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Abstract. We present a contrastive study of the lexical and semantic field of
memory in Bulgarian and Ukrainian based on material from a parallel bilingual
corpus. The correspondences between several principal roots from which the lex-
emes of this field are formed, the word-formation patterns and their frequencies
are examined, and the most frequent collocations are analysed. We also look into
some aspects of translation strategies.
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1 Introduction

Encyclopaedia Britannica defines memory as ‘the encoding, storage, and retrieval in
the human mind of past experiences’, going on to state: ‘That experiences influence
subsequent behaviour is evidence of an obvious but nevertheless remarkable activity
called remembering’ (Britannica, 2025). This definition is obviously too restrictive: an-
imals can remember too; we can also talk about plants and even inanimate objects hav-
ing memories, albeit less and less literally as we get to more sentient entities. The met-
aphor goes so far as memory foam, memory metal, etc., materials of which the ability
to retain or recall their original or acquired shape is a defining characteristic, as well as
calculators and computers, whose memory is not a function or faculty but a physical
component. But it is not unrestricted: tellingly, although we can say that books talk or
that they fell this or that, we never say that they remember the information written in
them; would this be because in fact they do nothing else?

With memory being such a pervasive phenomenon in nature, so crucial to human
existence, and at the same time so abstract and complex a conceptual field, it is inter-
esting to see how languages address it, what concepts they create words for, how they
derive them, how and why closely related languages differ. Some questions to ask are:

*  What elements does the lexical and semantic field of memory include?

*  What other semantic fields does it intersect with?

*  What roots and affixes express the meanings?

*  What collocations are in use?
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Exposition of the Investigation

What are the principal elements of the semantic field of memory, logically speaking?

As well as the ability to record information from past experience, the English
word memory also denotes a token recollection, a record of a thing or an event.
The first use of the word is uncountable, the second is countable; the first sense
is abstract, the second often concrete. In other languages they can be expressed
by different words with greater regularity.

In the domain of eventualities, there is the state of keeping information about
something in one’s memory. There is the process (or event) of transferring such
information from the operating to the long-term memory, as well as of
transferring information from the long-term to the operating memory. The
English verb remember can serve all three purposes, although there are
specialised words such as memorise for the second or recall for the third.
Causative counterparts of the third meaning, involving speech or not (mention,
remind), are also prominent. Finally, there is the antonym forget, which may
refer to failure to transfer information from long-term to operating memory or
to its ultimate erasure from memory.

In addition to these main elements of the semantic field, languages often have words
for concepts whose relation to memory is less direct and more complex (nouns: me-
mento, memorial, mnemonic, memory foam, forget-me-not; adjectives: memorable, for-
getful, etc.). Such are the terms that we can expect to find in any language.

In this work we study the lexical and semantic field of memory in two closely related
Slavic languages, Bulgarian and Ukrainian, which have not been the object of such an
analysis to date. We will restrict our attention to the oldest and most fundamental words,
leaving aside recent and borrowed vocabulary.

At the core of the inherited Indo-European source material from which Bulgarian
and Ukrainian construct their memory words we find three roots:

1.

*mp- (as in Bg mn-enue ‘opinion’, English mind, Latin mens ‘mind’) with prefix
*pa-/pa- ‘after’, 1. e., ‘knowledge or conscience of something following its oc-
currence’ > Bg na-me-m ‘memory’, no-m(e)u- ‘commemoration; remember’, c-
no-men- ‘recollection; mention’, Uk na-m s-mv/ma- ‘memory/remember’, no-
mun- ‘mention’ (Duridanov, 1999: 33, 511; Mel’nycuk, 2003: 272);

*glod- > (especially in Ukrainian) eao- (3-ead-amu ‘recall’, na-eao-amu ‘re-
mind’); in Bulgarian the words with this root (ea0-as ‘divine, foretell; guess’,
but also Ha-eao- ‘adjust, attune’, eoo0-ewn ‘fit, suitable’) are not related to
memory, but in Ukrainian not all are either (cf. 2ad-amu ‘think, reason; imag-
ine’, npo-eao-amu ‘miscalculate’, 200-nuti~eio-nuii ‘worthy’) (Georgiev, 1971:
223, 232; Mel’'nycuk, 1982: 449);

*s0i-t- > (not in Ukrainian) cem- (Bg cem-s ce ‘divine, guess; recall, think of’,
but also cemuso ‘sense’, ycem ‘insight, feeling, flair’), a root featured only in
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian among the Slavic languages; here cognates with
mystical meaning can be found too, but in other Indo-European languages (Lith-
uanian saisti ‘divine, predict’, Old Norse seidr, Welsh hud ‘enchantment, spell’)
(Racheva, Todorov, 2002: 628).
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The last two roots build bridges to other meanings (semantic fields) which are like-
wise related to the appearance of information in the operating memory, but it comes
from the outside world (Bg ycewam ‘feel, notice’) or from processing other information
(Bg docewam ce ‘guess, conjecture’) rather than long-term memory.

