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BETWEEN SPEECH AND WRTTING:. THE CASE OF CIOPLEA 

Bulgarian-speaking Catholics form a small minority that has attracted a lot 
of attention in the lingoistic literature not least because of their migrations, 
apparently related to their denominational choice (M M n e T H q 1903, C T O  ii K o n 
1967, C r o G ~ o a  1968, M n a n e ~ o ~  1993, 42-43, 46, 317-363, T r u m m e r  
1981, T p y ~ e p  2000n, T p y ~ e p  2000b, C ~ J ~ H M C K H  1974, C ~ ~ M M C K M  
1991, C ~ ~ M M C K M  1999, Se l i rnsk i  2002, H e n e n y e ~  1994.' The same 
reason, compounded in same cases by the geographic isolation of Bulgarinn- 
speaking Catholics from other Bulgarians, contributed to the rise of a separate 
written tradition' whose relationship to mainstream Bulgarian literary usage has not 
been ful ty elucidated. Its significance for the historical dialectology of Bulgarian 
however cannot be overestimated. 

My focus here will be on the Bulgarian Paulitian ( n a ~ n ~ ~ s r ~ c ~ u )  dialect as 
spoken in the Catholic village Cioplea near Bucharest and writings produced in it 
at the end af the nineteenth and the beginning of rhe twentieth century. In my work 
on M a i m  Mlaclenov's Electronic Corptrs qf the Bulgnriarl Dinlects in liomani~r 
(MMEC-BDR) I came across Mladenov's records from Stojan Romanski's archive 
preserved at the Bulgarian Academy of ~ c i e n c e s . ~  Besides Mladenov' s handwti tten 
copies of Romanski's Field notes from 1906 and 4 908 when the la t te~ visited ' Ciopleu, there was a xerographic copy of u brochure entitled Brctrsrvoto ili 
congregnfia zu pornqt i afervmie na siromaj'ile dzl~e ot pztrgctturo rr Cioj~len 
(referred to further as BCP).~ AII Bulgarian texts and songs collected by Romanski 
in Romania will be included in MMEC-BDR. The dialect texts require no further 
comment here, but the brocl~use is of special interest as an explicitly localized 
'token of the Bulgarian Catholic written tradition. This article aims to describe the 
language of the brochure in relation to mainstream Bulgaria~~, the dialect spoken in 
Cioplea and the Catholic written tradition? 

At the end of the nineteenth century Cioplea with a population of  399 .,had 
a Catholic church served by Catholic priests and n private school (seminary), which 
employed three teachers and was furided by the Catholic Church" (MDG 2: 427). 
Roinunski notes on August 3 1 ,  1906 that the church had a pipe organ and was 
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devoted to Virgin Mary and that the school was built in 1890 by viIlagers under the 
leadership of the priest Constantin Bibielle (or Bibiella) who was Polish, originaIly 
from Silesia. The school had three classrooms in which children were taught to 
read and write Bulgarian. In 1898 the priest was banned from the village for 
supporting Bulgarian-language education. When after six months he returned, he 
did not find his papers, which had presumably been burnt in his absence. By 1906 
the church school had been disbanded and the village administration was using its 
premises. A new Romanian school had taken over. But even after the demise of 
Constantin Bibielle, Cioplea continued to ,have a vibrplnt community life centred 
around the church. 

A glimpse into it is provided in the introduction to the brochure (BCP: 3- 
S), signex! by thepriest A-t Kw*. It mentiow Constantin BibieUa-by name as 
the initiator of the Brotherhood, which was founded (zatemelim) in 1892 and had 
as its goal the prqrqotion pf the Christian .way of l i f ~  Members of the Brotherhood 
had the duty to participate 9 charity, fast, .pray, kgularly go to church and to 
confession and the right to p@wlar;ly 'splernn funeraIs iqyolviqg the use'of the 
two ,b)& Brothwhod banners and a J%gh and a&ow Mass off~ciated specifically 
for *em besides all regular Masses. The monthly membership-dues .(lo b ~ n i  for 
d e d  pprsons and 5 pari for single parsons) wqre set so Iow that anybody could 
afford to be a p m k .  The brochure (4le.d innthe intrduction highiceh contains 
prayers. arranged a by ,their order in tbe M a s s  (BCP; ,7-161, prayers* hymns and 
psalms : iq- juxtano&tion with !heir Latin originals PCP: 17-20), praye43 fpr the 
dead (Be: ,2$-%), a, ,~bymed Bulgaria? version of the tyenty-stanza. Roman 
missal Dies Irae (BCP: %26), a litany for the dead (Be: 26-28) and, finally,, 
five. prayers to !@us Christ<fpf $e souls in pqrgatog (BCP: 29-3 1). On page 6 the 
brachure . explains the R o q n  Catholic , dogma of the purgatqry as place of 
temidrary, punishpent; of p e n k t  souls. p i s  punishment can, b e  shortened if 
rneynbrs, of the extended family pray for the dead person, 'but prayer is ,qlso 
beneficial for those w h ~  pray, because when their turn comes to s tqd  in frunt of 
God to be judged, they will have the support of the dq,d for whom they have 
prqyed (BCP: 99. 1~ 

