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e N IRANSITION; 145 BALKAN EVIDE
NCE!

OLca M. MLADENOVA

takes as a starting point the change
current (‘modern’) phase of Bulgarian

literature since the last third of the nineteenth century and the precedin
‘traditional” phase. The Russian-Turkish War of 1877-1878, which brought tﬁ

Bulgaria political independence, serves as the conventional boundary between
the two phases.

These phases have very different cultural
of which were shown to correlate with linguistic

e Bulgarian

and social characteristics, some

use’ but there also is linguistic
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 nafion state.
For Bulgarians today, it is difficult to even imagine the ne.sted '{d(.anhty of Fhe
typical multilingual person of the traditional period with nt.s shifting lc.)yaltu.fs
(Maagenosa 2003, 325)2 but Teodorov-Balan’s memoirs, in which he describes his

f the Social
' Research for this publication was sponsored by a stam'iard re?earc:wiiintof Pagite
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.".l il vy
Pragmatic Function Words: A Corpus-Based Description of Varxa:,c;:iore or regional dialects) may
? Certain conservative varieties (such as the language of fo

’ An eighteenth-century testimony of multilingualism d and analysed in Kostov 1999-2000.
lanSuages spoken in the Balkan Peninsula is Presente. e | boundaries during the transition
Regarding the linguistic construction of ethnic and nationa

period see Maaaenosa 2003, 334-347. 231
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Bulgarian damaskin - Aemua

: -centy
971, 49, in my translation)‘4 ry Early Modem

As always, .

3 e :
story fl.'om the Vlllage of Zabernovo, Regionp IV}:;::Z 1r'1r the breach. A true
Mountain), shows the 1mporFance of status around 1910: a mat:{r:::o (Strandza
court for allegedly -not. Paying his debt back btk Bt T ;S an_other‘to
disrespectfully by his first name as [Temxo rather than [Tem ressing him

. 4 e, K0 wopbadxu (T
1962, 159-160); that is, for omitting the title wop6adxu translatable roug(h;)yp(;z
‘master’. In a folk song recorded in the village of Gabrene, Region Petri¢, a young

woman does not stand up when two young rebels come in. They threaten to
torture her twin brothers for this trespass (C6HY 61, No. 553). Dis;'espectful be-
haviour of females to males was harshly punished according to custom
(Mapunos 1984, 389-390). These examples show that status differences (in the
first case based on 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 r.egulating
social interaction during the traditional period. As to politeness,_ accordmg to the
model proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987), there are two kinds of polntenlfl§s
that are deemed to be universal. They aim to maintain the famfmbledp: ;;
self-image of individuals (face). Positive politeness.address;s ::::;:,i er;;nal
accepted and appreciated by others gnd negative polltenessrat ; non-western data
autonomy. Based on pre-modern Europear ol cjﬁ?ﬁﬁat%ese two strategies
as well as theoretical considerations,.crltlcs_ ha.we ound the globe, are far from
of politeness, while widely spread in societics ;;9- Watts, Ide and Ehlich 2005
being universal (Traugott and Dasher 2002, 228-227

Apresjan et al. 2006, 250-251)-
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rian urb . Periog i
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o Ikan cultural space (Slama-Cazacu 1986; Petrovi¢ 70,
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ﬁ?::o; 2007). Negative politeness, on the other hand, in view of its goy)

avoiding imposition, predictably favours ifldirectness m lv.en:'iecl lit.l'guistic guise s
Negative politeness is absent from Bu.lganan rural socia lflteractlons, a state of
affairs that has also been recorded in other St?uth Slavic areas (Brown ang
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 others. 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; Maagenosa 2007). Thus social interaction appears to have been governed
by different factors during the traditional and the modern phases: status in
conjunction with positive politeness during the former and politeness (negative
and positive) during the latter period. This state of affairs highlights the existence
of a connection (albeit of a different nature) of status with both positive and
fegative politeness. The connection of statys with positive politeness is
synchronic but with negative politeness diachronic.
confirmed by the B an non—ve.rbal expressions of status differences
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Linguistic expregg; :
e xp 10N of politenes Table 1

Positit)e Poli
Conventional formulas oliteness Negative Politeness
+
Indirectness

Pronouns

Verbal endings

Noun phrases in referential use
Address forms

Vocative particles

TV (RIS [T [P eg) B
+ [+ [+ [+ [+

In this article my focus is on

) personal pronouns and :
phrases designating persons. P a type of noun

Pronouns (and verbal endings)

In the traditional phase, Bulgarian personal pronouns were not yet markers
of politeness. The earliest records of Modern Bulgarian — the seventeenth and
eighteenth-century damaskins — 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 (call‘ed
nucmosrux) circulated in Bulgaria. They were meant to serve as models to cl'encs
and laics. These collections consistently employed V pronouns to afldress a fsmgl*’i'
person, a typical expression of negative politeness Despite their .uneq:;zz‘:;
recommendations, real-life correspondence in Modern Bulgarian written
the same time was far from consistent. See, for instance, (1):

—

* See the collections from 1783 and 1784, respectively, kept in the
“St.st. Cyril and Methodius” (NBKM manuscripts 365 and 366).