As for Bg 3a6pass, Uk 3a0ymu “forget’, they are derived from roots whose semantics
is as neutral as it can be (Bg 6opass ‘do something, manipulate’; Uk 6ymu ‘be’) with a
prefix which in the Bg word means placement behind oneself, behind one's back, in the
past (Georgiev, 1971: 570), and in the Uk word means being (somewhere, at something)
for too long and losing sight of something else (Mel’nycuk, 1982: 215). In
Bg sanommusm, Uk 3anam smamu ‘commit to memory’ the same prefix is interpreted in
a completely different way, namely ‘behind = in[to] a secure place’; but cf. Rus-
sian zanamsmosams, Czech/Polish zapomenout/zapomnieé ‘forget’.

In view of the complexity of the conceptual field and the variety of ways in which it
can be lexicalised, we will want to see what words and expressions each language has,
how they rank in frequency, what the correspondences (quantitatively speaking) be-
tween the two languages are, and what asymmetries we find. For this we turn to drawing
data from a parallel corpus.

3 The Composition of the Corpus

The bilingual corpus consists of Bulgarian and Ukrainian parallel texts available in
electronic libraries or obtained by us from paper editions through scanning, optical
character recognition and error correction by ad hoc software tools and by hand. For
this reason, the corpus is composed of fictional works, mostly of novels, which
dominate in such sources.

Because original and translated parallel texts for Ukrainian and Bulgarian are hard
to come by, especially in online-accessible computer-readable form, we also use
Bulgarian and Ukrainian literary translations from other languages as corpus material.
Thus CUB has several sectors, all roughly equal in size, each of which covers parallel
Bulgarian and Ukrainian texts with the same original language. The current version of
CUB includes ten sectors, each measuring approximately 1.52 million words on the
Bulgarian and 1.34 million words on the Ukrainian side, with eight original languages,
namely Bulgarian, English, French, German, Italian, Polish, Russian and Ukrainian.
There are two sectors with Russian and two with English originals.

For this study we only employ the five sectors of the corpus where the original is in
one of the four Slavic languages, with a total volume of 14.2 million words.

4 Results

The most frequent nouns in the two languages, bearers of the various meanings of Eng-
lish memory, are:

*  Bulgarian: namem (692), cnomen (727);

*  Ukrainian: nav sme (934), cnozao (379), 3eaoka (250), cnomun (52).

In both lists the first word is the most abstract one, the following one(s) being more
concrete.
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In Table 1 each word is the most frequent one of a group of words with similar
meanings (thus Bg cnomen also includes 6v3nomenanue, which only occurs 4 times,
and Uk nam sme also includes nam smox, which only occurs 5 times).

Table 1. The most frequent abstract nouns of the two languages.

nam ’samo cnoz2ao 32a0Ka CHOMUH other total
navem 603 1 5 1 82 692
cnome 108 344 121 46 112 731
other 228 34 124 5
total 939 379 250 52

Not surprisingly, the most frequent correspondence is namem : nam’smo. It accounts
for some collocations, such as Bg axo ne me nvowce namemma ‘if memory does not
deceive me’, with 9 occurrences, on 7 of them corresponding to Uk sxwo mene (or
MeHi) He 3padacye nam’ams ‘if memory does not betray me’:

(1) Axo me me avoice namemma, moea e 3adawama, KOAMO 6ue cama Mu
nocmasuxme — SKuo Meni He 3padicye nam ’simov, U cami NOCMAasuaL nepeoi
MHoI0 ye 3a60anns. ‘1f memory serves, this is the task you gave me yourself.’
(B. Raynov, Typhoons with Gentle Names)

The many occurrences of the correspondence cnomen : nam sme include several set
prepositional phrases: 3a cnomen : na nam’sme (22), kamo cnomen : na nam’sms (3),
Kxamo cnomen : ik nam’amo (3).

(2) Toeasa uzbepu cu newjo opyeo 3a cnomen om aenst. — To subepims cobi wjocwy
iHwe na nam’samov npo mimxy. ‘Then choose something else in memory of my
aunt.” (B. Raynov, Don’t Make Me Laugh)

(3) Tasu nookosuurxa mu e ckvna kamo cnomen. || Meni ys nioxiexa dopoea sk
nam’sme. ‘This little horseshoe is dear to me as a memento.” (M. Bulgakov,
The Master and Margarita)

The converse, the correspondence of Bg namem to Uk cnoeao, seadka or cnomun, is
extremely rare. It includes several occurrences of variants of the above expression:

