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Categorical status and the role of the pronominal deictics: zdes’ (here), tut (here) and tam (there) in the conceptualization of communicative space 

(Using samples of Russian folk speech)1

From early times and up until today, pronouns have been considered the most “mysterious” class of words. Several discussions are held among linguists about: what part of speech they belong to; their semantic features and functioning in speech; their origin; and their categorical identity. 

The questions mentioned above have been thoroughly considered by linguists. There are a number of research works devoted to pronouns [1]. As the analysis of those research works showed, the major result of the linguists' work was to classify pronouns as a special class of words. 
Linguists attempt to determine the nature of these signs, and the various research approaches in this field are diverse, for example: 

1) A pronoun as an determiner; 

2) A pronoun as a substitute; 

3) A pronoun as a referent; 

4) A pronoun as a categorizer. 

According to the first approach, a pronoun is not a naming unit, but one which points at the components of a speech act. That is why it is defined as an indicatory word (Brugman, Bühler), a word with a deictic function, shifters [3].
The main drawback of this approach is that the given definition encompasses only demonstrative pronouns, personal pronouns, reflexive pronouns, relative pronouns and relative pronominal words. The rest are referred to as a special category of “quantifier words” [5]. 

The theory of a pronoun as a substitute [6] also does not define this group of words as a separate one. In terms of linguistics, substitution is related to generalization [7] and repeated nomination (anaphora). But not only pronouns have a generalizing function; nouns can function this way as well, for example: shtuka (piece), vesch (thing), deistvie (action), tip (type), sostoyanie (condition), etc.  At the same time, not all pronouns can be anaphoric (for example: negative, indefinite). 

According to the third approach, a pronoun belongs to a “semantic class of words, the lexical meaning of which includes an indication of this or that type of reference, a “denotative status”” [8, P. 128]. 

E. V. Paducheva has thoroughly considered the reference approach and defines pronouns as “words, the meaning of which encompasses a reference to a speech act, or indicates which type of correlation with reality an utterance has” [9, P. 11]. 

All of these approaches are united by the fact that researches claim they lack a nominative element of meaning. “Apart from notional words, pronominal words do not name persons, subjects, and signs. They just point at them, and if they are in context, they substitute notional words” [10, P. 202]. V. V. Vinogradov stated that a pronoun is “objectless” [7, P. 260]. 

In the course of defining the nominative “emptiness” of pronouns, linguists could not help but notice their peculiarity regarding notional words and their ability to illustrate the object and a quality of an object. They help to identify an act of human self-consciousness, awareness and the opposition of ego and non-ego. Thus, the idea of the unique function of pronouns was defined, that is their ability to transfer peculiarities of how human knowledge about the world is structured. The unique status of pronouns dictates that they cannot be analysed using any of the means traditionally used in linguistics. 

V. Humboldt, G. P. Pavlovsky and K. S. Aksakov proposed to classify a pronoun as a linguistic categoriser. Modern linguists continue to develop this idea [11]. 

In her monograph, K. E. Maytinskaya introduces a set of systems for the basic classes of pronouns.  Pronouns are opposed to each other regarding their subjective orientation [12] and also their proximity/distance, visibility/non-visibility, absence/presence and the spatial relation of a speaker and a subject. One further criterion for the classification of pronouns concerns objective information about a subject, and namely the information concerning the division of denotative meanings into groups: humans and non-humans, men and women, plants and abstract notions, etc. Maytinskaya's conclusions are confirmed by the results of the research done on 250 languages and language families. 

Maytinskaya does not use the term “pronominal categorizers”, but the idea that pronouns segment the world in the human’s consciousness in relation to his personality can be clearly observed in her research work. 

A more logical way of representing the concept of pronominal categorizers can be found in the research of N. Y. Shwedova [13]. Here she provides the hypothesis that the entire lexicon is organized systematically in the form of a lexical tree. On the top of this tree are global meanings. Pronouns are represented based on their functions, forms and meanings. 

According to the functional and author’s point of view, there are four classes of words: denoting words (pronouns), naming words (nouns, verbs, adverbs and predicates), linking words (prepositions, conjunctions) and qualifying words (particles, modal words, interjections). 

Formally, pronouns are distributed among nouns, adverbs and predicates ([13] – article devoted to deictic verbs). 

