
HOMERIC OYTOE AND THE POETICS OF DEIXIS 

EGBERT J. BAKKER 

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

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.l 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.2 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.3 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."4 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 oTzo5. 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 (vd6pycta)," 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, 238-39 (histoire), 241-42 (discours). Benveniste speaks primarily of the distribu- 
tion of tenses in French, whereby the passe simple is confined to histoire, the passe compose 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.5 

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,6 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.7 They are retained, not for their 
own sake, but only so long as no metrically equivalent form has become 
available yet.8 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) vintoC 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 oizog, 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 oUTo5 are straightforward and can be 
quickly pointed out.9 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):1' 

tiS T' &ap o(Poe 0eCjOV pipt8t iUVtrKe PXdeoOat; 
AqrToiS Kai At6c ui6S' 6 yap a3aotkfLi Xokc0oei 
voOoov dv& oTpaTov Opae KaKlv, OcKOVTO 6i Xkaoi 

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 tEv, 6 5&) does the erstwhile demonstrative retain its original 

9. See Monro 1891, 217; Kihner 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 orzos, for 
example (Hdt. 9.33.1): 

"EXklont p?gv TctoapEv6b AVT16XOU ilv 6 0u6OIvoq;' 0TOO; y7ap 6i EiETro T oaTpaTc65paTt 
TOVT6r)c pVTuq. 

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 ozuoS 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 Xporrlv 
(1.11), Ta 6'a7'otva (1.20), o ypov0 (1.33), and o yepato6 (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 

Ouzoc 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.12 The difference between narrative and speech, 
even though it has been undervalued by Oral-Formulaic Theory, is undeni- 
able.13 It has been amply documented by Analyst scholars, who have found 
again and again that "young" features are more common in the speeches.14 
We might apply their basic question to our case: Is oUTo5 younger than 6, 
thus testifying to the "lateness" of the contexts in which it is typically used? 
We have no reason to suppose so; o5uToq 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 oiTzoq is still exclusively deictic and as such is very different 
from 6.15 As a deictic marker, ouiTo( 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 ou,og 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 1H. 2.278, og (padoav / nxri06q' dvv& ' 6 irToXkiopOog 'Ouno- 
aoeu6, 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 II. 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. ouroq is usually derived from the coalescence of the pronominal root *so/ho with a particle u (re- 
lated to Greek au?) and the flectional forms of the pronominal root (-to); 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,16 and o5ToS, 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): 

)S oi Otv r T 7UEvovTo KCaTia CpaTO6v- o6' Ayapl wVCoV 
XrlY pt60o, Tr_v tcp&cov 7nqncr7iTro' AXiXtii, 
dakk' 6 ye TakXOuptv Te Kai EupupIdtnv ItpooE1UE, 
TZ) oi eoav KipUKE Kalt 6OTppo) Ospdn7ovT?' 

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, o6g, oi, and zT would have been OU/T0o), o00ot, and TauTa 
in classical Greek. In the second line, it is customary to treat Tllv 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. 17 

oTogq 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.18 
Greek has a set of three deictics: o66 for speaker-oriented deixis (sometimes 
o6e even refers to the speaker himself, e.g., 1I. 19.140 and below); oTzoc for 
hearer-oriented deixis; and (e)Keivo; for the designation of what is more 
remote than the interlocutors in the current speech event.19 Leaving aside 
EKEIVOg, 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 (II. 3.166-67): 

16. See already Monro 1891, 224. 
17. In this connection we can also observe that it is usually 6, and not ouocS, that figures in correlative 

constructions (e.g., 11. 2.36, Ta (ppovEovT' &va Ouo6v, a p' o06 TeceoGa us pCov'). 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., 11. 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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(oi uot Kai TO6v' av6pa tcXIoptvov eovoiVnS 
56 Tq; 66' ?orI v AXatLo6 avip fiqS Te i:tyaq 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 
o6,: 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 
ovToq, thereby indicating that she knows the man at whom Priam is point- 
ing (II. 3.177-78): 

o Az6; y' ATpe6qrl e6pV KpioCv AytapCl!vov 

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 oiTOs 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 oizo;. 
We may say, then, that oTzoq is not only deictic, but also "dialogic." The 
value of oUroq as deictic of the second person is clearly brought out by the 
following example (II. 10.82): 

rzi 6' OUTOc Kara v|aqc avat oCpazTv pXEal otoS; 

Who are you there, who walk alone through the ships and the army? 

Here we are close to the explicit linkage of ooTOg with CTU that we find in 
Attic dramatic discourse.20 

Thus far the difference between 6 and o'roq 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 oOToq 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 
(11. 8.282-85): 

pIdXX' OUTiro, at KrV Tl (p6oq Aavaoitc ycvrqat 
naTpi Ze Gx TeCapuovt, O a' rTcpePE TUT0Ov 6Va (. . .), 
TOV Kai TlX6O' 6VTa ?iKkXirTl ?7tip3loov. 

