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by 
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degree of Master of Arts 

An Abstrae t 

This thesis presents a linguistic-deictic 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 high1y subjective, self-centred and egotistical. This approach shows a 

contrast in the deictic element~ of subjectivity pertinent to the discourse 

of each speaker, which in turn provides a precise character sketch of eaeh 

narrator. 

'" With regard to the literary merit of the novel. Lermontov's hero' 

forces the reader to consider two basic questions: (1) what characterizes 

the complete and integral individual? and (2) what can cause the downfall of 

th!s ,individusl? Our deictie analysis 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 

(repoH Hamero BpeMeHH) 

par 

Shérine Boctor 
'II 

Thèse soumise en vue de l'obtention 
d'une Mattrise ès Lettres 

RésUJ!!é 

-
JO' 

Cet te thèse présente une analyse linguistique et déic tique du roman 

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

sur le discoUl;,s d~s trois narrateurs du roman: (1) le voyageur, qui tient un 

" .. discours informatif et objectif, (2) Maksim Maksimich, qui est plus intime et 

confiant dans ses propos, et (3) Pechorin, le héros, chez qui l'expression est 

subjective, centrée sur soi et égoiste. Cette approche démontre un contrast 

dans les éléments déictiques de la subjectivité propre au discours de chaque 

narrateur, et no,us fournit ainsi un portrait précis de chaque personnage. 

Quel lien existe entre l'analyse linguistique et le mérit littiraire 

• 
du roman? Le héros de Lermontov incite le lec tebr à médi ter sur deux ques-

tions fondam~ntales: (1) quels sont les caractéristiques de l'individu com-

plet et intégrale? et (2) qu'est-ce qui peut causer la chute de ce même 

in?iy.~~u.? .~otre a.?alyse linguistique nous donne une réponse .. ~~s.ré ses 

talents et ses capacités, l'individu égaiete, tel que Pecharin, est condamné 

au désespoir et à la défaite. 

• 
Département d'Etudes Russes et Slaves 

Université de McGill 
1987 
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.. Translations of Russian proper names and i1lace nameS used -in this 

thesis are based on Vladimir ~abokov'B translation of the nove1. A Hero of 

Our Time (Doubleday, New York. 1958) . 
. -- -

l wish to express my deep gratitude ta Dr. Dora Sakayan for her 

help and encouragement in the writing of this thesis. , 
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• o. INTRODUCTION 
./ 

1. 
\ 

This thesis prnents a linguistic analysis 
. 

A HerO- 'of Our Time (repoli Ramero BpeMeHH). The novel o~r8 a variea and 

complex narrative atyle, as weIl aa touching and intriguing characters . 
... 

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

search_to achieve a better understanding of the lyrical beauty and meaning\-of 

-
this literary work. l will eoncentrate exelusively on a specifie braneh of 

linguistics in my an~lysis of the n~vE!l: deixis. 

D~ixi& is the mechanics of discourse.; it encompasses the terms which 

denote the speaker and listener involved in a conversation, the 'subject oI 

discourse, as weIl as the Ume and place of the utterance. Theae very basic 
)r 

linsuistic terme hold the key to understanding an individual' s discourse. 

Understanding an individual' a discourse in this systematic and scientific 

manner means gaining new insi~hts into his,personality. 

N In the novel A Bero pf Our Time, Lermontov presen~s the reader with 

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

These three narrators present a contrast in character which i8 c1early re-

ve.lad in their discourse. 

in bis speech. ' His ro1e ia 

(1),- the, travelier: ia objec~and info~ti~e 

to link the reader' s reality. the novel 'a 

fictive re.lity. (2), Kaksim Maks1m1ch, 1a a- communicative story-teller. 

Hi. function 18 to express his thoughts and emot1ons to -the reader, his dis­

cauri. - aubjeçtive and personal. (3), Pechorin'a discourse 18 highly"sub-

jectiv. and egocentric. He doea not c01llllUnicate with the reader directIy, - -
"-

but incltf"ectiy, tbrough bis diary. lt ié in thia journal that Pechorin 
, . 

1 .1 , . ' 
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reveals himself and narra tes his own story. 

Much has been written about these characters, especia11y ab~t Pechor-

in. The burning question has always been: 18 he a hero or an ant1-her~? 
\ 

{Chance~, 1978; fynReB, 1974; Mou1ik, 1976; Reed, 1974). As with most 1it~ 

erary analysis, however, this has been vague and unsubstantiated. More often \ 
~ 

than not; it was simp1y the critic' s personal opinion that was stated. 

Thus, 1 propose a deictic analYsis of the three narrators' discourse 

as a key to their charaeter types. This linguistic study will aim to elarify 

with and ground aIl its conclusions ~n facto 

l begin my study by_~ointing out how the fields of I1terature and 
, 

linguisties'are interrelated, and how the latter can provide a more seien-

tifie method for researching the former. This 1s fol1owed by a general sur-

,) vey Df de1xis, deictic terms and their importance and function in diseours~. 
l 

l then apply this approach to the various-utterances of Lermontov and his 
... 

three narrators. The specific utterances which 1 analyze were chosen for 
. 

their linguistic interest, as weIl as for the1r aesthetic importance and ., 
, relevan~e to the novel. '. 

, 
After 1 have.reached MY conclusions based on ehis linguistic evidence, 

/ 

'- 1 will attempt to answer the ultimate question: is Pechorin a hero? 
o 

0.1. Roman Jakobson once pointed out that 
e 

\ 
i 

• 

a linguist deaf to the poetic function of language and a iiterary 
scholar indifferent to linguistic problems and unconv!rsant with 

.. Ilnguistic methods are equally flagrant ,anachronisms. ~ 
If( 

-. 

. "';' 

- " 
~, 

'\ 

Yet literature and linguistics continue to be treated as two separate and '-

oppos1ng disciplines. The faet 18 they are complementary fields of ~l.dg_ 

which have a very basic and important element in cOlllDOn: language. LangUAg_ 

definea and deacribea human reality, be~hat throqgb a literary work or 
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through an actual conversation. 

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

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

entertaining 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 his-personal centre dt reality, his I-here-now point of ref-

erence.) This subjective point of consciousness is termed die ieh-Origo by 

Karl Bühler. 2 

Bühler originated the following schema to explain the subjective 

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

(Bühler) . J 

(: 
Ich behaupte, da~ drei Zeigworter an die Stelle von 0 gesetzt werden 
müss~n, wenn dies Sche~ das Zeigfeld ~e~ men~chlichen Sprache 4 
reprasentieren solI, namlich die Zeigworter h.er, jetzt, und ieh. 

The 0 in Bühler~s schema is the ich-Origo. He places the ich-Drigo in the 

centre of the cognitive field of the speaker. and it is around this central 

point of reference that aIl deicti~ elements are organized. 

It is from1:he perspective of his ieh-Origo that an individual sees 

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

stems from his subjective being. DesCartes' famous cogito, ergo sum shows 
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how closely thought is 1 inked to existence, and thought is expressed in and 

through language. 

All thought whatsoever is a sign, and is mostly of the nature 
of language. 5 

Thought and language are not only the backbone of l1nguistic 8tudy, 

but are also the very essence of literature. Let us now examine the 8imil-

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 analysi9. The first i9 
\~), 

the work itself, the artistic product. l t follow9 tha t the second element to 

consider is the artist, the 'creator of the work. The third element i8 the 

9ubject of the work; the subject may deal with an objective state of 
• 

affairs or it may relate a speclfic, subjective situation. The fourth and 

final element is the audience, the adressee, listener or reader for whom 

6 1 

the work is destined. These same elements stand as the inherent terms of 

deictic analysis. 

The most immediately transparent articul~tion between the act of 
speech and its behavioral setting i8 fouqd in conjunction with

7 
components of linguistic media which are ~a11ed deictlc signs. 

The first element of human speech is discourse, the
L 

actuallzatlon of 

a thought or feeling through language.' The second is the speaker, the pro-

ducer of the discourse. It naturally f0110ws that there shou1d be a subject 

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

truth. The four th elemen t 19 the addressee, the person to whom the speaker 

is communicatlng an utterance. 

It i9 clear that in thls instance llterature and linguistics are 

interrelated. An artistic work i8 a dialoglea1 re1ationship between an art-

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

Any artistic or linguistic production demands a response or reaction 

to substantiate its 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 specifie per-

iod of history and in a specifie 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 Cauca5u5, 

Russian literature's romantic period, etc. Similarly, every utterance i5 

firmly rooted deictically in a specifie time and place, the speaker's here-

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

Literature 
(theory of art) 

Artist 
-L-

Artistic Work 

Time Place 
~------ -----~ , / 

\, / 
\, / , / 

...... / 

" / " / 

g l" 
.,.; (1) 

~ c 
c.. 0 
cu c.. 
U (1) 
cu cu 
~ ~ 

Audience 

Linguistics 
(deixis of discourse) 

Speaker 

t 
Utterance 

Time Place 
~ ---- --7----~ 

" / , / 

" / 
\, / 

\, // 

1:' / 

~-Rl~~ cu 0.. 
U (1) 

cu cu 
~ ~ 

Addressee 

\ 

• 
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0.3. Ho'w can we define language? According to Webster' s Dictionary, it i9 

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

The key word here i9 'symbols': 

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

'This indicates that language is an arbitrary, objective and If.mpersonal svs-

tem used to encode and decode messages, thoughts and feelings. A particular 

system of symbols--English or Russian, for example,--serves those express1ng 

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 .lU 

signifié est arbitraire. IO 

This implies that language, the instrument of literature and the 

subject of linguistic study, has very little to do with individual real1ty. 

There is, however, a field where bath language and individual reality meet. 

This field ls the domain of discourse. 

0.4. Discourse is by its very nature subjective, personal and egocentric. 

It is an instrument of irrtersubjective communication which serves to actual-

Ize or reproduce reality for the speaker. 

In order for the discourse to be clear ta the listener. the speaker 

must provide his utterance with deictic pronominal and spatio-temporal points 

of reference. Deixis, from ~he Greek deicticos, 'serving to show, pointin~, 

11 
indicating,' is what gives human speech significance and direction. 

) 

.. 
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1. Deict1c term1nology begins w1th the use of 1. the speaker of the 

qiscourse (the first person singular). l provides the pragmatic context 

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

12 utterance 1s egocentric." 

If one says l, one can only be talking of oneself; no other possi-

bilityexists. I becomes the centre of the individual's universe and con-

stitutes the foundation of subjectivity. 

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

The speaker 1s the most important person in the act of speech. 

Without 1 there is no discourse, no utterance possible, and therefore, no 

communication. l is the referent around which spatial ~nd temporal rela-

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

subjective element in an utterance. 

rOBOpR~~ -- ca~oe rnaBHoe Ae~CTB~ee nH~O pe~eBoro a~Ta. n03ToMy 14 
H R rOBopR~ero CTaHOBHTCR HOCHTeneM cY~beKTHBHO-MOAanhHoro 3Ha~eHHR. 

1.1 Dei~is may be termed a subjective link between language and reality. 

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

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

15 switches." 

In other words. l exists in a discourse only in relation to a ~. 

Consc10usness of self 1s def1ned and made possible by contrast with the 

'other.' l am l only wh en addressing a you. who in turn w1ll address me as 

a you and speak as an I himself. Hence ~ and you are not only complementary. 

but also reciprocal and reversible. 

'Je' est l'individu qui énonce la présente instance de discours 
contenant l'instance linguistique 'je.' Par conséquent. en intro­
duisant la situation d'allocution. on obtient une définition 

II 
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symétrique pour 'tu,' comme l'individu allocuté dans la prêsrgte 
instance, de discours contenant l'instance linguistique 'tu.' 

l and ~ serve as pronouns of intersubjective communication and 

exist only when they are uttered in the instance of a discourse by a speaker. 

r and ~ are bath involved in a discourse and have a specifie oneness. 

The 'r' who states, the 'you' ta whom 'r' addresses himself are 
uniqu~ each time. The one whom 'l' defines by 'you' thinks of 
himself as 'l'and can be inverted into 'r,' and 'r' becomes a 
'you. '17 

Any two individuals engaged in a discourse are simultaneously an l 

and a you depending on the specifie instance in a discourse. This relation­

ship is termed referenzidentisch. 18 
t 

Die grammatische Beschreibung mUl~ zeigen, da1~ ich und du ... 
referenzidentisch sein konnen, wenn sie von verschiedenen Sprechern 
geau~ert werden. 19 

1.2. The first persan lis, used by the speaker ta place himse1f in the 

subject-ro1e of a discourse; you is used by the speaker to indicate his 

addressee, the listener. l is the subjective first persan and you 1s the 

non-subjective second person; they stand in a special one-to·one relation-

ship in a discourse. Bath the first and second persan are directly involved 

in a discourse, which directly concerns these persans. 

Added ta this is the personal pro~~~n we. We, when uttered by the 

speaker, imp1ies rand at least one other person involved in the discourse. 

This ~ may or may not inc1ude a reference to the listener you. Hence, it.!.S 

customary to speak of an inclusive we, when we includes both 1. the speaker, 

and you, the listener, as opposed ta an exclusive~, referring only to the 

speaker and at least one other person, excluding the present you . 

..• das 'wir, aus dem Mund der MSnner ander~autet, wenn es die 
angeredete Frau aus der fremden Sippe das eine Hal einschlie~t 
und da~ andere Mal ausschlie~t; es gibt ein inklusives und ein 
exklusives 'wir.' 20 
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Rauh explains the inclusive-/exclusive-we distinction schematically, 

opposlng the first and second persons singular with (he, she, !!.), the third 

21 
person singular. 

l 
-III 
- II 
+ l 

;, 
We (exclusive) 

-HII 
- II 
of l 

you 
-III 
+ II 

l 

he. she, it 
+III 
- II 

l 

We (inclusive) 
.±III 

ex. John and l ~ II ex. (John), ~ and l 
+ l 

1. 2.1. Rauh' s schema brings us to our next deictic pronoun: he, she, i t, 

the third person singular. The third person is not a participant in the dis-

course. He, she, .!!. are non-persons and can represent an infini te number of 

subjects, human or non-human. The third person 18 used to refer to persons 

or things other than the speaker and the listener. 

La 'troisième personne' "'t;eprésente en fait le membre non marqué de 
la correlation de per8onne. 22 

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

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

of discourse.
23 

The relationship between the three-person deixis of an 

utterance may be schematically represented as follows. 

l 
-III 
- II 
+ l 
+ ego 
t humao 
+ definite 
.. speaker 
- listener 
- subject of discourse 

you 
-Ill 
+ II­

l 

he, she, ft 
+IlI 
- II 

l 
- ego ± definite 
+ human .t. human 
+ definite - ego 
- speaker - speaker 
+ l1stener - l1stener 
- subject of discourse t subject of dlscourse 

1. 2. 2. The third person singular not ooly functions as a deictic aign to 

- indic.te a subject of discourse, but also serves as a syntactical sigu within 

,. 1" " ,. .. 
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an utterance. This functlon 1s known as anaphora and kataphora. Anaphora 

refers back to a segment of an utterance whieh precedes the de1etie term; 

its raIe 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 ta a sentence segment which f0110ws the deictic expression. 

Rauh's examples illustrate weIl ~he pronominal usage of the third 

24 persan singular as anaphora and kataphora. 

Anaphora: 

Kataphora: 

John is an intelligent man and he should go far. 

senten~e ~___ d~ictiC expression 
whieh precedes deietic ~--Anaphora refers 
expression he. back ta John. 

The teaeher who wronged him 
J, 

deictie ~ression 
Kataphora refers 
ahead ta Bill. ' 

is hated by Bill. 
-!. 
~entenee segment 
wh ich fo110ws 
deictic expres .. 
sion him. 

Thus anaphora and kataphora are vehieles of fle»ibility in an ut ter-

ance for both the speaker and the listener. They are linguistic terms of 

substitution for specifie sentence segments. They direct the liatener's-at-

tention to the established subject of disc~urse, while elimina~:ng repetition 

~f the sentence segment in question. 

Psycho10gisch betrachtet setzt jeder anaphorische Gebrauch der ~ 

Zeigwërter das eine voraus, da~ Sendet und Empfanger den Redeabflul J 

aIs ein Ganzes var sich haben, auf desjen Teile man zurGck- und 
vorgreifen kann. 2S ~ 

At first glanee anaphora and katap~ora appear to be opposing terms: 

one pointing back ta a specifie part of an O~terance. and the other pointing 

ahead. Be that as it may, ana-kataphora expressions can a1so function as 

interdependent terms of substitution in an utterance, 
26 

Harweg affers an 

1nteresting example of such a case. 
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~ (jenigen) Personen, ~ vor ..• geboren sind ... 

Kata~hora: /\ ~ Anaphora: 
deictic expression deictic expression 
referring ahead to referring baek to 
Personen. Per,sonen. 

In th1s example, anaphora and kataphora serve a complementary purpose of 

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

1.2.3. Anaphora also includes possessive pronouns and reflexive pronouns. 

Possessive pronouns such as~, your, our, etc~ are anaphoric since they 

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

pronouns i, you, we. The possessive pronbun stands as a substitution for 

and referent to a personal pronoun. 

Examp1e: i left :r suitcase at the counter. 

You bring your people a sense of dignity. 
T 1 

We will complete our research 1ater. t -1-

Simi1ar1y, ref1exive verbs achieve tbe same function. When the sub-

ject and direct ,or indirect object are the same oerson in an utterance, 

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

utterance. 

