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POLITENESS IN TRANSITION' T 
. HE BALKAN EVIDENCE' 

OLGA M. MLADENOVA 

This article explores the conne t' f ' 
Cion 0 pohteness t t

model of the evolution of politeness in th B Ik 0 s atus and proposes a 
, e a ans Over the I st f ' takes as a startmg pOint the changes d a Our centunes, It 

un ergone by r t 
current ('modern ') phase of Bulgarian societ kn POI eness between the 

, y as we ow It from the B I ' literature smce the last third of the ninet th u ganan 
, ' , , , een century and the preceding
traditional phase, The RUSSian-Turkish War of 1877-1878 ' 

, I" I' d ' which brought to
Bulgaria po Itl ca m ependence, serves as the conve t' I b d

n lona oun ary between the two phases, 

These phases have very different cultural and social characteristics some 
of which were shown to correlate with linguistic use' but there also is lin~istic 
change datable around the transition period that cannot be connected in any 
straightforward way to social or cultural phenomena, Probably the most 

important node of intersecting lines that contrast the two phases has to do with 
identity and language as they transformed under the influence of the move from 

the multiculturalism (with its concomitant multilingualism) of the Ottoman 
Empire to the monoculturalism / monolingualism of the Bulgarian nation state, 

For Bulgarians today, it is difficult to even imagine the nested identity of the 

typical multilingual person of the traditional period with its shifting loyalties 

(MAaAeHoBa 2003, 325)' but Teodorov-Balan's memoirs, in which he descnbes hiS 

t dard resea rch grant of the Social, Research for this publication was sponsore d bY a 5 an , 
, , f Cd' the framework of the proJectSCiences and Humanities Research CounCil 0 ana a m 

Pragmatic Function Words: A Corpus-Based Descriptioll of Variatioll, ' I dl'alects) may 
e of folklore or regtOna 

1 Certain conservative varieties (such as the languag h t the modem phase,
" d" II uage use throug oupreserve features charactenstlc of tra Itlona ang, h' I f the 'Balkanization' of the 

I T IIsm as a ve Ie e 0) An eighteenth-century testimony of mu tI mgua d I sed in Kostov 1999-2000, 
, I ' presented an ana Y , , languages spoken in the Balkan Pemnsu a IS . I b daries during the transItion 

, f h ' nd natlOna QUnRegarding the linguistic constructIOn 0 et mc a 
period see MAaAell08a 2003, 334-347, 
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. mkling of what it must have meant t· L_
b· give an 0 ... 

Iy years in Bessara la, nity during the traditional period: a 
ear If cultural commu 
member of a mu I 

mmon economy in Bessarabia (Russian as w II 
. the sphere 0 f co . . . e as 

lndeed 10 Id h I·n different localities - dependmg on the prev.len . ) ne cou ear ceof
Romaman 0 other _ mostly three languages: Bulgarian Rom .

h . group over an ' anIan 
one et mC rominence of the first was due to numeric strength and of th 
and RuSSian. The p . . h th dR . . ete authority: RusSian m tenor an omaruan In the south
other two also to sat . . . 

Turkish as well, where Gagauz people partiCipated in the
h rOne cauId ea . .'

rarely among mdlvldual merchants - Greek aIso came to the 
economy, an d -, . . 
fore. My mother spoke the five Bessarablan languages, which provoked some 
envy in my father. My early knowledge of these languages comes from her. This 
is why retailers in Bessarabia are usually multilingual and they do not attach to 
their language of communication any importance in terms of identity. In the fall 
of 1933 a Bulgarian, carter in Komrat, drove me from the town to the railway 
station. He was chatty and he talked to every passer-by and he spoke then in 
Bulgarian, in Romanian, in Russian and in Turkish! In such economic and social 
circumstances and with such a cultural stance of the state to the languages of 
minority groups, the latter do not feel the need to give a national polish to their 
spirit. Even if such desires do appear, they do not cause an upsurge and die, fade 
away. This probably is the explanation for the odd fact that when I was li ving in 
Kubej [1859- 1869} and Komrat [1870-1872} I did not have a Bulgarian national 
Idenhty and today I cannot even say in what language did I [as a schoolboyl 
IVnte letters fro m Kom t t f·· 988 28 in . ra 0 my amlly 10 Bolgrad (Teo;\0pOB-6aAaH 1 , ' 
my translahon). 

For a linguistic comm t· . . Irian
SOCiety and th . . en ary to vanous aspects of traditional Bu ga

e transItIon tow d h f d 10 
Mladenova 1996. 2001. 2 ar s t e modern phase readers are re erre 

, ,002· 2003· " - . ach the
conclusion that h ' , >VUla;\eHOBa 2003; 2007. These studies re 

. ' On t e one hand f t1l10S1 
senousness to Bul . ' starns differences were a matter 0 u 
th . ganans durin th hand,

eI r SOciety was m hI g e traditional pe riod but on the other 
uc ess d ·ff 'Ihal 

was to follow it. The . I erentiated than the s tratified modem society . 
IS vis bl . Importance of I QClelY

I e 10 the damask;n . starns for members of the traditiona 5 r 
fiather d "' IJ1terp t . llr yOIi
o an your mother (ExOd re ahon of the fifth commandment - Hono ne wes the sa us, 20·12) . hien 0 
should t k me respect one pays t· - defining the broad group to W h tOne 

a ear n t a parent d · . s I a a take out of d f s an listing the specific actlOll 
e erence-A . 

nd you shOuld h 
older than onour not oni \\,ho Jet' 
down first YAou like YOur fathe / Your fathe r and mother. I··· ] Respect allll.etfl Sit 

. nd do ' and bo t let JL 
so lf YOu Wish w to them . And stand up 0 ;\JId fllll 

them to pray for you and bleSS yOLl­232 



wW also become great and 
respected 1.._ 

who is older than you yo h U\!cause Wh ,u s ow 'en YOuh 
person for being o ld , regardl . respect to Cod. A S 0 ..... 

ess If he' II' . I"'\nd do 

deride and scorn God. And I I 15 ......n Or a stran .


'" never int geT, nch 0 
say what he knows and anJy It errupt an aIde 

a erwards ' f r perSOn but 
you are not asked, keep quiet d , I you a Te asked. 

table with somebody who is Oan pay attention and learn' A

say 
what you know. If


lder than y . nd, When . 
drink before him. Neither should . au, never reach fa food you Sit at a 

. 	 you Sit high h r ahead of hi 
you should Sit lower than b er t an him even if h . m or 

. d' e very ody (Sev e IS poor. Rather 
Bulganan amaskm -AeMl1Ha 1971 49 . enteenth·century Ea rl • 

, , m my translation).4 y Modem 

respect to a N> 
p TSOn 

not eVer reproach 
a 

r poor becaUSe you 
. 

Walt for him to 

As always, socia l conventions be 
come conspicuou ' h 

story from the village of Zabernovo R . s In t e breach. A true 
, eglOn MaIko r

Mountain), shows the importance of status d urnovo (StranMa 
aroun 1910' a rn t k 

court for allegedly not paying his debt ba k b .' an a es another to 
· . 	 c ut m fact for addressing hi

f II b hdisrespect u Y Y IS first name as n emKo rath th 	 m . er an n emKO .op6aa>cu (f OpOB 

1962, 159-160); tha t IS, for omitting the title . op6aiJ t 1 b 
. >cu rans ata Ie roughly as 

'master'. In a folk song recorded In the village of Cabre R . P .­ne, eglOn etnc, a young 
woman does not s tand up when two young rebels come in. They threaten to 
tortu re her twin brothers for this trespass (C6HY 61, No. 553). Disrespe<:tful be­
haviour of females to males was harshly punished according to custom 
(Ma pI1HOB 1984, 389-390). These examples show that status differences (in the 
first case based o n wealth and in the second on gender) were underscored in 
social interaction by obligatory verbal and non-verbal status markers. 