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 oiUT0og 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 TOV, not 
TOUTOV: 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 (II. 1.29): 

T4V 6' ey6) oU XkCoo 

and her I will not give back 

The choice of demonstrative, anaphoric T'iv, instead of deictic TacTrlv, 
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 
oUTog can now help us appreciate the use of this demonstrative by the Ho- 
meric narrator. OUTOg 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):21 

OUTOt ap' fysEpoVE Aava&v KrI Koipavot qoav 

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 oSzot, in 
combination with the "evidential" particle apa,22 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 ouroq. 
22. On apa 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."23 

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" (II. 2.484-87): 

"EG7ETE vuV 1ot Mooatl 'OX6Ttlta &tlaXT' 0Xouoat' 
D6i1c; yap Oeai Tore ntdpEsToz rs iorT Te dvra, 

p?iLtet 85 KXckOS OV aKol o tEv 0ooE o6 TI 1t ?V 
o0 TIVeS ryei.t6ve? AavCatv KCa KoipavoIt ijcav' 

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 OrTI of 2.760.24 

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): 

&XXot 6' dtUp' -XXrIt attIrlv EpUXovro tinTlCtV? 

dpyaXov & Pe mrTaza 0ebv &5q rTXVT' dyopeUcYat 
7rvTzn yap irepi TZeiXOS O6pCpet OErnct5a;i nip 

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 authenticity.25 Just as earlier, in the case 

23. Compare the very similar use of ouzTt ap' much later in the narrative: oUTOt ap' l7yspo6vE 
Aavacov lXov avspa EcKao-zo ("so these, lords of the Danaans they killed each his own man," 11. 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 II. 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 6p6pct is frequently used as a descriptive, non- 
sequential verb in previewing descriptions, e.g., 11. 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. 



EGBERT J. BAKKER 

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 
TaiTa. 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 TarCza 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 vdapyeta."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' vi ro0' 'Hcio6ov KakXv b56i6a,av dot6ilv, 
apvaq notpaivovO' 'EXtKCovoq iito cs0eotIo. 
TO6v6 & tE TcpdxltozCa 0eati ip6 t0ov u ertov , 
Moioca 'OkularctdSq, Koupal Atl6 aiyt6Xotlo 

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 06E, 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.27 What Hesiod talks 
about, the reign of Zeus, the honors of the gods, or the agricultural calendar, 

26. Schol. ad 1/. 12.175-81: akXWs T? Kai 'O!rqptKilv EvdpyEslv [Xouotv oi oTiXOI ("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 

(S' T' a?VOS &dlooaVT Kai co5 ttica; 6teXovTo, 
ri6 Kai (cb5 Ta ttp)zTa nosrnok,6TUXov EXOv "Oxugov. 
TaUti got iOnEC?T Moioat 'Oulrnta &gtaT' EZouoat 

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; Tata 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 OUTo;, the pronoun of the near, is used when the domain and 
honors (glolpa "share," TtIpl "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):29 

TaiTTIv 6' ? adpXrl TIptTiv ?i't iS& X?XoyXE 
toilpav ?v dv0pot7otot Kai dOavdTotIt 0?oia 

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

Note also the present tense (?Xet "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 ouToo 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. om6oT is used here to charac- 
terize the words of the misguided Trojan warrior Asios (II. 12.173-74): 

( o5 ?CtTz', OD6? At6S 7i0?? pp?va Tacr' dyopc6ov 

"EKTopt ydp o i OuPubc ?30o6X? KUFoc 6p?act. 

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, TaUT' &pa Moucrst Et6sov, where the demonstrative refers to the Muses' 
song of Zeus' victory over Kronos and the establishment of his reign. In the Works & Days, too, ozToc; 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 (Il. 12.113-15): 

vrl0to, o06' ap' SIihXX KcaK&a 6rS ic paS; dX6saS 
nItotcIV Kati OX?ecmptv aya?Xk6Evo;S zapa vr)ov 

as d7&tovooToCetvv npoti "IXtov lve4l6ecjav 

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 vrontto 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 apa 
and the evidential verb pelXXEtv).30 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 zTaua, too, has to be understood in light of the 
mutual agreement on this quintessential vqirto;. 

INDIRECT SPEECH AND THE TELOS OF THE ODYSSEY 

Asios' words are referred to with Tauza, yet closed in the usual Homeric 
way with 6og tc(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): 

Tzai' ap' dotb66; iaeit6 zptiKXuTo6 

this then the famous bard was singing 

Let us first observe that the zarza here is not a ost0o;; 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 Tzara is not a Ta; 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 6xS (cpaT' 
("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 &c(, 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.31 

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

30. See Bakker 1997b, 17-23, 30-36. On v7)ntos passages, see also de Jong 1987, 86-87. Note that 
these passages, too, have been considered "late" (Shipp 1972, 3-4). 

31. Compare Bakker 1997b, 26, where I characterize this use of 6g 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 o'i4rl (lay) whose fame 
(KX0og) 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 
Ynrnou KoCgOV (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 (oxg "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 TaiTa, 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.32 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): 

TOUT' apa 6e?TzaTov EIt?V iRtoq, 6-O oi yXuKiU 6nvo; 
XucotpkeXS in6pouao, X6ucv peXES6paTa 90uio. 

