HOMERIC OYTOZX AND THE POETICS OF DEIXIS

EGBERT J. BAKKER

with respect to things, events, and each other. When speaking, it is

impossible not to be deictic, not to “be in” the context of one’s dis-
course. Not being deictic is not communicating, not being in a situation, not
being. This is what happens in some narratives, whose narrator disappears
behind the events of the story and which seem to be deploying themselves
without the intervention of any speaker. Such narrative, however, is strictly
a written achievement, made possible by the fictional space that writing cre-
ates. In oral narrative, it is just as impossible for a narrator to disappear as
it is for any speaker, and to discover the signs of that presence is, I believe,
an important aspect of the study of oral traditions that have come down to
us in the form of text.

The following investigation is concerned with deixis in Homer and He-
siod. In particular, I will study the deictic demonstrative obtog, whose use,
I attempt to show, can tell us something about the way in which an audience
experiences Homer’s heroic and Hesiod’s theogonic narrative as a distant
reality, a reality that is nevertheless shared by poet and audience as an im-
mediate presence in the context of performance.

D EIXIS IS WHAT SPEAKERS DO to locate themselves in space and time,

NEAR AND FAR

Narrative, in any form or variety, is an expression of the universal faculty
of the human mind to focus on what is not present, or not perceptible in
an individual’s physical here and now. Storytelling is a matter of remem-
bering, of imagining, of recreating things past. Some form of distance, tem-
poral and/or spatial, is, in fact, a necessary condition for narrative: what is
close in time and space, actually happening here and now, lacks the essen-
tial properties of narrativity. And yet no story can exist in isolation from a
here and now. For one thing, there is always the medium of language, which
represents in the present what happened in the past. In Homer, the verse
and the oral formulas studied by Milman Parry are an important aspect of
this immediacy, this physical presence, of language.'! Moreover, and more
importantly for my present purpose, the Homeric performer is not only a

1. Compare my efforts (e.g., Bakker 1993, 1997a, 1997c¢) to study Homeric discourse from the point of
view of spoken language.
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versifier, but also a storyteller addressing an audience. The evocation of the
past is necessarily a matter of the present, an act of narrative that needs two
parties to succeed.

Any narrative will thus display a mixture of past and present, of far
and near. This distinction is akin to Emile Benveniste’s distinction between
“narrative” and “discourse.” For Benveniste, “discourse” (discours) is char-
acterized by such “subjective” grammatical forms as “I” and “you,” and
certain markers of the deixis of space and time. By contrast, “narrative”
(histoire), as an “objective” discourse mode, is characterized by the ab-
sence of those deictic features.? For Benveniste, the distinction is not so
much a matter of whole narratives as of sentences, so that a narrative (in
the wider sense) can switch to and fro between the two discourse modes. In
Homer, as we shall see, the “subjective,” discursive element, the language
of the immediate present, is an integral part of the narrative texture.’ And
as in other languages, there are criteria by which we can identify the mo-
ments in Homeric narrative that are communication in the present, rather
than reference to the past.

Deixis in a speaker’s immediate present is typically a matter of pointing
at the reality of the speech situation, visible to the speaker and his or her
addressee. In Homer, we see such immediate deixis frequently in the dis-
course of characters, as they react to the reality surrounding them. Narra-
tors, on the other hand, usually have to “recall” the persons and things
produced by their own narrative. This is usually done with anaphoric pro-
nouns that refer back to their “antecedents.”* Those “antecedents,” the char-
acters and other objects of the narrative, are merely “language”; yet as
language they are meant to be the repetition, the re-creation, of their “pro-
totypes” in the past. To designate the difference between deixis in the pres-
ent and repetition of the past, I will simply speak of an opposition between
deixis and anaphora.

Languages may or may not provide separate deictic elements for these
two jobs. As we will see, Homeric Greek has two: the anaphoric pronoun 6
and the deictic pronoun obtog. Such a situation is not merely a grammatical
expression of discours and histoire, of near and far in narrative; it also pro-
vides narrators with a means to use the deictic markers of the near, when
they wish to pretend that the remote reality of their story is actually present
in the performance, before the listeners’ eyes. This possibility, an important
grammatical aspect of what ancient literary criticism called “Homeric vivid-
ness (§vdpyeia),” is the main focus of this paper.

YOUNG AND OLD

The narrative dimension of “near” and “far” interacts in curious ways
with a well-known feature of Homeric poetry: the diachronic dimension of

2. Benveniste 1966, 23839 (histoire), 241-42 (discours). Benveniste speaks primarily of the distribu-
tion of tenses in French, whereby the passé simple is confined to histoire, the passé composé being the
tense of discours.

3. See also de Jong 1987, 41-99, although her literary point of view is different from my performance-
oriented approach.

4. For an account of anaphora in these terms, see Lyons 1977, 660.
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Greek epic diction. Scholars have long noted that old forms coexist along-
side recent ones in Homer in ways that go beyond anything similar in ordi-
nary language. The German term Kunstsprache has become the standard
term for this peculiarity. Covering both “artistic” and “artificial,” the term
by convention characterizes the discourse of the Iliad and Odyssey as a spe-
cial, poetic language that was sung, not spoken, and that was removed from
ordinary speech.’

The various attempts of Homerists to explain this coexistence of old and
new can serve as an instructive way to review Homeric scholarship through
the ages. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, scholars were
mostly concerned with deducing the relative age of contexts from the rela-
tive age of the linguistic forms found in those contexts. Their aim was to
establish a chronology of compositional layers on the basis of linguistic
evidence provided by our text. Thus, certain scenes, books, and discourse
types have been thought, on the basis of various linguistic and stylistic cri-
teria, to be more recent than others, and so to belong to a different stratum
of Homeric composition. This approach to Homer in terms of historical lin-
guistics bears directly on our present problem, since among the types of
passages that have been selected for “lateness” are “comments,” remarks or
evaluations by the poet,S that is, precisely the passages that I have just char-
acterized as discourse in an immediate present, as opposed to narrative. The
question thus arises whether the linguistic findings can be reconciled with
narratological considerations, and which one of the two approaches has to
take priority in the explanation.