Such evidence (and plenty of other discussed in my previously cited 

articles) shows beyond doubt that status was an important factor regulating 
social interaction during the traditional period. As to politeness, accordIng to the 
model proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987), there are two kinds of poltteness 

. . t ' the favourable publtc 
that are deemed to be universal. They aIm to mam am r dd esses one's need to be 
self-image of individuals (face). Positive po Iteness a r d f ersonal 

f e politeness the nee or p daccepted and appreciated by others an nega IV 	 -western data 
nd contemporary non 

autonomy. Based on pre-modem European a th t these tlVO strategies 
. . 'tics have shown a 

as well as theoretical consIderatIOnS, crt 	 d h globe are far from 
. 	 . . ' ties aroun t e ' . . 

of pohteness, while WIdely spread tn SOCle 29' Watts Ide and Ehltch 2005, 
being universal (Traugott and Dasher 2002, 228-2, ' 

Apresjan et al. 2006, 250-251). 	 . ;.:~.~ 
, Ten commandments by • .; 

4 	 . I<. to a homily on God s . d recently in MaVOl' 

This early modem Bulgarian text goes bac nuscripl. It waS pubhshe 

OamaskenOs Stoudiles, which circulated m rna 
1999; 203-211. 233 



. urban social life during the modern JleriOd . 
Bulganant d . I· ISAs expee e, . of positive and negative po Iteness (in tune . 

d b the coexIstence . I WIth 
characterize y I) ploying among their too s a system of fonn 

. on mode em . S of 
the Brown-LevInS . . with a set of rules for theIr use. Positive polit ­

f ce in conjunctIOn "'ess 
polite re eren I set of conventional formulas, many of them .

·n its arsenal a arge II1 

also has 1 . Balkan cultural space (Slama-Cazacu 1986; Petrovic 2006. 


mmon use In the h h d" . ' 

co 007) Negative politeness, on the ot er an , m view of Its goal of 
MAaAeHOBa 2 . . d· tn . . d I' .. 
... . . predictably favours m Irec ess m vane mgulStIc guise.'avoIdIng ImpOSItIon, .... 

. I·tl·s absent from Bulganan rural SOCIal mteractions, a state ofNegatIve po I eness . 
affa irs that has also been recorded in other South SlaVIC areas (Brown and 

Gilman 1960, 270), in Aromanian (Caragiu-Marioteanu 1958, 98-99), Albanian 

and Romani (Helmbrecht 2006, 426, 430) and reconstructed for the Imperial 

Roman period (Dickey 2002, 94), among o thers. It can be shown on the basis of 

the early Modern Bulgarian damaskin texts and the nineteenth-century Bulgarian 

literature that it was absent during the traditional phase too (Mladenova 2001, 
42-45; MAaAeHoBa 2007). Thus social interaction appears to have been govemed 

by different factors during the traditional and the modem phases: status in 

conjunction with positive politeness during the former a nd politeness (negative 

and positive) during the latter period . This s tate of affai rs highlights the existence 

of a connection (albeit of a different nature) of s tatus w ith both positi ve and 

negatIve. polIteness. The connection of status with p ositive politeness is 
synchrOnIC but WIth negative politeness diachronic. 

The claim that t· . f Ihe 
. . nega Ive polIteness e merged as a result 0reInterpretalIon of b I . 

conf d b ver a and non-verbal expressions o f status differences IS 
Irme y the well-know f t th . f the 

Politeness d . n ac at In Western Europe asymmetric use 0
eVlces predated th .. Iy 

since the beg· . eIr symmetnc use, w hich has been prevalent on 
InnIng of the ninet th 7) It alsO

Correlales with p . een century (Helmbrecht 2006, 42 . 
. revlOUS gene r · . f cal

WIth horiZontal d· t . ra lZalIons pOInting at the replacement of ver I I 
t IS Mce In lin . . f oCletaransformations (cf f . gulStIc practice as a result 0 5 

., Or Instance T 

An overview of th r ' raugott and Dasher 2002, 229). .an 


seventeenth_century de. IIlguistic deVices of politeness in the Bulgan 

amaskln lite t . (}()7 The 


-:;::-=-~-_____ ra Ure IS ava ilable in MAaAeHoBa 2 . 
~ The asSOc' . ­

. lahon of po .. 
LeVinson (1987, 60. slh ve POliteness wi . . \\'n Jnd 

POlitcn~s as a . see also Helmbrecht 200 th mdlrectness that goes back to Bro Iti ' 
n 
(baSica lly its h· ·me~ns tOwa rds aVoid ' 6, 431) is based on the incorporation of ~,...;i>i 

. . IJackl ng b Ing acts th . f the ilddJ't-?"
POslhve face of h Y negative porI reatentng the negative face 0 _ "thi 
re t e addr I eness) Its esef\'IClc 

quests and advi eS5ee is mOre I . COre function as a str ategy pr JflJ~ 
ces. c early ··b . cornrt1 

VIS I Ie in compliments than Ul234 



modern repertoire of politenes d . 
. 5 eVlces 

can contrast negative and p '. presented ;" T
OSltIve li ~, able 1 h 

Pronouns (and/or verbal end;h) po teness by h sows that spe k 
. .... ·gs and C oosin a ers 

forms or referentially). POsitive I' noun phrases (used g the appropriate 
conventional formulas and voc ti' po .lteness can fu h either as address 

. a Ve P f rt er b 
various expressIOns of indirectne n ar 'cle.s, and neg t ' e rendered by

55. les I a Ive port
of politeness and limited!o it. e atter devices ar . I eness by the 

e specIfic of each type 

Linguistic expression of . 
politeness in mod . Table 1.

ern society 
POsitive POlitenessConventional formulas 

+ Negative POliteness 
rnd irectness 

=Pronouns ++ 
+ 

+
Noun phrases in referential use + 

+Address forms + 
+

Vocative particles + 
+ 

In this article my focus 
is on personal pronouns and a type of noun 

phrases designating persons. 

Pronouns (and verbal endings) 

In the traditional phase, Bulgarian personal pronouns were not yet markers 
of politeness. The earliest records of Modem Bulgarian - the seventeenth and 
eighteenth-century darnaskins - show no connection between pronouns and 
politeness. Neither do Bulgarian regional dialects or the language of folklore. The 
first indications of change in this regard stem from the eighteenth century. During 
its last quarter, collections of correspondence specimens in Church Slavonic (caUed 
nUCM08HUK) circulated in Bulgaria. They were meant to serve as models to clerics 
and laics. These collections consistently employed V pronouns to address a smgle 

. . . I' 6 Despite their unequivocal person, a typical expression of negative po Iteness. . 
. M d Bulgarian wntten around 

recommendations, real-life correspondence m 0 em 
the same time was far from consistent. See, for instance, (1): 

in the Sofia Public Library
• See the collections from 1781 and 1784, respectively, kept 
"St. 51. Cyril and Methodius" (NBKM manuscripts 365 and 366). 
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j Ao Bawa [2PLj MHAOCT KHP A8C1t.... MlIXau , 
E oT MENE [". .." 