, 
. This, overview of t h ~  .coptent of the brochure. ~learly indicates that its te3t 

can roughly be divided into two segnqnts, whose halance between the spontaneity 
of evecyday d@ect speqh q14 h e ,  orderly strqctures of written tradition, is 
achieved qn diffe;Ant. terms. On pp. 3 4  and in :the introductory lines to prayers 
throughout (to be,referred fuyt&e~ as s w n t  A) the cqmdiler is less constrained by 
traditioq @an in the texts of prayers, h p q s  and psalms themselves, which may 
w ~ l I  have been traaqrnitted from preyiopq generations. in the forrp recorded iq the. 
broihure (segment B) . . .  . , , . ,  

, Both :ord and waiffen, transmissiqq of the t@tii1must have sha ed the 
t&t 9 we find it in the brochure. Lj&ig ~ ~ l $ k k i ,  yhq was born..in Jimiea, 
region Plvydiy (lqcality , number ,3035 in thk Bulgqriaa Didw Atlas netyork, 
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representative of the South PauIitian dialect), recalls the adjective H U ~ ~ C K U  

'heavenly' (a borrowing of West SlaviclCroatian origin) from prayers that his 
mother taught him when he was a little boy (Cen a M C  K U  2004: 61), a good 

I exampIe of oral transmission of the tradition. As to the mechanism by which the 
tradition was consolidated through the circulation af written texts, Romanski 
reports on September 1, 1906 of his encounter in Cioplea with the seventy-eight- 
year old local resident Ivan Kekn who showed him a book he owned: Natrh 
kristianska. Za kristianere ot fdibenskata darxava (...)published in 1844.~ bound 
together with Alphabeturn bulgaridum sive cyrilIia~~um nunc primum editurn 
mtholicis Thraciae Bulgaris (Romae, MDCCCXLTV) and containing, besides the 
aIphabet, prayers like OTYE HAW and PA,@#! CA Mdp'if in Cyrillic and Latin 
transcriptions. We can thus take it for granted that the residents of Cjoplea were 
familiar with written texts produced outside CiopEea and based on other Bulgarian 
speech varieties. 

r]: * * 
I 

Let us now turn to the Iinguistic analysis of the text. On the level of 
orthography I can distinguish three sources of influence. Most important is the 
impact of  the Romanian language, whose spelling conventions define the 
appearance of the text to the greatest extent. The following equivalences between 
the brochure's orthographic system and Cyrillic match Romanian conventions: 

c i  for a mrikite (BCP: 3 -A,  11 - B), upekala (BCP: 6 - A), og6na 
(BCP: 6 -A), naip6ren (BCP: 7 - A), da isvGr$a (BCP: 9 - 
El; 

c followed by e cestitia (BCP: 3 - A), cerkva (BCP: 3 - A), vsicikr're (BCP: 3 - 
or i for .r A), vsicikite (BCP: 3 - A), ci (BCP: 3 -A), vecinoto (BCP: 3 - 

A), pocesto QBCP: 3 - A), da spccielat (BCP: 7 - A), 
pedepsara vecina (B CP: 9 - B) ; 

I 

I c followed by basca (BCP: 4 - A); 
other vowels or 
consonants for K 

I ch for x in front chip (BCP: 7 - B); 

1) g followed by e singire (BCP: 29 - B); 1' or i for 6 3 ~  



consollants for z 

,ylr for 7 in front ghi (BCP: 3 - A), drnayl~i (BCP: S - A, t 1 - D), evanghelin 
of r or i (BCP: 9 - 8). Ar1~~11c~li (BCP: I 1 - A). slugl~i (BCP: 2 1 - B. 23 

-EL 

j for ~ I C  kujit?zi (BCP: 3 - A), blujenstt1c~ (BCP: 3 - A: 9 - B), t r l r ~ u t  
IBCP: 3 - A), grl:j~rt (BCP: 3 - A), qjitlnri (BCP: 4 - A), 
orvc~jdar (BCP: b - A), jivor (BCP: 7 - A), ,ti ~ n o j p  (BCP: 9 - 
31, slldbcr (BCP: 1 2 - A), dlGjct t  (BCP: 1 5 - A); 

.$ for ut porr)o.yt (BCP: 3 - A), c/rt$r. (BCP: 3 - A). nosre b q t i  (BCP: 3 
- A). i,c'fn! IBCP: 3 - A)., slz~.ycrr?irto I'BCP: 6 - A). op140grer~ir 
(BCP: 24 - B); 

[ for q cor?gr.ega!iu (BCP: 3 - A). [e)70 (BCP: 4 - A), [arlrvn.y (BCP: 
24 - B); 

du xrtutt (BCP: 3 - A), z~zuirr CBCP: 9 - B), i~arrrd (BCP: 12 - 
Al, slezovcrio (RCP: 12 - A), nrre:i (BCP: 12 - A), zo.stoto 
IBCP: 16 - R).  