Sofia Public Library
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tandem wlth_ the rfiii nineteenth century (Cogpornit Bpaua [ ]
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1976, 33; 36). s this use of V pronouns was established, T pronouns became a
As soon a

o1 of solidarity (positive politeness) or — if employed mappmpnatdﬁ*fs:ls‘gl? Of
P e This is the situation in contemporary Standar garian
impoliteness, rudeness. that even now Bulgarians — younger speakers more
However, recent research shows of T pronouns (Aaekcosa 2002).
so than older ones — are quite tolerant to the OVEEe pth rodl e sionr phra
_ [ think that the most fitting explanation Of. why the seco I:Zded b e
would be “more polite” than the second person sglgular can be pro B
basis of Robert Austerlitz’s treatment of the Gilyak pronoun S'YS .
Austerlitz introduces the pair of opposing terms ‘focus’ and ‘spec e
characterize the semantics of personal pronouns. Thus a second-person Smilrl] 4
pronoun is a focus, because it is directed at a single point, wherejas the dSECman
person plural pronoun is a spectrum, which contains the focus but is broa (?l' .
it, or, in other words, Spectrum is a relaxed focus. So, in terms of politen "
strategy, if a T pronoun is a focus and a V pronoun a spectrum, this usage Canun
subsumed under indirectness, which leads us to the conclusion that the V P:Oyl’l;m ;
's more polite than the T Pronoun because it is less direct, less “focused”-
Srategy (schematically represented in Table 2) will be called here Strategy A-

Table 2-
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g st
according to sex, age, OCCupation, ethnic nﬁn_\e, w
guch terms are used either re{erentially & 'a religioyg
. ! A
reach the conclusion that Whereag status ang

affinity to relational terms ang Negative

gories of noun
absolute term i

ords desj i
or
addresg forms, 1, Ma
Positive politene G
Politenegg to a
Phrases
nto a rely

on etc.),
A€HOBa 2007 |
55 display a natural
bsolute terms, the

1§ transparent: for instance,
tional one,

pOssessives can transform an

tonymic rank terms in Moder Bulgarian i either |

ABSTRACT Nou
[PRONOMINAL POSSESSIVE CLITIC] or [PRONOMIN AL, POssEssvE ADIECI‘IEEI :
[ABSTRACT NOUN]. Such formulas must have ]

been the common herita
; : ) _ e of all
Slavs judging by ev‘ldence dating back to the tenth and the eleventh c:egnturies.Ei

(2) a Ba[wE] rocmoacTBo Ta crE ZOBaNBI @& cf

BETO|rO AHMHTpia (Seven-
teenth-century Early Mode

rn Bulgarian damaskin - Jemusa 1971,
99) ‘And you, your lordship, are invited by St. Demetrius’ - w|

FOCNOCTRIE BAWE: Bl EcTe zmAWiM rocTie o (Seventeenth-century
archaic damaskin — BAH 24.4.32, 250) - kai fj adBevtia oac gioTe oi
KOAEOUEVOL @iAo1 o TOV “ Ayiov (Aapaoknvéc Etovditne [1557-1558]
2004, 514); | o
(3) amH zayI0 TOH MEHE Aa MAECH8Ba npba TB.OE ufa]pcTBO (Seveln?tgef\B t
century Early Modern Bulgarian damask'm - ,&lle:’umal‘?’ﬂ, HL)‘; n‘:|
why should he hit me in front of your Emgslhlp. = np.ms:: famhzic
TEOE| qpr’r‘:grk, A4| NORHPHETH| PRKS| HHETO C'hH (‘Slxteenti:-cen?'::} R
in — Manescku 1972, 2, 546) — nogaer| an Pk qprf'mm ‘
damaskin et (Seventeenth-century archaic damasku‘\
<. s v Thc Paaireiag oov va
— BAH 24.4.32, 288") - BiKalon 5};\/{::) ;gz?ff?;?—ln;%] 2004, 293);
e e oven T []a[o]cTb, HEABHTE zaMHHSBA ."'IOH
(4) ™oH rfo]cr[0]AHHE. pee Bagl alM Modermn Bulgarian damaskin -
aoMp (Seventeenth-century Earty

-~ A 1
BBZRHIHETH KTO POVKS MKOKE

i g i S.