(1) no~paBhEHH M~ a' CTohUlb nHca....b [,',] (eighteenth
[25GJ VE ca u ~ Or 

Aa ~HaEw NBKM manuscript 695, 47 - l\oHeB 1923, 316) 
nineteenth century h M' 'I Le ' . t your grace Mr. Teac er Ixal, t It be knou~ 
'Greetmg from me 0 . , ,." 

h t I StO)'an have wntten .,.
toyout a , ' 

'mony of the use of Bulgarian personal pronouns (in
I tAnother ear Y tes I . 

. I fve verbal endings) to express pohteness comes from the
tandem WIth t le respec I _ 

. ' f ti,e nineteenth century (Co¢pOHJ-m Bpa'laHcKH [1803-1806J
very begmt1mg 0 


1976, 33; 36). . 

As soon as this use of V pronoWls was estabhshed, T pronouns became a 

sign of solidarity (positive politeness) or - if employed inappropriately - a sign of 

impoliteness, rudeness. This is the situation in contemporary Standard Bulgarian. 
However, recent research shows that even now Bulgarians - younger speakers more 
so than older ones - are quite tolerant to the overuse of T pronouns (AAeKcoBa 2002). 

I think that the most fitting explanation of why the second person plural 
would be "more polite" than the second person singular can be provided on the 
basis of Robert Austerlitz's treatment of the Gilyak pronoun system (1959). 
Austerlitz introduces the pair of opposing terms 'focus' and 'spectrum' to 
charactenze the semantics of personal pronoWlS. Thus a second-person singular 
pronoun IS a focus, because it is directed at a single point whereas the second-
person plural pronoun' . ' '. IS a spectrum, which containIS the focus but is broader than 
It, or, In other words spe t .tr 'f ,c rum IS a relaxed focus. So in terms of politeness 
s ategy, I a T pronoun is a f ' 
subsumed und . d' ocus and a V pronoun a spectrum, this usage can be 

er In " ecmess wh' hid
is more polite than th T ' IC ea s us to the conclusion that the V pronoun 
strategy (schematicall e pronoun because it is less direct less "focused".' ThIS 

y represented' T bl' ' mae 2) WIll be called here Strategy A. 

Table 2. 
Pronouns of or 

Strate ' P Iteness and indirectness 
gy A fOCUs retaxed" IT 

. PRONOUNI - f- ocus [V PRONOUN] = spectrum 

Metonymic honorifics 

Noun phrases d . 
for 'friend', 'en ' enotlng humans rd5 
-;:;:;:::::=~_e_m ' 'f can be relational (kinship terms, ",0...:y~,_'n~e:i~ghbour , 
' H I • ellow ' I aster I e mbrecht (2006 -countryman'l 'co-worker 1 en 

, 433) reaches sirn ' l 
236 1 ar Conclusio 

ns fOllOwing a different line of reaSOniflg 



,.,,'ant' etc.) or absolute (a 
, person's f 

accordmg to sex, age, OCCUpat' Irst name 
Ion ethn' ,word d ' 

Such terms are used either refe '. Ie, religiou S eSlgnating a 
. renhall S Or nati . . person 

reach the conclusIOn that whe y Or as add res f onal aHlltation et ) 
. . . reas status . S orms. In MA c . . 

affInIty to relattonal terms a d and POsItive P I' aAeHoBa 2007 I 
n negaf 0 Jteness d' I

boundary between these catego ' Ive politeness t ISp ay a natural 
, nes of nou h a abSOlute t 

PossessIves can transform an ab I n p rases is t erms, the 
so ute ter . ransparent· f . 

Here our at tention will b m Into a relational ' Or Instance, 
, e fOCu sed one. 


attes ted m Church Slavonic and e I On a Subgroup of 

.' f b ar y MOdern B I ' noun phrases

conslstmg 0 a stracts accompaoj d b u ganan texts' h 'f'
'k . e y possessive Th . anOn IC terms 

tonymlc ran terms In MOdem B I' s. e structure of th u ganan' . eSe me­
[PRONOMINAL POSSESSIVE CUTleJ 0 [P IS eIther [ABSTRACT NOUN] 

r RONOMINAL P + 
[ABSTRACT NOUN] . Such formulas m t h OSSESSIVE ADJECTIVE] +

." us ave been th
Slavs Judgmg by eVIdence dating back t th e common heritage of all 

o e tenth a d th I
This is a representative sample of sente '. nee eventh centuries.' 

nces contammg such honorifics: 

(2) a BarWE] rocnOACTBO Ta CTE ~oBaHbl W [J .. 
teenth-centur Earl ' c BETa ro AHMHTpla (Seven­

, y y Modem Bulganan damaskin - AeMI1Ha 1971, 
99) ,A~d y~u, you r ~ordship, are invited by 5t. Demetrius' _ ~ I 
rocnOCTRH I1dWf' &b.l J fCTf ~lidll'iH rccT'lf CTrO (Seventeenth-century 

archaic damaskin - fiAH 24.4.32, 250") - Kal ~ ati8Evna oa<; dOTE 01 

KOAWIl€VOl <pIAOI (lITO TOV "AylOv (L'.O!lO(Jt(~V6<; LTOUOlT~<; [1557-1558] 

2004, 514); 

(3) aMH ~aljlo TOH MEHE Aa nAEcH8Ba nptA TBOE l.\[aJpcTBo (5eventeenth­

century Early Modern Bulgarian damaskin - AeMHHa1971, 170~'But 

why should he hit me in front of your kingship? ' - np.~,"ol 'IHI i np1<1 
"'Boil 4P+B1;:, AAI no~';r"''''" 1 pi"~1 IIHK-"'O ,"::H (Sixteenth-cen~ry archaic 

damaskin _ lIlAHeBCKI1 1972, 2, 546) - n~E.''I' 1 MI np1< 4P+.'IAII TH A·I 
, ' - , ' " (S t th centu rv archaic damaskin 

B"'~BHr"''''" K"'o pOyK~ Ill"""' '" even een - . J •• 
T" 8<v mr AU(J1AEIU<; oou va 

_ EAH 24 4 32 288") - OlKOtOV EIVOI E!l1rPOO 0 • • " ~ 
. . , . ~ Ii' C; [1557-1558J 2004, 293); 

OI]KWon X€PI Tlvac;; (L'.ufluoKl]voC; rou ITT) t E 7aMHH~Ba MOH 
a M[HJA[O!CTb, HEA HT , 

(4) MOH r[oJcn[oJAHNE. [ J Baw M d Bulgarian damaskin ­M 0 AlA 
AOMb (Seventeenth-century Early 0 em 

ddress form to a king in S. 
II • , . nty', attested as an a . ies from the cr. BAaAbl~bCTBI1' Bawe, ht. your sQverelg I ' and preserved m cop 
~ h 1000 in Bo ,emla . fifteenth-century
encesia; Vita (written around t e year . N' d 111 preserved In a 
, d gellU11l teO e' 

SIXteenth century) and in Pseu o-evan 
manuscript of Serbian recension (SIS L 197), 237 



5) 'My lord, I am asking your grace, do not ignor
AeMJ1Ha 1971, 24 e 

my house.' [] []nb KaKO T'; HME YEAO MOE. H C[BE1T'L1H NHKO 
Mil En H CK 0 	 ME[ ](5) H pEY E 	 rptwN"1 paSb SA[a1AbYEcTB8 TH, c[BE]lO