Second in importance is the Italian influence, which cnn be discerned in 
spellings like the following: 

: for t! broinize (BCP: 3 - A). m ~ s e :  (BCP: 4 - A). hnriazi (RCP: 4 - A). 
S~rrze (BCP: 5 - A; 23 - B), Otez (BCP: 5 - A). ~i ,frlinzuskarn 
zeme IBCP: 5 - A), Sferi (BCP: I4  - A). lizern (BCP: IS - BI, 
plu~narire (BCP: 21 - B), ple,rrli~n IBCP: 25 - B), lJzqi:u (BCP: 
25 - B). dea1i:a IBCP: 25 - B). vcni: (BCP: 30 - B): 

z: for t! cle::lt {BCP: 14 - B). r e z e t e  (BCP: 1 8 - B), Devixcr (BCP: 23 - 
A): 

s far 3 sa~.foto (BCP: 1 0 - A), slafile (BCP: 13, - A); 

tt for 117 ~ t t o  (BCP: 4 - A). e ~ o  1121. (BCP: 1 I - 3)': 

cc for Inti OCCP (BCP: 14-B, 20-B. 27-B). 

Some speIli~~gs identified above as Romanian would have been the same 
according to Italian orthography (for instance. git for z, cil for K and c far V) and 
some of them are present also in Nut~kcr krisiia~lskc~ (1844). cf. ~i i -~ lg l r i  pcsrti 
(C en M M c K M 1991 : 120) and in the older handwritten literature (W a l c z a k - 
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M i k o 4 a j c z a k o w a 2004: 66, 70-7 1). As one would expect, Romanian and 
Italian spellings are encountel-ed it1 both segmencs A and B of [he text but against a 
general predominance of the Kolnanian forms; the Italian ones are more frequent in 
segment B, which i s  more dependent on the written tradition. 

And finally, the Cyrillic tradition - and more specifically the so-called 
Resavn orthography, characterized by the indiscriminnte ilse of h (0 for 
eiyrnotogical h and r~ - cat1 only be ~+esponsible for spelIings ke l~ i ' I  was' (BCP: 15 
- B), rclzi 'them' (BCP: 7 - B, 1 3 - B, 14 - A, 28 - 3 )  or alternatively tehi (BCP: 7 
- B).  Similarly. to correspond to pronunciation, crz pariutn (BCP: 1 I - B), znrcu-i rui 
(BCP: 10 - B). prez izfcti ispnv~ii  followed by a full stop (BCP: 9 - B) should have 
been written with devoiced final consonants as the dialect recordings indicateX and 
the preservation of the voiced consonant 111 writing in positions from which i t  i s  
banned in the spoken language can only be a proof of awareness of the Cyrillic 
tradition, the only one with roots reaching far ei io~~gh in time to account for this. 
Devoicing i s  abundantly attested iu BCP but there also are words whose 
onhograpl~y follows the ety~nologicaI principle fnvoured in the Cyrillic tradition. 

Thus we can nttribu~e the following chrotialogical order to the three 
orthographic systems whose rraces can be found in the brochu1.e. starting with the 
earliest 011~: (1) Medieval Cyrillic Resava orthography; (2) Italian ortl~ography: (31 
Romanian orthography. It is noteworthy rhat some Italian spellings that 
characterize Ncrrrklt kristimlsko are ellcountered extremely rarely or not at all in 
BCP, eg. sc for t11, cf, i:t'LirLrci17?i, te ,~ck~l ,  iskusc (C e n M M c K M 199 1 : 1 18) but see 
the single iustance of loscirli (BCP: 8 - 3 )  side by sidc with lo~iite (BCP: 15 - B); 
s(iJ for src, cf. k~i,ri  ( C ~ ~ M M C K M  1991: 118), daniavn ( C ~ ~ M M C K M  1991: 
120). Standard Italian has neither the voiced palato-alveolar fricative z c  nor an 
itccepted way to write it down. However, tlre Liprisin dialect had this fricative and 
used to render i t  3s xi, cf. the name of Garibaldi's Genovese fricnd and supporter 
Yino Bixio (1821-18731, pronounced [b'133] i n  Ligurian as opposed to [ b ' r k s ~ ~ ]  in 
Standard ~taiiiin." I nm grateful to my colleague Dr. Stefano Giantiir~i at the 
University of Calgary for pointing this Genovese trait out to me. It opens 
~nteresting perspectives on the potential Genovese contributions to the Bulgarian 
Catholic written tmdition.'" 