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: iEte6v 6' ;) ... ("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 (apazTo 6' (cq np&rov ["and he started <with telling> how 
first..."] 23.310); and just like Demodokos' third song, it remains indirectly 
reported: all along, the formula fib' co6 ("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.33 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 oUTo5 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 orTog 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 Ouuo6g: 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 (II. 21.552-71): 

6X0iocta 6' apa E?tCE np6o ov p[syCauTopa Oupo6v 

6S Eirtcv... 

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 
xS~ 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 
optcaivo or ptpprtpitco (ponder, deliberate). Such a representation often 
involves disjunctions of the form ... . ., 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 11. 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 

oT1 6a' avTca CXotvrr? 6 5s P mprlptxEV '06uaUc6q,S 

fl YUvOv XiCTooITo Xa(30v E6=xcoba KoUprTv, 
f a0iT(oq ET?CocIv d7roCtTa&a uEtk1XiotIt 
kXooiT', si &i?,eg n6XtIV Kai E?ipaa 6oil. 
6) apa ol qppov?ovOT bodooaTo Kc?piov ivat, 
kiooCoeat 7T?EEac1V d7t ooTab&a ?tLXlXiotot. 

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 o;S is used. Notice, however, that TauT' apa oi (ppoveovzt would 
have been metrically possible, a phrase that actually occurs elsewhere (see 
the next example). In choosing the anaphoric adverbial demonstrative 65S 
instead of the deictic accusative TaiTa, 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: 6;s recedes in favor of Tacia. 
Consider for example (II. 16.712-15): 

"EKTzcp 8' Ev SKaMtit 7tu6ns ?Xe [cvDuxaS iTITtous 
5i_ yap 1) udXVotUo KazTa Kk6VOV auztq EdXocoaS, 

Ti XaobiS S TeiXOS 6[toKXlioetIv daivat. 
zTabT' apa oi (ppovFovI T apioTaTo oioTpoS Atn6CXwv 

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. See also 1/. 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 zacT'(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 (II. 1.188-95): 

&x6 (padzo nrl?iovI 6' Haxo5 yvvcE', ?v 6e ol lZOp 
CTTr9ls<ct?v XacioioCt idv6tXa pspiLpptLsv, 

o6 ye (pdacyavov o6, ,puoodpeovo g napa pirpou 
TOt 5t?V dvaoCTTi tev, 6 6' ATpE'iTv Evapi[ot, 
E| X6oov iTa6otsv EplrTUG6Ct? CT BuoViv. 
|o6g ? Ta03' 6Opatv Kat a Kt& tpp;va Kai Katz Oupov, 

EcKESTO 6 ?K KOLsoio ps7ya 4,qi(po, 9?Os 6' A0?Ivq... 

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,35 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 Ta-Ta, a matter of the present, 
of the communication between the narrator and the audience.36 

I suggest that in these two cases cTara, 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 ooToS; as some- 
thing you can point at. This marked use of ozroS 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.37 

The remaining instances of ouToq 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:38 

T|Og 6 TauO' topIalcvs KOaTr (ppevac KaXI KaTa utll6v. 

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

35. Note the anaphoric pronouns Txo6 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 ll. 10.507. 
The same Tamsa formula is used, though the importance of the god's intervention is less crucial. 

37. See Bakker 1997a, 178-80. 
38. II. 10.507; 11.411; 17.106; 18.15; Od. 4.120; 5.365, 424. 

16 



HOMERIC OYTO1 

One of the instances of this formula (Il. 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 Ouvt6g, in the 
line we have already seen: 

6XrGoiaS 6' apa es17 npoq bv PeyaXaTzopa Ou%6v' 

and deeply disturbed he spoke to his own great-hearted spirit 

Does this invalidate the analysis of Taura just presented? Before we 
conclude that this is the case, we have to take into account that TacTa is 
prepackaged in a formulaic context. In other words, it is possible that the 
use of TazTa is conditioned by the formula. A quick search, in fact, reveals 
that the verb of the formula, c-pp[atvs, is not used according to its basic lex- 
ical value: like !cpliptpi co, 6opaivC is used primarily for inner thought, 
not public speech. Both verbs are often used for (hidden) intentions, with 
direct objects such as 06vov (murder) or 66Xov (ruse), or they govern a pur- 
pose clause.39 The use of the formulaic line in question derives from the 
ambiguous status of speech addressed to one's own OutCtS: such "performed 
thought" can either be categorized as overt, direct speech (hence the ana- 
phoric reference with 6iq, as discussed above), or as inner thought, to be 
referred to with the verb 6oppaivw. This means that the formulaic line con- 
taining TaiTa 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.40 

With this formulaic connection, o&Uos 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.41 

University of Montreal 

39. (p6vov: Od. 2.325; 4.843; 19.252; &5kov: Od. 2.93; 24.128; purpose clause: 1/. 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 (ppsoi pcpPrlpisovll (Od. 1.427; 20.10) feature the participial forms of the 
other verb: (ppEoiv 6ppaivov-zS (II. 10.4; Od. 3.151; 4.843), (ppEoiv 6opaivovt (11. 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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