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This thesis presents a linguistic—delictic analysis of Lermontov's

novel, A Hero of Our Time. The linguistic analysis concentrates on the dis-

course of the author's three narrators: (1) the traveller, whose utterances
are informative and objective, (2) Maksim Maksimich, who provides a more per-
sonal and communicative discourse, and (3) Pechorin, the hero, whose speech
is highly subjective, self-centred agg_egotistical. This approach shows a
contrast 1in the deictic elementq\of subjéctivity pertinent to the discourse
of each speaker, which in turn provides a precise character sketch of each
narrator.

With regard to the literary merit of the novel, Lermontov's hefg'
forces the reader to consider two basic questions: (1) what characterizes
the complete and integral individual? and (2) what can cause the downfall of
this individual? Our deictic analysils supplies an answer. Regardless of

talent and ability, the egotistic individual, such as Pechorin, is doomed to

despair and failure.
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UNE ANALYSE DEICTIQUE DU "ROMAN ' ,
UN HEROS DE NOTRE TEMPS DE LERMONTOV

(Fepoit Hamero BpeMeHH)

par

Shérine Boctor

L]
Thése soumise en vue de 1'obtention

d'une MaTtrise &s Lettres

Résumé

Cette thése présente une analyse linguistique et déictique du roman

Un héros de notre temps de Lermontov. L'analyse linguistique se concentre

sur le discours des trois narrateurs du roman: (1) le voyageur, qul tient un

« discours informaglf et objectif, (2) Maksim Maksimich, qui est plus intime et
confiant dans ses propos, et (3) Pechorin, le héros, chez qui 1'expression est
subjective, centrée sur soi et égolste. Cette approche démontre un contrast
dans les éléments déictiques de la subjectivité propre au discours de chaque

narrateur, et nous fournit ainsl un portrait précis de chaque personnage.
\ o

Quel lien existe entre 1'analyse linguistique et le mérit littéraire
-

du roman? Le héros de Lermontov incite le lecteur 3 méditer sur deux ques-
tions fondamentales: (1) quels sont les caractéristiques de 1'individu com-
plet et intégrale? et (2) qu'est-ce qul peut causer la chute de ce méme

individu? Notre analyse linguistique nous donne une réponse. Malgré ses
L

talents et ses capacités, 1'individu égoiste, tel que Pechorin, est condamné

au désespoir et & la défaite. - -
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0. . INTRODUCTION
5F

1

8

This thesis presents a linguistic analysis of M.Yu. hermontov's novel

©

A Hero of Our Time (I'epolt Hamero Bpemesin). The novel of}ers a varied and

—~ -

complex narrative style, as well as touching and intriguing characters.

-

My main goal is to use the precision and clarity of linguistic re-

search_to achieve a better understanding of the lyrical beauty and meaning.of
this literary work. I wilj concentrate exclusively on a 'specific bra;lch of
linguistics in my anhlysis of the n6vé1: deixis.

<

Deixic is the mechanics of discourse; 1t encompasses the terms which

denote the speaker and listener involved in a conversation, the subject of
discourse, as well as the time and place of the utterance. These very basic
linguistic terms hold the key to”understanding an individual's discourse. ”
Understanding an individual's discourse in this systematic and scientific

manner means gaining new insights into his .personality.

In the novel A Hero of Our Time, Lermontov presents the reader with

three narrators: (1) a traveller, (2) Maksim Maksimich and (3) Pechorin.

These three narrators present a contrast in character which is clearly re-
. ./

vealed in their discourse. (1), the.traveller? is objectiymand informative
in his speech, " His role is to link the reader's realityﬁ the novel's '
fictive reality. (2), Maksim Maksimich, 1s a- communicative story:teller.
His function is to express hi:s thoughts and ;mtions E:o +he reader, his dis-
course -- gubjective and personal. (3), Pechorin's discourse is highly ‘sub-

jective and egocentric. He does not communicate with the reader directly, -
P 3

but indfFfectly, through his diary. It isé in this journal that Pechorin

©
[}



reveals himself and narrates his own story.

2 AN

Much has been written about these characters, especiall;' ab&t: Pechor=
in. The b:xrning question has always been: 1is he a ﬁero or an anti—he\r}x?
(Ct;anceg, 1978; TynaeB, 1974; Moulik, 1976; Reed, 1974). As with most 11::\5\
erary analysis, however, this has been vague and unsubstantiated. More oftet;‘\\
than ;wt,‘ it was simply the critic's personal opinion that was stated.

)

Thus, I propose a delctic analysis of the three narrators' discourse
as a key to thelr character types. This linguistic s!:udy will aim to clarify
with and ground all its conclusions in fact.

I begin my study by pointing out how t:ile fields of literature and
linguistics are 1nterrekate21, and how the latter can provide a more scien-
tific method for researching the former. This is followed by a general sur-
vey of deixis, deictic“ terms énd the;r importance and function in discourse,
I then apply this approach to the various—utterances.of Lermontov and his
three narrators. The specific utterances which I analyz; were chosen for
the—ir linguistic int:efest, as well as for their aesthetic importance and

4
relevance to the novel. N

N

After I have.reached my conclusions based 3n this linguistic evidence,

I will attempt to answer the ultimate question: 1s Pechorin a hero?

|
0.1._ Roman Jakobson once pointed out that \'\

a linguist deaf to the poetic function of language and a literary
scholar indifferent to linguistic problems and unconvirsant with
linguistic methods are equally flagrant anachronisms. ~
” -
Yet literature and linguistics continue to be treated as two separate and

opposiiag disciplines. The fact is they are complementary fields of knowledge
which have a very basic and important element in common: language. Language

;lefines and describes human reality, be\that through a literary work or

{

N\



through an actual conversation.

The task of analyzing the nature of a narrative work has usually been

asgigned to the critic of literature. A literary work, however, whether

enteftaining or informative, is basically a discourse between the author and

his reader. As such it is subject to the deictic rules of discourse, and thus

enters the domain of linguistics.”

The analysis of discourse tells us that every individual expresses

himself through hi® personal centre o¥ reality, his I-here-now point of ref-

erence.\ This subjective point of consciousness is termed die ich-Origo by

Karl Bihler.?

Buhler originated the following schema to explain the subjective

orientation of human speech and to depict the Koordinatensystem of the speaker

(Biihler),?

] -

-
/

-

$

¢
Ich behaupte, da{s drei Zeigworter an die Stelle von O gesetzt werden
mussen, wenn dies Schema das Zeigfeld der menschlichen Sprache
reprasentieren soll, namlich die Zeigworter hder, jetzt, und ich.
The O in Buhler's schema is the ich-Origo. He places the ich-Origo in the
centre of the cognitive field of the speaker, and it 1s around this central
point of reference that all deictic elements are organized.

It is from“the perspective of his ich-Origo that an individual sees

and understands ‘both himself and the world. An individual's thought process

stems from his subjective bdeing. DesCartes' famous cogito, ergo sum shows



how closely thought is linked to existence, and thought is expressed in and

through language.

All thought whatsoever is a sign, and is mostly of the nature
of language.?>

Thought and larnguage are not only the backbone of linguistic study,
but are also the very essence of literature. Let us now examine the simil-

arities in linguistic analysis and literary theory.

0.2. In almost all theories of art which aspire to comprehensiveness, we
find certain elements singled out as the basis of analysis. The first is
0

;hé work itself, the artistic product. It follows that the second element to
cénsider is the artist, the ‘creator of the work. The third element is the
subject of the work; the subject may deal with an objective state of
affairs or it may relate a specific, subjective situation. The fourth and
final element is the audience, the adressee, listener or reader for whom
the work is destined.6 These same elements stand as the inherent terms of

v

deictic ahalysis.

" -

The most immediately transparent articulltion between the act of
speech and its behavioral setting is found in conjunction with
components of linguistic media which are \called deictic signs.
The first element of human speech is discourse, the actualization of
a thought or feeling through language.’ The second is the speaker, the pro-
ducer of the discourse. It naturally follows that there should be a subject

of discourse, for a speaker attempts to copvey an objective or subjective

truth. The fourth element is the addressee, the person to whom the speaker
is communicating an utterance.

It 1s clear that in this instance literature and linguistics are
interrelated. An artistic work is a dialogical relationship between an art-

ist and an audience in much the same way as a discourse enters into an act
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of communication between a speaker and a listener.

Any artistic or linguistic production demands a response or reaction
to substantiate 1its existence. To elicit such a reaction is, indeed, the
very nature of communication.

Having established this basic argument, we may now go one step fur-
ther. Every artistic work has been conceived and created in a specific per-
iod of history and in a specific place. These time-place coordinates are
important in establishing the situational background of the work: in the
case of Lermontov's novel -- the nineteenth century (1848), the Caucasus,
Russian literature's romantic period, etc. Similarly, every utterance is
firmly rooted deictically in a specific time and place, the speaker's here-

and-now. This argument can best be expressed in the following schema.

Literature Linguistics
(theory of art) (deixis of discourse)
Art‘List Speaker
Artistic Work Utterance
€ Time k(//////\\\\\\\Place Time Place
\ , . 2
M\ subject i AN e
N\ / A\ 7
N 7 N /
/ /
\ \
N eNe”
o Yu o Yu
: 4 \ 3
o |& ~"% |&
g |3 ¢ |3
2 | © |@ \

Audience Addressee
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0.3. How can we define language? According to Webster's Dictionary, it is

"a system of communication between humans through written and vocal symbola."8

The key word here is 'symbols':

The use of the symbols is determined by a set of rules which
we will call the rules of language.9

This indicates that language is an arbitrary, objective and impersonal svys-
tem used to encode and decode messages, thoughts and feelings. A particular
system of symbols-~English or Russian, for example,--serves those expressing
themselves within its framework.
la langue est une convention, et la nature du signe dont on
est convenu est indifférente. Le lien unissant le signifiant .y
signifié est arbitraire.l0
This implies that language, the instrument of literature and the

subject of linguistic study, has very little to do with individual reality,.

There 1is, however, a fleld where both language and individual veality meet.

This field is the domain of discourse.

0.4. Discourse is by its very nature subjective, personal and egocentric.
It is an instrument of intersubjective communication which serves to actual-
ize or reproduce reality for the speaker.

In order for the discourse to be clear to the listener, the speaker
must provide his utterance with deictic pronominal and spatio-temporal points
of reference. Delxis, from the Greek deicticos, 'serving to show, pointing,

11
indicating, ' 1{s what gives human speech significance and direction.
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1. Deictic terminology begins with the use of I, the speaker of the
discourse (the first person singular). I provides the pragmatic context

of an utterance. It 18 easy to'see then how '"the typical situation of

12 '
utterance 1is egocentric.'

If one says 1, one can only be talking of oneself; no other possi-
bility exists. I becomes the centre of the individual's universe and con-

stitutes the foundation of subjectivity.

Est 'ego' qui dit 'ego.' Nous trouvons 13 le fondement de la
'subjectivité,’' qui se détermine par le statut linguistique de

la 'personne.'13
L ]

The speaker is the most important person in the act of speech.
Without I there 1s no discourse, no utterance possible, and therefore, no
communication. I is the referent around which spatial and temporal rela-

tionships are defined and organized. This is Buhler's ich-Origo, the most

subjective element in an utterance.

! 1

FopopAmMit -- camoe rmjaBHoe Oefic TBywee /HMUC peYyeBOro akTta, MO3ITOMY
H A rOBOpAmNEro CTAHOBHTCA HOCHTeNleM CY6beK THBHO-MOOANBHOI'O 3HaueHHA.

1.1 Deixis may be termed a subjective link between language and reality.

. Deictic reality, however, 1s not a fixed point of reference. I is the

centre of a situation of utterance, but ''the 'centre' of the deictic system

switches."15

In other words, I exists in a discourse only in relation to a you.
Consciousness of self is defined and made possible by contrast with the
'other.' I am I only when addressing a you, who in turn will address me as
a you and speak as an I himself. Hence I and you are not only complementary,

but also reciprocal and reversible.

'Je' est 1'individu qui &nonce la présente instance de discours
contenant l'instance linguistique 'je.' Par conséquent, en intro-
duisant la situation d'allocution, on obtient une définition
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8 .

symétrique pour 'tu,' comme 1'individu allocuté dans la ptésfgte
instance de discours contenant 1'instance linguistique 'tu.'

N I and you serve as pronouns of intersubjective communication and
exist only when they are uttered In the instance of a discourse by a speaker.
I and you are both involved in a discourse and have a specific oneness.

The 'I' who states, the 'you' to whom 'I' addresses himself are
unique each time. The one whom 'I' defines by 'you' thinks of
himself as 'I' and can be inverted into 'I,' and 'l' becomes a
' 117
you.
Any two individuals engaged in a discourse are simultaneously an I
and a you depending on the gpecific instance in a discourse. This relation-

ship is termed referenzidentisch.18
I8

Die grammatische Beschreibung mu{azeigen, dd& ich und du ...
referenzidentisch sein kdnnen, wenn sie von verschiedenen Sprechern

gedufert werden.!?

1.2, The first person I is used by the speaker to place himself in the
subject-role of a discourse; you is used by the speaker to indicate his
addressee, the listener. 1 is the subjective first person and you is the
non-subjective second person; they stand in a special one~to-one relation-
ship in a discourse. Both the first and second person are directly involved
in a discourse, which directly concerns these persons.

Added to this is the personal proﬁgﬁn we. We, when uttered by the
speaker, implies I and at least one other person involved in the discourse.
This we may or may not include a reference to the listener you. Hence, it-ﬁf
customary to speak of an inclusive we, when we includes both I, the speaker,
and you, the listener, as opposed to an exclusive we, referring only to the
speaker and at least one other person, excluding the present you.

...das 'wir, aus dem Mund der Manner anderapautet. wenn es die

angeredete Frau aus der fremden Sippe das eine Mal einschlieﬂt
und das andere Mal ausschlieﬁt; es gibt ein inklusives und ein

exklusives 'wir.'

3
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Rauh explains the inclusive-/exclusive-we distinction schematically,

opposing the first and second persons singular with (he, she, it), the third

person singular. 21

I you he, she, it
. ~-III -I1I +I11
- II + {I - II
+ 1 -1 -1
» : ,
We (exclusive) We (inclusive)
+I11 +I11
- II ex. John and I + 11 ex. (John), you and I
+ I + 1

1.2.1. Rauh's schema brings us to our next deictic pronoun: he, she, it,

the third person singular. The third person is not a participant in the dis-
course. He, she, it are non-persons and can represent an infinite r}umber of
subjects, human or non-human. The third person is used to refer i:o persons
or things other than the speaker and the listener.

La 'troisi2me personne' ‘représente en fait le membre non marqué de
la correlation de personne.

John Lyons further differentiates between a 'definite' (he, she, it)

-

and an 'indefinite' (someone, somebody, something) third person as a subject

of discourae.z3 The relationship between the three-person deixis of an

utterance may be schematically represented as follows.

I you he, she, it

-I11I -111 +II1

- II . ¢ II— - II i
+ 1 -1 -1

+ ego - ego + definite

+ human 4+ human ) 4 human

+ definite 4+ definite - ego

+ speaker - speaker - speaker

- listener 4+ listener - listener

- subject of discourse -~ subject of discourse + subject of discourse

1.2.2. The third person singular not only functions as a delctic sign to

" indicate a subject of discourse, but also serves as a syntactical sign within
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an utterance. This function is known as anaphora and kataphora. Anaphora
1

refers back to a segment of an utterance which precedes the deictic term;

its role is one of substitution for an aforementioned part of a sentence.

Kataphora serves a similar function of substitution, but with a variance. It

points ahead to a sentence segment which follows the deictic expression.
Rauh's éxamples illustrate well the pronominal usage of the third

person singular as anaphora and kataphora.za

Anaphora: John is an intelligent man and he should go far.
¢‘\ !
sentence segment —_— deictic expression
which precedes deictic T T———Anaphora refers
expression he. back to John.
Kataphora:‘— The teacher who wronged him is hated by Bill.
\* v
deictic empression gentence segment
Kataphora referP which follows
ahead to Bil]. ) deictic expres-
sion him.

[

Thus anaphora and kataphora are vehicles of flexdbility in an utter-
ance for both the speaker and the listener. They are linguistic terms of
substitution for specific sentence segments. They direct the listener's-at-
tention to the established subject of discourse, while eliminafing repetition

%{f the sentence segment in question.
Psychologisch betrachtet setzt jeder anaphorische Gebrauch der
ZeigwOrter das eine voraus, daﬂ Sender und Empfanger den Redeabfluﬂ
als ein Ganzes vor sich haben, auf desgsen Teile man zurlick- und
vorgreifen kann.?25 ;

At first glance anaphora and katapﬁora appear to be opposing terms:
one pointing back to a specific part of an utterance, and the other pointing
ahead. Be that as it may, ana-kataphora expressions can also function as

26
interdependent terms of substitution in an utterance, Harweg offers an

interesting example of such a case.
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... die (jenigen) Personen, die vor ... geboren sind ...

v ~

Kataphora: Anaphora: .
deictic expression deictic expression
referring ahead to referring back to
Personen. Personen.

In this example, anaphora and kataphora serve a complementary purpose of

substitution for the same noun, and function as one deictic expression.

1.2.3. Anaphora also includes possessive pronouns and reflexive pronouns.

Possessive pronouns such as my, your, aur, etc. are anaphoric since they

emanate from the speaker for the purpose of referring back to the personal

y -

pronouns I, you, we. The possessive pronbun stands as a substitution for
and referent to a personal pronoun.
Example: I left mF suitcase at the counter.
You bring your people a sense of dignity.
I
We will complete our research later.
4 1

Similarly, reflexive verbs achieve the same function. When the sub-
]

Ject and direct.or indirect object are the same verson in an utterance,

the reflexive verb becomes an anaphora referring back to the subject <in the

utterance.
Example: I looked at myself in the mirror.
] .
subJ;ZI*ig/EI:;ct object
iR 4

reflexive verb: _ ’

Anaphora refers = .
back to 1.

1.3. — ~As stated above, I is the starting point of any discourse. The ich-

Origo is the utterer of speech, and closely related to the ich-Origo stands

1

the Hier-Qrigo.27 The Hier-Origo serves to establish the speaker's reality,

the discourse, in a spatipal context in relation to and as determined by I's
\ o=

B °
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position at the moment of utterance. The deilctic word here is subjective in
the sense that it is defined by and totally dependent on I's location. As

such it can vary to indicate a different place each time it 1is uttered by a

different speaker. -

Streng genommen wird mit hier die momentane Position des SpFechers
angezeigt und diese Position kann mit jedem Sprecher wund mit jedem
Sprechajt wechseln. 28

!

Here. indicates that the place of utterance 1s near the speaker. In

opposigion to 1t stands the word there. There indicates that the place of

utterance is far fror the speaker.

