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Abstract

The article is an analytical research from the standpoint of the latest linguistic knowledge — linguistic
pragmatics and cultural linguistics — vocatives as speech etiquette formulas that function in Russian classical
prose of the X1Xth century. In the article, an attempt was made to comprehensively study such a component of
communicative-speech interaction in a family as vocative, or address: considering this category not only as
performing a number of important functions in the communication process, but also setting a certain
“pattern” of deployment of the entire communicative process, as well as significantly affects the tonality of the
latter.

Vocatives as components of the process of verbal communication are considered as formulas of speech
etiquette, which makes it possible to take into account not only the linguistic characteristics of the category
under consideration, but also extremely important semantic increments of social, cultural and other
extralinguistic properties. The analyzed fragments of works of art allowed the author to demonstrate that in
the noble environment, communication between parents and children took a special place in family
communication. The vocatives used in this case almost always have an explicit positive emotional-expressive
colouring, which contributes to the formation of the corresponding communication tonality: the tonality of
love, tenderness, trust, and the like.
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1. Introduction.

The primary formation of the personality, including the linguistic personality, more
precisely, the communicative-speech personality, is carried out precisely in the family, which
determines the fundamentally important role of the latter in this process. A special place in
the process of communicative and personal formation is occupied by mastering the native
language and skills of verbal communication. It is in the family where the cultural and
behavioral stereotypes of the personality are laid, which are then implemented by the
communicants in various communication situations.

This statement, among other factors, is responsible for a significant increase in
research interest in the multidimensional study of the family at this stage of linguistic and
humanitarian knowledge in general. The family is considered by psychologists (from the
point of view of the formation of the psychological climate in the family and the nature of
relations between its members — J. M. Gottman & L.F.Katz & C. Hooven (2013),
G. Zakharova (2009)); sociologists (as a small social group — R. M. Berns (2009),
N. Gorbacheva (2015)); culturologists (from the standpoint of the formation of a special
cultural space in the family — V. Glazkova (2014), Yu. Lotman (1996)), etc.

The interest of linguists studying this phenomenon has significantly increased in the
study of the family, in particular, from the point of view of the distribution of communicative
(socio-communicative) roles in the family in various situations of verbal communication
(A. Balakay (2011), N.Formanovska (1989), V.Kashkin (2013), O. Leontovich &
Ye. Yakusheva (2014), V. Maslova (2001). A detailed consideration is currently being given
to definite genres of family communication, family folklore and familielect — speech means
functioning within the framework of communication between members of a family
(A. Baykulova (2012), Ye.Bondarenko (2010), Ya.Rytnikova (1996), E. Salikhova &
K. Nilova (2016), V. Zviagintseva (2011)).

In the context of a significant drop in the level of speech culture in modern society,
which undoubtedly affected the sphere of speech etiquette, the sources that have recorded the
best examples of the functioning of speech etiquette formulas in Russian culture at different
time periods of the existence of this national-cultural community acquire special value.

Such sources, no doubt, include classical Russian literature — works that reflect the
life of Russian society at various periods of its development, including its rich and varied
speech culture with its numerous speech etiquette formulas, some of which are not relevant
today, however represent a unique wealth of the national linguistic culture.

2. Aim and Objectives.

The paper aims to identify vocatives as speech etiquette formulas of Russian noble
family communication in Russian classical literature, as well as to establish aesthetic and
cultural significance in the analyzed artistic discourses and in Russian linguistic culture in
general.

The main objectives are as follows:

- to characterize family communication as a special type of communication and the
originality of speech etiquette in it;

- to carry out a comprehensive analysis of vocatives used in literary texts, identifying
their functions as speech-etiquette formulas of family communication of the Russian noble
society of the XIX™ century;

-to classify the collected material, taking into account the social status of
the communicants and the nature of the family relationship between them.
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3. Methodology.

In the paper such general and special linguistic research methods as observations,
descriptive method, comparative method, contextological analysis, structural-semantic
analysis (sociolinguistically oriented), linguopragmatic analysis, as well as elements of
diachronic analysis of linguistic units and a method of analyzing dictionary definitions were
used.

4. Results.

4.1. Communication between Parents and Children: Speech-Etiquette Aspect.

At all times, a lot has depended on the nature of the relationship between children and
parents, including how successful the grown-up child will be in further communication —
both with relatives and people close to them, and with strangers. This truth was very well
understood in Russian noble families, therefore, the communication of parents with a child
not only always presupposed the indispensable disposition of adults towards the younger,
expressed in kindness, patience and love towards them, but also the organization of
communicative interaction between the elders and the younger according to certain rules,
which all family members had to adhere to in avery strict manner and practically
everywhere.

Of course, in this case, for the children in the family, the personal example of the
parents played an important role — the manner of communication that the adult relatives of
the children used in communication with each other, and above all, the father and mother.
Such an example of building family relations between parents, perceived through the eyes of
a child, the main character of the trilogy, with a high level of artistic skill is embodied in Leo
Tolstoy’s novel “Childhood”, in the initial part of the work (until the moment of the death of
little Nicola’s mother). The story includes only a few episodes of communication between
the father and mother of Nicolinka Irteniev, but it is quite possible to judge from them what
tone they preferred communicating with each other. The following fragments of the text,
from our point of view, make it possible to form a fairly complete picture of this:

“— Ax, He 2c060pu 5moco, Moui Opyz, — npepgana e2o maman, xax 6yOmo uUcny2aguiucy
ye20-HuUOyO0b, — NOYEM mul 3Haeuv? ”’;

“— 3naewn, umo s ceuuac pewun? — ckazan OH 8ecENblM 2010COM, NONONHCUE DYKY HA
niedo maman.

— Ymo, moiui opy2?”;

“Iland obHsn MAMaN u HeCKOIbKO Pa3 NOYEN08A €.

— Ilonno, moil Opyacok, ckazan nana, — 6e0b He HABEK PACCMAEMCHL.

