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«Deixis from a cognitive and linguistic point of view: the case of Ancient Greek»

0. Some general considerations

As Nelli writes in her Master’s thesis of 2006 at Oxford University, “deixis is a very powerful linguistic tool. It is essential to everyday communication” (Nelli 2006:7). All languages of the world do have means (at least one means) for referring to present/absent objects or the state of affairs (including mental states/actions). Cognitively speaking, to “make reference to” is one of the basic activities of the human brain
.

This raises a very fundamental question: in Levinson’s terms “What is the nature of the relation between linguistic categories and non-linguistic concepts?” (Levinson 2003:22).

In prelinguistic terms we note that all communicative acts and, consequently, all deictic situations entail three entities, namely the speaker, the hearer, and the object/event/state of affairs that is the matter of the communicative act: “pointing is generally triadic, there is some third entity involved” (Tomasello 2003: 33).

As for the question raised by Levinson concerning the relations between linguistic categories and concepts, there are two different viewpoints: (i) there is a direct relation between cognitive categories and linguistic categories; (ii) there is no direct relation between these categories. In both cases we have to consider the parameters which organize the conceptual domain of spatial relations.

As for (i), the assumption is that cognitive models, including spatial ones, are universal because they refer to the neuropsychological bases of the human species; therefore all members of the Homo Sapiens Sapiens are endowed with these models.

However, in recent times Levinson and his colleagues have cast doubts on such an assumption. Based on experimental data, they maintain that there exists a non-direct relation between cognitive categories on the one hand and linguistic categories on the other
. Conceptual structures, i.e. organized mental representations, produce different semantic unities in different languages.

Accordingly,

Different human groups use different spatial frameworks, often with distinctive sets of coordinate systems in both language and cognition.[…] [D]ifferent human groups seem to use different types of ‘mental map’, with consequent differences in many aspects of behaviour, communication and culture” (our italics, Levinson 2003: xix; see also 280ff.).

Spatial expressions involve both semantic and pragmatic aspects: conventional meanings (the semantic domain) and pragmatic implicatures due to the context (the pragmatic domain) are strictly intertwined in this field. This means that spatial expressions have a semantic domain which pertains to the langue dimension, i.e. to the linguistic system, but their value may change according to the discourse perspective, i.e. in the parole dimension. Note that spatial relations and deixis are two different concepts: spatial relations refer to the objective world, while deixis refers to the real world as seen by the speaker/hearer. 

The concept of ‘frame of reference’
, which considers spatial relations as  ‘angular correlations’ between the involved elements
, permits the neat division of two basically different approaches: at the conceptual level we may distinguish two points of view for spatial localisation: one based on angular relations and another which is not based on angular relations (see Levinson 2003:65ff.).

Consequently, deixis is characterized by i) the non realization of angular information at the linguistic level and ii) by using gestual codes, particularly pointing gestures, for angular information. However, although the two localisation types have to be distinguished at the theoretical level, they may be (and indeed they are) combined
.

1. Deictic systems

An important role in mental space representation is played by deictic pronouns (PROs), deictic determiners (DETs), and adverbs (ADVs). 

Many languages exist with a tripartite deictic system, e.g. Spanish (este ~ ese ~ aquel). Also Latin, Greek and even many non-IndoEuropean languages have this tripartite system. But, as we shall see in a moment, the situation is more complex than the simple “proximal”(este) ~ “medial” (ese) ~ “distal“ (aquel) opposition with reference just to the speaker (the ‘origo’).

 
Moreover, languages also exist with more complicated distinctions: for example, Khasi (Austro-Asiatic): une [+proximal], uto [+medial/near the hearer], utay [+distal], utey [+up], uthie [+down], uta [+invisible] (Nagaraja 1985; Rabel 1961), or Nivkh (Paleosiberian): tud [+proximal], hud [+close], eγd [+medial], aγd [+remote], aiγd [+distal], kud [+invisible] (Gruzdeva 2006).