Even the examples cited so fa]- show that there is a great den1 of variation 
111 ol-thog~apl~y, as one can expect from a language that i s  at the very beginning of 
its codification. Thus Cyrillic x can be rendered not only by j as shown above but 
~ l s o  by 2 - srrcrh boti (BCP: 5 - A), ptnvdirllttcl knro (BCP: 6 - A), o Boce (BCP: 7 
- B: 8 - B3; Cyrillic 3 - not only by fi but also by n - nlartvi dzoe (BCP: 4 - A). 
,llcrjerl (BCP: 4 - A: C3 - B), rvctnle (BCP: 5 - A), ~lllngo pati (BCP: 5 - A). ~ t u i  
skupn k l y f  IBCP: 7 - B), rllr h a h i  (BCP: 7 - B). 11u pukcrlcr IBCP: 9 - B), s(el1 
rt~rnr?rl  (BCP: 9 - B). Irahrrr (BCP: 19 - B) and e as in clrej (BCP: 12. - A), t ~ i  

8 BCP: 5 - A: 9 - B], rs  sena (BCP: I I -A), ila gre~l i  {BCP: 12 - A), O ~ P I ' V L I I I ~ C  

r BCP: 3 - A), r ~ r ~ r v i  w e  (BCP: 19 - B), rr-erti (BCP: 30 - B). Cyrillic K can be 



represented by k, c or ch. Cyrillic 3 by . or s, Cyrillic y by I ,  z, rz or even c - I 

i a~aace  (BCP: 28 - B), Cyrillic rr ( d ~ c )  not only by but also by cl: as in po biirdzi 
(BCP: 3 - A), po bardzi (BCP: 6 - 8)" etc. 

Comparison with Walczak-M iko4ajczakowa's observations on the 
orthography of tlne Bulgarian Catholic manuscripts from the second half of the 
eighteenth century shows recurrence of the Italian spelling patterns (W a 1 c za  k - 
M i k o 1 a j c z a k o iv a 2004: 63-72). Not surprisingly. there are in her corpus no 
traces ol' Romimian influence as. first. Romanian itself was at the rime still using 
the Cyrillic alphabet and, second, the eighteenth-century texts were written in the 
interior of Bulgaria far from any contact with Romanian. It is more intriguing that 
WaIczak-Mikolajczakowa f o u ~ ~ d  no orthographic signs of iiwareness of the old 
Cyrillic tradition. 

* n M 

The next irnportsrnt question concerns the relationship of thc language of  
BCP: to the Cioplea dialect ;md other Bulgar~an varieties, iucluding Slandarcl 
Buigari;~n. This question i s  best answered on tlie basis of BCP's phonological and 
moi.phoIogica1 traits. 

There i s  only one fact pertaining to phonology that T would like tn i n e ~ ~ t i o ~ ~  
here: the absct~ce of the clase centrid unrounded vowel [ t t ]  - [ i ]  in IPA 
transcription - characteristic of both the Paulitian dialects in Bulgariil (C -r o fi K o B 

1993: 138) and thc Cioplea dialect (M n an  e r t  o B E993: 3 F9-320). This absence 
prepares us for a relative independence of the langnage of BCP: from the speech 
partcrns of its compilers ajld readers, and at the same time it i s  n sign of continuity 
with the Catholic written tradition, which idso ig~~ores the phoneme [LC] 

( W a l c z a k - M i k o I a j c z a k a w a  2004:66). 
The brochure shares characteristic: morphoEogica1 reaturns wi tll the 