— Bcé-maku epyemno! — cxazana maman opoocawum ot cné3 roocom” (henceforth
emphasis added by me — B. Sh.) (Toncroi, 1986, p. 19, 22, 41-42).

In Russian noble families of the XIX™ century, the address munsiii Opye and variations
(mr0besubiti Opye, becyennwviii opye, etc.), used in its original meaning, was widespread both
in family and in general in secular communication. A. Balakay in “Dictionary of Russian
speech etiquette” characterizes it as follows: “Moii apyr (¢ Apyr moii) ... A friendly
address to a casual friend or relative, equal or younger in age (In the preposition, it is usually
sublime). In the nineteenth century, it was widely used in both male and female speech; in
the Soviet and post-Soviet period it is used much less often, in sublime or familiarly
condescending male addresses to a friend or casual friend” (banakaii, 2001, p. 155). From
this commentary it follows that this speech-etiquette formula (mouz dpye) in the modern
period of the functioning of the language in comparison with the XIX™ century has
undergone significant — both semantic and stylistic — transformations: being a widely used
one and a half to two centuries ago as neutral in its stylistic coloration nomination (both in
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male and female speech), it has significantly lost its popularity in the XX" and
XXI% centuries, while moving from an active vocabulary to a passive one and changing the
stylistic coloring (in the XX™ century this nomination began to be used in a familiar and
condescending meaning, which was practically not characteristic of it in the period under
consideration).

All the semantic and stylistic features of the address mou opye, its multifunctionality
in Leo Tolstoy’s work “Childhood” are most fully demonstrated in a letter from Nicolinka’s
mother to her husband (Chapter XXV “Letter”’), which is fragmentary (citing the paragraphs
with the speech etiquette formulas) is given below.

“Ioorcanyticma, He nyzauicsi, MUl Opy2. si 4y8CmMeEyI0 cebst 0080JIbLHO XOPOWLO U,
ecau HMean Bacunvesuu noseojum, zaempda dyMaro ecmame. ...

Bom mebe, moii opyz, n00p06HbzzZ oMmuém 8 mom, KaK s 3anemocna u KkaK cama 6 mom
e6uHoseamd. ...

Tot max 006p, Munslii Opye, 4mo u3 CMpaxa 020P4UuUms MeHs. CKpbleaeulb HACmosiujee
NOJIOJMCEHUE CB0UX 06]1,‘ HO 51 002a0bIBAIOCH: 6€PHO, mbl npoucpal O4€Hb MHO20, U HUCKOJIbKO,
609!0be me6e, He o2op4aroCob omum, nod3momy, ecjiu moJjbKo 0ejlo Mo MONCHO nonpasumsv,
RoJCANyucma, MHO20 He OYyMAll 0 HEM U He My4b ceOsl HaNPAcHo. ...

He 3HAlo, MUTIBLI 0pyz, cCocllacuutbcs U movl CO MHOK, HO 60 6CAKOM ciiyvwae YMOJIAI0
mebs, uz 1100668uU KO MHe, 0amb MHe obewjanue, Ymo, NOKYOad s HCU8a u nocje Moet cmepmu,
eciu 602y y200H0 6y0em pasnyyums HAC, IM020 HUKo20a He Oydem. ...

Ilpowaii sce, munwlit Opyz, He 6ecnoKolics, noXicaryucma, Hu 0 moel O0one3Hu, HU O
CB0EM npouzpviuie, KOHYAU CKOpel 0eld U Npue3dHcall K Ham ¢ 0emvMu Ha yeoe 1emo. ...

A ne moey nucamo 6oavue om cié3. Moocem 6vimo, 5 He yeudicy mebs, d1azooapio
Jice mebsi, MOUl OecueHHbLil 0pye, 3a 6CE cuacmue, KOMOPbIM Mbl OKPYICUL MEHS 8 IMOl
JcusHU, 1 mam 6yoy mpocumsv 602a, umobdsl on Hazpaoun meos. Ilpowail, muawlii opye;
NOMHU, YMO MeHsl He Dydem, HO 110008b MO HUK020A U Huzoe He ocmasum mebs. Ilpowail,
Bonoos, npowaii, moui anzen, npowaii Benvamun — mou Huxonenvka’ (Toncroit, 1986,
p. 78-82).

The letter was written by Natalia Nicolaevna Irtenieva in a time of severe sudden
illness, which became the reason for her death. Anticipating her close death, the woman
wrote a goodbye letter to her husband and all her dearest people, trying, on the one hand, to
calm them down, and on the other, to express her love and tenderness as much as possible.
To a large extent, the speech-etiquette formula mureiii Opye and a number of its synonyms
(mou Opye, moit becyennviti Opye, mou Opyxcok, mou awneen), in which the phatic and
emotional functions are actualized and which are used repeatedly in the speech of the
addressee, are aimed to contribute to the embodiment of this semantics, with the emphasis on
the emotional component.

It is noteworthy that the tone of the letter remains positive throughout the entire text,
although it also contains clear anxiety about the future of children and even veiled kind of
reproaches to her husband in connection with his passion for card games.

The most frequent in the letter is the address mureiii opye (used five times) —
“affectionate or intimate address to a close, beloved person” (banakaii, 2001, p. 154). In
addition to this, the letter also contains the vocative addressed to the husband wmoii opye and
the vocative with the highest degree of expression — mou 6ecyennviii opye. Thus, in the
epistolary text, there is a 7-component system of addresses to the husband, which is
supplemented by three speech-etiquette units addressed to children in the final phrase of the
text: Bonoos, mou awneen, Benvsmun — mou Huxonenoxa. Taken together, this system of
speech-etiquette formulas forms a completely unique emotional-semantic frame of the text,
conveying an unusually high degree of its expression and phatic colouring. In this case, the
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main functions of the used speech-etiquette formulas become precisely the phatic and
emotional-expressive, and the latter is of an exclusively positive nature.