 Based on the meanings which pronouns express, pronouns represent meanings of material and spiritual world. The function of pronouns is to deepen, differentiate, correlate and join the meanings. Original pronouns, which head and organize the whole class, denote and consider the terms which are related to the basis of the material and spiritual worlds. These are terms for: time and space, living beings, a subject, a phenomenon, a sign, a quantity, a way of doing something, and for the elementary connections and relations between the things of the real world and the process of acknowledging of the real world. 

Shwedova singles out the two main characteristics of a pronoun: self-sufficiency (pronouns actively interact with the other classes of words) and high level of abstraction, which determines the primary role of pronouns in relation to the other classes of words. According to the author’s point of view, the specificity of pronouns lies in the fact that they cannot be called “a part of speech”. A complex of semantic abstractions, concentrated in a class of pronouns, contradicts the formal unification typical to the classes of words which are usually called “parts of speech”. 

The researcher clearly proves that pronouns, as a class of words, are notable for their “anthropocentrism”. As language categorizers, pronouns represent the structure of reality through the prism of a subject’s evaluation. Moreover, as an “arsenal of semantic abstractions”, they stand above all the other classes of words and do not enter into the existing system of the parts of speech; this is because they stand in contradiction to the formal unification of the parts of speech [13, P. 7 – 8, 11 – 13]. 

The main accomplish of Shwedova’s approach is that she avoided the formalized approach in defining pronouns as parts of speech and turned to cognitive parameters for revealing their essential characteristics. These characteristics enable the researcher to consider a semantic level while defining pronouns as original, abstract terms able to denote the structure of physical and mental existence through the prism of an “ego”. 

The functioning of pronouns, related to the segments of certainty, uncertainty and non-representativeness, requires special consideration. “The only evident fact is that the rules of functioning are specific and do not completely coincide with the rules for using notional words” [13, P. 38]. 

In the present research work, dialect utterances with the pronominal words “zdes’”, “tut” and “tam” are considered. These words usually are supposed to carry out the function of operators for actualizing various semantic spaces: physical, temporal and communicative. These spheres can exist separately or coexist with each other. This coexistence (also called the superposition of spheres) is conditioned by the communicative sets of a speaker. 

It is worth mentioning that in oral speech notional words can turn into particles and this does not contradict their functional aim: Они были какие-то красивые фиолетовы, сине ль там или зелено стекло такое было (Oni byli kakie-to krasivye phioletovy, sinel’ tam ili zeleno steklo takoe bylo.); А счас приедут тут из города – нет чтобы это в клубе там чё – а на улицу (A schas priedut tut iz goroda – net chtoby eto v klube tam chyo – a na ulitsu); А дома тут корова была оставлена, соседка тут убиралась (A doma tut korova byla ostavlena, sosedka tut ubiralas’ ); Полушалки привезли в магазин тут-ка (Polushalki privezli v magazine tut-ka.). 

Such researchers as Nikolyeva, T.M, Kravchenko, AV., Maytinskaya, K.E. basing on the results etymological experiments, state that the most ancient particles originated in pronouns. According to their point of view, the common nature of demonstrative particles and demonstrative pronouns is in their initial semantic unity [13]. 

The words considered in this research work (zdes’, tut, tam) reflect the original perception and comprehension of reality as “actual existence”, structured in coordination with two spheres of human experience and namely: “tut” means “this, certain, definite” and “tam” means “that, uncertain, foreign”, considered as prototype subjects [14, p. 51]. In other words, community of pronominal words enables us to comprehend their epistemic basis, which explicates the concept of space. 
Thus, an issue of the categorical status of pronouns becomes acute.
The lexemes “zdes’”, “tut” and “tam” can be called pronominal words from the perspective of “prototype of name”, and not from the perspective of “substitution of the notional word”. 

In this research work, the signs “zdes’”, “tut” and “tam” are considered as a prototype group, aiming to linguistically fixate the different positions a person can have, the epistemic center in relation to  space, for example: position of assessing the subject from the points of view: “good – bad”, “normal – abnormal”; position of emotional perception of the subject. These positions are determined by the conditions of the communicative act and by the cultural, social and other parameters.  The categorisation of the world in a human’s mind is carried out according to the criteria of distinctness and non-representativeness (obscureness or non-existence). Such categorization demonstrates the way a human perceives the world: on the one hand the object may be characterized according to principle “I know, I trust, I consider it good, I determine this as my own” and on the other hand “I don’t know exactly or not sure; I don’t know and that’s why I refuse or assess something negatively” [12, P. 9]. 