The “discovery” of oral poetry by Milman Parry in the 1920s and 1930s
put the linguistic observations of Analysts in an entirely different light. In
a major paradigm shift in Homeric studies, Parry introduced the principle of
“economy.” Old and new forms, Parry argued, are metrically different; more
precisely, old forms are retained because of their metrical form, as a re-
sponse to the demands of oral composition.” They are retained, not for their
own sake, but only so long as no metrically equivalent form has become
available yet.® Thus oral-formulaic theory yielded a picture of constant dia-
chronic pressure on the Kunstsprache, the gradual replacement of old with
new, regulated by the constraints and demands of meter.

Today’s conception of oral poetry in performance differs increasingly
from that of Parry. We tend to emphasize communication rather than com-
position, and we conceive of the epic performance as the enactment, be-
tween a performer and his audience in their here and now, of a heroic past

5. On the diachronic and dialectal heterogeneity of Homeric diction, see recently Forssman 1991,
Meier-Briigger 1986, Ruijgh 1995, Shipp 1972.

6. The best known formulation of this observation is Shipp 1972, who includes (3-4) viimog com-
ments, which will briefly occupy us below.

7. E.g., Parry 1971, 332: “by the constraint of his technique of epic verse-making, the singer keeps the
formula though its language has become archaic.”

8. See, e.g., Horrocks 1981, 152-53 on the usefulness of tmesis (shown to be already an archaism by
the time of the formulaic diction; see also Janko 1992, p. 11, n. 15, p. 17). From a slightly different angle,
linguistic modernization has been studied as a factor beneficial to the flexibility of epic formulaic diction
(Hoekstra 1965), or as a window on the relative chronology of the various works of early Greek hexameter
poetry (Janko 1982).
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that is distant, yet alive, and reachable through the recognized medium of
the poetic tradition. In this conception, the performer’s interaction with the
audience in his evocation of the past is no less important than his mastery
of a formulaic, metrical idiom. It is, I believe, a major task in Homer studies
today to recover, if possible, some of that interaction.

The new, performative view of Homeric poetry has important conse-
quences for the conception of Kunstsprache and its diachronic layering. To
my mind, a crucial aspect, which has been overlooked or underestimated in
oral-formulaic theory, is the positive importance of old forms for Homeric
poetry and narrative. Sometimes it is simply good to use an old form for
the reenactment of those remote, prestigious events, quite apart from the
“usefulness” of this old form from the standpoint of metrics and oral com-
position. The presence of old forms, in other words, can reflect a narrative
intention, and the process of linguistic innovation is not as blind and re-
lentless as has sometimes been thought.

The retention of old forms, be it for their metrical utility or simply for
their oldness, may have side effects that bear on the semantic depth of the
Homeric Kunstsprache. When what has become obsolete in the ordinary
language is retained, and continues to be used alongside the newer form, the
result may be a semantic choice, and hence a richness, that is unavailable
in the ordinary language. The case of 6 and obtoc, that is, the grammar of
narrative deixis in Homer and Hesiod, is an example of this phenomenon.

DEIXIS AND ANAPHORA IN HOMERIC POETRY

The basic facts concerning 6 and obtog are straightforward and can be
quickly pointed out.® 6 is freely used in Homer for the purpose of anaphora
in the sense introduced above, as a demonstrative that refers back to some-
thing that has just been introduced or identified in the narrative. Consider
the first example of 6 in the Iliad (1.8-10):'°

tic T &p opwe Bedv Eprdt Evvénke pdayeobar;
Antoig kal Atdg vidg 6 Yap PactAfi xorwbeig
VoGOV Gvé 6TPaTOV BPGE Kaky, dGAékovto 8¢ Aol

What god was it then set them together in bitter collision?
Zeus’ son and Leto’s, Apollo, for he in anger at the king drove
the foul pestilence along the host, and the people perished

The pronoun 6 continues to be used in classical Greek, but its anaphoric
demonstrative force is weakened to that of the definite article (by a devel-
opment not unlike that of Latin ille into French le); only in some fixed
combinations (6 pév, 6 8¢) does the erstwhile demonstrative retain its original

9. See Monro 1891, 217; Kiihner and Gerth 1898-1904, 1: 575-81, 641-51; Chantraine 1963, 158-69.
10. Translations of passages of Homer are Lattimore’s (1951 and 1975), modified, when necessary (as
here), to bring out the force of the demonstrative involved.
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force. Its anaphoric functions have been mainly taken over by obtog, for
example (Hdt. 9.33.1):

“EXAnot ptv Teioapevog Aviidyov Ty 6 Budpevog: 061:% Yap 37 eineTo @ OTPUTEVHATL
TOUTE PAVTIC.

The priest of the Greeks was Tisamenos the son of Antiochos. This man came with that
army as a seer.

The opposition between 6 as definite article and obtog as demonstrative,
however, is not simply “post-Homeric,” but is found in Homeric narrative
as well. In the first moments of the Iliad, for example, we have tov Xpdvonv
(1.11), & 8 anowva (1.20), 6 yépov (1.33), and 6 yepaudg (1.35). We might
want to see some demonstrative force in these “articles,” especially in the
first case, but it is clear that they are closer to classical usage than is the
6 yap of 1.9.11

ovtog freely occurs in Homer as well. Its distribution, however, is highly
restricted: while the demonstrative is freely used in characters’ speech, it is
rarely used in narrative.'? The difference between narrative and speech,
even though it has been undervalued by Oral-Formulaic Theory, is undeni-
able.!3 It has been amply documented by Analyst scholars, who have found
again and again that “young” features are more common in the speeches.!*
We might apply their basic question to our case: Is obtog younger than 6,
thus testifying to the “lateness” of the contexts in which it is typically used?
We have no reason to suppose so; obtoc appears to have won out over 6 to
become the unmarked demonstrative in the language for both anaphoric and
deictic purposes. Homeric Greek gives us a glimpse of the earlier situation,
in which obtog is still exclusively deictic and as such is very different
from 6.!5 As a deictic marker, obtoc confirms that the Homeric characters
in their immediate present are different speakers from the Homeric narrator,
whose primary concern is the far and distant. Thus rather than pointing to
the recent date of speeches, the distribution of obtoc suggests that Homeric
language is able to meet the deictic needs of all its speakers.