THXO pEYE. NHKOME 	 . In 
(Seventeenth-century Early Modem Bulganan damaskin 

sA[a]A[H]KO ld h' "Wh . 
1971 167) ' And the bishop to 1m at IS your nam 

_ AeM J1Ha • ." • 	 e,I 	 • 

' ld?" 	St. Nicholas softly said. Nicholas, the smful slave of my ChI . 	 ), ,) .) ,... 
your sovereignty, holy sovereign.'" - HI"'KOllKll RH,I;1;1 :rolII ulKnh' K'KOI 
~M1;Hi'WII I ell v";Aol AIO' e";-'hIHI w'I'R1;IIM I cM1;pIHHOI WGpd?;H1;, HHK'.,"I 

rp1;wHh"', pOSb .';wOPo e";-1;Hwdrol RA~C'I'Rd (Sixteenth-century archaic 

damaskin - i1AwescKw 1972, 2, 540) - AtYcl TOV youv 0 . ErrioKorro<;' 
nw~ 6volJa~€OOI TEKVOV IJou; 0 "AYID';; u1fcKpi61l Ta1fcIV0 T0 ax~IJarr 
NIKOAUO~ aIJUpTwAO';;, OOUAO';; Tl;';; crii.;; uYIOTIlTo,;; MarroTO 
(t:.UIJUaKllvo,;; LTouoiTIl';; [1557-155812004, 290); 

(6) 	 H cllAtTE ro CbC saWETO C[BE]lj.IEHCTBO (Seventeenth-century Early 

Modem Bulgarian damaskin - AeMwHa 1971, 170) 'And judge him 
with your priesthood' - ~ I eOYAH'I'1 :ro CIjJIIIC'I'RO R'\WI (Seventeenth­

century archaic damaskin, bAH 24.4.32, 289) - ~ I e";AH~' 1 

",,'''I'"dv'Ae'1'"'1 R';W. (Sixteenth-century a rchaic damaskin -l1nHescKIf 

1972, 2, 546) - KpivnE Tllv ~ apXIEpwoUVIl aa.;; (t:.ufluaKrjvos rTOu8it~\ 
[1557-1558]2004, 293); 

(7) pa6bl ,,[a]pesbl W Ha TBoa cs[eT]blHjJ CMe pa6bl (Seventeenth-century 
Early Modem Bulgarian damaskin _ AeMwHa 1971, 172) 'We are 
slaves of the empe d f • . , . _. • rOr an 0 your holiness' _ pdGh' 4dPlRI1 111 ~B"H 
C'1""111 ICMbl (Sevente th 4432en -century archaic damaskin - bAH 2 .' , 
290·) - pd&hli 4' I 'I - h ' . dP'Bhl 11 C'1""1 '1'BOIHI 'CMhI (Sixteenth-century arc aIC 
damaskm - I1AweBc 19 . -r 
J.. yl ',' 	 . KJ1 72, 2, 530) - i'J.OUAOl TOU Ba(J1AEW~ KUI 111> 
u ~0\lV 1l ~ oOU .. 	 Q04
294); f1iJE08Ev (6<liJ<laKrjvoS Ltou15iTTJS [1557-1558] 2 ' 

(8) TyH ca MOh 
hl Ha Barna A 	 tMHf£

(Eighteenth_ce t IOBOS". Aa ca HE AtHHTE H Aa AP 
n ury Early M d 	 Met"" 1923, 	80) 'Th ' . 0 ern Bulgarian damaskin - fiR

IS IS 	 What I a k' J do 
not idle and d m as 109 your love (= you, my love, . 

o not 	dOze' n ' p~v
n~E~~TE K<li VUOT" - <lP<l KOAW ~v UiJETEpav aya7rTlv va. 

(9) - . a,fTf (6 	 37)'A""_I ,,<.1 ".wll • .;r. . aiJ<l0KT]v6<; LtouoiTTJ<; [1557-1558]2004, ' 
"l,.C'1'''''1 II I ' . 	 ntll f}'

archaic damask' • ' YII"""'1'11 ':1 !\piMA''1'' (Sixteenth-ce 
d In - l1AI>!eB 	 iefY,

o not 	lOse heart a d CKI>! 1972, 2, 549) ' I am asking your P ,
6.~E~ 	- n dOze' n <; p~v

EITE K<li VuaT6.~ETE (l\a - a.p<lK<l~W OE niv OU8Evnav aa ~9~); 
~aaKT]Vo<; LtouoiTI]<; [1 557-1558J 2()()-l,238 



(10) 84P' 'AHK4 H~PfK~'l' _.
K"b "Plla", 

ment from 1474-1477 ' I.'.,."~ ". (A W 11 ' - DJarn D a achlan B I 
much they say to . o· iaconita 197 - u garian docu­

your fnendship [= to y 1, 239), 'No matter how 
, ou, my friend] , 

An overvIew of the dat ' , '" 
a '" Illustr Ii

Seven of the illustrations go back a Ons (2}- (10) is , to the sixt presented in T bl 
Damaskenos 5toudites and for so I eenth-century Gr k I' a e 3, . . me have t . ee c enca\ auth 
Bulgartan and archaIc Church 51 ' a my dIsposal both E or 

f h' h avonlC tTanslati arty Modem 
sources but or w IC I have no par.II I ons, Terms, attest d ' 

e texts, are placed ' b e In other 
tn rackets. 

Table 3, Abstracts used as hono 'f'n les 
-[arl Modern Bul arian Church Slavonic 

Greek
rocnOJlCTBO 

au6tVTia 
uapcrBo 
MH.I10CT 

((JltAQvOpltmio) 
B1IaJllfljCCTBO [BA4A"hIVhCTRHIf) , BA4A'b.IVhtTKo [f>t(f1ron a)10 
CBCWCHCTBO CBAlqlfHhC'1'BO aytOT1l c;10 
CSCTHHlI CBR.T'b.II,"11 a yu,l)oUvIl12 

CBAI.'¥ftlhHOHll. .... AI.1hC'T'BO a pXIEpwcrUVf\ 
JUo60B AK)E. ORb. 

GMrCl VhC'l'Ht( (EUOE~Eta114 

These honorifics may appear in any of the three grammatical persons, The 

numerous first-person tokens attested in Wallachian-Bulgarian documents 

(Djamo-Diaconita 1971, passim) are the counterparts of the West European 

pluralis maiestatis. 
Illustrations like (5) and (7) show how such metonymic honorifics (which 

are originally absolute terms) may be used in speech in a way that emphasizes 

• Used as a title to the emperor since the fourth century, for example by Athanasios, 

Theodoretos, Kyrillos of Jerusalem and lsidoros (Ziliacus 1950, 65-66), 
10 Known as a title since the fifth century (Ziliacus 1950, 87-,'l8), 4 
II First recorded as a title in the eleventh-century Codex Suprasliellsis (S)Sth, 44 t,ury The second

I' . etheslX Cen' . 
Il Both abstracts are used in address forms to high c encs StnC 1-42 64 8&-87), 

, (Z'liacus 1950, 4 " 
one appears to predominate in the later centunes I 
Il Used as a title since the fifth century (Ziliacus 1950, 63, 86), 'f'c to royalty during the

d 5 an honor l I 

" An abstract with dassical roots frequently use a 
lIyzanm,e period (Ziliacus 1950, 46, 68), ss form (Plato, Phaedrus 228d - Ziliacus 
b This is the first abstract to be attested as an addre 

1950, 26). 239 



d addressee, This usage underscores th 
speaker an , e 

status difference be tween th t express positive pohteness and thOSe that 
the th devICes a 
imilarity between e 