* Cf. Baaapiypcren— Bauie, lit. “your sov ;
Venceslai Vita (written around the year
sixteenth century) and in Pseudoﬂeval!;g;)

, . fom {5451 =5 237
Manuscript of Serbian recension
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(6)

)

Jewuna 1971, 245) ‘MY lord, I am asking your grace, do not ign,.
eMmn '

my house.” i VEAO MOE. H C[BE
H }I;sv[E] w8 enfrjckfo]m KaKo TI HME SEA (BEJThIH i

nHKOAQE TpbIINBI  PaBh i TH,  c[BE]ryy
teenth-century Early Modern Bulgarian damgsi,
pa[a]a[n]xo (Seven : S ;

Aevunsia 1971, 167) ‘And the bishop told him “What is your Name,
my child?” St Nicholas softly said: "'Nlc‘:holas,‘ the) S‘Il':ful slave of
your sovereignty, holy SOVEre‘grE — Hlrako| e BHAT] )"‘°| 1| enkny- Kdko|
pavknsewn| ce| vaa9l Mot cin| WTekiya| carkpenno] Wepazwk, MK ag
rpLINKIH, pABR  BAWENO cTkHWAre| BAYCTEA (Sixteenth-century archaic
damaskin — Mamnescku 1972, 2, 540) - Agyet Tov yodv 6 ’Emiokomoc
Mac dvopdleoar TEkvov pov; 6 “Ayloc amekpibn Tameve® @ oxfuar
Nikohaoc Guaptwhdg, dobroc TAC oOfg ayidmTog Aéomota
(Aapaoxnvoc Etovditne [1557-1558] 2004, 290);

B c8ABTE ro cbe BaweTo c[BE]EHCTBO (Seventeenth-century Early
Modern Bulgarian damaskin - Aemuna 1971, 170) “And judge him
with your priesthood’ — #| coyanTe ero cipencreo gawe (Seventeenth-
century archaic damaskin, BAH 24.4.32, 289) — #| c&pumd
CUIENHONAYEACTRO| RAWE (Sixteenth-century archaic damaskin — Hanesckn

1972, 2, 546) — xpiveté v § apxiepwaivvn oac (Aapacknvog Trovdime
[1557-1558] 2004, 293);

THXO PEYE.

padet ufa]pesst u Ha TBoa caeT]bius cme pabs (Seventeenth-century
Early Modern Bulgarian damaskin — Aemuna 1971, 172) ‘We are
slaves of the emperor and of your holiness’ — pABKI LAPERH H| o

CTRINK ECAthI (Seventeenth—century archaic damaskin — BAH 24432

29 o 1 g \ A .

q 7) kp‘"""l Yaperni| | e TRoeH| tcmmi (Sixteenth-century archarc
amaskin — ]/IAHE'BCKH 19 % X » » Tﬁg

ayiwobdvnc 72, 2, 530) — AoDAo1 ToD BagiAéwe Ko

b oy
294); o0 Elueodey (Aapaocxmvog Trovdime [1557-1558]1 200%

: . do

G . AV
&Ba?\ﬁra Ko VUOTGLeTe @ - Hopakarg ™V DueTépav ayomnv vc;;ﬂ
MAK| e BAne| Ao “”“GﬁHVg'xg Stouditg [1557-1558] 20042 m

archaic damaskip, He| OYHRIRETE| A| ApEmaeTe (Sixteenth'cen_ :

o Menckn 1972, 2, 549) ] am asking youT P

. r \l

AZQ o= napuka)ub o Tﬁ\' al'JBEVﬁav GaCz'qpr)];
ul-lucncq\fég Zrovditg [ 557-1558] 2004, =7

VOTGTeTe (
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~ Djamo-p i
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Bulgarian docu-

‘No matter how
o you, my friend].. -

Abstracts used as honorifics Table 3.
'E;ﬁ; Modern Bulgarian Church Slayonic G
—_— reek
rocnoAcTeo POCNOALCTEHH, rocnoAhcTRO abBevria
_uapcTBo HAPCTEHK, Yaphemeo Paoneio®
MHIOCT [praavBpwrial
BIATHYECTBO [BrapmivecTRHE], BAAAMIVECTES [deomotia]®
cBELEHCTBO CEAIPEHBCTRO ay16mc
CBETHHA cBAThINH] T dyrwoivn'2
CBAYIEHBHOHAY AALCTED Gpyiepwoivy
10608 AWEOER ayam '3
EAATOYRCTHE [evaéPera]™
NPiATEALCTRD [prdmc]'

These honorifics may appear in any of the three grammatical persons. The
numerous first-person tokens attested in Wallachian-Bulgarian documents
(Djamo-Diaconitd 1971, passim) are the counterparts of the West European

luralis maiestatis. . i ,
. Tlustrations like (5) and (7) show how such metonymic honorifics ::::::;2
i i t em
are originally absolute terms) may be used in speech in a way that emp

hanasios,
; for example by At
% Used as a title to the emperor since the fourth century,