11. Still, in many cases the “article” is more marked than in Attic Greek. For example, Kirk 1985, 145
is probably right in seeing contrastive force in /. 2.278, &g pdoav 1) TAn6Yc Gva & 6 mrohinopog "Odvo-
oevg, though I would see the noun-epithet formula as in apposition to 6, rather than as a noun phrase
modified by a definite article; see also //. 8.532; 10.363, 563; 20.320. On the apposition of nouns or noun-
epithet formulas to 6, see Bakker 1997a, 92-93, 198-200.

12. In making this observation I am indebted to Ruijgh 1991.

13. Note the reactions from the literary camp, e.g., Griffin 1986, de Jong 1987, 151-60, 231-33. For a
renewed interest in speeches within the framework of orality, see Martin 1989.

14. See, e.g., Drewitt 1908 and 1912, 117-18, using verbal augment, the infinitive ending -etv, and eli-
sion in the caesura as criteria. Note that for the same reasons, scansion and prosody, speeches have more
recently been found, ironically, to be more archaic than narrative (Kelly 1990, 20-27).

15. obrog is usually derived from the coalescence of the pronominal root *so/ho with a particle u (re-
lated to Greek av?) and the flectional forms of the pronominal root (-t0); see Meillet and Vendryes 1948,
494; Rix 1976, 184; Klein 1996, 35. (I owe the last reference to one of the referees of this paper.) This
could mean that the composite form is less “basic” than the original, but it could also be argued that the
formation is Proto-Indo-European, and is hence of no relevance for the study of relative chronology in
Greek.
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DiaLoGIC DEIXIS IN CHARACTERS’ SPEECH

The pronoun 6, then, is anaphoric,'® and obtog, in Homer, exclusively
deictic. The pronoun 6 is used, as its derivatives will be, to refer to any person
or thing that the speaker cannot actually point at; from the point of view
of the Homeric narrator, 6 is thus the demonstrative of the far, of narrative.
As part of the storyworld that is re-created in the narrative, it serves as a link
to those real things and events of the past that the present narrative wants to
replicate. In the following extract, for example, the demonstratives point to
the reality that is (re)produced by the narrative (II. 1.318-21):

¢ ol pEv T TEVOVTO KaTd OTPATEV' 008 Ayapéuvev
ATy’ €prdog, T mpdTov Ennueiine’ Ay\fi,

GAL 6 ye TaABOBLOV Te kot EdpuBdtnv npocéerne,

1 ot Eoav KTpuKe Kai dtpnpd Bepdmovte’

Thus these were busy with these things around the army. But Agamemnon
did not give up his anger and the threat which he had first made to Achilles,
but to Talthybios he gave his orders and Eurybates,

these two were heralds and hard-working henchmen to him.

In the first line, &g, oi, and td would have been obtwc, obtot, and tadta
in classical Greek. In the second line, it is customary to treat t1jv as a rel-
ative pronoun, but in the present context it is more pertinent to observe that
the pronoun is fully anaphoric, building on evidence given earlier in the
narrative.!”

ovtog is different. Deictic rather than anaphoric, the pronoun does not
repeat an earlier reality, serving as a link to it. It points to what is really
there, here and now. As such it is part of the system for “place deixis” in
Ancient Greek. Most languages are able to convey the relative proximity of
things to the speaker and his or her addressee. English has the contrast be-
tween “this” and “that”; other languages are more complex in this regard.'8
Greek has a set of three deictics: 3¢ for speaker-oriented deixis (sometimes
33¢ even refers to the speaker himself, e.g., II. 19.140 and below); obtoc for
hearer-oriented deixis; and (¢)keivog for the designation of what is more
remote than the interlocutors in the current speech event.'® Leaving aside
ékeivog, I present examples of the first two deictics from the conversation
between Helen and Priam on the walls of Troy. Priam asks Helen to identify
certain conspicuous figures among the mass of the Greek army before their
eyes (Il. 3.166-67):

16. See already Monro 1891, 224.

17. In this connection we can also observe that it is usually 6, and not obtog, that figures in correlative
constructions (e.g., /. 2.36, 10 gpovéovt’ dva Bupdv, G P’ od teréecBar Eperdov-). The reason seems to be
that in correlative constructions the demonstrative specifies what is dealt with elsewhere in the utterance,
and so has no immediate deictic force. This principle is independent of the distinction between narrator
and character. See, e.g., /1. 1.125, 554; 2.38; 4.361; 18.4; Od. 1.257;2.116; 5.188.

18. See Fillmore 1997, 64-66.

19. See also Klein 1996, 26-27.
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@¢ pot kai TV avdpa medprov EEovourivyg
B¢ Tig 88 #oTiv Ayardg Gvip g Te péyag te.

So you could tell me the name of this man who is so tremendous;
who is this Achaian man of power and stature?