5 	 h ' 
express status, ' f the late r developments, t e most unportant me-

From the perspech ve °b d n lOCrloiJcm8o - illustrated in example (2) _ 
' f e those ase 0 ,

tonymic honon KS ar , I (1) and (4), The metonymic honOrifics with 
'11 t ated In examp es 	 " 

and ,,"I.IOCm - I uS r , I t the fifteenth century (Djamo-Dlaconi\a 1971 
It ted Since at eas 	 ' 

",u.\Ocm are a es I es to be transformed into a popular polite address 
7 267)" and are the on y on " 21 , 	 db V pronouns, They are widely used m the Bulgarian

f 	 that was to be ous te y , 
orm , b Dobri VOJ'nikov (1833-1878), LJuben Karavelov (1834­

literature, for U1stance y , ' 
1921) Aleko Konstrantmov (1863-1897), Elm Pelin (1850­1879) Ivan Vazov ' 


( 1877~1949), Jordan Jovkov (1880- 1937), Cu~omir (1890-1967) and Jordan 


Radickov (1929-2004), As time passes by, theu use IS mcreasmgly lUnIted to 


contexts in which they exp ress mock seriou sn ess, This is probably why the first­


person forms are especially popula r, See for example (11): 

(11) 	 liICTIIHa e, 'Ie E'bAfapI<H e OTe4eCTBO Ha BCl<4KI< HI<, HO CI< MI<CilH, 'Ie 

HapeA C TOBa BCeKI< 40BeK I<Ma I< eAHO MaAKo OTe4eCTBO: TOBa e 

POAHOTO MHCTO, K'bll\aTa, OT 41<HTO n par 3a n -bpBI< n'bT e norileAHaA 

(BeTa, ABOP'bT C 41<CTO npaHe no TeAa, MaMa, KOHTO C'b6l1pa 

npl1Be4ep npaHeTO, a M051 MUAocm ce A"P)I( I< 3a nOllaTa M I< rileAa c 

1I 1060nl<THI< 041< C'bCeAHI<Te K'bll\I<, 6HilaTa KapHepa 3aA Kbll.\aTa, 

oailKaHa 3aA Ka pl<epaTa I< ClIYLlla 40BeLllKH rAaCOBe, K)"IeLllKH ilaii, 
KaM6 aHaTa Ha CT 	 ­" apaTa 4aCOBHHKOBa KYAa, (l1opAaH PaAH4KOB, 
MallKOoTe4eCTBo") ' It is true tha t Bulgaria is the homeland of all of 

us but I think that everyone a lso h as a small homeland: this is the 

natlkve place, the house from the threshold of which one has first 
l00 ed at the wo Id h
clothes-I' r , t e courtyard with the clean laundry on the 

me, mummy who ' f Id' 'I rhumbl IS 0 mg the laundry at dusk whl e you 
e servant holds h b h

neighbouring h er y the skirt, curiously surveying t e 
mountain behin~u:s, the White quarry behind the house, the 
barking and the b I e quarry, and listening to human voices, dogs 

e I of the old clock tower: 

The translation of 


which wo k .MO, -'<tutocm (I't ' 	 vant' r S On one level be , I , m y g race') as 'your humble ser , 
--:;:=-~-:-:--____~ cause It rend . 	 _ . oe 
" Th' h 	 e rs a habItua l circumlocUhOn U1 a 

IS onOrific is also r 
441). It is known to C e ported frorn Poland s' 

2ech, Slovak. Serbian and l~ce t1~e same fifteenth century (Helmbrecht 2006, 
roahan (EEP 3, 785) as we ll as to Russian, 240 



age with a habitual cirCuml .
JaIlgu 	 OCution . 

--" that the speaker mockingl . In another c
the riU~ . . Y assIgns t h· ,ornpletel .

Such honorifIcs, especially . 0 unselr. y misrepresents 
. 	 In the seeo d 

be meant sen ou s ly as in a . n person but I .
alSO . 	 recording of B a so In the tho d 

oia (made in 1968), where th . f ulga r;an d· I lr ,can 
~oma 	 e In orrnant Ia ect spee h f 

a~fUAocm as shown in example (12). addresses the int . c ram 
tJillll 	 • erv1ewers With 

(12) 	 Hlf)'MHK BepBaM 4e H Raw ~ ~ 

a MHllOC My n.y _ ' 


Brebeni Uudetul Olt] I: 77) 'B MaTel Ce ""YM;" II (MMEC-BDR 
. b I ' arley. I think th ' 
It ar ey. 	 at your grace also call 

The metonymic honorifics with loen ' 
. 	 oucrnao are much 

damaskins than those With M!lAoem. They h b more frequent in the 
ave een att t d 

end of the fourteenth century (Djamo-DiacOni\ii 1971, 181 es e at least since the 
ddress forms m Early Modem Bulgarian usag . th ). They surface as pohte 
ad' e 10 e seventeenth century _ cf
above (2) - an persist through the eighteenth17 d . . 

". an nmeteenth18 centuries 
However already Penco SlaveJkov (1866-1912) can only ,... 

. . . 	 use locnovcmoo IrOnically, 
whieh corroborates the stylishc mformation put for wa d b p . I Ph ' 

r y enc e apa agl
(Papahagi 1908, No. 190)." In other words, by the beginning of the twentieth 

century loenooem8o was already obsolescent as a neutral term of polite address. 

Younger speakers of Bulgarian are unfamiliar with the lOcnoocm80-based 

honorifics. We can thus see that the path of lOenooem8o prefigures the evolution 
awaiting MUAoem: from stylistically neutral common use as a full-fledged 

honorific term through a gradual restriction to ironic contexts to complete loss. 

The Bulgarian m e tonymic honorific with lOcnoocm6o appears to be a 

calque after the Greek honorific with ava€VTia . The isomorphic Greek terms m 

the second and third person are in broad use in the colloquial language and the 

. . /3 1757)' MaAO lIe Ll\O XOw,l A3 CKa)l(l Ha 
" For instance, in the writings of josIf BradatI (1682 - .., (NBKM manuscript 1058, 
&awero rocnoADcrBo 'I want to say one little thing 10 your lordshlP . Svistov damaskin 

I Modern BuIganan25<r - em_HOB It KOAOB 1964, 331) and the Ear y 

(MHAe'11I'11923, 271, 272). 	 . 7 Petko Siavejkav (1827-1895), Dobri 
• Employed by Georgi Sava Rakovskt (1821- 186 )' . . (1850-1899) and Ivan Vazov 
V . . 	 .• 3 1897) Zahan SloJanovO]nikov (1833-1878), Vasil POpOVIC (183 - , 
(18m	 tM~ b....-1921), among others. 	 oral communIca I . 
• 	 . t ent leans on . L· .g dunngThere are reasons to believe that thIS st. em . residence III eIpZl 

9S9) who was InBulgarian linguist Stojan Romanski (1882- 1 

P. PaJllhagi's graduate studies. 241 



. tl only used in self-mock (lANE 1933-1989,3 
f t- rson IS curren y Th bed ' 

dialects. The Irs pe f the century, Albert urn not that V pro­
. . und the tum 0 d I' be'324). Wnhng aro "r 5 and by the educate e lte, Ing otherwise 

I employed Ul CI Ie " • 
nouns were on y . I d ~ aqJEVTlCl aou and I] EU)'EVEIU aou (Thumb

b f mulas that UlC u e " . ' .
replaced Y or . . d ce of the uu6EVTw-based formulas In Greek 

