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Abstract. In this study we examine the occurrences and correspondences of
terms for blood kinship in a Bulgarian—Ukrainian parallel corpus of fiction. All
instances of the terms selected for study, matching and non-matching, were lo-
cated and counted, and the frequencies compared. Several interesting asymme-
tries are found, some due to differences in the structure of the kinship systems,
which in turn have roots in culture and history, others reflecting diverse features
of language and the practice of literary translation.
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1 Introduction

Kinship term systems as a reflexion of social relations within the human community
at a certain stage of its development have always attracted the attention of linguists.
Yet the development of this field of research, though vigorous, has been uneven. Bul-
garian and Ukrainian are among the languages that appear to have received less than
their due share of attention, especially as a pair for comparative studies. Such investi-
gations are of high relevance due to the continuous development of society, which
entails, among other things, the evolution of the institution of kinship and the associ-
ated terminology as an object of linguistic analysis.

In Bulgaria the study of kinship terms goes back to the mid-20™ century. The re-
sults of several disjoint projects (two questionnaires by Stoyko Stoykov and one by
the Ethnographic Institute with Museum at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences,
as well as research done for the Atlas Linguarum Europae) provided material for an
unpublished volume of the Bulgarian Ethnographical Atlas (1985) and eventually an
encyclopaedic dictionary of family relations and their names in Bulgarian dialects [1].

The system of family relationships of Bulgarian immigrants in southern Ukraine
in the late 19"—early 20" century was explored in detail by Mykola Derzhavin in the
context of a comprehensive study of the language, culture and life of this minority.*

! The work in question presents a comprehensive list of terms for consanguinity, marital and
spiritual affinity (only stepson and stepdaughter are missing), with regional characteristics
and descriptions of family customs. A particular note is made of the fact that Bulgarian col-
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In a bibliography of more than 1000 research works on kinship terms published
in the Russian Empire and the USSR in 1845-1995, only nine deal with Ukrainian
material; moreover, eight of those have appeared in 1954-1961, and five are authored
by one scholar, Andriy Buryachok [3:59]. The most comprehensive one is his
monograph Terms of Consanguinity and Affinity in Ukrainian [4], where the terms of
consanguinity (blood kinship) and affinity (marital relationships) are systematised and
etymological, historical and linguo-geographical comments are provided. This mono-
graph as well as Dictionary of the Ukrainian Language [5] and Etymological Diction-
ary of the Ukrainian Language [6] remain the most informative Ukrainian sources on
this topic to date.

In this study we used a parallel corpus of Ukrainian and Bulgarian texts (CUB)
and explanatory, etymological, dialect and translation dictionaries of both languages.
Such resources comprise that cultural heritage which reflects the peculiarities of the
life style and world view of an ethnic and social group and is an inexhaustible mine of
material for research on various aspects of this group at different historical stages of
its development.

2 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 domi-
nate 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. (See [7] for more
details on the general makeup of the corpus.) The current version of CUB includes ten
sectors, each measuring approximately 800,000 words on the Bulgarian and 700,000
words on the Ukrainian side, with eight original languages, namely Bulgarian, Eng-
lish, French, German, Italian, Polish, Russian and Ukrainian. There are two sectors
with Russian and two with English originals. This amounts to an approximate total of
15 million words in the entire corpus.

3 The Experiment

The lexical items studied in this experiment were kinship terms, mostly for consan-
guineous relations (ancestors, descendants and ancestors’ descendants), but also some
others if they tend to be lexicalised in the same way as consanguineous ones (espe-

onists’ families at the time tended to consist of parents and children, and the older
generation lived in the youngest son’s family (which, we may observe, is a typical Ukrainian
custom) [2: 99-100].
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cially in the area of uncles and aunts, where parents’ siblings aren’t always distin-
guished from parents’ siblings’ spouses). All instances of these terms in the corpus,
matching and non-matching, were located and counted.