Priam has Agamemnon in mind, and he refers to him with the pronoun
6de: the object of pointing cannot yet be assumed to be a perception shared
between him and Helen, and has to be presented as deixis from the point
of view of the speaker himself. Helen answers Priam’s question with
ovtog, thereby indicating that she knows the man at whom Priam is point-
ing (I. 3.177-78):

obtég ¥’ Arps'f&n«; €0PL KPElOV AYQUEUVOV
That man there is Atreus’ son, wide-ruling Agamemnon

Unlike the Homeric narrator, Helen is dealing with a reality that is not pro-
duced by her own discourse; it exists before her, not in her speech but pre-
ceding it. With otog she is actually pointing at the object of her reference,
in the direct sense of “deixis.” Moreover, this pointing serves a distinct so-
cial function: Helen’s answer acknowledges Priam’s earlier perception.
Helen’s and Priam’s joint seeing is in fact the very point of the use of obtoc.
We may say, then, that obtog is not only deictic, but also “dialogic.” The
value of obtog as deictic of the second person is clearly brought out by the
following example (/. 10.82):

Tig & 061:5 Katd vijog Gve otpatdv Epyeat olog
Who are you there, who walk alone through the ships and the army?

Here we are close to the explicit linkage of obtoc with o that we find in
Attic dramatic discourse.?°

Thus far the difference between 6 and obtoc has been linked to the dis-
tinction between narrative and speech. But in the end this distinction is in
and of itself not the final criterion. Before I discuss the use of obtoc in
narrative, I shall present some examples of 6 in speech. In the following
passage, for example, the two pronouns occur side by side in one context
(1l. 8.282-85):

BAAX oUtwg, of kév Tt @dwg Aavaoiot yévnu
natpi 1€ 6§ Tehapdvi, 6 o” ETpepe ToTOV Edvta (. . ),
TOV Kol TNAOO” E6vta EbkAeing énifnoov.

Strike so; thus you may be a light given to the Danaans,
and to Telamon your father, who/he cherished you when you were little ( . . .),
bring him into glory, though he is far away.

This is Agamemnon addressing Teucer; with obtog he refers to Teucer’s
actual shooting, which is taking place right before his eyes. The reference

20. E.g., Ar. Ach. 564; Soph. OT 532; Eur. Or. 1567. See for further details Dickey 1996, 154-58.
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to Teucer’s old father Telamon, on the other hand, is done with tév, not
tovtov: the old man is not present; he cannot be pointed at and has to be
established in Agamemnon’s speech, so as to be an antecedent for subse-
quent anaphoric reference. We observe, then, that the pronoun of anaphoric
reference is not at all barred from the discourse of characters; it can, in fact,
be quite effective in what they want to say. Consider, for example, how
Agamemnon refuses to give back Chryseis to her father (ZI. 1.29):

TV & £yd 0 Mow
and her I will not give back

The choice of demonstrative, anaphoric t1jv, instead of deictic tavtnyv,
signals that as far as Agamemnon is concerned Chryseis is not a reality
shared between himself and her father. She is not present, not allowed to
come out of the discourse that contains her reference, not allowed to become
on object of pointing. Even more instructive is the way in which Eumaios
the swineherd speaks about his absent master: after establishing him in the
discourse with keivog, the pronoun for remote deixis (Od. 14.70, 90), he re-
fers to him with 6, the pronoun of anaphoric reference (Od. 14.133-37).

THE POET, THE MUSE, AND THE PUBLIC

The distinction between anaphora and deixis and the specific sense of
ovtoc can now help us appreciate the use of this demonstrative by the Ho-
meric narrator. obto¢ may be less frequent in narrative than in speeches, but
it does occur in narrative. We might speak of a conflation of far and near:
the remote reality of the epic tale “intrudes” into the immediate reality of
the performance. Instead of being “contained” within the narrative, the past
becomes now the real thing, a reality before everyone’s eyes at which the
poet can point. Our first example occurs in Book 2 of the Iliad (2.760):2!

obtot dp’ fyepdves Aavadv Kai koipavot floav
These then were the leaders and the princes among the Danaans

With these words the poet refers back to a list, and such a narrative situa-
tion would seem at first sight to be one that requires simple anaphoric ref-
erence, with 6. But this is a special case: this is the line that recapitulates the
Catalogue of Ships in Book 2 of the Iliad. It is hardly necessary to empha-
size the central cultural significance of the Catalogue for the poet and his
Panhellenic public, as an expression of the continuing presence of the glo-
rious past in each new performance. And I suggest that the use of ovtot, in
combination with the “evidential” particle &pa,?? reflects the special nature
of the moment. The narrator addresses his audience directly, as if the object
of reference is cut loose from the narrative, and is a reality before every-

21. This example is also discussed by Ruijgh 1991, who speaks of an “expressive” use of obrog.
22. On dpo in Homeric narrative, see Bakker 1993, 15-25, 1997b, 17-20.
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one’s eyes; as if he is saying: “There you have them, those who were the
leaders of the Danaans.”?

The closing formula has to be taken in close connection with the famous
invocation of the Muses at the very beginning of the Catalogue, one of the
rare moments at which the narrator speaks directly of himself and his public
in terms of “me” and “us” (/. 2.484-87):

“Eonete viv pot Moboa "OMdpumia ddpat Exovoor
Vueig yap Beai £ote ndpeoté te {oT€ te navra,
Tlueig 8 kAéog olov dkodopev 00SE Tt WBpev:

of Tiveg fiyepdveg Aavadv Kai Koipavot foav:

tell me now, you Muses who have your homes on Olympos.

For you, who are goddesses, are there, and you know all things,

and we have heard only the rumour of it and know nothing.

Who then of those were the chief men and the lords of the Danaans?

I would propose that this sense of “us, here and now,” as opposed to the
divine, reverberates in the obtol of 2.760.%*

The next example, too, is concerned with the poet’s human limitations.
At the onset of the Battle of the Ships, he is faced with the arduous task of
putting the chaotic complexity of the Trojan War into words. This is how
he expresses his mortal vision (II. 12.175-77):

Mot 8 G’ GAAToL pdymv pdyovio TOANoLY
dpyaréov &€ pe Tadta Bedv OG TavT’ dyopedoar
navey Yap mept teiyog dpdpet Beomdatg nop

And now at the various gates various men fought each other.
It were too much toil for me, as if I were a god, to tell all these things,
for all about the stone wall the inhuman strength of the fire was rising.

