CULTURE AS A FACTOR DETERMINING TU-VOUS USAGE 
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While using a language, we must constantly decide not only about what and how we want to say, but we also need to make choices of specific sentence structures, lexical items to be used, and pronunciation that would be appropriate in expressing what we mean. It seems that what we say is at least as important as how we say it. We can even argue that the content of our utterances and their form are quite indivisible. This relation may be understood better by examining one important aspect of communication, that is, making a distinction between tu and vous forms (T-V forms). In the case of French, tu (T) grammatically refers to the second person singular, whereas vous (V) is the equivalent of the plural you in English. The rules of the French grammar require that vous (V) be used with certain individuals on strictly defined occasions, mostly in order to signal, inter alia, power, social distance, or a lack of solidarity (for details, see Vigner 1978).


Many languages have a sociolinguistic device similar to the tu–vous (T/V) distinction observed in French (or the tu-vos distinction found in Latin), for example, German du-Sie, or Welsh ti-chwi. Some of T-V systems are very complex, in that there are several possible ways of marking the V and T usages and the rules governing their applications are rather complicated.  Others do not always show that much complexity with regard to the T-V marking, but they may still have very sophisticated rules of sociolinguistic nature regulating their usage. Let us also add that with the T-V distinction are strongly connected the concepts of power and solidarity
. We can normally expect that the more solidarity there is, the less distance there will be among the parties involved in a relation. On the other hand, in relationships which are based on power, we can expect a greater social distance. Those factors may undoubtedly govern the choice of a T or V form. At the very outset of our discussion over T-V forms, let us point out that systems of T-V marking may be influenced and shaped by the cultures of the societies that use particular T-V systems. 


Since we believe that there may be links between T-V systems found in various languages on the one hand and the cultures of the societies that use those languages, on the other, before we discuss some interesting issues with regard to the T-V distinction, let us try to provide a sketch of those mutual relations between language and culture. However, before we do that, we should first expressly articulate what me mean by ‘culture’. At this point, we can stress that for the purposes of this paper, we do not understand the term culture in the sense of ‘high culture, that is, the set of cultural products such as music, literature or visual arts. What we mean by culture may be well illustrated by the following famous definition by Goodenough (1957:167):

A society’s culture consists of whatever it is one has to know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable to its members, and to do so in any role that they accept for any one of themselves. Culture, being what people have to learn as distinct from their biological heritage, must consist of the end product of learning: knowledge, in a most general, if relative, sense of the term. By this definition, we should note that culture is not a material phenomenon; it does not consist of things, people, behavior, or emotions. It is rather the organization of these things. It is the forms of things that people have in mind, their models for perceiving, relating, and otherwise interpreting them. 

Hence, according to Goodenough, the notion of culture involves knowledge and belief. It goes without saying that culture must be learned and it is contrasted with our biological endowment which we are born with. According to Hudson (1996:71), the advantage of the definition offered by Goodenough “is that it will allow us to compare culture with language, which we are also taking to be a kind of knowledge”. Taking into consideration of the above, for the purposes of this paper, we should understand the concept of culture in the way advocated by Goodenough. 


Coming back to the mutual bonds between language and culture, let us quote Salzmann (1993:151) who claims that “the nature of the relationship between” the two “was under consideration long before anthropology became recognized as a scholarly field in its own right”. Also to Łozowski (2013:352), it seems rather obvious that there is some relationship between culture and language. As he notices, “that language and culture are interrelated may seem self-apparent, but that there is a dialectic relationship between the two has not always been easily or readily recognized”. In other words, although it may seem straightforward that there is some kind of link between the two, it was not always easily determined how strong this reciprocal relation is, how the two are related to each other, or what their mutual relationship is like. 