Lyon529 and Fillmore30 both define;here and there as deictic terms

whose meaning is determined with respect to proximity to the speaket. Rauh31

also makes this point clearly and simply.
Die englische Sprache unterscheidet nur zweili raumdeiktische

Beziehungen die Opposition von 'in der Nahe des Auﬂerers (here)
und 'nicht in der Nahe des Auﬁerers (there). 32

1.3.1. Place deixis can be expressed not only by the spatial adverbs here
and there, but also by such demonstrative pronouns as this/these and that/
those, the former indicating proximity to and the latter distance from the
speaker.

Rauh33 assigns to this/these, that/those the sign #Far and gives

the following example to contrast these deictic terms. oo~
this that {,
(38) Do you prefer{thes%}or{thos;}.

A
He goes on to show that demonstrative pronouns c also function as articles

preceding nouns to form a demonstrative npminal phrase, as in the following

—

example.
(39) Do you want this book or that book?

In example (39), this and that are used to differentiate between two

objects; their position vis-a-vis the speaker is irrelevant here. Both books

——
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may be in exactly the same place, but the speaker wants to establish a con-

-~

trast between them by using opposing demonstratives.

Thus the function of demonstrative pronogns is not strictly that of
specifying a place of utterance. Although they are still determined by their
proximity to the speaker, demonstrative pronouns, such as those in sentences
(38) and (39), are non-locative deictic words. They can, however, be used in
an utterance in accordance with a spatial adverb to emphasize a locative, and

—_

.thus form a demonstrative prepositional phrase, as in the example below.

(a) §it down on this chair
here .

(b) Sit down on that chaii} 35
there .

1.3.2. The demonstratives this and that are characterized as -Far/-distal

and +#Far/+distal respectively; thus, they are contrastive terms.

That and this can also have a second, non-contrastive role, which

would characterize them as -distal/-proximal. In this case this/that
would function, as in (1) and (2) below, as conjunctions, or, as in (3) .and
(4) below, as ana-kataphora-like terms.
Examples: (1) He is so weak that he cannot stand.
(2) Paul told me that he would be here in two days. ,

(3) John works hard and that is what is important.
(4) I am not at all concertied with this matter.

In sentences (3) and (4), that and this fulfill an ana-kataphora-like

role within a discourse, and may be denoted thisl and thatl as defined by

thgir

proximity to the sentence-segment or sentence-segments to which they
refer within a text. In this function'this) and that; are terms of
discourse deixis as opposed to this and that, the demonstrative pro-

nouns. 36

The following is a schematic representation of the characteristics of

this/that and t:h‘i-sll t:hatl.
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This contrastive That
+deictic +deictic
+entity +entity
+proximate -proximate
~distal +distal
+demonstrative +demonstrative
+locative +locative

versus
non-contrastive as delctic locatives
W

This1 That1
+deictic - +deictic
+entity +entity
+proximate -proximate L
~-distal +distal
-demonstrative -demonstrative
-locative -locatije

1.3.3. It is important to note that this1 and that, are not ana-kataphora

1
terms. They do not refer to a specific sentence segment, but rather to a

/
non-specific sentence segment which may be one phrase or an entire discourse.
and thatl refer to an indefinite number of sentences.

Other terms of discourse deixis are last, next, before, above,

Therefore, this

—1

during, etc, as in

We will address this question in the next chapter.
As mentioned above, we should further note...

German makes similar distinctions between demonstrative pronouns and dis-
course deixis. 1In German, discourse deixis includes such words as dieser,

nachste, vorher, nachher.37 French distinguishes between il (lui) and le,

and ce, celui, ¢a, ceci.

1.3.4. The discourse deictic terms discussed above--last, next, before,

during,--refer not only to a sentence segment Or sentence segments in a text,

as the following examples demonstrate.
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in the last. paragraph... .
as was said before... .
during our discussion...

These terms, however, also refer to a point in time and must, as such, be
allocated to time deixis.
bl

Every utterance 1is made in a specific place (here) and in a specific

time (now). The wofds last, before, during, etc. indicate a time segment

with reference, to now, the jetzt-Origo.
It is interesting'%o note how place deixis and time deixis seem to

overlap. Rauh gives examples in which place and time deixis are juxtaposed.39.

L
Place Deixis Time Defxis
in the next house next month
in the last house last year
in this house during this week

... in vielen Fillen'ein temporaler deiktischer Ausdruck durch einen
lokalen deiktischen Ausdruck in der textdeiktischen Verwendung sub-
stitulerbar.

5
1.3.5. Fillmore distinguishes between coding time (the time of the act of

speech) and referent time (the time or period of time referred to in the
utterance). Sometimes it is impossible to determine the time-segment to
which now refers.’

You can save my life if you push that green button ... right ... Egg!41
In the above example it is difficult to draw a precise distinctiogl‘—“(

between coding time and referent time, unless the utterance is made verbal-

ly. Time is basically defined as pertaining to the now or not-now {past,

future). This 41s illustrated below.

- -~ " before after
- A >
( past: before now) NOwW ( future: after now)

(time of utterance/
coding time)

RS
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Temporal adverbs include the three basic terms now, yesterday and to-

morrow, as well as such words as in three years, -then, two weeks agoe, soon,

o

later, etc. '

Rauh describes the three bagic temporal adverbs in the following

schem:;l.['2 AN
now lzesterdaz . tomorrow
+temporal +temporal | +temporal
. +definite +definite +definite
+present -present -present
-past +past -past
-future -future +future

Terms of time can be used in a combination noun + temporal adverb,

ai Weilnreich points out.

-

Time deixis ... 1is a perfectly conceivable component of noun
designata as well: (the former, quondam, present, future king,
the-then king, the ex-king, the king—to-be).43

1.3.6. "Time deixis is in English primarily expressed by a combination of

deictic and other elements in compound signs such as inflected verbs or

verb phrases."44
Deictic time is not only expressed by temporal adverbs, but also via
verbal ‘tense, past, present or future. Tense, however, 1s only a psychologi-

.cg}’mark for segmenting time; it is not a universal grammatical -form.

... tenge itself is not found in all lahguages... The essential
characteristic of the category of tense is that it relates the

——— ) time of e action, event or state of affairs referred to in the
S sentence to the time of utterance (the time of utterance being
"now').45

- - | 1.3.7. To summarize the above, we should note that deictic words include
personal pronouns, spatial adverbs, temporal adverbs, possessive pronouns
and demonstrative pronbuns such as the following in English, German and

Russian.
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Deictic
English German Russian
Term - _°
personal |1, you, we, ich, du-Sie, wir, ‘;;!? S, Th=Bbl, Mbl
pronouns (he, she, it er, sie, es OH, OHa, OHO
spatial here, there hqer, dort, da 3gech TYT, TaMm
adverbs ’ / ’ ’ ™
temporal ' .
adverbs now, then, soon |jetzt, gleich, eben Tenepb, cefyac, pavple
dem. this, that der, die, das, die/jene(r)s |sToT, 2Ta, 210, OTH
pronouns |these, those dieser, diese, dieses TOT, T4, TO, Te
08s. mein(e s), dein(e s MO/, MOA, MOE, MOH
p my, your, our (e)/ (s), (e)/ (s} ’ , s MO¥
pronouns unser(e)/ (s) TBOH, TBOA, TBOe, TBOM

All natural languages have developed this necessary device for con-
veying and providing the contextual information of an utterance. Deix1is 1s
a universal device, its widespread distributiop clearly demonstrates lts 1im-

portance to communication. ,

I have no statistics available, but I guess that more than 90 per
cent of the declarative sentence-tokens we produce during our life
are indexical sentences.46

This concludes our survey jof deictic terminology.
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2. Deictic words can/omly be defined in the instance of an utterance.

This indicates that deictic meaning is wholly dependent on and the exclusive

47 °
property of each individual utterance. Deictic words have a shifting mean-

ing, depending when, where and by whom they are uttered in a discourse.

Man hat oft gemeint, da{z\ die Besonderheit des Personalpronomens und
anderer Verschieber darin bestehe, daff) sie kelne bestimmte, konstante,
allgemeline Bedeutung hatten. Das Wort 'ich' nennt von Fall zu Fall
eine andere Person, und es tut dies mittels immer neuer Bedeutung.

Deictic vocabulary gains a particular and specific meaning within the

definite context of a given utterance at the moment of communication.

When language 1s used 1mtommunication, 'this,' 'now' and 'I' are

supposed to refer always to particular 'thises,' 'heres' and 'nows,'

which are determined by the context at the moment of communication.49
Having 1dentified deictic terms, explained their meaning and noted their
shi1fting slg\m\flcance, we must now address a verv important question, that

\

concernling the subjective utterance, which 1s situation—-bound, versus the

objective utterance, which 1s non-situation bound.

2.1. The subjective utterance can only be properly understood and inter-
preted within its context or situation.

Unter Situation istetwas viel Begrenzteres und weniger Mehrdeutiges
als gemeinhin zu verstehen, d.h. allein die Umstande und Beziehungen
in Zeit und Raum, die an sich schon dadurch entstehen, daﬁ temand
(mit jemandem und Gber etwas), an einer Stelle des Raumes und zu -
elnem Zeitpunkt spricht.50

Situation, then, is nothing more than the particulars of person, place and

51
time of an utterance and the subject of discourse. The typical speech sit~
uvation encompasses the total setting, including sociolinguistic information
about the speaker and listener, their status relationships, responsibilities

and roles, The speech situation gives information about the environment and
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time of the utterance. The situation directs and influences the speech

event, the subject and manner of discourse in many ways.

2.2. What are the particulars that define the situation of a subjective
utterance? The first element is the region,53 the linguistic or socio-
cultural environment of a discourse. The second is Kontext,sa the la&guage
used, the physical surroundings and common o;»general knowledge shared by
both speaker and addressee.

The table below, based on Coseriu,55 offers a more detailed overview

of what 1is meant by gituation or Umfeld.

UMFELD / SITUATION

I. Region

1. Zone: the linguistic environment in which a particular
sign is usually used and understood.

2. Bereich: specialized terminology: medical, juridical or
linguistic terms.

3. Umgebung: the social milieu or cultural setting.

II1. Kontext

1. einzelsprachlicherKontext: the language itself.

2. Rede-Kontext: the speech or utterance which
makes up the conversation.

____________________________ e e e e e e

3. Auﬂer—Rede Kontext: the unspoken circumstances sur-

rounding the conversation:

(a) material context: everything
perceived by the participants

(b) empirical context: everything
known and shared by the par-
ticipants

(c) natural context: knowledge of
universal facts

...cantinued
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(d) practical context: addressee and
place of utterance, which
stipulate the manner of -
address

(e) historical context: common history
or personal story shared by the
participants

(f) cultural context: customs, mores
and traditions of gspeaker and
listener.

It is region and Kontext which constitute the situation/Umfeld of sub-

jective discourse. ~

Die Umfelder orientieren jedes Gesprach, geben ihm einen Sinn
und konnen sogar den Wahrheitswert des Geéuﬁerten bestimmen. 96

2.3. In opposition to the subjective, situation-bound discourse stands the
objective, factual statement whose interpretation is not dependent on a par-
ticular Unfeld. These are statements which express or describe a univetsal
truth or scientific data. Such utterances as (1) Water is a liquid, a com-
pound of hydrogen ;nd oxygen (HZO); (2) The earth rotates on its axis; and
(3) Calcium is an egsential ingredient of bones and teeth; are all objective.
Their meaning and interpretation do not depend on a particular ich-Origo.

Une assertion nominale, compléte en sol, pose 1'&noncé hors

de toute localisation temporelle ou modale et hors de la

subjectivité du locuteur.

A typical discourse will contadn both subjgctive and objective phrases.
In 1its totality, a discourse may be said to be predominantly objective (e.g.,

a sclence text, medical report) or predominantly subjective (e.g., a diary,

narrative text, novel).
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We must now proceed to a precise classification of discourse types.

Katharina Reiﬁ explains that language has three basic functions: (1) Dar-
stellung, (2) Ausdruck and (3) Appell.58 She bases her argument on Buhler's

work.59 !

2.4.1. Darstellung implies a text whose main aim is to inform the reader
by representing the world as it is, such as a news report, textbook or doc-

ument. This 1is an objective, non-situational discourse. Here the intention

is to inform, impart and establish facts.

-

In diesem Fall fungiert die Sprache vor allem als Trager von
Information.©0

As a vehicle for imparting information, it is the subject being dis-

6
cussed, the Redegegenstand, ! which 1is of prime importance. The facts pre-

sented dominate the text, and furthermore, qualify it as sachorientiert,

that is, a subject-oriented discourse whose meaning 1s independent of a

-—

situation or context.

2.4,2, Augdruck entails an artistic and aesthetic use of language. The

content is put forth in a poetic, lyrical and creative style. The aim of

£

such a discourse is not so much to inform as to communicate. The speaker

seeks to express his feelings, thoughts, fears and hopes to his addressee.

&
63

The expressive text 1is Senderorientiert. This indicates that the

LY
sender, speaker wr writer, plays a key role in the text; it is his ich-
Origo which is the point of reference of the discourse. The situation sur-
rounding the discourse 1s also 1lmperative for the cemprehenslon and inter-

pretation of such a text.

The category includes novels, dramas, short stories and poetry. The

>
crédative use of language serves artistic works whose function is to
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describe and enrich the world.

2.4.3. The .third function of language 1s knorn as Aggell.64 The Appell-
oriented discbﬁrge seeks to convince the listener of something or influence
him in some way. Such a text aims at eliciting a certain action or ;eaction
from the addressee, inducing him to make a cholce or decisiop and arrive at

some conclusion. The Appell text is primarily empfﬁngerorientiert.65

The you 1in this discourse 'is the most important element in determining
the subject to be discussed, the method of presentation énd the manner of
address. If the speaker seeks to make an impression on his addressee, he
must be aware of his listener's situation: his moral and social values, cul-
tural milieu, intellect, attitudes and mentality. '"Durch den sprachlichen

Appell soll etwas bewirkt werde“-"66

The Appellfunktion is typical of the pperative Texte,67 or verhaltens-
orientiert,68 behaviour-oriented texts. Their main function is to cause a
change of attitude, opinion, mentality or to bring about a modification in

behaviour.

2.4.4. The operativer Text has three characteristics: (1) it makes an

appeal to the addressee, (2) it is dominated gnd determined by the addressee's
situation, and (3) often contains a discrepancy between the subject of dis-

¢

course and the manner of discourse, a manipulation of language and high de-
69
gree of emotionalism.
To summarize: (1) Darstellung, the informative text, addresses the
listener’'s intellect in an objective and impartial way; (2) Ausdruck, the ex-
*
pressive text, addresses the listener's sensitivity, emotions and Pympathy

by communicating the speaker's subjectivity in an artistic, creative way;

(3) Appell, the operative text, 1s geared to and directed at the addressee
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L
s

in order to convince him of something. The operative text addresses the

u listener's intellect and emotions.

€
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3. How do K. Buhler's three language functions relate to our linguistic

analysis of A Hero of Our Time?

Lermontov created a unitary and integrated utterance; but he created
it out of diverse utterances whose meaQings emanate from a variety of
voices. He delegates the power of speech to three narrators: (1) the trav-
eller, (2) Maksim Maksimich and (3) Pechorin. Each of the narrati.s speaks
from his own individual ich-Origo; each exhibits a distinct discourse type.

Let us now examine each narrator's discourse type individually.

3.1. The first narrator, the traveller, 1is a retreating and elusive figure.

He remains nameless throughout the novel. He observes, notes, describes and

reports events, but does not participate in them.

]

The first narrator is the only character to address the reader dir-

ectly, and his discourse is predominantly objective and informative. He

offers the reader minute and careful descriptions of his surroundings, makes

some philosophical comments, and gives interesting explanations about the
<

Russian social milieu and history.

s

d He takes great pains to keep his opinions to himself; what i{s more, he
accords the utmost 1mportance to his subject of discourse. The first narra-

tor speaks in the chapters entitled Bela (Bsna), Maksim Maksimich (Makcum

Makcumpu), in addition to presenting the reader with an Introduction to

Pechorin's Journal (Kypuan [lewopuxa: [lpeaucnosue). In this last function,

he supplants 'the author' in defending and justifying Pechorin. He en-
courages the reader to give hig attention and sympathy to the hero, and to

read the latter's diary with an open mind.

-
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b The first narrator’s utterances are primarily of a descriptive
nature. His 1ch-Origo is of minimal importance in understanding his dis-
course, He informs by appealing to the reader's intelligence and common

-

sense. He relates the facts, much as a journalist would, in a clear and

impartial way.
The first narrator's discourse pertains primarily to the Darstellung

type. Lermontov uses this figure effectively to provide a link between the

novel's fictional situation and the reader's reality.

The traveller is the objective observer, the reporter, the note-taker,
.,

the chronicler, the arbitrator and the sober judge. His calm, information-

oriented speech aims to lend a sense of truth, objectivity and sobriety to

L

the work. The first narrator seconds Lermontov. He 1is the key eye-witness

who confirms and corroborates the author's case.

*

3.1.1. The second narrator is the old junior captain, Maksim Maksimich, a

self-affirming and confident, yet unpretentious chgracter. His discourse is
of an expressive, sender-oriented nature; it pertains to the Ausdruck type.
His utterances are subjective and situation-bound.

Maksim Maksimich's role in the novel 1s to touch and move the

reader, to communicate his feelings and emotions, and to relate his adven-~

H

tures with Pechorin in a sensitive and sympathetic manner.

Maksim Maksimich speaks in the chapters entitled Bela and Maksim

Maksimich. His diBcourse reveals him to be a conformist. That is, he ad=
heres to and accepts the mores of his time ;nd his society. He does not

rebel or fight the conditions of socilety or circumstance, but accepts life
stolidly. Some critics maintain that Maksim Maksimich 1s the true hero of

o his times. He is in touch with reality and nature in a "primitivistic"

way. 10

AU
oAl
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Maksim Maksimich 1s naive, often childlike, unsophisti&ated, warm,
affectionate, impulsive and meek. His natural goodness, emotional tenden-
cies, sentimentalism -and popular folk-wisdom emanate from a happy and optim-
istic individual who 1is in harmony with his environment and at peagé with .
\dmself. ‘

Lermontov uses the second narrator to depict an unselfish, caring,
kind and good human being. He employs this character not only to present

us with a touching portrait of a simple man, but also to underline a contrast

with his third and final narrator.

(afitichess
j.1.2. The third narrator, and the \ahtithesis of Maksim Maksimich, is

Peghorin. Pechorin's discourse reveals him to be a self-centred, manipulating
predator. His utterances are usuallyhissued as thallenges to his listeners.
He constanti; opposes himself to others with the ultimate goal of selzing
power over everything and everyone around him.