Things of the material world cannot be divided into definite and indefinite, but if we take a certain communicative act, it is necessary to point out reference and non-reference as a characteristic of the subject in speech production. Thus, the object in the mind of the subject is marked each time as one of many, or selected, and categorised in more detail. This conceptual category becomes a communicative category in language. 

Linguistic literature contains a set of research data devoted to the semantics and means of expressing distinctness and non-distinctness in language: [16]. That is why the present research work concentrates on the general parameters of analyzing the language category of definiteness/indefiniteness – so that it would be convenient to represent this phenomenon based on samples of dialect speech.
Originally, the markers of the category of distinctness/non-distinctness were considered as actualisers, and namely operators, transforming language units into the speech units (this mainly concerned article). Interest in functional grammar stimulated the increased interpretation of categories such as “distinctness/non-distinctness of an object”. This led to the fact that other language units, characterized by I. I. Revzin as “communicative” (namely pronouns, adjectives, descriptive constructions, subordinate sentences of a particular type and prosodic means), were included in this category [17, P. 4]. Moreover, such phenomena as the communicative organization of a sentence, proper names, the category of a number and case, etc., are considered to be in the network of the category of distinctness/non-distinctness,. Thus, topological and superfix means can be represented in the semantic category of distinctness/non-distinctness. The indicators of distinctness and non-distinctness mark the communicative situation and indicate “the interrelation of signs to the participants of the communicative act” [18, P. 62]. That is why this sphere of research is considered to be in the network of pragmatics. 

The categorical basis of the distinctness/non-distinctness of the pronouns considered in this research work lies in their semantics: “tut” and “zdes’” explicate the idea of closeness to the subject in direct (1) and indirect (2) meanings. This stimulates the appearance of various meanings, such as: close → (1) “sensual perception” → (2) “famous” → “one’s own” → “certain”. “Tam” represents the meaning of something far from the subject. Thus, far →(1) “sensually non-perceived” → (2) “unknown” → “foreign” → “bad” → “indefinite”. 

The determiners “zdes’” and “tut” indicate distinctness, and “tam” - non-distinctness. 

On analyzing the language category of a subject's distinctness/non-distinctness, researchers take into account the following factors: 

1) The subjective intention of the speaker to picture a subject as definite or indefinite. 

2) The properties of the subject itself and its connection with other subjects in a familiar situation (uniqueness of plurality, whether the subject belongs to some famous person, the subject's special connection with another, more known object). 

3) The conditions of speech communication (finding an object in sight of the communicants, if the communicants know something about the object itself, etc..). 

In dialect speech the subject is determined in the following cases: 

1) when it has some kind of relation to the speaker (relation of possessiveness, functional familiarity, etc.) and thus is known to him or her:

Ну, у нас тут в магазин завозят(Nu, u nas tut v magazine zavozyat.); Вот тут бальзам лежит у меня и канфорный(Vot tut bal’sam lezhit u menya kanfornii.); В болоте тут-ко, по лесу подмогильники его много, запашистый (V bolote tut-ko, po lesu podmogilniki ego mnogo, zapashisyii.); У нас тут две акушерки есь (U nas tut dve akusherki es’.); Раньше кладбище у магазина было, у церкви (Ran’she kladbishe u magazine bylo, u tserkvi.). Родители у меня тут, брат похоронен (Roditeli u menya tut, brat pohoronen.); 

2) when the subject is in sight of the communicants, such that it can be pointed out with the help of a gesture: 

По праву сторону тут жители жили, а тут бани были (Po pravu storonu tut zhiteli zhili, a tut bani byli.); Вот тут недалеко живет Николай Николаевич (Vot tut nedaleko zhivet Nikolay Nikolayevich.); А где у тебя булочки? Вот тут они в занавеске, ой, в наволочке подвешаны (A gde u tebya bulochki? Vot tut oni v zanaveske, oy, v navolochke podveshany.  ). 