Ciopleit dialect, but it also contains compering f'urrns of different origin. The 
formati011 of the future tense suppons th~s  claim. The f~iture tense particle in 
Cioplen is 3 b  (T y uy 1968: 329, M n a a e  sl o B 1993: 343-344) and it i s  used 
fi-equently in t t ~ c  brochure in both sections of the text: m ima griju (BCP: 5 - A), 
:(I :enlor ( [e l  (BCP: 5 - A), zn mr 1jiku.s (BCP: 8 - B), rn .FP cii~dil)? (BCP: 24 - B), 
la ~t iunr i  (BCP: 25 - B). Mainstream Bulgarian zlfe however is also frequenl. 
sometimes followcd by dcr: gie tagztbi prmo (BCP: 4 - A), $lo sa ~llolcrr (BCP: 5 - 
A), $re s r i p c r  (BCP: 8 - B), gie dedi (BCP: 8 - B), Sfe cia i s p ~ r c  (BCP: 24 - B) ,  .yie 
~.nipornogt duva (BCP: 25 - B) etc. Its use in both sections A ;~nd B i s  ilr~ indication 
that textological reasons alone cnnnot account for i t s  presence. The future tense 
particle q c  was not just copied from texts available to the compiler; it had been 
internalized and appears in competition with 3h in sentences he composed. Since 
Idle (da) is also the future-tense marker in the earlier handwritten literature 
(Walczak-Mikofajczakowa 2004: 121-322), this literature should be 
considered the probable source for gte (da] in BCP. 
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More puzzling are the forms of the demonstrative pronouns for proximity. 
Students of the Cioplea dialect give them as mo'ija, rnoc, rno rn. - mi&, mac f. - 
nlyd ,  myzi n. - mu'tia, npec pl. [ ry sy  1968: 3231, and alternatively as rnoc, myc 
m. - m w  f. - ~ n p i  n. - mec, m'nc, #&a, mue pl. (M n a n e H o a 1993: 339). BCP: 
features to: (tozr) m. - faz f. - tor n. - tezi ( tez i )  pl., cf .  nu toz suet (BCP: I0 - B), 
)la torisfet (BCP: 3 1 - B), taz jalost IBCP: ID - B), bratstvoto toz (BCP: 3 -A;  5 - 
A), ve roz silo (BCP: 3 - A), toz vsicikoto (BCP: 10 - A), na rezi sirorna$ite d q e  
[BCP: 3 - A), :a tezi siromn$ite dz~jr (BCP: 13 - B), idira ot tezi pisani (BCP: 4 - 
A). However, alone- standing neuter t l l i  is also used, exclusively in prepositional 
phrases, cf. rarad twi (BCP: 4 - A, 5 - A, 16 - B), or twi (BCP: 4 - A). As research 
done by Borjana VelEeva shows, omonimity of the masculine and neuter 
demonstrative pronouns rnoc is currently not a characteristic of any Bulgarian 
dialects but it appears in older texts from Northeastern Bulgaria. Most recently, 
evidence of it has been reported from the Kotel dialect in 191 1 .  Later fieldwork in 
Kotel did not confirm the existence of the neuter form n7oc ( B  e n  r e  B a 1964: 
183-190). Stoian Romanski's records contain no information about the neuter 
demonstrative in the Cioplea dialect. Sixty years later, Maxim Mldenov did not 
encounter neuter n7oc in  any of the Bulgarian dialects in Romania. So it is only the 
testimony of BCP: that opens the possibility that the Cioplea pronoininal system 
may have keen of Northeastern Bulgarian type in the past. Unless it can be proven 
that the BCP pro~lominal system has another origin, it should be concluded that 
until the end of the nineteenth century the Cioplea dialect featured a demonstrative 
pronoun moc, which agreed wit11 masculine and neuter nouns. If so, it is 
remarkable that a dialect developing in isolation should have folIowed the language 
trends of the metropolis. 

The phenomena surveyed in this section show that the reIation between the 
language of BCP and the Cioplea dialect is not straightforward: ( I )  not everything 
that characterizes the dialect has found a reflection in the language of the brochure; 
(2) phenomena that are definite1 y extraneous to the dialect have penetrated the 
language of the brochure from other Bulgarian varieties directly or through the 
mediation of tlze written tradition; and (3) BCP allows a glimpse into the history of 
the dialect because it may have preserved forms that have subsequently become 
obsolete. 

* 
BCP attempts to remain understandable to its readers while at the same 

time addressing issues that are rarely tackled by the majority of dialect speakers. It 
, demonstrates the predicament of all language codifiers at all times: they must, 

however grudgingly, expand the inventory of syntactic constructions and 
vocabulary (by borrowing and word-formation) beyond the everyday usage of the 
community at large. 

Expansion in the area of syntax is not easy to track on the basis of the 
available data. At this stage we can just recognize phenomena that reflect the 
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In the realm of vocabulary, 1 will deal: with a handful of lexical items that 
present a ~eneral internst for Bulgarian lexicology and lexicography. There are in 
BCP: n number 01' borrowings that were clearly inherited from r he dialect and some 
were even attested in tlie samples of dialect speech ilt our disposal. In this category 
are Turkish borrowings such as: Ix~rem (BCP: 4 - A, 8 - B), Ixt.ykc1. ba,yuct (BCP: 4 
- A, 14 - A. I;EP I :  37), ,fuirl~i CBCP: 4, 5 .  6 - A), hisnickiaw i hisnaekinrki (BCP: 
23 - B. 6EP 2 :  39), irrr~iizi (BCP: I5 - B. GEP 3: 108. PPOMJI: 584), kahure si 
(BCP: 6 - A. EEP 2: 1 16). knhnruve (BCP: 27 - 8. 6EP 2: 285). kliil (BCP: 25 - B, 
FEP 2:  142-143). cl~i knsnr~di~ova (BCP: 7 -A .  6EP 2:  137$, k~rjirler (BCP 25 - B, 
EEP 2: 301). or ksrrburln (BCP: ! 1 - B, EEP 3: 144)- nznzdl-ak (BCP: 31 - B, EEP 
3: 612). ot rriisil-skire z e m  IBCP: I 1  - A. 6EP 4: 123), surlki (BCP: 8 - B. 9 - B, 
6EP 6: 482483), seck (BCP: 3 - A ,  9 - R. 6EP 6: 406). :a.an~crrr (BCP: 5 - A, 6EP 
1 : 596). or Greek borrowings I ~ k e  hwte  ( B C P  3 - A, 9 - B), kntrr den (BCP: 3 - A, 
6EP 2:  266). konclikclicr (BCP: 4 - A. EEP 2:  5851. pedepsite (BCP: 6 - A, 8 - B, 
EEP 5 :  124-125). zoremelir~n (BCP: 3 - A). The majority of this lexical 1:lyel-, of 
course, consists of non-borrowed Butprian words of a brander or narrower 
distribution. Exa~liples of the lather kind would be: rtni p f i r ~ n  (BCP: 7 - A, 9 -B, 1 3 
- B ) ,  po ~ m r e r ~  (BCP: I 0 - A), cnlc;~rzl p ~ ; ~ ~ j ) i  ce !rri>he n-bp;~t ny p 7 , ~ l i ~ ~ ~ e /  ny jjv?;l~rc 