To maintain his ascendancy over othérs, P;;horin often resorts to
manipulative measures. He appeals to his listener, touching him where he is
most vulnerable and credulous. He uses his listener's weaknesses as-a weapon
against him, hus many of his utterances are Appell-oriented. He tries to
convince his addressee that he 1s sincere, to project a certain image of him-
self, true'or unfounded as the case may be, and ultimately bring the listener
to accept, react to and act!upon this projection. . ,

Pechorin's utterances are ovqrwhglmingly subjective, emotional,
manipulative and suggestive. In che*company of his equals he demands com-
plete submission, often inspiring awe and fear in those around him.71

Pechorin's discourse also reveals that he suffers from an over-

developed ego. He is an introspective individualist who keenly feels his

W, - S
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alienation from soclety. The cause of his illness and unfulfilment is ex-

treme egotism. This is evident from his speech, which is dominated by the

pronouns of subjectivity: I, me, myself, mine. This indicates that his dis-
course has an Ausdrucksfunktion and is senaer-orie;ted.

In deictic termsg, Pechorin always strives to be an I, but never a
you. This uncompromising stand excludes all chance of dialogue. The point

of this argument 18 carried to" its logical end in Pechorin's diary, which

forms the chapters Taman (Tamanp), Princess Mary (Kuskua Mapi) and The Fatal-

ist (daranucT).

- Using a diary as a means of narration means that it is only the
speaker;s perspective which is presented; it also means that the perspective
of others will be dominated and controlled by the speaker.

Pecheron's Ichschmerz is due to his egocentric assertions of his
personality and his morbid self-analysis. His cruelty towards others stems
from his inability to see thgm as autonomous individuals.

Pechorin's philosophy of life can be stated as follows: 1 am,

therefore all else 1s superfluous.

3.2, The following table presents a summary of our discussion. It
shows-each narrator's discourse type, the chapter in which he-speaks, as

well as a characterization of the chapter as a whole from that speaker's

point of view.

1
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NARRATOR (Predominant) TITLE OF CHAPTER Discourse-Type
Discourse-Type (in which narrator speaks) (within chapter)
Bela - Darstellung/Ausdruck
Traveller |Darstellung Maksim Maksimich Darstellung/Ausdruck
Introduction to Ausdruck/Darstellun
Pechorin's Journal g
Maksim Ausdruck ‘// Bela Ausdruck
Maksimich Maksim Maksimich Ausdruck
Bela Appell
Taman Ausdruck
Pechorin Appell/Ausdruck Princess Mary Appell/Ausdruck
Fatalist Ausdruck
3.3. This table is followed by a diagram, based on a schema by Reiﬁ.72

The diagram presents an overview of the narrators in the novel, as well as a
classification of their utterance type.

table by showing the complexity of the work as a whole.

It is important to note that the circles overlap.

This diagram complements the above

L3

This is to

indicate that no text is exclusively Darstellung, Ausdruck or Appell.
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4, The presence of three different narrators in the novel indicates

-

that there is ﬂF interference between three different cognitive fields. We

should distinguish here between a text which has one cognitive field and a

text with more than one cognitive field.

4.1, A text with only one cognitive field stipulates that all the
deictic expressions which form the utterance are organized around and emanate )
from one ich-jetzt-hier-Origo. The 1ich-Origo identifies the speaker; the
jetzt-Origo determines the time of the utteiance; and the hier-Origo speci-
.

fies the place of the utterance. \ '

The second person singulgr, you, the addressee, is the same person
in every utterance; while I is either the author or the narrator. The ich-
jetzt-hier-Origo can be either real o; fictitious, depending on the nature of

the text.73 -

4.2, _ Whereas texts with one cognitive field are characterized by a
single perspective of presentation, texts with multiple cognitive fields
offer a perspective which is subject to change.

In a non-fictional text it is the author's ich-Origo whicﬁ deter~
mines the time and place coordinates of his discourse. The addressee can be
the reader or a person presented in the text. In a fictional text, such as

A Hero of Our Time, the narrator is the fictional personna whose fictive ich-

~

Origo determines the time and place of the utterance.

In the case of reported speech or a direct quote; we find a new

}\o A~ cognitive field, not to be identified with the author's or narrator's cog~
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nitive field. The quote 1is the discourse of the speaker, the one who says I;

here the quoted speaker supplies the new ich-Origo. The here-now coordinates

‘are 1in reference to the quoted speaker; they are a quoted here and now, bear-

ing significance only within the quoted 1's discourse.

Eine direkte Rede in einem dictum signalisiert eine zweite, sekundidre
Sprechsituation, die in die primare Sprechsituation eingebettet n1st, 73

4.3. Lermontov is the creator of the novel. -He stands in the centre of
the author's cognitive field. His ich-Origo is the point of referenCe around
which the deictic particulars of his utterance are organized. The person

. .
deixis ] refers to Lermontov; the now and here of his discourse are the

Orientierungspunkte of his ich-0r1g0.76

In The Author's Introduction, Lermontov directs his discourse to

a reader whom he addresses as you (Bu). In opposition to Lermontov stands

the first narrator. The latter is a role which the former assumes to com-
™

N
municate with the reader. v

nehmen wir an, daﬂ der Erzahler fiktionaler Texte nicht der Autor
ist, sondern eine Rolle, die der Autor erfindet und einnimmt.’7

\
4.4, The first narrator's discourse is the exclusive property of his
ich-Origo and can in no way be Interpreted as representative of the~author's
situation. All deictic words in the first narrator's utterances refer to

his 1ch~Origo and are expressed from his perspective.

4.5, The first narrator addresses the reader directly as you (Bnl).
Within the narrative he introduces the second and third narrators to the
reader. By means of direct quotes and reported speech, these two narrators

-

come to express themselves independently.
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However, both Maksim Maksimich and Pechorin remain in a dependent

position vis-a=vig the first narrator. For it is the first narrator's cogni-

-

—

tive field which dominatgé the novel. In other words, it is the first narra-

tor's ich-Origo which is the éolipsistic centre of cogsdia_snesé\bf\the text

—

and the entire narrative is played out from his petspective. He provideé the

unitary thread which knits-together the novel as a whole.

———-

4.6. This complex deictic relationship between the prevalent cognitive

3
fields in the novel can be represented in the following diagram.
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— Non-Fictional
I: Lermontov .

, now: ca. 1838 [J\ here: Russia

&

Time of discourse Place of discourse

>

cognitive field ¥ of Lermontov

Subject of discourse:

A Hero of our Time
Fictional
1. 1: First Narrator (Traveller)

now: ca. 18371L here: Georgiae»Military Road
4

Place of discourse

<«
Time of discourse

cognitive field of first narrator

Subject of discoursgf;\\\:\\___________

Relates a journey he made in the Caucasus
It/He

=

You: Second Narrator (Maksim Maksimich)
2.7 I: Second Narrator

L now: ca. 1537 here: north of Tiflis
.

. Y 7
Time of discourse Place of discourse
Subject of discourse

How Pechordin kidnapped a Circassian Girl: He

7

referent time: ca. 1833 «——— referent place: Chechnya Region

You: First Narrator

3. I: Third Narrator {Pechorin)

< now here <

T}me Place
\
7 Subject of discourse?

\

¢ Personal Diary: I N

1830 Taman. NE port on the
coast of the Crimea

1832 Caucasian Spas: Pyatigorsk
and Kislovodsk

»41832 Cossack Settlement north
of the Terek River

No Specified Addressee

You: the reader
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5. Literary analysis tells us that a novel is a highly subjective
creation and the reflection of its author. '"The author's attitude toward

what he depicts always enters into the image.' In order to understand Hero
of Our Time, we must understand Lermontov and his subjective situation.

Mihail Yurevich Lermontov was born in Moscow in 1814. He lost his
mother at a very young age and was taken into the care and custody of his

-
grandmother. The latter had a strong and domineering character, which was
the cause of numerous conflicts between Lermontov and his father. These con-
flicts filled the writer's childhood with dread and anxiety.
—

At sixteen he began his studies at the University of Moscow, and

later entered the School of Cavalry Cadets in St. Petersburg. As a young of-

ficer, Lermontov was often depressed and disillusioned. This 1s evident in

the following letter, written to Marie Lopoukhina and dated 4 August 1833.

Dans un an je suis officier! Et alors, alors ... bon Dieu! ... Le
temps de mes réves est passé; le temps de croire n'est plus: 1] me
faut des plaisirs matériels.... Quand j'al vu mes beaux réves s'enfuir?

je me suis dit que cela ne valait pas la peine d'en fabriauer d'autres.
Lermontov was also affeotgd by the mood of socio-political apathy
and frustration which followed the failure of the Decembrféts' uprising. Be-
tween 1837 and 1840 he was in the Caucasus. He was sent there as a punish-
ment for writing a poem in which he blamed the Court for the death of Pushkin.
It was at this time that Lermontov wrote some of his best works.
His themes often centred 6n questions of the self, fate, destiny and death.
Lermontov's anxiety and preoccupation wiih death are expressed in a letter
addressed to Lopoukhina on 2 September 1832.
Je ne pourrai jamais m'en détacher assez pour la mépriser |[sa vie] de

bon coeur, car ma vie, c'est moi, moil qui vous parle, et qui dans un
moment peut devenir rien, un nom, c'est-a-dire encore rien. Dieu sait
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sl aprds la vie, le moi existera. C'est terrible quand on pense qu'il
peut arriver un jour ou je ne pourrail ggs dire: moi! A cette idée,

1'univers n'est qu'un monceau de boue.

v Lermontov died tragically in a duel on 15 July 1841, near Pyati-

gorsk. He was 26 years-.old.

5.k A Hero of Our Time represents Lermontov's desire to communicate

his sit;aEion, express his struggles and describe his times. He uses his
narrators to portray different parts of his personality.

The first narrator shares his portraitist's eye for detail, sense
of colour and aesthetic, creative style. The second narrator embodies his
sense of humanism, compassion and justice. The third narrator characterizes
Lermontov's loneliness, as well as his search for intellectual and individual

certalnty.

When a man speaks his own thoughts through another's lips modesty is
observed, while the agitated, full heart is relieved.81

Pechorin is Lermontov's portrait of the egotistical and extremely
subjective man. The author calls on his Russian readers to be aware of this
character since he is a product and a reflection of their society.

The novel is a work of art which is meant to present a specific
situation in an aesthetic, poetic and creative manner. It is a subjective

and personal work, a speaker-oriented, expressive, Ausdruck text.

5.2. Lermontov's only direct address to the reader 1s found in the

Author's Introduction. It is here that the author explains and justifies his

work. He appeals to the reader to accept, understand and sympathize with the
hero as a brother, for Pechorin is a victim both of his times and of himself.
Lermontov seeks to change the reading public's opinion of Pechorin

by explaining the relevance and importance of his hero. Lermontov's argu-
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pents are Empfﬁngérorientiert. They appeal to the reader's intellect and

sense of justice, and seek to convince him of the legitimacy of Pechorin's

struggle.

5.3. Let us now turn to Lermgontov's discourse in the Author's Introduc-—

tion and examine its deictic and literary import. I would like to concen-
trate on how the author uses deictic terminology to make his point clearly and
effectively.
Ho oOuxBeHHO uMTaTeNAM aeJsyla HeT 00 HPABCTBEHHOW UeNH H 00 XYPHAJbHBIX
HanagokK, H TNMOTOMYy OHM He YHTAalT MNpegqdcrioBHit. A xanb, 4YTO 3TO Tak,

ocoBeHHO y Hac. Hama ny6nuka Ttak emé Mosona H npocToOOywWHa., . .
[Italics mine]

Lermontov is addressing the reader here, but he distinguishes between
negative and unsophisticated readers. The pronoun oHu, which refers to umura-
TensM, serves to point out the subject of discourse as an entity outside thea
personal I-you relation. In this way, the negative, negligent reader is
placed at a distance from I and you, and objectified as a non-person.

By way of contrast, the unsophisticated reader 1s placed on a differ-
ent level yis-a-vig the speaker. He is a,friend, and Lermontov reinforces
this relationship by using the inclusive pronoun y Hac and the possessive pro-
noun Hama. This unsophisticated reader is not with&ut fault, He 1is still
young and naive of the subtleties of literature. Lermontov's dual relation to

v

his readers can best be expressed in the following schema.

inclusive
We
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Lermontov's strategy is both diplomatic and effective. Should the
author antagonize the reader with direct insults or accusations, the latter
will not be receptive to his message. However, as Lermontov places himself
on the reader's level and identifies with him through the inclusive Mbl, the
reader 1s gently prompted to side with the author and not think of himself as
belonging to oHH, the negligent readers.

Having secured the reader's attention, Lermontov presses on with the
subject of his discourse: the hero. He defends Pechorin's credibility as a
character and justifies his ralson-d'@tre. Lermontov speaks as an I (a), and
addresses the reader as a you (35\, using the polite form of address; the ut-

terance fq a three-way relationship between the speaker, listener and sub-

[

Ject of discburse. .

lepo#t Hamero BpemMeHH, MHUIIOCTHBBIE Trocygapd MOH, TOYHO, TNOPTpPeT, HO He
OOHOr0 YyeJyioBeéka: 3TO NOPTpeT, CQCTABJIEHHbLA H3 MOPOKOB BCEro Hamero
NOKOJIEHHA, B NOMHOM HX passuThu. | Italics mine 83

of discourse

He
Pechorin

inclusive we
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Lermontov influences the reader's opinion of Pechorin by continuing
to promote a stance of solidarity between the author, the reader and the hero.
He states that Pechorin is a symbol of the vices of 'ggg' generation, thereby
implying that both the author and the reader Shaff a responsibility toward the
hero.

As mentioned above, Lermontov exhibits a dual attitude towards his

readers; the same may be said of his attitude towards himself.

Ho ne pnymafiTe, ogHako, mnocie 3Toro, 4Tol aBTOp 2TOM KHMUICHM HMen korga-
HUOyob ropaoymw MeuTy COelaThbCA HCNpaBHTEJIEM JNMACKMX NOpPoKOB. boxe ero

u3baBH OT Takoro Hepexectsa! _ EMy npocro Obuno Becesio pucoeaTh coBpe-
MEHHOr'O 4YeJIOBeKa, KaKHM OH ero [OHHMaerT, 2, K ero ¥ BalleMy Hecyac Tl
CTMmKOM YacTo BCTpevan. Tftﬁfcs ming]. 8

Here Lermontov speaks of himself in the third person singular; OH.
This ”self-objectivization”85 means that Lermontov has relinquished his sub-
jective I and now speaks through his official capacity of "author of this
book'" (aBTop 3ToM kHuru). He temporarily dissociates his private self, I,
from his public self, he, the writer.

In this way Lermontov shirks any direct responsibility he may bear in
having created Pechorin. The above utterance poses the hero not as a subjec-
tive creation, but rather as an objective fact the author seeks to report, de-
scribe and present. If Pechorin 1s offensive or shocking, it is not the fault
of the author. Should the reader disagree with Lermontov's characterization
of the hero, the author can claim that Pechorin is not a Subjecéive creation,
but a separate entity whom he has merely observed.

Lermontov's dual relationship to himself may be illustrated in the

following way.
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Subject \¢
of discourse \fé%
He \'%

Pechorin

I
Lermontov — e 2D
self-objectivi-

zation

Lermontov has stated his cage and prepared the reader for the under-

standing of the novel. We must now turn our attention to the discourse of the

~

narrators. y
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6. The bulk of the first narrator's utterances 1s to be found 1in the
chapter entitled Bela. Schematically, the deictic analysis of the first nar-

rator's discourse appears as follows.

—

/4
(First Narrator)
Time of subject of Place of subject
discourse (ca. 1837) of discourse
& o u\ N
referent time is Georgian Military Road
prior to coding time Caucasus

ijk

of discourse

-- My travels
-- Personal comments
-- My meeting with Maksim Maksimich

Addressee: you/Bn

-~ Reader
-~ Maksim Maksimich
(Second Narrator)

ﬂ\
The first narrator begins his discourse with his passage through Tif-

1lis (now Tbilisi), the capital of Georgia.

A exan Ha nepexnagHbix H3 THdnHca. BcA nokjaxa MOeR TeJIeXKH COCTOANA H3
OQHOTO HeSONBENOrc YeMogaHa, KOTOPbIl A0 NOJIOBMHNM Obll HAOHT NyTeBbMH 3a-

B nuckamMu o I'pysuu. Bosbmas yacTb M3 HMX, K CYacTHO O1A Bac, NoTepfAHa, a
o s YeMOOaH C OCTAaNbHLIMM BemaMH, K CUAaCTH® OJIA MEHS, OCTallICA uen,

[Itali&a m‘ine]
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The first natr;tor speaks through the first person singular a , re-
lating things from his own point of view. His s is his subjective centre of
consciousness, which is defined and contrasted through his reader, whom he ad-
dresses as BW (you). By using a polite form of address, the first narrator F
establishes a formal, yet friendly line of communication with his reader.

The first narrator's use of the verbal past tense (+before now) in-
dicates that the referent%time describes an event which occurred prior to the
coding time of the uttérance. The subject of discourse is placed at a psycho-
logical distance from the speaker and the reader. Verb tense serves to place
the speaker and his subject of discourse in a specific temporal relationship.

'Present’' and 'past' are primarily psychological terms, in the sense of

involving different causal relations between the speaker and that of which
he sg$aks; their other uses are all definable in terms of this primary

use,

The possessive pronoun Moen 1s an anaphora; it refers back to a pre-
vious sentence segment containing the first person singular a. The posses-
sive pronoun emanates from the speaker and is an extension of his subjective
ich-Origo.

The utterance ends with another anaphora: mena. This first narrator
reaffirms his presence by repeating his identity through the first person sin-
gular in the genitive case. This is a repetition of the nominative first per-
son singular a.

The deictic terminology of this utterance also establishes the parti-
culars of the speaker's situation. The first narrator, s, is a traveller in
Georgia. He is moving from Tiflis to Moscow by post, and he is addressing his
reader through the second person plural, the polite form Bw. The first narra-
tor gives his addressee a particular geographical location, as well as a spec-

ific direction in space (via the preposition u3s) and in time (via the past

tense).

* »
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This constitutes both a milieu and a cultural-historical background
to which both the speaker and his reader can refer. It presupposes a common

or shared knowledge which will, in turn, elucidate further-utterances. The

N

first narrator is an avid note-taker, and this characteristic clearly estab-

lishes his role. He will be the mediator between fact and fiction throughout
the novel. He will serve as guide to the reader, spokesman for the author and
unifying link between the various speakers and events presented in thﬁ/;ovel.