Example: i looked at myielf in the mirror. 
~~~ , 

subject == direct object 

~ reflexi~ve verb
f
; 

Anaphora refera 
back to 1. 

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

Oriso is the utterer of speech, and close1y related ta the ieh-Origo stands 

27 the Hier-Qrigo. The Hier-Origo serves to estab1ish the speaker's rea1ity, 

the d1scourse, in a spa~~l context in relation to and as determined by l's 
\ .. -. 
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position at the moment of utterance. The deictic word here is subjective in 

the sense that it i8 defined by and totally dependent on l's location. As 

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

different speaker. 

Streng genommen wird mit hier die momentane Positlon des Sp~chers 
angezeigy und diese Position kann mit jedem Sprecher und mit jedE'm 
Sprechaft wechseln. 28 

\ 

Here. indicates that the place of utterance Is near the speaker. In 

opposition to it stands the word there, There indicates that the place of 

utterance is far fro~ t~e speaker. 

29 30 
Lyons and Fillmore bath define.here and there as deictic terms ,--c, 

whose meaning is determined with respe~ ta proximity ta the speakér. Rauh 31 

also makes this point clearly and simply. 

Die englische Sprache unterscheidet nur zwei raumdeiktische 
Beziehungen, die Opposition von' in der Nahe des Au~erers' (here) 
und 'nicht in der Nahe des Au~rers' (there).32 

1. )'.1. Place deixis can be expressed not only by the spatial adverbe here 

and there, but also by such demonstrative pranouns as this/these and that/ 

those, the former indicating praximity to and the latter distance from the 

speaker. 

Rauh 33 assigns to this/these, that/those the sign %Far and gives 

the f::::Wi:: :::m:::f::f;~;~:r::l~;;;:}:eictiC terms. ~ . 

He goe~ on to show that demon.t~ative p{onoun.~ 01.0 function a. articles 
preceding nouns ta· form a demanstrative nominal phrase, as in the followin~ 

example. 

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

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

objects; their posieion vis-à-vis the speaker Is lrrelevant here. Beth 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 demonstrat~v~ pronouns 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 em2hasize a locative, and 

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

(a) ~it down{~:r~h~S chai~ 
(b) Sit down on that chai) 3S 

there . 

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

and +Far/+distal respectivelYi thus, they are contrastive terms. 

~ and this ~an 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. 
J 

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 thaF is what is important. 
(4) l am not at aIl concer6ed with this matter. 

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

role within a discourse, and may be denoted this
i 

and that1 as defined by 

their 

proximity to the sentence-segment or sentence-segments to which they 
refer within a text. In this function'this] and thatl are terme of 
discourse deixis as opposed to this and that, the demonstrative pro­
nouns. 36 

The followlng ls a schema tic representatlon of the characteristics of 
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This 

+deictic 
+entity 
+proximate 
-distal 
+demonstrative 
+locative 

14 

contrastive 

+deictic 
+entity 
-proxima te 
+distal 
+demonstrative 
+!ocat;ive 

versus 
non-contrastive as deictic locatives . 

This l 

+deictic 
+entity 
+proximate 
-distal 
-demonstrative 
-locative 

+deictic 
+entity 
-proximate 
+distal 
-demonsrrati ve 
-locati~e 

1. 3.3. It is important to note that this l and that l are not ana-kataphora 

~erms. They do not refer to a specifie sentence segment, put rather to a 
( 

- -- .-~- ~~ 

non-specifie sentence segment which May be one phrase or an entire discourse. 

Therefore, this1 and that l refer to an indefinite number of sentences.' 

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

during, etc, as in 

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

German makes similar distinctions between demonstrative pronouns ànd dis-

course deixis. In German, discourse deixis includes such words as dieser, 

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

38 
and~, celui, ~, ceci. 

1.3.4. The discourse deictic terms discussed above--Iast, ~, before, 

during,--refer not only to a sentence 8egment or sentence segments in a text, 

as the fol1owing examples demonstrate. 
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1n the last.i>aragraph ••• 
as was 'SaId before 0 •• 

during our discussion .•• 

15 

These ~erms, however, also refer to a point in time and must, as such, be 

allocated to time deixiso 
li 

Every utterance is made in a specifie place (here) and in a specifie 

time (now). The words last, before, duririg, etc. indicate a time segment 

with reference, to~, the jetzt-Origo. 

overlapo 

lt is interesting~o note how place deixis and tirne deixis seern to . 

39 Rauh gives examples in which place and tirne deixis are juxtaposed. 0 

Place Dei:lCis 

in the next house 
in the last house 
in this house 

•• \4-
in vielen Fall~n ein temporaler 

Time De:(~is 

next month 
last year 
during this week 

IOKalen deiktischen Ausdruck in der 
strtuierbar~40 

deiktiseher Ausdruek durch einen 
textdeiktischen Verwendung sub-

~ 

1. 3.5. Fillmore distinguishes· between coding time (the time of the aet of 

speech) and referent time (the time or period of time referred to in the 

utterance). Sometimes it is impossible to de termine the time-segment to 

which ~ refers.· 

You can save my 

In the above 

41 
life if you push that green button .0. right .0. no~~ ~ 

example it is difficult to draw a precise distinction 

between cod1ng t1me and referent t1me, ,unless the utterance 1s made verba!­

lyo Time is basically defined as pertaining to the now or not-now (past, 

future). This ls illustrated below. 

- -- ---be"fore after 

~--------------------~----~------------------------~ 
( past: before now) NOW 

(time of utterance/ 
coding Ume) 

.. 
.... . 

( future: after now) 
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Temporal adverbs ine1ude the three basic terms ~w, yesterday and to-
. . 

morrow, as weIl as such words as 'in three years, ~then, two weeks a80, ~, 
, 

later, .etc. 

Rauh describes the three baaic temporal adverbs in the following 

schema. 42 "-

now' yesterday _ ..tomorrow 

+temporal +temporal +temporal 
+definite +definite +deffnite 
+present -present -present 
-past +past -past 
-future -future +future 

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

as Weinreich points out. 

Time 4eixis ... is a perfectly conceivable component of noun 
designata as weIl: (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 ~xpressed by a combination of 

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

verb phrases.,,44 

Deietic time is not only expres'sed by temporal adverbs, but also via 

verbal "tense, past, present or future. Tense, however, is only a psychologi-

. cal mark for segment ing Ume; it is not a universa1 grammatical --form. 

tense itself ie not found in al1 languages •.. The essential 
character~tic of the eategory of tense is that it relates the 
time of ~e action, event or state of affairs referred to in the 
sentence to the time of utterance (the time of utterance being 
'now').45 

1.3.7. To summarize the above, we should note that deietic words inelude 
-~ 

personal pronouns, spatial adverbs, temporal adverbe, possessive pronouns 

and demonstrative pronouns sueh as the following in English, German and 

Rusaian. 

\ " 
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Deietie 
Term ' 

personal 
pronouns 

spatial 
adverbs 

temporal 
adverbs 

Engl1sh 

l, you, we, 
he, she, it 

here, there 
/ 

now, then, saon 

17 

German Russian 
...-

ieh, du-Sie, wir, çI1 fi, Tbl-Sbl, Mbl 
er, sie, es OH, oHa, OHO 

- - , 
-

h4~r, dort, da "3,o:eCb TyT, Tal-l 
-

j etzt, glelch, eben Tc'nepb, ceii~ac , pa"bllle 
- - - ~ - -~-- --

dem. this, that der, die, das, df.e!jene(r)s 3TO~, 3T<1, 3TO, 3TH 
pronouns these, those dieser, diese, dieses TOT, Ta, Ta, Te 

-- --- -

poss. me in ( e ) ! (s) , dein(e)!(s) MOfl, MOfi, Moe, t-lOH my, your, our .. 
pronouns unser (e) / (s) TBOH, TSOR, TBoe, TBOH 

AlI natural languages have developed thlS necessary devlce for con-

veying and providing the contextual information of an utterance. DelXlS 15 

a universal device, its widespread distributlop clearly demon5trateg. r its Im-

portance to communication. 

l have no statistics available, but l guess that more than 90 per 
cent of the deelarative sentenee-tokens we pro.duce durlng our llfe 
are indexical sentences. 46 

This concludes our survey of delctlC terminology. 

J 

V 
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2. Deictie words canrIy be defined in the instance of an utteranee. 

Th~s indicates that deietic meaning 1s wholly dependent on and the exclusive 

47 ~ 
property of eaeh ind1viduai utterance. Deictie words have a shifting mean-

1ng, depending when, where and by whom they are uttered in a discourse. 

Man hat oft gemeint, da~ dte Besonderheit des Personalpronomens und 
anderer Verschieber darin bestehe, dal':> sie keine bestimmte, konstante, 
allgemeine Bedeutung hatten. Das Wort 'ich' nennt von Fall zu Fall 
eine andere Persan, und es tut dies mit tels immer neuer Bedeutung. 48 

Deiclle vocabulary gains a rarticular and specific meaning within the 

def1n~te eontext of a given utterance at the moment of communication. 

When language is IJsed 1rrLommunieation, 'th,is,' 'now' and 'r' dre 
supposed to refer always ta partieular 'thises,' 'heres' and 'naws,' 
whleh are determined by the context at the moment of eommunieation. 49 

Hav~ng 1dentifled de1etic terms, expla1ned the1r mean1ng and noted their 

shlft~ng s~g~ftcance, we must now address a very important question, that 

" 
eoncerning the sUbjective utterance, wh~ch lS situation-bound, versus the 

objective utterance, which lS non-situat1on bound. 

2.1. The subjective utteranee can only be properly understaod and inter-

preted within its context or situation. 

Unter Situation ist etwas viel Begrenzteres und weniger Mehrdeutiges 
aIs gemeinhin zu verstehen, d.h. allein die Umstande und Bez1ehungen 
in Zeit und Raum, die an sich sehon dadurch entstehen, da~ jemand 
(mit jemandem und über etwas), an einer Stelle des Raumes und zu . 
einem Zeitpunkt spricht. 50 

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

51 
time of an ut terance and the subj ec t of diseourse. The typical speech si t-

uat ion encompasses the total set t Ing, including sociolinguistic informa tian 

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 subj ec t and manner of 
52 

discourse in many ways. 

2.2. What are the particulars that define the situation of a subjective 

utterance? 
53 

The first element is the region, the linguistic or socio-

cultural environment of a discourse. 
54 

The second is Kontext. the language 

used, the physical surroundings and common or general knowledge shared by 

bath speaker and addressee. 

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

of what is meant by situation or Umfeld, 

1. Zone: 

2. Bereich: 

3. Um!1 ebung: 

UMFELD / SITUATION 

1. Region 

the linguistic environment in which a particular 
sign ls usually used and understood. 

8pecializ~d terminology: medical, juridical or 
lingulstic terms, 

the social milieu or cultural setting. 

II. Kontext 

1. einzelsprachlichel" Kontext: the language i tself . 

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

---------------------------~-~--==-----------------~-----~------
3. Aufler-Rede Kontext: the unspoken circumstances sur­

rou~nding the conversation: 

(a) mate rial context: everything 
perceived by the participants 

(b) empirica1 context: everything 
known and shared by the' par­
ticipants 

(c) natural context: knowledge of 
universal facts 

... cont:nued 

" . 
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(d) practical context: addressee and 
place of utterance, whieh 
stipulate the manner of 
address 

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

~ 
(f) cultural context: customs, mores 

and traditions of speaker and 
Itstener. 

It 15 region and Kontext which constitute the situation/Umfeld of sub-

jective discourse. 

Die Umfelder orientleren jedes Gesprach, geben ihm einen Sinn 
und konnen sogar den Wahrheitswert des Geau~rten bestimmen. 56 

2.3. In opposition to the subjective, situation-bound discourse stands the 

objective, factual statement whose interpretation ls not dependent on a par-
J • 

ticular Urnfeld. These are statements which express or descrihe a unlvefsal 

truth or scientif1c data. Such utterances as (1) Water ls a liquid, a com-

pound of hydrogen and oxygen (H
2
0); (2) The earth rota tes on its axis; and 

(3) Calcium is an essential ingredient of bones and teeth; are aIl objective. 

Their rneaning and Interpretation do not de pend on a partieular ich-Origo. 

Une assertion nominale, complète 
de toute localisation tem~orelle 
subjectivité du locuteur. 7 

en so i, pose l' ~noneé hors 
ou modale et hors de la 

A typical discourse will contatn both subj~tive and objective phrases. 

In its totality, a discourse may he said to be predominantly objective (e.g. t 

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

narrative text, novel). 

.' 



,,~ 

o 

... 

,) 

o " 

21 

We must now prqceed to a precise classification of discourse types. 

Katharina Rei~ explains that language has three basic functions: (1) Dar-

steUung, 

59 work. 

58 
(2) Ausdruck and (3) Appell. She bases her argument on Bühler's 

2.4.1. Darstellung implles 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 is an objective, non-situational discourse. Here the intention 

ia to inform, impart and establish !acts. 

In diesem FaU fungiert 'die Sprache vor allem aIs Tra!2er von 
Information. 60 

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

61 
cussed, the Redegegenstand, which is of prime importance. The facts pre-

62 
sented domina te the text, and furthermore, qualify it as ~achorientiert, 

that is, a subject-oriented discourse whose .~eaning is independent of a 

situation or context. 

2.4.2. Ausdruck entails an artistic and aesthetic use of l~nguage. The 

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

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

seeka to express his feelings, thoughts, fears and hopes to his addressee. 
J, 

• 63 The expressiVe text is ~nderorientiert. This indicates that the 
'( , 

sender, speaker~r writer, plays a key role in the text; it i8 his icp-

Origo which la the point of reference of the dlscourse. The sltuation sur-

rounding the discourse is also Imperative for the c&mprehension and inter-

pretation of such a text. 

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

crèative use of language serves artistic works whose function ls to 

. , 
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describe and enrich the wor1d. 

2.4.3. 
64 The _ third functlon of language is known as Appe11. The Appell-

oriented discoür~e seeks to convince the listener of spmething or influence 

him in some way. Such a text aims at e1iciting a certain action or reaction 

from the addressee, inducing him to make a choice or decision and arrive at 

some conclusion. .. 65 
The Appell text i8 primarily ~mpfan8erorientiert. 

The you in this discourse 18 the most import'ant e1ement in determining 
, 

the subject to be discussed, the method of presentation and 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 

66 Appel! solI etwas bewirkt werden." 

67 The Appellfunktion is typical of the operative Texte, or verhaltens-

68 
orientiert, 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 ha8 three characteristics: (1) it makes an 

appeal ta the addressee, (2) it is dominated ~pd determined by the addressee's 

situation, and (3) often contains a dlscrepancy between the subject o~ dis-

course and the manner of discourse, a manipulation of language and high de-

69 gree of emotionalism. 

Ta summarize: (1) Darstellung, the informative text, addresses the 

l!stener's intellect in an objective and impartial way; (2) Ausdruck, the ex-

~ 

pressive text, addresses the 1istener's sensitivlty, emotlons and ~ympathy 

-

by communicatlng the sReaker's subjectivity in an artistic, creative way; 

(3) Appe!!, the operative text, ls geared to and directed at the addressee 
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in order to convince him of something. The operative text addresses the 

o listener's intellect and emotions. 

c, 

l' 

.0 
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3. How do K. Sühler' s three language functions relate to our linguistic 

analysis of A Hero of Our Time? 

Lermontov created a unitary and integrated utterancej but he created 

it out of diverse utterances whose mea~ings 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. Eaeh of the narratl.8 speaks 

from his own individual ieh-Origo; each exhibits a distinct discour8e type. 

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

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

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

reports events, bbt does not partieipate in them. 

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

> " 
ec tly, and his diseourse is predominantly objec t ive and informa tive. He 

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

some philosophieal eomments, and gives interesting explanations about the 
~ 

Russian social milieu and history. 

-'4 
/' He takea great pains to keep hia opfnions to himself j what ia more, he 

accords the utmost importance to his 8ubj ec t of discourse. The firet narra-

tOr speaks in the chapters entitled Bela (B:ma) , Makeim Maksimich (MaJ<cHM 

Mal<cHMbJtl), in addition to presenting the reader with an Introduction to 

Pechorin's Journal ()f(YPHaJl rreqOpHHa: flpe.a;HCJlOBHe). In this laat function, 

he supplants 'the author' in defending and justifying Pechorin. He en-

courages the reader to give his attention and sympathy to the hero, and to 

read the la t ter' s d iary w1 th an open mind. 
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The first narrator s utterances are primarily of a descriptive 

nature. His ich-Origo i8 of minimal importance in understanding his dis-

course. He informs by appealing to the reader' s intell~ence a~d common 

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

impartial way. 

The first narrator's diBcourse rertains primarily to the Darstellung 

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

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

The traveller iB the objective observer, the reporter, the note-taker, 
,", 

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

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

the work. The first narrator seconds Lermontov. He is 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 

sel f-afUrming and confident, yet unpretentious ch~rac ter. 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 is to touch and move the 

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

tures with Pechorin in a sensitive and sympathetic manner. 

Maksim Maksimich Bpeaks in the chapters enti tled ~ and Maksim 

Maksimich. His di13course revea1"s him to be a conformist. That is, he aé1Jdu:-~----
1 

heres to and accepte the mores of his time and his society. He does not 

rebel or fight the condit1.ons of society or circumstance, but accepts life 

stolidly. Sorne critlcs maintain that Maksim Maksimich 18 the true hero of 

his times. He is in touch w!th real1ty and nature in a "primitivistic" 

70 
W8y. 
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, 
Maksim Maksimich is naive, often ehildlike, unsophisticated, warm, 

affeetionate, impulsive and meek. His natural goodness, emotional tenden-

cies, sentimentalism -and popular folk-wisdom emanate from a happy and optim-

p 
istie individual who is in harmony wi th his environment and at peace with . 

\imself. 

Lermontov uses the second narrator to de~ict an unselfish, caring, 

kind and good human being. He employs this eharacter not only to present 

us w~th a touching portrait of a simple man, but also to underline a contrast 

with his third and final narrator. 

3.1. 2. The third narrator, and the VnÜthe:is of Maksim Maksimich, ls 

Pe,chorin. Pechorin's discourse reveals him to be a self-centred, manipulating 

predator. '-. 
His utterances are usually issued as thallenges to his listeners. 

He canstantly opposes himRelf ta athers with the ultimate goal af seizing 

power over everything and everyane around him. 

To maintain his ascendancy over ath~rs, Pechorin often resorts ta 

manipulative measures. He appeals to his llstener, tauchlng him where he is 

most vulnerable and credulous. He uses his llstener's weaknesses as-a weapon 

against him. Thus many of his utterances are Appell-oriented. He tries to 

convlnce his addressee that he is sincere, to project a certain image of him-

self, tru~'Qr unfounded as the case may be, and ultimately bring the listener 

to accept, react to and act upon this projection. , 
Pechorin's utterances are ov~rwhelmingly subjective, emotional, 

#. 

manipulative and suggestive. In the company of his equals he demands corn­
'\-

71 pIete submisslon, often inspiring awe and fear ln those around him. 

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

devel.oped ego. H~ i9 an introspective individualist who keenly fee!s hia 

\ , 

- '. 
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o alienation from society. The cause of his illness and unfulfilment is ex-

treme egot1~. This is evident trom his speech, which is domlnated by the 

pronouns of subjectivity: 1,~, myself, mine. This Indicates that his dis-, 
course has an Ausdrucksfunktlon and ls sender-oriented. 

In deictic te~s, Pechorin always strives to be an l, but never a 

you. This uncompromising stand excludes aIl chance of dialogue. The point 

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

forms the chapters Taman (TaMaHb), Princess Mary (KHRlKHa M3plf) and The Fa tal---- , 
ist (c%laTaJtHcT). 
--., .' 

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-anaiysis. His cruelt' towards others stems 

from his inability to see them as autonomous indLviduals. 

Pechorin's philosophy of life cao be stated as follows: l am, 
, 

therefore aIl else is 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 

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

point of view. 

o 

o 
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NARRATOR 

Traveller 

Maksim 
Maksimich 

Pechorin 

(Predominant) 
Discourse-Type 

Darstellung 

Ausdruck ) 

Appell/ Ausdruck 

28 

TITLE OF CHAPTER Discourse-Type 
(in which narrator speaks) (within chapter) 

Bela - Darstellung/Ausdruck 
~ksim Maksimich Darstellung/Ausdruck 
Introduction to 

Pechorin's Journal 
Ausdruck/Darstellung 

--
Bela Ausdruck 
Maksim Maksimich Ausdruck 

--
Bela Appell 
Taman Ausdruck 
Princess Mary Appell / Ausd ruc k 
Fatalist Ausdruck 

JI.. 72 3.3. This table le followed by a diagram. based on a schema by Rei,,,,,. 

The diagram presents an overview of the narrators in the novel, as weIl as a 

classification of their utterance type. This diagram complements the above 

table by showing the complexity of the work as a who le. 

It i9 important to note that the circles overlap. This is tÇl 

indicate that no text is ex.clusively Darstellung, Ausdruck or Appell. 

\ .. 

.,' 
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4. The presence of three different narrators in the novel indicates 
.., 

that there i8 an 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 aIl the 

deictic expressions which form the utterance are organized around and emanate 

from one ich-jetzt-hier-Origo. The ieh-Origo identifies the speakerj the 

jetzt-Origo de termines the time of the utterancej and the hier-Origo speci-
\ L' 

fies the place of the utt~rance. 

The second person singul~r, you, the addressee, is the same person 

in every utterancej while ! is either the author or the narrator. The ich-

jetzt-hier-Origo can be either real or fictitious, depending on the nature of 

73 the text. 

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 8ubject to change. 

In a non-fictional text it i8 the author's ich-Origo which 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 fictionsl text, such as 

A Hero of Our Time, the narrato~,is the fictionsl personna whose fictive ich-

Origo de termines the time and place of the utterance. 

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

cognitive field, Dot to be identified with the author's or narrator'. cog • 

• 

~~~!i 1 -;~~ 

/~~ 

' . 
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nitive field. The quote is the discourse of the speaker, the one who says .!.; 

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

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

74 
ing significBnce only wi~hin the quoted l' s discourse. 

Eine direkte Rede in einem dictum signalisiert eine zweite, sekundare 
Sprechsituat ion, die in die primare Sprechsituation eingebettet 'lst. 75 .. 

4.3. Lermontov is the creator of the novel. . He stands in the centre ot 

the Buthor's cognitive field. His ich-Origo is the point of referen~e around 

which the deictic particula.rs of his utterance are organized. The pe rson 
, 

deixis l refers ta Lermontov; the now and here of his discourse are the 

76 
Orientierungspunkte of his ich-Origo. 

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

a reader whoru he âddresses as you (Sbl). In opposition to Lermontov stands 

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

muniCBte wi th the reader. 

nehmen wir an, da~ der Erzahler fiktionaler Texte nicht d~r Autor 
ist, sondern eine Rolle, die der Autor erfindet und einnimmt. 77 

"-

4.4. The firat nsrrstor's discourse is the exclusive pr~ty of hi, 

ich-Origo and ean in no way be interpreted as representative of thè-author' s 

situation. AlI deictie words in the first narrator' s utterances refer to 

his ieh-Origo and are expressed from his perspective. 

4.5. ~ 

Th& first narrator addresses the reader directly as ~ (~). 

Within the narrative he introduces the second and third nBrrators 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-à::::-V~ the first narrator. For it is the first narrator's cogni-

tive field which dominates the novel. In other words, it i9 the first narra-

tor' s ich-Origo which is the soUpsistic cent re of cOl)séIo _sness'èf~ the text 
-' 

and the entire narrative is played out Jrom his pe'rspective. He provides the 

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

4.6. This complex delctic relationship between the prevalent cognitive 

f lelds in the novel can be represented in the following diagram. 