The address wmou opye or even more intimate, characteristic mainly of
the conversational style — mot opyarcox — was often used in communication between adults
and children, both with their own and with strangers — cf. the following examples:

“Ilana yuman umo-mo u Ha éonpoc moti ‘‘bviearom au cunue 3aiiywl?”’, He NOOHUMAS
2onoewt, omeeuan: “bvisarom, mout opye, 6wiearom”’ (Toncroii, 1986, p. 31).

“Coneuka ynvloHynaCy, NOKPACHENA U COENANAch MaKk Muld, Ymo s modice NOKpacHel,
215051 HA Heé.

— Haoerocv, mor He Oyodewiv ckyuamv y MeHs, MOU OPYHCOK, — cKazania Oabyuxa,
npunO()Hﬂe eé TUYUKO 3d n0060p0007<, — NPpOULy stce eeceiumbspCsil U maHyeeamsb KakKk MONCHO
bonvwe. Bom yac u ecmsv 00Ha dama u 08a Kaeanepa, — npubasuia oHd, 00pawasncy K 2-ce
Banaxunoti u dompazusasico 0o mens pyxou” (Toncroit 1986, c. 65).

“A, THI 37€Ch! — CKa3aJjia, IOBOPAYMBasACh B CBOEM Kpecie, 0abymka. — Vnu xe, moil
opyycok, unn” (Toncroit, 1986, p. 72);

“— Hem, opyz moit, uepaii nouawe, — cxkazan own (father) opoorcawum om eonnenus
20/10COM — KON Obl Mbl 3HALA, KAK MHe Xopouio noniakams ¢ moboi...” (Tomncroii, 1986,
p. 158).

Often, in casual everyday communication, when addressing children, adults used
informal or clearly subjectively evaluative versions of their personal names: Kams,
Jrobouka, Huxonenvka and the like:

“— Hy, noxaxcu oce, Hukonenwvka, umo y mebs — Kopobouka unu pucosamve? —
ckazan mue nana” (Toncroi, 1986, p. 50);

“— Hem, uepaii, JIroéa, uepaii, — cxazan on (father), ycascusas eé, — mor snaewn, xax
s mobno mebs ciywams...” (Toncroit, 1986, p. 158).

This phrase as a speech-etiquette formula — moreover, a formula of a stable,
phraseological nature — is also included in the “Dictionary of Russian speech etiquette”: in
the corresponding dictionary entry (“Angel”) this meaning is fixed at number 2: “2. Mostly
in combination ¢ Aurex moii (¢ Moii anrex). ... Affectionate address to aloved one,
younger or equal in age, more often to a woman, girl, child (calque from French mon ange)”
(banmaxkaii, 2001, p. 24). And one cannot but pay attention to the fact that in the corpus of
illustrative material of this meaning there is also a text example from one part of the trilogy
of Leo Tolstoy we are considering, and it is from the novel “Childhood”: “bhabywxa
3a2080puUIa MpPO2aAmMenbHbIM, HeHCHbIM 2onocom. “Tloou croda, moii OpysicoK, nodoudu, Mot
aneen” (banakaii, 2001, p. 24).

In Leo Tolstoy’s novel “Childhood,” some other speech-etiquette formulas appear in
the communication of adults with children — for example, mou aneen — address with a clearly
heightened expression, which Madame Valakhin uses to her daughter:

“... 5, He cmes cledo8ams 3a HUM, NOOOWIEN, ¢ TI0OONBIMCMEOM, NPUCTYUUBAMBC K
momy, umo 20eopuna Banraxuna c douepwio.

— Ewé nonuacuxa, — ybeoumenvrno cosopuna Coneuxa.

— [Ipaso, nenvss, moit anzen.

— Hy o mens, noscanyiicma — 2osopuna oua, aackasicy” (Tonctoit, 1986, p. 74).

The speech-etiquette formulas considered above, which clearly express positive
semantics, although inherent in each of their used nominations to a different degree, it seems,
can be considered a manifestation of a general process characteristic of the cultural and
social process of the 19™ century and conditioned by the influence of the Western cultural
context.
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Describing the features of the social cultural situation at the turn of the XVIII" and
XIX" centuries, the famous culturologist and linguist Yu. Lotman notes: “The change in the
general style of culture was reflected in the most diverse aspects of life. The desire for
“naturalness” primarily influenced the family. ... And gradually the culture includes the idea
that a child is a normal person. Children’s clothing appears, a children’s room, the idea that
playing is good. Not only a child, but also an adult must be taught by playing. Teaching with
the rod is contrary to nature. So, the relationship of humanity, respect for the child is brought
into the home life. And this is mainly the merit of women” (Jlorman, 1996, p. 53-54).

Sometimes, in the literary and artistic context, speech etiquette formulas that are
clearly positive in their initial meaning, addressed by parents to children acquire
an obviously ironic or even clearly negative stylistic connotation in L. Tolstoy’s trilogy,
being in such situations the means of expression of completely different from those described
earlier (in cases of their initial use), feelings and emotions of the speaker. The most
illustrative examples of this kind can be considered communication of a grandmother with a
grandson and a father with a son in one of the plot components of the novel “Boyhood”
(chapters XIV-XVI: “The Retribution”, “Dreams”, “Keep on grinding, and you’ll have
flour”), which describes one of the most dramatic moments for the main character of the
trilogy, when the whole world around him seems to him extremely hostile, opposed to him.
This is how Nicola talks about his state during this period of his life: “4 ne naaxan, no umo-
mo I’l’UlOfCéJlOé, KaK KdMeHb, Jiexcanlo y MEeHA Ha cepdue. Mpviciu u npedcmaeﬂeﬂuﬂ C
VCUIEHHOU —~ ObICMPOMOU  NPOXOOUIU 8 MOEM  PACCMPOEHHOM  8000pAMCEHUU,  HO
60CNOMUHAHUE O Hecuacmuu, nocmucuem MeHrA, 6ecnpecmaHHO npepsvleailo ux npuqydﬂueyio
yenv, U s CHOBA 6XOOUL 8 OE3bICXOOHDLIL NADUPUHM HEU3BECMHOCMU O NpedCcmosuel MHe
yuacmu, omuasnus u cmpaxa” (Toncroi, 1986, p. 137). He appeared in such a state of mind
after a rather serious conflict with his governor St.-Jérdme, who, despite everyone,
reproached his pupil with a bad attitude towards studies and a bad behaviour, and then who
took the boy by the hand in order to take him out and thereby punish him, after which Nicola
pulled away his hand from the governor and, “with all my childish might” in his own words,
struck St. Jérdme.