The first narrator introduces the reader to the second narrator in

the following utterance.
. .
3a Hew mén ee XO3AHH, NMOKYPHBAR H3 MaleHbKOH Kabap/MHCKOR TpYyBOUKH, 06—
pmenaHHod B cepebpo. Ha ﬁéﬁ Gout odHUuepcKHR COPTYK (e3 3nMoneT U uYepkecckKas

MOXHaTas mankKa. OH ka3ancf ner MATHOECATH, CMYrfsl uBeT nuuUa ero
nokasbBanl, 4YTO OHO JaBHO 3HAKOMO C 3aKaBKAa3CKHM COJIHUeM, H npexgueapeM HHO

nocemeBmHe YChl He COOTBEeTCTBOBAaJH ero TBEpaolt noxoake H GOOpPOMY BHAY.
[Italics mine]

This utterance presents an interesting and multiple use of the third
person singular oH. The subject of discourse is xo3aun and this is designated
by an anaphora, the ‘definite' third person singular 93,89 OH 18 not a parti-
cipant Iin the discourse; ou stands outside the speaker-reader relationship.

The entire utterance can also be interpreted as a kataphora making
use of the pronominal third person to refer ahead to another utterance. Deic-
tic terms such as Ha Hewm, oH and ero are expressions of anaphora, pointing
back to xo3saun. There ar:‘also terms of kataphora, pointing ahead to the

sentence segment mrabc-xanurtad, found in the following utterance.

OceTHHH MyMHO OOCTYIMHIIM MEHA M TpeOOoBald HAa BOAKY; HO MTA6C—KanmMTaH Tak
FPO3HO H3 HUX NPHKPHKHYJN, 4YTO OHM BMHI pa3fexaymMchb. [Italics miné} 90

This three-way use of the pronoun oH can be schematically depicted as

follows.
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subject of discourse

3a Hew men eé XOSAHH,... OH ««.; HO mraC—KanuTaH TaK... -
N\\ Ha HeM //}'
ero
Anaphora Kataphora
P L 2 2 ) P

— As befitting two strangers who engage in conversation, the utterances

below feature the polite form Bk, addressed by the first to the second narra-

tor.

—-=- M ¢ BaMH NMONYTYHKH KaxeT;s?

-- Bu, BepHo, emere B Craspononn? [Italics mine}

The use of the first person plural Mm as a substitute for the subjec-
tive a, 1s a typically Russian way of expressing you and I. When mMbr 1is used
to indicate the first person singular, it serves to blur the sharp assertion
of I (a) into a broader and more diffuse expression of the speaker.92 The
following .c BamuH also specifiés the other person already included in the ref-

93
erence of the pronoun M.

Mu c (Bamu) Bu
+ I - I
+ I pl. Exclusive + IT pl.

vis-a-vis the reader
Having made the acquaintance of the junior captain, the first narra-
tor returns to the reader and gives the latter a description of the coming

twilight.

Ha TeéMHOM HeOGe HAUHMHAJIH MEJIKATb 3B _E€34h, M CTPAHHO, MM nokasanocs, YTO
OHM T0Opasno BhLme, YeM Yy Hac Ha ceBepe. [Italics minel E“

*  Here the first narrator uses the inclusive mMm (y Hac) to speak of
himself and the reader as sharing a similar experience and a common geograph-
° - ical location. ‘The inclusive mm establishes a solidarity between the narra-

tor and the reader; this relationship is hased on a common situation.
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The pronoun MHe is juxtaposed with the inclusive pronoun y nac. The
% two deictic terms refer to the participants directly engaged in the discourse.
In opposition to this relationship stands the pronoun oWn. Ouu refers to the
stars and designates the subject of discourse.

—- 3asTpa 6ymeT cnasHasa noroma, -—- ckasan A.

lltaGc-kanuradH He OTBeYAJl HH CJIOBA H yKas’all MHe NallblUeM Ha BbLICOKYW ropy,
NMOAHHUMABMYWCA TPAMO NPOTHB HAac. [Italics mine]95

In opposition to the previous inclusive mm, the first narrator now
uses the exclusive mbi (Hac) to refer to both himself and the junior captain.
This bl does not include the reader. Nonetheless, the brotherhood which has
been extablished between the reader and the first narrator is now extended to
include Maksim Maksimich. Hence, Mb prepares both the reader and the narrators
for a shared experience and adventure.

This utterance also provides a good illustration of coding and refer-
ent time. The temporal adverb 3asTpa, together with the future tense of the

verb to be, 6ymer, indicates that the referent in the discourse is a period of

t #fme which will follow the moment of utterance; the event discussed will take
place after now. The coding time, however, is in the past; the utterance was
made before now. This 1is evident in the use of the verbal past tense of ckas-
an. In this utterance the speaker is reporting an event deemed:futural with
respect to thg past.

Later, the traveller tries to érompt the junior captain to tell him
about some of his adventures. The third person singular -denotes the subject

of discourse, the junior captain. Mue is the first narrator, who pursues his

discourse with the reader.

Mue cTpax XoTesloch BHTAHYTb H3 HEr0 XaKyi-HHOyOb HCTOPHAKY —— XelaHue,qg
CBOHCTBeHHOe BCeM NyTellecTBYImMHMM H 3anHUCHBaIIHM JHoOAM. [Italics minej

The narrator also makes a reference to himself in the words nyte-

mlecTCTBYImMM and sanuchBawomuM. It is important to note the first narrator's
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eagerness to hear the junior captain's tales. In this way he assumes the role
of the listener vis—&-vis the other narrators, and the role of reporter vis-
a-vis the reader.
The first narrator translates the fictional reality to the reader.
He does not seek to assert himself, but rather to inform. In the following
passage he makes a philosophical comment on the Russians and the Russian tem-

perament.

MeHA HeBONBHO NoOpa3snsa CnocobHOCTbL PYCCKOro 4YenoBeKa MPUMEHATbLCA K obbyaAMm
Tex‘HapoJoB, CpenH KOTOPLX eMy CIy4aeTcs XKHTb, He 3Haw, OOCTOMHO MOPHLAHHA
WIH 1OXBansl 3TO CBOHCTBO yMa, TONbKO OHO QOKAa3bBA€T HEYMOBEpPHYW ero rut-
KOCTb H MPHCYTCTBHe 3TOr0 ACHOTrO 34PaBOr0 CMbIC/lda, KOTODbI npowaeT 3J10
Be3ge, TrIne€ BHOAHMT ero HeobXOAMMOCTb HIIH HeBO IMOXHOCTDB er0 YHHUTOAC HIH .
[Italics mine]

It is interesting to note the use of the domonstrative pronouns 1in
this utterance. The demonstrative pronoun 3To denotes an object or event
which 1s in the physical proximity of a, or in the psychological short-term
memory of the speaker. )

The demonstrative pronoun To designates an object or event which 1s
distant from the speaker and is an area of physical remotengss; 710 also in-

dicates a topic event or subject which is estranged from or not pertinent to

the utterer, or belongs to a more remote temporal period 1in the speaker's mem-

!
ory.

In this utterance the first narrator uses the distal demonstrative
pronoun Tex HapogoB not only to imply that Enggg.people are in an area which
is physically distant from him, but also to make clear that TeX HapogoB are
spiritually, psychologically and socio-politically removed from him. 1In other
words, the demonstrative pronoun to lmmediately implies a separateness and
remoteness of the speaker from that of which he speaks.

In the next sentence the first narrator uses the demonstrative pro-

noun of proximity, ?T0, as an anaphora. 3To cpoficTBo yMa refers back to the
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preceding sentence segments, namely, to the Russian's ability te adapt to
\
those around him. 23710 refers to an indefinite number of sentences and in

this function represents a term of discourse dexis.

In contrast to this function stands the following sentence segment

NMPHCYTCTBHE 3TOr'0 ACHOTO ... cMbicna. Here 270 is a demonstrative pronoun in-

dicating proximity in time and space to the utterer. It points to something
known, common and already understood by both the speaker and his addressee.
The first narrator is not focused inward on himself. What inspires
him 1s the outside world. His society and compatriots are a necessary source
of energy which nourish and develop his sense of self. These elements are
complementary to his being, and represent no denial of his existence.
1 2
Tor, !komy C/yyanoch, Kak Mie, 6pOOMTL NMO,ropaM MYCTHHHLM, H AOJATrO-A0NATO
— —_— — e - Yy
BCMATpHBAaTbCA..., TOT, KOHeYHO, rofMeT MOe XejaHWe nepenarb, pdcckasaThb,
HapHCOBATh 3TH BOJIbMebGHble KapTHHbI. [Italics mine]99
- .
The above utterance features an interesting use of the deictic term

~

toT. ToTr normally points to someone or something that is not within the

speaker's proximity. Its primary function is to serve as a demonstrative pro-

‘

noun.
In the above example, however, Tor does not function as a deictic
locative 1mplying distance, but as a term of opposition, signifying an other,

a person who Is neither the speaker nor the addressee.

Tot can also be a term of semantic deixis, implying a co-reference

with another part of the linguistic context. In this utterance ToTr can be in-
terpreted as a kataphora implying a co-reference with the pronoun komy. In

this case, the Russian toT would bear not only a distal function, but a neu-

tral, abstract function as well, without reference to any particular ante-

cedent.loo

It is interesting to compare some translations of the Russian roT in-

to French, German and English.



French: Celui qui a eu 1'occasion d'errer, comme moi, dans les mon-
tagnes..., celui-ci comprendra certainement...101

German: Wer wie ich im einsamen Gebirge umher§estreift ist..., de
wird gewiﬁ meinen Wunsch begreifen.

English: He who, like me, has had occasion to wander over wild moun-
tains..., will certainly understand my desire.

Both French and German use indefinite pronouns in pairs to render the
Russian ToT ... ToT demonstrative pronoun. In the English example, however,
the definite third person singular is used alone with the pronoun who and a
verb to translate that same meaning.

The first narrator continues to describe his surroundings to the

reader,

KctaTtH, 06 3TOM kpecTe cymecTByeT CTpaHHOe, HO Bceobmee npegaHue, BynTo
ero rocTaBHMs] WMnepaTop [eTp |-#i, nmpoesxar uepes KaBka3; Bo-nepmbix, [leTp
61 TONbko B [arecTaHe, M, BO-BTOPbIX, HA KpecTe HANHCAHO KpYNHbMH OYyK—
BaMH, UYTO OH NocTaBJIeH MO npHkKkasaHuw r. Epmonosa, a umeHHOo B 1824 rony.
Ho npepaHue, HecMOTpPS Ha HAaOMHCb, Tak YKOPEHHNOCHL, YTO, MNpasBo, He 3HaelWb
4eMy BEepHUTb, TeM 6OJlee, YTO Mbl He TIPHKBLUIH BEPHUTb HAAMHCAM. [Italics

mine]lo

Despite the wealth of information on dates, names and places, this
utterance relies on the situation and context to be understood. The first
narrator addresses his reader as one Russian to another. He makes this clear
by using the inclusive mbl. As such, they share a common history, culture and
geography. For this reason the first narrator can name such figures as Peter
I, General Yermolov; he can cite such places as the Caucasus, Dagestan and de-

scribe a particular cross (06 3ToM xpecTe), all the while knowing that his

reader can follow these indications and relate to his subtle sense of humour.

Ceux qui communiquent ont justement ceci en commun, une certaine refér-
ence de Situation, & défaut de quoi la communication c e telle ne
s'opére pas, le 'sens' étant intelligible, mais la 'reflérence' demeurant

inconnue. 105

In the following utterance, the first narrator Spea s through the sub-
\
jective first person s, addressing his reader through the polite form, the

second person plural pu. The speaker asks his addressee if the latter has not
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been entirely charmed by Maksim Maksimich's unassuming character, for it 1is a
character which merits respect. His question pivots on the discourse deictic
term B 3toM, which 1s used to refer back to the preceding sentence segment. In
other words B 2ToMm refers back to the entire question of the first narrator.

Cos3naiiTecp, ORHaKo xe, u4To MakcuM Makcumbr
L

= - L%
yenoBeK OOCTOHHLIN yBaxeHua? ... Ecnu BH
cCoO3HaHTeCcb B 3TOM, TO A BrnonHe 6yay

— 3
BO3rpaxageH 3a CBOWH, MOXeT OblTh, CIHIKOM

OJIHHHBLIA paccka3s. [Italics mineJ 106
The verb ending co3nafiTecb 1s a kataphora. It clearly indicates that
the person addressed is the second person plural Bu. The possessive pronoun

cpoil is an anaphora, pointing back to the subjective speaker n.

6.1. The traveller and Maksim Maksimich meet a second time. They stop at
Vladikavkaz, where they encounter Pechorin himself. The bitter-sweet denoue-
ment of the final encounter between Maksim Maksimich and Pechorin is recounted
to the reader by the first narrator.

We will follow the traveller's utterances into the second chapter of

the novel entitled Maksim Maksimich. The schematic representation of the

deixis of the first narrator's discourse in this chapter 1is as follows.
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A/ 1
(First Narrator)
I

Time of‘subject of Place of subject
discourse (ca. 1837) of discourse
& t‘\ o ~
< \YO Ve
Referent time is Vladikavkaz
prior to coding time

Subject
of discourse

-~ My arrival at Vladikavkaz
-- My second meeting with the junior captain
-~ My meeting with Pechorin ’
-- My witnessing of the Maksim Maksimich
and Pechorin meeting f

Addressee: you / Bbi

-- Reader
-- Maksim Maksimich

The chapter opens with the first narrator speaking to the reader.
H3bapmo *Bac OT OnNUCaHMA rop, OT BO3LNacOB, KOTODblE HHYEro He BbipaxaeT,
KOTOpble HMYero He H306paxaiT, OCOGEHHO OJIA TeX, KOTOpble Tam He ObUIH, H
OT CTATHCTHYECKHX 3aMeYaHui, KOTOPbIX pPemHTEeSbHO HMKTO UMTATb He CTaHer.
[1talics mine]107
The first narrator uses the future tense, H36asswo, thus indicating
that the referent time will follow the coding time (after now). There fol-
lows a second future tense: ctaHeTr. This tense implies a distant future
(after now%, as opposed to an immediate future. This point may be illustra- /
ted as below.

(coding time) Future (referent time)

i N

t t >

now after now after now 4
H306aBw CTaHerT
222anw 27

The verbal tense indicates that the speaker has moved ahead in time;
he has put some distance between himself and his narrative. This distzl po-
sition 1s emphasized by the use of the demonstrative pronoun Tex and the spa-

tial adverb TaM. These deictic terms refer to persons and places in an area

of physical remoteness to the speaker; they indicate entities of the spea-
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ker's past: Thus we find a two-way motion in this utterance: (1) the future
tense indicating after now, and (2) distal demonstrative pronouns indicating
before now.
The first narrator and Maksim Maksimich resume their acquaintance.
The following utterance offers an interesting interplay of pronominal usage.

The discourse begins with a proper name, Makcum Makcnﬁﬁ% and continues with

the exclusive mbi. My refers to the speaker and to Makcum Makcumbu. The pro-

noun s identifies the other person already referred to in the first person
plural mbi. The subject of discourse 1s identified by the third person singu-

lar emy and ov. These terms are also expressions of anaphora, referring back

to MakcumM MakcHMBIY.

The possessive pronoun cBow is an emanation of s, the speaker. It
is used here as an anaphora to point back to the first person singular. The
same applies to Mens, which is a repetition of the solipsistic ego.

Proper Name

¥
A! _Makcum Makcumbiu! ...

Anaphora

exclusive Mbl |BCTpeTHIMCh KaK cTapble MPHATENH.

f pennoxmm OMHATY.
HFepesnon [B] (Tromgsonn

QE’RQAUEDEMOHHHCH, gaxe ynapﬁh*MeHﬁ no nneyy

H CKPHBHJI DPOT Ha MaHep ynMOKH.[Italics min4 108

Anaphora

At this point, Maksim Maksimich learns of Pechorin's arrival in
Vladikavkaz. His excitement knows no bounds at the thought of seeing his
friend again, and the traveller's curiosity, as well as the reader's, mounts
at the prospect of finally meeting the notorious Pechorin.

[Ip3HawChb, A TaKXe C HeKOTOpbM HeTepneHHeM xgasl NMOSABJeHHg ITOFO
lewopuna; xoT#A, N0 pacckasy mrabc-KandTaHa, A cocTaBui cebe O HeM
He OYEeHb BHIFOAHOE MOHATHE, OOHAKO HeKOoTOpble yepThl B ero XxapakTepe
noKa’3amch MHe 3aMeanenHuM.[Italics mine]lo9

The first narrator identifies his subject of discourse by using two

deictic terms: (1) a demonstrative profoun of proximity, and (2) a proper
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name. He uses the deiqtic term of spatial proximity, 3to, to indicate that

his subject of discourse is relevant to the moment of utterance, as well as

psychologically present within his short-term memory.

Jtoro Meuopuia-also refers back to the first narrator's entire

discourse: to everything he said prior to this moment, and to the preceding
sentence segments Iin proximity to this particular utterance.

Moreover, the utterance’presents a contrast between the subjective
first person singular, the speaker, and the third person singular, the sub-

ject of discourse. This contrast is made through the pronouns a, cefe, MHe

and o HéM, B ero. ,
T ——— ppp—

When Pechorin fails to come to see his former friend, Maksim Mak-
simich, the first narrator feels sorry for the junior captain. He knows that
he is hurt and humiliated by Pechorin's neglect. The first narrator is sen-

sitive to the feelings of others, and he has sympathy for the junior captain

in his pain. -

fiBHO 6bUTO, UTO oropuyasio HeSpexeHue HeqopuHaL u teM Honee, uUTO
MHEe HeOaBHO TOBOPHI npyx6e M eme uyac TOMY Ha3lan

obu1 yBepeH, uTo[ OH] NpUGEXUT, KaK TOMBKO yeamuT CEro > M. [Italics
110

mine]

This utterance features ak multiplicity of tense. The verbal past,
6bu10, places the action in a period prior to the time of utterance. The
event described took place +before now. The temporal adverbs segaBHo and

yac TomMy Hasag place a specific action in a more distant past. Added to

this, we find a future tense in npubGexur and ycmmur. These verbs denote

indirect speech and are reported here by the first narrator. They do not

form an authentic future for the speaker, since the latter heard them prior

to the coding time of the utterance.
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Alle sogenannten absoluten Tempora und eine Anzahl von Zeitbestim-
mungen wie bald, in zwel Wochen usw. mussen als temporaldeiktische
Ausdriicke verstanden werden.lll

The following is a diagram of the temporal relation between the

speaker and the events of which he speaks, presented from the speaker's per-

spective,
+before now (referent time) +after now
€ + f ' >
npubexuT HenasBHO 6bvu10
YyCJIBIIMT yac TOMy Ma3lag now (coding time)
indirect |— o — o — o __ o —— e e e
speech refers to a future tense

The above utterance also features two subjects of discourse, crap-
Hk and lleyopun. Both subjects of discourse are designated by the third per~
son singular, oH.

A few minutes later, Pechorin makes his entrance. It {s interesting
to note the use of the pronoup Mbl by the first narrator in the following ut-
terance. He 1s undoubtedly referring to at least himself and to Maksim Mak-
simich, but he may also be including the reader. In this way, he forms a
three-way partnership between himself, the second narrator and the reader: all
are awaiting and expecting Pechorin.