These words have met with grave suspicion on the part of ancient critics,
but I see no reason to doubt their authenti(:ity.25 Just as earlier, in the case

23. Compare the very similar use of o0tot &p’ much later in the narrative: obtor &p’ fyepdveg
Aavadv €lov dvdpa Exactog (“so these, lords of the Danaans they killed each his own man,” 7/. 16.351).
The narrative section to which this statement refers has clear catalogic properties (on the special relation
between battle narrative and catalogues, see Beye 1964). The special reality of the “list” just presented
seems motivated by the special importance of this turning point in the battle, the prelude to Patroklos’
death.

24. Note that the Muse is addressed again in the very next line (2.761).

25. On ancient criticism of 1l. 12.175-78, see Hainsworth 1993, 336—37. Aristarchus’ criticism of the
premature mentioning of fire (which is not actually thrown into the ships, in spite of numerous attempts,
until 16.122) is unfounded: the passage is programmatic for the whole Battle of the Ships all the way to
Patroklos’ appearance in the battle in Book 16. Such orienting statements may have features that are
strictly speaking not chronological (note that the pluperfect dpdpet is frequently used as a descriptive, non-
sequential verb in previewing descriptions, e.g., Il. 4.449, 12.289, 13.540, 17.384). On problems with our
notion of narrative chronology for the Battle of the Ships in general, see Whitman and Scodel 1981; on
orientation and previewing in general, see Bakker 1997a, 86—-122. At pp. 57-58 I discuss the passage in
question as a confrontation of the linearity of speech with the spatial, simultaneous complexity of the
battle.
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of the Catalogue, the situation calls for a statement of the poet’s own hu-
manity and its shortcomings, and this would seem to explain the use of
todta. The demonstrative is here not used to point at something that is
present; rather, the sheer difficulty of describing all that was happening
there creates a special human bond between the poet and his audience, a
dialogic moment in which the use of tata seems fully justified. In this way
the analysis of the demonstrative lends support to the judgment of the scho-
liast, who, defending these lines against the criticism of Aristarchus, spoke
of their “Homeric évdpysia.”26

The passage just discussed is a good point at which to turn briefly to
Hesiod. We saw that the Homeric narrator is aware of his mortal shortcom-
ings when confronted with the formidable task of recreating the past, and
this human condition with its cognitive limitations calls for the aid of the
Muses. The persona of Hesiod, on the other hand, is much more confident.
He can take the Muses’ assistance for granted, since he has been personally
initiated. His discourse, in fact, is much more personal than Homer’s. The
passage in which he tells of his poetic vocation contains the most explicit
self-presentation of any narrator in all of Greek literature (Theog. 22-25):

ai vb 108’ ‘Hoiodov kaifv &dida&av Gordnyv,
&pvag moyoivovd ‘Elkdvog Umo Cabéoto.
t6vde 8¢ pe mpdriota Beal tpog pdov Etmov,
Motoor *Olopmiddeg, kobpat Adg aiyiéyolo:

Now these have once taught Hesiod beautiful song,

when he was herding his sheep below most holy Helicon.
Me here the goddesses addressed at first a speech,
Olympian Muses, daughters of Zeus who holds the Aegis.

Hesiod strikingly refers to himself with 8¢, which, as we saw, is the pro-
noun of proximal, speaker-oriented deixis: the pronoun here designates the
speaker himself as he is physically present before his audience. Hesiod goes
on to say that the Muses ordered him to sing of the race of the immortal
gods, thus implying their continued presence in the performance of the
poet’s song.

The resulting narrative is very different from Homer’s, offering a different
ratio of histoire and discours. Even though the Theogony and the Works
and Days are presented in the same metrical and formulaic idiom as the
Iliad and the Odyssey, the stance of their speaker is quite different. The He-
siodic performer is concerned less with reenacting the past in all its com-
plexity, and with impersonating what gods and heroes said in that remote
time, than with explaining and justifying the present.?” What Hesiod talks
about, the reign of Zeus, the honors of the gods, or the agricultural calendar,

26. Schol. ad Il. 12.175-81: &\Awg te kai ‘Opnpikiv Evdpyerav Exovowy ot otiyor (“and besides the lines
have a Homeric vividness”).
27. See also Nagy 1992, 125-26.
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is an important part of everyday reality. Accordingly, Hesiod’s way of
speaking offers more opportunities than Homer’s to use the demonstrative
of dialogic deixis, even though in Hesiodic poetry there is much less direct
speech than in Homer. For example, the poet closes the preview of the con-
tents of the Theogony in the following way (112-14):%28

d¢ T dpevog ddocavto kal AG Tipdg Sélovro,
78 Kol dg & Tpdta moAvmTLYOV Eoov “OAvpTOV.
10016 por Eonete Mobom *OAdpma Sdpat’ Exovoon

How they divided their wealth and how they distributed their honors,
and how in the beginning they conquered many-valleyed Olympos,
sing me of those things, Muses who hold your Olympian dwellings.

The Muses know what Hesiod is talking about, so that the pronoun of dia-
logic deixis is called for; tadta locates the story of Zeus’ ascent, the
justification of the known world, as a matter of the immediate present, of the
communication between the Muses and the inspired poet. Later on, too, we
note that odtoc, the pronoun of the near, is used when the domain and
honors (poipa “share,” tiun} “honor”) of a given god are specified, reflecting
their continuing importance, and the god’s continuing presence. See, for ex-
ample, the statement about Aphrodite (203-4):2°

ooty & & dpyfig Tt Exer N3t Aéhoyye
poipav év dvBpdnolot kai GBavatolst Beoiot

And this is the honor she has and which is her
share among men and immortal gods

Note also the present tense (€yst “she has”), a phenomenon that does not
occur in Homer, where a god’s actions in the past are at stake, not his or
her position in the present.