Based on Fillmore [1982], Anderson and Keenan [1985], have shown that the tripartite deictic systems may be distance oriented or person oriented. In distance oriented systems the distance is considered with reference to the speaker only, whereas in person oriented systems  the distance is considered with reference also to the hearer (cf. Da Milano 2005: 24-25). According to Anderson and Keenan [1985], Spanish has a distance oriented system which takes account of the object distance from the deictic centre: este is [+proximal], ese [+medial] or [+neuter], aquel [+distal].  On the other hand, Anderson and Keenan (1985) - and see also Diessel (1999: 25) - maintain that Japanese is person oriented. Both statements, concerning Spanish and Japanese, have recently been discussed. As for Japanese, Özyürek and Kita [2001] have shown that soko, which allegedly expresses nearness to the hearer, seems on the contrary to only be used to introduce a pragmatically new referent; after that first introduction, we find a bipartite system of the ‘this ~ that’ type (see Da Milano 2005: 26)
. 

We also have to take into account the distinction between the origo-inclusive and the origo-exclusive realization of the deictic process as illustrated by Diewald and Smirnova (2010) with reference to Germ. hier and dort: «hier (“a place that is conceived as concentric to the place where the origo is located”) and dort (“a place that is conceived as not concentric to the place where the origo is located”)»: Die Katze liegt hier  vs. Die Katze liegt dort (Diewald and Smirnova 2010:12). 

This leads us to the concept of ‘dyad of conversation’ elaborated by Jungbluth [2005]
. She maintains that two subsystems have to be distinguished in the ‘person oriented’ systems, namely those which have a double anchor point (see below) and those which only have one anchor point.  

Nowadays linguists tend to admit that languages using a tripartite system have three possible configurations (cf. Imai 2003): 

a. distance oriented tripartite systems;

b. person oriented tripartite systems; 

c. "dual-anchor type systems" (where ‘anchor’ means ground of reference)

Languages that make use of dual-anchor type systems have a deictic term that indicates both proximity to the hearer and distance from the speaker. Languages that make use of addressee-anchor isolated type systems have forms which indicate proximity to the hearer but can not indicate distance from the speaker
  (Da Milano 2005: 84, referring to Imai 2003). 

Spanish is an example of a dual-anchor system: in fact, the demonstrative ese may be used for a referent near the hearer as well as for a referent located midway between hearer and speaker; Tuscan is an example of an addressee-anchor isolated type, as  codesto is used just for referents near the hearer.

2. The case of Ancient Greek

Les éléments démonstratives en grec 

n’ont jamais tendu à former un système [Humbert 1945: 35
Let us now discuss the ‘dual anchor’ in more details. According to Janssen (2004: 989), the tripartite Greek system (as well as the Latin, Italian, and Spanish ones) shows a system based on two parameters: on the one hand speaker and hearer are opposed as a single unity (“me” and “you”: inclusive) to the third person, on the other, speaker and hearer are considered as separate entities (“me” vs. “you”: exclusive). The following figure represents this opposition: 
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Figure 1 

We give an example for each case of  deixis in its own situation:

(1) Prom. 3-6

{Kράτος} Ἥφαιστε, σοὶ δὲ χρὴ μέλειν ἐπιστολὰς

ἅς σοι πατὴρ ἐφεῖτο, τόνδε πρὸς πέτραις
ὑψηλοχρήμνοις τὸν λεωργὸν ὀχμάσαι
ἀδαμαντίνων δεσμῶν ἐν ἀρρήχτοις πέδαις.

Kratos: “And now, Hephaestus, yours is the charge to observe the mandates 

laid upon you by the Father—to clamp this miscreant upon the high craggy rocks

in shackles of binding adamant that cannot be broken”

(2) Thebe 1044-1045

{Kη}τραχύς γε μέντοι δῆμος ἐκφυγὼν κακά.