He npousio gecsTH MMHYT, KaK Ha KOHLl€ MIomand nokas3asncf TOT, KOTOPOro
Mbl OKMOAIH. [Italics mi{ne]

A further note of interest lies in the first narrator's use of the
demonstrative pronoun tor to refer to Pechor‘in. This pronoun places Pechorin
at a distance from the speaker; this is not merely a physi_cal distance,
rather it implies a psychological distance as well. The pronoun mn aligns
the first narrator, Maksim Maksimich and the reader on one and the same side,

opposed to Pechorin.

The first narrator knows no more about Pechorin than the reader

does. He seeks to keep his objectivity while acquainting the reader with
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»

the subject of his discourse, Pechorin.
OH Obut cpegHero pocTa.... Ero noxogoka Owsia HebpexHa H neHHBa, HO A
3aMeTHJI, 4YTO OH He pa3 He MAaXHBaNn PYKaMH —— BepHHIH NPH3HAK HeKOTOPOH
CKDHTOCTH XapakTepa. Bnpouem, 3TO MOH cOOCTBeHHble 3aMayeHHA, OCHO-

BaHHble Ha MOHX Xe uatSmo,uemmxi M 71 BOBCe He XO4y Bac 3aCTaBHThL BepoBaThb
B HHMX cCJero. [Italics mine] 113

The first narrator's utterance establishes a contrast between the
subject of discourse and the speaker. The ;ubject of discourse 1s presented
in an objective, impartial manner, and it is designated by the third person
éingular oH. The speaker then makes his appearance through the first person
singular a and appropriates the uttérance to his subjective ich-Origo.

The second half of the utterance shows an interplay of anaphora
and discourse deixis. 3710 is a term of discourse deixis. It refers to an

indefinite sentence segment, namely, the speaker's description of Pechorin.

B uux 18 an anaphora referring back to Mou ... 3aMeuaHHa and Ha MOHX Xe
Habmon eHHAX .

What follows is a touching portrayal of Maksim Maksimich as he
comes running to meet his friend, Pechorin. The reader cannot help but be
moved by the junior captain's eagerness and simplicity. It is also clear

that the first narrator identifies more closely with Maksim Maksimich than

.

with Pechorin.

OH XoTesl KHHYTbCA Ha mew [[eHOPHHY, HO TOT [OOBOJBLHO XOJOOHO, xo/'m
-c—_npune'rmmoﬁ yanbkoRt, nporAHyn emy pyky., [ltabc—xanutad HA MHHYTY
ocronfeHen, HO MOTOM XagQHO CXBAaTWl ero pyky o0euMMHM pYKaMH: OH eme
He MO T'OBODHTh. [Italics mine] 114 7™ -

Tor is a demonstrative pronoun indicating distance from the spea-
ker. The first narrator uses this term to designate Pechorin. Pechorin may
be standing at a distance from the narrator at the moment of utterance; pgop
also indicates a distance witnin the sentence itself (compare German der/

dieser, French celui-ci/celui-13, English the former/the latter).

In this case, it is not only a deictic locative, indicating a
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spatial position, but 1s also a deictic expression pointing back to a speci-
fic sentence segment. It is then cited as an anaphora indicating Pechorin.

ToT can also imply a psychological disassociation on the part of
the narrator, an objective stand taken towards his subject of discourse.
Tor has one more function here; it serves to contrast Maksim Maksimich's
warm, emotional manner with Pechorin's sophisticated elegance.

The first narrator closes the second chapter with a philosophical
Comment
FFDYCTHO BMOeTb, KOIOAa WHOWA TepseT JiyullMe CBOM Hadexabl
M MeyTh, KOrga npen HAM OTOepPruBaeTCA pPO3O0BLIY duep,
CKBO3b KOTOPpbLI! OH CMOTpesl Ha Oena W YyBCTBa YeloBevyeckue,

objective XOTA eCcTb HageXaa, 4YTO OH 3aMeHUT cTapbie 3abiyxgeHus
HOBbLIMHM, He "MeHee MNPOXOAAWMMHM, HO 34TO He MeHee clag-

| KHMH ., Ho uem HX 3aMeHHTs B neta Makcuma Makcumbna?
subjective
lloHeBone cepaoue ouyepcTBEEeT M Aywa 3akpoeTcH. [Italics
mine}115

This utterance presents an objective, non-situation bound philoso-
fhical comment. The first narrator is speaking in general. His addressee
does not need to know of any particular context or situation to understand
the discourse; no previous knowledge 1is necessary. The utterance is mainly

sachorientiert.116 It is dominated by the facts of the subject discussed,

and it lies outside the speaker's subjectivity.

In opposition to this stands a subjective éituation-b0und utter-
ance iﬁéﬁhidn the narrator brings his objective statement to bear on_a par-
ticular berson, namely Maksim Maksimich. The reader must know the Umfeld117

of the discourse in order to understand the narrator's comment. The situa-

tion of the discourse indicates that a particular speaker is addressing a

3%

particulaf reader about a particular topic.

6.2. The rest of the first narrator's utterances are to be found in his

Introduction to Pechorin's Journal. The following schema is a representation
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of the deictic elements of the first narrator's specech.

ya
Time of subject of Place of subject
discourse (ca. 1839-40) of discourse
< : s, >
referent time is
simultaneous with unknown
coding time
Sub jx
discourse

-- justification of my publication
of Pechorin's journal

Addressee: uurTaTen/readers

The first narrator explains to the reader his motives for publish-
4

ing Pechorin's diary. He maintains that he is neither friend nor foe, and
for that reason can keep his objectivity and neutrality. He is publishing
the journal for the sole purpose of educating and informing his readers.

The story of a man is worth attending to; an individual is a re-
flection of his times and his society. Therefore, his tale is also the con-
cern of all those who share his social environment.

The first narrator's motives are unselfish and disinterested. He
believes in Pechorin's sincerity. This disposes the reader to read the diary
thoughtfully and intently. The speaker has so far remained honest and honour-
able toward the reader. ;e has reported everything in a clear, unbiased way

and the reader has every right to trust him, as one would trust a good teacher,

Hctopua pgymH uesioBevyeckoH, XOoTA On CaMOM MeNlKOH OYymH,
objective exBa NMH He mMmobONLITHee H He Mojle3Hee HCTOPHH Llenoro
HapoAa...

Hrax, OOHO XenaHHe I[10/b3hl 3aCTABHIO MeHA HanedaTaTb
subjective  OTPBIBKM M3 XypHana, MOCTABMEroca MHE CIy4aiHO.
[Italics mine] 118

~ U .
The above discourse is an objective statemert on a general topic.

Its meaning extends beyond the speaker's subjectivity. The second part of
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the utterance brings the objective statement into the particular cognitive
field of the first narracorrvia MeHA and MHe.
This 1s characteristic of the first narrator's discourse. He ig
concerned with keeping his reader informed. He 1is acchrate, precise and im-
partial in his speech. His utterances are dominated by the Redegegenstand,

and pursue a Darstellungsfunktion.119 His speech, however, 1is also situation-

bound. It relates the experience of a particular individual. The artistic
use of language and the aesthetic, creative style of the discourse indicate
the speaker's need to communicate a personal story to the reader; this {m-

plies an expressive text with an Ausdrucksfunktion.120

Thus, the first narrator's discourse 1is,in part objective and in
part subjective; the latter part, however, minimized and maintained on a neu-

tral level. 1In general, we can evaluate the first narrator's speech as +ob-~

Jective, - subjective. This concludes our analysis of the novel's first

speaker. .
)
» e

- ¢
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°
7. We must now turn our attention to the second narrator. Maksim Mak-

simich 18 the wise old junior captain. He meets the traveller on his way

north from Tiflis along the Georgian Military Road, and he tells him about

his adventures with Pechorin.

The second narrator's most touching characteristic is his naive
glorification of Pechorin. He is an endearing, child-1like person. What is

most important here, however, is that Maksim Maksimich is in harmony with

~

himself and with his society.

To examine Maksim Maksimich's utterances, we will return to the

first chapter of the novel, entitled Bela. The following is a deictic re-

ah,
presentation of the second narrator's utterances.

/1
(second narrator)

Time of subject of Place of subject of
discourse (ca. 1832) discourse: Georgian Military Road

Ny
>

Fany
Y 4

<
referent time 1is prior referent place in discourse:
to coding time (ca. 1837) Cechnya Region, NE. Caucasus

of discourse

-~ My first meeting with Pechorin
in the fort
-~ The abduction of Bela

N
Addressee: you/Bul
-~ First narrator, Pechorin

thou/Thl
== Pechorin
-- Bela, etc.

The second narrator's discourse presents a new cognitive field. All

o

deictic terms in his speech emanate from and refer to his ich-0Origo. The

second narrator's discourse, however, is presented as reported speech by the

A ]

r
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first narrator; thus, Maksim Maksimich becomes a character-participant in
the novel, and his cognitive field is dependent on the first narrator's dom-
inant cognitive field. Consequently, he is at one and the same time an ob-
ject within the first narrator's story and a subject of his own tale.
Aufgrund der Abhangigkeit des Zeigfeldes der Figur vom Zeigfeld des
Erzahlers, er ist der jenige, der die Figur sprechen laﬁg, wollen
wir den Status beider durch die Charakterisierung 'dominant' und
'eingebettet' underscheiden. 121 )

\ Maksim Maksimich 1s not only a character yithin the first narra-
tor's discourse, but also®a character within his own discourse. This dual
roleV}s achieved by means of direct quotes, 1in which we find the first per-
son singular representing: (1) Maksim Maksimich the second narrator, and
(2) Maksim Maksimich a character-participant in the narrative.

This dual function is demonstrated in the following uttegance.

OH ABMJICA KO MHe B MNONHON dopMe H OBBABHI, YTO €My BeSfleHO OCTAaTbCH
Yy MeHA B KpenocTH.

f1 B3N ero 3a pyky H ckasan: ''Ove . BaM G6ymer He-
MHOXKO CKY4HO, HYy [Oa Mbl ¢ BaMH Gyge™, XHTb ATeNpcku. [la, noxa-—

ny#cra, 30BHTe MeHR npocTo MakcuM MarReuMyu, ¥ noxamyfcTa -- K ueMmy
3Ta nonHE;—EEEha? NpHUXOOHUTE KO MHe BCéTrama B ¢Ypamxe."[1talic§
}Iline]

The new[berspective, introduced by Maksim Maksimich, occurs not
only through the changée in narrators, but also via a change in verhal tense.
Maksim Makgimich hegins his narrative by describing his first meeting with
Pechorin to the first narrator. )

This utterance 1s made in the %ast tense: OH ABUncA (i.e., the
event discussed took place prior to the coding time). Once.the preliminar-
ies of the situatign are established, the act;al meeting between the second-
narrator and Pechorin is preséﬁted bh the present and future tenses: pgM
G6yger, etc. The change in the temporéi orientation of the utterance serves

to move the reader one step closer to the hero and nearer to the events

described. In this way, the second narrator relives his past and leads

. >

&
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the reader to experience directly that which he relates.
!
C The quotation marks in Maksim Maksimich's speech indicate a deic-

. 2
tic device Buhler calls Deixis am‘Phantasma,l 3 to indicate an imaginary or

imagined cognitive field introduced in a discourse, based in turn on a real

and actual cognitive field.lz[‘

The second narrator's discourse refers to a memory and a past ex-
perience, but the direct quote brings forth this utterance as an event of

the present, as an expression of Deixis am Phantasma. In the second narra-

tor's quoted speech, Maksim Maksimich reports the event as it actually oc-
curred; it is as if he were suddenly transported back 1n time and space.
This produces a superimposition of two different temporal and spatial points
of reference: (1) the here and now of the discourse addressed to the first

a8

[ 4
narrator, and (2) the here and now of the discourse directed to Pechorin.

Man ist nach seinem charakteristischen Erlebnisvorspiel oder unver-
mittelt und plotzlich hinverserzt in der Vorstellung an den geo-

graphischen Ort des Vorgestellten, man hat das Vorgestellte vor dem
geistigen Auge von einem bestimmten Aufnahmestandpunkt aus, den man
angeben kann und an dem man selbst sich befindet in der Vorstellung.l25

Shortly after his arrival, Pechorin begins to work on a scheme with

Azamat to abduct Bela. Maksim Maksimich senses that all 1is not well, and

¢

fears a dangerous plot. He confronts Pechorin with his worries.

BoT OHM ¥ cnafunH 3TO OeNno —- no npaBie CcKa3lalb, Hexopomee
neJsio 1 nocne u rosopun 3To [leyOpHHY, na TONBKO OH MHe OT-
Beyas, YTO OMKAA YepKkemMeHKAa AO/DKHA ObTh CUACT/IMBAa, HMes

reported TAKOro MWJIOro Myxa, KakKk OH, TNOTOMY UYTO [O~HXHEMY OH BG-.e-"TaKH

speech ee MyX, a uTo Ka36uu pa3GOMHHK, KOTOPOro Hano 6bLIO Haka3aThb.
Camm nocyouTe, UTO X A MOC OTBe4aTb NPOTHB 3TOro? [Italics
mine]l26

The personal pronoun oHH refers to Pechorin and Azamat; they are
non-participants in the dialogue and constitute the subject of discourse.

3to_pesno 18 an element of discourse deixis; it designates Pechorin's plan to

@ kidnap Bela.
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The discourse begins in the past tense: cnaaunu, rosopun, etc.

It then shifts intg the present tense in the form of reported speech. Repor-
ted or indirect speech in Russian is conveyed in the same verbal tense as
that in which the original utterance was made. Maksim Maksimich, n, is re-
porting to the first narrater what Pechorin, ox, said to him. The effect of
indirect speech 1s similar to that of a direct quote, though less intense. It
brings a past event nearer to the speaker's and listener's short-term memory
sphere. Maksim Maksimich addresses the first narrator with the pronoun CdMH,
a derivative of the polite form of address, sul.
The discourse ends on another terr of discourse deixis: »JToro...

This term refers to the preceding sentence segments, namely Pechorin's reply
to the second narrator.

' Maksim Maksimich's powers of argument are quickly exhausted in the

face of Pechorin's tetse reply. When the deed is done, however, and Bela is

brought to the fort, Maksim Maksimich goes to confront Pechorin a second time.
.He addresses Pechorin roughly as a military man, not as a friend.

—— TocnoauH npanopmuk! —-- cka3an A, KAK MOKHO cTpoxe. -- Pasme Bbl
He BHOMTE, 4YTO fA K BaM npuHmesn?

—— H3BuHuTe! H He MakcuMm MakcHMbu: s wrabc—kanutaH. fl BCEé 3Haw,
-- orseuan A. [Italics /mine]’</

In this short utterantée, the second narrator pronounces the first
person singular six times. This repetition of the pronoun s serves to affirm
and emphasize the subjectivity, presence and authority of the gpeaker. The
second narrator also uses his proper name, as well as the noun designating

his position -- Makcum Makcumen, mrabc—kanutadH —-— to confirm and strengthen

his position as an official. He keeps his distance from his addressee by
referring to him with the pronoun Bn, which he repeats twice.
Eventually the second narrator softens his attitude towards Pechor-

in. He drops the official su in favour of the familiar tn, and uses his
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addressee's name to emphasize their friendship.

-— [locnyma#t, pUropHfl AnexcaHOpOBHY, npuaugﬂca, YTO HeXOopouo. [Italics
minq 128 )

Maksim Maksimich is easily swayed by the force of Pechorin's char-
acter. He is shocked by Pechorin's actions, yet he secretly admires his

gsense of the dramatic in life.

2
1 uop 3TOMICOFnaCHﬂCﬁ. Yto npuKaxeTe gnenartb? ecThb Hmnu, C KOTOPbIMH
HernpeMeHHO HOOMXKHO COrflamaThCA. [Italics mine]lZ9

The second narrator's comment is made on a number of levels. The
first phrase represents an indirect response to Pechorin's argument. It 1s
based on the deictic term of discourse, B 3TomM. The term refers back to what
Pechorin gaid. This sentence segment, however, is expressed in the past
tense: cornacuncAa. The past tense indicates that it is reported speech. The

actual utterance took place prior to the coding time.

The reported sentence segment 1s addressed to the first narrator,

nprkaxere indicating the presence of a Bu., The address to the first narrator

is made in the present tense, which indicates that the speaker's utterance
presents an ldentical referent and coding time.

Both the above sentence segments are subjective, situation-bound
utterances. Their meaning depends on what B_3ToM refers to, and who s and Bb
are,

The next part of the utterance is an objective non-situation bound
expression. It has no specific spatial-temporal points of orientation and
its comprehension is independent of the speaker's subjectivity. This utter-
ance may be classified in the following manner.

I. subjective (1) indirect response to Pechorin as reported to the

first narrator

’ (2) direct question addressed to the first narrator

IY. objective [ (3) philosophical comment
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Maksim Maksimich in his tale as told to the first narrator recalls
Bela with paternal fondness. For a brief time, they cared for each other as

father and daughter.

A MHe TAakK npaBO I'pPYCTHO, Kak BcnoMHw. CnaBHasa Gsina fneBodka, 2Ta boanal
A “‘“ﬁéo HakoOHel, TaK MNpHMBLIK, KaK K OOYepPH H OHa MeHA Nnwbuia. [italics
mine]

This utterance is split between the present and past tenses, the
first phrase, uttered in the present, leading into the past, as Maksim Maksim-
ich recalls Bela and his feelings for her. It is interesting to note how of-

ten the subject of discourse is mentioned or designated: (1) 6buia gesouka,

(2) sra Bana, (3) x He#t, (4) k pouyepu, and (5) oHa. This underscores how im-

portant the subject of discourse is to the speaker, who, conversely, points to
himself a mere three times in the utterance: (1) mHe, (2) s, and (3) mens.
Maksim Maksimich goes on to speak of his solitude, It is important
to note the second narrator's simplicity of tone. He does not attempt to ap-
peal to his addressee for pity or understanding. Rather, his statements are
short and direct, with a limited use of the subjective first person pronoun.
Hapo BaM cka3saTh, 4YTO y MeHA HeT cemedcTBa: o6 oTue u maTepu s et 12
yXe He HMew H3BeCTHA, a 3arnacTHCh XeHOH He JOoragancs paHbuwe. .. [Italics
minﬂ
The second narrator accepts his fate. He expects no more and 60
less than what life gives him. He 1s neither vain nor bitter, and in spite of
his harsh life, he has not lost his ability to love and care for others.
Pechorin's carelessness indirectly results in Bela's death. Maksim
Maksimich is vexed and shocked by Pechorin's cold fagade.
H MHe cTasio gocanHo: a 66l HA ero MecTe yMep OT rops.... 95 nogH A
CONIOBY M 3acMeasicA.... Y MeHA M0po3 npobexan Mo Koxe OT ITOro cMexa.