One obvious problem in a study of this kind is deciding what should be included.
Homonyms (e.g., Bg cun ‘blue’ : cun ‘son’, Uk mamu ‘to have’ : mamu ‘mother”)
were eliminated as a matter of course, as were derived but distant meanings that only
concern one of the corpus languages (Bg mamunxa ‘madam (of a brothel)’ < mama
‘mum’, Uk mamxa ‘wet-nurse’ < mama ‘mum’). However, secondary meanings that
can be rendered by kinship terms in both languages were counted (cecmpa ‘nurse,
paramedic’ < ‘sister’). We excluded most derived words (Bg 6awunus ‘parental pos-
sessions, inheritance’, Bg omeuecmeo, UK 6amvriswuna, simuusna ‘fatherland’, Uk
o6pamamucs ‘fraternise’, etc.), leaving only collective nouns and possessive and rela-
tional adjectives, which often correspond to nouns in the parallel text.

4 The Kinship Systems

Both Bulgarian and Ukrainian have underived terms for eight kinds of blood kin:

1) parents;

2) siblings;

3) cousins;

4) children;

5) parents’ parents (grandparents);

6) parents’ siblings (uncles and aunts);

7) siblings’ children (nephews and nieces);
8) children’s children (grandchildren).

Further terms can be obtained by several mechanisms. Both languages use the iterable
prefix npa- ‘great-’, usually with terms for parents’ parents and children’s children,
though occasionally, especially in translations from English and German into Bulgari-
an, with parents’ siblings and siblings’ children as well. In Bulgarian degrees of cous-
inhood are distinguished by ordinal numerals used with cousin terms (nupsu 6pamos-
yeo ‘first cousin’), but there are no terms for ancestors’ cousins or cousins’ descend-
ants.? Ukrainian can form terms for any kinship relation by using cardinal-derived
operations (oeoropionuii 6pam ‘first cousin’, mpowpionuii naeminnux ‘second
cousin’s son’), as well as ordinal-derived ones (6pam y nepuux “first cousin’ ~ 6pam
y nepuomy cmpieunomy ‘brother in the first paternal uncle’s [branch of the family]’,
os0euxo ¢ mpemix ‘parent’s third cousin’), though the latter are seldom found in the
Ccorpus.

5 The Older Generations

Both languages have terms for ancestors of indefinite past generations, as well as for

2 The translator of The Swan Flock by Vasyl Zemlyak attempts to render Uk osdeuxo ¢ mpemix
(opyeux, nepuux) as Bg eyiuo om mpemo (émopo, nwpeo) koasno ‘maternal uncle of the
third (second, first) generation’, but this is hardly an established term.
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grandfathers, great-grandfathers, and so on. Since they overlap significantly, the most
frequent terms will be presented together.

—— | npedok | npawyp | npaodio | dio
— 34 3 6 | 234
npeoyu 4 21 4 1 1
npaoeou 5 192 7 20 1
dedu 4 20 4 1] 20
npaosioo 4 15 15 30
05100 27 2 | 533

In this table, as in all ones, the Bulgarian terms label the rows, the Ukrainian ones the
columns, and every cell contains the number of times when the two terms match (or,
where the row or column is labelled by a dash, when the other term is used with no
corresponding kinship term in the parallel text).

In Bulgarian the frequent words for ‘ancestor’ are all pluralia tantum, and in-
clude 0eou and mpaodeou, which have split off from the lexemes 0s0o ‘grandfather’
and npaosoo ‘great-grandfather’ (pl. ds006yu and npaosoosyu). In Ukrainian no such
split has happened, and diou and npaodiou (pl. of 0io and npaodio) have both precise
and imprecise meanings [5.2: 299], but there is the word npawyp, synonym of npedox
‘ancestor’. The most common pair for ‘ancestors’ turns out to be npaodedu:npeoxu.

We see that Uk 0io ‘grandfather’ fails to correspond to a kinship term significant-
ly (by an order of magnitude) more often than Bg os00 does, part of the reason for
which is that, although both have the meaning ‘old man’, the Ukrainian word assumes
it more readily.