. 1 —66).
Theodoretos, Kyrillos of Jerusalem and Isidoros (Zlhagu;?l“?;;)r 65-66)
" Known as a title since the fifth century (le:zcuscziix' Suprasl‘iensis (SJS 4, 44).
iy leventh-century L ; ntury.
: :i;::‘mded Aid tl;-l:d“‘1 &;33:;5 forms to high clerics since :;:2)‘2:886—8%
abstracts in 7 i
One appears to p:er:olrlninate in the later centuries (Z|l12;U;61)950’
" Used as a title since the fifth century (Ziliactl:S 1::::1 a’s an. honorific to 1@
: y
“ An abstract with classical roots frequen
rzanti iod (Ziliacus 1950, 46, 68)-
?m?ﬂm(absm to be attested as an addres

1950, 26), 239

The second

yalty during the

form (Plato, Phaedrus 228d — Ziliacus
s 1o )
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. This usage underscor,
ker and addressee es the
rence between spea

the status diffe the devices that express positive politeness and those thy
cimilarity between ;
express status. octive of the later developments, the most important me.

From the persp

.fics are those based on ;ocnodcmeo — illustrated in example (2) -
tonymic honortil

_ jllustrated in examples (1). and (4). The meton.ymlc h(.morifiis Wwith
and MuAocm { since at least the fifteenth century (Djamo-Diaconiti 1971
e atteswthe only ones to be transformed into a popular polite address
217, 267)"* an:ltzl:e ot by Vv pronouns. They are WidEly used in the Bulgarian
::::::ntt:f;. TSr instance by Dobri Vojnikov (1833~18?’8), Ljuben Karavelm./ (1834-
1879), Ivan Vazov (1850-1921), Aleko Konsﬁm@ov (1863-1897), Elin Pelin
(1877-1949), Jordan Jovkov (1880-1937), Cudomir -(1§90—196'.7) and Jordan
Radickov (1929-2004). As time passes by, their use 1s increasingly limited to
contexts in which they express mock seriousness. This is probably why the first-
person forms are especially popular. See for example (11):

(11) WMcruna e, ye bbrarapus e oTeyecTBO Ha BCMYKM HYM, HO CM MUCA, Y€
HapeA ¢ TOBa BCEKM YOBEK MMa M €AHO MaAKO OTe4YecTBO: TOBa €
POAHOTO MJCTO, KbIllaTa, OT YMITO Mpar 3a ITbPBU BT € MoraeAHal
cBeTa, ABOPBT C WYHCTO [paHe [0 TeAa, Mama, KOATO ChOmpa
fipuBevep MpaHeTo, a MO MUAOCT C€ ABPXKM 3a I10AaTa M U raeaac

AODONUTHI 04K ChceaHMTe Kbiuy, GsdaTa Kapuepa 3aA Kbillata,
bankana 3as kapuepata n cayma yopelku raacose, KydeuKit Aaf,
Samiﬁauara Ha crapata vacosHukosa kyaa. (VopaaH Paanukos,
Maako OT-EIIECTBO") ‘Itis true that Bulgaria is the homeland of all of
?\Zt?:et ;lt:clgku:ha;everyone also has a small homeland: this is Fhe
g ‘: 13“59 from the threshold of which one has first
clothes-line, my Vi ?Ourtyard with the clean laundry on the
humble se;vmtm}:n{dWho ' lolding she laundry at dusk while ¥ fat
neighbouring houz s her by the skirt, curiously surveying the
mountain behind the e quarry behind the house the
barking and the b ¢ quarry, and listening to human voices, d%8°

ell of the old clock tower.’

The translation of i~
which works on one leveff-_,ﬂ Murocm



se Wit.h a habitual Circumlocuti

Jang! the speak : N in angyy,
ank that the speaker mockingly ace; Other, compy _
the T Such honorifics, especially i} Ssigns to himsel Pletely Misrepresents

: ; € sec ,
jso be RS oetiously as in a rECOrdin;ndf p[;-rson but alsg
a 0

Romania . 196@' Where the informant 1dl:11ga’ian dial
2 MUAOCT @S shown in example (12): addresses the ;

in the third, can
ect SpeeCh from

ﬂam nterViEWErs with

HYYMHK BepBam 2 > .
(12) B::beni Uzdeml;eg[fflg@;w Y AYMare| ce yuypig (MMEC-B
. * 77) "Barl : o
it barley.’ €Y T think thay your grace also call