Moreover, as Łozowski says (2013:355), while trying to establish possible relations between language and culture, we can postulate four different ways in which language and culture may be interrelated to each other. They may be linked symmetrically in a way that one cannot be separated from the other and they cannot exist individually. Another possibility is that, that the two concepts are related asymmetrically, with one of them dominating and influencing the other. If we accept this view, depending on the direction of the dependence, culture would be viewed as a product of language, or, on the contrary, language would be determined by cultural issues. Finally, as Łozowski says, there may be no apparent link between the two concept, hence they would remain and autonomous and independent of each other. By no means is it easy to give a final and concluding decision with regard to the validity of one or more than one of the four aforementioned approaches. It is very difficult to define all possible links between language and culture and to determine their directions once and for all. However, it seems reasonable to claim that mutual links between language and culture do exist and one of the products of such relations is the presence of T-V systems in numerous languages.  

Before we delve more deeply into the concept of T-V distinction, let us attempt to trace its the origins. As Brown and Gilman (1968:254) claim in their prominent work, 

in the Latin of antiquity there was only tu in the singular. The plural vos as a form of address to one person was first directed to the emperor, and there are several theories (…) about how this may have come about. The use of the plural to the emperor began in the fourth century. By that time there were actually two emperors; the ruler of the eastern empire had his seat in Constantinople and the ruler of the west sat in Rome. Because of Diocletian’s reforms the imperial office, although vested in two men, was administratively unified. Words addressed to one man were, by implication, addressed to both. The choice of vos as a form of address may have been in response to this implicit plurality. An emperor is also plural in another sense; he is the summation of his people and can speak as their representative. Royal persons sometimes say ‘we’ where an ordinary man would say ‘I.’ The Roman emperor sometimes spoke of himself as nos, and the reverential vos is the simple reciprocal of this.

Therefore, if we agree with Brown and Gilman, the T-V distinction originated from referring to the Roman Emperor by using the Latin plural form vos rather than tu. Moreover, Brown and Gilman, in explaining the origins of the distinction make a clear reference to power, which they define as a person’s ability to control other individuals. In their words power is “a relationship between at least two persons, and it is non-reciprocal in the sense that both cannot have power in the same area of behaviour” (1968:254). If we accept the explanation offered by Brown and Gilman, we see how cultural considerations and social patterns influence the application of particular linguistic forms. 

As far as the spread of the Latin vos is concerned, Crystal (1987:45) advocates that “gradually, this ‘royal you’ extended to others who exercised power, so that by medieval times, the upper classes were showing mutual respect through the use of V forms only”. Furthermore, as Crystal (ibid.) maintains, subsequently, the V forms started to be used in different circumstances, not only as a sign of respect for people who held power or had higher status, but also in order to indicate any kind of social distance between individuals. On the other hand, as Crystal maintains, T forms began to be employed as to indicate intimacy and social closeness . Therefore, as Crystal argues, “between equals, it became possible to use either T or V, depending on the degree of solidarity one wished to convey. Low-class friends would address each other as T, and use V to strangers or acquaintances. Upper-class people would do likewise” (ibid.).


What Crystal asserts seems to be chiefly in line with what Mesthrie (2009:311) reports after Brown and Gilman (1968), namely, that in most European languages which have the T-V distinction, the use of reciprocal T is associated with solidarity whereas the use of reciprocal V with non-solidarity. What is more, Mesthrie (ibid.) says that Brown and Gilman construe “solidarity in terms of personal relationships and degree of friendliness. Essentially, this means that differences of power and status are less likely to determine the choice of T or V” (emphasis mine). As Mesthrie holds, what really is important “is whether relations of solidarity hold between the participants. When relations are (or become) 'solidary', T is usually exchanged irrespective of status. Where relations are not solidary, V is exchanged” (ibid.). However, one should note that Mesthrie adds a cautionary note:
However, it cannot be assumed that the linguistic expression of power and status has been completely diminished in favour of the variable of solidarity in western Europe. Some theorists argue that power has been somewhat redistributed and diffused, but also to some extent disguised. Despite the western distaste for the face-to-face expression of differential status, residues of the old power hierarchy exist in, for example, the right to initiate reciprocal T (where reciprocal V might have been previously appropriate) in a relationship between two acquaintances. This right still belongs to the more powerful interlocutor (ibid.). 