{Αντ.} τράχυν'˙ἄθαπτος δ'οὗτος οὐ γενήσεται.

Herald: “And yet a citizenry that has escaped evil can be harsh” 

Antigone: “Let it be harsh! This man will not be unburied”

(1) and (2) refer to Prometheus and Polinice's corps, respetively, as a demonstratio ad oculos.

(3) Pers. 717

{Δα.} τίς δ'ἐμῶν ἐκεῖσε παίδων ἐστρατηλάτει; φράσον.

Darius: “Tell me, what son of mine led our army there?” distal adverb

(3bis) Aiax 271-272

{Tε.} ἁνὴρ ἐκεῖνος, ἡνίκ' ἦν ἐν τῇ νόσῳ,

αὑτὸς μὲν ἥδεθ'οἷσιν εἴχετ' ἐν κακοῖς,

Tecmessa: “That man, while afflicted, 

found joy for himself in the dire fantasies that held him” distal demonstrative

Accordingly, the structure of the demonstratives appears to have two binary and progressive contrasts: firstly a contrast between A' and B', i.e. the speaker/hearer’s perspective as opposed to every external reference. Then, the speaker’s A-space as opposed to the hearer’s B-space (Da Milano 2005: 35).

As for Ancient Greek, it seems to have a double-anchor type system:

(4) Soph., Tr. 475 ἔστιν γὰρ οὔτως ὥσπερ οὗτος ἐννέπει·

                 “It is as this man says”   

«Lichas alludes to the Messenger using the second person deictic οὗτος: the man is both in a middle position and, as Lichas has realized, connected to his addressee, namely to Deianeira» (Nelli 2006:41).

[[Also the ADVs system shows a double-anchor system: 

 I think that the data in our corpus hint at double binary opposition rather than three progressive distance degrees from the origo. On the one hand, ἐνθάδε is opposed both to ἐνταῦθα and ἐκεῖ , as it refers to a place where the speaker is included […]. On the other hand, the opposition ἐνταῦθα ~ ἐκεῖ does not immediately refer to the speaker’s position; rather it considers whether  the concerned area is interior (ἐνταῦθα) or exterior (ἐκεῖ) to the reference space […]. In the theatre context the scene is obviously the privileged space. Therefore, it is not surprising that Aristophanes almost always uses ἐκεῖ to refer to spaces outside of the scene, whereas the contrary holds for ἐνταῦθα (Ricca  1989:62)
. ]]

Summing up, the Ancient Greek deictic system seems to be characterized as follows:

-     objects are localised at progressively increasing distances from the speaker;

-     nearness to the hearer is relevant (cf. Bakker 1999).

One has to remember that the same deictic form may be used according to different Bühlerian Modi des Zeigens (Bühler 1934): not only in the prototypical modus of the Demonstratio ad oculos, but also anaphorically, in the so-called Deixis am Phantasma, and in textual deixis. Consequently, deictic forms naturally endowed with spatial feature [“near to”/”far from”] may signal nearness to or remoteness from speaker and/or hearer. Cognitive, empathic factors, such as emotions or personal involvement play an important role in the use of different deictic forms. Lakoff (1974 spoke of emotional deixis; and Lyons (1977 of empathetic deixis (and see already  Kühner-Gerth 1898-1904; Fillmore 1972). However, it has to be noted that deictics, when used empathetically, keep their systemic relations (the langue-dimension previously alluded to). 
We can also conceive of the cognitive space as divided into areas which make part of the indexical space. These areas are delimited by the ‘Ego’ and You (‘Tu’) deictic centres and their respective extensions. We assume that  Janssen’s model (2004) for representing deictic relations in physical space may be adopted even for corresponding relations in the cognitive space. In the following schema only the here pertinent areas are in black, whereas other areas are in grey:
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Figure 2

In this figure we note that in the dyadic exchange Ego ↔ Tu:

1) ὅδε, este signal: a) information which belongs to the ‘Ego’ cognitive space and is not yet shared by ‘Tu’; b) information which derives from the space shared by ‘Ego’ and ‘Tu’ [[(o, più in generale, in uno spazio cognitivo condiviso, sia latamente previo sia posto in essere dalla comunicazione corrente)]].