82-83) The earhest eVI en . ' . 
1910" B tine epic poem Digenzs Akntzs (dated back to the 
comes from the famouS yzan , 3 33

turies - KQ\ClQ(X~ 1968-1998" 6-337). However If heleventh or the twe t cen G' ' 
. 'f' b ed on various abstracts pervade reek usage Since the

metonymIC honon ICS as 

fourth century AD (Ziliacus 1950, 44).. " . , 


The Greek aU6EVTia-hononftc was borrowed m Aromaman afindlla-! 
where it is employed only exceptionally to strangers of high rank (Caragiu­
Marioteanu 1958,98-99). Precise equivalents in the second and third person such 
as m~je loclloocm60, BalUe zocnoocmBo, HJeZ080 zocnoocm8o, HJUX080 zocnoocm80 
(RSKNJ 3, 513) are used both by Croatian and Serbian authors in the second half 
of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries: August Senoa 
(1838-1881), Ksaver Gjalski-Sandor (1854-1935), Ante KovaCic (1854-1889), 
Vjenceslav Novak (1859-1905); Stojan Novakovic (1842-1915), Ljubomir Nedic 
(1858-1902). Albanian is reported to possess formulas of the same structure: 
:oterole, 2oteria-jole (Papahagi 1908, No. 190), Zotnija fote, Zotnija fuej (Mann 1948, 
584) etc. A recent dictionary defines zotrole as a colloquia! 'term of respectful 
address for an elderly person of substance' or as an ironic'derisive term directed 
at someone putting on airs; big shot' (Newmark 1999, 969). And, most 
Importantly Romanian al !' , so uses a po Ite formula of the same structure. 

In Romanian the t . . . me onymlC honorifics with domnie were 
grammahcahzed as pro f' 
d ' , nouns 0 pohteness in the second and third person: 
omma la > dumnealli [2SC] d ' . 

dumnealui [3SC-M] " ~mma volislra > dumneavoastra (2PLj, domnia lUI> 
ASC , domma el > d .. f'[3PL] 10 Th . umneael [3SC-FEMj and domnia lor> dumnea or 

. elf employment was stud' d . . d 
compared to other R Ie tn detail by Fredrike Braun (1984) an 

omance languages b Al 5) ThusRomanian provides a I" k b Y exandru Niculescu (196. ' 
In etween h lingthat all politeness h noun p rases and pronouns, demonstra 

p enomena a . d' d 
comprehensively. Tr f . re tnterconnected and should be stu Ie 

. ans ormtng 't f
pohteness, Romanian ha I" I S traditiona! honorifics into pronoUIlS a 

s Imlled th . n 
:-~=-:--~_____~ elf use to the second and the third persO 
20 I conclude that R . 

. omanIan (grammahcalization b as OPposed t f ture5 
part of the pro . ecause the Romanian h ~ the other Balkan languages) ea e 

nOlTlinai syste I ononfi c h . . h 5 beC"c!1Usted 'you (for I)' m a though its S . ,avlng undergone fUSion, a ''> 
rna has b panlsh co honour2005,50). celT treated as ' unte rpart vuestra merced 'yOUf t 

an mstan f d Tr<1ugot 
ce 0 lexicalization (Brinton an 
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n<>rimposed on them the "st dd sU r -	 an ard avera 
a!' ~"focus and spectrum (Strategy A ge European" 0 ' ,
bet"'=" 	 I ' presented in T b pposltJon 

record that trans ates Blne venil do 	 a Ie 2) . A sevente th ceotury 	 mnala and B' en ­
jJ1to Latin as 'Bene veniat dominatio tu ' Ine am I gilsil preI domn

t'e;fre 	 . a and 'Bene ' , e
-ila 1979: 31 - loannes Lusclus De VI h" II1venta dornmatio tua' 

(~! j/la 	 . 'a 115, 1668 285) 
Iy sign that, by that time, the two strategies w I' can be viewed as an 

ear . h 	 ere a ready b hThe result IS a tree-level contrast in th roug t together. 
e second pe

the nineteenth century (Nicu lescu 1965 43) _ T rson well-established 
by . I ' ' pronoun lu vs Veala (a non-reClproca politeness form to ' f . . pronouns
dunm 	 II1 enors and a ' I 

een equals) vs. dumneavoaslrii (a non-reciprocal I' reclproca fonn
betw	 po lteness form to . 

d a reciprocal form between equals) - and two-I I ' supenors 
an " , 	 eve contrasts II1 the third 

rson - el vs. dumnealUl he, ea vs. dumneaei ' she' and 'J I 
pe 	 . el e e vs. dumnealor ' they'.

reciprocal usage dumneata sIgnals a shorter h' tid' In _ . . 	 onzon a Istance than 
dumneavoastra. Vertical dIstance is denoted by asymm tr ' d e Ie umneata­
dumneavoas trii use. Romanian differs in a significant respect from the other 
Balkan languages that historically have used similar formulas: there is nothin 

' g' btthou elf use m contemporary Romanian. .ironic or sarcastic a 

Prior to the establishment of the strict domnie-based honorific system, 
Romanian honorifics were used in the same way as their Balkan counterparts, d , 

for instance (13). Speakers of contemporary Romanian cannot switch between 
forms of tu and dumneata to refer to the same person. To be consistent, in this 

sentence they would have had to choose between lnaintea dumitale & dum neala or 

inaintea ta & tu. 

(13) 	 Pentr-acea I-am adus mainlea la, Dumneala veri face cu nus cum 
mva\a leagea ~i impara\1i (Varlaam 1643, 61" - Neagu 1991, 370) 'For 
that reason I brought him [51. Theodore Tiron] in fronl of you, your 

lordship will d eal with him according to the teaching of the law and 

Ihe emperors: 

., 	 R manian also has others that 
Along with the domnie-based hononfIcs, 0 . t parts to 

. . ' d are precIse coun er 
Were not meluded into the pronommal pradlgm an . d b vel d. maria ta 
Gr k 'f' ( e menhone a 0 , 
, ee and Bulgarian metonymic honon ICS som , . h ' hness' etc. Offering 
yOur majesty', sfintia lui 'his holiness', inaltimea lor theldr I~y side with varied 
abund b I f V pronouns 51 eant ut inconsistent examp es 0 - £I<Aa !11fPOTT]t; (Jot;, I]
honOrifi' , AOTI]t; (Jot;, I]

cs - such as TO UIjJO<; TI]<;, I'] UIjJI'] the eighteenth-century 
tUVEVEia aaC; (Brad Chisakof 2003, 220, 236, 270,.436) -I'h'es provides a taste of 
Greek 	 . pnnClpa I 

-language literature from the Romanian 
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• 

the usage in a bilingual setting that surrounded the, grammaticalization of t~ 
Romanian domnie-based honorifics as pronouns of pohteness, 

A noteworthy difference between the Bulgarian forms and their Balkan 

counterparts (a characteristic that Bulganan understandably shares with other 

South Slavic languages) is that - contrary to expectatIOns - the Bul ari
" 'I Th' , g an

h d f IS IS consistent with the"honorific formulas do not feature tee mIte artIc e, 

long history during the pre-article stage that carried over by the force I; 


tradition, In other words, their lexicalization pre-dates the rise of the d f' 0
e mIte 
article with situationaIIy unique referents," Otherwise, we would have had 

>tHel060nlO lOC110ocm60 and *nz605lma ..MUAocm. 