(MMEC-BDR, Cioplea: 1076). cf. n7~pn~'lr (5EP 6: 71). preposition o w  
(Mn a n t  H O  B 1993: 348, FEP 1 :  203), ilrr vas to:Alrnr.(BCP: 12-A). This is the 
layer that brings the language of BCP: together wit13 Bulgarian spoken in Cioplea 
and elsewhere. It should however be kept in mind that many of the lexical items of 
th is  category were also part of the written tradition by virtue of their presence i n  
the Paul i tian dialects in Bulgaria. So Walczak-Mikolajczakowa notes in the texts 
studied by her the presence o f  ,fcrjrl~1, jortlek (jrtr-rick), kahohor. knhoc kascmel-lik. 
kuvhnri (curhcuz), Misir IMissir.vko, zcnre missir-sh), twrcfirnk, r r e m ~ l ,  bctrenl 
(pawrn), zntnart, snn ki, Imsckrr , mil, kc~~~mrlissusc, h urra, ped~psvrr I ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ C I L ' ~ J J L I I I I ,  
kcrra ( W a l c z a k - M  i k o l a j c z a  k e w a  2004: 91-108). 

Side by side with the majority of words in BCP, stemming from the spoken 
language, there is another lexical layer, which clearly distinguisl~es its Irtnpege 
from other Bulgarian varieries (be it spoken or written) and marks i t  out as a part of 
tlie Catholic written tradition. It consists of occidentalisms, as L. Selimski calls 
them, or. in other words, borrowings from Croatian andlor Slovenian. and semantic 
evolutions and word formations that involve native Bulgarian words hut have beet1 
inspired by foreign models. Learned borrowings and c;ttques ate: 

Bozarnsrroro 1711, 'h is  divine nature' (BCP: 13 - A) < Cr. boinns!vo 
'divinity' (B o g a d  e k 1999); 

kczlig 'communion cup from which a communicant drinks', cf, ve kcrl i~e 
slcrtne (BCP: 12 - A), Jrcj nwirr krrli,v vcis kcrli.ycr ncr h m e n a  (BCP: 12 - B), Ir knlihycr 
IRCP: 1 3 - B1 c Cr. kaIcE IB Q gad  e k 1999) < La[. calk 'chalice' (S k o k 2: 
70):l2 - 
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Gospod nai mojin 'the mightiest Lord7BCP: 14 - 3 )  < Cr. moian 
'powerful, mighty' (I3 o g a d e  k 1999), cf. also EEP (4: 205), where meaning 
'mighty' is cited only for Ukrainian and Polish; 

nebeski 'heavenly', cf. ba~ra nebeski (BCP: 7 - B, 1 I - A), Zclr nebeski 
(BCP: 25 - B), rai neheski (BCP: 9 -B, 12 -A,  14 - B, 15 -B,  21 - B, 23 - B, 28 
- B), nebeskoto !ar.rtvo (BCP: 22 - B), neheski duhove (BCP: 27 - B) < Cr. ~aeheski 
( C ~ ~ H M C K H  2004: 59-63, W a l c z a k - M i k o ~ a j c s a k o w a  2004: 114-115)) 
but blajensrvoro nebearo (BCP: 2 1 - B); 

prepisani u mtknta 'copied in the register' (BCP: 5 - A), calqued after Cr. 
matica 'matriculation, book, register, record' (B o g ad e k 1999), itself formed 
after the model of Lat. matrix, cf. EEP (3: 686) for d ~ e  better known meanings of 
MUmKU;  

opacine 'iniquitates' (BCP: 17 - B) < Cr. opatina 'vice, wickedness, 
corruption, depravity' (W a I c z a k - M i k o l a j c z a k o w a 2004, 1 16). Main- 
stream Bulgarian sources give only meanings 'reverse side of something', 
'cantankerous character' and 'cantankerous person' for the rare Bulgarian onalruHa 
(FEP 4: 894). 

opcina na  Sfezire 'community of the Saints' (BCP: 14 - B) < Cr, optina 
'municipality, community, district, parish, township, congregation' (B o g a d e k 
1999). The mainstream Bulgarian counterpart o6~yer~a  displays the expected 
reflection of 'tj (EEP 4: 76 1); 

redovnik 'priest' (BCP: 3 - A, 5 - A) < Cr. redovnik 'clergyman' 
( W a l c z a k - M i k o l a j c z a k o w a  2004: 115); 