A speaker may have perceived a subject before, and in the moment of speaking he/she may picture it as a definite thing (in linguistics this phenomenon is often accompanied by demonstrative particles or words denoting colours): 

У них квартирный домик хороший на углу вот тут от (U nikh kvartirnii domick khoroshii na uglu von tut on.); Вот тут, как выйдете сейчас, синеньки наличники, это её (Vot tut, kak vyidite seichas, sinen’ki nalichniki, eto eyo.); Тут от дорога недалеко, вон – вон картошка зеленеет (Tut ot doroga nedaleko, von-von kartoshka zeleneet.); А вот здесь то, вот, как идете, один-то домик стоит на отшибе (A vot zdes’ to, vot, kak idyote, odin-to domick stoit na otshibe.); 

3) when the subject is normally (horizontally) placed: 

Вот у них тут мелкий сосняк (Vot u nikh tut melkii sosnyak.); Растут тут на полях (Rastut tut na polyakh.); Вот на проходах, от где дороги, где твердо место, тут ставишь ловушки, тут он и попадает (Vot na prokhodakh, ot gde dorogi, gde tvyordo mesto, tut stavish’ lovushki, tut on I popadaet.); 

4) when a subject is included in the communicative space of the speakers with the help of a given topic or the genre parameters of the discourse. In this case, definiteness is conditioned by the wish of a communicant to introduce an interlocutor into his or her own world – either real (people and subject known to the speaker) or unreal, one based on an “approximation” of past events in the space called “zdes’ i seichas” (here and now): 

 Тут у меня в суседях старушка одна живет (Tut u menya v susedyakh starushka odna zhivyot.); Тут в селе муж с женой – дак они каки-то высокоумны (Tut v sele muzh s zhenoy – dak oni kaki-to vysokoumni.); А тут пошли раз за черникой, а за нами бабы увязались (A tut poshli razz a chernikoy, a za name baby uvyazalis’.); Ходила тут на свадьбу приглашать (Khodila tut na svad’bu priglashat’.); Они тут вскоре вышли взамуж, замуж вышли (Oni tut vskore vishli vzamuzh, zamuzh vishli.); У етого уж три дочери (U etogo uzh tri docheri.); А тут двойняшки родились у них, двойнички (A tut dvoynyashki rodilis’ u nikh, dvoynichki.); Он к пулемету пошел, тут его и убило (On k pulemyotu poshel, tut ego I ubilo.). 

An object is disguised as indefinite in the following cases: 

1) when data about the object has been collected in an indirect way (in this situation, a speaker uses the xeno indicators “gyt”, “govorit”): 

У Коли там, гыт, везде искала на печке (U Koli tam, gyt, vezde iskala na pechke); Ну, когда дверь она открыла туда, в кладовку, там, говорит, в самом нижнем ящике, там, говорит, деньги (Nu, kogda dver’ ona otkryla tuda, tam, govorit, v samom nizhnem yashike, tam, govorit, den’gi);

2) when a subject is unknown or invisible to the interlocutor, as it is far in relation to time and/or space. In this case, the speaker realizes the rules of speech etiquette by marking the locus as indefinite: 

У меня в огородчике там картошки тоже растут (U menya v ogorodchike tam kartoshki tozhe.); Там лисятник у нас был, лис держали (Tam lisyatnick u nas byl, lis derzhali.); Сенник у нас был, мы сено держали там (Sennick u nas byl, my seno derzhali tam.). 

There are various indicators that demonstrate the familiarity of the subject to the speaker. For example: a personal pronoun in the genitive case (“u menya”, “u nas”); 

3) when a subject is in an “foreign” zone (not in the familiar environment), opposed to the speaker’s zone through the pattern “ya - ty” (me – you), “my – oni” (we – they): 

Захолустье там у вас (Zakholustye tam u vas.); Он жил там у ней хорошо (On zhil tam u ney khorosho.); Сёдня там у ей тоже поросята (Syodnya tam u yay tozhe porosyata.); У ей вот такой вот обломочек там в глазу (U yay vot takoy vot oblomochek tam v glazu. ); А он был на Колыме, 10 лет там был, тоже порассказал – ой-ей-ей (A on byl na Kolyme, 10 let tam byl, tozhe porasskazal – oy-yay-yay.); Живут в охотничьих избушках, зимуют там (Zhivut v okhotnich’ikh izbushkakh, zimuyut tam.); А Тюктерово была, нет ее сейчас, там эти жили, мы их раньше остяками называли. Одна остятка там с мужем живет одна (A Tyukterovo byla, net yayo seichas, tam eti zhili, my ikh ran’she ostyakami nazivali. Odna ostyatka tam s muzhem zhivyot odna); 

4) when a speaker assesses subject as inessential, not worthy of attention. The assessment may be accompanied by irony or a disdainful attitude towards a subject: 