, 

... 

o 
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Non-Fictionsl 
1: Lermontov 

now: ca. 1838 here: Russia 

, 

Time of discourse Place of discourse 

cognitive field 

Subject of discourse: 
A Hero of our Time 

Fictiona! 
1. 1: First Narrator (Travel1er) 

... of Lermontov 

now: ca. 1837 

Time of discourse 

here: Georgian Military Raad 

Place of discourse 

cognitive field of first narrator 

Subject of discourse: 
Relates a journey he made in the Caucas~s 

It/He 

You: Second Narrator (Maksim Maksimich) 
2.· 1: Second Narrator 

now: ca. 1837 

Time of discourse 

here: north of Tiflis 
~ 

Place of discourse 

Subj ec t of discourse 
How Pechor~n kidnapped a Circassian Girl: He 

referent time: ca. 1833 '-(----'- referent place: Chechnya Region 

You: First Narrator 

3. 1: Third Narrator (~echorin) 

now 
Time 

1 

1 
1 

"" 1830 

1832 

,,~832 

here 
Place 

\. 

of discourse~.~~----------------, 
\. 

Diary: l \ 
~ 

Taman. NE port on the 
coast of the Crimea 

Caucasian Spas: Pyatigorsk 
and Kislovodsk 

Coss8ck 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 

h h d i l h 
,,78 

w at e ep cts a ways enters into t e 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 Le.rm,?ntov and his father. These con-

flicts filled the writer's ch1ldhood 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 is evident 1n 

the following let ter, written to Marie Lopoukhina and dated 4 Augu&t 1833. 

Dans un an je suis officier! Et alors, alors ... bo-n Dieu! -... Le 
temps de mes rêves est passé; le temps de croire n'est plus: il me 
faut d~s plaisirs matériels .... Quand j'ai vu mes beaux rêves s'enfu1r~ 
je me suis dit que cela ne valait p~s la peine d'en fabriauer d'autres. /9 

Lermontov was also affeoted by the mood of socio-political apathy 
j 

and frustration which followed the failure of the Decembrists' 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 WTote sorne of his best works. 
, 

His themes often centred on questions of the self, fate, destiny and death. 

Lermontov's anxiety and preoccupation with death are expressed in a letter 

addressed to Lopoukhina on 2 September 1832. 

Je ne pourrai jamais m'en détacher assez pour la mépriser rsa Vie] de 
bon coeur, car ma vie, c'est moi, moi qui vous parle, et qut dans un 
moment peut devenir rien, un nom, c'est-A-dire encore rien. Dieu sait 
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si apr~s la vie, le moi existera. C'est terrible quand on pense qu'il 
peut arriver un jour où je ne pourrai ~8s dire: moi! A cette idée, 
l'univers n'est qu'un monceau de boue. 

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

gorsk. He was 26 years '.old. 

S .1..-. A Hero of Our Time represents Lermontov' s desire to communicate 

his situation, express his struggles and describe his times. He uses his 

narrators to portray different parts of his person:llity. 

The firs t narrator shares his port rai tist' seye for detail, sense 

of colour and aesthetic, creative style. The second narrator etnbodies his 

sense of humanism, compassion and justice. The third narrator charact.erizes 

Lermontov's loneliness, as weIl as his search for intellectual and individual 

cer tainty. 

When a man speaks his own thoughts through anothe r' slips modesty is 
observed, while the agitated, full heart ls relieved. 8l 

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 5pecific 

situation in an aesthetic, poetic and creative manner. It is a subjective 

and personal work, a speakt::r-oriented, expressive, Ausdruck text. 

5.2. Lermontov' s only direc t address to the reader is 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 alld sympathize ",ith 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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D,ents are Empfans'erorientiert. They appeal to the reader's intellect and 

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

s truggle. 

5.3. Let us now turn to Lerm9ntov'S discourse in the Author's Introduc-

tion and examine its deictic and literary import. l Io7ould like to concen-

trate on how the author uses deictic terminology to make his point elearly and 

effectively. 

Ho OCibll<BeHHO 4HTaTenRM ,lJ.ena HeT LT,O HpaBcTBeHHoA u,eJlH H ,lJ.O lKypHaJlbHblX 
Hanél,QOK, H nOToMy OHH He 4HTalOT npe,IJ.HcnoBHH. A )lCaJtb, 4TO 3TO TaK, 
oc05eHHO y Hac. Hama rryCinHKa TaK e~ë MonOAa H npOCTOLT,yIDH8 ..• 82 
[1 talics mine] 

Lermontov is addressing the reader here, but he distinguishes between 

negative and unsophisticated readers. The pronoun OHH, which refera to 4HTa-

~, serves to point out the subject of diseourse as an entity outside the 

personal I-you relation. In this way, the negatlve, negligent reader 18 

placed at a distance from l and~, and objeetified as a non-person. 

By way of contrast, the unsophisticated reader is placed on a differ-

ent leve1 Vis-à-vis the speaker. He is a friend, and Lermontov reinforces 

this re1ationship by using the inclusive pronoun y Hae and the possessive pro-

noun Hama. This unsophistlca ted reader Is not without faul t. He i8 still 

young and naive of the subtleties of literature. Lermontov's dual relatlon to 

his readers can best be expressed in the fol10lo71ng schema. 

inclusive 
We 
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Lermontov's strategy is both diplomatie and effective. Should the 

author antagonize the reader with direct insults or accusations, the latter 

will not J>e receptive to hie message. However, as Lermontov places himself 

on the reader' s level and identifies with him through the inclusive ~, the 

reader is gently prompted to side with the author and not think of himself as 

belonging ta OHH, the negl1gent 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 raison-d'être. Lermontov speaks as an .!. (~), and 

addresses the reader as a you (~), using the polite form of address; the ut-

terance fQ~ a three-w,ay relationship 

ject of d1s~urse. •• 

between the speaker. l1stener and sub-

fepoA Hamero BpeMeHH, MHnOCTHBWe rocYAapH~, T04HO, nopTpeT, HO He 
O.QHoro qenOBeKa: 3TO nopTpeT, COCTaSJIeHHbI1i H3 nopoKOB Bcero Hamero 
nOKOJIeHlUl. B nOJIHOM HX pa3BHTHH. (rtaliCS mine] 83 

inclus ive we 
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Lermontov influences the reader' s opinion of Pechorin by cont1nuing 

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 'our' generation, thereby 

implying that both the author and the reader share a responsibility toward the , 
hero. 

As mentioned above, Lermontov exhibits a dual attitude towards his 

readers; the same may be said of his att1tude towards hirnself. 

Ho He AYMathe, oAHaKO, nocne 3Toro, 4TOÔ aSTOp 3TOA KHHrH HMen KOr.lla­
HHÔYAb rop.llYJO Me<tTy c.o,enaTbCH HcnpaBHTeneM m().IlCKHX nopOKOB. EOllte ero 
H30aBH OT TaKoro HeBeJlteCTBa! _ EMy npocTo Ôb1110 BeCeJ10 pHcOBaTb COBpe­
MeHHoro 4enOBeKa, KaKHM OH ero nOHHMaeT, 2' K ero H BameMy HeC"ac TlUO 

CnHmKOM "aCTo BêTpe"an. LIt8'i."Ïcs m1n~). 8 

Here Lermontov speak's of himself in the third person sin~ular; OH. 

Th " f ,,85 l is sel -objectivization means that Lermontov has re inquished his sub-

jective.!. and now speaks through his official capac1ty of "author of this 

book" (aBTop 3TOA KHHrH). He temporarily dissoc iates his pd va te sel f • .!., 

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 is offensive or shocking. ft is not the faul t 

of the author. Should the reader disagree with Lermontov' 8 characterization 

of the hero, the author can claim that Pechorin is not a subjective creation, 

but a separate entitt whorn he has merely observed. 

Lermontov's dual relationship to himself may be illustrated 1n the 

follow1ng way. 
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------~ 
self-objectivi-

zation 

Lermontov has stated his ca~e and prepared the reader for the under-

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

narrators. 

o 
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6. The hulk of the first narrator's utterances la to be found in the 

chapter entitled Bela. Schematlcally, the deictic analysis of the firBt nar-

rator's discourse appears as follows. 

I/H 
(First Narrator) 

"' 

rime of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1837) 

{";"\ 

Place of subject 
of discourse 

". 

referent time is 
prior to coding time 

Georgian Military Road 
Caucasus 

Subject 
of discourse 

My travels 
Personal comments 
My meeting with Maksim Maksimich 

t 
Addreasee: ~/Bbl 

Reader 
Maks im Maks imich 
(Second Narrator) 

The first narrator begina hie dlscouree with his passage through Tlf-

lis (now Tbillsl), the capital of Georgia. 

! ~ Ha nepeKnélAHhIX H3 TH4mHca. BeR nOlmua HoeA TeJJea:KH COC TOMa H3 
oAHoro HeOOnhmOro qeMOAaHa, KOTOp~ AO nOnOBHHY O~ Ha~HT nYTe8WMH 3a­
nHCK8MH 0 rpY3HH. BOnhmaR qaCTb H3 HHX, K CqaCTH» AnR Bac, nOTepRHa, a 
qeHOAaH C OCTanbHYMH Be~8MH, K CqaCT~ AnR HeHR, OCTanCR uen. 86 
[Italics m'ineJ --
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The first narrator speaks through the first person singular ~, re-

lating things from his own point of view. His ~ is his subjective centre of 

consciousness, which is defined and contra~ed through his reader, whom he ad-

dresses as B~ (you). By using a polite form of address, the first narrator , 

establishes a formaI, 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 utterance. The subject of discourse is placed at a psycho-

10gical distance from the speaker and the reader. Verb tense serves to place 

the speaker and his subject of discourse in a specifie temporal relationship. 

'Present' and 'past' are primarily psychological terms, in the sense of 
invo1ving different causal relations between the speaker and that of which 
he speaks; their other uses are al1 definable in terms of this primary 
use. 87 

The possessiv@ pronoun MoeA is an anaphora; it refers back te a pre-

vious sentence segment containing the first person singu1ar R. The posses-

sive pronoun emanates from the speaker and is an extension of his subjective 

ich-Origo. 

The utterance ends with another anaphora:~. This first narra ter 

reaffirms his presence by repeating bis identity through the firsr person sin-

,gular in the genitive case. This is a repetition of the nominative firat per-

son singular ~. 

The deictic terminology of this utterance also establishes the parti-

culara of the speaker'a situation. The first narrator, ~, is a traveller in 

Georgia. He ia moving from Tiflis to Moscow by post, and he is addressing his 

reader through the second person plural, the polite form.~. The first narra-

tor gives his addressee a particular geograpbical location, as weIl as a spec-

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

tenae). 
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This constitutes both a milieu and a cultural-historicsl background 

to which both the speaker and his reader can refer. lt presupposes s common 

or shared knowledge which will, in turn, elucidate further~tterance8. The 

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

lishes his roie. 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 Iink between the various speakers and events presented in th~ovel. 

The first narrator introduces the reader to the second narrator in 

the foilowing utterance. 

3a He"J mën eë X03RHH, nOKypHBaR H3 ManeHbKoA KaOap)~HHCKOA Tpy004KH, 00-
nenaHHoA B cepeOpo. Ha HiM Obm O~HQepcKHA C~pTyK De3 3noneT H 4epKeccKaR 
MoxHaTaR manKa. OH Ka3anCR neT nHTHnecHTH; cMyrn~ UBeT nHua ero 
nOKa 3bIBan, 4TO OHC1 ,naBHO 3HaKOMo c 3aKaSKa 3CKHM COJ1HueM, H npe~eB peM§HHO 
noce.o.eBIDHe yCbl He COOTBeTCTBOBanH ~ TBipnoA nOXOnKe H OonpOMY BHJJ.Y. 8 
[Italics mine] 

This utterance presents an interesting and multiple use of the third 

person singular OH. The subject of discourse i9 X03RHH and this is designated 

89 by an anaphora, the 'definite' third person singular OH. OH is not a parti-

cipant in the discourse; OH 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. Oeic-

tic terms such as Ha HiM, ~ and ero are expressions of anaphora, painting 

'-
back to X03RHH. There are also terms of kataphora, pointing ahead ta the 

sentence segment mTaOc-KanHTaH, found in the following utterance. 

OceTH~ myMHO OOCTynHnH MeHH H TpeCloBanH Ha BOAKy; HO mTaClC-KanMTaH TaK 
rp03Ho Ha HHX npHKpHKHyn, 4TO OHM BMHr pa3C1e.anHCb. [Italics mine} 90 

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

follows. 

-
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subject of discourse 

.. 
3a HelO men ee 

. 
As befitting two strangera who engage in conversation, the utterances 

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

tor. 

MhI C BaMH nonyTt.lHKH KaJlteTCJI? 91 
B~, sepHo, e~eTe B CTBBpononb? [1 talics mine] 

The use of the first person plural ~ as a substitute for the subjec-

tive !!., 1s a typically Russian way of express~ng you and 1. When Mbl is used 

to indicate the first p~rson singular, it serves to blur the sharp assertion 

92 of ! (!!.) into a broader and more diffuse expression of the speaker. The 

following\c bBMH also specifies the other person already included in the ref-

'" 93 erence of the pronoun ~. 

+ 1 
+ II pl. Rxc1usive 

vis-à-vis the reader 

c (BaMH) Bbl 

1 
+ II pl. 

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 TëMHOM He~e HaqHHanH HenxaTb 3B_ë3A~, H CTpaHHO, ~noKa3anocb, t.lTO 
OHH ropB9,qo BblDle, qeM y Hac Ha ceBepe. [Italics minej " 

Here the first narrator uses the inclusive ~ (y Hac) to speak of 

himaelf and the reader aa aharing a similar experience and a common geograph-

ical location. "Tbe inclusive MIll establishes a sol1darity between the narra-

tor and the reader; this relationship is based on a comman situation • 
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The pronoun ~ ts tuxtaposed with the inclusive pronoun~. The 

~ two deictic terms refer to the participants direc~ly engaged in the discourse. 

In opposition to this relationship stands the pronoun 2!!!!.. OHH refers to the 

stars and designates the subject of discourse. 

-- 3aBTpa 6YAeT cnaBHaR norOAa, -- CKa3an R. 

mTa6c-KanH~e OTBeqan HM cnOBa H yxa3an MHe nanbueM Ha B~COK~ ~OPY, 
nOAHHMasmyJOclI npRMO npOTHB~. [ltalics mine] 95 

In opposition to the previous inclusive M~, the firet narrator now 

uses the exclusive MbI (Hac) to refer to both himself and the junior captain. 

This ~ does not include the reader. Nonetheless, the brotherhood whlch has 

been extabl1shed between the reader and the f1rst narrator 1a-now extended to 

include Maksim Maksimich. Hence, MbI prepares both t~ 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 3aBTpa, together with the future tense of the 

verb to be, ~YAeT, indicates that the referent in the discouree is a period of 

tftne which will follow the moment of utterancej the event 'discussed will take 

place after now. The coding t1me, however, 1s 1n the past; the utterance waB 

made before now. This 1s evident in the use of the verbal past tense of CKag-

an. In this utterance the speaker ls reporting an event deemed ... futura1 with 

respec t to the past. 

Later, the traveller tries to prompt the junior captain to tell him 

about some of his adventures. The third person singular 'denotes the subject 

of discourse, the junior captain. MMe Is the first narrator, who pursues his 

discourse with the reader. 

MHe CTpax XOTenOCb BWTHHYTb H3 ~ KaK~-HHO~~b HCTOPHAKY -- ~en8HHe196 
cBoAcTBeHHoe BCeM nyTemeCTBYJOOUfM H 3anHCblB8KIIUIM JIJOAftM. [1 talics mlne 

The narrator 81so makes a reference to himse1f in the words nYTe-

meCTCTB~ and ganHc~~. lt ls i~~ortant to note the firat narrator'a 

" 
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eag~rne99 to hear the junior eaptain's tales. In this way he assumes the role 

of the listener vis-à-vis the other narrators, and the role of reporter vis-

à-vis the reader. 

The first narrator translates the fietional reality to the reader. 

He does not seek to assert himself, but rather to inform. In the following 

passage he makes a philosophleal comment on the Russians and the Russian tem-

perament. 

MeHR HeBonbHO nOpa3HJ1a clloeo6HOCTb PYCCKoro 4enOBeKa llpHMeHRTbCR K OObll.{aRM 
TeX'HapO,AOB, Cpe,AH KOTOpbIX eMY CnY'-laeTCR iKHTb; He 3Hal<J, ,UOCTOHHO nopliuaHHR 
HnH 1l0XBanbl 3TO eBoHCTBO }'Ma, TonbKO OHO )lOKa3bœaeT HeyMoBepHyKJ erG rlio­
KOCTb li npHcyTc TB He 3Toro RCHoro 3,UpaBoro CMblcna, KOTOpbrH npOmaeT 3no 
Be3)le, r,Ae BH,ll.HT ero 
[Italics mine] 

HeOOXO,UHMOCTb HnH Heso 3MOJ!<.HOCTb erG YHHt{10J!\l!I!IIH. 97 

It is interesting to note the use of the domonstrative pronouns ln 

this utterance. The demonstrative pronoun 3TO denotes an object or event 

which is in the physical proximity of ~, or in the psychological short-term 

memory of the speaker. 

The demonstrative pronoun TO designates an object or event WhlCh 15 

distant from the speaker and is an area of phY5ical remoten~5s; TO also in-

dicates a çopic event or subject which is esrranged from or not pertinent to 

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

ory. 

In this utterance the first narrator uses the distal demonstratlve 

pronoun Tex Hapo8oB not only to imply that those people are in an area which 

i9 physically distant from him, but also to make clear that Tex Hap080B are 

spiritually, psychologically and socio-politieally removed from him. In other 

words, the demonstrative pronoun TO immediately implies a separateness and 

remoteness of the speaker from that of which he speaks. 

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

noun of proximity, 3TO, as an anaphora. 3TO CBOHCTBO YMa refers back to the 
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preceding sentence segments, name1y, to the Russian's abi1ity to adapt to 
1 

those around him. 3TO refers to an inde fini te number of sentences and in 

98 
this function represents a term of discourse dexis. 

In contrast to this function stands the fo1lowing sentence 1!egment 

npHcyTcTBHe 3Toro HCHoro ... CMbJCJla. Here 3TO is a demonstrative pronoun in-

dicating proxlmity in time and space to the utterer. It points to something 

known, common and a1ready understood by both the speaker and his addressee. 

The first narrator is not focused inward on himse1f. What inspires 

him 1S the outslde world. His society and compatriots are a necessary source 

of energy which nourlsh and deve10p his sense of self. These elements are 

complemElntary ra hlS being, and represent flO denial of his existence. 

2 
TOT 1 KOMy CJlY'laJlOCb, 1 KaK MHe, 6pO.o.HT~ n0

2
:.opaM nyeTblHHblM, H AonrO-AOJlrO 

BcMaTpHBaTbcH ... , TOT, KOHe4Ho, nOHMeT Moe *eJlaHHe nepe.o.ilTb, pdeeKil3ilTb, 
HapHcoBaTb 3TH BOJlbWe6Hble KapTHHbl. [Italies mine 199 

.. 
The above utterance features an interesting use of the deictic term 

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

speaker' s prox1mity. Its primary function i8 to serve as a demonstrative pro-

noun. 

In the above example, however, TOT does not function as a deictie 

locative lmplylng distance, but as a term of opposition, signifying an other, 

a person who i5 neither the speaker nor the addressee. 

TOT can a1so be a term of semahtic deixi8, implying a co-reference 

with another part of the linguistic context. In this utterance TOT can be in-

terpreted as a kataphora imp1ying a co-refe!'ence with the pronoun KOMY. In 

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

tral, abstract function as weIl, without reference to any partlcular ante-

100 
cedent. 

It i8 interesting ta compare some translations of the Russian TOT 1n-

to French, German and English. 
• 



o 

47 

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

German: Wer wie ich im einsamen Gebirge umherfestreift ist ... , der 
wird gewi~ meinen Wunsch begreifen ... 02 

Engl ish: He who, like me, has had occasion to wander over wild moun­
tains ... , will certainly understand my desire ... 103 

Bath French and German use indefini te: 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 arxl a 

verb to translate that same meaning. 

The first narrator continues to describe his surroundings to the 

reader, 

KCTaTH, 06 ~ KpecTe cymecTByeT CTpaHHoe, HO Bce06mee npenaHHe, 5Y,UTO 
ero nOCTaBHn HMnepaTop rrëTp I-A, npoe3lKaR 4epe3 KaBKa3; Bo-nepBbrx, nëTp 
6bUl TonbKO B narecTaHe, H, BO-BTOPbIX, Ha KpeC'fe HanHcaHo KpynHblMH 5YK­
BaMH, 4TO OH nocTaeneH no npHKa3aHHIO r. EpMonOBa, a HMeHHO B 1824 ro,Uy. 
Ho npe,UaHHe, HeCMOTpR Ha Ha,UnHCb, TaK yKopeHHnoc b, 4TO, npaso, He 3HaeWb 
4eMy BepHTb, TeM Donee, 4TO ~ He npHKBblTIH BepHTb Ha,UnHcRM. [Italics 
mine] 104 

Despite the wealth of lnformation 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 

l, General Yermolovi he can cite such places as the Caucasus, Dagestan and de-

sc ribe a particular cross (06 3TOM KpecTe): a11 the while knowing tha t his = 
reader can follow these indications and - rela-te to his sUbtl~(sense of humour. 