It appears, then, that obtog is used when attention is drawn to the poet’s
own speaking in the present. This would seem to apply to the next exam-
ple as well, with which we return to Homer. obtoc is used here to charac-
terize the words of the misguided Trojan warrior Asios (II. 12.173-74):

&¢ Epat’, 0vdt Ardg meibe ppéva TadT dyopedov:
“Extopt Yap ot Bupdg éBovAeto kddog dpéEa.

So he spoke, but by such talk did not persuade the heart of Zeus
whose desire it was to extend the glory to Hektor.

28. See also Hes. Theog. 75, 1adt’ dpa Molom &eidov, where the demonstrative refers to the Muses’
song of Zeus’ victory over Kronos and the establishment of his reign. In the Works & Days, too, obtoc is
used in cases of direct address: 27, 274 (Perses), 263 (the greedy kings).

29. Cf. Theog. 348, 520.
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These words refer to a preposterous speech in which Asios has blamed
Zeus for not allowing the Trojans to eliminate Polypoites and Leonteus, who
successfully resisted the Trojan onrush. We have already been explicitly
told that Asios is doomed (7. 12.113-15):

vimiog, 008 dp” Epedde kakag Onod kijpog GAvEag
{nnowotv kai 6yecev Gyalrdpevog napd vndv
&y Grovootnioetv npoti “Thov fvepdecoav

poor fool, who by the ships in the pride of his horses and chariot
was not destined to evade the evil spirits of destruction
nor ever to make his way back again to windy Ilion.

This is one of the famous vrjniog passages, in which the poet comments
from his position in the present, post factum, on an epic character’s folly
or ignorance. As I have argued elsewhere, such passages are replete with
signs of speaking in an immediate present (note the evidential particle dpa
and the evidential verb péiieiv).3° In other words, this is discours in Ben-
veniste’s sense, direct interaction between the poet and his audience. I sug-
gest that the use of dialogic tobto, too, has to be understood in light of the
mutual agreement on this quintessential vrjmiog.

INDIRECT SPEECH AND THE TELOS OF THE ODYSSEY

Asios’ words are referred to with tabta, yet closed in the usual Homeric
way with &¢ £€pat’, “so he spoke.” This is different in the examples from
the Odyssey to which we now turn. In Book 8, the three performances of
Demodokos at the banquet in honor of Odysseus are all closed in the fol-

lowing way (8.83, 367, 521):
a0 dp’ G0180g derde mepLkAuTog
this then the famous bard was singing

Let us first observe that the tabto here is not a ovtwg; it applies, as direct
object of a verb of saying, to the words themselves, and not to the manner
in which they are presented. Second, the tadta is not a td; the pronoun is
deictic, not anaphoric. That is, Demodokos’ three performances are not the
reenactment of a hero or god speaking in the past, referred to as &g Epat’
(“this is the way he spoke [then and there]”). Such a speech may be the
most dramatic of impersonations, but it remains encapsulated within the
narrative framework; the dc, as demonstrative of the far, effects a repeti-
tion, a link between the hero’s speech of the past and the poet’s speech of the
present, without creating the illusion that the poet’s performance is actually
the hero’s speech.!

Such a total coincidence, I suggest, is exactly what tadta effects. But
then Demodokos’ performances are not ordinary speeches; in fact, they are

30. See Bakker 1997b, 17-23, 30-36. On vnmiog passages, see also de Jong 1987, 86-87. Note that
these passages, t0o, have been considered “late” (Shipp 1972, 3-4).
31. Compare Bakker 1997b, 26, where I characterize this use of @ as “a sign pointing to the past.”
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not direct discourse at all. They may seem to end as speeches, but they do
not begin in this way. Demodokos’ songs are explicitly introduced as well-
known, recognizable songs. The first is called “the oiun (lay) whose fame
(x\éog) was reaching into heaven, the quarrel of Odysseus and Peleus’ son
Achilles” (8.74-75); the second simply “on the love of Ares and Aphrodite
of the gold wreath” (8.267); and the third one, in Odysseus’ words, “the
innov x6opov (construction of the horse),” followed by a brief description
in which Odysseus’ own role is emphasized (8.492-95).

This means that Demodokos’ songs start, quite uncharacteristically for
Homer—but see the next example—as indirect speech (og “how,” 8.76, 268,
500). Immediately after, however, the indirect speech construction verges
into a discourse mode that seems at first sight to be direct speech, with
Demodokos as speaker. Yet on closer inspection, it appears that we have
here in fact a curious blend of Demodokos, the poet of the past, and Homer,
the poet of the present. The voice of Demodokos is allowed to intrude into
the discourse of the present. The song of the blind mythical bard, performed
on the rarest of occasions, with an eyewitness in the audience whose scru-
tiny it withstood, is in fact appropriated by the Odyssey of the present; it
becomes the Odyssey. Its reality is now nothing less than the reality of the
Homeric performance itself. The immediate deixis of tatta, then, bridges
the gap with the past; far from merely repeating the earlier speech, it pulls
that speech into the present, while at the same time characterizing the song
of the present as just as good as the song of the past.