 Казёнки, спали на ея. Как полати каки-нибудь там (Kazyonli, spali na yeya. Kak polati kaki-nibud’ tam. ); Счас тоже надружатся, любовь там у них! (Schas tozhe nadruzhatsya, lyubov’ tam u nikh); 

5) when a speaker hasn’t enough data about an object: 

Какая-то машинка там была у их (Kakaya-to mashinka tam byla u ikh.); Илгань - ну как это называют, там вода или еще что ли такое (Ilgan’ – nu kak eto nazivayut, tam voda ili eshe chto li takoe.); when an object is located in a mental space: 

Вот она только уволилась нынце зимой [на пенсию]. Там писят пять (Vot ona tol’ko uvolila’' nyntse zimoy [na pensiyu]. Tam pisyat pyat’.); 

6) when an object is placed vertically (higher or lower from the perspective of the observer) or inside of some sphere: 

Эти караси там в озере (Eti karasi tam v ozere.); И вот эти две дорожки было там внизу, они все перегорели (I vot eti dve dorozhki bylo tam vnizu, oni vse peregoreli.); Я и молоденька даже приду в лес, я не на ягоду смотрю, а наверху…вон там растет (Ya I moloden’ka pridu v les, ya ne na yagodu smotryu, a nerkhu … von tam rastyot); Она затопила, она же там горит в духовке, тож не лучше меня все задымилась (Ona zatoplia, ona zhe tam gorit v dukhovke, tozh ne luchshe menya vsya zadymilas’.). 

The qualitative asymmetry of definiteness and indefiniteness indicators is actually not incidental. Communicants do not have to define the objects of communicative space each time, because many are already known at the moment they appear in conversation. An indefinite object is introduced into communicative space as an already definite one; this is done on the condition that a communicant strives to involve an interlocutor in his or her own world, which contains a set of subjects known to him or her. If the subjects are outside the communicative space, a speaker should refer to their “foreignness” on every occasion, for various reasons. 

Thus, the category of definiteness/indefiniteness is a communicative category: its conditions are formed in the network of a certain speech situation and are exploited in a speech act. 

As deictics are operative units, only in an utterance can they realize their main function – a communicative-pragmatic one, which is determined by the conditions of a speech situation. Some examples of such conditions are: the position of a speaker/observer, object placement in relation to the speaker/observer, characteristics of the speaker’s perception of localized objects, and themes of communication. 

The lexemes “tut” (“zdes’”) and “tam” are used to express particular meanings which, one way or the other, are correlated with subjective (modal) meanings, realized by proposition. Such meanings specify objective meanings; they correlate them with the speaker, express his position and stimulate the communicative perspectives of an utterance. 

Dialect culture provides us with especially valuable material for researching the peculiarities of Russian mentality, and also for the study of universal categories, which systematize knowledge about the world. It seems that dialects mostly preserve archaic notions concerning the arrangement of human life. This probably occurs due to the relative isolation of the village's ideas about the surrounding world, which come from an inner informational influence, in contrast to an urban society. The speech of a village dweller contains the regular opposition of “village/city”, which sometimes demonstrates a voluntary isolation from the “alien” influence. 

Village communication is correlated with rural space of one kind or another. This space can be divided into geographical (physical), temporal and social space. 

Geographical space is understood as:

· open rural space, 

· prominent loci (one’s own house, different house appliances, homestead, kitchen garden, a river, a forest, etc..), 

· an alien territory. 

Temporal space is represented in dialects as: 

· the temporal quantity of a communicative act, 

· the isolation of an event in an aspect of time, 

· a non-temporal sphere (super space of time). 

         The social sphere is determined by the division “my/our/village’s” – “alien/urban”. 

The highlighted spheres play an important role in facilitating communication inside a rural society as well as between villages and city dwellers (researchers of dialect). 

If we dwell on the point that the nucleus of the pronominal group of words – which has a weaker categorical shape – is formed by indicatory function denotatum is worth mentioning. A denotatum is the perceptual life space of a person who interprets the world. This space is special due to the syncretism and non-differentiation of its field. The phenomenon of the “private” space of an individual has its borders and is meant to be the origin of existential space. A person who organizes the epistemic center of this space has the right: to enhance or narrow its borders according to his or her own will; to focus the field of perception on any element of this space; to manipulate its fragments; to position himself or herself in relation to it in various ways; to use inborn operational programmes, which enable a person to manipulate objects (real, blurred, conditional); and to carry out the probabilistic forecasting of the dynamics of the fragments of communicative space. 