Table 4, 
Linguistic expression of status and politeness in traditional society 

Positive Politeness Status 

Conventional formulas + + 

Indirectness 

Pronouns 

Verbal endings 

Noun phrases in referential use 
 + + 
Address forms + + 
Vocative particles + + 

, Table 4 shows the linguistic ' ,
durmg the traditional h N arsenal of posItIve politeness and status 

p ase, a te that thexpress both status and ' , e same types of linguistic devices could 
posItI ve politeness If across periods (see Tabl 1) , , we compare positive politeness 

h e , we wIll see th t ' hase new linguistic ' a It as acquired during the modem Pc expresSIon und hounterpart: negative port ' er t e influence of its modem-age 

tradition I " I eness, In other d '" ' " the 
, a pertod Ilnguisticall d 'ff War s, posItIve pohteness tn 

pertod I a' y I ers from ' ' , d m 
, m conVinced that 't I posItIve politeness' in the mo e 
reflexive as "t I a so differs ' . 11- " d' ff I encompasses all so ' I ' m Its essence, being naive and no 


1 erences lts' Cia mteract' f tuS
' d ,opposIte is rude Ions of a person regardless a sta 
thIf com ness, In th ' h 
politen Phanent - negative polite e modern period, with the arri val of t e \ 

ess as bee ness - th h iti ve "­
politeness' n narrowed dow Th e sp ere of application of pas 

IS not aut n. e ch' b ative
the range f . a matic and it d Glee etween positive and neg

o vanatio epends to I . side
Met . n acceptable to th . some extent on individua 

5 ,n 
onymlc ho ' f ' e socIety f ' 

tI1e general nOn lCS are a t 0 which they are part.area of p " ype of I g to~::==-::--_~-,:o~s~l~tt~v~epolit conventional formulas that be on 
1 1 R eness altho h Th logiC

egarding the relar ug they express status. e 

Ive chrono lo 
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behind their use is reflected in th 
. e Bulga .

)"a'O 'Call hIm aglta22 to make h' h nan proverb: K ' 
it' ' 1m app' I a~ ll .Al y a l iJ
term to one's interlocutor (a typo I .y . n other words .. 0 a .Aty cmalle 

lea POSlf ' asslgnlng a h' h even if that person's status is in five politeness approach) Ig -rank 
. act not h' hi ' can never hurtacknowledge actual hIg h s tatus as a . Ig. t IS even Ino . 

PprOpnate Th'· re Important to here Strategy B (see Table 5) - is in st k . IS pohteness strategy _ d bb d 
f h ar Contrast t h ueremnant rom t e era preceding neg t' . 0 t e previous On e It' 

a lYe pohten . IS a
currently not represented anywhere 0 ' t ess and, as far as I know .s 

n I s aWn B h' hI" ' I
Person - their 'holiness', 'sOvereignty' ' h ' hn . , y, Ig Ighting one aspect of a 

b . h ' , Ig ess grace' ' I d .formulas rmg t IS aspect of the refe . ' ,Or shI p' etc. _ such 
rent Into focus It

result is an even more 'focused' focus tha th . can be argued that the 
n at of T pronouns. 

Pronouns of politeness and conventional formulas Table 5. 

Strategy B 'focus strengthened': metonymic fa I ' h 
rmu as m t e 2nd and 3rd person 

In this context, the use of the third-person pronouns Singu lar (Strategy C 
shown in Table 6), argued to be the elliptic use of titles like the German Herr and 

Dame or the Polish pan and pani (Helmbrecht 2006, 433), can also be seen as being 

initially a conventional formula in the realm of positive politeness." Employed in 

conjunction with Strategy A, Strategy C produces the well-known German state 

of affairs with the use of third-person plural Sie as a pronoun of politeness. Its 

manifestations in the history of Russian deserve further attention. 

Table 6. 

Pronouns of politeness between conventional formulas and indirectness 

Strategy C 'focus ellipted': [TPRONOUN! =focus (300 PERSON SCI= elliptic title 

different interactions of Strategy A 
Western and Eastern Europe feature d d hronologically Strate-

St t gy A prece e cwith Strategies Band C In the West, ra e St tegy B was the first to 
. 436--440) In the East, ra 

gtes Band C (Helmbrecht 2006, . . modified through the 
d I later It wasappear on the historical s tage an on y 

Empire. rteness pronoun isn This was a title of respect in the Ottoman a second-person po I 2002 230) 
ese ",wla as d Dasher , ' " The use of formerly third-person Japan oliteness (Traugott an A 

hOwever said to exploit deictic distance to express Pbased strategy like Strategy . 
. nd Ifectness­"'hlch would make it an instance 0 f an I 245 



A. The intricacies of Strategy C (which is alien 10 the 
expansion of S~rategy e the scope of this article.. .. 
B Ikans)" remaIn outsld . paths from their traditional to their 1I1od­

a . and Romanian . "01anan 
The Bulg d·ff t and so are the resulting pronouns of polite­ntions are I eren . . h h 

Politeness conve . ., metonymic honorifics, t ey C ose to deal with . .th very sImI ar 
ness. StartIng WI h· act of Europeanization. Bulgarian calqUed the·ff tl under t e Imp . 
them dl eren y , Strategy A and reduced Its old honOrifics to' d d average European . 
stan ar .. 1·11 call this approach a revolutionary path of . heral irOniC usage. WI .. . f. 
penp . transformed its hononfics mto terms 0 pohteness sodevelopment. Romanian . . d h. 

that the ea rh.er establ·IShed Strategy B was modlfted un er t e Influence of the 


newIy Impor· t d Strategy A Romanian repeated e· the West European evolution 
• 
using its own linguistic material. This path can. be called an evoluhonMy path of 
development." One can argue that the acquIsition of pronouns of pohteness in 
any language that previously had honorifics must follow one of these two 
alternative paths. Languages in which honorifics were better rooted have higher 
chances to adjust them to the needs of negative politeness. 

The situation in the Balkan languages clearly demonstrated the importance 
of Byzantine models for the fonnation of honorifics. The compilers of Bulgarian 
damaskins are on shaky grounds in the use of honorifics. They freely replace one 

!~ Rare ly, a~d presumably under the influence of West European models, third-person
lool~iJuHbm the gentleman' or IOCno)Kama 'the gentlewoman' ca n be used in Bulgarian as the 
eqUivalent of the V pronoun in a way reminiscent of Stra tegy C in its incipient stage, d .: J.1 
KaKTa 0611kHoBeHo ce CI1Vl1B 

Heno3HanuIT n04YBCTBaxa J0• afieMe>KAy COBceM HOBH xaJa J.1 H HaeMaTeAH, )f(eHaTa " 

rocnOAm..... T co HO npeApa3nOAO)KeHwe eAJ.1H KDM Apyr. He )f(eAae AU 
'1> eAHQ cllaAKo? f OCnO,lV1H 

I13HAe CAaAKOTO pa3r' oT CB J.1 paMeHe 11 npJ1MJ1n-fa HSI'KaK cMyreHo, HO Bee naK , Ae,d,a '1 nopTTV'Ta
M~tHKOB " Pa3Ka3 3a e 5 . r..... Ha CJ1Ha OT ,4eTpOffT J1 npeAnAaTH craJiTa (CBeTOCAaa

' AHa e roHH, ··) 'And . dl d 
and tenants, the woma d h . as It usually happens between recent Ian or 5I· n an t estranger f It d· . I n
Ike to have a serving of f . e IStinet mutual sympathy. Would the gent ema r h rUlt preserve? Th I . k din 
s Ig t embarrassment b t . e gent eman shrugged his shoulders and wm e'd' , u nevertheless at th n 
resl Ing In Detroit and prepaid the r ,e e preserve, examined the portrait of the so 
CNWI(O stands for He "KeAaeme 12PLI ent. Here He )Ke..Aae 13Scl AU locnoiJuHbm (SUB}Ecrl eOHO
today as h' Au eihl.O CAn;"! 'ved 

arc alC Or pompous (Isee a so My a VICO, lOcnoiJU/'l.e (VOCATIVE, This usage percel2S Only Ro' . I 

infl manlan spea kers in North PBA POB s.a,), Was never grammaticaJized. 
uence of the ' B I ern ulga · h U d r the1968) Th , Ir u garian-Speakin . na ave deviated from this path, n e 