What this may mean is that solidarity is a decisive factor governing the usage of T and V forms, nevertheless, it should be borne in mind that power and status are still important issues which determine the choice of the T or V form. What is also quite obvious, in European societies, it is usually the individual having more power who can propose to switch to the T forms in reciprocal contacts. In this respect, let us mention our own example of a well-known tradition present in German-speaking and other countries (for example, Poland or Russia), rooted in the cultures of those countries, referred to as Brüderschafttrinken in German (bruderszaft and брудершафт, respectively in Polish and Russian). In Germany, individuals who have got to known each other well may decide to use the T form du to each other rather than the V form Sie. On such occasions, they make a little ‘ceremony’ consisting in drinking some alcohol together and switching to the T forms. This well illustrates how culture (a traditional custom) and language (a switch from the T to V forms) are linked and interlocked with each other. 

Let us mention that not all researchers necessary agree with the interpretation of the origins of the T-V distinction offered Brown and Gilman. For example, Hudson (1996:124) says that “it is unclear why the pronouns’ meanings changed this way”. He says that since Brown and Gilman’s work was published similar systems of T-V distinctions have been found all over the world in various languages. Hudson says that the work by Penelope Brown and Stephen Levinson offers an alternative explanation of the rise of the T-V forms. As Hudson (ibid.) reports, Brown and Levinson’s explanation (1987/1987) concentrates around the theory of face. Hudson (1996:113) explains the theory as one that “is based on the term ‘FACE’, which is used in much the same way as in the expressions to lose face and to save face, meaning something like ‘self-respect’ or ‘dignity’”. Hudson (1996:124) says after Brown and Levinson (1987/1987) that “by using a plural pronoun for 'you', the speaker protects the other person's power-face” in two different ways:
First, the plural pronoun picks out the other person less directly than the singular form does, because of its ambiguity. The intended referent could, in principle, be some group of people rather than the individual actually targeted. This kind of indirectness is a common strategy for giving the other person an 'out', an alternative interpretation which protects them against any threats to their face which may be in the message (Hudson 1996:124). 

Therefore, according to the theory of face, one of the purposes of using a plural you form is to offer some kind of indirectness which may save the face of the speaker’s interlocutor. At the same time, as Hudson reports, “the second effect of using a plural pronoun is to pretend that the person addressed is the representative of a larger group ('you and your group'), which obviously puts them in a position of greater power” (ibid.). Again, here we deal with the concept of power which may be desired by many individuals, in that it puts them in a better and more privileged position than others. In this respect, it seems important to point out that in numerous languages the T-V forms are not necessarily expressed grammatically by the second persons singular and plural, but the distinction may be signalled otherwise (cf. the Germen V form Sie).


Let us mention one more interesting issue concerning the nature of the system governing the use of T-V forms. Brown and Levinson (1979:332–333) maintain that “T/V usage is tied primarily to kinds of social relationship, and the association of T-exchange with low-status groups in stratified societies is due to the way that stratification affects the nature of intra-group social relations.” In other words, they claim that the representatives of the lower classes of the society are more dependent on each other, and as a result “relations of equality and solidarity are likely to arise between adults, appropriately symbolized by mutual T-exchange” (ibid.). On the other hand, the upper strata of the society are characterized by rather loose social bonds, with members of the upper classes being more independent. Hence, one may expect the social distance among the upper strata to be greater. This is why V forms are more common in the upper, rather than in the lower, classes of the society. It seems that the above-mentioned speculations seem to be especially valid for the societies that belong to the spheres of western culture. Similarly, if we agree with Brown and Levinson, we should expect that in those cultures in which there is more egalitarianism among individuals, the T form would be a more natural or more frequently used form. 