(4) B namem na padocmuomo cvbumue ms dara wa oememo umemo Hcaax,
Koemo uma epv3ka ¢ oymama ,,cmes ce”. || Ha cnomun npo padichy nooiio
60Ha Oana oumuni im’st Icaak, 6nusbKe 3a 3HAYEHHAM 00 CLO8A «CMISMUCSY.
‘In memory of the joyful event she gave the child the name Isaac, which is
cognate with the word “laugh”.’ (Z. Kosidowski, Biblical Stories)

There are also significantly more (228) occurrences where Uk naw sms does not
correspond to any Bg memory noun than vice versa (82). As a partial explanation of
this, Ukrainian often uses set expressions with the noun nav sme (3punymu 6 nam ’smi,
nputimu Ha nam sme ‘come to memory=mind’) where Bulgarian prefers verbs (nommus
‘remember’, cnomusim cu ‘recall’):
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(5) Cnomnu cu nucxus mavcm eocnodun bouex u Hezosama JceHa, KOsSIMO
meoiceute HAU-MAIKO CMO Kuiozpama. || B_nam’smi 3punyau HuzeHvkuil
mosecmenvkutl nan bouex i i02o sicinka, sika 8asicuna, Madymso, WOHALMeHUe
cmo kinoepamie. ‘He remembered little, plump Mr Boczek and his wife, who
must have weighed at least a hundred kilogrammes. / Little, plump Mr Boczek
and his wife ... floated up in his memory.’ (T. Dotega-Mostowicz, The Career
of Nicodemus Dyzma)

(6) Taxosa cvbumue kamo nvpsume nieHHUYyU ce noMHY 0vi2o. | Taxka nodis, sk
neputi noioHeHrl, 3anadae 6 nam’sms Haooszo. ‘Such an event as the first pris-
oners is remembered / sinks into memory for a long time.” (K. Simonov, The
Last Summer)

(7) Toti nomnewe kax sexe 06a nvmu OKOJL0 MeXHUsL OOM mpboeuie mpemoumama
«— 3a 1020 nam’sami edice 08iui kKon0 ix xamu mpembimana mpembdbima ‘He
could remember the trembita sounding / To his memory the trembita had
sounded near their house twice already’ (M. Kotsiubynsky, Shadows of For-
gotten Ancestors)

Also on 22 occasions Uk nam sme corresponds to Bg yu ‘mind, wit, intellect’:

(8) H scuuko nak npexapa npes yma cu, cuyko npemuciu. — I 3106 yce nepebpas
y nam’ami, ece nepedymas. ‘And he passed everything through his mind /
memory again, he reconsidered everything.” (Y. Yovkov, ‘Shibil’)

(9) vk u mosm ym e makvg, mvpeoscku. <— Ta i nam’same y Mene maka,
mopeogenvha. ‘And then my mind / memory is like that, commercial.’
(V. Drozd, Yriy)

Let us now look at the two languages’ main verbs of keeping in and storing into
operating memory. Here they are:

*  Bg: nomna ‘remember’ (1436), cnomus cu, npunomus cu ‘recall’ (29006),

cnomena ‘mention’ (742), cems ce ‘recall; guess’ (694), docems ce ditto (795);

o Uk: nam’smamu ‘remember’ (1542), mpueaoamu ‘recall’ (961), zeadamu

‘recall; mention; guess’ (2811), (3)0ocadamucs ‘guess’ (1056).

Table 2 summarises their frequencies. Each perfective verb (which is all except for
the ‘remember’ ones, which denote states) in the table stands for itself and its imper-
fective correlate. In the case of Ukrainian some very infrequent synonyms have also
been counted in; this includes the predicative adverb snomxu or énomky ‘remembered’
(1 in each form).
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Table 2. Verbs of keeping in and storing into operating memory.

nam’smamuy  npueadamu  32adamu_ (3)0oeadamucsi  other  total

nommst 1144 58 21 0 213 1436
CNOMHSL cU 210 787 1703 1 205 2906
cnomena 0 3 407 0 335 745
cems ce 5 21 245 158 265 694
docems ce 0 3 21 610 161 795
other 185 92 437 287

total 1544 964 2834 1056

In the pairs cnommus(m) cu : nam’smamu as a rule the Bulgarian verb is of the imperfec-
tive aspect; there are only 11 instances of perfective verbs, all in translations from
Polish or Russian, with one exception:

(10) Cnomneme cu, nucax eu! — Iam’smaeme, s nucana sam! ‘Recall / (Do) you
remember, [ wrote to you!” (S. Dichev, The Road to Sofia)

Among the 210 examples there are only two in which the verb is npunommusam cu. It
is generally rarer than cnomusam cu, but in this function the difference is especially dras-
tic.