[Italics mine]132

The utterance is typlical of the second narrator's relationship to

Pechorin. The speaker is pre-occupied with his subject of discourse, yet at
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the same time conscious of himself and of his own identity. The pronouns 2
G and oH are continuously contrasted. This speaker juxtaposes his subjectivity
A with the non-personal, non-subjective third person, ou. From the contrast
&

between these deictic terms there emerges a difference in character betwean

the emotional, humane Maksim Maksimich and the cold, harsh Pechorin.

7.1. The last of the second narrator's utterances is found in the novel's

second chapter, entitled Maksim Maksimich. Let us now return to that chapter
to complete our analysis of the second narrator's utterances. The following

is a schematic representation of the delctic elements of the second narrator's

discourse.
/1
(second narrator)
Time of subject of Place of subject of discourse:
discourse (ca. 1837)
& fL\ -
< P rd
referent time is
simultaneous with Town of Vladikavkaz
coding time
\

Subject
of discourse .

~- My reunion with the traveller
( -= My meeting with Pechorin

D

Addressee: you/Bu
-~ First narrator
you-thou/ B~
-- Pechorin

The'junior captain sends Pechorin a message asking to see him. He
is certain thaﬁ\Pechorin will make haste to meet him, to renew old ties of

friendship and rélive their shared adventures.

--— Begp ceﬂqaclnpuoem-rl - cxasaﬁ MHe MakcumM MaxcuMuM ¢ TOpXec TBYIOUHM
BHOOM, —— NOAOQY 38 BOPOTAa €ro QOXHRATbCH. [Italics mine]133

o " This utterance is reported as a direct quote, thereby incorporating

-

By o
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two individual cognitive filelds, those of (1) Maksim Maksimich and (2) the
first narrator. The temporal adverb cefluac and the future tense of the verbs

npHbexT and nofgy belong to the quoted temporal point of orientation of Mak-

sim Maksimich.

Maksim Maksimich is permitted to séeak in his own right by the
first narrator. It is the first narrator's perspective and ich-Origo which
are dominant and independent. This is evident in the verb cka3san, cast in rhe
past tense. It points to the second cognitive field in this utterance, to
the first narrator's temporal point of orientation.

Time passes, however, and there is still no trace of Pechorin.
Maksim Maksimich cannot believe that his friend may have forgotten him, or
worse, that he has simply outgrown him and does not care to see the junior
captain. When Pechorin finally appears, the junior captain throws himself
forward to embrace his old friend, only to meet with a polite, but decidedly
cool reception. The second narrator is confused. He had been expecting
warmth and friendship, not distant reserve,.

--— A ... Tl, ... @ BBbI? ... CKOINbKO JIeT ... CKONbKO [JHeH ... OQHe# ...,

Ja Kyga 3T0? ... MHe cronbko 6b XOTenoCh BaM ckKa3aTb ... CTONBKO pisz
NpOCHTHb.... A MOMHKHTe Hame XiTbe—O6UTbe B KpenocTH? [Italica mine]

o

Pechorin's cool reception flusters Maksim Maksimich. He uses the
familiar form T to address his friend, then switches to the formal Bu.
This is important; pu not only implies politeness and respect on ghe part of
the speaker, but indicates as well a social barrier between two individuals
and a considerable gap in a relationship. Thus, the use of pn signifies a
social deixis as weli>as a person deixis. It re-inforces the fact that the
two men are no longer on a familiar footing. For Maksim Maksimich this amounts
to a complete negation of their former friendship. Pechorin's remarkable calm

and diffidence strikes him as an insult and a betrayal of their old intimacy.
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The second narrator uses the possessive pronoun Hame in a vain at-
tempt to dispel the cold distance established between them, and as a symbol of

their past solidarity. s

After Pechorin's departure, Maksim Maksimich turns to the first

narrator with the words:

KoHeuyHo, Mbl ObUIM NMpHATEJIM; -= HY, 03 UTO NPUATENH B HblHelHeM Beke!
[Italics mine]l35

The expression B HblHemHeM Bexke refers to a time segment which can-

not be determined out of context. The now of the speaker, the coding time,
must be known in order to understand hils utterance. This 1s an excellent
example of how deictic terms have no fixed meaning. Thelr sense changes de-
pending on the speaker, place and time of utterance. Maksim Maksimich's B

HbiHemHeM Beke indicates the time when this utterance was made (i.e., the nine-

teenth century).‘

In the aftermath of his meeting with Pechorin, Maksim Maksimich is
temporarily angered and embittered. He condemns the younger generation for
arrogance, spiritual cowardice and failure tou recognize the merits and wisdom
of its elders.

Fne HaM, HeoO6pasoBaHHHM CTapHkaM, 3a BaMH rouaroca! ... Bu MOJIOAEXb CBeT-

ckas, ropoas: emeé noka Moj 4YepKecCcKHMH MyJaAMH, Tak BHl Tyaa-cioda..., a
nocsie BCTPEeTHENBCA, TaK CTHOHMTeCh H DPYKY NPOTAHYTH HameMy Opaty. |Italics

mine
Maksim Maksimich creates a contrast and opposition between the ol-
der and younger generations via the pronouns Mu-Bu. The exclusive mm (Ham,
uameuz) designates the second narrator and his own generation, while the pro-
noun Bu refers to the first narrﬂtor, Pechorin and young people in general.
The second narrator'so generation embodies the wisdom and experience
accumulated through years of tradition. What it lacks in education it com—

pensates for in a sense of humanism and capacity for love. The younger gener-

ation represents youth in transition, young people no longer able to accept
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the established norms and hence forced to seek their own identity. The inevi-
table consequence of such a search is a period of despair and alienation.

Maksim Maksimich reproaches the younger generation for its arrogant
assumption that its problems and its problems alone are of legitimate concern.
Not so, argues the old army officer: friendship a;d communication can be
sources of enrichment.

This concludes our analysis of the second narrator's discourse.
It has been shown to be sender-oriented, expressive and communicative, pur-

137
suing a predominantly Ausdrucksfunktion. The second narrator's utterances

are subjective and situation-bound, though the speaker displays a moderate

?

degree of subjectivity. In short, the second narrator's discourse may be

characterized as +subjective, tobjective.
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8. We now turn to the discourse of Pechorin, the third narrator. In
tracing his utterances, we will follow the order of events as they occurred
in his life. This order differs from the novel's chromology, which tells the
story from the first narrator's point of view. Following Pechorin's utter-
ances in their proper chronological order, however, reveals more clearly his
growing obsession with himself, as his discourse becomes increasingly self-
centred.

Most of Pechorin's utterances are found in his diary. This is the
same document that Maksim Maksimich passed on to the first narrator and that
the latter has published. The diary is related through Pechorin's 1ich-Origo.

Taman (TaMaHp) 1is the first chapter of the journal. It is also the
earliest glimpse we have of the third narrator. In this chapter he 1is young,
inexperienced and easily deceived. His quest for self-assertion ends on a
tragicomic note. Pechorin's involvement with others has a disruptive and even

fatal effect.

The deictic scheme of Pechorin's discourse in this chapter 1s as
follows: /1

Time of subject of Place of subject
‘giscoutse (ca. 1830) of discourse
N

referent time is prior
to coding time

—_—
T rdt

Taman (village-port facing
NE coast of the Crimea)

Subject
of discourse

-- My adventure in Tamah

Addressee: you/su

-- young girl
«=- blind boy, etc....
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In Taman Pechorin encounters a mysterious blind boy who turns out
to be involved with a small band of smugglers. Pechorin 1s repulsed and in-

trigued by the lad.

[lpu3nachb, R UME CUNbHOE nNpenyBexineHHe NROTHUBY

1. +subjective BCeX clelnbiX, KPHBLIX, IAYXHX, HeMhX, O6e3HOrux, Ges-
PYKHX, ropfaTelX H npov. fl 3aMeuan, uTO BCerna
eCTb KaKOoe~TO CTpaHHOe OTHOmEHHe MeXy HapyXHOCTbNM.

2. +subjective l yenoBeka M ero gymowo: xax 6yaTo, ¢ noTepew 4neHa,

+objective | Ayma TepsieT kakoe- HHOyOb YYBCTBO. ﬁtalics mine]
138

Although the third narrator's discourse 1s in the past tense, the
events related occurring prior to the moment of utterance, the preceding ut-
terance begins with the present tense: npusHawch. It designates an eternal
truth for Pechorin, and a present fact at the moment of utterance.

This utterance is also highly subjective. The speaker emphasizes
his p;esence through the repetition of the first person singular: npusnawch, A
uMen. In contrast to this passage stands the second part of the discourse,
which 1s uttered in the past tense (aaMeq;n) and begins as a subjective
phrase (). What follows, however, 1s an objective phrase uttered in the

present tense of ecTh, TepRer. It 1is interesting to note that Pechorin's

philosophical and objective comment 1is derived from his subjective, personal
observations.

This is in stark contrast to the first and second narrators' utter-
ances, which maintained an objective and impartial stance when making similar

comments.

Pechorin's curiosity and need to hold power over others lead him to
pursue and question the young girl involved with the smugglers. He mistakenly

believes that he can pressure her into telling him the truth.

A BOT R Xoe—4TO MpO Tedi ysnan. (Ona usmesHnnlach B nHue, He nomesenp-
Hyna, kax OyaTo He 06 He! Heft neno. ) R y3xasa, yTo TH  Buepa HOU B
xonwia Ha OGeper. —— "y TYT A/ OyeHb BAXHO nepecxaaan e Bce, uTO

e 1
BHOeJI, AyMaa CMYTHTb ee, =< HuMaso | [Italics mine]
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In this utterance we find two addressees: (1) the reader of the
diary, and (2) the young girl. When the reader is addressed, the girl is re-
ferred to as oHa, o6 Hefl and eé. OHa becomes the subject of discourse. She
does not participate in the communicative process.

When Pechorin addresses the young girl directly, he uses the
second person singular: Tth, Teba. The second person is involved and directly
participates in the utterance.

The pronouns oHa and Ig_refer to the same person; in this utterance
the girl is simultaneously designated as a subject of discourse and as an ad-
dresgsee. Another note of interest in this utterance is the deictic term TyT.

Usually, the term tyTr is classified as a spatial adverb indicating
an object or event in the proximity of the speaker. In this utterance, how-
ever, TyT does not indicate a space in the gpeaker's environment, but rather

a place within the sentence segment, or a moment within the discourse. The

adverb ryr can easily be replaced by a temporal adverb such as nmortoM or B 3TO

MIrHOBE@HHe.

Whereas tyT refers to a place or time segment within the utterance,
the temporal adverb Buepa refers to a specific time unit in the life of the

speaker.

The girl, in a desperate attempt to protect herself, uses Pechorin's
vanity and self-importance against him., She tries to drown him by luring him
into a boat and claiming that she is in love with him.

A xoneGancA, A He OXOTHMK QO CEHTHMEHTAJILHMX MPOryaOK NO MOpK0, HO OT—
cTynath Ouno He BpeMa. OHa NpurHyna B JIOOKYy, A 3a Hefl, H He ycnen eme
‘g ONMOMHHTBCA, KAK SAMETHS1, YTO Mhl IILBEM. [1talics mine]140

This utterance is notable for its pronominal use. 5 designates

the speaker, while ona refers to the subject of discourse. 3§ and oHa remain

separate entities throughout the utterance until the final phrase. In this

’ last sentence segment Mu unites both A and oHa in an exclusive partnership,
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M (+I, -II, +III).

Pechorin's involvement with the girl forces the smugglers to shut
down their operation and relocate. His actions have other repercussions: he
himself is nearly killed, the blind boy finds himself abandoned, and an old
woman is left in dire straits. Pechorin is temporarily saddened by the con-
sequences of his rash behaviour.

H 3ayem Gbuno cyobbe KHHYTDL MeHA B MHPHbIH KDYl YyeC THbX KOHTpabaHAHCTOB?
Kak kamexp, OpomeHHbA B rjagkHf HCTOYHHK, A BCTPEBOXHI HX CMNOKOACTBHE, H
KaK KaMeHp edBa CaM He nomen ko AHy! [ Italics mine]l“-

It is interesting to note here“that the third narrator does not
take any responsibility for his actions. This is evident in his use of the
first person singular in the accusative case, meua. Menda constitutes an as-
pect of passivity in its function of direct object. This is in contrast to

the "active _I_"ll’2

found later in this utterance in A and cam. These pronouns-
of subjectivity are in the nominative case. The third narrator differentiates
between the active I and the passive me.
Pechorin blames fate for his actions, and quickly recovers his cus-
tomary indifference to others.
Utro cTanoce ¢ crapyxod K ¢ OeaHsM cnensM, —~ He 3Ham. la # kaxoe geso

MHe [0 pagocTeRl H GeNcTBMM 4YenoPedYecKHX, MHe, CTpAaHCTBywmeMy oduuepy, aa
_—rr e
eme C MOJOPOXHOW MO Ka3eHHOR HagoOGHOCTH! IItalics miue]-'-“J

Pechorin's discourse in this chapter ends on a reinforcement of the
self. He emphasizes his position, importance, official function and subjec-
tivity by repeating the first person singular mHe and the verb 3Haw, as well

as stressing the noun opuuepy. In this way, he increases his own importance

and belittles others.

&
¥

8.1. A few years later, Pechorin arrives at a Caucasian spa, Pyatigorsk,
for a brief rest. His adventures there and in Kislovodsk, a neighbouring re-

sort, constitute the second chapter of his diary, entitled Princess Mary
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(Kusaxua Mapu).

Here we encounter a new Pechorin, one who has lost what little in-

nocence he may have had in Taman. The third narrator is now harsh, bitter and

cynical. His continuous quest for power .s carefully plotted, deliberately
calculated and pursued. He manipulates a fellow officer and a young princess,
alienating everyone around him.

The deictic representation of the third narrator's discourse in this

chapter is as follows.

/1
(Third Narrator)

Time of subject of Place of subject
discourse (ca. 1832) of discourse

P

Y N

>
Pyatdgorsk/Kislovodsk

referent time is prior
in the Caucasus

to coding time

Subject
of discourse

-~ My advent:u'res in the Caucasus
-= My duel with Grushnitski
v
Addressee: you/mw
-- Werner, Grushnitskli,
Princess Mary, Vera, etc.

Soon after he arrives in Pyatigorsk, Pechorin meets Grushmitski, a

’

young, impressionable cadet barely out of adolescence. In many ways Grushnitski
is a pale imitation of Pechorin: he takes himself too seriously, over-drama-
tizes event:s,’ is self-centred' and even somewhat pretentious. The difference

is that Grushnitski 1s not conscious of his melodramatic tendencies; he is
}nerely childish. Pechorin, on the other hand, is painfully aware of his short-
comings, and hates his inability to change. He is also aware of the similar_—
‘ities between Grushnitski and himself, and for that reason fiislikes and des-~

pises the young cadet.

A
,
(
A
T
‘
R
}F
,
.

F
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i
fl ero MOHAN, H OH 38 3TO MEHA He JOGUT, XOTA MM HAPYAHE B Camt Rpy*et-
KMX OTHOWMEHHAX. [DYNHHUKXHA CAMBET OTIIHWHEM Xpabpeuom; R ero sugen s
nene.... A ero Takxe He moGaM: A YYBCTBWO, HTO Wl xorna-nuoynb C HHM -
CTONKHEMCA Ha Y3KOM QOpOre, W OMHOMY H3 HAC Hecno6poBarth. [ Italics
mine]144 '——' .

The utterance defines the Pechorin-Grushnitski confrontation. This

o
< »

is linguistically expressed throuéh the pronouns a and OoH. It is interesting
to note that almost every sentence begins with the active, subjective A. This

indicates that the speaker's perspective entirely dominates the disé%urse.a
This point is further supported by the fact that the speaker's s is always in
the nominative, in the active, commanding position (excepting only one inci-

c

dence of meHs, in the genitive case).
1 versus on presents a conflict between the subjectivity of the
speaker and the non-person, the subject of discourse. It also emphasizes the

speaker's self-consciousness versus the non—consciouigpss of the third person

singular.

3

The spdaker uses the exclusive mm-Hac to refer to both himself and

~

Grushnitski. In this case, thi shbeaker is momentarily united with his subject
of discourse. The underlying antagonism, however, remains. This confronta-
tion is again apparént in the expression u;.., C HHM. Mu refers to Pechoriﬁ;/
it ig here equivalent to a. Muw also includes a reference to Grushnitaki, one
repeated in ¢ muM. Thus we have a continuous unity in Mm and division in ¢ Hum.
This once again stresses the conflict between Pechorin and Grushnit-ki: a

coming together followed by a falling odt.

I

*"  Princess Mary appeérs to enjoy GSushnitaki'a company. This offends
Pechorin and hurts his pride. He sets out to prove to the princess that she is

wrong to prefef another to him; but his envy will also force him to degrade\

an@lhumiliate his fellow officer.

s

Hpuauawcb emé, WYBCTBO HeNpHATHOE, HO 3HAKOMOe npobexano csrepxa B 3TO
MCHOBeHHe IO MOeMY Cepaily: 3TO HYBCTBO Ouli0 3aBHCTb. [Italica mine

0

N

5

4
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Pechorin admits he is jealous. This 1s not a noble sentiment, and
the third narrator does not wish to be associated with it. Such reluctance is
underscored by the absence of the pronoun s in the utterance. Pechorin does
not use the subjective first person; instead he restricts himself to the verb
alone: npu3nawch. The speaker is indicated, but not directly mentioned.

In a similar vein, the speaker s presence is not emphasized, but
maintained through the possessive pronoun moemy. The possessive pronoun thus

serves as a substitute for sa.

The temporal expression B 310 MrHoseHHe indicates a moment within

the referent time span. It is a moment distal from the coding time cf the ut-
terance and far removed from the speaker's present. Nonetheless, it is the
demonstrative pronoun of proximity which is used: 3to. This brings the refer-

ent time, which is the past tense, psychologically nearer to the speaker and

®

to the reader.
Pechorin sets out to antagonize everyone in Pyatigorsk with the ex-
ception of-Werner. Werner 1is an intellectual doctor‘whom Pechorin considers a
kindred spirit and ally. He uses the exclusive Mb when addressing’ the doctor,
not only to reinforce their similar characteristics, but also to emphasize
their superiority vis-a-vis their compatriots.
- 3ameTbIE, moBe3Hut OOKTOpP, —— ckasanm A, -—- yTo Be3 aypakoB O6wbuio 6bl HA

cBeTe OueHp CKYWHO! ... [locMOTpHTEe: BOT Hac [BOe YMHBIX e, Mh 3HaeM
sapate. .. TICalics mine]146

'  This utterance is cast in the form of a direct quote. There are
two temporal directions, as well as two addressees. The direct quote is in

the present tense: 3amerbTe. It 18 an utterance which was made in the spea-

ker's past (-now), and is reported by the speaker ‘in his present, in the‘coding

time (+now). .