The metonymic honorifics with 2o

damaskins than those with yuaocm. "I‘l‘lec; Olf;i?:obzgln;ltjtce:t;me flrequgr.u in the
end of the fourteenth century (Djamo-Diaconita 1971, 181), The a;ue?st since the
address forms in Early Modern Bulgarian usage in the se:vente);ntl: :::tzsr pom:
above (2) — and persist through the eighteenth'” angd nineteenths ceniu;i;s.
However already Penco Slav.ejk.ov (1866-1912) can only use 20cnodcmao ironicall‘.’;
which corroborates the stylistic information put forward by Pericle Papaha-gi
(Papahagi 1908, No. 190).” In other words, by the beginning of the twentieth
century 20cnodcmeo was already obsolescent as a neutral term of polite address.
Younger speakers of Bulgarian are unfamiliar with the 2ocnodcmeo-based
honorifics. We can thus see that the path of z0cnodcmeo prefigures the evolution
awaiting Mmuaocm: from stylistically neutral common use as a full-fledged
honorific term through a gradual restriction to ironic contexts to complete loss.

The Bulgarian metonymic honorific with zcnodcmeo appears to be a
calque after the Greek honorific with a00evtia. The isomOI'.pth Greek ten;xsthm
the second and third person are in broad use in the colloquial language and the

. c@x! Ha
i : - : : _1757): MaAO Hello XOul' Aa CKax
o the o fosit Tadstl (620 17!0:dshiP' (NBKM manuscript 1058,

sawero rocmoancrso ‘I want to say one little thing to your : ‘stoy damaskin
250 — CTOJIH‘:)B u Koaos 1964 );31) and the Early Modern Bulgarian Svistov
Muserus 19 72). oy (1827-1895), Dobri
S Employ:dzi;fzyé’ezr l) Sava Rakovski (1821-1867), Pﬁ‘t?(o Sla‘;;’SkO‘T‘IIS;‘?) and Ivan Vazov
Vojnikov (1833-1878) \ixsil Popovi¢ (1833-1897), Zahari Stojano¥ (
(1350-1921 amon ;:h TS. | commun . 3
3 ﬂﬂt feaaoiftoe believe that this statement leans on ora dence in LeipzZig during
Bulgarian linguist Stoj i (1882-1959) W
flan linguist Stojan Romanski (1882
P. Papa agi’s graduate studies. oAl

ication from the

ho was in rest



ly only used in self-mock (IANE 1933-19gg 4
d the turn of the century, Albert ’I‘humb noted that v Pl'0:
oyed in cities and by ’the educated e’hte, I?eing otherwise
replaced by formulas that include 1 GPEVTIX ,oou a}nd N E0YEVEIX GOV (Thymy,
1910, 82-83). The earliest evidence of the OtUG:j:V'an-base.d‘ formulas in -
comes from the famous Byzantine epic poem Digenis Akritis (dated back to the
h or the twelfth centuries — KouxQag 1968-1998, 3, 336-337). HoweVef,_
n various abstracts pervade Greek usage since the

dialects. The first-person is current

324). Writing arount
nouns were only empl

elevent
metonymic honorifics based o

fourth century AD (Ziliacus 1950, 44).
The Greek avOevtia-honorific was borrowed in Aromanian afindili-t

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 meoje 20cnodcmeo, 6auie 20CHOJCMEO, 16e2080 20cn0Jcmeo, HUX060 20CnO0CHE0
(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
(1‘838-1881), Ksaver Gjalski-Sandor (1854-1935), Ante Kovaci¢ (1854-1889),
Vienceslav Novak (1859-1905); Stojan Novakovi¢ (1842-1915), Ljubomir Nedic
(]8?8-_1_902); ,A]_ba_nia” is reported to possess formulas of the same structure:
i:;t;)rot: z:;iena-;oté (P-apfahagi 1908, No. 190), Zotnija Jote, Zotnija Juej (Mann 1948,
;1 ddr:s:fm ;ficsln(;ejlcnonary defines zotrote as a colloquial ‘term of respectful
at someone puttin S e Sl’betance' or as an ironic ‘derisive term directed
A, Romaniga onl airs; big shot’ (Newmark 1999, 969). And, most
In ,Romaniann also uses a polite formula of the same structure.
the metonymic honorifics with domnie were

scl, ,,-;Om,;if gi";“u;"“”fé > dumneavodstri [2PL], domnia lii >
loyment was studj Z&?ﬂ [3SG,'FEM] and domnia l6r > dumnealor
r Romance languale In detail by Fredrike Braun (1984) and
¢s a link between nges by Alexandru Niculescu (1965)- Thu*
S8 phenomeng areol-m Phrases and pronouns, demonstrating

Interconnected and should be studied

dumnealili [3SG-Ma
[3PL]® Their emp
compared to othe
Romanian provid
that all politene

es} featur€5

Us . o ;
2(;,:]? You (formaly has pee Oughiits Span; .rllflc' having undergone fusion, has beCOI.ne
ey CEIT treateq a8 ‘an insib ' counterpart vuestra merced ‘your honou! :