After a while, a scene with the grandmother, who was completely on the side of
St.-Jérome’a, followed. She demanded an explanation from Nicola about his extremely
unworthy, from her point of view, behaviour. When addressing her grandson, she repeatedly
uses the speech-etiquette formula moi muneiiz, which in its original meaning is focused on the
expression of sympathy, disposition of an affectionate and friendly attitude towards the
interlocutor — i.e. exclusively for the implementation of the phatic function, accompanied by
the expression of positive emotions and feelings of the speaker. However, in this context, this
nomination becomes a means of disapproval and censure of a boy for a committed misconduct,
a way to emphasize the speaker’s sharp rejection of what the interlocutor has done, which
became the reason for the distance from the latter both to the grandmother herself and all
adults: “~ Ja, mout munwiit, — ckazana ona nocie 0060J1bHO NPOOOIHCUMENbHO2O MOTYAHUS, BO
6peMs KOmopoco ORA ocmompena mMeHs C 20J106bl 00 HO2 MAaKUm 832]12@0]1/1, Ymo A He 3HdAl,
Kyda oesamv Cc60U 21A34 U PYKU, — Mo2y CcKazamv, Umo 6bl O4€Hb Yerume Moo 1106066 U
cocmasnsieme Onsi MeHs ucmunHoe ymewenue. Monsieur St.-Jérom, xomopuwui no moetl
np00b6e, — npu6a6wza OHa, pacmicueas Kxasicooe CJl060, — 634J1CAl 34 6duUle socnumaHnue, He
Xouem menepb ocmasamucsi 8 Moém dome. Omuezo? om eac, mou muawtii. A Haoesnacs, Ymo
8bl Oyoeme 01A200apPHbI, — NPOOOIHCANA OHA, NOMOIYAE HEMHO20 U MOHOM, KOMOPbIU
()0Ka3bl6ajl, umo pedsb eé ovina npuzcomoejiena 3a5ﬂa206p€M€HHO, — 3d nonevyeHue u Wlpy()bl
eco, 4nio 6bl 6yaeme ymenib yeHumsv eco 3aciyeu, d 6sbl, MOJOKOCOC, MAIbYUUKA, PEUWUTUCD
nooHams Ha Hezo pyKy. Ouenv xopowio! I[pexpacno!! A moowce nauunaro oymams, 4mo vl He
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CNOCOOHBI NOHUMAMb 01A20POOH020 00paAWeHUs, YMO HA B8aAC HYICHbL Opyaue, HU3KUe
cpe()cmea... Hpocu ceuyac npowleHus, — npuéaeuﬂa OHA CMpOoco-noeeIuUmelbHblM NOHOM,
ykaswieas na St.-Jérom’a, — caonuuwn?” (Toncton, 1986, p. 141).

In this fragment, in addition to the contextual meaning of the speech-etiquette formula
moti munwiit, Which is directly opposite to its original meaning, one more feature of
communicative interaction deserves research attention: a cardinal change in the register of
communication that occurs during the deployment of one, moreover, not very voluminous,
monologue replica belonging to grandmother. Having started a conversation with her
grandson in an emphatically official tone, which naturally corresponds to communication
(especially taking into account the rules of family communication in Russian noble families),
by the end of her statement, the grandmother, despite her inherent good manners and ability
to control herself in any situations, nevertheless could not fully cope with herself, which was
expressed in direct insults to the grandson (“swt, monoxococ, marvuuwxa™), as well as in
the transition in the final phrase to mwsi-communication, which was very rarely allowed by
representatives of her circle: “Ilpocu cetiuac npowenus ..., caviuuus?”.

The last slap for Nicola in the series of misfortunes that befell him was
communication with his father, who found in his portfolio the castle broken by his son
(however, this episode was unidirectional communication — only the father pronounced the
words, Nicholas reacted to them with his actions, without answering):

“—Tot kyoa? — cnpocun meus 60pye 3HAKOMbIU 2070C. — Tebsa-mo MmHe u HYHCHO,
2071y04UK.

A xomen 6vino npo6eofcamb MUMO, HO nana cxeamujl ME€HA 3d PYKY U CMpPOco CKasa:

— llouioém-ka co mmuou, arwbesnsvtit! Kax mvi cmen mpocames nopmeenv 6 moém
Kabuumeme, — CKA3ail OH, 88005 MeHs 3d COOOU 8 MANEHbKYIO OUBauHy. — A? umo e mol
monuuws? a? — npubaeun om, 63516 mens 3a yxo” (Toncroi, 1986, p. 142-143).

In this fragment, we also observe a process similar to the previously considered
process of a significant rethinking of the original meaning of two speech etiquette formulas.
The address conyouux in this case is used with an atypical semantic connotation, which in the
“Dictionary of Russian Speech Etiquette” is interpreted as a nomination “with a connotation
of censure, threat of malevolence” (banakaii, 2001, p. 107). In the above context from the
novel “Boyhood”, the nomination eony6uux used in the function of address-vocative has
quite clear semantic shades of censure and threat.

In general, the same can be stated in relation to the speech-etiquette formula
mobesnwiit, Which in its main meaning in the period of time we are considering (in the first
half of the XIX" century) was used primarily to express a positive attitude towards the
interlocutor, although it functioned as stylistically limited nomination (“2. JIro6e3ub1ii. Moii
awode3nblii. (Mosi mo6e3nasn.) ... a) Vernacular. Darling, dear. Affectionate, friendly
address to an equal or inferior in position” (Balakay, 2001, p. 243)). In this context, the
semantics of this speech-etiquette formula is much closer to another meaning, also marked
by the dictionary (although, in our opinion, it does not completely coincide with it):
“b) Familiar-indulgent. Address to the lowest in position” (Balakay, 2001, p. 244).