The reporting of the direct quote is made in the past tense, ckasan,

13
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to indicate that what is quoted here was in fact uttered in the past. The ad-

dressee of the direct quote is the doctor, moGe3uuit goktop; he is referred to

in the exclusive pronoun Mn (+I,+III), as well as the polite form B implied
by the verbal 3amerbTe.

The second addressee is the reader of the diary. The latter is
not directly addressed.

Pechorin claims that he is at the mercy of the past. He can never
forget anything, can never be free of his previous experiences. His mind re-
cords every detail of his life and meditates on it.

1. objective [Her B MHpe 4esiopeKka, Hag KOTOpPbM npowenmee npHoSpertano 6l

Takyl BlacTb, KaK Hago MHOM...; A PNYNO co3gaH: HHYEro
He 3abuBaw, Huuero. [Italics mine [147
an €

2. subjective [
This utterance presents a contrast between objective and subjective
speech. The first part of the utterance represents a philosophical comment;
it does not concern the speaker directly. This 1is verified by the noun yeno-
Beka, an indefinite substitute for the third person singular oH.

The second half of the utterance brings the speaker into focus:

MHOA, s, 3abwmal. The utterance now becomes highly subjective, personal and

egotistical.

Pechorin feels he no longer needs to love; he only wants to be
loved. He does not wish to be bothered with the needs of another. His only
interest 1s to maintain power in any and every relationship.

OpHO MHe BCerpna ObUIO CTPAHHO: A HHKOrAa He fenasics paGoM moGHMOA XeH-

OMHBl, HanpOTHB: A BCeraa NMpHOGpeTan Hag HMX BojeA M cepaueM HenoOenHMYio

] 2
BlacThb, BOBce 00 3TOM He crapadAch. Ortvero 3Tto? ° —= oTTOoro nu, 4TO
A HHKOrga HHueM O4YeHb [JOPOXY H YTO OHH eXeMHHYTHO OOAJIMCH BLIIYC THTb MEeHA

H3 PYK? miu 3 370 == MarHeTHYecKoOe BAMAHME CHIBHOr0 OpraHudsMa? uIHM MHe
NpOCTO He YRABaJlOoCh BCTPETHTb XeHMMHY C YNODHMM XapakTepom?
Hago npusHaTbCA, YTO S, TOYHO, He /MOO/UO XeHIMH C XapaKTepoM: HX
4 148
m 3ro penol [Italics m:lne]

This utterance begins with a kataphora, mue, pointing ahead to #,

o
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the speaker. f is opposed to Hx, the subject of discourse. Hx 18 an ana-

phora, referring back to xeHmuH.

This is followed by an interesting use of the demonstrative pronoun

sto. (1) The first usage involves a term of discourse deixis, o6 a3tom indi-
cating the preceding sentence segments and Xeferring specifically to Pechor-

in's power over women. (2) The second 3To biars a dual function as (a) an

anaphora referring specifically to o6 3Ttom an}i as (b) a discourse deictic
l

term referring again to a non-specific sentenFe segment and pointing to the
1

same topic implied by o6 3atom. (3) The third)usage of 3to 1s similarly

dualistic: (a) it 1s a kataphora which prece/des the sentence segment marhe-

tuyeckoe, and (b) i1t 1s an expression of discourse deixis indicating the non-

specific linguistic segment which follows it. (4) The fourth 3to 1is used as

an article of emphasis in front of the noun gémo. This analysis indicates

the flexibility and multiple use of a single deictic term.

The third narrator admits that power and pride are his greatest

delights. Pechecrin is obsessed and numbed by power, which he loves for its

own sake.
fl uyBcTBY®0 B cefe 3Ty HEHACHLITHYI0O XagHOCTB, MNOTJIOMANMYIO
BCE, YTO BCTpeyaeTcd HAa MYTH: A CMOTPO HA CT aHuA H
1. subjective ' P y - P pan

PagocTH APYTHX TOMBKO B OTHOMeHMM k cefe, Xak Ha numy,
L NOAAepXMBAlMyl MOH AymeBHHEe CHnbl. ... He ects mm 3TO

[ nepBuit npu3Hak H Bemuyadmee TopxecTBo BnacTh? Bure ans
2. objective KOro-HHOyOb NPHYHHOK CTpPagaHHt H pagocTefl, He HMeA Ha
TO HHKAKOTrO [IONIOXHTENbHOrO npapa, -- He camad JI¥ 3TO

- cnagkas numa Hame® ropaocTH? [Italics mine]l49

This utterance represents an amalgamation of subjective and objec-
tive phrages. The first part begins with the egotistic, solipsistic s of the
speaker and revolves entirely around the speaker's subjectivity. Pechorin's
highly developed, freely roaming intellect has no goal beyond an egotistic
enjoyment of its own overbred faculties. His ego is the centre of the uni-

verse; all things must be subjugated to it. He mskes this contrast clear by
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confronting his subjective s with the non-subjective gpyrux; life for him con-
sists entirely Af A Versus [Jpyrux.

The second half of the discourse, He ecTb nu, 1s no longer subjec-
tive. It is an objective, non-situation bound general statement. The speaker
i1s not important; the only person mentioned is the indefinite third person
koro~Hubyab. The objectivity of the utterance is maintained until the last
phrase.

The third narrator drops the subjective s and uses the inclusive we
in the form of the possessive pronoun sHawe#i. In this way, the third narrator
is no longer speaking solely of himself, nor is he making a purely objective
statement. The use of the pronoun name# means that Pechorin is pointing an
accusatory finger at the reader. Mu (+I, +II) means that you too share the
gullt of pursuing power; you too are a victim of your pride.

Pechorin persists in his implacable attack on Princess Mary. He
plays the role of the persecuted genlus, the tormented artist and frustrated
intellectual in order to appeal to wzmen's chivalric feelings. His imperilled
and unhappy state rouses their maternal instincts. Pechorin uses these feel-

)

ings against Princess Mary to control and manipulate her.

1. [Ja! rtakosa O6bnma MOA yyacTh C CaMOr'0 geTcTBa. Bcee yuTanmM Ha MOEM
nMue Npy3HakH GYPHBIX CBOHRCTB, KOTOPBIX He ObU10; HO HX npeanonaralH,

-— M OHM DPOAHIHMCBL. § Ob1 CKPOMEH, -—- MeHA OOGBHHAMM B JIYyKaBcTBe:
A cTall CKpMTeH..., A YyBCTBOBan celdA Bbie HX, -- MEeHA CTapHIH
HIDKE .

—— i ————— — > s — ——— — U - T S G T - —— - o -

2. B 3Ty MMHYTY A BCTPeTW1 eé rnasa: B HMUX Geramu cnésw, pyka eé,
onMHpasch Ha Mow, gpoxana, mEKH MbUIANH. .., efl Obuto xanm MeHAa !

[Italics gin;TISO

In the first utterance, Pechorin places his subjective A in a posi-
tion of passivity and weakness. The dominating and ruling force in this
passage is the pronoun Bce. This is to emphasize that a is a victim of pce.
The speaker does not introduce the pronoun s until later in the discourse.

He uses instead the possessive pronours MOR, Moem as terms of kataphora
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Lo
pointing ahead to the deictic a which follows. This is to further emphasize

& the speaker's position of subordination.
The confrontation between A and Bce is continued and underscored

throughout the utterance: MeHA OGBHHAIH, MeHa cTasunu (the verb ending of the

third person plural referring to Bce, oHM and ux).
This part of the utterance%s made by s and is addressed to Prin-
cess Mary. The subject of discourse is an event which took place prior to the

moment of utterance; the subject of discourse is an experience of the past,

. designated as (—now)l or 'before-past.' The second part of the utterance in-~
) troduces a new temporal orientation.
i This part of the utterance is alsb made in the past, but a past

which 18 psychologically, as well as temporally closer to the speaker's pres-
ent. We shall call this past (—now)2 or simply, the past.

All things are temporally indicated according to their relation to
the speaker's present; we may distinguish here between an event which is

closer distal and one that 1is farther distal.151

In this discourse, the speaker addresses the reader. His subject
of discourse 1is oHa. The speaker contrasts his egotistic s with the non-

subjective oHa. The following diagram will make the deictic subtleties of this

discourse clear.

f: Pechorin

Past (réferent time) (Present/coding time)
Event referred to...
— : >
before-past past2 X
(-now)1 (-now) now: future

addressee: Marx addressee: reader

The utterance addressed to Princess Mary 1s an "appell-oriented"

! text.lsz Pechorin uses language to influence and move the young woman;

"

\'q.
N

Gig



78
(1) helmakes an appeal to his addressee, (2) he uses emotional language, (3)
he takes into consideration Princess Mary's situation--her youth, impression-
able nature, femininity, maternal instinct, sense of compassion and pity, her
lack of experience, etc., (4) he seeks to influence her opinion of him, change
her attitude toward him and control her behaviour vis-a-vis himqelf. The en-
tire utterance seeks to produce a specific reaction in Princess Mary; it is

her person and situation which dictate the style, presentation and expression

of the discourse. In texts bearing the Appellfunktion, it is the Benehmen des
153

Empfangers which is all important.
Pechorin does not consider himself guilty of anything. He is mere-
ly a pawn in the hands of unfathomable providence.

MHe Obuto rpycrtHo. Heyxenu, ayman A, MOE efMHCTBeHHOe Ha3lHayeHHe Ha
3emne--pa3pymaTp uyxue Hagexam? [Italics mine] 124

In the above utterance the speaker places subjectivity, s, against
YyXHe. He sees himself as a victim of fate; he is in a passive ;osition, as
testified by the dative mue.

Pechorin succeeds in utterly enraging Grushnitski. The latter
plots his revenge and becomes a sworn enemy of the third narrator. This sit-

uation pleases and excites Pechorin.

1 rmo6mw <Bparos XOTA He MNO—XPHCTHAHCKH.

- v
- MeHA 3a6aB/IAYT, BOJHYWT MHe KpPOBb.

O6bTH Becerga HacTopoxe, JIOBHTbL Kaxosil B3rfnAg, 3HadYeHHe
Kaxgoro cjiosa, yragbBaTh HaMepeHHS, pas3pymaTh 3aroBopsl,

objective NPATBOPATBHCA OOGMAHYTBM, W BOAPYr OQHHM TO/YKOM ONPOKHHYTD
BCE OrpoOMHOE M MHOrOTPYOHOE 3HaHHe WX XMTPOCTER W 3aMbic-
subjective [nos-- BOT 4TO A Ha3LBAaKW XHSwa![ Italics min€]155

thfs utterance is voiced entirely in the present tense, which in-
dicates that the thoughts here expressed are still true at the moment of ut-

terance.

The discourse begins with the subjective a. In the preceding ut-

terances we have noted the conflicts between s and gpyrux, s and uyxux; here
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we have a new term: A vs. Bparos. This is the ultimate definition. Pechor-

in's sense of alienation forces him to see oHH as enemies.
Ouu (+III, -II, -I) indicates more than one nerson outside the per-
sonal speaker-listener relationship. Thus, persons outside the third narra-

tor's immediate proximity are designated, not only as gpyrue or uyymde, but

also as Bparu.

This utterance also shows how objective and subjective ohrases
intermingle within one discourse. The opening phrases are highly subjective.
They emanate directly from the speaker's ich-Origo. .lowever, the nersonal

perspective fades out with the impersonal infinitive 6ursb.

/

The infinitive indicates the utterance is not bound with resvect to
‘person, rather the verb expresses a universal truth. Pechorin's use of the
infinitive implies that he 1s making objective, factual, impartial statements.

In opposition to these statements stands the final phrase, ruled by
A. The particle por is an element of discourse deixis, referring to the
objective-oriented statements which precede it. In this way, the objectivity
of those statements is bound to the subjectivity of the speaker who uttered
them; ot provides a link between the two modes of expression. It serves to
make the objective statements part of the speaker's subjective philoéophy of

K4

:life.

Pechorin finds it difficult to maifitain a relationship. For him,
friendships represent a form of servitude, a conflict between master and slave.
In previous utterances we have noted numerous conflicts between the speaker

and those around him: (1) 5 and ou (Grushnitski), (2) s and ona (Princess

Mary), (3) g and pce/omu (those who raised hi;), and (4) g and gpyrux/uysx/

BRarop . >
In the utterance below we note yet another conflict. This antago-
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nism lies between s, the speaker and XelmHH / uX.

_‘Reumuxu nOo/RHEl Obl xenaTh, 4TOO BCe MYXYHHbI
212> TaK Xe XOpOWO 3HaMM, KaK A ... [Italics mine]156

Pechorin learns that Grushnitski is plotting secret revenge by
staging a fraudulent duel. Pechorin is hurt by this. He does not understand
why everyone 1s agaimnst him. What he cannot appreciate is that all fnen have

their pride, including Grushnitski. The latter's challenge offends Pechorin,

and he 1s quick to see himself as a victim.

Present ’ Past
3a 4yTo lpﬂu Bce | MeHA |HeHaBHOAT?!| -~ ayMman a;-- 3a yrto?

O6umen 1 A Koro-HHubyab? iler.

rHeymenu 1 MpHHaanexy K 4YHCITy TeX Jigef, KOTOPbX OOMH BHAO

present
yXe nopoxgaeT HegoOpoxXenarenbCcTBO? .
L

"u A YYBCTBOBaJ, 4TO ANOBHTAA SMN0CTBH NAaJO-NOMany HanonHana
MO0 nymy.[ Italics mine]157

past
In the above utterance we find two temporal points of orientation:
(1) the present tense and (2) the past tense. The present tense indicates
reported speech or thought. Although it is expressed in the present tense
(HeraBuaaT), this phrase was actually voiced in the past, at a time prior to

the moment of uttetance.

It is the shift in verbal tense to the past of gyman that indicates
the preceding phrase 1s a reported thought. The reported thought is not made
entirely in the present tense, ofugen standing as a past tense referring to a
distal past. The passage of indirect speech or thought continues in the pres-

ent temse of npuHagnexy and nopoxgaer.

The last phrase of the utterance presents a temporal switch to the

past tense of ngcfﬁoaan and Hanonusina. The temporal shifts in this utterance

can be represented im the following way.

v

%
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Referent time (Coding time)

Reported speech/thought
(past tense)

(event occurred in past, voiced

| N

in past and present tense) .,
L | . 1 S
‘ v ¥ { 1 4 P
odugen |. HenHaBHOAT | 1. pyman 1,
Eujtal past] 2. npuuﬂannexy: 2. yyBcTBOBan
3. nopoxpaetr i 3. Hanonauana +Now (+8resenc)
]
]

(-now)

There are no quocation marks in this passage. It is only the tem-
poral shifts and the changes in the verbal tense that signal to the reader the
reported thought as opposed to the direct speech.

In this instance, Pechorin is reporting his own thought to the

" 158
reader in the form of free indirect style.
Pechorin despises himself. In spite of his bombastic show of
[ 4 superior 'intellect and social sophistication, he hates himself for failing to
achieve his full potential as an individual. He 1is aware of his inferiority

<

to .his own dreams and ambitions. He 1s unable to accept himself, and for that
reason will hold others responsible and punish them for his self-hate and

Ay

inner frustrations.

. A1 unorpma cebA npe3Hpam..., He OTTOro NH A npesHpaw H Apyrux?... f cran
HecnocobeH k SnaropofaHsM nopsiBaM; # OOMCh MOKA33aThCA CMEMHbWM caMmoMy cefle.
[Italics mine 1

In this utterance, the referent and coding times coincide. In

other words, the present tense of npesupaw and Gowcb corresponds to the now of

the moment of utterance. There is one exception: the verb cran, in the past
tense. It indicates an event which occurred before the moment “of utterance.

This can be schematically represented as follows.

Past Present .
coding time/referent time
L4
! . referent time fI’ )
' =Now +Now

1. npesupaw

- e r 2 . OOlOCb '
e
\\-«

~

v
A
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This utterance also shows an extreme self-ogsession on the part of
the speaker. This is evident in the repetitive mention of ‘the pronoun " (four

times), as well as other referents to the first person singular (camomy, ceGe,

-

ceba.)
Pechorin has found no satisfaction or love in the world because he
~has loved only himself. The following utterance illustrates the speaker's

morbid self-obsession. .

160

A mobun ann cebsA, AnA COOCTBEHHOrO YQOBOMNBCTBHA. [Icalics mine]
Pechorin kills Grushnitski 1n a duel. Shortly thereafter he finds
himself abandoned by Doctor Wernet\gnd Vera, both of whom had stood by him
and tried to understand him. Pechofin's revenge upon Grushnitski has left him
feeling hollow, weak and useless. He is alone; and he condemns Doctor Werner
for his lack of loyalty and courage. )
Bor mogH! BCe OHM TakOBH: 3HAWT 3apaHee BCe OYPHble CTOPOHb nmocTynka...,

a4 TMnoTOM YyMbiBawT DPYKH H OTBODPAUHBAWMTCAR C HeroaoBaHUHeM OT TOr'o, KTo HMen
CMeJIOCTh B3ATb HA celBA BCW TArOoCThb OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. &talics mine

In this utterance we note two oppositions: (1) a pronominal oppo-
sition and (2) a temporal opposition. The speak;r does not refer to himself
directly. He uses the pronoun kto (the third person singular) to speak about
his case generally and in an impartial manner. In contrast to this stands the -
pronoun oux (the third person plural), as a referent to mogu and Bce. Indir-
ectly, xTo refers to s, Pechorin, with ounu indicating Doctor Werner, Vera and

the others.

oHH BCe/mogn KTO

+III pl. +I11 sg.

+animate, human +animate, human
+definite +indefinite 1}

The temporal opposition lies in the adverbs sapanee and nortoM. The

former indicates a time prior to the moment of utterance, whereas the latter

points to a time following this moment.
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‘ Moment of Utterance
_ 3apaHee notoM
(before now; past) (+Now) (after now; future)

Later, Pechorin goes to meet Princess Mary's mother, who is under
the impression that Pechorin fought the duel to protect her daughter's honour.
When Princess Mary herself appears, Pechorin deals her the final blow.

Bel caMH BMOKTE, 4YTO A He MOry HA Bac XeHHTbCA; ec/ 6 Bbl Jaxe 3TOro
Tenepy XOTeNH, TO CKOPO Obl pacKas/IUCh. [Italics mine]lﬁ?

This is the last utterance in the chapter. It is a direct quote,
featuring the speaker as narrator and character alike. Pechorin is A and his
addressee 1is Bn, Princess Mary.

This discourse took place prior to- the moment of coding the. utter-
ance. Thus the [+past] and~[+present] verbal inflections and adverbs which
occur simultaneously in the discourse do not pose a coantradiction*in temporal

orientation, but rather serve to indicate the different relationships between

the speaker and the events he relates.