' e chOice of r g envlronm t h N toreSCU
DanUbe River duri po aene,ss strategy by this e~ , ~ ey opted for Strategy A ( es f the 

recent Chrono! ng the eighteenth and th ~lOonty group, which migrated south 0 , Iy 

inte,esting th.~ehi~; the ins titutionalizatione nineteenth centuries, corroborates the f;;'iS 

state of affa irs . the bllmgual BUlg ' of the Romanian politeness pronouns, I
R - see Illu t ' anan m' . , d 'tion<l omanian in th,'s 5 ration (12) _ a d iOOrlty In Romania preserves the tea I . I 

regard th b" n exhib't . Jloqu" 
pronou ns promoted b ' e IhnguaJ Roman ' I s. no Influence from standard or co . eSS 


Y Standard BUlgarian Ian minority in Bulgaria embraces the pohtefl
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"th another because fine status distinctions are unimport t t th D " 
WI . '. . an 0 em. urmg

teJ1110ttoman penod Bulganans, formmg a relatively homogenous group of low 
the could never use their own language to address those in power. Since 
statuS, " n with high-status persons took place in another language, the existing ractlO . te . . '. w " 
iJ1 . hono nftcs were not m active use. aUachia and Moldav ia, on the other B lga~n " " I """ 
u d their hlerarchica structures that after the demise of Slavlc-Romaruan 

hand, hal" had to be accommodated exclusively in Romanian (or alternatively in""gualll ~ " 
bll k) a Sl"tuation that lasted for at least three centuries" This explanation, 
Gree, I"d for the Romanian and Bulgarian developments, is probablyver va 1 . 

howe" " to explain the preference for an evolutionary or a revolutIOnary 
insuffiCIent f th imported West European models in general. This is so because,

tatlOn a e f " ti"" 
adap "m ortance of Greek for shaping the pre-modem norms 0 mterac" on In 

given the I P "unclear why Greek itself should also take the revolutionary 
lkans It remams " ons 

the Ba, neralize across cultures the Bulgarian and Romanian reas 
route" Rather than ge the other one should search in every individual case for the

" ne way or , " "d 
far aptmg 0 d"" 5 tha t m ade a certain option more appealing to mSI ers"

ific precon ItlOn _ _ • J ( 
spec , <@~((J ~ ,:t,_loencb, t,,...' ..... .. 

.~ "I ;!.'>(;. IKJ' <; ! ... , '/' 

2006,439 

Map 1 
Source: Helmbrecht 

!.!SG. I I O~ <J.'iG 
.) ~!SG. 1I0l\ " Jrl, 
.. "::"~(;.1I0:-' < ~ . 

!>:.2S(;.IIU, .. IU'''', . 
"~""""- " 
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f the pronouns of politcn 1 ....... 

f h typology 0 f" "'IIIl-

In his study 0 t e l 'on that the pronouns 0 polila 11ft ....... 

h roM ~1 -~. 

Cllt (2006) reaches t e n Sprachbund (o r Standard Avera_ p,,~bre . f the Europea .,.. -~)
the characteristICs 0 . vation the territory of France and Germany . 

. t centre of 1IlIlO and
which had as I s I lied Charlemagne Sprachbuntl. I have -..

f that been a so ca . - -r'vuu(e(j
has, because 0 , d' tribution of the vano us pronouns of pollt 
. that shows the IS . eness 

hiS map .' d . pposed to reflect synchronic as well as diachr .
according to ongm an IS su onle 

data (see Map 1). . . h h h ' . 
My research reported in this article sow s t at Iston~ly the Balkan 

. I . fa r from the unitary fron t that It p resents on this map In la tPenmsu a IS • c, 
viewed from the Balkans, Europe looks lilse the battleground of two tendencies 
(see Map 2 compiled on the basis of Helmbrecht's data supplemented and 
reinterpreted): one coming from the west (Strategy A) and the other from the 
southeast of Europe (Strategies B and C). The dotted line of Strategy A encom. 
passes entire Europe whereas the hatching of Strategies Band C predominates in 
the European South and East. 

.. .- I 
- ~ _w 'J 

I -:w; 110' 0( Jrl 
: 4 :S( ;.IU" " J S(; 

J - tv. Ito, .; J"1 


•. , ~'D ~ .; , 

I......~ 

: 

. 01.'-­ ....:::,. Map 2. Inte ractIOn A) 

indirectness (StrategY ul ' 
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On a genera l ba lkanologica l I 
d h · h · pane, the st d 

""liteness an s tatus Ig lIghted the need to u Y of the relationshi p of 
r - d · . I· L· reevalu I h 
tudies as a lsOp Ine. Ike all balkanol · a e I e bou ndaries of B Ik s . . Ogls tS, I hay a an 

thaI all Balkan natIOns and theIr languages h e always taken it fo r granted 
· ave ex pe .dtraditional to a rno ern pen od. O ur interest · h nenced a transition from a 

. IO t e pec r " uages share auto ma tIcally brings to th f u larltIes that Balkan lan­
g hI . e oreground th ..
Conversely, sc 0 ars of the Individual B Ik e trad itIonal period. 

a an cultures a d I 
Study without re ference to balkanology th d . n anguages usually 

e eta lIs of th d
of the common Balka n he ritage in favou f . e gra ual abandonment 

r 0 a natIOnal cu lt . 
national language and oriented towards Eu 26 I . . ure rooted m the 

. rope. t IS high tim th
recognize the s tudy of the transition from t d ·t. I e at we also 

ra Ilona to mod .
legitimate balkanological d oma in. em society as a 
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Abstract 


. h volution of politeness in Balkan Me' r .......... 

. d,es tee -'"'II 

This arhcle stu . d and more spedficaUYI that of the paWIJa S... '" 
. d dern peno s , ."DnI;o....

traditIOnal an mo . honorifics. It shows how metonynuc hoaoal8cs. ~~ . to metonymIc .__111!11 
in their relatIOn. were eventuaUy combined with PI'OllOUns of poI;".....

tine Influence, -~q,Bunder yzan E ope or replaced by them. The Balkan data "".......~ . . 

. d from Western ur , --,.... III IIis 
Importe . .bl to demonstrate that the current European state of affairs w "'­
rtiele make It pOSSI e . . . . as ,. 

a ftion between two polIteness strategtes, one ongtflating in the 
outcome of the compe I West 
and the other in the south of Europe. 

Rezumat 

Articolul urmare~te modul in care exprimarea politepi prin pronume personaJe~ 
formule onorifice evolueaza in societatile balcanice de la perioada traditionala la '" 
modema. Formulele onorifice, care au fost introduse sub infIuenta bizantinA, au fost lie 
inlocuite de pronume personaIe de polite!e, impo rtate din Europa apuseana. lie 
combinate cu ele. Datele baleanice ana lizate in acest articol demonstrezii ca situa!Jl 
europeana contemporana se datoreaza competitiei intre doua strategii de polite!" UIIl. 

provenind din apusul, iar cealalta - din sudul E~ropei . 
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