Demodokos’ third song, on the wooden horse and the sack of Troy, re-
mains more overtly direct speech than the other two songs: by creating
grammatical distance between himself and the story, the narrator of the
present is more fully in control of the song of the past.>? Furthermore, the
lay of the sack of Troy has been specifically commissioned by Odysseus,
its principal hero, by one of the neatest narrative moves in the Odyssey:
Odysseus’ own telling of his adventures, which is to follow shortly, is pre-
ceded by the bard’s telling of what immediately precedes the events of Odys-
seus’ narrative. This creates an almost seamless transition between the stories
of the bard and of the hero. Nor is this the end of the similarity between the
two performances. Just as Demodokos’ song is appropriated by the Odyssey,
so is Odysseus’. Yet this happens much later, on the night of the reunion of
Penelope and Odysseus, when Odysseus tells once more the story of his
wanderings. Or does he? Consider the way in which the poet closes Odys-
seus’ story (Od. 23.342):

00T dpa Sevtatov einev Enog, 8te ot YAukdg mvog
Aopert|s Endpovoe, Mwv pedednipata Bopod.

this then was the last word he spoke to her, when the sweet sleep
came to relax his limbs and slip the cares from his spirit.

32. Note the repetition of the embedding construction: fieidev & ¢ . . . (“and he sang how . . .”) (8.514).
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This is, of course, exactly the way in which Demodokos’ songs are recapit-
ulated. Odysseus’ narrative, like the stories of the Phaeacian bard, begins as
direct speech (GpEato & &g mpdtov [“and he started <with telling> how
first...”] 23.310); and just like Demodokos’ third song, it remains indirectly
reported: all along, the formula 118” &¢ (“and <he told> how”) is used, keep-
ing Odysseus’ narrative firmly in control of the Homeric narrator. Odysseus’
narrative is not allowed, this time at least, to become a performance, not
even one he shares with the narrator. At the night of the reunion of the
hero with his wife, the principal moment of nostos and the ultimate telos
of the Odyssey, the poem reasserts its own authority. Homer, the speaker of
the Odyssey, the speaker of the present, finally puts his stamp on the bewil-
dering chaos of voices and performances that has preceded.?® Indeed, it is
the Odyssey itself that is here summarizing itself, in the same way that it
had summarized and appropriated Demodokos’ mythical song. The poem of
the present is obviously an epos that makes up the present experience of the
poet and his audience. Accordingly, I characterize the use of obtog here not
as a reference to the past, but as a pointing, a being in the present.

SPOKEN THOUGHTS, THOUGHT SPEECH

The remaining examples of obtog in Homeric narrative take us from
represented speech to represented thought. In what ways does Homeric po-
etry represent the thoughts of its heroes or gods? The best known strategy
is the hero addressing his own Bupdg: the hero’s thoughts are performed on
the Homeric stage, and there is no formal difference with overt speech pre-
sented to another person, for example (/I. 21.552-71):

SyOnoag & dpa eine mpdg Ov peyaAnropa Bupdv

g sinadv . ..
And deeply disturbed he spoke to his own great-hearted spirit
having spoken thus. . . .
Just as in the case of direct speech, the anaphoric adverbial demonstrative
d¢ is used, marking the speech as a performance pointing to the past.
Yet there are other strategies. A character’s inner thoughts can also be
represented by means of indirect discourse, governed by such verbs as

opuaivo or peppunpile (ponder, deliberate). Such a representation often
involves disjunctions of the form 7 . . . §j¢, and its end can be marked in

33. In defending the passage against the attacks of ancient and modern critics, Heubeck 1992, 346 calls
the passage a “retrospection,” and makes a comparison with /l. 1.365-92, where Achilles recounts the
events of the Quarrel to his mother. The two passages, however, are not comparable. Achilles’ account, a
first-person mirror story (de Jong 1985), gives a character’s personal vision of previously recounted events,
whereas the bedroom narrative recapitulates Odysseus’ “subjective” story of his wanderings, guaranteeing
its truth.
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two ways in the narrative. The first is the simple report on the character’s
decision, for example (Od. 6.141-46):34

otf) & dvra oyopévn 6 8¢ pepunpibev *Odvooels,
1} Yobvev Moootto Aaphv eddmda kovpny,

ﬁ abtog néecowy dnootadd petkryiowot

AMooot, €l deifeie mOMv Kai €ipata doin.

&g dpa ol ppovéovtt dodooato képdiov sivat,
Aicoecbor énéeootv dnootadd pethiyioot.

And she stood her ground and faced him. And now Odysseus debated
whether to supplicate the well-favored girl by clasping

her knees, or stand off where he was and in words of blandishment
ask if she would show him the city, and lend him clothing.

Then in the division of his heart this way seemed best to him,

to stand well off and supplicate in words of blandishment.

The narrator closes his rendering of Odysseus’ thoughts with a simple report
on the outcome: “he considered A and B, and he decided B.” Again, the
anaphoric d¢ is used. Notice, however, that tat’ dpa ot povéovtt would
have been metrically possible, a phrase that actually occurs elsewhere (see
the next example). In choosing the anaphoric adverbial demonstrative g
instead of the deictic accusative tabta, the narrator contents himself with
repeating the thought process as such, without allowing it to break through
the narrative framework to become part of the immediate reality of the
performance.

Consider now the second possibility. The character’s thought processes
may also be interrupted by the sudden appearance of a god who determines
his line of action. When this happens, the indirectly reported thought is
referred to with the pronoun of dialogic deixis: d¢ recedes in favor of todto.
Consider for example (Il. 16.712-15):

“Extop & év Zkarfior moAng £xe pdvoyag inroug:
3ile yap Mg pdorto katd KAGvov adtig Adooag,
7 Maodg &g Teiyog OpokAfoetey GAfjvar.

1091t _dpa ot gpovéovn mapictato Poifog ATSAAwV

But Hektor in the Skaian Gates held his single-foot horses,

and wondered whether to drive back into the carnage, and fight there,

or call aloud to his people to rally inside the wall.

As he was pondering these things Phoibos Apollo came and stood by him.

Let us first observe that Apollo’s true identity is a matter between the nar-
rator and his audience: Hektor himself is not aware of it. Second, Hector’s
deliberation has potential consequences that transcend the framework of the
narrative: had the second alternative, retreating to the city walls, prevailed
in his mind, there would have been no encounter with Patroklos, and the
course of events would have been very different from the received story.