. ot

Traug®

ne SCIOn
e of lexicalization (Brinton and



ﬁ

. hem the «

nmposed on t standard avera g ) "
and supefocus and spectrum (Strategy A Presented iﬁe'rabtimg €an”  opposition
bi’"”eenrecord that translates Bine venis 4 €2.As
tury

omnat d eventeenth-
@ and Bine g | asit pr,
. ‘ i e el domne
nto Latin as Bene veniat dominatig tua’ and ‘Bene inventfd g
stré

. ominatio tua’
, De Vlahiis, 1668, 285) can be

; Second person well-established
e nineteenth century (Niculescu 1965, 43) -~ T pronoun ¢y vs. V pronouns
by th ta (a non-reciprocal politeness form to infer:

dumnean equals) vs. dumneavoastri (a non-reciproc
berweereciprocal form between equals) -
mldscvan _ ¢l vs. dumnealui “he’, ea vs. dumnea
per

al politeness form to superiors
and two-level contrasts in the third

ei “she” and eifele vs, dumnealor ‘they’.
reciprocal usage dumneata signals a shorter horizontal
In

distance than
Jumneavoastrd. Vertical distance
um

is denoted by asymmetric dumneata -
eavoastrd use. Romanian differs in a significant respect from the other
dumn

lkan languages that historically have used similar formulas: there is nothing
Panic or sarcastic about their use in contemporary Romanian.
iro

Prior to the establishment of the strict domnie-based honorific system,
Romanian honorifics were used in the same way as tlr'leir Balkan cou_nter;;artsi, cf.
for instance (13). Speakers of contemporary Romanian cannot sw'lt;:h te;\te;r;
forms of tu and dumneata to refer to the same person. To be consistent,

inai ' ta or
ntence they would have had to choose between inaintea dumitale & dumnea
se
inaintea ta & tu.

' cum
(13) Pentr-acea l-am adus inaintea ta, Dumneata \;:'I’l fac;eg;uil 131;;) S
i imparatii 1643, 61" — Neagu "
= e ea si imparatii (Varlaam 9 . o
ufhw?ta lezi I lfrougpht him [St. Theodore Tiron] in frcuntfot;l z'?:wyand
at reas . ]
lordship will deal with him according to the teaching o

the emperors.’

that

i lso has others

: ifics, Romanian a e
ith the domnie-based honorl. ecise counterpart;

Were n:):l izlnc‘?l’u:;:linto the pronominal pradigm and a:orl::;d above), cf. mria ta

Greek ang Bulgarian metonymic honorifics (some n}en  highness’ etc Offering

Your maies;'gsﬁntia lui “his holiness’, inaltimea lor thel

: sod
: ide with varie
ns side by SIC€ ac, N
s j les of V-pronou AqUITPOTNG OQC,
L but mconsmter:t Z:a[:npg n vynAdTNG 0UG ntf,ﬁ ei;hteenth-cenrul‘y
HICs — such as o0 VY 1 T

6) te of
236, 270, 43 as
WYe¥eia gac (Brad Chisakof 2003, 220, 236, 270. 2 e
&e&"lm;lﬂgﬂ;lslriﬁractu: from the Romanian BEIT

lities provides a ¢
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th ¢ in a bilingual setting that surrounded th; grammaticalization of the
- usa_g domnie-based honorifics as pronouns of po _ teness.

Romanian Otmworthy difference between the Bulgarian forms and their Bajk,;,
counterga?; e(a characteristic that Bulgarian understanda?ly shares with othe,

b Slavic languages) is that — contrary to exXPECIOTE Bt'llgarian
f\z::)riﬁc formulas do not feature the definite article. '1:'1’115 1 consistent with thei,
long history during the pre-article stage that carried i by the force of
tradition. In other words, their lexicalization pre-date.as the rise of the definjte
article with situationally unique referents.? Otherwise, we would have hag

*nez060mo 20cnodcmso and *meosma MuAoCH.

Table 4.
Linguistic expression of status and politeness in traditional society
Positive Politeness Status
Conventional formulas - +
Indirectness i 0
Pronouns = =

Verbal endings

Noun phrases in referential use
Address forms

Vocative particles

+ [+ |+
+ |+ |+

SR 4 shows the linguistic arsenal of positive politeness and stafus
e o Now e e o Gkl
across periods (see Table F;OS] it PO]lteness. .If WE ComIpar pohte; errl
phase new linguistic : We‘.WIH see that it has acquired during the moc® e
counterpart: negg:tivE E‘;presslon under the influence of its mode.m-aﬁe
traditional period lin £ }teness_. In other words, ‘positive politeness’ I ! 1
period. T am convincg;mnEal.ly differs from ‘positive politeness’ in the moder
reflexive as it encom ea th.at h als?o differs in its essence, being naive and nonc;-
differences. Jtg 0ppo§t§f’ all social interactions of a person, regardless of St.at:;,
third compone I,Udene.ss‘ In the modern period, with the arrival o.f t

. ‘ € politeness _ i f positive
politeness has been narrowed ( ® ~ the sphere of application of P tive

politeness is not automatic ang oWn. The choice between positive and ne‘gﬂli e
the range of variation c‘suc'CEPtableltt depends to some extent on ind;ividtua]S e
@ the society of which they are part.