It seems that in the context of the novel “Boyhood”, the analysed nomination
mobesnvu N its functional significance is largely synonymous with the nomination zozy6uux
used in the same fragment, that is, it conveys not so much the condescension and familiarity
of the father towards his son, as censure and threat contained in the words of the speaker.
Thus, in this case we can talk about the contextual synonymy of speech etiquette formulas,
eony6uux and mobesnwiir, and in the second case, the formation of shades of meaning can
also be observed in the address, which are not recorded by such an authoritative
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lexicographic source on the history of Russian research as “Dictionary of Russian speech
etiquette”.

Concluding the analysis of the process of communication between adults and children
in L. Tolstoy’s trilogy, in particular, the characteristics of the speech-etiquette formulas
chosen by the addressees, which are used as vocatives, we note one more feature that was
quite typical in the field of noble communicative interaction in the XIX™ century. This, to
adolescents and young men, and even to children of preschool age in this environment it was
customary to address by name and patronymic, even by addressees of a much older age than
addressees. We observe the use of just this kind of speech-etiquette formula in an episode of
communication between old man Grap — father of Ilinka Grap, a friend of Nicola, with the
main character of the trilogy (the novel “Youth”, chapter XVII “I get ready to pay some
calls”):

“A xooun no KOMHame, 0214061645 PA3JNI0JHCEHHbIE HA CMYNbAX njiamve, wnacy u
WANY, U COOUPACs yice exams, Ko2oa Ko MHe npuuién cmapux I pan u npugén ¢ cobotl
Unenvky. ...

— Tak-mo-c, Huxonau Ilemposuu, — 2060pun mHe cmapuk, ciedys 3d MHOU HO
KOMHame, 6 no 6pems KaK A 0()8661]16}2, U NOYMUMENbHO MEOJIeHHO eepm: Mef)fC()y ceoumu
MOACMbIMU NANLYAMU CePeOPAHYI0, NOOApeHHYI0 06abyWKol, mabakepky, — KaK MmMOJbKO
Y3HAJl om CblHA, Ymo 6bl U360JU1IU MAaAK ONJIUYHO 6bl()€p9fCClWlb IK3AMEH — 6€0b 6all ym ecem
uzeecmeHr — momduac npu6e:)fcafl n03()pa6umb, 6amloml<a; 6edb s 6ac Ha nieve HoOcu, u boe
8UOUM, YMO 8CEX 8AC, KAK POOHbIX, 10010 51, u Mnenvka motl 6cé npocuncs k eam. Toowce u
OH NPUBLLK YIHC K 64M.

Unenvka 6 smo epems cudein moaua )y OKHA, paccmampuéas 0yomo Ovl MO
MPpeyeonbHYI0 WANY, U YYMb 3AMEMmHO Y4mo-mo 6opmomai cebe noo Hoc.

— Hy, a s sac xomen cnpocums, Hukonau Ilemposuu, — npooondicanr cmapux, — Kax
motui-mo Unowa, xopowo sxzamenosancs? Oun cogopum, umo 6yoem ¢ 8amu emecme ¢ 8amu,
mak 8vl yoc e20 He ocmasgvme, npucmompume 3a Hum, nocogemyume” (Tonctoin, 1986,
p. 215-216).

In the above fragment, the speech-etiquette formula, created according to the “name +
patronymic” model, is used by an elderly person in relation to a young man who has just
“stepped over” adolescence. From the context, we can conclude that the interlocutor who
turns to him is unpleasant to Nicola: he makes it clear in every possible way, trying to get rid
of the unpleasant addressee (walking around the room, dressing, etc. during this “one-sided”
communication); nevertheless, the young man does not dare to clearly interrupt the words
addressed to him by an interlocutor who is much older than him, equal to him in position in
society: the rules of decency cultivated in him in his family do not allow him to do this.

4.2. Speech Etiquette Formulas Used as Vocatives when Addressing Children to
their Parents.

The norms of family communication, established and in most cases strictly observed
in Russian noble families of the XIX™ century, certainly included the rules according to
which children had to communicate with their parents, including addressing them in a certain
way. However, first of all, it should be noted that the basis of children’s attitude to their
parents was unconditional respect for them, often turning into reverence, which, of course,
did not exclude manifestations of love, tenderness, trust, sincerity and other positive feelings
and emotions.

It is precisely this — emphatically positive — attitude towards parents in
the overwhelming majority of cases can be clearly traced when addressing the parents of the
main characters of two works: Nicolinka (and later — Nicolas, and even Nicolas Petrovitch)
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Irteniev from the trilogy by L. Tolstoy, and the boy Sergey from the novel by S. Aksakov
“The childhood years of Bagrov-grandson” (the prototype of the future famous Russian
writer himself). In this case, special attention should be paid to the first part of Leo Tolstoy’s
trilogy (“Childhood”) — primarily because it is in this work (in its initial part) that events are
depicted before one of the most tragic events in children’s and the whole human life of the
main character — the loss of his mother; during some of the events that take place in this
story, Nicola’s mother is still alive, and the son has the happy opportunity to communicate
directly with his dearest person.

Secondly, in the work “Childhood” Nicola Irteniev is as close as possible in age to the
main character of S. Aksakov’s story — Sergey, which makes it possible to compare the
speech etiquette formulas used by these characters in communicating with their parents
according to the most complete set of a list of the social characteristics of these characters;
the similarity of the communicative situations in which they communicate, etc.).