Sfetoto pisino 'the Holy Scripture' (BCP: 4 - A) < Cr. Svero pismo, the 
Bulgarian Catholic equivalent of mainstream Bulgarian Coemomo nucarrue (cf. 
W a l c z a k - M i k o l a j c z a k o w a  2004: 131, 181): 

molim Ti se slujno 'we pray to You together' (BCP: 21 - B), spored naqte 
slojne molbe 'according to our unanimous prayers' (BCP: 24 - B) < Cr. sloian 
'conformable, unanimous, harmonious' (I3 o g a d e k 1999). The word finds a 
parallel in an anonymous manuscript from the end of the eighteenth or the 
beginning of the nineteenth century: duse klanemi sax sloxirlo surze (W a I c z a k - 
M i k o l a j c z a k o w a  2004: 213). 

koiro si nakicel Tvoite slcighi sas vredraosto Gospodinova ili Domenova 
'who have decorated your servants with the dignity sf a gentleman or a clergyman' 
(BCP: 21 - B) < Cr. vrednoi.~ 'value, worth, rate, price, worthiness' (Bogadek 
19991, cf. mainstream Bulgarian ~ p e d ~ o c m  'dexterity, ability' (EEP 1 : 184-1 85); 

tadostu 'enough' (BCP: 6 - A. 16 - B) < Cr. zadosza 'enough, sufficiently, 
plenty' (S k o k 3: 245, B o g a d  e k 1999); 

Zdrava Maria (BCP: 3 - A; 29 - B] < Cr. Zimva Mnrija, corresponding to 
the Latin Ave Maria, as for instance in a poem by the Croatian poet Dragutin 
DomjaniC (1 875-1933): ,,Vozi za vozom se voz, I Cesta polahko zavija,/ ~ t a r i '  
zazvonel je zvon:l Zdrava Marija!" The phrase appears in two versions in the 





mniata poklonenn mnlirvct 'my respectfi~l prayer'(BCP: 21 - B), sox 
p n k l o r l ~ l ~ n  sarze 'with a respectft~l heart' (BCP: 23 - B 1, which find a precise 
equivalent in sccs pnklo~leno sctrre (W a 1 c z a k-  M i k o I a j c z a k e IV a 2004: 188): 

s~rlo.yivo 'throne' (BCP: 8 - 3 )  < ccdx 'sit'. cf. 'GEP (6: 585) for other 
derivatives from this verb; 

:as lzai znlnnviro sorze ' with a most ~noul-nful heart' (BCP: 3 1 - B), which 
has a counterpart in orluzi xi~ilttovitct xerld (W a I c z: a k - M i k o 4 a j c z a k o w a 
2004: 232) and sectns to hlend together two regular Bulgarian adjectives otmqelr 

and 3Icn,w)(~trnn (6EP I :  527-528). 
All the more salienl againsr this background are the few traces in the 

brochure of mainstream Bulgaria~~ vocabu1:lry. s~rongly associr~ted with Orthodoxy: 
baktenie (BCP: 1 1 - B. 17 - B. P P O m :  126). Bogorodicn IBCP: 27 - B). 
kc~1rrghrr.i (BCP: 27 - B), mnlin~e (BCP: 7 - A. 12 - A). used side by side with 
moll>it~ {BCP: S - B) in the same meaning. There also are other lexical traces of 
rhe old Cyrillic tradition. For instance, vidi = st,rrc.dlt i r r  ttu vidi nas u ~l~rpusr  'ne 
nos inducas in tentationem' (BCP: 20 - B) seenis to be a learned loanword 
~nisunderstood by the compiler of BCP as the spellirlg clearly indicates. As spelled, 
the phrase could be understood to mean 'do not see us in calamity'. The Orthodox 
BuIgarian tradition hils zr  re szlocdu ?lac s ~ n ~ y u ~ e ~ ~ r r e  ( M o n ~ r s e ~ u r c  199 I : 13) in 
this p [ace of the prayer . ,O~re ~ a r u " .  It preserves the perfective aspect of a negative 
imperative even though this i s  a position normally Filled by an imperfective in 
Standard Bulgarian. And this i s  what the current normalized Catholic text of the 
prayer has: u ne oaoe~cdui, Irzr o usrcyzlre~~lre (W a l c z a k - M I k o t a j c z a k o \v a 
2004: 60, footnote 16). Miletie cites two versions that were employed by Paulitians 
i n  Bulgaria: one leaning heavily on Croatian ( ~ e  yoedu rlnc Y rra~tac) and a free 
trans1 ation into the local dialect (8031ce [...I U ~ I I I  ~ I L I  ? ~ C I J J I I C I I I I  du ,TW yaamr y zpcx) 
(W n 1 c z a k - M i k o 4 a j  c z a k o w a 2004: 60). In illy opinion the BCP form ne 
vicli mirrors the Cyrillic rre sbctebfr perhaps pronounced as rlu ~ s e d u .  