Having presented some possible explanations for the rise of T-V forms, and some universals which govern those forms, let us provide several actual examples of T-V marking. Apart, from the well-know French tu-vous and German du-Sie forms, we may add several examples of our own. For instance, in Czech, Slovak and Russian the T-V forms are ty-vy, Dutch uses jij (je)-u, whereas the Polish system is quite complex when compared to other European languages.  In Polish, the T singular form is ty, and the V singular forms are Pan (when addressing a man), Pani (when addressing a woman). T plural form is wy and, V singular forms are Państwo (used to persons of different sex), Panowie (used to men) and Panie (used to women). 


Also Hungarian has a more complex system of T-V forms than, for example, the forms found in French or German. In Hungarian the second person pronouns are te (you, singular) and ti (you, plural).  As Kenesei et al.  (1998:266-267) say, the aforesaid forms denote “familiarity, informality, solidarity, and/or intimacy”. On the other hand, “formality, politeness and/or lack of familiarity or intimacy is expressed by the nominal forms ön or maga in the singular and önök and maguk in the plural, cooccurring with the third person verb-forms in the appropriate number”. This means that we can treat the former forms as T forms, whereas the latter ones have the V function. Kenesei et al. add that “of the two sets, ön/önök is more formal and/or polite than maga/magunk” (1998:267). They also say that the choice of the informal te-form or the formal ön- and maga-address, as well as whether they are used reciprocally or not depends very much on the conditions proposed in the classic study by Brown and Gilman (1968). Bearing in mind that Hungarian is an Uralic language, its T-V system, although more complex than those found in German or French, does not show extreme differences, when compared to many European languages, which are of Indo-European origins. At the same time, it is much less complex than systems found in other languages, for example, in Thai, which will be presented below. In this respect, we might speculate that T-V systems of languages such as Hungarian, on the one hand, and Polish, on the other, exhibit some similarities, due to the influence of a similar cultural background, that is European culture.

 
Agha (2007:285) presents the T-V system of the Thai langauge. The system is realized by means of a complex set of person-referring pronominal forms. The system comprises several different forms which carry various social meanings. Let us present some of the selected forms found in the system. For example, kuu ‘I’ (the first person singular) and miŋ ‘you’ (second person singular) are “strong nonrestraint terms”. They are used chiefly by males and only sometimes by “female intimates and more broadly by rural dialect speakers; otherwise [they] imply anger, coarseness, etc.” On the other hand, chăn ‘I’ (first person singular) and thǝǝ ‘you’ (second person singular) are “used primarily by women when speaking to equals or inferiors”. In turn, as Agha (ibid.) informs, Phŏm ‘I’ (fist person singular) refers to male speakers. It is a “polite, status neutral term used in a wide of range of social situations”, etc. (for details, see Agha 2007). The above-mentioned Thai person-referring pronominal forms may well illustrate how complicated and complex the T-V systems may be in various languages. At the same time, one may assume that the richness of the Thai T-V system is a reflection of the complex relations found in the Thai society motivated by factors of a cultural nature (for details concerning Thai culture, see Kislenko 2004).  

As already mentioned, T forms often express intimacy and social closeness. Yet, Meyerhoff (2011:87) claims after Jauncey (1997:107) that “being family members doesn’t necessarily mean you can assume closeness. In a lot of places, some kinship relationships are conventionally considered respectful ones, and you must use respect forms when addressing that member of your family”. Meyerhoff reports an example provided by Jauncey with regard to the situation found in Tamambo language, which is an Oceanic language spoken in Vanuatu. In that language “a mother’s brother is addressed with kamim and the subject agreement marker no- (‘you, plural’) as a show of respect (like vous in French)” (Meyerhoff 2011:87). 


Apparently, as Stockwell (2002:22) asserts, somewhat humorously, French aristocrats including the former French President “Valery Giscard d'Estaing use V to everyone, including, it is reported, to voters, ministers, his wife and passing dogs”. On a more serious note, Lambert claims that boys in France “receive the tu from their grandparents at the same time as they use the vous form in addressing their grandparents” (1972:239). What is more, “the vast majority receive tu from their parents (…) at the same time as half of them use vous in addressing their parents” (ibid.). However, several authors report a general decline in the use of the V form in French (for example, see Clyne et al. 2009)
. Therefore, probably it would be rather unusual nowadays for children to use the V form towards their parents unless they come from very conservative families. Definitely, the choice between the T or V forms is seriously affected by the cultural patterns of a given community. In case of France, the decision on a choice of the T versus V form depends on complex sociolinguistics rules. The reflection of those rules may definitely be found in the French savoir-vivre (for details of T-V forms in French, see Vigner 1978).  Similarly, it seems plausible to assume that there is no reason why we should not postulate that in the case of Tamambo or other languages, it may be cultural considerations that influence the sociolinguistic rules of the T-V application. 