2) οὗτος, ese signal: a) information which is drawn from the ‘Tu’ cognitive space, particularly when the information coming from ‘Ego’ has entered the ‘Tu’ space; b) information deriving from ‘Tu’; c) information Ego  wants to show  ‘Tu’, to demonstrate to ‘Tu’s eyes.

The contrast ὅδε - οὗτος in the conversation considered within the dyadic model enables us to consider the two deictics as markers of communication ‘updating’ during the information flow. When examining information flows in the languages under scrutiny, we see that each actor of the dyad has his/her own cognitive space. Shared knowledge exists in both spaces and each piece of knowledge passing from the speaker to the hearer originates a new shared knowledge state. 

In other words, deictics refer to referents which belong to ‘shared knowledge’ (Lyons 1977): deictics do not immediately refer to a contextual referent – but rather to a conceptual referent which appears as evident only in the frame of the previously shared knowledge of the interlocutors.

Deixis can be seen as a species-specific cognitive process (Tomasello). It appears in many  forms, according to the pragmatic situations. Scenic deixis, where the Deixis am Phantasma plays an important role reveals particularly interesting aspects.
3. Conclusions

In our talk Ancient Greek only represents a case study. The purpose of our presentation was to show how modern parameters do permit a typological classification of different deictic systems, though the parameters are displayed not as a binary choice (‘yes’ or ‘no’ as in the generativist frame of reference), but often appear along a continuum.

As a final example see Il. 3,167f. and 178 where both ὅδε and οὗτος are used instead of ε̉κει̃νος with reference to a distal object. Priam asks Helen to identify a conspicuous warrior among the Greeks fighting under the walls:

(5) «ὥς μοι καὶ τόνδ΄α̉́νδρα πελώριον ε̉ξονομήνῃς, 

ὅς τις ὅδ’ ε̉στὶν  ̉Αχαιὸς α̉νὴρ η̉ΰς τε μέγας τε;» [….]

«οὗτος γ΄ ̉Ατρεΐδης ευ̉ρὺ κρείων  ̉Αγαμέμνων»

“So you could tell me the name of this man  who is so tremendous;

who is this Achaian man of power and stature?” […]

“That one is the son of Atreus, Agamemnon the very best” 

In these verses Priam, who is anxious about his family’s and Troy’s destiny, wishes to know the name of the warrior who appears to be the most dangerous enemy: Priam’s emotion is marked by the use of the proximal deictic ὅδε and not the distal ε̉κει̃νος. In this way Homer underlines Priam’s emphatic or sympathetic state of mind. As we might expect in a threefold deictic system (proximal ~ medial ~ distal and ‘person oriented’), Helen in fact uses οὗτος in her answer and thus underlines her empathetic vicinity to Priam, the hearer)
. Helen does not use ε̉κει̃νος since the reference point has already been created by Priam’s question. We may say that οὗτος is not only deictic but also ‘dialogic’, i.e. pragmatically conditioned (see Bakker 1999: 6-7). Referring to the same verses, Ruijgh (2006:158) writes:

In this passage οὗτος could also be interpreted as an anaphoric pronoun: ‘that man you just mentioned, that man you have in mind’. This ‘deictic-anaphoric’ use of οὗτος is, so to speak, the link between the strictly deictic and the strictly anaphoric use of the pronoun.

This apparently contradictory use in a three-member system has to be understood by making use of the just mentioned continuum: deictic forms (both pronouns and adverbs) are not watertight boxes; on the contrary they may depend on how space is cognitively perceived in the ‘dyad of conversation’ and consequently they may admit different possibilities according to the pragmatic interaction between speaker and hearer.
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�	 See Lyons (1995:307).