34. Seealsoll.2.5,5.671-75;8.169; 13.455-59; 14.159-62; 16.647-55; Od. 10.50-53, 151-55, 438-42.
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Apollo’s intrusion is thus crucial for the action of the Iliad. The deictic
pronoun tadt’(a) objectifies Hector’s thought, and sets it up for the con-
frontation with Apollo, who as an external agent decides the outcome. The
following example, from the Quarrel of Achilles and Agamemnon, is sim-
ilar (/1. 1.188-95):

s o ,

®¢ @ato* Hn}zfmw & dyoc yéver, év 8¢ ol fTop
othfeootv Aooiotot davdiyo peppnpiteyv,

7| © ye pdoyavov O& Epuooauevog Tapd unpod
ToUg pEv Gvactnoetey, O & A‘rpa'fSnv gvopilot,

e x6hov mavceiey Epnriceté te Bupdv.

flog © 1all’ dpuatve katd gpéve Kol katd Bopdv,
¥Aketo 8 &k kokeoio péya Eipog, MABe § AV ...

So he spoke. And the anger came on Peleus’ son, and within

his shaggy breast the heart was divided two ways, pondering

whether to draw from beside his thigh the sharp sword, driving

away all those who stood between and kill the son of Atreus,

or else to check the spleen within and keep down his anger.

Now as he weighed these things in his mind and in his spirit,

and was drawing from its scabbard the great sword, Athene descended . . .

As in the previous example, Achilles’ deliberations, known and told by
the narrator,> are not a process leading up to a decision, but specify what
might have happened had Athene not intervened. The possibility of Achil-
les’ killing Agamemnon is not allowed to become narrative; it remains, in
the form of an objectification by means of tadta, a matter of the present,
of the communication between the narrator and the audience.¢

I suggest that in these two cases tabta, the demonstrative of the near, is
used to underscore the vividness inherent in these situations: the character’s
inner thought, potentially resulting in a line of action that would diverge
from the Iliad, is objectified, and presented by means of odtog as some-
thing you can point at. This marked use of obtog is consistent with the po-
etics of the Iliad, where the verbalization of what could have happened, but
did not, is a recurrent theme: the well-known “if not” situations speak for
themselves in this regard.’’

The remaining instances of obtog in Homeric narrative are all part of the
same formulaic line that served, as we saw, as a link between Achilles’
thoughts and Athene’s intervention:3®

flog 6 Tadf’ dpparve kotd Ppéva Kol Kotd Bupdv.

When he weighed these things in his mind and in his spirit

35. Note the anaphoric pronouns ot and 6 in line 191; the pronouns suggest that Achilles’ thought is
presented from the narrator’s standpoint.

36. A third case in which a god intervenes in a character’s (Diomedes’) thought processes is I/. 10.507.
The same tadta formula is used, though the importance of the god’s intervention is less crucial.

37. See Bakker 1997a, 178-80.

38. 1. 10.507; 11.411; 17.106; 18.15; Od. 4.120; 5.365, 424.
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One of the instances of this formula (/. 10.507) involves a divine epiphany,
but the other cases are different. They do not involve a divine intervention
that is responsible for the action of the poem, nor is the thought presented
as indirect speech. All but one of the instances of this formula follow
thought presented as direct speech, a hero addressing his own 8updg, in the
line we have already seen:

dyBnoag & &pa elne mpdg OV peyarftopa Bupdv:
and deeply disturbed he spoke to his own great-hearted spirit

Does this invalidate the analysis of to¥ta just presented? Before we
conclude that this is the case, we have to take into account that Tadta is
prepackaged in a formulaic context. In other words, it is possible that the
use of tadta is conditioned by the formula. A quick search, in fact, reveals
that the verb of the formula, dppatve, is not used according to its basic lex-
ical value: like pepunpilw, 6ppaive is used primarily for inner thought,
not public speech. Both verbs are often used for (hidden) intentions, with
direct objects such as ¢ovov (murder) or 86hov (ruse), or they govern a pur-
pose clause.?® The use of the formulaic line in question derives from the
ambiguous status of speech addressed to one’s own Bupdg: such “performed
thought” can either be categorized as overt, direct speech (hence the ana-
phoric reference with &g, as discussed above), or as inner thought, to be
referred to with the verb éppaive. This means that the formulaic line con-
taining tabta is used in a “grey” area where categorization can go either
way, outside the proper locus that originally generated its existence. This
does not necessarily mean that these instances are more recent or less
“original.” Rather, we have the more or less routine use of an expression
in contexts that are similar to the one for which it was originally designed.
This is a frequent phenomenon, not only in the deployment of the formulaic
idiom of an oral epic tradition, but also in language in general.*

With this formulaic connection, obtog is a truly Homeric element. More
important than formulas and their relative age, however, is the function of
the demonstrative as part of the Homeric grammar of deixis, serving a fun-
damental goal of the epic tradition and its performers: the vivid representa-
tion of a heroic past that is alive thanks to the power of words that can
reveal its presence.*!

University of Montreal

39. @bvov: Od. 2.325; 4.843; 19.252; 86hov: Od. 2.93; 24.128; purpose clause: Il. 24.681; Od. 9.554;
15.169; 20.29. The two verbs are functional synonyms, as appears from the fact that the plural and
inflected forms of the formula gpeoi pepunpievil (Od. 1.427; 20.10) feature the participial forms of the
other verb: ppeciv oppaivovteg (11. 10.4; Od. 3.151; 4.843), gpeciv dppaivovrt (I1. 16.435).

40. On the semantic “catachresis” of formulas, see Bakker 1988, 186-95; 1997a, 190-95. This issue
touches on the “improper” use of epithets, signaled by Parry 1971, 151-52.

41. I wish to thank the two anonymous referees of this journal for their numerous queries and suggestions.
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