Let’s consider the range of etiquette formulas that children use when referring to their
mothers:

“Koeoa kapema cvexana co 080pa u NPonala U3 MOux 2ids, s NpuuLél 8 UCCMmynieHbve,
Opocuncs ¢ Kpolivya u nodedcanr 0020HAMb Kapemy c¢ Kpukom: Mamenvka, eopomucs!”
(AkcakoB, 1986, p. 274);

“Ona Opyeoii pykou Oepém Mens 3a wiero, U NATLYUKU €€ OblCmpPO WeGeNamcs U
wexkomAiam MEHA. B xomname muxo, nonymemHO, Hepebl MOU 6035y9f€0€Hbl 1/1/!67('01’117('01/7 u
npoodycoeHuem, MaAMawla cuoum nooie camoz20 MeHs, OHA Mmpo2aem MeHs, 5 CAblULY e€
3anax u 2onoc. Bcé omo zacmasnsem mens 6CKO4YUumo, 0b6umb pyKamu eé uiero, npuasicanio
207108y K €€ 2pyou U, 3a0blXasicb, CKa3amby.

— Ax, munasa, munaa mamawma, Kkax 1 meos aooao!

OHna ynvlbaemcsi ceoeil 2pyCmHOll, 04apo8amebHoll YablOKOl, bepém obeumu pyKamu
MO0 207108y, yeyem mMeHs 8 100 u K1adém K cebe Ha KOJeHU.

— Tax mot mens ouens nrobuws? — Ona moauum c MUHymy, nonom coeopum.

— Cmompu, 8ce20a 10bu mens, HuUKo20a He 3aovisail. Eciu ne 6yoem meoeti mamauiu,
mul He 3a0y0ewlsb eé? ne 3abyoewv, Hukonenvka?

Ona ewé nedcnee yemyem MeHs.

— llonno! u ne 2o6opu 5moeo, 201y0UUK MO, OyuieuKa Mo, — 6CKPUKUBAIO 5, Yeays
e€ KoJleHU, U CIE3bl PYUbAMU IbIOMCA U3 MOUX 2Na3 — c1é3vl aobsu u éocmopea” (Tomnctoid,
1986, p. 53).

At first glance, this is a description of an ordinary life situation that is repeated many
times (not only from year to year, but also from century to century) in any family — a mother
puts her ten-year-old son to bed, who at the same time is quite a little capricious, with all her
might resisting fatigue, in order to extend the time of his presence near the dearest and most
beloved person — his mother, even for a minute. However, the writer unusually skilfully
verbally embodies in his work the feeling of happiness for the son and mother from the fact
that they are together, conveys the love experienced to each other and warmth, which seems
to pervade everything happening in this episode. This is proved by the words of an adult
Nicolinka, preceding the depiction of this situation in the novel: “Cuacmausas, cuacmaueas,
Hegozepamumas nopa demcmsa! Kax ne nobumv, He nenesmv 60CNOMUHAHUU O Hel?
Bocnomunanus omu oceealcarom, 60368bliUAOM MO0 ()ymy u caysicam 0J151 MEHA UCTNOYHUKOM
ayuwux Hacraxcoenun” (Toncton, 1986, p. 52).

It seems that there is every reason to assert that in the above fragment, the vocatives
used by these literary characters when addressing each other play an essential role in
conveying the unusually deep mutual disposition, sincere love of Nicolinka and his mother.

13
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For little Nicolinka, these are such etiquette formulas as: mamawa; munas, muras mamawa,
eonyouux mot, oyweuka most; for his mother — Huxonenvra; mos oyweuxa; mot anzen.

The cited and other examples from the works analysed demonstrate the range of the
addresses most commonly used in noble families by children when communicating with their
mothers, including: mamensra, mamawa, often with the preservation of the French maman in
the source language (the French word maman, used several times in this text, in the version
in which it exists in the source language, in the XIX™ century it was extremely often used to
address the mother in noble families (the significant influence of French culture on Russian
at this time was noted by many researchers)); conyouux (moir); oyweuxa (mos). All these
vocatives — with the possible exception of maman — carry an obvious positive meaning, since
when used in the function of addressing, they not only denote a person dear to children, but
also express their attitude towards him: love, tenderness, delight from their presence
(cf. “cnészwr mobsu u socmopea’), the desire to constantly be near and so on.

Let’s consider each of the etiquette formulas in more detail, taking into account the
changes that have occurred in the Russian language from the middle of the XIX™ century to
the present.

The vocative mamensrka was very widely used in the noble families of the XIX"
century when addressing the mother, which we learn about first of all from literary, artistic
and documentary sources created at that time and later. V. Dal in his famous “Explanatory
Dictionary of the Living Great Russian Language” gives this word as commonly used,
actively functioning: “Mawma ... mamenvka, Mamonvka, -mMouka, MaTyuika, poauTeabHuIA”
(Tams, 1978, p. 307). A detailed commentary on this etiquette formula is contained in the
“Dictionary of Russian speech etiquette” by A. Balakay, who also qualifies this nomination
from the standpoint of the modern Russian language as stylistically limited and in passive
use: “Mamennka. 1 ... Vernacular. Courtesy or affectionate address of children to their
mother. 2.... Vernacular. At the present time — regional. A courteous address to the mother-
in-law” (bamakaii, 2001, p. 253-254).

The data of modern explanatory dictionaries indicate that in the modern language this
etiquette formula, unfortunately, has practically disappeared from “living” use and functions
at the present time as stylistically limited — cf., for example, “Mama... Vernacular.
Mawmenbka” (Kysuemos, 1998, p. 518) — and is rarely used when a child addresses his
mother.

A similar story is with the etiquette formula mamawa, which is also actively used in
the XIX™ century both when referring to the mother and for the nomination of this person —
for example, in the earlier fragment from Leo Tolstoy’s novel “Childhood” this nomination
used in the function of both addressing (in Nicolinka’s speech) and designating a person (in
his mother’s speech). In modern language, as evidenced by the “Dictionary of Russian
Speech Etiquette”, when performing the function of address, this designation is perceived
only as stylistically marked (regional, or dialectal); both meanings of the noun mamawa used
in the vocative function (when referring to the mother) are qualified by this dictionary as
limited in use: “Mamama. 1.... Vernacular. Currently — regional. Respectful address to the
mother. Used more often with Bei-forms. 2.... Vernacular. Currently — regional. A courteous
address to the mother-in-law” (banakaii, 2001, p. 253).