Ceux qui communiquent ont justement ceci en commun, un

f
l certaine refér-

ence de Situation, à défaut de quoi la communication c e telle ne 
s'opère pas, le 'sens' étant intelligible, mais la 're érence' demeurant 
inconnue. 105 

In the following utterance, the first narrator spea~s through the sub­
\ 

jective first person.,!, addressing his reader through the polite: form, the 

second person plural 8~. 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 i5 a 

character which merits respect. His question pivots on the discourse deictic 

term B JTOM, which is used to refer back to the preceding sentence segment. In 

other words S 3TOM refers back to the entire question of the first narrator. 

COJHaii<recb, O)J.HaKO lKe, 'ITO MaKcHM MaKcHMbN 
1 ~ 

'-lenOBeK ,lJ.OCTOHHbIH YBalKeHHR? ... ECflH Sbl 

c03HaHTecb B 3TOM, TO R BrronHe ôyny 
/ :;: 

B03rpalK,Ll.eH 3a CBOH, MOlKeT ÔblTb, cnHUIKOM 

[ J 106 ,lJ.JlHHHbIH paCCKa3. Ital ics mine 

The verb ending C03HaHTecb is a kataphora. It clearly indicdtes that 

the person addressed is the second person plural Sbl. The possessive pronoun 

CBofI is an anaphora, pointing back to the subjective speaker R. 

6.1. The traveller and Maksim Maksimich meet a second time. They stop at 

V1adikavkaz, where they encounter Pechorin himself. The bitter-sweet denoue-

ment 0 f the final encounter between Maksim Maksimich and Pechor in is recounted 

ta the reader by the first narrator. 

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

the novel en t i tled Maksim Maksimich. The schema tic representat ion of the 

deixis of the first narrator' s discourse in this chapter i6 as follows. 

o 
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fi / l. 
(First Narrator) 

Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1837) 

Place of subject 
of discourse 

Referent time is 
prior to coding time 

Subj ec t 
of discourse 

~y arrivaI at Vladikavkaz 

Vladikavkaz 

My second meeting with the junior captain 
My meeting with Pechorin 
My witnessing of the Maksim Maksimich 

and Pechorin meeting 

) 

~-----------------~----------------~ 

Addressee: ~ / ~ 

Reader 
-- Maksim Maksimich 

The chapter opens with the first narrator speaking ta the reader. 

H3C1aB~ ·BBC OT anHcaHHR rop. OT B03rJ1aCOB. KOTopble HH4ero He BblpB)f(BIOT, 
KOTOpbJe HH4ero He H300p8)f(aJOT. oco6eH HO AJ1R Tex. KOTopble TaM He 6bUlH, H 

OT cTaTHCTHQeCKHX 3aMeQaHHH, KOTOpbŒ pemHTeJ1bHO HHKTO 4HTaTb He cTaHeT. 
[Ital1cs mine] 107 ---

The first narrator uses the future tense, H36asJ1ffi, thus indicating 

that the referent time will follow the coding time (after now). There fol-

lows a second future tense: CTaHeT. This tense implies a distant future 

( 

(after now)" as opposed to an immediate future. This point may be illustra- 1 

ted as be low. 

(coding time) 

now after now 
H30BBJ1JO 

) 

after now 1 
CTaHeT 
( 

Future (referent time) 

The verbal tense indicates that the speaker has moved ahead in time; 

he has put some distance between himself and his narrative. This dist~l po­

sition is emphasized by the use of the demonstrative pronoun Tex and the spa-

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

of physical remoteneS8 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, ~!aKO{M ~~aKcHMfit and continues with 

the exclusive MbJ. Hbl refers ta the speaker and ta HaKcHM HaKcHMbN. The pro-

noun R identifies the other person already referred ta in the first persan 

plural MW. The subject of discourse 1S identified by the third persan sinKu-

lar eMy and OH. These terms are also expressions of anaphora, referring back 

to HaKcHM HaKCHMbl"4. 

The posseSSive pronoun CBOIO is an emanation of ~, the speaker. It 

ls used here as an anaphora ta point back ta the first persan singular. The 

same applies ta MeHR, which is a r~petition of the solipsistic ego. 

Proper Name 

exc l usi ve [ npHRTenH. 
Anaphora 

Anaphora 
no nJle4y 

H CKpHBHn pOT Ha MaHep YJlbIOKH. [Ttalics mine] 108 

At this point, Maksim Maksimich learns of Pechorin's arrivaI in 

Vladikavkaz. His excitement knows no bounds at the thought of seeing his 

friend again, and the traveller's curiosity, as weIl as the reader's, mounts 

at the prospect of finally meeting the notorious Pechorin. 

npH3Ha~Cb, R TaK~e c HeKOTopb~ HeTepneHHeM *Aan nORBneHHR 3Toro 
neqOpHHa; xaTR, no paccKa3y wTa6c-KanHTaHa. ~ ~OCTaBKJl ceOe 0 HëM 
He OqeHb Bblro.o.Hoe nOHRTHe. o.o.HaKo Hell:OTopble 4epTbI B ero xapaKTepe 
nOKa3anHCb ~ 3aMe4aTenHbIM. (Italics mine] 109 

The firat narrator identifies his subject of discourse by using two 

deictic terms: (1) a demonstratlve prè~un of proxlmlty, and (2) a proper 
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name. He uses the deiÇ.tic term of spatial proximity, 2..!2., to indicate that 

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

psychologically present wi th in his short- terro memory. 

3Toro ~e4opHia~also refers back to the first narratar's entire 

discourse: to everything he said prior to this moment, and ta the preceding 

sentence segments in proximi ty to this particular utterance. 

Moreover, the utterance'presents a cantrast between the subjective 

first persan singular, the speaker, and the third person singular, the sub-,~ 

ject of discourse. This contrast is made through the pronouns~, ce6e, MHe 

and a HëM, B ero. 
==-

When Pechorin fails ta come to see hlS former frlend, Maksim Mak-

simich, the first narrator feels sarry for the junior captain. He knaws 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. 

HBHO tSbl110. \lTO E~ OrOp48JlO He5pe~eIlHe: De4aPHHaL H TeM 6onee, 4Ta 

8 M-He H~aBHO rOBopHII ~Bo~lc HHMI APYJKCie li emë \lac TOMy Ha3a,D, 

1IbL1l yBepeH. 4TO~ nplilleJIGIT, KaK TonbKO ycnblUlHT ~ HMR. [1 talles 

i ] 
110 m ne 

This utterance features a multiplicity of t"ense. The verbal past, 
t 

Ob1110, places the action in a period prior to the time of utterance. Tbe 

event described took place +before now. The temporal adverbs HeAaBHO and 

\lac TOMy Ha3él8 place a specifie action in a more distant pasto Added to 

this, we find a future tense in npKOeJlOiT and ycnblUlHT. These verbs denote 

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

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

ta the coding t iUle of the ut terance. 

Il 
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Alle sogenannten absoluten Tempora und eine Anzahl von Zeitbestim­
mungen wie bald, in zwei Wochen usw. mussen aIs temporaldeiktische 
Ausdrücke verstanden werden .111 

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-

spec tive. 

+before now (referent time) +a f ter now 

npHOe)l(HT He,uaSHO 6blJlO 

HK and ne4opHH. Both subjects of discourse are designated by the third per-

son slngular, OH. 

A few minutes later, Pechorin makes his entrance. It ls interesting 

to note the use of the pronouÇl Mbl by the first narrator in the fo11ow1ng ut-

terance. He is undoubtedly referring to at Ieast himself and to Maksim Mak-

simich, but he may a1so be inc1ùding the reader. ln this way, he forms a 

three-way partnership between himself, the second narrator and the reader' aIl 

are await ing and expecting Pechorin. 

He npoUlJlo .[\eCR1:H MHHyT, KaK Ha KOHue nIlOll\a.o;H nOKa3aIlcR ~, KOToporo 
~ Oll(Ji,QallH. [ttalics m.~ne] 112 

A further note of interest lies in the tirst narrator's use of the 

ft 

demonstrative pronoun TOT to refer to Pechorin. This pronoun places Pechorin 

at a distance from the speaker; this is not merely a physical distance, 

rather it implies a psychologieal distance as weIl. The pronoun Mbl al igne 

the first narrator, Haksim Maksimieh and the reader on one and the same side, 

opposed to Peehorin. 

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 CSbUl cpeAHero poc Ta. . • • Ero nOXO~Ka Obma HeOpeJlCHa H neHHBa, HO ~ 
3aMeTHn, qTO OH He pa3 He MaXHBan PYKaMH -- Bep~ npH3HaK HeKOTopOH 
CKpblTOC TH xapaKTepa. BnpOqeM, ~ MOH coOc TBeHHbJe 3aMaqeHHR:, oc HO­
BaHHble Ha MOHX lie HaOruoAeHHRx l H R: BOBce He XOqy Bac 3acTaBHTb BepOBaTb 
B ~ cnenO:---[Italics mine] l 3 -

The firat narrator's utterance establishes a contrast between the 

subject of discourse and the speaker. The subject of discourse i5 presented 

in an objli!ctive, impartial manner, and it is designated by the third person 

singular OH. The speaker then makes his appearance through the first person 

singular ~ and appropriates the ut terance to his subj ec tive ich-Origo. 

The second half of the utterance shows an interplay of anaphora 

and discourse deixis. JTO is a term of discourse deixis. It refers to an 

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

B HHX i8 an anaphora referring back to MOH '" 3BMe'l8HHH and Ha MOHX lite 

Ha01IlO~eHHR:X . 

Wha t 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 silllplicity. It is also clear 

that the first narrator identifies more closely with Maksim Maksimich than 

wi th Pechorin. 

! 
OH XOTen KHHyTbCR Ha me~ neqOpHHY, HO TOT ~oBonbHo xono~Ho, XOTR 
C npHBeTJ1HBOA YJ1bIOKoA, npOTftHYJ1 eMy PYKy,-IllTaOc-KanHTaH Ha MHHYTY 
oCTonOeHen, HO nOToM Jl(MHO cXBaTWI ero PYKY OOeHMH PYKaMH: OH e~e 
He Mor rOBopHTb. [1 talies mine] 114 --

TOT 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 dlst;ance from the narrator at the moment of utterance; :r..cu:. 

alao indicates a distance witnln the sentence itself (compare German derl 

dleser, French celui-ci/celui-là, Engl1sh the former/the latter) • . 
In this case, It la not only a deictic locative, Indicating a 
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spatial position, but is alsa 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 t~wards his subject of discourse. 

TOT has one more function bere; it serves to contrast Maksim Maksimich's 

warm, emotional manner with Pechorin' s sophisticated elegance. 

The first narrator closes the second chapter with a philosophieal 

rpYCTHO BH,D.eTb, KOr,D.a /OHorua TepReT JlytIWHe CBOH Ha,D.e)f(,lJ,bl 

objective 

11 Me'lTbl, Kor.ua npe,D. HI1M OT,D.eprHBaeTcR p030BblH ct>Jlep, 
CKB03b KOTOPbrH OH CMOTpeJl Ha .uena H 4yBCTB8 4enOBe4ecKHe. 
XOTR eCTb Hane)KJ],a, 4TO OH 3aMeHHT C Tapble 3aOn)T)l\.ll,eHi1R 
HOBb~, He"MeHee npoXOnRmHMI1, HO 3aTo He MeHee cna,D.-

subjective 
KHMH ... Ho "leM HX 3aMeHHTb B JleTa MaKCHMa MaKCHMbl4a? 

[nOHeBOJle cepAue 04epCTBeeT 11 Ayrua 3aKpoeTCR. [Italics 
mine 1115 

This utterance presents an objective, non-situation bound philoso-

~hical comment. The first narrator is speaking in general. His addressee 

does oot need to know of aoy particular context or situation to understand 

the discourse; no previous knowledge is necessary. The utterance is mainly 

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

and it lies outside the speaker's subjectivity. 

In opposition to this stands a subjective situation-bound utter-

.,~ 
ance in which the narrator brings his objec tive statement ta bear on. a par-

, 
ticular person, namely Maksim Maksimich. 

117 
The reader must know the Umfeld 

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

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

;.~~ 
particular reader about a particular topic. 

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

Introduc tion to Pechorin' s Journal. The following schema is a representation 

" 
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of the deictic elements of the first narrator's speech. 

1/51 

Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1839-40) 

Place of subj ec t 
of discourse 

"' , 
referent time is 
simultaneous with 
coding time 

unknown 

Subj ec t 
discourse 

justification of my publication 
of Pechorin's journal 

+ 
Addressee: qHTaTenH/readers 

The flrst narrator explains to the reader hls motives for publish­, 
lng Pechorln's dlary. He maintains that he ls neither friend nor foe, and 

for that resson can keep his objectivity and neutrality. He is publlshing 

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 aIl those who share his social environment. 

The first narrator' s motives are unselfish and disinterested. He 

believes in Pechorin's sincerity. This disposes th~ reader to read the diary 

thoughtfully and intently. The speaker has so far remained honest and honour-

able toward the reader. He has reported everything in a clear, unbiased way 

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

ob.1.ective 
HCTOPHH AYJIIH IleJIOBet{ecJ(o~. XOTH Obi CaMO" MenJ(o~ AymH, 
~Ba JIH He ~onblTHee H He none3Hee HCTOpHH ~eJ1oro 

HapoAa ••. 

HTax, OAHO lKenaHHe IIOnb3b1 3aCTaSHJlO ~ HaneqaTaTb 
subjective OTp~KH H3 ~pHBJ1a, AOCTasmerOCR MHe cnyq~Ho. 

[Italics mine] 118 -

~ 1 
The above discourse ls an objective statement on a general topie. 

lts mean1ps extends beyond the speaker's subjectiyity. The second part of 
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the utterance brings the objective statement in ta the particular cognitlve 

field of the first narrator via ~ and MHe. 

This is characteristic of the first narrator's discoufse. He i& 

, 
concerned with keeping his reader informed. He is accurate, precise and im-

partial in his speech. His utterances are dominated by the Redegegenstand, 

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

bound. lt relates the e%perience 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 im-

120 plies an expressive text with an Ausdrucksfunktion. 

Thus, the first narrator's discourse i~.in part objective and ln 

part subjective; the latter part, however, minimized and maintained on a neu-

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

jective, - subjective. This concludes our analysis of the novel's firat 

speaker. 

)' 
( 
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7. \ole must now turn our attention to the second narrator. Maksim Mak-

simich is tbe wise o1d junior captain. He meets the traveller on his way 

north from Tiflis slong 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-like person. What is 

" most important here, however, ls that Maksim Maksimich ls in harmony with 

himse1f and wlth his society. 

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

first chapter of the novel, entit1ed Bela. The following is a deictic re-

presentation of the second narrator's utterances. 

51/1 
(second-narrator) 

Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1832) 

Place of subject of 
discourse: Georglan Mi1itary Road 

referent tlme is prior referent place in discourse: 
to co ding tlme (ca. 1837) Cechnya Region, NE. Caucasus 

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

Addressee: yo~/~ 
First narrator, Pechorin 

Pechorin 
Bela, etc. 

thou/~ 

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

deictic terms in his speech emanate froJll and refer to his ich-origo. The 

second narrator's dlscourse, however, 1s ~resented as reported speech by the 

1-
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first narrator; thus, Haksim Maksimich becomes a char.actet'-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-

~ within the first narrator's story and a subject of his own tale. 

Aufgrund der ~bhangigkeit des Zeigfeldes der Figur vom Zeigfeld des 
Erzahlers, er ist der jehige, der die Figur sprechen la~~, wol1en 
wir den Status beider durch die Charakterisierung 'dominant' und 
'eingebettet' _underscheiden. 121 " 

Maks4n Maksimich is not only a character within th.;! first narra-

tor's discourse, but also"a character within his oW'n discourse. This dual 

role i5 achieved by means of direct quotes, in which we find the first per­
Vo 

Son s ingular represen t ing: (1) Maksim Maksimic~ the second narrator, and 

(2) Maksim Maksimich a character-participant in the narrative. 

This dual function i8 demonstrated in the following utterance. 
1:> 

OH RBHnCR KO MHe B nonHOH ~opMe H 06bRBHn , 4TO eMy BeneHO OCTaTbCR 
y MeHR B KpenocTH. 

51 ~ ero 3a PYKY li CKa38n: "O'le BaM OYAeT He- '----
MHOlKKO CKyt-lHO, HY Aa Mbl C BaMH 6YAe CKH. na, nOllta-
nyAcTa, 30BHTe MeHR npocTo MaKcHM Ma HM N, H nOlltanYHCTa -- K 4eMy 
3Ta nonHaH ~opMa? npHXOAHTe KO MHe Bce Aa 8 cPypaJlCJ<e." [Italic~ 
.mineJ 122 .b 

The new~erspective, introduced by Maksim Maksimich, occurs not 

only through the changé in narrators, but also via a change in verçal tense. 

Maksim Mak~imich begins his narrative by describing his first meeting with 

Pechorin to the first narrator. 

This ut terance is made in the past tense: OH JU3H11CR (i. e., the 

event discussed took place prior t~" the coding time). Once; the 'preliminar-

ies'of the situation are established, 

narrator aoo Pechorin ls pres~nted ~ 
the actual meeting between the second-

the present and future tenses: ~ 

OyseT, etc. The change in the temporal orientation of the utterance serves 

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

described. ln this way, the second narrator rel1ves,his past and leads 
.r> 

( 
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the reader to experience directly that which he relates. 

The quotation marks in Maksim Maksimich' s speech .indicate a delC-

123 
tic device Bühler call., Oeixis am _Phantasma, to indicate an imaginary or 

imagined cognitive field introduced in a discourse, based in turn on a rea1 

ând aetua1 cognitive fie~d. 124 

Ipe 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 De1xis am Phantasma. In the second narra-

l0r 1 S quoted speech, Maksim Maksimich reports the event as i t ac tually oc-
l' 

curred; it is as if he were suddenly transported back ln rime and space. 

This produces a superimposition of two different temporal and spatial points 

of reference: (1) the hcre and now of the dlseourse addressed to the flrst 

narrator, and (2) the here and now of the dlscourse direeted to Pechor1n. 

Man ist nach seinem charakteristischen Er1ebnisvorspiel oder unver­
mittelt und plotzlich hinverserzt in der Vorstellung an den geo­
graphischen Or t des Vorgestell tén, man hat das Vorges tell te vor dem 
geistigen Auge von einem bestimmten Aufnahmestandpunkt aus, den man 
angeben kann und an dem man selbst sich befindet in der Vorstellung. 125 

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

Azamat to abduct Bela. Maksim Maksimich senses that aIl is not weH, and 

fears B dangerous plot. He confronts Pechorin wi th his worries. 

reported 
speech 

BOT OHH H cna,o.HJlH 3TO p,eno -- no npaBp,e CKa3a1 b, Hexopomee 
p,eJ10-'-R nocne H rOBOpHJl 3TO ne'lOpHHY, p,a TonbKO OH MHe OT­
Be'lBn, 'lTO AHKaR 4epKemeHKa AOJDIŒa ObITb Ct.laCTnHBa, l1MeR .. 
TBKoro MH1IOrO MyJKa, KaK OH, nOToMy t{TO nO-HXHeMY OH BG-e-"I'aKH 
eë MyJK, a t.l:TO Ka3CiH't pa30oAHHK, KOToporo Ha,D.O 6bUlO HaKa3aTb. 
CélMH nOCYAHTe, tlTO )!( R Mor OTBet.l:aTb npOTHB 3Toro? [Italics 
mine ]126 

The personal pronoun OHH refers ta Pecharin and Azamat; they are 

non-participants in the dialogue and constitute the subject of discourse. 

3TO SeJlO i8 an element of discourse deixis; it designates Pechorin' s plan ta 

kidnap Bels. 
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The discourse begins in the past tense: CJla,alillH, rOBOpliJl. etc. 

It then shifts into the present tense in the form of reported speech. Repor-

ted or indirect speech in Russian ls conveyed in the same verbal tense as 

that in which the original utterance was made. Haksirn Maksimich,!!.. is re-

porting to the first narrat"r what Pechorin, OH, said to him. The effEi!ct of 

indirect speech ~s similar to that of a direct quote, though less intense. It 

tJrlogs a past event nearer to the speaker's and listener's short-terrn memory 

sphere. Maksim Maksimich addresses the first narrator with the pronoun C<.IMH, 

a derivative of the pol~te form of address, Bbl. 