For ‘great-grandmother, grandmother’ we have:

—— | npababa | 6aba
o 201
npababa 2 11
baba 89 525

Here, too, one can see that Uk 6a6a ‘grandmother’ corresponds to no kinship term 2%4
times more often than its Bulgarian counterpart, for a similar reason (being a more
common way of saying ‘old woman’) and also because it can simply mean ‘woman’
in some styles.

The four most frequent items in the lexical and semantic field FATHER in Bulgari-
an are 6awa, mamko, omey and pooumen; in Ukrainian they are 6amwvxo, mamo,
omeys and nanomeys.® The frequencies of the correspondences are as follows:

3 Bulgarian and Ukrainian form, together with Belorussian, a small class of Slavic languages
whose most common word for ‘father’ is not a descendant of Proto-Slavic *otscw, but of
*bata, *bat-(i)-ja, which in turn is thought to be a semantically shifted simplification of Pro-
to-Slavic *brat(r)» ‘brother’ [8.1: 37, 6.1: 152]. The item is a relatively new one: in Ukrain-
ian it is first attested in 1504 [4: 13]. The same root has produced Bulgarian 6ame, 6amxo
‘elder brother’ and Ukrainian regional 6aos etc. (Section 6) with the wide range of meanings
‘close older relative, brother, sister’s husband, parent’s brother’ [9: 21], likely relics of early
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—— | bamvro | mamo | omeywv | nanomeyw
— 381 32 121 61
bawa 185 3361 76 47 3
Mmamko 27 283 379 2 2
omey 174 8 233 40
pooumern 37 297 3

Several things about this table invite attention. First, Uk 6amwxo fails to correspond to
any kinship term in the parallel text more than twice more often than Bg 6awa does.
Second, the match mamxo:6amoxo is 3% times more frequent than the match 6a-
wa.mamo. This is partly explained by the fact that Bg 6awa is almost never used in
direct address, unlike Uk 6amuko (vocative 6amoky).

(1) Bg: Cwywail, mamxo — 3anouna ms 6v30y0eHo.
UK: Iocnyxaii, bamuky, — nouana eona 30yosceno.  (Alexander Belyaev, Ariel)

Finally, 6awa:omeys is 6 times more frequent than omey:6amoro, showing that in
Ukrainian the old Slavic term for ‘father’ has kept its old meaning to a greater degree
than in Bulgarian.

In the field MOTHER two terms lead by a wide range in each language: an un-
marked word (Bulgarian matixa, Ukrainian mamu) and a hypocoristic one (vama).

—— | mamu | mama
—_ 314 28
mauxka | 181 | 3274 206
mama 17 169 435

Uk mamu fails to correspond to any kinship term in the parallel text 1% times more
often than Bg maiixa does, which is similar to what we saw above. The relation of the
number of occurrences of a neutral term matching a hypocoristic one, however, is
reversed: maiika:mama is more frequent than mama.mamu. Here, too, this has to do
with a restriction in the use of one of the Bulgarian terms: mama (unlike in Ukrainian)
never has an overt possessor and can seldom be used for anyone’s mother other than
the speaker’s.

(2) Bg: A3 we 6v0a meos maiika...
Uk: A 6yoy meoeto mamoio... (Carlo Collodi, The Adventures of Pinocchio)

The corpus doesn’t do justice to the variety of terms for UNCLE and AUNT that
Ukrainian has. The general terms dsdexo ‘uncle’ and mimka ‘aunt’ dominate abso-
lutely, at the expense of more specific terms, which are still alive in the dialects of the
southwest. The term cmpuii (cmpuiixo), cmpux ‘father’s brother’ is not found at all,
and eyuiko ‘mother’s brother’ only seven times, thrice as a kenning for ‘bear’ and four
times as a situational synonym for Belbo’s uncle Carlo in Foucault’s Pendulum by
Umberto Eco (though he’s ds0sro ‘uncle [general term]’ on the other occasions); the
third meaning listed in [5], ‘form of respectful address for an older man’, is not attest-