Metonymi :
¢ honorifj
ll PNe ICs are a o -
€ general area of Positive g type of conventional formulas that pelo
e

nes e
% Regardi 4 although they express status. Th

Nt — negatj

n
ng fC
logi¢



pehind their use is reflecteq in the Bul

dpazo ‘Call }um aghla“ to make him K .
term t'o one's inter o’cutor (a t)_/Pi‘cal POsitive Politenegg A » ASsigning a high-rank
o perso:il S B i high, 1 ; Jf,zmac'” can never hurt
ackngwledge actua hlgh Staty as pPrOPriate' This N more IMportant to
here Strategy B (see Table S) - is In stark Contrast SS Strategy~dubbed
remnant from the era Precedin

Barian

Proverb. g,
appy’. 1

N other word

KU My azo

5

to the Previous one, |t
. ! IS a
g Negatiye Politenesg and, as far ag | kno
currently not represented anywhere o, its own,_ By highl; hti o
person — their “holiness’, ’sovereignty', ‘highnesg’, - <, Tory e

formulas bring this aspect of the referent ingq focus

: - It can be argued that the
result is an even more ‘focused focus than that of T Pronouns R
Table 5
Pronouns of politeness ang conventional formuy]as

Strategy B ‘focus strengthened’- metonymic formuylas

in the 2nd and 3 person

shown in Table 6), argued to be the elliptic
Dame or the Polish pan and pant (Helmbrecht 2006, 433), can also be. seen as beiﬁg
initially a conventional formula in the realm of positive politeness.? Employed m‘
conjunction with Strategy A, Strategy C produc‘es the well-know:? Germanqsta[tt:
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.

ill!'ll 0.
P l- . . .

5] = elliptic title
i f = 3% PERSON SG] = elliptic tit
Strategy C ‘focus ellipted’: [T PRONOUN] = focus [

: i f Strategy A
different interactions o e
d Eastern Europe feature ologically Strate
e Westf’mBa;lnd C. In the West, Strategy A preceded f‘k;ronB Wis i
V\‘fl trategies 1 brec‘ht 2006, 436-440). In the F:ast, Stram oggiﬁed dhecagh the
i (ih(H:ﬁmt rical stage and only later it was
appear on the histo

——

3 Q ronoun is
: : man Empire. _person politeness p '
“This was a title of respect in the Ott;;panese anata as a SECU“%:S; ott and Dasher 2002, 230)
- ix n s
“ The use of formerly thll'-d PEffotance to express politeness (teg}’ like Strategy A-
however said to exploit deictic d'sf n indirecmeSs-based stra .
. a
Which would make it an instance o



- icacies of Strategy C (w
egy A. The intricacies O fegy

ion of Strat is article. TR '

expansion of ot ide the scope of thisa ' o 0 T
Balkans) remain outsi Z Romanian paths from their traditional hé%
Polite.

The Bulgari.an an e different and so are the resulting pronouns of ¢
politeness conve.nnons ar imilar metonymic honorifics, they chose to degj with
ness. Starting with very sim! act of Europeanization. Bulgarian calqued the
them differently under t}:;:fngtrategy A and rediced IR hﬂtmﬁﬁg 3
,stafldard a‘vera.ge uf:gl’zpl will call this approach '8 revolutionary path of
szstflgiﬁznlio;l;manim transformed its honori.ﬁ.cs into terms ?f politeness s,
that the earlier established Strategy B was modified under the influence of the
newly imported Strategy A. Romanian repeated the West Europ;ean evolution
using its own linguistic material. This path c@' l?e called an eVOI'llhOl'lal"y path of
development.” One can argue that the acquisition of pronouns of politeness 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 formation of honorifics. The compilers of Bulgarian
damaskins are on shaky grounds in the use of honorifics. They freely replace one

gy C in its incipient stage, cf.: 1

aako?
4 Focniogmirst cpyy PaMene u npumurna nakak CMYTeHo, HO Bee nak
faeaa n lIOprETa Ha CHHa o

