by the historic present is matched by the spatial closeness generated by the proximal demonstrative ὅδε. Schuren looks specifically at instances of anaphoric (backward-looking) ὅδε whose referent is both mentioned by an interlocutor and is part of the imagined world. The medial demonstrative οὗτος is the expected demonstrative for anaphoric reference, and when the ὅδε is used instead it creates “a vivid and experiencing story presentation” (166) and shows the speaker’s involvement in the narrative. Schuren finds many different motivations for anaphoric ὅδε, including interest, curiosity, surprise, sympathy, skepticism, and shock. The emphasis on ὅδε as reflective of a speaker’s involvement could have been bolstered by work on the notion of “joint attention,” which would have provided a critical framework for some of the ideas the author grapples with.
 


In chapter 6 (“Ex Eventu Knowledge”) Schuren examines the expression and suppression of ex eventu knowledge. She argues that when a speaker includes (or purposefully withholds) information that could only be gleaned after the fact in a narrative of past events, this is typically done to garner sympathy and/or obtain support from an interlocutor. On the drama-external level, these moments may increase the pathos the audience experiences. One wishes that more space had been devoted to this interesting issue of audience engagement, which Schuren touches on only occasionally. 

David J. Jacobson
University of California, Berkeley, davidj@berkeley.edu
� E.g., Diessel, H. (2006). “Demonstratives, joint attention, and the emergence of grammar.” Cognitive linguistics, 17.4, 463-489.