It is worth to note that English had a T-V distinction in the past. As Upton and  Widdowson (2006:79) say,

in very early English there was a simple distinction between THOU for the singular and YE for the plural subject pronouns, while THEE and YOU were respectively used for the singular and plural object pronouns. In the thirteenth century the French T-V system came to copied in English, singular th-forms being applied to familiars, children and inferiors, while plural y-forms were used to show respect. By the sixteenth century the singular subject and object  pronouns THOU and THEE had become interchangeable for many speakers. 

Therefore, according to Upton and Widdowson, the T-V distinction came into use into Middle English by analogy with the French system. One might ponder why T-V distinction disappeared from English. As Upton and Widdowson argue, thou and thee 

because increasingly unpopular, probably because of their connotations of disrespect, and gradually disappeared from standard speech, although they survived in the non-standard dialects and in the speech of egalitarian Quakers. YE and YOU were left as the standard pronouns applying to everyone, singular and plural, high and low, and they were of course used by some non-standard speakers also. The two surviving standard pronouns were frequently pronounced [jǝ] and like non-standard THOU and THEE they too came increasingly to be used interchangeably” (ibid.). 

It goes without saying that the surviving standard pronoun in contemporary English is you. If we accept the reasons postulated by Upton and Widdowson for disappearing the forms thou and thee from the standard language, we would probably have to accept the fact the this change was culturally and socially motivated: the forms carried, in the words of the two scholars, connotations of disrespect. We can easily imagine that speakers of English due to cultural and social reasons did not want to be associated with the use of disrespectful forms, nor did they desire to be addressed with forms with were considered rude. Hence, they avoided the two forms which may have led to their disappearance from the standard language. 


Let us further focus on the T-V system (or its lack) in English. Another interesting account of the situation found in English with regard to the lack of a formal T-V distinction is offered by Wierzbicka (2003). According to the scholar, the current state of affairs in English in this respect may have its roots in the Anglo-Saxon culture. As we know, English lacks the T-V contrast, as the language just uses a universal form you. Therefore, if we agree with Wierzbicka we should assume that there is no ‘familiar’ T-form, nor ‘polite’ V-form, found in other languages. In this connection, Wierzbicka (2003:47) says that, “one is tempted to speculate (…) that the absence of an intimate T-form of address (…), which sets English apart from other European languages, is a reflex of” the attitudes of the Anglo-Saxon culture. Those attitudes could be, according to Wierzbicka, illustrated by the concept of privacy understood as being “able to do certain things unobserved by other people, as everyone would want to and need to” (ibid.). As Wierzbicka adds, this concept “reflects one of the central values of Anglo-Saxon culture” and “the cultural assumption embodied in this concept” could be expressed as having “a little wall around” oneself, “at least part of the time and that this perfectly natural, and very important” (ibid.). Wierzbicka also argues along the following lines that

the English you is of course very democratic, it is a great social equaliser, but it can also be seen as a distance-building device. This is not to say that the meaning of the English word you is analogous to that of a V-form in a language which does have a T-V contrast. (…) In the absence of such a contrast the form you can’t convey the intimacy signalled by the choice of a T-form. An intimate form allows the speaker to get psychologically close to the addressee, to penetrate the wall surrounding each individual. The English you keeps everybody at a distance (ibid.). 

What this may imply is that the English you form is very neutral, but at the same time, it does not enable English speakers to express intimacy or familiarity which can be expressed in languages which have a T-V distinction. 