When communication is carried out, life space is limited by “communicative” frames from the point of view “ya ne ya” (Me - not me), “vizhu – ne vizhu” (“I see – I don’t’ see”), “svoi – chuzoi” (Mine – not mine), etc.. No linguistic action is carried out immanently, in airless spiritual space. In order to create or interpret a message, a speaker needs to feel a definite environment to which the given message belongs. A speaker needs to see a greater “picture of the area”, where the given language artifact belongs [19, P. 294]. In this situation a relevant term is “communicative space” (further CS) – some immovable sphere, which appears in the communicants’ minds in the moment of speaking. Its borders are determined by the specificity of a speech act, by the peculiarities of social culture and by the background knowledge of the communicants. 

It is meant that the idea of space is like a mental sphere in the minds of speakers. This idea is expressed in the research works of J. Fokonye, who describes mental spaces as models of discourse understanding which form, determine and face constant changes in the process of communication. These models possess great flexibility and do not preserve consistency and contradictoriness in every given moment. In total, this reflects the peculiarities of human communication and subsequently enables us to adequately model the process of speech perception. The success of communication, thus, depends on the degree of similarity among special configurations made by the communicants. This success is guaranteed not only by the linguistic aspect of understanding (read more at [20, P. 83 – 84]). 

CS forms an integral communicative environment. Communicants plunge into this environment in the course of communication. When an interpreted or created text is surrounded by a certain mental space, the speaker’s thoughts come into a certain focus, which to some extent is shared by the other speakers. 

The geographical borders of CS are determined by the actual borders of a village and its outskirts. Also, the given sphere may be correlated with the “home” territory of the speaker (a house, a homestead). This locus is well known to the communicants, functionally mastered and “acquired” by them: 

В городе трудней работать, тут [в интернате] ребят меньше в классе (V gorode trudney rabotat’, tut [v internate] rebyat men’she v klasse.); Она на болоте и не росла. Морошка была на чистом, на сухом месте, брусника, черемуха растет тут, клюква (Ona na bolote I ne rosla. Moroshka byla na chstom, na sukhom meste, brusnika, cheremukha rastet tut, klyukva.); И начинается гулянье, если в своей деревне - ночь ночевали, на следующий день тут пробыли (I nachinayetsya guljanye, esli v svoyay derevne – noch’ nochevali, na sleduyushii den’ tut probyli. ); Щас-то летом хорошо, придешь, ни топить, ничего, тут дома сидишь и то как выйдешь, так холодно (Shas-to letom khorosho, pridyosh’, ni topit’, nichego, tut doma sidish’ I to kak vyjdesh’, tak kholodno.); И родилась и выросла тут, более 300 лет селу (I rodilas’ I vyrosla tut, bolee 300 let selu.); В больнице тут жила (V bol’nitse tut zhila.); В носках не пройдешь тут по избе (V noskakh ne proydyosh tut po izbe.). 

Social relations determined by the rural society, are relatively homogeneous and thus non-discrete. Typical elements for a dialect are existential utterances with the elements “u nas zdes’/tut”, “u menya zdes’/tut: 

Дочь тут прожила у меня ( Doch’ tut prozhila u menya.); Это само буровики тут у нас капусту, огурцы закупали (Eto samo buroviki tut u nas kapustu, ogurtsy zakupali.); У нас тут молоканка есь (U nas tut molokanka es’.); У нас во дворе тут-ко рядом колодец (U nas vo dvore tut-ko ryadom kolodets.); Вот до колхоза, у нас была, где от счас комплекс, тут была Кузнецова (Vot do kolkhoza, u nas byla, gde ot schas complex, tut byla Kuznetsova.); Она вот тут у нас где-то в речкав растет (Ona vot tut u nas gde-to v rechkv rastyot.); Митя у меня тут взял, выкопал дома, говорит, давай дома, а чё они (утки) (Mitya u menya tut vzyal, vykopal doma, govorit, davay doma, a chyo oni (utki).); У меня тут была така… блюдо большо было тако (U meanya tut byla taka … blyudo bol’sho bylo tako.). 

“From the point of view of dialect speakers, “we” represents the village and at the same time the people living in the village. A speaker realizes his or her belonging to the village” [21, P. 64]. A village dweller supposedly considers himself or herself (and also his family, fellow villagers, and the village itself) as equal not to a single part of the universe, but to a whole little world. 