As follows from the above definition, the nomination mamawa, although it is
currently used as an address, qualifies as stylistically limited in use. This is confirmed by the
explanatory dictionaries of the modern Russian language, for example: “Mamama ...
Vernacular. 1. = Mawma (usually about smb.’s mother). 2. (usually in the address). About an
elderly woman” (Ky3uemos, 1998, p. 518).
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Thus, the nominations mamenvka and mamawa used in the function of addresses, in
the semantic volume of which the positive connotative seme is undoubtedly present at the
modern stage of language development, for the era described in the works of S. Aksakov and
L. Tolstoy were not only common (in any case — in the noble environment), but also largely
neutral in stylistic terms. These addresses, as follows from the above, in the process of
family communication were always addressed to a specific person — primarily the mother,
and in some cases — the mother-in-law, whom, in accordance with patriarchal Russian
traditions, the children in the family (in this case, the son-in-law or daughter-in-law) should
honour almost as much as their own mother.

Therefore, it can be stated that in the modern Russian language these nominations,
including when functioning as addresses, have undergone a very significant stylistic
transformation.

Such a transformation of the stylistic characteristics of the analysed addresses, it
seems, had a very negative effect in the modern period on their speech-etiquette properties,
leading to an almost complete loss of one of the grammatical functions — the commonly used
vocative, which was primarily reflected (and, in our opinion, not at all the best way) and on
the nature of communication between children and their parents in Russian linguoculture as a
whole.

In the above fragment from Leo Tolstoy’s story “Childhood”, the child in
communication with his mother also uses addresses of a wider range of addressing —
eonybuux mou and oyweuka mos, which have significant emotional and expressive potential.
Thus, A. Balakay characterizes the nomination for darling as follows: “ymeuka (Most), m.
and f. Vernacular. The same as Jymennka. Affectionate address to a casual friend, relative
(mainly to a woman, girl)” (banakaii, 2001, p. 161-162).

Not less expressive potential, judging by the characteristic given in the dictionary of
speech etiquette, is also possessed by the address cony6uux, which in modern Russian is also
stylistically limited: “Tomy6ounkx. OMoii roayouuk. (Olomy6oumk wmoii.) Vernacular.
Hypocoristic. addressing a relative or close friend (man, woman, child). Often used in
conjunction with kinship terms (0edywixa, eonybuux, conybuux oedywka), wWith the first
name, patronymic, last name (coryouux Mawenvka, zonybouux Hean Bacunvesuu, 2onybuux
Henucos)” (banakait, 2001, p. 106).

It is noteworthy that the nomination cozy6uux by noble children could be used in
communication not only with the mother, but also with the father; so, in the second part of
Leo Tolstoy’s trilogy (the novel “Boyhood”) in the speech of Lubotshka, Nicola’s sister, we
find: “— Ax, 602 moii! Tol niauewn! — 60pye ckazana Jlrobouxa, vlnyckas uz pyK yenouky e2o
uacoe u ycmaejisisa Ha e2o auyo ceou bonvuue y@MGJZéHHble aonaasa. — Hpocmu MEHA, 20le5‘lul<'
nana, 51 coscem 3abuina, umo 3mo mamawuna nveca’ (Tonctoi, 1986, p. 158).

It should be noted that in the text the author (L. Tolstoy) emphasizes the phrase
mamawuna nveca. From our point of view, this allows us to regard it as an expression with a
special author’s accent, acquiring a certain symbolic meaning under the conditions of verbal
and artistic discourse. This is due to the fact that the communicative situation depicted in the
story develops during Lubotshka’s performance on the piano of a piece that her deceased
mother often played, which probably prompted the father to become emotional to tears:
“Koeda, oxonuug nvecy, Jlrobouxa nodowina k vemy ¢ gonpocom, “Xopowo au?”’, on monya
83471 €€ 3a con06y U cman yeioeamsvb 6 1006 ¢ maxo HEJMNCHOCMbIO, Kaxkou 5 Huxo20a He
suowviean om ne2o” (Toncro, 1986, p. 153). This, in turn, probably became the incentive for
such a gentle, especially expressive address of Lubotshka to her father, expressed in the
speech-etiquette formula cony6uux nana.
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Despite their stylistic limitations, addresses conyouux and oyuweuxa are quite
widespread as vocatives in modern society — moreover, as vocative addresses with explicit
positive semantics. The data of the dictionary of speech etiquette indicate that in the modern
communicative context these addresses continue to function, albeit with a significant change
in their functions: as a colloquial nomination used mainly in casual everyday
communication.

The main feature of addresses such as corybuux, oyweuxa, mamywra (in relation to
the last address, we mean those cases when it is used not only in relation to the mother, but in
relation to any woman) and the like, first of all, is that they tune the addressee to
communication in a certain — usually extremely positive — tone, setting it initially and
supporting it throughout the entire communication process. In other words, such addresses
regulate the communication process in a special way, creating an emotional context in which
the communication participants, the addressee and the addressee act. V. Goldin calls this
type of address regulatory, noting their etiquette meaning: “they offer the addressees to
communicate in a certain tone, observing certain relationships: relationships of people close
or distant, equal or unequal, friendly, familiar, respectful, etc.” (I'onpaun, 1983, p. 76).

Regulatory addresses form a not very large group among other addresses used in the
Russian language. This is quite understandable, since the addresses of this group “are
adapted to express only typical, often repeated relationships between people” (I'onbauH,
1983, p. 76). Some of the regulatory addresses — among them the considered nomination
eonyouux — are almost never used as names at all; such are, for example, the addresses
opyacuwge, cmapuna, Which in our speech mainly perform the functions of vocative
addresses. However, the regulatory addresses are of particular value for Russian speech
etiquette and for Russian culture in general precisely because they already initially carry a
clear emotional charge of a positive nature, which is very important for the successful
implementation of the communicative process in almost any communication situation. The
use of regulatory addresses by communication participants to a large extent predetermines
the success of communication, since it contributes to the creation of an atmosphere of
friendliness, respect for the addressee, indicates the desire of the interlocutors to understand
each other as fully as possible, respond to requests made, etc.