Wierzbicka adds that when compared with Slavic or Mediterranean cultures, Anglo-Saxon culture seems rather restricted as far as non-sexual body contact is concerned. As she notices, the Anglo-Saxons rarely “touch one another, hug one another, kiss one another, or seldom even shake hands (…). They also physically keep at a considerable distance from one another, as compared, for example, with Slavs (…)” (ibid.). We may add that, that at least some languages belonging to the aforesaid language groups, e.g. Polish, Russian, Czech and Slovak, as well as Italian and Spanish, observe a distinction between the T and V forms. However, in the case of English, as Wierzbicka advocates, “the absence of an intimate T-form reflects and fosters the culturally expected psychological distance between individuals, the general need for psychological and physical ‘privacy’” (ibid.). If we agree with Wierzbicka, once more we must accept that that impact of culture upon language is of great significance. 

As we have already mentioned above, English once had a T-V distinction (thou/you). Albeit the distinction is no more present in the language, Spolsky (1998:21) says that the language “still offers a range of address terms, ranging from Title Alone (Sir, Your Majesty, Madam, Constable) through Title + Last Name (Mr Jones, Dr Smith, Lord Clark, Miss Jones, Mrs Jones, perhaps Ms Jones) to First Name or Multiple Names (including Nicknames)”. Hence, according to Spolsky, a related phenomenon in languages, such as English, that do not have the T-V distinction may be the use of address terms which are semantically analogues in that they convey the aforesaid attitudes.

As mentioned above, the application of V forms in many languages signals politeness and status. Moreover, the T-V distinction is a linguistic device that is also used to express various levels of power, solidarity, social distance, courtesy or familiarity towards the speaker’s interlocutor. Many languages offer the same possibility as French of addressing an individual using either the singular pronoun tu or plural vous (for example, Czech, Slovak, Russian). Other languages make use of different forms to express the T-V contrast (for example, German, Polish, Hungarian, or Thai), while still others do not make a distinction between the T-V forms at all (for example, English). Languages, such as modern English, that have no formal T–V distinction may use different means to convey the above-mentioned attitudes towards the addressee. This can be achieved, for example, by addressing someone by their first name or surname, or using a title such as sir, doctor or ma’am. One should not underestimate the significance of mutual relations between language, society and culture. It goes without saying that the there are strong bonds between the culture of a particular society and the language spoken by that society. If we accept the above, we are tempted to believe that the culture of a particular society may find a manifestation in the presence and complexity of a T-V system in the language of that society. 

Summary
The aim of this paper is to introduce and discuss briefly the concept of the T-V distinction found in various languages. Since we believe that langue and culture are interrelated, it may be reasonable to claim that cultural factors may also influence the existence and development of particular T-V systems. Furthermore, the paper presents different theories of origins of the T-V distinction. While talking about the T-V distinction, one should not forget that the T and V forms are strongly connected with the concepts of power and solidarity. Moreover, social distance or its lack may also be important factors governing the application of a particular T or V form. The article presents also selected examples of the T-V forms found in different European and non-European languages. The final sections of the article focus on the situation concerning the T-V distinction in contemporary English as well as the English language used in the past. Attitudes of the Anglo-Saxon culture are viewed as key factors which may account for the lack of the syntactic T-V distinction in English. 
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� Hudson (1996:122) says that “speech may (…) reflect the social relationships between the speaker and addressee, most particularly the POWER and SOLIDARITY manifested in that relations”. In the words of Hudson, the concept of power “is self-explanatory”, but it is more difficult to define solidarity. Hudson says that the concept of solidarity “concerns the social distance between people - how much experience they have shared, how many social characteristics they share (religion, sex, age, region of origin, race, occupation, interests, etc.), how far they are prepared to share intimacies, and other factors” (ibid.).


� Spolsky (1998:21) advocates that “with the growing egalitarianism of modern life, there has been a slow breakdown in the formality of address systems”. For instance, French children use T forms when talking to their parents, whereas many Swedes “now use T even to strangers” (ibid.).