The dlscourse ends on another terrr of discourse deixis: JTOrll ••. 

Th~s term refers to the precedlng sentence segments, namely Pechorin's reply 

ta the second l1a rra tor. 

~ 'f Maksim Maksimich s powers 0 argument are '1uickly exhausted in the 

fa c e 0 f P e c ho ri n 's te t s e r e ply. When the deed is do ne , however, and Bela is 

brought to the fort, Maks~m Maksimich goes ta confront Pechorin a second time. 

He addresses Pechorin roughly as a military man, not as a friend. 

rOcnoAHIi npanopmHK! -- CKa3all R, KaK MO~HO CTpo~e. -- Pa3Be B~ 
He BH,D.HTe, tITO ~ K BaM npHmëJl? -

H3BHHHTe! 
OTBeqan R. 

R WTaÔc-KanIiTaH. 51 BC e 3HalO, 

In this short utteran e, the second narrator pronounces the first 

persan singular six times. This repetition of the pronoun ~ serves to affirm 

and emphasize the subjectivity, presence and authority of the speaker. The 

second narrator also uses his proper name, as well as the noun desigftating 

his position MaKCHM MaKCHMbN, mTaOC-KanIiTaH -- to confirm and strengthen 

, his position as an official. He keeps his distance from his addressee by 

referring to him with the pronoun BhI, which he repeats twice. 

o Eventually the second narrator softens his attitude towards PechO'r-

in. He drops the official.!!! in favour of the familiar ~. and uses his 
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addressee's name ~o emphasize their friendship. 

-- nocnymaH, rpliropHfI AneKca~pOBH'l, npH3HaflcR, '{TO Hexopomo. [Ital ics 
mine] l2S--

Haksim Maksimich is easily swayed by the force of Pechorin's char-

acter. He is shocked by Pechorin's actions, yet he secretly admires his 

sense of the dramatic in life. 

51: li B 3TOM cornaCHJtCH. 4TO nPH~aiKeTe .IJ.enaTb? ec Tb AIO.IJ.H, C KOTOPblMH 
HenpeMeHHo .IJ.0JlJl(HO cornamaTbC H. LI talics mine J 129 

The second narrator's comment is made on a number of levels. Ihe 

first phrase represents an indirect response to Pechorin's argument. It lS 

based on thp deictic term of discourse, B 3TOM. The term refers back ta what 

Pechorin said. This sentence segment, however, is expressed in the past 

tense: cornaCHJ1CH. The past tense indicates that it is reported speech. The 

actual utterance took place priar to the cading time. 

The reported sentence segment is addressed ta the first narratar, 

npHK~eTe indicating the ptesence of a Bbl. 
L 

The address to the first narrator 

is made in the present tense, which indicates that the speaker's utterance 

presents an identical referent and coding time. 

Both the above sentence segments are subjective, situatlon-bound 

utteranees. Their meaning depends on what B 3TOM refers to, and who H and BW 

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 subjectiv1ty. This utter-

ance may be classified in the following manner. 

I. subjective [ (1) indirect response ta Pechorin as reported to the 
first narrator 

t (2) direct question addressed to the first narratar 

r!' . objective [ (3) phi1osophiea1 comment 
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~ksim Maksimich in his tale as told to the first narrator recuils 

Bela with paternal fondness. For a brief time, they cared for each other as 

father and daughter. 

A MHe TaK npaBO rpyeTHo, KaK BcnOMHIO. CnaBHaR Gbma AeBO'iKd, :3Ta D'.Hlù! 

51 ~(j HaKOHeL\, TaK npHBbIl<, KaK K AOllepH H OHaMeHR J1IOClI-tJla. [Italics 
mine] 

''l'his utteranee is split between the present and past tenses, tIlt' 

first phrase, uttered in the present, leading into the past, as Maksim Maksim-

ieh reealls Bela and his feelings for her. lt ls interestlng ta note how of-

ten the subject of diseourse is mentioned or designated: (l) CibUla AeBollKa" 

(2) 3Ta E3na, (3) K HeA, (4) K A04epH, and (5) OHa. This underseores ho ..... im-

portant the subjeet of discourse is ta the speaker, who, eonversely, points ta 

himself a mere three times in the utterance: (1)~, (2)~, and (3) MeIlR. 

Maksim Maksimich goes on ta speak of his sol i tude. 1 t is important 

to note the second narrator's simplicity of tone. He does not attempt ta ap-

peal ta his addressee for pit y or understanding. Rather, his statements are 

short and direct, with a limited use of the subjective first persan pronoun. 

HMO BaM CKa3aTb, llTO y MeHR HeT eeMeHcTBa: 06 OTue H MaTe pH ~ neT 12 
YJKe He HMelO H3BecTHR, a 3anacTHcb lKeHOH He AOr8,ABJ1CR paHbwe ... [ltalics 
mine] 131 

The second narra tor aeeep ts his fate. He expee ts no more and no 

1ess than what life gives him. He is neither vain nor bitter, and in spite of 

his harsh life, he has not lost his qbility ta love and care for others. 

Pechorin's carelessness indirectly results in Bela's death. Makslm 

Maksimich is vexed and shocked by Pechorin's cold façade. 

11 MHe CTano ,l:\OCMHO: R Obi Ha ero MecTe yMep OT ropR.... OH nOAHRJl 
rOJloey H 33CMeRJlCR .... 
[Italics mine] 132 

y MeHR MOp03 npoOe~an no Ko~e OT 3Toro CMexa. 

The utterance is typical of the second narrator'~ relationship to 

Pechorin. The speaker is pre-occupied with his subject of dlscourse, yet at 
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the same time conscious of himself and of his own identity. The pronouns ~ 

and .2.!:! are continuously contrasted. This speaker juxtaposes his subjeetivity 

Il with the non-personal, non-subjective third person,.Q!!' From the eontrast 
.1' 

between these deietic tenns there emerges a difference in ~haracter between 

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

7.1. The last of the second narrator's utterances i9 found in the novel's 

second chapter, entitled Maksim Maksimich. Let us now return ta that chapter 

to complete our analysia of the second narrator's utterances. The following 

la a schematic representation of the deictic elements of the second narrator' s 

discourse. 

51/I 
(second ;arrator) 

Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1837) 

Place of subjeet of discourse: 

~--------------------~----------------------~ 
referent time is 
simultAneous wi th 
coding time 

Town of Vladikavkaz 

My reunion with the traveller 
My meeting w~th Pechorin 

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

The'junior captain sends Pechorin a message asking ta see him. He 

18 certain t~echorin will make haste to meet him, to renew old ties of 

friendship and rélive the1r shared adventures. 

1 2 
-- Bt!Ab ceR'Iac npHOeKHT 1 -- cJCasan MHe MaKCHH MaICCHMbN C TOpllteCTBYJOOtHM 
8H,AON, -- noA.Qy sa DopOTa ero Ao~aTbCJl. [Italics mineJ 133 

This utterance 1s reported as a direct quote, thereby incorporating 
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two individual cognitive fields, those of (1) Maksim Maksimich and (2) the 

first narrator. The temporal adverb ceAtiac and the future tense of the verbs 

npHOe~T and no~y belong to the quoted temporal point of orientation of Mak-

sim Maksimich. 

Maksim Maksimich is permitted ta speak 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 CKa3aIl, éast in rhe 

i;>ast tense. It points ta 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. lie had been expecting 

warmth and friendship, not distant reserve • 

-- A ••• TbJ, 

AB KYAa 3TO? 
npocHTb .... 

... a BW? ..• CKOIlbKO neT ... cKonbKo AHeA .. , AHeA ... , 

... MHe cTonbKo Obi XOTeIlocb BaM cKa9aTb ... CTOIlbKO Pî~-

A nOMHHTe ~ ltCHTbe-6HTbe B!ZPenOCT}i? [Ital1cs min~] 4 

Pechorin' s cool reception f lusters Maksim Maksimich. He uses the 

familiar form.!!?! ta address his friend, then switches to th>e formal Bbl. 

This is important.; !l!!! not only implies politeness and respect on the part of 

the speaker, but indicates as weIl a social barrier between two individuals 

and a considerable gap in a relationship. Thus. the use of ~ signifies a 

social deixis as well as a persan deixis. It re-inforces the fact that the 

two men are no longer on a familiar footing. For Haksim Maksimich this amounts 

ta 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. 

After Pechorin's departure, Haksim Haksimich turns to the first 

narrator with the words: 

KOHetlHo, Mbl Ob11lH npHRTeJlH; -- HY, Aa '{Ta rrpHRTe.rlH B HblHeWHeM BeKe! 
[Iralics mine]135 

The expression B HblHeWHeM BeKe 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 his utterance. This is an excellent 

example of how deictic terms have no fixed meaning. Their sense changes de-

pending on the speaker, place and time of utterance. Maksim Haksimich's B 

HblHeWHeM BeKe indicates the time when this utterance was made (i.e., the nine-

teenth century). 

In the aftermath of his meeting with Pechorin, Maksim Makslmich ls 

temporarily angered and embittered. He condemns the younger generatlon for 

arrogance, spiritual cowardice and failure tu recogn1ze the merits and wisdom 

of Hs eIders. 

rAe HaM, lIeoOpa90SaHHbIM CTapHKaM, 3a B8MH rOHRTbcR! •. , Bbl MOnOAëln> CBeT---.. -- -cKaR, rOPAaR: ~e nOKa nOA qepKecCKHMa nynRMH, TaK Bbl TYAa-c~~a ... , a 
nocne BCTpeTHmbCR, TaK CTblAHTeCb H PYKY npoTRHyTb HameMY OpaTY. [Italics 
mine] 136 

Haksim Haksimich creates a contrast and opposition between the 01-

der and younger generations via the pronouns ~-~. The exclusive Mbl (HaM, 

HBmeMY) designates the second narrator and his own generation, while the pro-

noun Sb! refers to the first narrator, Pechorin and young people in general. 
l, 

The second narrator' s 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 identi ty. 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 i ts problems alone are of legi timate concern. 

Not so, argues the old army officer: friendship and cOllUDunication 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 
suin~ a predominantly Ausdrucksfunktion. The second narrator's utterances 

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

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

characterized as +subjective, +objective. 

." 
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8. We nOw turn ta the discourse of Pechorin, the third narrator. In 

tracing his utterances, we will follow the arder of events as they occurred 

in his life. This order differs from the novel's chronology, which tells the 

story from the first narrator's point of view. Following Pechorin's ut ter-

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 ta the first narrator and thoat 

the latter has published. The diary is related through Pechorin' s ich-Origo. 

Taman (TélMaHb) is the first chapter of the journal. It is also the 

earliest glimpse we have of the third narrator. In this chapter he i5 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. 

follows: 

The deictic scheme of Pechorin's discourse in this chapter is as 

Time of subject of 
di8course (ca. 1830) 

referent time i8 prior 
to coding t ime 

Place of subject 
of discourse 

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

-- My adventure in Taman 

Addressee: youl!}!! 

young girl 
~- blind boy t 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 is repulsed and in-

trigued by the lad. 

1. +subjective 

2. +subjective 
+objective 

[ 

npH3HaJOCb, Il KMelO CHJlbHOe npeAyOeJl(,lleHHe nl?0Tl-IBY 
Bcex cnen~x, KPHBhlX, rnyxHx, He~, ~e3HorHx, Oe3-
PYKHX, ropOaThlX H npo~; ~ 38Me~sn, ~TO BcerAa 

_ eCTb KaKoe-TO CTpsHHoe OTHomeHHe Me~y Ha?Y1I"HoCTb~. 
1 ~enOBeKa H ero AyroOIO: KaK 0YATO, C nOTepelO '{neHs, 
L Ayroa TepReT 1<8KOe-trn0YAb 4y&CTBO. [1 talics mine] 

138 0 

Although the third narrator's discourse is in the past tense, the 

events related occurring prior to the moment of utterance, the preceding ut-

terance begins with the present tense: npH3HalOcb. lt designates an eternal 

truth for Pechorin, and a present fact at the moment of utterance. 

This utterance is also h1ghly subjective. The speaker emphasizes 

his presence through the repetition of the first person singulsr: npH3HaJOcb, Il 

HMelO. In contrast to this passage stands the second part of the discourse, 

which ls uttered in the past tense (3aMe~an) and begins as a subj ec cive 

phrase (!!). What follows, however, ls an objective phrase uttered in the 

present tense of ~, TepReT. lt 18 interestlng ta note that Pechorin's 

philosophical and objective comment ls derived from his subjective, personal 

observations. 

This is in stark contrast to the first and second n8rra~ors' utter-

ances, which ma1ntalned an objective and impartial stance when mak1ng similar 

comments. 

Pechorln t s curioslty and need to hold power over others lead him to 

pursue and question the young girl 1nvolved wlth the smugglers. He mistakenly 

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

A BOT 
HYna, 
xOAHJI& 
BHAen, 

Il KOe-QTO npo TecSlI' y3H8n. (OKa H3MeKM8Cb B J1Hue. He nomeBenb-
au OYATO He 00 HeR Aeno.) JlY3Han, ,1lTO!!! S'Iepa" HO'lblO 

Ha Oeper, -- li TYT Il OqeHb BamlO nepeCJCa3an eR Bee, "TO 
AYMaR CMyTHTb ee,-=- HHMano 1 [ 1 talics mine FjtJ 
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In tHs utterance W'e find tW'o addressees: (1) the reader of the 

diary, and (2) the young girl. When the reader is addressed, the girl is re-

ferred to as E..!!!, 00 HeA and eë. 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: TbI, TeOR. The second person is involved and directly 

participates in the utterance. 

The pronouns ~ and Tbi refer to the same person; in this utterance 

the girl 1s simultaneously designated as a subject of discourse and as an ad-

dressee. Another note of interest in this utterance i8 the deictic term TyT. 

Usually, the term "Y" is classified as a spatial adverb indicating 

an object or event in the proximity of the speaker. In this utterance, how-

ever, !I! does not indicate a space in the speaker's environment, but rather 

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

adverb TyT can easily be replaced by a temporal adverb such as nOTOM or B 31'0 

MrHoseHHe. 

Whereas ..!X.!. refers to a place or time segment within the utterance, 

the temporal adverb s'lepa refers to a specific time unit in the lite 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 ls in love with him. 

K xoneOanc~, R He OXOTHHX AO CeHTHMeHTanb~ nporynox no MOp~, HO OT­
CTynaTIt Obl1l0 He speMR. OHa npblI'HYna s nOAJeY, R 3a HeA, H He ycnen elllë 
OnOMHHThCR, JeU 38Memn,uo ~ rIJJhlBêM. [Italiës miïieJl40 

This utterance ia notable for tts pronominal use. ! designates 

the speaker, while ~ refera to the subject of discourse. jf and OHa remain - --
.eparate entities throughout the utterance until the final phrase. In this 

lait sentence segment ~ unites both ~ and OHa in an exclusive partnership, 
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MbI (+1, -II, +111). 

Pechorin's invo1vement with the girl forces the smugg1ers to shut 

down their operation and re1ocate. His actions have other repercussions: he 

himself i9 nearly k1l1ed, the blind boy finds himself abandoned, and an old 

woman is left in dire straits. Pechorin ia temporarily saddened by the con-

sequences of his rash behaviour. 

H 3atleM Obl1l0 cYP;bOe KHHYTb MeHR B MHpH~ Kpyr tleCTHblX KOHTpaOaH.llHCToB? 
KaK KélMeHb. OpomeHHbJ}\ B rna.tlKHA HCTOtlKHK, R BCTpeSOlKHn HX cnoKoAcTBHe, H 
KaK KaMeHb ~Ba caM He nomen KO AHY! [ Italtcs mine]141 

It is interesting ta note here that the third narrator does not 

take any responsibility for his actions. This is evident in his use of the 

first person singu1ar in the accusative case,~. MeHR constitutes an as-

pect of passivity in its function of direct object. This is in contrast ta 

the "active 1,,142 found later in this utterance in JI and CSM. These pronotlna-

of subjectivity are in the nominative case. The third narrator differentiates 

between the active l and the passive ~. 

Pechorin b1ames fate for his actions, and quic)<ly recovers his cus-

tomary indifference to o.thers. 

t{TO CTaJlOCb C cTapyxoA H c Oep;HbIM cnenhIM. -- He~. .!la H KaJ<oe ~eno 
MHe AO p~ocTeA H Oe,/lCTBHR 4enOSeQeCJŒX. MHe, CTpaHcTB~eMy 04lHuepy, ,/la 
ëië c no~opo~oA no Ka3ëHHoR Ha.tlOOHOCTHI yrtalics mine]143 

Pechorin', s discourse in this chapter ends on a reinforcement of the 

- self. He emphasizes his position, importance, official ~unc tion and subjec-

tivity by repeating the first person singular ~ and the verb~. as weIl 

a~ stressiog the nouo otH~epy. In this way, he increases his own importance 

and be1ittles others . . 
\ 

8.1. A few years later. Pechorin arrives at a Caueasian spa, Pyatigorsk, 

for a brief rest. His adveotùres there and ln Kialovodlk, a neighboudng re-

sort. constitute the second chapter of bis diary, entitled Prince .. Hary 

. --;f-' 
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Here we encounter a new Pechorin, one who has lost what little in-

nocence he may have had 1n Taman. The third narrator is now harsh, bitter and 

cynical. His continuous quest for power ... d carefully plotted, deliberately 

calculated and pursued. He manipula tes a fellow officer and a young princess, 

alienating everyone around him. 

The deictic representation 0 f the third narrator' s discourse in this 

chapter 1s as follows. 

~/l 
(Th1rd Narrator) 

T1me of subject of 
d1scourse (ca. 1832) 

- 1" , 

Place of subject 
of discourse 

..... 

referent time is prio~ 
to coding time 

Pyat1gorsk/Kls1ovodsk ' 
in the Caucasus 

Subject 
of discours"e 

My adventures in the Caucasus 
My duel with Grushnitski 

'f 
Addressee: you/~ 

Werner, Grushn1tski, 
Pr1ncess Mary, Vera, etc. 

Soon after he arrives 1n Pyatigorsk, Pechorin meets Grushnits,k1, a 

young, impress10nable c'adet barely out of adolescence. In many ways Grushnitsk1 

18 a pale imitation of Pechorln: he takes hlm8elf too serlously, over-drama-
, 

tlzes events, 1s self-centred and even somewhat pretentious. The d1fference 

ls that Grushnitski is not conscious of bis melodramatic .tendencies; he 18 

merely childish. Pechorin, on the other hand, 18 palnfully aware of his 8hort-

comings, and hates his inabili ty to change. He i8 aIso avare of the similar-

'1tiea between Grushnitski and himself, and for that reason disllkes and des-

pts •• the young cadet. 

\. 'c 
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') 

! ~ 00H1I1I', 8 OH 9a 3TO MeRR He 1D06HT, XOTR MhI Hapymtfl B CaM!IIX AP~et­
KHX OTHomemUIX.-rpY1JIHHLtlCHiC'1IhIBëT OTrulqHlllM xp8(5pe~oM; .! ~ BK.qeJl B 
.Qene. • •• JI ero Téua.:e He mo(51lJ'): JI qYSCTB}IIO, 'ITO MIll ICorAa-HHOYAb c J{HN' 

CTOJUtHëMCJl-Ha y3ICOA .Qopore, H OAMO"'''' 83 ~~ HeCAoOpoBaTb. [Italics 
mine] 144 

The utterance deffnes the Pechorin-Grushnitski conf,rontation. This 

is linguistically expr.ssed throu~h the pronouns ~ and~. I~ is interesting 

to note that almost every sentence begins with the ftctive, subjective~. This 

indicates that the speaker' s perspective ~ntirely dominates the disc1urse.:. 

This po~nt is further supported by the fact that the speaker'~ ~ is always in 

the nominative, in the active, commanding position (excepting only one incl-

dence of ~" in the genitive case). 

! versus 9!! pre,sents a conflict between the subjectivity of the 

speake~ and the non-person, the subject of discourse. It also emphasizes the 

s~er'8 self-consciousness versus the non-conscious~ss of the third person 

singular. 

The spiaker uses, the exclusive ~-~ to refer to both himself and 

Grushnitski. In thi~ case, the speaker is momentarily united with nis subject ., 
of discourse. The under1ying antagonism, however, remain8. This confronta-

tion is again apparent in the expression MhI •• " C HHM. 

1 1 .;. 
MhI refe~s to Pechorin. 

it i~ he,re equivalent to~. MhI a1so inc1udes a reference to Grushnltaki, one 

repeated in,c HHH. Thus we have a continuous uni~y ln ~ and division ln ~. 