�	 See LEVINSON 1996; PEDERSON, DANZIGER, LEVINSON, KITA, SENFT, WILKINS 1998. With this assumption in mind, HAUN & RAPOLD (2009) confronted German speaking children and Namibia children. The former use spatial reference systems which are subject-based, while the latter use object-based spatial reference systems: the experiment showed that the two groups of children solved the tasks they were given differently and according to their own reference systems,


�	  See ROCK (1990), FRIEDERICI & LEVELT (1990), LEVELT (1996).  


�	 Spatial coordinates give ‘angular informations’ concerning the reciprocal position of objects in the space. For instance, when we say the house in front of the garden we inform the hearer about the position of the house in the space of 360 degrees. If we say that house in front of the garden we combine angular information and deixis.  


�	 See LEVINSON (2003: 50): «[…] each of our three frames of reference may occur with or without a deictic centre (or egocentric origin)». The deixis gives the ‘ground’ or the ‘deictic anchor’ to locate the linguistic event and its participants. When the deictic centre is located inside the spatial relation ‘frame’, deixis and frame of reference combine. Particularly, when ground and deictic centre coincide we get a binary relation. A threefold relation is realized when the point of view and the deictic centre coincide. 


	DANZIGER (2003, 2010) has a partially different viewpoint. She introduces a fourth frame of reference: «The fourth frame, called here the “Direct” frame, is the one in which canonical deictic reference, with Speaker as both Anchor and Ground, finds its place in the cross-linguistic typology of spatial reference. The Direct frame of reference is logically and empirically implied in the existing typology, but has heretofore been denied the status of an independent analytical category» (DANZIGER 2003: 105). Doubtlessly, Danziger offers interesting food for thought, but her fourth frame does not distinguish angular vs. non-angular locations which LEVINSON (2003) and others keep strictly -and rightly- apart.  


�	 Remember that English has a twofold deictic system. This may cause some translation problems.  


�	 Bühler already maintained that a definition of deixis is not exhaustive if referred to the speaker alone. He distinguished a Sender and an Empfänger (recipient) as roles of the communicative event (see BÜHLER (1934: 79). Later on, this methodologically fundamental distinction will be called dyad.  


�	 «Le lingue che utilizzano sistemi a doppio ancoraggio (“dual-anchor type systems”) presentano un termine deittico che indica sia prossimità rispetto all’ascoltatore sia distanza dal parlante; le lingue che utilizzano sistemi ancorati sull’ascoltatore (“addressee-anchor isolated type systems”) presentano forme che indicano prossimità all’ascoltatore, ma che non possono indicare distanza rispetto al parlante.»  


�	 « I dati del corpus indicano a mio parere un sistema articolato non tanto in tre gradi progressivi di distanza dall’origo, ma piuttosto secondo una doppia opposizione binaria. Da un lato ἐνθάδε si oppone sia ad ἐνταῦθα che ad ἐκεῖ perché designa un luogo che include il parlante […] Nell’opposizione tra ἐνταῦθα ed ἐκεῖ, invece, non è direttamente rilevante la posizione del parlante. Ma piuttosto se l’area denotata si trova all’interno (ἐνταῦθα) o all’esterno (ἐκεῖ) di un’area di riferimento. Non sorprende quindi che in Aristofane ἐκεῖ designi quasi sempre regioni esterne alla scena, mentre il contrario vale per ἐνταῦθα »  


�	 Note that this allows us to explain what Bakker had in mind («Helen’s and Priam’s joint seeing is in fact the very point of the use of  οὗτος», Bakker 1999: 7); but we respect the functional coherence of the Greek linguistic systems as evidentiated in Janssen’s scheme  (2004; see fig. 1 which shows the double system of oppositions) Obviously, the empathetic use of  deixis  paves the way to the other, different forms which go under the label Deixis am Phantasma.