T AeTpoitt u npeanaary crasra (Cserocaas
€Ana Geronug”), ‘And as jt usuaIFl)y happefl{;‘dbetween recenf landlords
distinct mutyal sympathy. Would the gentleman
Ment but neverthele. € gentleman shrugged his shoulders and winked in
°SS ate the preserve, examined the portrait of the SO0
He xeaqe [35G] Au z0cnodumvm [SUBJECT] .ﬂ)ﬂo
» (0cnodune [VOCATIVE]. This usage, percerve

U3fae caaakoro, pa3
Munxos, “Paskas 33
and tenants, the wom

AN Speakers YPAApOB 5.2.), was neyer rammaticalized.
Influence of their In Northern g forats g the
Bul 2 ulgaria ha ; Under
1968). The choice of s Speaking ve deviated from this path

envi
ategy bVlropmem' they opted for Strategy A (Nestore =

koo e
Yy this Minority group, which migrated south Of':ly
i € nineteenth centuries, corroborates the ff: is
State of affair. " ll—t‘ the bilingya] Bul 2on D_f the Romanjan politeness pronouns:
Romanian & . . 5€€ LlIUStration 12 arian Minority jn R : the tradition?
1an in thjg regard, the b.].( ) -~ ang exhibits ng fl Omania Preseweid colloquid
. ili : 'Nfluence from standard or

pronouns Prom n .
oted gual R()m 5 ; g 55
by Standard Bulgarian anian mmorlty in Bl-llgaria embraces the Pohlerte

: : Of the inets .
Meresting that while g - o "Stituti
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had to be accommodated exclusi
situation that lasted for at leas
alid for the Romanian and B

vely in Romanian (or alternatively in
t three centuries. This explanation,
However v . ulgarian developments, is probably
nsufficient to explain the preference for an evolutionary or a revolutionary

adaptation of the imported West European models in general. This is so because,
.ven the importance of Greek for shaping the pre-modern norms of interaction in
the Balkans, it remains unclear why Greek itself should also take the revolutionary
route. Rather than generalize across cultures the Bulgarian and Romanian reasons
for opting one way or the other, one should search in every individual case for the

specific preconditions that made a certain option more appealing to insiders.

et <, Etymologischie Typea: .
llda 1= 25G.HON <2PI . -
1 = ISG.ION « 35G
= 3 = 25G.IHON <3PL
e 1=28GIION < N
A3 Tl 5=ISGHON <REFL
V=

. o

Map 1
Source: Helmbrecht




In his study Of the typology of the pronouns of politer
Jusion that the pronouns of 18

Sprachbund (or Standard
its centre of innovation the territory of Fran .E. 5,
been also called Charlemagne Sprachbu e
s the distribution of the various pro o
flect synchronic as& e

which had as

has, because of that,

his map that show

according to origin an

data (see Map 1).

My research reported in this article show
T s that historically |

Peninsula is far from the unitary front that it presentshwtomny the Balks,

viewed from the Balkans, Europe looks like the battlegro 01:1 Fiied map. In fagt

gpp " . ) un = ‘ E l ’

[rttn:t Map 2 compiled on the basis of Helmbrecht’'s dat sy Kl

=3 arn - % . :

y m}:ri r:atn;il)z. one coming from the west (Strategy A) anr:l :;:PPlemented and

southeast of Europe (Strategies B and C e oth

NASSES : . The d : CF &Om th

passes entire Europe wherea ) otted line of S :
s th i tra

the European South and East ¢ hatching of Strategies B and C Prtzg)(; A T
: minates in

d is supposed to re

Frvmalagische Typea:

i =3SGHON < 171
22 2SGHON < 35G
4= SGHON <app
vh ISGHON <

Map 2. Interaction of )
A

indirectness (Strateg)
with conventional formul®®
' (Strategies B and #)




On a general ball-:ano].;)gic‘_:‘I SRl
oliteness and status highlighted the need t
studies as a discipine. Like aj) balkanologists, 1 ,
that all Balkan nations and their languages h.';vg ave always tal
iraditional to a modern period. Our jnter €Xperienced
guages share automatically brings to t
conversely, scholars of the individyal Balkan culty
study without reference to balkanology the details ofrili v
the common Balkan heritage in fav e

en it for granted
: transition fro

ik e m a
tin the Peculiarities that Balkan lan-

languages usually
gradual abandonment
oug of a national culture rooted in the
S Burope It is high time that we also

recognize the study of the transition from traditional to modern societ
y as a

legitimate balkanological domain.
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Rezumat

Articolul urmareste modul in care exprimarea
formule onorifice evolueaza in societitile balcanice de la |
moderna. Formulele onorifice, care au fost introduse su
inlocuite de pronume personale de politete, importate
combinate cu ele. Datele balcanice analizate in acest arti
europeana contemporana se datoreaz competitiei intre
provenind din apusul, iar cealalt - din sudul Europei.
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