~is once again stresses the conf1ict between Pechorin and Grushnlt~kl: a . . 
-" coming together foLlow~d by a fa11ing oOt. \ 

appears to enjoy G~ushnitski' s company. This offends Princ;ss Mary 

Pechor~n and hurts his pride. He set8 out to prove to the princes. that she i. 

wrong to prefe~ another to h1m; but his envy will a180 force him to degrade 
, 

.. , 

and humiliate his fellow officer. 
8 

npH3H~ eJIlë, 'IyaCTBO HenpHRTHOe t HO 3H8JCoMoe npoOexano cne__ 8 ~TO 
~HoBeHHe no ,~OeMY cep~y: :JTO "yaCTBO CSwno 3a8HCTb. (Italic. miiiëJY1i5 



.... 
l 

73 

Pechorin admits he is jealous. This ls not a noble sentiment, and 

the third narrator does not wish to be associated with i t, Such reluc tance is 

underscored by the absence of the pronoun ~ in the utterance. Pechorin does 

not use the subjective first person; instead he restricts himself to the verb 

alone: npH3HéllOcb. The speaker is indicated, but not directly mentioned. 

In a similar vein, the speaker's presence i5 not emphasized, but 

maintained through the possessive pronoun MoeMy. The possessive pronoun thus 

serves as a substitute for R. 

The temporal expression B 3TO MrHOBeHHe indicates a moment within 

the referent time span. It -19 a moment distal from the coding time of the ut-

tersnce and far removed from the speaker's present. Nonethele55. it i5 the 

demonstrative pronoun of proximity which i8 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 antagonlze everyone in Pyatigorsk with the ex-

ception of'Werner. Werner is an intellectual doctor whom Pechorin considers a 

kindred spirit and ally. He uses the exclusive ~ when addressing' the doctor, 

not only to reinforce their similar characteristics, but also to emphasize 

their superiority vis-A-vis their compatriots. 

-- 38.MeTbTe, J'D()(5e3HbIA ,/lOKTOp, CKa3aJl Il, -- 4TO 5e3 ,nypaKoB Ôbl1l0 6bl Ha 
cseTe OqeH, CIC~HP' ... IIocMoTpHTe: BOT Hac ,/lBOe }'MHbIX J1I(),[4eA, MbJ 3HaeM 
sapaHe •.• lItalics 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: 3aMeTbTe. It is an utterance which was made in the spea-

ker's past (-now), and is reported by the speaker fin his pr~sent, in the coding 

Ume ( +now) • 

The reporting of the direct quote 18 made in the past tense, cKa3an, 
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to lndicate that what i5 quoted here was in fact uttered in the past. The ad-

dressee of the direct quote is the doctor, rnoOe3Hbd\ aOKTop; he is referred to 

in the exclusive pronoun Mbl (+I,+III), as well as the polite form ~ implied 

by the verbal 3B.MeTbTe. 

The second addressee is the reader of the diary. The latter ig 

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 hi5 lite and meditates on it. 

1. objective 

2. subjective 

rHeT B MHpe '-IenOBeKa, H~ KOTOpblM npoweawee npHoOpeT8no ObI 
lTaKYIO BnacTb, KaK 1fél,llo MHO~ ... ; R rnyno c03.o.aH: HH\lerO 
[He 3aOblB~, HH'-Iero. [Italics min; JI47 

This utterance presents a contrast betwe~n objective and subjective 

speech. The fi rs t part of the ut terance represents s philosophical comment; 

it does not concern the speaker directly. This is verified by the noun \leno-

BeKa, an indefinite. substitute for the third person singular OH. 

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

MHOH, ~, 3aEiblBaIO. The utterance now becomes highly subjective, personal and 

egotistical. 

Pechorin feels he no longer need~ to love; he only wants to be 

loved. He does not wish to be bothered with the neede of another. His only 

in terest le to maintain power in any and every relationship. 

O.o.HO MHe Bceraa 0blJ10 CTpaHHO: JI HHKoraa He AenancH pa150M ruoOHMOA JlCeH­
~. HanPOTHB: .!!. Bcer.o.a npHoOpeTan H~ HX BoneA H cepaueM HenoOeAHMYIO 

1 --- 2 
BnaCTb, BOBce 015 3TOM He cTapSRCh. 01"lero~? -- OTTOI"O M, '-ITO 
H HHKOI".o.a lftt'QeM O'-leHb .o.opo~ H lITO ~ elKeMHHYTHO OOHnHCb SbUlYC THTb MeHII 

3 
H3 PYK? ,H1lH 3TO -- MSrHeTlNeCKOe SJ1HRHHe CMbHoro opraHH3Ma 1 MM MHe 
npoCTo He YAssanOë"b BCTpeTHTb lIeHlllHHY C ynoPHbIM xapaKTepOM? 

HMO' npH3H8 TbCR, lITO 11. TO'lHO. He .mo(5mo lIeHlllHH C xspaKTepOM: HX 
4 " [ - ]148 

JtH ~ aeno 1 Italic8 mine 

This utterance beglns with a kataphora, ~. painting ahead ta !!., 
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the speaker. ! is opposed to !!!.' the subject of discourse. Mx i~ an ana-

phora, referring back to lIeHlltHH. 

This ia followed by an interesting use of the demonstrative pronoun 

3TO. (1) The firat usage invo1ves a term of discourse deixis, 00 nOM indi­

cating the preceding sentence segments and '\eferring specifically ta Pechor-

) 
in' 8 power over women. (2) The second no b,ars a dual func tian as (a) an 

anaphora referring specifica11y ta 00 3TOM an~ as (b) a discourse deictic 
1 

term referring again to a non-specific sentenfe segment and pointing to the 
~ 

same topic implied by 00 nOM. (3) The third )usage of no is simi1arly 

dual1stic: (a) it is a kataphora which prec/des the sentence segment MarHe-

THt.{eCKoe, and (b) it is an expression of discourse deixis indicating the non-
i 

specific l1nguistic segment which fo110ws i t. (4) The fourth no i8 used as 

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

the flexibility and multiple uae of a single deictic term. 

The third narrator admits that power and pride are his grea tes t 

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

own sake. 

bj i 
Bcë. lITO BCTpeqaeTCII Ha nyTH: JI CMOTplO Ha CTpa,o,aHHJI H 

[

11 t.{ysCTBYlO B ceOe 3Ty HeHaCblTHYJO lI!.a;J.HOCTb, nornOlQalanYlO 

1. su ect ve -
pa,o,OCTH APyrHx TOJlhKO B OTHomeHHH K ceOe, KaK Ha mmxy, 
nO,l1AepDlSélIOIIlYJO MOH ,llymesHbJe CHJ1b1. ... He eCTb J1H 3TO 

[ 

nepBblA npH~HaK HBenHt.la&huee Top.eCTBO BnacTH? BblTh 8nH 

2. objective Koro-HHCSYAh npHt.{HHOIO eTp8,IJ,aHHA H pa;J.ocTeA, He HMell Ha 
TO HHKaKOrO n0J10JKHTeJ1hHOrO npaBa, -- He CaM811 J1H 3TO 

cn8.AK8J1 n~a HsùJeA rOPAoCTH? [1 talies mine F4 9 

This utterance repreSents an amalgamation of subjective and objec-

tive phrapes. The Urst part begins with the egotistic, solipsistic !!. of the 

speaker and revolves e~tirely around the speaker's subjectivity. Pechorin's 

h1ghly deve1oped, freely roaming intellect has no goal beyond an egotistic 

enjoymant of 1 ta own overbred facult1es. His ego is the centre of the un1-

verse; aIl things must be subjugated to 1t. He makes this contrast clear by 
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confronting his subjective 11 with the non-subjective APyrHx; lite for him con-

sists entirely of R versus ApyrHx. 

The second half of the discourse, He eCTb nH, i8 no longer subjec-

tive. It is an objective, non-situation bound general statement. The speaker 

ls not important; the only persan mentioned is the indefinite third persan 

KorO-KHOYAb. The objectivity of the utterance is maintained until the last 

phrase. 

The third narratar drops the subjective ~ and uses the inclusive we 

in the form of the possessive pronaun HaweA. In this way, the third narrator 

is no longer speaking salely of himself, nor is he making a purely objective 

statement. The use of the pronoun HameA me"ans that Pechorin is pointing an 

accusatory finger at the reader. Mb. (+1, +II) mean8 that you too share the 

guilt of pursuing power; ~ too are a victim of your pride. 

Pechorin persists in his implacable attack on Princess Mary. He 

plays the role of the persecuted genius, the tormented artist and frustrated 

" intellectual in order to appeal to women's chivalric feelings. His imperilled 

and unhappy state rouses their maternaI instincts. Pechorin uses these feel-
fi 

ings against Princess Mary ta control and manipulate her. 

1. ~a! TaKOBa Ohlna MOR ~acTb c caMoro AeT~TBa. Bce qHTanH Ha MoëM 
nH~e npH3HaKH AypHblX CBoRcTB, KOTOpblX l1e OhlnO; HO HX npe,nnonaranH, 
-- H OHH pOAHnHCb. H O~~ CKpoMeH, -- MeHR OOBHHRJ1H B nyxaBcTBe: 
~ CTan CKpblTeH •. " !!.-qYBCTBOBan ceOR BblIDe~, -- MeH1f CTaBHIUf 

J KIDIte. 

2. B 3TY MHHYTY R BCTpeTHn eë rna3a: B KHX OeranH cnë3~, pyxa eë, 
OnHpaRCb Ha MO~, Apo*ana, ~ëKH n~anH ••• , eR O~o ~anb MeHR-'­
[1 tal1cs ~inèJT50 

In the first utterance, Pechorin places his subjective ~ in a posi-

tian of passivity and ,""eakness. The dominating and ruling force 1n this 

passage 1s tM pronoun m.. This i8 to emphasize tbat !!. 1s a victim of m. 
The speaker does not 1ntroduce the pronoun ! untii Iater 1n the discourse. 

He uses instead the possessive pronour~ ~, MoëH a8 terms of kataphora 
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pointing ahead to the deictie R which follows. This is to further emphasize 
c 

the speaker's position of subordination. 

The confrontation between R and Bee is eontinued and underscored 

throughout the utterance: MeHR O~BHHRnH, MeHR CTaSHnH (the verb ending of the 

third person plural referring to ~, ~ and MX). 

This part of the utterance 'S made by R and i5 addre5sed to Prin-

cess Mary. The subject of d1scourse 1s an event wh1ch took place prior to the 

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

designated as (-now)l or 'before-past.' The second part of the utterance 10-

troduces a new temporal orientation. 

This part of the utterance is also made in the past, but a past 

which is psychologically, as weIl as temporally closer to the speaker's pres-

2 ent. We shall calI this past (-now) or simply, the pasto 

AlI 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 is farther distal. 1Sl 

In this discourse, the speaker addresses the reader. His subject 

of discourse is OHa. The speaker contrasts his egotistic ~ with the non-

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

discourse clear. 

Past (referent time) 

Event referred to •.. 

before-past 
(-now)1 

~ 
addressee: Mary 

past
2 (-now) 

~ addressee: reader 

51: Pechorin 

(P re sen t/ ~ odlng 

now' 

time) 

future 

The utterance addressed to Princes8 Mary is an "appell-oriented" 

t t 
152 ex • Pechorin uses language to influence and move the young woman; 

" 

\' 
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(1) he fuakes an appea1 to his addressee, (2) he uses emotional language, () 

he takes into consideration Princess Mary's situation--her youth, impression-

able nature, femininity, maternaI instinct, sense of compassion and pit y, her 

lack of experience, etc., (4) he seeks to influence her opinion of him, change 

her attitude toward him and control her behaviour vis-à-vis himself. The en-

tire utterance seeks to produce a specifie reaction in Princess Mary; it ls 

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

of the discourse. In texts bearing the Appe1lfunktion, it is the Benehmen des 

153 Empfangers which i5 aIl important. 

Pechorin does not consider himself guilty of anything. He ls mere-

ly a pawn in the hands of unfathomable providence. 

~llie OhlnO rpYCTHO. He~enH, AYMan R, Moë eAHHCTBeHHoe Ha3Ha4eHHe Ha 
3eMne--pa3pymaTb 4~He HSA~hl? [Italics mlne] 154 

In the above utterance the speaker places subjectivlty, ~, against 

He sees himself as a victim of fate; he is in a passive position, às 

testified by the dative MHe. 

Pechorin succeeds in utterly enraging Grushnitski. The latter 

plots h~s revenge and becomes a sworn enemy of the third narrator. This sit-

uation pleases and excites Pechorin. 

objective 

subjective 

~ rooOJ1)<J ~~ XOTR He no-xpHcTHaHCKH. 

,~;;eHR 3aoa~nR'OT, BOIlHYJI)T MHe KpOBb. 

[

OWTb BeerAa HacTopo~e, IlOBHTb K~~ B3rIlRA, 3Ha4eHHe 
KBJltAOrO cnOBa, yrSAbŒaTb HaMepeHHR, pa3pymaTb 3arOBopbl, 
np~TBopRTbCR oOMaHYTWM, H B~Pyr O~HKM TOIl4KOM onpOKHHYTb 
Bee orpOMHoe H MHoroTpy~Hoe 3~aHHe HX KHTPOCT~A H 38MWC­

[noo-- ~ 4TO !!. Ha3b1BaIO Jf:H3HblOl [Italics mine] 155 

Thls utterance is voiced entire1y in the present tense, which io-

dicates that the thoughts here expressed are still true at the moment of ut-

terance. 
• 
The discourse begins with the subjective~. In the preceding ut-

terances we have noted the conflicts between ~ and spyrHx, ~ and qY!HXê here 
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we have a new term: ~ vs. BparOB. This is the ultimate definition. Pechor-

in's sense of alienation forces him to see OHM as enemies. 

OHM (~III, -II, -1) indicates more than one ~erson outside the oer-

sonal speaker-listener relationship. 7hus, persons outsid~ the third narra-

tor's immediate proximity are designated, not only as APyrHe or 4~~~e. but 

also as BparH. 

This utterance also shows how objective and subjective ohrases 

intermingle wi~in one discourse. The opening phrases are highly subjective. 

They emanate directly from the speaker' s ich-Origo. llowever, the ~ersonal 

perspective fades out with the impersonal infinitive 6WTb. 

The infinitive indicates the utterance is not bound with resoect to 

person, rather the verb expresses a universal truth. Pechorin's ~se of the 

infinitive implies that he is making objective, factual, impartial statements. 

In opposition to these stat~ments stands the final phrase, ruled by 

R. The partie le ~ 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 

thernj ~ provides a Iink between the two modes of ex~ression. It serves ta 

make the objective statements p~rt of the speaker's subjective philosophy of 

lite . 
.:: 

Pechorin finds it difficult to mai~tain a relationship. For him, 

friendships represent a forro of servitude, a confltct between mas ter and slave. 

In previous utterances we have noted numerous conflicts between the speaker 

and those around h1m: (1) ~ and ~ (Grushnitski), (2) ~ and ~ (Princess 
~ 

~tary), (3) 11. and ~/OHH (those who raised him), and (4) !!. and P,pyrHX/qp;HX/ 

.parol· 
/ 

In the utterance below we note yet another confliet. This antago-o , 

.. '", 
i 
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nism lies between fi, the speaker and Jl(elllItHH/Hx. 

~ AO~J{bl 6bl ''(enaTb, 4T0(5 Bce MYJK'{HHbl 

~)I(e xopomo 3HanH, KaK ~ ... [Italics i ]
156 

m ne 

Pechorin learns that Grushnitski is plotting secret revenge by 

staging a fraudulent duel. Pechorin is hurt by this. He does not understand 

why everyone i5 against him. What he cannot appreciate is that a11 tnen have 

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

and he is quick to see himself as a victim. 

Present 
HeHaSH.llRT? 

OOJ.i,ll,en ml!!. Koro-HHOYAb? lIeT. 

1 

Past 1 

-- 1 AyMan R 1-- 3a '{TO? 

present r HeY'KenH ~ npHH8,llne)l(y K 411cny Tex mOJJ.eti, KOTOpblX OJJ.HH BH,D. 
: YJKe nOpOll(JJ.aeT HeAOOpO)/(enaTenbcTBO? 
1. 

r H f( ttYBCTBOSaJ1, 4TO fI,lJ.OBI1TaR 3nocTb Na.oo-noMany HanonHRna 
~ MoKi JJ.YIDY. [ Ital1cs mine)1S7 -

past 

In the above utterance we fincl 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 

(HeHaSHJJ.RT), this phrase was actually voiced in the past, at a time prior ta 

the moment of utte't'ance. 

It ls the shift in verbal tense to the past of AYMan that indicates 

the preceding phrase 15 a reported thought. The reported thought Is not made 

entire1y in the present tense, oOu8eJl standing as a past tense referrlng ta a 

distal past. The passage of indirec t speech or thought continues ln the pres-

ent teuse of npHHaAne!y and nopo~aeT. 

The last phrase of the ut terance presents a temporal s~itch ta the 

past tense of ttXBCTBoBan and HanOJ1HRna. The temporal shifts in this utterance 

can be represented ia the following way. 

\ 
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Reported speech/thought : 
(event occurred in past t voiced..r 

in past and present tense) 

o OH,l:t en 
[distal past] 

1. HeHaSH,l:tJlT 
2. rIpH,ttHa,u.neJly 
3. rIOpO~aeT 1 

1 
1 

Referent time 
(past tense) 

1. ~YMan 
2. 4YBCl'BOBan 
3. HanonHRna 

(-now) 

(Coding time) 

+Now (+Jresen~) 

There are no quocation marks in this passage. lt is only the tem-

porai sh1fts 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 

superior'intellect and social sophistication, he hates himself for failing to 

achieve his full potential as an individual. He ls aware of his inferlority 

to ~is own dreams and ambitions. He is unable to accept himself, and for that 

reason will hold others resP9nsible and punish them for his self-hate and 

1nner frustrations. 

! HHor~a ceOJl npe3Hpan ... , He ol'l'oro nH R npe3Hpa~ H ~pyrHX? .. ~ Cl'an 

HeCrIOCO~eH K ~naropo~HhlM rIOp~aM; ~ ~O~Cb nOKa3al'bCR CMemH~ CaMOMy ceOe. 
[Italics mine] 159 - --

In this utterance, the referent and coding times coincide. In 

other words, the present tense of rIpe3Hpa~ and ~O~Cb corresponds to the now of 

the moment of utterance. There is one exception: the verb~, in the past 

tense. lt lndtcates an event whlch occurred before the moment~of utterance. 
, 

This can be schematically reptesented as follows. 

Past Present 
coding time/referent time 

'" ~----~--------~R----------------
referent time 
~ ~ 

1. npesHPaJO 
2. OOIOC& 

\" 
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This utterance also shows an extreme self-ob~ession on the part of 

the speaker. This is evident in the repetitive mention of'the pronoun ~ (four 

times), as weIl as other referents to the first person singular (caMoMY, ceOe, 

ce~fI.) 

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. 

H n~OHn AnR ceOR. AnR CO~CTBeHHoro YAOBonbCTBHR. [ltalies mine]160 

Pechorin kills Grushnitski in a duel. Shortly thereafter he finds 

himself abandoned by Doctor Werner~nd Vera, both of whom had stood by him 

and tried to understand him. Pechorin's revenge upon Grushnitski has left him 

feeling hollow. weak and useless. He is alone, and he eondemns Doctor Werner 

for his lack of loyalty and courage. 

BOT IUOAH! ~ ~ TaKOBbI: 3HaJOT 3apaHee Bee ,aypHble c TOpOHbl nocrynKa ... , 
a nOTOM YMblBalOT PYKH H OT:BOpa'lHBaHlTCR c Hero,aosaHHeM OT Toro. «TO HMen 
CMenoCTb B3RTb Ha ceOR BCIO TRroCTb OTBeTCTBeHHDCTH. ~talics minëfl61 

In this utterance we note two oppositions: (1) a pronominal oppo-

s(tion and (2) a temporal opposition. The speaker ~oes not refer to himself 

directly. He uses the pronoun ~ (the third person singular) to speak about 

his case generally and in an impartial manner. In contrast to this stands t~e 

pronoun ~ (the third person plural), as a referent to ~ and~. Indir-

ectly, ~ refers to~, Pechorin, with OHH indicating Doctor Werner, Vera and 

the others. 

OHH ~/~ 

+III pl. 
+anima te, human 
+definite 

KTO 

+III s8. 
+animate, human 
+indefinite ) 

The temporal opposition liea in the adverbe sapaRee and~. The 

former indicatee a time prior to the moment of utterance, whereas the latter 

points ta a time followin8 this moment. 
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Moment of Utterance 

(be ore nowi past future) 

Later, Pechorin goes to meet Prlncess Mary's mother, who is under 

the impression that Pechorin fought the duel to protect her daughter's honour. 