In the pairs nomus : npuead(ys)amu the Ukrainian verb is also usually imperfective;
there are three exceptions (translations from Russian), and in those re npueaoaro or ne
npuzadae, though formally future, do not mean ‘won’t recall’ but ‘can’t (or wouldn’t
be able to) recall’. Things are different with nomwus : 32ad(ye)amu. There the Ukrainian
verb is imperfective only on two occasions (translations from Bulgarian). In the other
examples (11 with Russian and three each of Polish and Ukrainian originals) it is per-
fective. Some of them are accounted for by the expression nomneme mu oymama :
3eadaeme moe cnoso ‘remember my word’ (modulo the grammatical form). But gener-
ally speaking the question of the reason for the difference between npucao- and 3eao-
here remains open.

Finally, there is Bg (0o)cems/-wam ce, which has two (not always easily separable)
meanings, both amounting to storing information to the operating memory, but differ-
ing in whether it comes from long-term memory (‘recall’, Uk 32ad(yg)amu and to a
lesser degree npuead(ys)amu) or from reasoning and intuition (‘guess, conjecture’, Uk
(3)002ao(ys)amucs). As can be seen from the table, the prefixless Bg verbs tend to ex-
press the former meaning and the prefixed ones the latter one, but the correspondence
is not absolute. The ‘non-memory’ meaning of docems ce is close to omeammua,
omeadas, pazeadas ‘solve, unpuzzle’, whose roots zam- and 2ad- — etymologically dis-
tinct but phonetically similar and converging for this reason (Georgiev, 1971: 233) —
are not related to the field of memory in Bulgarian, though in Ukrainian they can be.

On 22 occasions the Uk counterpart of Bg cems ce (in both meanings) is the expres-
sion cnadamu na oymky lit. ‘fall to thought’:
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(11) U uzseonworc ce cemu 3a 3naxaps om sodenuyama. || I mym iii cnagé na oymxy
cmaputi 3naxap i3 mauna. ‘And suddenly she thought of the quack from the
mill.” (T. Dotega-Mostowicz, The Quack)

(12) Kax ne ce cemuxme 0oceea da oenedame okornocmma? || Ak ye nam paniwe
He cnano Ha oymky oeasvymu oxonuyi? ‘How did we not think of surveying
the surroundings until now?’ (A. Belyaev, The Amphibian Man)

This interplay of roots and meanings (memory-related or not) in the two languages
is summarised in Table 3.

Table 3. Roots and meanings.

root Bulgarian Ukrainian
N paszeadas ‘solve,  zeadamu ‘re- poseadamu
eaos o unpuzzle’ member’ ‘solve, unpuzzle’
nam’samo
namem ‘memory’, cnomeHa ‘men- ‘memory’, (nom anymu
na/o-m(n)- . , - . . o,
nomns ‘remember tion (cnomun ‘recol- mention’)
lection”)
cems ce ‘think of”, docems ce
cem noocemsi ‘remind’ ‘think of” - -
memory other memory other

Apart from the nuclear elements of the semantic field, both languages lexicalise a num-
ber of more complex concepts. For the most part the two of them do this in similar
ways, and the words likewise tend to be structurally similar. The infrequent mis-
matches, however, are of interest. Such is the Uk adverb nanam’smes (lit. ‘upon
memory’) ‘by heart’, often corresponding to Bg rauszycm (lit. ‘on out of mouth”):

(13) Tott 3Haewe nauzycm mHO20 mponapu, upmocu u Kkamasacuu. — Bin 3nas
Hanam ’amo bazamo mponapis, ipmocie i kamasacii. ‘He knew by heart many
troparia, heirmoi and katabasias.” (Y. Yovkov, Countrymen)

Or the words Bg s3ronamemen and Uk 310nam ’amuuii are exactly parallel in structure
and meaning ‘rancorous, inclined to remember ill’, but in Uk nam amausuii can be used
in the same meaning, whereas its Bg counterpart namemue only has the positive mean-
ing ‘good at remembering, endowed with a good memory’, enabling a somewhat unex-
pected correspondence:

(14) Ceca Mananka e 0obpa, ne e 31onamemna, He ce cobpou Ha AHOpuil. <— Tenep
60Ha 000pa, He nam amausa, y Hei Hemae cepysa npomu Auodpis. ‘Now she
(Malanka) is good, she is not inclined to remember (ill), she is not angry with
Andriy.” (M. Kotsiubynsky, Fata Morgana)
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5 Conclusions

As the two languages are closely related, it is natural that they construct the semantic
field of memory in essentially the same concepts and its lexical content from shared
roots and affixes. But similarity is not identity: some morphemes are only used in one
language (as the root cem- in Bulgarian), and the frequencies of the lexical correspond-
ences show some interesting mismatches. We can separate the centre of the field, where
the concepts have to do with memory alone, from its periphery, which communicates
with such concepts as sensation, conjecture, intellect and thought. Finally, we also see
certain differences in the frequencies of the lexical correspondences between the sectors
of the corpus, which reveal the impact of the original language in translated texts.
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