Local social parameter of CS may be defined and visually perceived by the addresser-addressee space, and thus, the indication of the objects outside that sphere is carried out by the deictic “tam” in the moment of speech production: 

У меня в огородчике там картошки тоже растут (U menya v ogorodchike tam kartoshki tozhe rastut.); А у меня там на газу поставила ужин (A u menya tam na gazu postavila uzhin.); Библиотеки богатые: и детские есть, и взрослая есть, там у нас больше женщины работают, мущин нет (Biblioteki bogatyje^ I detskie est’, I vzroslaya est’, tam u nas bol’she zhenshiny rabotayut, mushin net.). 

In a communicative act where the role of the addressee is carried out by a dialectologist (a representative of another world, of another culture - “an alien”), a respondent may discover   that the data base of the communicants does not coincide, and mark the “ty - sphere” (“you sphere”) with a special marker “u vas tam”, “u tebya tam”: 

Тоже она там у вас работает, я не знаю кто (Tozhe ona tam u vas rabotayet, ya ne znayu kto.); Захолустье там у вас (Zakholustye tam u vas.); Вот кода ты его выпивать станешь, вот там у тебя останется этот квас, гушша (Vot kogda ty ego vipivat’ stanesh’, vot tam u tebya ostanetsya etot kvas, gusha.). 

Nevertheless, an informant often realizes various etiquette forms and involves an interlocutor into “his” (personal) space, and namely into the network of traditional everyday communication, or creates new common space with his interlocutor – a dialectologist, CS for the moment of speaking. 

The same mechanisms are in action when a temporal connection exists: 

А потом уехал, и тут война началась (A potom uyekhal, I tut voyna nachalas’.); В огороде сажала, хлеб жала серпом. А тут постариться стала, домовничала дома (V ogorode sazhala, khleb zhala serpom. A tut postarit’sya stala, domovnichala doma.); А вчера-то я ушла, в магазин-то, а они тут пришли (A vchera-to ya ushla, v magazine-to, a oni tut prishli.); Я как раз попал во второй батальон, тут бы уже расчухал, что уходят, ну и как начал со всех сторон пулеметами (Ya kak raz popal vo vtoroy bataljon, tut by uzhe raschukhal, chto ukhodyat, nu I kak nachal so vsekh storon pulemetami.); Так собирали, бот делали, ботишко был. А тут вот год был, так много шишки было (Tak sobirali, bot delali, botishko byl. A tut vot god byl, tak mnogo shishki bylo.). 

In these example sentences, the indicator “tut” (here) determines the temporal coordinate of a location belonging to a past event in the “present” space and time. A speaker transfers the situation, experienced in the past, to the actual moment of speaking, thus discovering his complicity to the event and at the same time visually demonstrating it to the interlocutor. 

The extension of the traditional borders of village CS is represented in the following dialect utterances: 

Четверо вот, трое здесь в Томске (Chetvero vot, troye zdes’ v Tomske.); Вот тут-ка горшешник в Батурино жил; Она поехала к сыну, он тут на Зональном живет (Vot tut gorshechnik v Baturino zhil; Ona poekhala k synu, a on tut na Zonalnom zhivyot.); Здесь колхозов в районе было много; Тут в Новосибирске побыли (Zdes’ kolkhozov v rayone bylo mnogo; Tut v Novosibirske pobyli.). Cases in which the network of CS is exceeded are rare, but nevertheless their presence is  proof that all the participants of a communicative situation form a common speech space, one which can be characterized more by the fact that the communicants are conscious of their belonging to this sphere than by their perception of its borders. 

Thus, the cognitive approach in relation to pronominal lexemes enables us to reveal a person’s set of attitudes to reality and to the perceptual sphere which are represented in language. The pronominal words “zdes’”, “tut” and “tam” are widely used in Russian oral speech. In this research work, the status of language categorizers was confirmed by the results of the conceptualization of the world by a speaker in the moment of speaking. 

Due to their indicatory function, pronouns are capable of explicating linguistic mechanisms of the categorisation of the world in special models – these models of constructing the world in a human's mind. 

As was shown in the examples above, the ways in which people think have vectorial directionality in different points of the communicative category “indefiniteness/definiteness”. Within the network of these coordinates, a speaker demonstrates “knowledge/absence of knowledge”, “limited knowledge”, “currency/non-currency”, or “one’s own/alien” as modi of the existence of data. 
Comments:

All the examples in this article have been translated by Uliana Borovikova. ©
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