When Princess Mary herself appears, Pechorln deals her the final blow. 

Sb! caMH BHAHTe, 'lTO R He Mory Ha Bac lIteHHTbCR; eC11H 0 Bbl .o.alIte 3Toro 

Tenepb XOTenH, TO CKOPO O;-pacKaRnHeb. [Italics mine]l~ 

This is the last utterance in the chapter. lt ls a direct quote, 

featuring the speaker as narratot and cnaracter allke. Pechorin is Rand his 

addressee ls ~, Princess Mary. 

This discourse took place prior to' the moment of coding the, utter­

ance. Thus the [+pastJ and-[+present ] verbal inflections and adverbs which 

occur simultaneously in the discourse do no~ pose a contradiction'in temporal 

orientation, but rather serve to indicate the different relation~hips between 

the speaker and the events he relates. 

8.2. We follow Pechorin's utterances into the Iast chapter of his diary, 

entitled ~he Fatalist (~aTanHCT). Pechorin's power quest is here pursued in an 

Indifferent and disinterested way His story unfolds in~metaphysical context, 

and his utterances are more PhiloJoPhical and political than persona!. 

The deictic analysis o~thiS chapter may be schematically represen-

ted in the following way. 



o 

o 

84 

51/! 
(Third Narrator) 

Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1832) 

referent time is 
priar to coding 

Place of subject of 
discourse 

Cossack settlement 
north of Terek River 

SulYject 
of diSCOrrse 

predestination v rsus free will 
the death of Vul ch 

\ 
~/Bbl 

vUltëh 
Addressee: 

and others 

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 individua!. 

In the following discourse, 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 

others. 

Pechorin's utterance is a touching, semi-mor~id, half-hearted sor-

row based on an intense so11tariness and helplessness. Ther~ is a subtie 

reference here to the political corruption and oppression which ruled nine-

teenth-century Russia. 

~ 
A~, ~ .anxHe nOTOMKH, CRHT~eCft no 3eMne ~e3 yO~eHHA H rop~ocTH, 
Oe9 HaCn~eHHft H CTpaxa, KpOMe ToA HeBo~HoA ~033HH cKKH~eA cepAue npH 
MhlCJIH 0 HeH3(SemtOM KOHUe, MIll Hecnoco(SHhI (Sonee K SeJJHKHM lKepTlulH H)I AIlIi 
Onara qenOseqeCTBS, HM ~a.~Anft co(ScTseHHoro Hamero CqSCTHII, nOTOMY qTO 
9HaeH ero HeB03HOKHOCT~ " paBHoAymHO nepexo~ OT COMHeKHIi ~ COMHeHH~, 

KSI( HaIIIH npe,lllCH (SpOCanHC~ OT oAHoro 9s(SnyxQelOur K APyrOHY, He lIMeR, 

/ 
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KaK OHH,' HH Ha.Ile~bl, HH .QélJI[e Toro Heollpe~eneHHoro, XOTJI HCTHHHoro Hac­
llélll,lleHHR, KOTOPOe. BC TPeqg~T ~yma BO BCIIKOA (50pb(5e C Ill'J,IlbMH H1IH C 
CY,IlbOOIO. [Ital~cs mine] l 

The pronoun ~ refers to Pechorln, the speaker, and to those of 

his generation; it may a1so refer to the reader (depending on the latter's in-

clinal:1on to ldentify Ioith Pechorin's situation). The inclusive pronoun can 

be defined in the follo~ing way: ~[+I, (+II), +III Pl.]. 

1 
Opposed to the pronoun ~ ls the pronoun ~ [ +III PL]; tllis pro-

noun refera to the ancestors of ~, in other wards, to Makslm Haksimich' 5 

generation. We may distinguish between [+III P1.] : 1l0TOMKH, and [+rrl Pl.]: 

np~KH. 

The utterance i5 cast in the present tense of ~ and nepeXO.llHM. 

This has a two-fold meaning:~ (I} the situation described occurred at the mo-

ment of utterance, and (2) the feelings here eJépressed are ehàred by an entire 

generation; these thoughts do not belong to a particular 1;ime or a part icular 

o 
person. Ra t her they .are t imeless and uni versal. 

In contrast to this stands the verb OpOCaJ1HCb, cast in the past 

ten~e. It la conjugated ln accordance with the pronoun ~ (~ npe~KH). The 

past tense not only indicates that the event indicated occurred and was com-

pleted prior to the present moment of utterance, but a1so emphasizes that the 

situation, the Zeitgeist of Maksim Maksimich' s generation is no longer the 

same or relevant today. 

Vulich' s 'death seems to confirm the idea of predestination. Pech-

orin is caught between the concepts of fatalism and free will. 

1 

Uocne Beero 3Toro. KU I5b1, Ka.-eTclI, He ~eJlaT!oCIl 41aTaJlHcToM? Ho KTO 
3HaeT HaBepHoe, YC5~ëH nH OH B '1fiN MH HeT? ,," H KSK '1aCTO MbI--

npHHHMaeM sa yI5eJItAeHHe OOMaHQYSCTB HJUI npoMax pacc y~Ka 1. • jJ ïii06mo 
CO~He8aT!oCJI BO BCëM. [1 talics mine ]164 -

This utteranee contains some very interesting deietic terms. First, 
1 

the expr ••• 10Î nOCRe 8eero 3Toro, an element of discourse de1xis. lt refert 

... 
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ta the entire episode of Vulich's murder, ta the question of predestination 

and fatalism. 

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 i5 a kataphora indicating (2) the definite third person singular 
i 

OH. Thus, we have moved from the generei ~ to the mote specific~. Soth 

pronouns, however, are impersonaloand non-subjective. Following this, the 

speaker uses (3) a more personal pronoun, M~. The inclusive we refers to the 

speaker and the reader. It also makes the situation discussed important and 

relevant to both the"nar'rator and the r~der. 

Finally, Pechorin rounds off his argument by using (4) the subjec-

tive first persan singular,~. He has statèd the f~ts of the case and now 

presents hîs personal opinion. 
,... 

Pechorin fails to understand that free will entails a respo~Bibil-

ity; he ls accountable for his own actions. His pride and egotism, however, 

lead him to confuse fate and acts of free will. 

8.3. We now return once ~ore to the chapter entitled Bela, where we ~ill 

follow Pechorin's attempts to continue his cultivation of personaI power. The 
~ , 

following is a deictic representation of Pechorin's utterances in thii chapter. 

1 ; 
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fI/l 
(Pechorin: speaker/speech reported by second narrator) 

<Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1833) 

referent time i8 prior 

Place of ,ubject of di8course: 
Chechnya ~egion, NE Caucasus 

place of reported discourse: 
to coding time (ca. 1837) Geo,rgian Mili tary Road 

My abduction of Be1a 
with Be1a 
with (me) Maksim 

Addres5ee: thou/.!,!! 
Bela 

-- Maksim Maksimich 
~ 

(Addressee of second narrator: you/!!!!, 
-- first narrator) 

Pechorin i5 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 js reported to the 

first narrator by Maksim Maksimic~.along the Georgian Military Road around 

1837. Thus we have two cognitive fields: (1) Maksim Maksimich's ich-:Origo, 

and (2) Pechorin's ich-Origo. 

~ 
Bela is abduct.ed and brought to the fort. She, however, refuses to 

be conquered, and this prompts Pechorin to make the fol1owing speech. 

-- nocnyméUt, ~ nepH, -- rOBOpHJ1 OH 
n09AHo ~ Ao.rœua (5b1Tb ~, 

B e,llb ~ 3 HaelDb , -q TO paHo HJlH 

.. 
--RnH, -- npoAo~an OH , -- nOBepb~, annax,[ln~ Bcex nneMeH OAHH 
If TOT lKe, H eCJIH OH MHe n03BOnJieT moOHTb ~. OTQerO lite 3anpeTHTb TeOe 
nna1HTb MHe_B3aHMHOC~? 

1 -

-- nocnymaA, NHnaR, AoC5paR B3na, -- npO,llosœan neQOpHH , -- ~ IHllHlllb, 
KU !!. TeC5'JI ~JDO; !!. Bcë rOToB OTAaTh, "TOO ~ pUlleCeJ1HTb: !!. XOqy, 

tlTOo TbI ObUla C1.IaCTnHBa, a eCJlH TIll cHbBa OYAeDlb rpYCTHTb, TO !!. YMPY. 
[I~alics mine] :65 
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Pechorin's speech is reported to the first narrator in the form of 
.,. 

a direct quote. In this instance, the speake~ is referred to as ~: (1) ~-

02H11 OH, (2)· npo,goJDK4JI OH, and (3) npo,goJDKan IIeqOpHH. 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 OH are in the past tense. 

The quoted speech is made by Pechorin. He 19 the 'speaker, !!.' and 

he addresses .!!!!" B:ma. The speech ls cast in the present tense of nocnymaH, 

3HaelDb 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 
" • 166 

a closer distal vis-A-vis the, first narrator and the reader. 

The following diagram illustrates this three-fold Interference of 

the narratorl" cognitive ,fields. lt also creates a telescop1c effect, char-' 

• acterist1c of the entire novel. "IIpHHQHn' TenecKona' ,gaëT B03MOlltHOCTb onpe,ge-

167 nHTb cBoeoOpa3He nepMOHToBCKO~ pOMaHTHqecK,*, eyO'bellTHBHOCTH." 

II~t-~II. dependent ~~I~tl 
ich-Origo ! ich-Origo . 1eh-Origo . 

direct quote: reported speech: direct speech: 
present 1 past past tense 

Pechorin Maksim Maksim ch j1: first narrator 

Till: Bela 
farther dis~al 

~ -

B~: first narrator 
closer distal . 

B~: reader 
past 

(now) 

Pechorin'" speech to Bela is (ln ~p'p~l~.-o}:'~e~ted discourse. His 

appeal ls not sincere. There is a dlscrepancy between his aim and his manner 

of expression. Pechor~n's aim ~ to seduce Bela. This is confirmed by his ,. 

use of the possessive pronoun ~,~. His manner of expression, however, 

would lead his listener to believe him to be honest, loving, Und and unselfish. 

.. ", .~ 
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~e appeals to Bela's reason and emotions in h1s effort to convince 

her: annax AnR Bcex, R Te~R ~~~. R Bcë rOTOB oTAaTb, R XOqy qTOC TW Cwna 

C'taCTnHBa, R YMPY, etc. 

He knows Bela's situation and endeavours to say aIl the appropriate 

things to (1) charrgêher behaviour, (2) change her opinion of him, (3) change 

her reaction to his advances and (4) influence her fe~lings for hlm. Pechor-

in uses emotional and moving language to manlpulate Bela. 

In the follow1ng utterance, Pechorin explains his character to ~ 

Maksim Maksimich. He excuses himself for using Bela, and justifies ~is actions 

by saying that this is the way Nature màde him. Once aga1n, he bla1ms clrcum-

stftnces and strange twists of fate for what he has become and for what he now 

18. 

y MeHR HeCqaCT~ xapaKTep; BocnHTaKHe nH ~ CAenano TaKHM, Cor nH 
TaK ~ COSA8n, He SHalO, 3K8IO TonbKo TO, qTO ecnH !!. np~HHa HeCqaCTHR 
APyrHX, TO H CaM He MeHee HecqaCTnHB; paSYMeeTCR, 3TO ~ nnoxoe YTeweHHe, 
-- TonbKO Aeno B TOM, '{TO 3TO T8K. 

KorAa ft yBH,[len B:my, ... nOAYM8n, qTO olfa aHren, nocnaHHbdt MHe 
c Tp8Aa TenhHoA c YAh~0I0. . .. .! onRTh OIllHOCft •.• ecnH xOTHTe.!!. ~ 
nIDOnJO, ft eA 6naroAapeH 3a KeCKonbKO MH~YT AOBonhHo cnaAKHx, R 3a 
OTAaM mlsm;-:-TonbKo ~ c ~elO CKyqKO. lItalics mine)168 -

CO­
eQlë 

Heë 

This utterance constitutes Pechorin's self-portrait. It is cast in 

the form of a direct quote. Pechorin ls the speaker, ~. and his addressee is 

~. Makslm Maksimich. The subject of discourse ls ~/~. This discourse 

took place prior to the moment of utterance of the second narrator. Tbos MSk-

s1m Maksimich is here reporting a past conversation as a narrator and partici-

pating in this same conv~rsatlon as a liséener and character ln the novel . 

• 
Pechorin'a utterance pursues an Appellfunktion. He seek. to con-

vince MaksLm Maksimich that he is an ill-fated victim of life. 
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8.4. The third narrator's final utterances occuF ~n his heart-breaking 

encounter with the,junior captain in the chapter entitled Maksim Haksimich. 
q 

Pechorin ia not the nar~ator in this chapter. It i8 rather the first narra-

tor who reports his discourse with Hakeim Maksimich to the reader. 

The fo11owing i8 a deictic representation of Pechorin's discourse 

ln this chapter. 

H/l 
(Pechorin: speaker/speech-reported by first narrator) 

) , 
Time of subject of 
discourse (ca. 1837) 

referent time 1s prior 
to coding Ume 

, 
Place of subject 
of discourse 

Vlad1kavkaz 

-- My (his) meeting with Haksim Maksimich 
-- My (his) meeting with (me) the trave11èr 

Addressee: , you/!}!! 
-- Maka1m Maksimich 
--'!irSç narrator 

Addressee of first narrator: you/~ -- reader 

Pechorin greets his former friend in a polite but reserved way. His 

cool distance ia a manifestation of his inability to consider the feelings of 

otners. 

Kali: Il P8.Q, AO~î~3A MalccHM MaXCHMIIN. 
[Italics mine j 

.. 
Hy, xax B~ nOaHBaeTe? 

Pechorin's polite and formaI address makes it clear that he is pre-

occupied; he has no time, no curiosity, no sympathy, nO.desire to renew an old 

aCCluaintance. - .. 
• 6 

- - '1 ,-
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Conclusion 
) 

" . .' , 

This concludes our survey of the discourse of the three narrator~ 

in A Hero of Our Time. The author, Lermontov, offers us more than the story 

. of one man; he offers us a study in subjectivity. 

" The first narrator'é di8course i8 predominantly objective. His 

utterances concentrate on presenting a~ubject in a clear and impartiàl manner. 

Her~ is a character whose main role 18 to lnform, to link the various episod'es 

which constitute the novel, and to guide the r~ader through the events, 

thoughts and characters presented. His personal vie~and subjective perspec-

tive are minlmized in his discourse. 

9.1. The second narrator represents a more rounded individua1. His dls-

course is both objective and subjective. In speaking, he do es not concentrate 

on himself. but rather on the outside,wor1d. He a~p describes evènts in which 

.. 
he himself was involved. His speech is expressiv,e, aethestica1ly presented and 

poetic. The second narrator's role is to communicate with the read~r 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 over:whelminglt subjective. His 
, 

utterances co~centrate efclusively on himsèlf. They are 40minated b1 hi. ich-

Origo. 

tance. 

In aIl events he considera on1y his own point of vlew a8 of any impor- , 
1 

He sees re1ationships 'as psychic dué1s between hi. per.onal 1 and an . ï 
impersonal !!!., .!l!!., g, they, etc. 

") 

The third na(rrator doe. not hesitate to.uae language to maJ~pul.te.·· 
\'1 
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his addreuees (rrinc;eS8 Mary. Bela, Grushnitski. Maks1m .Maks1mich). He . 
. 

appeala to their 1ntell~cts and emot1ons ~n arder ta 1nfluence th~1r behav1oùr, 
, 

ta present a false image of himself, ~o sway their opinions, attitudes and re-
l ~ ~. 1 

l 

act1-ona--all wi.th the sole aim of 1m~rov1il8 his own position il\ a g1ven situa-

tian. The third narrator's discourse is a culmination of extreme subJectivit~ . 
and egot1sm; 1t 1s undoubtedly +subjective, -objective. 

~. . 

9.3. The followiJlg table prèsénts our conciusions concerning. the charac-

ters of the three narrators as based on 'their discourse • . --. . . . 
Disc.ourse Type 

0 

Degree of 

Speaker Darstellung Ausdruck Appell SitUa'tional Subjecti,vity 
<1 

(a) Firat l 
+ + - - Neutral -Narrator .. 

(b) Second 
, 

- +-- - . + Moderate !. Narrator 
" (ç) Third 

+ + + Extreme - , + 
Narr-ator 

, 

. .. 

... ~ ........... -.... -... . . ... .. .. 

, 
, " 

1 
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.r. 

D .. 
10. This bring8 us to our fina~ question: is Peehorin a 'positive' 

hero?--modifying the term to indieate a protagonist presented in such a way aà 

to illustrate the authorls sympathies and, passively at least, engage those of 

his reader. A deietic analysis of Pechorin's diseourse reveals a heughty idler 

and brill~ant but spoiled genius. His eapacity for rigotous self-scrutiny and 

analysis is commendable, but unproductiv~; it does not lead him forward in 

life, but merely traps him in a' Vi~iOUS circle Of~lf-hate and self-love. 

-Peehorin 1 s egotism prevents. him from growing into a whole individual. ." 
.* 

Walter L. Reed defines the hero as a "singular and energetic indi-

vidual wlÏose charae ter ,contains his fate, who dominates as weIl 8S represents 

'- 170 the society around him." Pechorin fulfills this role. 

Pechorinls discours~reveals his character, as weIl as the dilemma 
1 ---' 

of modern man. This is de~ed be+ow. 

. '--;riJ~RZ ' 

.. 

relationship to society: 
assertion of the self and a search 

lror individuality 

EXTERNAL CONFLICT 

~(~----~~~----~->~ 
INTERNAL CONFLICT 

telationship to the self: 
the identity is in, the process of 

evolution or devolution 

ICHSCHMERZ171 

t 
Pechorin embodies the fine~t gifts to be found in an individual, 

culture, intelligence and talent; at "the s&me tilDe, he portendtp the demotali­

zation and downfall of theae very abilltie.. Society cannot afford to ignore 

r ' 
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Pechodn, for it need only bu'Ud its ~al1s of 
1\, ' 

need only undergo a 41c11ne in discipline a'nd 

loweti~g of morality ,and pech~r~: would cease 
. , 

indifference slight1y·highe!. 

order, need only eXperiencé a, 

to be an eccentric individual; 

he woul~ beéome the proto~ype of a deterio~ating order. 
1\ 

Pechor1n stands as a danger s~gna1, as the f{rst victim of a still 

_'unltnoWD.dis,ase would be for an adept physician. He is, after' a11, no average 

man; he is an aristocrat, à supremely gif~e~ person. If Pechorin's unknown 
.... '\ 

.disease wer~ ever to spread and change the image ,of modern man, and if society 

were to assume the degenerate, morbid forms of Pechorin's personality, it -- .. j.... 

would rtot be peopl~d witb Pechorins. Not everyone wou1d have his abilities. 

his melancholic genius, his flickering intens1ty and acrobatic art1stryi'" On 

thè cotîtrary ~ ,most would have on1y his unreliabil1ty, his instabil1t:y, his 

ten!iency to waste his talents, his lack of discipline and a sense of co~un1ty. 

P~cnor1n ia certainly an inconvenient and 1ndigest1ble element 1n 
-

any society which seekS law and order. , .. However, because of h1~roublesome-

n~ss he ia. in the mid8t of\hia pale community. a constant source of vita~ 

interest,' a reproach, an "dmoni'tion and al\g. He serves to spur new con­

cepts a~d ideals, to calI for se1f-awarerless~tands aa an unruIy, uncoop­

erative, stubborn black sheep ~n the fold. For that reas?n alone,-we may 

~herish hUI and consider him a hero of our own times •. 
1 

However, Pechor1n iS.an incomplete hero. What do oms him to heroic 

'incompletion~ From our liuguistic analys18, we conclude that his extreme 

aubjectivity and egocentrism prevent hill!... from f1nding fulfilment a8 a free and' 

integral 1ndividual. Pechorin's greateét crime 1a against himself • 

. ' 

.. , 

) --
. &, 

,'. _. -;. --



. .. 

o 

' . 

FOOTNOTES 

,l •• T b Z S ' 1 1 1 d 11 "h K k (H" Jurgen ra ant, ur em 0 08 e es terar~8C 81'1 unatwer s un-
chen: Wilhelm F~nk Verlag, 1970), p. 6, ~ 

2" ( Karl Buh1er, Sprachtheorie S tgart: Gustav Fischer Verlal, 1965), 
p. 102. / .' 

3Ibid • 

4Ibid . 