8.2. We follow Pechorin's utterances into the last chapter of his diary,

entitled The Fatalist (®aranmuct). Pechorin's power quest is here pursued in an

indifferent and disinterested way, His story unfolds in}metaphysical context,
and his utterarces are more philogophical and political than personal.

The deictic analysis of \this chapter may be schematically represen-

ted in the following way.
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a/1
(Third Narrator)

Time of subject of Place of subject of
discourse (ca. 1832) discourse
&— N
N ‘ -7
referent time is Cossack settlement

prior to coding tjjf///) north of Terek River
Subjh

of discolirse

-— the death of Vul]lch

Addressee: you/Bbl
== Vulich and others

-~ predestination virsus free will

Pechorin has matured somewhat by this point, and he parallels his

'
-

personal struggles against himself, fate and other men with the universal
struggle of mankind to assert his vision on a chaotic world, thereby affirming
the freedom of the individual.

In the following discour;e, Pechorin uses the inclusive we to refer
to himself and to his generation. This utterance complements a similar remark
made by Maksim Maksimich. The second narrator uses the pronoun we to desig-
nate himself and his generation. He presented an image of old, stolid wisdom

and reproached youth with its lack of consideration and humanism towards

N

others.

Pechorin's utterance is a touching, semi-moruid, half-hearted sor-
row based on an intense solitariness and helplessness. There is a subtle
reference here to the political corruption and oppression which ruled nine-
teenth-century Russia.

A MBl, HX XaJIKHe NOTOMKH , CKUTamHecs no semie Ge3 y6exgeHHA H ropoocTH,
fe3 HaclaxgeHHMS H cTpaXa, KpomMe TOH HeBOABHOH 6033HH cxHMawmed cepaue npH
MBIC/IM O HeH36eXHOM KOHLe, Mbl HeCMOCOOHN Gojiee K BeJIMKHM XepTBaM HH oaA
6nara wejlloBedecTsa, HH gaxe AnA cOOCTBEHHOro Hamero CHacTHA, MOTOMY 4TO

3HaeM ero HeBOSMOXHOCTD H DAaBHOAYMHO MNepexomiM OT COMHEHHMA K COMHeHHW,
KaKk Hamy npeaxks Opocaauch OT OAHOro 3a6JIyXIeHHA K ApPYyroMy, He mMmed,




35 .
, 3
KakK OHH,:HH Hagexabl, HH pgaxe Toro neonpenenauﬂoro, XOoTA HCTHHHOI O HACc-—
naxgeHHA, Kotopoe BCTpelllggT Ayma BO BCAKOM Goppfe C NMMOBMH HOH C
cyasbow. |[Italics mine]

¢

The pronoun Mbl refers to Pechorin, the speakey, and to those of
his generation; it may also refer to the reader (depending on the latter's in-
clination to identify with Pechorin's situation). The inclusive pronoun can
be defined in the follo/wing way: M_bn[d, (+1I), +III pl.].

Opposed to the pronoun Mu is the pronoun OHH [+III pl.]; this pro-
noun refers to the ancestors of mb, in other words, to Maksim Maksimich's
generation. We may distinguish between [+III pl.] : NOTOMKH, and [+III pl.]:

npenkKH.

The utterance is cast in the present tense of 3Haem and nepexogum.

This has a two-fold meaning: (1> the situation described occurred at the mo-
ment of utterance, and (2) the feelings here expressed are shdred by an entir‘e
generation; these thoughts do not belong to a particular time or a parciculax"
person. Rather they are timeless and universal.

In contrast to this' stands the verb 6pocamuch, cast in the past
tengse. It is conjugated in accordance with the pronoun oudn (Hamu npeaxu). The

past tense not only indicates that the event indicated occurred and was com-

pleted prior to the present moment of utterance, but also emphasizes that the
gsituation, the Zeitgeist of Maksim Maksimich's generation 1s no longer the
same or relevant today.
Vulich's ‘death seems to confirm the idea of predestination. Pec.h—
orin 18 caught between the concepts of fatalism and free will.
Mocne a'cero 3Toro, xax“ 6u, xaxercsa, He cgenaThbca paTamHcroM? Ho KTO
SHaeT HamepHOe, YOeXGEH M OH_ B YEM HIH HEeT? ... M KaKk WacTO MW

npHHEMaeM 33 yOexneHne oO6MaH YYBCTB HJIM npoMax paccynkal.. _ﬂ_ mo6Jtio
COMHEBATBCA BO BCEM. [Italics mine]164

This utterance contains some very interesting deictic terms. First,

1

the expression nocne Bcero 3Toro, an element of discourse deixis. It refer
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to the entire episode of Vulich's murder, to the question 6f predestination

and fatalism.

PN

The speaker then presents his case step by step, using pronouns of

a varying degree of subjectivity. (1) He begins with the indefinite pronoun

kTo. This is a kataphora indicating (2) the definite third person singular

t

on. Thus, we have moved from the generai kTo to the more specific oH. Both

pronouns, however, are impersonal and non-subjective. Following this, the
speaker uses (3) a more personal pronoun, Mul. The inclusive we réfers to the

a

speaker and the reader. It also makes the situation discussed important and

relevant to both the*narrator and the reader.

~

Finally, Pechorin rounds off his argument by using (4) the subjec-
tive first person singular, a. He has stated the facts of the case and now

presents his personal opinion.

L)

Pechorin fails to undergtand that free will entails a respomsibil-
ity; he 1s accountable for his own actions. His pride and egotism, however,

lead him to confuse fate and acts of free will.

"
)

B

8.3. We now return once more to the chapter entitled Bela, where we will

follow Pechorin's attempts to continue his cultivation of perscnal power. The

& .
following is a deictic representation of Pechorin's utterances in thid chapter.
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/1
(Pechorin: speaker/speech reported by second narrator)
‘Time of subject of Place of %ubject of discourse:
discourse (ca. 1833) Chechnya Region, NE Caucasus
referent time is prior place of reported discourse:
to coding time (ca. 1837) Georgian Military Road

) Subject
of discourse

-- My (his) abduction of Bela

(his) relationship with Bela
-— My is) relationship with (me) Maksim
/“—:::%ﬁﬁf

Addressee: thou/IE
—- Bela
=< Maksim Maksimich

(Addressee of second narrator: you/Bnl
—-- first narrator)

Pechorin is not the narrator in this chapter. His discourse is
reported by the second narrator to the‘ first narrator by means of direct
quotation. Pechorin's cognitive field is in a dependent position; his dis-
course takes place in the Chechnya Re gion around 1833, but is reported to the
first narrator by Maksim Maksimictr along the Georgian Military Road around
1837. Thus we have two cognitive fields: (1) Maksim Maksimich's 1ich-Origo,
and (2) Pechorin's ich-Origo.

Bela igs abducted and brought to the fort. She, however, refuses to
be conquered, and this prompts Pechorin to make the following speech.

—= locnymait, MOA mepd, —= TrOBOPHN OH , —-= BeAb TH 3Haemb, HTO PaHO WIH
10SOHO TH AOMXHA OWTb MOEWw, ... -

--Hnu, -— npopgosmxann OoH , -~ ... [lopepp MHe, amnax AnsA Bcex naeMéH OQHH
H TOT Xe, M ec;u OH MHe [I03BOJIAeT MoOHTH TebA, OTYEro xe 3anpeTuTs Tele
IUIaTUTh MHE. B3SaHMHOCTLI?

; —_—

—- locnyma#, munasa, gob6pas Banma, ~- npogomxan [leyopHH , == Th BHAHEDL,
Kak g Te6n mofmo; A BCEé roToB OTRaTb, 4TO6 TeBA pa3BecesMTs: R xouy,
4TO6 TH ObUIa cqac'r_:mna, a ecn¥ TH cHosa Oypemb TPYCTHTb, TO A YMPY.
[Itach_s mine]
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~ Pechorin's speech is reported to the first narrator in the form of
v . .
a direct quote. In this instance, the speaker is referred to as ou: (1) ros-
° N
opun_oH, (2)- npogomxan ou, and (3) npopomkan lewopud. In this way, he becomes

the second narrator's subject of discourse. The third narrator's speech ‘oc-
curred at a time prior to the moment of utterance by the second narrator. For
that reason, the verbs conjugated with on are in the past tense.

The quoted speech is made by Pechorin. He 1is the-speaker, a, and

he addresses Tbi, Bana. The speech is cast in the present tense of nocaymwai ,
3jaemp etc. This present tense belongs to the third narrator's cognitive field.

The present tense is the referent time] it is in fact a farther distal in re-

lation to the second narrator's utterance. The second narrator's utterance is
o » o
’ - a closer distal vis-a-vis the. first narrator and the reader.166

[

The following diagram illustrates this three-fold interference of
the narrators’’ cognitive .fields. It also creates a telescopic effect, char- -
* acteristic of the entire novel. '"Mpuuuun 'Tenecxona' naéT BO3MOXHOCTb onpeme-

i 167
MHTL cBOeofpa3sHe MEPMOHTOBCKOR pOMaHTHYecKo# cyObesTHBHOCTH."

A
&—<—17 independent (now)
ich-0Origo '

direct speech:
past tense
f: first narrator

I1I. dependent— € II. dependent
ich~-Origo / ich-0Origo
direct quote: reported speech:
present | past

A: Pechorin f: Maksim Maksimjch

€« &~
< — Sy
Y v ‘L N ~
ru: Bela Bu: first narrator Bb: reader J',
. farther distal closer distal - past
Tae e . Pechorin's speech to Bela 1s an Appell-oriented discourse. His
i%, . appeal 1s not sincere. There 1is a discrepancy between his aim and his manner

of expression. Pechorin's aim i{to seduce Bela. This is cor}firmed by his

use of the possessive pronoun Mos, Moenw. His manner of expression, however,

would lead his listener to believe him to be honest, loving, kind and unselfish.
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He appeals to Bela's reason and emotions in his effort to c;nvince

-—

her: annax ana scex, % Te6A mobmo, A BCE TOTOB OTRATH, R Xouy uTo0 THM Owna

cyactTagea, A ympy, etc.

He knows Bela's situation and endeavours to say all the appropriate
things to (1) chaf#ff€ her behaviour, (2) change her opinion of him, (3) change
her reaction to his advances and (4) influence her feelings for him. Pechor-
in uses emotional and moving language to manipulate Bela.

! In the following utterance, Pechorin explains his character to
Maksim Maksimich. He excuses himself for using Bela, and justifies his actions’
by saying that this 1s the way Nature made him. Once again, he blaims circum=-
stances and strange twists of fate for what he has become and for what he now
is. .

Y MeHA HecYacC THHHA xapakTep; BOCnNHTaHHe JIH MEHA cOoenano TakKknM, Sor nu

TaKk MeHA co3naJl, He 3HaKW, 3HaW TONMBKO TO, 4YTO €CNH A NPHYHHA HeCHACTHAR
Apyrux, TO H caM He MeHee HecdacCcT/IHB, pa3yMeeTca, 3TO HM MJOXOoe yTelleHue,
== TONBKO geno B TOM, 4YTO 3TO TakK. -

Korgpa A yBumen Bany , ... mogyman, 4HTO ONHA aHres, nocliaMHeil MHe co~
- ———— —— —r— "
cTpagaTeNibHOR cyabbow.... § onAtre omMbeA ... €CNH XOTHTe, R ee eme

mobmo, s e OGnaropapeH 3a HeCKONbKO MHHYT AOBONBHO cnagkux, A 3a _Hee
OTOaM XH3Hb, TOMBKO MHE C Hew CcKy4Ho. |Italics mine]168

This utterance constitutes Pechorin's self-portrait. It is cast in
the form of a direct quote. Pechorin is the speaker, s, and his addressee is
Bb, Maksim Maksimich. The subject of discourse is omna/Bana. This discourse
took place prior to the moment of utterance of the second narrator. Thus Mak-
sim Maksimich is here reporting a past conversation as a narrator and partici-
pating in this same conversation as a listener and character in the novel.

Pechorin's utterance pursues an Appellfunktioﬁ. He seeks to con-

vince Maksim Maksimich that he is an ill-fated victim of life.

B
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8.4. The third narrator's final utterances occur in his heart-breaking

encounter with the, junior captain in the chapter entitled Maksim Makéimich.

-

Pechorin is not the narrator in this chapter. It is rathetr the first narra-
N tor who reports his discourse with Maksim Maksimich to the reader.

The following is a deictic representation of Pechorin's discourse

in this chapter.

1/1
(Pechorin: speaker/speech reported by first narrator)
> ,
Timé of subject of Place of subject
discourse (ca. 1837) zL of discourse .

)

referent time is prior

Vladikavkaz
to coding time '

Subject

- of discourse
-~ My (his) meeting with Maksim Maksimich
-~ My (his) meeting with (me) the traveller
o Addressee: . You/sn . )
== Maksim Maksimich
--. first narrator
Addressee of first narrator: you/Bu -- reader
Pechorin greets his former_friend in a polite but reserved way. His
cool distance is a manifestation of his inability to consider the feelings of
others. -
Kax a paa, no iggn Maxcum Maxcumpd. Hy, xax Bu noxusaere?
) [Italica minef
Pechorin's polite and formal address makes it clear that he is pre-
. occupied; he has rio time, no curiosity, no sympathy, no.desire to renew an old
- a acquaintance.” 7 .
]
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— ' 1!7
9, Conclusion
-+
e This concludes our survey of the discourse of the three narrators
N in A Hero of Our Time. The author, Lermontov, offers hs more than the story
4

" of one man; he offers us a study in subjectivity.
- »

3
The first narrator's discourse is predominantly objective. His

7 utterances concentrate on presenting a subject in a clear and impartial manner.
Here is a character whose main role is to inform, to link the various eplsodes _
which constitute the novel, and to guide the reader through the events,
thoughts and characters presented. His personal view and subjective perspec-

tive are minimized in his discourse.

9.1. The second narrator represents a more rounded individual. His dis-
course is both objective and subjective. In speaking, he does not concentrate

on himself, but rather on the outside.world. He also describes events in which

3

he himself wés involved. His speech is expressive, aethestically presented and
poetic. The second narrator's role is to communicate with the reader and to

serve as a story-teller. He expresses his personal thoughts, fears and hopes.

His discourse is bound to his situation. ¢

9.2. The third narrator's discourse is overwhelmingly subjective. His

utterances c&ﬁ&entrate egclusively on himself. They are dominated b} his ich-

¢ Origo. In all events he considers only his own point of view as of any impor-.

. é
tance. He sees relationships 'as psychic duels between his personal I and an
: . ) ﬁ

: impersonal he, she, it, they, etc. 5 \
» N ' . ﬂ ..
o . . The third narrator does not hesitate to.use language to manipulate-

0

St
2500
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his addreuee:(z’rinqess Mary, Bela, Grushnitski, Maksim Maksimich), He.

;‘o ) - appeals to their incellgéts and emotions in order to influence their behaviour,
. . ) ’ -
@, to present a false image of himselg , to sway their opinioqs, attitudes and re-

’
+

actions--all with the sole aim of improving his own position in a given situa-

tion. The third narrator's discourse is a culmination of extreme subjectivity

and egotism; it is untioubtedly +subjective, -objective. . ;

v /
[y

¢ 9.3. The followipg table presents our cor-\ciusiéns concerning the charac- -°
» t -
ters of the three narrators as based on their discourse.__
Discourse Type ) Degree of
Speaker . |Darstellung| Ausdruck| Appell | Situational Subje“i‘fity
(a) First b _
Narrator| - ¥ * Neutral
- N  (b) Second - P - L+ Moderate *
Narrator .
(¢) Third _
Narrator : .+ + + | Extreme +
- R 3

R R
3

[/
L3

gﬁ:ﬁ
2

; o

E
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10. This brings us to our final question: is Pechorin a 'positive'

hero?--modifying the term to indicate a protagonist presented in such a wai dﬁ
to illustrate the author's sympathies and, passively at least, engage those of

hts reader. A deictic analysis of Pechorin's discourse reveals a haughty idler

- and brilliant but époiled genius. His capacity for rigorous self-scrutiny and

analysis is commendable, but unproductive; it does not lead him forward in

life, but merely traps him in a' vicious circle of self-hate and self-love.

Pechorin's egotism prevents him from growing into a whole individual. ..

*

Walter L. Reed defines the hero as a "singular and energetic indi-

vidual whose character contains his fate, who dominates as well as represents

~,170

the society around him. Pechorin fulfills this role.

Pechorin's discourse reveals his character, as well as the dilemma
l — »

-

of mode}n man. This is depizéed below.

-~ B
- WELTSCHMERZ . /
relationship to society:
assertion of the self and a search )
for individuality

EXTERNAL CONFLICT
Hero/Ego

- INTERNAL CONFLICT

relationship to the self:
the identity is in, the process of
- evolution or devolution -

1cHscHMERz171

Pechorin embodies the finest gifts to be found in an indiyidual,

—

culture, intelligence and talent; at ‘the same time, he portends the demorali~

zation and downfall of these ver§ abilities. Society cannot afford to ignore

f .

- 3

PN
S
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Pechorin, for it need only bu’ig.d its walls of indifference ‘slightly-highe.r,

} ) i . ‘
need only undergo a décline in discipline and order, need only experienceé a .

;o L - .
lowering of morality and Pecho.r\ﬁn would cease to be an eccentric individual;

he would t}ec’ou;e the prototype of a det:erior;ating order.
Pechorin stands as a aanger signal, as the f{rst victim of a still

“,-unk'nown,diaeas‘e would be for an adept physician. He is, after all, no average

man; he is an aristocrat, a supremely g’;ft:_eql person, If Pechorin's unknown

.disease were ever to spread and change the image of modern man, and if ‘society

wgi_'e to assume the degenerate, morbid forms of Pechorin's personality, it
would dot be peoplgd with Pechorins. Not evéryone would have his abilities,
his melancholic gé'nius, his flickering intensity and acrobatic artistrys  On

- the conftrary, most would have only his unreliability, his instability, his

13

tendency to waste his talents, his lack of discipline and a sense of community.

chhorin is certainly an inconvenient and indigestible element in

any sooiety which seeks law and order. However, bec\ause of higvtroublesome-
Ny . 40

' ness he is, in the midst of ‘his pale community, a constant source of vita.
interest,- a reproach, an admonition and a ng. He serves to spur new con-

cepts and ideals, to call for self-awarerless and\stands as an unruly, uncoop-
R} ‘ - ’ -’
erative, stubborn black sheep in the fold. For that reason alone,-we may

cherish him and consider him a hero of our own times. ;

However, Pechorin is_an incomplete lhero. What dooms him to heroic
*{ncompletion? From our linguistic analysis, we conclude that his extreme
subjectivity and egocentrism prevent him from finding fulfilment as a free and

integral individual. Pechorin's greatest crime is against himself.

i
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