5. Discussion.

For the modern reader, especially when it comes to a non-adult audience, it is, of
course, quite difficult to grasp and correctly interpret all the nuances of speech etiquette
embodied in classical literature; this requires some preparation. Therefore, from our point of
view, an integral part of the work with literary texts similar to the novels of L. Tolstoy, i.e.,
significantly distant from the modern reader (especially for representatives of the younger
generation) in time, of course, should be reliance on a fairly wide social-and-cultural and
linguistic-and-cultural context in which such works were created by writers.

Such an approach presupposes an acquaintance of the addressee-reader — at least in
general terms — with the social (in a broad sense — social, family, etc.) foundations of the
depicted era, its moral and ethical principles and ideals. This, as it seems, will contribute to a
relatively adequate perception of the content of the work, that is, closer to the understanding
of the author’s intention, which is manifested in numerous details of the text, including the
system of speech etiquette modelled in it.

Literary works, recreating the pictures of the life of the past, not only figuratively
convey the characteristic features of both everyday and official life of people, but also
contain unusually valuable information about the moral and ethical foundations and spiritual
originality of the past. The best examples of classical Russian literature provide modern
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researchers with opportunities for clarifying, expanding, supplementing the ideas about the
presence and norms of a speech-etiquette character in different periods of the existence of the
Russian language.

However, it was demonstrated that the material of Russian classical literature,
containing information about speech etiquette, can serve as the basis for some conclusions of
a theoretical nature — in particular, in relation to the Russian language in its diachronic
development.

6. Conclusions.

Russian classical literature contains rich, diverse and often unique in its
characteristics material about national speech etiquette, which deserves detailed research and
systematization from linguistic positions. In particular, in Russian fiction, depicting the life
of Russian society in the XIX™ century, the family communication of the noble and landlord
estates is widely and multifaceted: children with parents and parents with children; non-adult
family members among themselves.

Analysis of speech etiquette formulas used in communication between parents and
children allows us to conclude that, for the most part, they were distinguished by a positive
emotional colouring, were focused on expressing love, gratitude, and respect of family
members for each other. At the same time, the nominations-vocatives addressed by the
children of the mother (mamenvka, mamawa etc.) were distinguished by a special variety,
many of which in modern Russian have significantly narrowed the scope of their use.

Speech etiquette formulas used by non-adult members of noble families in
communication with each other deserve special research attention: among them, variants of
anthroponyms with positive suffixes (in particular, diminutive) predominate: Hukonienoka,
Kamenvka, JTiooouxa and other. The use of such variants of full names-anthroponyms in the
function of addresses contributed to the creation of a benevolent tone of communicative-
speech situations, which, accordingly, increased the efficiency of communication in general.

The prospect of further research is the extrapolation of the results obtained to other
periods of the development of the Russian language up to its current state with the
involvement of the latest approaches to the study of works of verbal-and-cogitative activity.
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Anomauyisn

Cmammsa € aunanimuyHum y3a2albHeHHAM 3 HO3UYill HOGIMHBLO20 JNIHSGICIMUYHO20 3HAHHA —
JIH2BICMUYHOT NPpA2MAMUKYU ma HiHe80KYIbMYPONO2I] — GOKAMUBIE AK MOGIEHHEGUX eMUKEeMHUX Popmyn, wo
@yHryionyroms y pociucokiti kiacuurii nposi XIX-eo cmonimms. Y cmammi 3po6ieno cnpody KOMNIEKCHO20
BUBUEHHS MAKO20 KOMNOHEHMA KOMYHIKAMUBHO-MOBIEHHEBOI 83AEMO0ii 6 ymosax cim’i, aKk eokamus, abo
36EPMAHHA: YsI KAMe20pis po3eNAHYmMA He MINbKU 5K MAKd, Wo 6UKOHYE 6 Npoyeci CNiIKy8aHHs HU3KY
Hansaxcausiwux Qyukyit, a i 3a0ae nesny ‘“‘cxemy’” pO32OpMAHHL 6CbOMY KOMYHIKAMUBHOMY npoyecy, d
MaKodic Cymmeeo 6nIUGA€E Ha MOHANLHICIb OCIMAHHBLOZO.

Bokamusu sk KoMnoHenmu npoyecy MOGIEHHESOT KOMYHIKAyIl po32ns0aiomucs K Gopmyau
MOBIIEHHEBO20 eMUKemy, Wo O00360J5€ BPAX08Y8AMU He MINbKU GIACHe NIHEGICMUYHI XAPAKMePUCmuKu
ananizoeanoi kamezopii, ane i 6Kpau 8adCIUB] CEMAHMUYHI NPUPOWEHHS COYIanbHOi, KYIbMYPHOI ma iHuioi
excmpaninegicmuunoi eracmugocmi. Ilpoananizosani Qpacmenmu XyOOXCHIX MBOPIE 00380AUIU ABMOPY
NPOOEMOHCIMPYSAmU, W0 V OBOPSHCbKOMY Cepedosuwyi CRIIKY8aHuio bamvKie i3 OimbMu I0600UNOC
ocobnuse micye y cimeuniu xomywHixayii. BuxopucmaHi 6 ybomy 6unaoxy 6OKAMuU NpPaAKMUUHO 3A8rHCOU
Maroms 8UPANCEHY NOZUMUBHY eMOYIIHO-eKCNPeCUsHy 3a0apeieHicmyb, Wo Maxolic CRpUsc Gopmysanio
8ION0GIOHOI MOHAILHOCHT CNITKYBAHHS: MOHAILHOCII KOXAHHS, HINCHOCMI, 008IPIUBOCHT MOUO.

Knrouosi cnosa: eoxamus, 36epmanus, MOGNEHHESUL emuKem, CIMeUHa KOMYHIKayis, MO6IEeHHEGO-
emuxemua opmynd.
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