5 W.B. GaUie, Peirce-ând Pragmatism ('fdinburgh: R. and R. Clark Ltd., 
1952), p. 109. 

6 
M~H. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and the Crit-

ica1 Tradition (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), p. 6. 

ar Rommetveit, Words, Meanings and Messages (Os12~ Universitets­
, p. 51. 

Living Webster Encyelopedic Dictionary of the English Languase, 1975 
"language. " 

9Hans Reichenbach, =E:.::l.::elll:::;e:.:n::.:t:.:s~-T-=.L;=:.::.=:.:-=.a:.ic::. (New York: MacMillan 
Co., 1947), p. 4. 

10 .' ~ 
Sinn (München: Wil-de-Saussure, quoted in Roman Jak 

helm Fink Ver~ag, 1974), p. 17. 
...;...;.-=..;;;.;---........ = 

~ 

llLivin Webster 
f975 ed., s.v. "deict1e." 

- 12 John Lyons, Introduction ta Theoretical Linguistics (Cambridge: 
University ~ëSs, 1968), p. 275. 

l3Emile Benveniste, Problèmes de linguistique générale (Evreux: Gal­
limar9 Editions, 1966), pp. 259-260. 

14r. JI. ConraHHIC, "K rtpo«5neMe THnonorHH peQH," Bbnpocbl R3WJ<03HaHIUl 
(RHBap&-~eBpanb 1981), p. 74. 

"' 15Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linsulstics, p. 275. 

16 . 
Beqveniste, Probl~mes de lingui.tigua S'pEtale. pp. 252-53. . . .... .. .. .... ... ... . .. 

17Lyon8, Introduction to Theoretical Linsuiatic8, p.'199. 
1 

18D~e~er Wunder1ich, '~Pragmatic, S.prechsituaUon, De1x1e," Lili: 
Zeitschrift für LiteraturwisseDschaft und Lingu1stik, Heft 1/2 (1971)7:p. 159. 

19Ibid • 

20BÜhler, Sprachtheorie, p. 142. • 

," 



c, 

,. , 

• 

.. 

j • 

96 

2~rsa Rauh~ Linguistische Beschreibung deiktischer Komplexitlt in 
narratiyen Texten (Tübungen: Ver1ag Gunter Narr. 1978), p. 48. ~ 

22Benveniste, ProblÎmes de linguistique générale, p. 255. 

23Lyons, Introdu~tion to Theoretica1 Linguistics, p. 276. , 
24 - lit. • . ___ Rauh, Llnguistische Bes.9Feibung deiktischer~omplexitlt in narra-

tiven Texten, p. 91. 

25 BOhler, Sprachtheorie, p. 171. 
26 ' . 

Roland Harweg, Pronomina und Textkonstitution (MUnchen: Wilhelm 
Fink Verlag, 1968), p. 55. 

27Rauh , Llnguistische Beschreibung deiktlscher KomplexitUt in narra-
eiven Texten, p. 52. 

28BOhler, Sprachtheorie, p. 103. 

29Lyons, Introdûction to Theoretic~1 Linguistics, p. 278. -

JOCharles J. Fillmore, Santa Cruz Lectures on Deixis (Berkeley: 
University of California, 1971), p. 225.- ' 

J1 Rauh, Linguistische Beschreibung deiktischer KomplexitBt in narra-
tiy.n Texten, p. 53. 

. J2 
. \Christine Tanz, ~tudies in the ACquisition of Deietie Terms (Cam-

bridge: Ca~ridge University Press, 1980), p. 82. 

33aauh , Linsuistische Beschreibung deiktlscher Komp1exitlt in narr~­
elyen Texten, p. 55. 

34Ibid • 

3SIbid-. 

36Tanz , Studles in the ACquisition of Deletie Terms, p. 82. 

37aaup , Linsulstisehe Beschreibung delktischer ~mp1exitlt in nazra-
Uven Textlen. p. 98. 'J' , 

38Uriel Weinreich, On Semantics (Philadelphia: University of Penn­
, aylvania Prell, 1980), p. 51. 

39Rauh• Llnsuistlsche~schreibung delktische~Komplexitlt ln narra­
tly.n Taxten. p. 98 • 

. 40Ibid• 

41 .' 
1111mor.. Santa~Cruz Lectur~s on ~i!i8t p~ 223. 

4~ --lRauh, Llnauiatische Beschretbuns •••• p. 66. , 
\.. 

... 

-' 



J 

'" . l. 

t'. 

• ~ 

• 

1/ 

, .. 

• 97 

43 • We1nreich, On Semantics, p. 49.-

44aommetveit,_ Word,8, MeaninS8, Mesl"es, p. 52. 

, , 45Lyons, Introduction to theoretic~l LinlUi.tics, p. 304. 

46 ' 

1970) , 
Yehoshua Bar-Hille1, Aspec ts of Lansuase (J'erusalem: .Magn.", Pre_lis, 

p. 76. 

471va~a Markova, Paradigms, Thought and Language (Bath: John Wi1ey 
and-Sons Ltd., 1982), p. 118 . . 

48 . 
Jakobson, Form und Sinn, p. 37. 

49Markova, Paradigme. Thought and Language, p. 118. 

50 'Eugenio Coseriu, Sprachtheor1e und a11semeine Sprachwissenschaft 
(Hünchen: Wilhelm Fink VerIag, 197?), p. 27a. i • 

51 ConraHHx, "K ~poCSneMe THnOJlOrHH pe'lH, Il p. 71. 

52 A -

-Eve1yn Marcussen Hatch, Psycho1ingulstics: A Second Langùase Per~ 
spective (Massachusetts: tfewbury House Publishiers, -1983), 'pp. 142-1+3. 

284. 

53Trabant, Zur Semiologie des' literariechen Kunstwerks, p. 198.· 

54Ibid • 

55 . . ' , 
C~ériu" Sprachtheorie und' allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, pp. 282~ 

\ " 
\ 

56 \ 
Ibid· l , P.' '}.76 • 

B nveniste,~robllmes de linguistique s'nérale, p. 160. 57! -c _ -

58Kat arina Relas, Texttyp und Ubersètzungsmethode
l
: Der operatfver 

(Kronberg: Scr~ptor Verlag, 1976), p. 9. -
59.. '~ 0 

BuhIer, Sprachtheor1~, p. 28 ~ 

60Re1ss , 

6lIbld, , 

62Ibid • 

•• Texttyp und Uber8etzunssmeth9~." p. 10. 
>.>-..... 

p. 12. 

63Ibld• , p. 13. 
, 

.~6~Ib~~; p, 9. 

65Ibld • 

66Ibido t ~. 10. 

67 
o Ibid., p. 14. 

\ 

- ' 

• 



.'" , 

" 

", 
,i. 
" 

\ 
• 

. ' 

J. 

. , 
98 

6~Ibid. 

69Ibid., p. 6S. 
, 

7°!ll~n B. Çhances, Conformit t s Chi1dren:' An A ro'~ch t'o 
f1uoU8 Man in RUBatan Lit~ature (Columbus.: Slavi~à. 1978); p. 40. 

er-

7t- ~ v . 
I>mitrij Cizevakij t Hiator! of Ninèteenth-CenturY Russian Litera- . 

tur.: The Romantic Period,' transe Richard N. Porter (Nashvi11e: Vanderbilt r 

University Press, 1974). p. 147. 

72Reis8. Texttyp und Ubersetzungsmethode ••• , p. 19. 
73 • 

Rauh, LinSuistische Beschreibung ••• , pp. 111-12. 

74 Ibid., pp. 114-115. 

75W• Kummer, "Sprechsituation, Jol!Jsagesystem und die Erzahlsituation," 
Lili: Zeitschrift fur Literaturw1ssenschaft und L1ngu1stik, Heft 5 (1972) t 

p. 89. 

76Rauh , LinSuistische 

77 Ibid., p. 120. 

Beechreibung ••• , p. 116. • 

• 
1811• Bakhtin, "The Prob1em of the Text, fi Soviet Studies in Li'tera-', 

~u're.Vo1ume XIV <Winter 1977-1978), p. 18. 

79E• Piccard, Mikhail Lermontov (Neuchâtel: Editions de Lis Mar.tago,n, 
1966) t pp. 43-44. • 

80I!>1d., p. 40. . '. 
81Abrams. The Mirror and the ~amp ••• , p. 259., 

82.. • 
'1Il.I'}. nepMOHTOJl, HS(5paHlIIIIe JlpOH311~eHHJI, repoA Hamera lJpeMeHH 

(neHHHrpa,q:· neHHs~aT, 1968), p. 4Bl. 

83Xbid • 

84Xb1d., p. 482. 
, , 

8SBakht1n, "The Pr~b1em of tbè 'Text., 11 p. 12 • 

••. .... 86n8PNOKTOa; ~HsCSfaHlDle npOH3J1eAeHHJI, p. 4~2.· 
. . •••• , ... , •• - ...... ,,"! ••••• 

'- . . . 
87Bertrand RU8seil, An Ingu1i:y iuto 'Me.nina and Truth (New York: W. w. -

Norton and .Cj)mpany., 1940), p. 141- . '" , . 
88JtePNQHTo. , p. 484. 

,-

.89Lyon8. IntrodQcdon to Theoret1cû L1~8U:i.8tiC~t p.' '276'. 
• 

90nIPMOHTOB, p. 484. 
", 

-- ;' 

, .., 
1 • 

, , 

-.,. 



l, 

-0 

... 

'-

'1 
, , 

.. \. .. ~ ..... 

.' ' 
\ ~ .' 

• ~,1 

91Ibid., p. ;.f3. 

92B• Drenovac, "L'~1prése~ce de l"égo," M'lanses Unsu1st1gueJ 
offerts à E. Benveniste (Paris: Publication de la Soc1êd "de L1guistiques de 
Paris, E4~~on8 Peeters, 1975), p. 123. 

93 ~ .-: 
Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical L1ngu1stics, p. 279. 

'-\ 

94 " 
nepMoHToS, p. 484. 

95 ~ 
Ibid., p. 485. 

96Ibid., p. 41l6 • 

. ~7 Ibid., p. 500. 

98 ' jH 

Rauh, Linguistische Beschreibuftg ••• , p~ 96. 

99nePMoHToB, pp. 500-501. 

100' • 
C. Hauenschild, "Demollstrative Pronouns -in Rusiian and Czech', Il 

Rere and There: Cross-L'inguistic Stud1es. on Deixis and Demonstration, 
1982: p. 174. -. 

101 ' E. Piccard, Mikhai1 Lermontov, p. 166. 

10~. \ Lermontov, Ein ReId unserer Ze;!.t, trans. A. Luthër (Zürich:. 
. r 

Diogenes Ver1ag, 1982), p. 30. """ 

103 ~ 
. M. Lermontov, A Rero of our Time, trans. V. Nabokov (New York: 

Dou&leday fld Comp~ny J ~58), Pl 29. .- " .. 

104 ' 
nepMoHToB, p. 103. 

o l' 
l 5Be~veniste, Prob1~mes de linguistique générale, p. 130. 

t 

106' . 
nepMoHToB, p. 514. 

107Ibid• 
ft 

108Ibid., -p. 515. 

109Ibid:, p. 517. 

110Ibid • .. . ..... ". .. ..." ...... .. ...... ". .. .... " ........ ... . 

• 

, , 

. ll~eiter; Wunderlich, Tempus und Zeitreferenz 1. Deutschen (Künchen: 
""-Max Hueber'Verlag, 1970), p. 32.· " . 

) 

/ 112 
nepMoHToB, p. ~18. 

\ 

113Ibid,- pp\. 'j8-S19. 

'114 - , , Ibid • .- p. 52"0. 

\ 

" 



o 

100 

115Ibid ., p. 523. 

116Reiss, Texttyp und Ubersetzungsmethode ..• , p. 9. 

117Coseriu, Sprachtheorie und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, p. 282. 

118nePMoHToB, p. 518. 

119 
R~iss, ,Texttyp und Uber-setzungsmethode ... , p. 12. 

120 Ibid., p. 13 . .. 
121R h au , Linguistische Beschreibung ... , p. 141. 

122 nepMoHToB, p. 518. 

123 .. ( 
Buhler, Sprachtheorie, p. 123. 

124 
D. Hartmann, "Deixis and Anaphora in German Dia1ectics," Here and 

There: Cross-Linguistic Studies on Deixis and Demonstrat~on, 1982, p. 188. 

l- , 
r.; 

~L!!.1"~_:-· .L,':: ... ~ '. _~ .• L'.,._,. 

125 .. - , 3S Buhler, Sprachtheorie, p. 1 . 

126 nepMoHToB, p. 474. 

127Ibid ., p. 496. 

128Ibid • 

129Ibid ., p. 497. 

130Ibid ., p. 504. 

131Ibid • 

132Ib1d ., p. 513. ~ 

133Ib1d ., p. 517. 

134Ibid ., p. 520. 

135Ib1d·., p. 521.\. 

136Ibid ., p. 52~. 

! 

137Reiss, Texttyp und Uberpetzungsmethode, p. 10. , 
138 nepHoH1"OB, p. 525 . 

. 139Ibid • , p. 531. 

140Ibid ., p. 532. 

~41Ibid •• p. 534. 

-.... "' 

\. 



101 

142 
Rommetveit, Words, Meanings and Messages, p. 60. 

o 143 
nepMoH~oB, p. 525. 

144 Ibid . , p. 537. 

145 Ibid . , p. 541. ,. 

146 Ibid . , p. 543. 

147 Ibid ., p. 546. 

148 Ibid . , p. 551. 

149 Ibid . , p. 565. 

150 Ibid . , pp. 567-568. .. 
151 

Fillmore, Santa Cruz Lectures on Deixis, p. 228. , 
152 • 

Reiss, Texttyp und Ubersetzungsmethode, p. 9. 
\ . 

153B"hl uer, Sprachtheorie, p. 31. 

154 
nepMoHToB, p. 571. 

155 Ibi<:1. , p. 574. 

156 Ibid . , p. 578. 
D 

157 Ibid . , p. 582. 

158R h au , Linguistische Beschreibung ... , p. 323. 

159 
o nepMoHToB, p. 582. 

160Ibid ., p. 590. 

161 Ibid . , p. 603. 

162Ibid . , p. 605. . .. 
163Ibid . , p. 610. " 

164Ibid . , p. 614. 

165Ibid • , pp. 497-498. 

166Rauh , Linguistische Beschreibung .•• , p. 166. 

p. 131. 
167 [H..A. rynReB], PYCCKHÀ pOM8HTH3M (MocKBa: Bhlcmu mKona, 1974), 

o 168 
nep~oHToB, pp. 507-508. 



... ~. 

o 

--

. . 

102 
169 nepMoHToB, p. 520. 

170Wa1ter L. Reed, Meditations on the Hero: A Study of the Romantic 
Hero in Nineteenth-Century Fiction (London: Yale University Press, 1974), 
p. 1. 

171 P.J,... Thorslev jr., The Byronle Hero:- Types and Prototypes 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1962). pp. 185-199. 

\ 

-



o 

o 

.. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abrams, M.H. The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and the Critical 
Tradition. London: Oxford University Press, 1953. 

AK~eMHR Hay~ CCCP. rYCcKHA poMaHTHsM. neHHHrpaA: HHCTHTYT pyccxoA nHTepa­
TYPbl, 1978. 

Bakhtin, M. "The Problem of the Text," Soviet Studies in Literature Volume 
XIV (Winter 1977-78): 3-33. 

Bar-Hillel, Y. Aspects of Language. Jerasulem: Magnas Press, 1970. 

Benveniste, E. Problèmes de linguistique générale. Evreux: Gallimard 
Editions, 1966. 

Langue, Discours, Société. Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1975. 

Bühler, K. Sprachtheo~ Stuttgart: Gustav Fischer Verlag, 1965. 

Chances, E.B. Conformity's Children: An Approach to the Superfluous Man in 
Nineteenth-Century Russian Literature.~olumbus, Ohio: Slaviea 
Pub1ishers, 1978. 

~ ~ \ 

Cizevskij"D. History of Nineteenth-Century Russian Llterature: The Romantic 
. Period. Translated by Richard Noe1 Porte~. Nashville: Vanderbilt 

University Press, 1974. 

Coseriu, E. Sprachtheorie und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft~ünchen: Wilhelm 
Fink Verlag, 1975. 

,-
DesCartes, R. Discours de la méthode. Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 

1966. 

Drenovac, B. "L'Omniprésence de l'égo," Mêlanges l1ngufstiques offerts a E. 
Benveniste. Paris: Publication de la Société de Linguistique de 
Paris, Editions Peeters. 1975: 117-127. 

Fillmore, C.J. Santa Cruz Lectures on Deixis. Berkeley: University of Ca1i- d 

fornia, 1971. 

Ga,llie, W.B. Peirce and Pragmatism. Edinburgh: RI and R. Clark, 1952. 
1 

'[rynReB, H.A.] PYCCKHA pOMaHTH3M. MocKBa: B~cma~ mxona, 1974. 
o 
Hartmann, D. "Deixis and-Anaphor.- in German Dialectics," Here and There: 

Cross-Lingu!stic Studies on Deix!s and'Demonstration, 
1982: 187-207. . 

Harweg, R. Pronomina und Textkonstitution. München: Wilhelm Fink Verla" 
1968. 

Hatch, E.M. Psycholinguistics: A Second Lansu&se Perspective. Cambridge, 
Massschussetta: Newbury Houa. Publiaher., 1983. 

.. 

• 
" 



104 -­, 

Hauenschild, C. "Demonstrative Pro~ouns in Russian and Czech," Here and 
Th.re: Cross-L1nguistic Stud1es on Deixis and Demonstration, 
~1982: 167-186. 

Jakobson, R. Form und Sinn. München, ~i1hëlm Fink Ver1ag, 1974. 

Kummer, W. "Sprechsituation, Aussagesystem und die Erzahlsituation," Lili: 
Zeitscnrift für Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik, Heft 5, 1972: 
82-103. 

nepMoHToB, M.m. H90paHH~e npOH3Be~eHHR. repoA Hamero BpeMeHH. neHHHrpan: 
neHHHH3~aT, 1968. 

Lermontov, M. A Hero of Our Time. Trans1ated by V. Nabokov. New York: 
Doub1eday, 1958. 

Lermontow, V. Ein Held unserer Zeit. Translated and edited by A. Luther. 
Zürich: Diogenes Verlag, 1982. 

'"'\ 
Lyons, J. Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics. Cambridge: University 

Press, 1.968. 

Markova, I. Paradigme, Thought and Language. Bath: John Wi1ey and Sons, 1982. 

Mou1ik, A. Silhouettes of Russian Literature: Pushkin to Yevtushenko. Mysore: 
Wesley Press, 1976. 

Piccard, E. Mikhai1 Lermontov. Neuchâtel: Editions du Lis Martagon, 1966. 

Rauh, G. Linguistische Beschreibung deiktischer Komplexitat in narrativen 
-------- Texten. Tûbungen: Verlag Gunter Narr, 1978. 

Reed, W.L. Meditations on the Hero: 
Nineteenth-Century Fiction. 

A Study of the Romantic Hero in 
London: Yale University Press, 1974. 

Reichenbach, H. Elements of Symbolic Logie. New York: MacMillan, 1947. 

Reiss, X. Texttyp und Obersetzungsmethode: Der operat1ve Text. Kronberg: 
Scriptor Verlag, 1976. 

tl.. -

RODDe,tveit, R. Words, Maanings and Messages. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1968. 

Russell, B. An~nquiry iuto Meaning àud Truth. New Y~;k: W.W. Norton, 1940. 

ConrallHX, r.R. "! npoC5neMe TKIIOnOrHH peqH," Bonpoc~ Jl3~03HaHHJI (JlHBapb­
teapan., 1981): 70-79. 

Tanz, C. Studtaw in the ACquisition of Deictic Terms. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1980. 

Thorllev. P.L. jr. Tbe Byronic Hero: Types and Prototypes. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnalota Prel., 1962. 

Trabant. J. Zur 8a1l101011. d •• liter.ri.chen Kun.tverks. MÜDchen:' Wilhelm 
link Var1aa. 1970. 

. . , 



~'~' .. -

• 

105 

Turner, C.J .G. Pechorin: An Essay on Lermontov' s "Hera of Our T.ime." 
Birmingham: University of Birmingham, 1978. 

Weinreich, U. On Semantiés. Edited by William Labov and Beatrice S. Wein­
reich. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. 1980. 

Wunder1ich, D. Tempus und Zeitreferenz im Deutsc~en. 
VeT1ag-, 1.970. 

München:- Max Ha.ber 
lp 

"pragmatik, Sprechsituation, Deixis," Lili: Zeitschrift für 
Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik Heft 1/2, 1971: 153-190. 

) 

- -- ,1 