It i s  noteworthy that there are very few Romanian lexical borrowings in 
BCP, which comes as n surprise becn~tst Romanian-Bulgarian bilingualism was 
already common in Cioplea at tlie tii-ne of the brochure's publication and Romanian 
influence on the dialect is well documented in the texts recol.ded in Cioplea. I could 
cite 11s ur~doubtedly Romanian n ~ n i  'more' and 171ilfi "mercy'. cf. ~~ejnni  n r q j ~  du 
nnplnvi IBCP: 7 - A), kl~to rlirlrar ~nilu i revtrosr 7 0  sihesi (BCP: 3 - A, cf. also 29 - 
B).  Regarding other words encountered in Romanian as well as in BCP, alternative 
sources may be suggested. cf. pedepsixe (BCP: 6 - A)  mentioned above as a Grcek 
borrowing or cottgrcgnfia (BCP: 3 - A: 5 - A )  and tncrnhrite (BCP: 5 - A) treated 
as occidentalisrns. Very interesting i s  the case of chip 'image'. cf. spored Tvuia 
chip i ttpreliciovnnie (BCP: 7 - B). The Romanian spelling adopted by the 
compiler makes the word also visually identical with Romanian chip, which is 
identified as a Hungarian borrowing (C i o r 5 n e s c u , NI-, 18 1 6). However, the 
word is part of the older Bulgarian Catholic tradition as well (W a1 c z a  k -  
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M i k o l a j c z a k o w a 2004: 1 1 8) and as it  is known to Slovenia11 and Serbo- 
CI-ontian, chances are that it  was a learned Croatian bol-rowing. enforced in  Cioplea 
by the ubiquity of Romanian chip. 

This brief survey of the learned syntactic and lexical features of BCP 
depicts the  image of a nascent literary language, orie~lted towards different inodels 
than the Bulgarian spoken and written by other groups. It shows n pron~ise that was 
never realized, altl~ough in Cioplca it was carried out further than in the Caf~olic 
co~nmuni ties inside Bu tgaria, whiclr by this time had already embraced Standard 
B~ilgarian for their devotional needs. 

This article tried to answer some of the obvious initial questions posed by 
this unstudied and almost inaccessible piece of Bulgslrian Catllolic writing. Wl1e11 
the brochure is published online as part of MMEC-BDR, scho1at.s will be able to 
integrarc i ts evidence in their analyses of various otl~er aspects of the language and 
culture of  the sinall but in Inany ways ~VernarkabIe group of Bulgarian-speaking 
Catholics and their connec t io~~s  inside and outside the larger Balkan cultural 
framework. 

NOTES 

I See C T O ~ K O B  (1993: 137-139. 192-198) and Walczak-Mikolajczakowa 

12004) I'or a genel.nl ovzrv~ew and additionnl bihliogmphy. 
' Regarding Banal ci'. CTO A K O  e 1 19671, inside Bulgaria during the, eighteenth 

century cl: WaIczak-M ikota jczakowa Q004). 
3 For mmo ddc~ds on this project c t  Mnane H O  en (2005). 

The original is kept at LAH, Apx~rs CT. POMBHCKM. 41.130K. a. e. 2. See also 
M n a a e ~ o e  (1993: 3 17-3 18). The ritle of thc hrochurc was reproduced above as oti lhc 
1-ront page but i t  is rcpentcd on page 3 s. ,,BratsIvoto i l i  cungregalia za pornogt i otcrvanie 
na siromagite d u ~ c  ot Purgatoro" which makes bcltcr sense and can be rranslnlcd as 'The 
Brotherhood or Congregation l'or Hclp and Salvation of the Needy Souls from P I I I * ~ ~ I ~ O ~ Y ' .  

5 Infonnnrion aboul the Cioplea di:llcct can be glenncd from Olimpia Gutu's worIi 
(T y u y  1965, r y u y 1966, y u y 1968)- Mladenov's n~onogr;lph (Mnanerroe 1993: 
317-363), the dinlcct texts recorded in 1906 and 1908 by Romanski and thvsc rcccorded in 
1 963 by Olimpii~ Gul i~  and Gheorghe BoIocai~ and transcribed by Maxim Mlndenov. 

G See C e n  TI M c K 1.1 t 1 99 1 ) for an al~i~lysis of Croatian Icxicat borrowin~s in the 
Paulitian dinlcct, whicli are ilttcstcd in   his hook, cited by him as ..Nnukn krislianska za 
kristi:lncte od Filibcliskata darxinvu. U Rim. sas slovilc otl S. Skitpa od Pwpaganda lide", 
18x4. He quotcs two stanzas Iiom the missill ,,Dies Irac" 'Day of Wrath' cniitled in his 
source ..Pcsen za martavi duscl" 'Song of Dead Souls' (C e n H M c K H 199 1 ; 1 19). The tirst 
nf them is ornittcd in BCP but corresponds reasonably well to the respective stanza in the 
Lntin originid, whcrcas rhe sccond bas a counrerpart in BCP (24), featuring variations that 
seem to point to oral trensmissiot\ of thc text. These parallel texts, which do not have a 
counterpart in the anthology published by Wnlczak-Mik~tajctak~wa, deservc to he sturlicd 
spec~ficnlly. 
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