forms of social organisation, where elder brothers, fathers and uncles had similar duties
within the large family.
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ed at all. Similarly, syiina ‘mother’s brother’s wife’ and cmpuiina ‘father’s sister;
father’s brother’s wife’ are absent in the corpus, and osoura ‘uncle’s wife’ only ap-
pears twice. In Bulgarian the semantic domains UNCLE and AUNT show immense vari-
ation across dialects and over time. In the corpus we find uuuo ‘father’s brother’,
ceaxo ‘aunt’s husband’, eyiivo ‘mother’s brother’ and é6aii ‘gaffer’ (not a kinship term,
but a frequent correspondence for 0s0eko), as well as zeas ‘aunt (in general), father’s
sister’, cmpuna, uunxa ‘father’s brother’s wife’, gyiina ‘mother’s brother’s wife’ and
even the German loan mawmu in Pavel Vezhinov’s novel Traces Remain, but no oc-
currence of (chiefly Western) memxa ‘mother’s sister’. Both Uk ds0sx0 ‘uncle’ and
mimxa ‘aunt’ (with their diminutive forms) fail to correspond to any kinship term in
the parallel text more often than their several Bulgarian counterparts taken together,
by a factor of 3.25 and 2.7, respectively.

6 Ego’s Generation

The Bulgarian words 6amxko ‘elder brother’ and xaxa ‘elder sister’ appear seldom in
the corpus (10 and 3 times, respectively); indeed, it would be difficult to expect them
in texts with other than Bulgarian originals. Terms for elder siblings are found in
Ukrainian dialects (6aos, 6advo, 6adeii, 6adi(u)xka, 6adi(u)xo ‘elder brother’ [9: 21] i
nens, ne(inixa, niya ‘elder sister’ [9: 256, 263], mema ‘significantly elder sister’
[9: 544]), but not in the standard language, and not in the corpus.

The Ukrainian word 6pam ‘brother’ and its cognates (excluding 6pamuux, which
means ‘monk’ more often than not) fail to correspond to kinship terms 1.2 times more
often than the corresponding Bulgarian words. For cecmpa ‘sister’ the ratio is re-
versed to just over 1 in the other direction. Yet the only Bulgarian terms which are
used without a kinship counterpart on the other side significantly more often than the
corresponding Ukrainian terms are 6pamosued ‘male cousin’ and 6pamosuedxa fe-
male cousin’, with a ratio of 4 and 2.4, respectively. A possible explanation is that
UK dsoropionuii (mporopionudl, ...) 6pam, dsorwopiona (mpoiopioua, ...) cecmpa, bpam
ylcecmpa ¢ nepwux (Opyeux, ...) are lengthy and requires the degree of the kinship
(first, second etc. cousin) to be known, and xysen and xysuna, though more common
in the corpus, are still felt as foreign.

—— | 6pam | n-rop. 6pam | Ky3en

— 350 3 19

opam 291 | 2556 1

bpamogued 75 18 66 308
—— | cecmpa | N-1op. cecmpa | cecmpa 6 nepuiux | Ky3una
— 172 5

cecmpa 181 1403

bpamoguedka 12 6 25 2 90
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7 The Younger Generations

Each corpus language has one item for ‘son’ (Bg, Uk cur) and two for ‘daughter’,
with a slight difference in register (Bg o»weps, wepxa and UK douxa, donsra), which
often correspond to words meaning ‘boy’ and “girl’, respectively (Bg momue, momuue;
UK xzoneyw, dieuunxa), or ‘child’ (Bg deme, uedo, uwaoo; UK oumuna). In addition, in
Ukrainian the same meanings can be expressed by productive derivational suffixes
(cemvman-uu ‘hetman’s son’, wesu-yx ‘tailor’s son’, 6acau-yx ‘rich man’s son’, 6es-
b6amu-enxo ‘no father’s son’; cyrman-isna ‘sultan’s daughter’, xosanv-osa ‘black-
smith’s daughter’). Since neither the suffixed derivatives nor ‘boy’, ‘girl’ or ‘child’
are genuine kinship terms, they were not counted from the outset, so we have no data
on how often they match one another.

—— | cun | suffix | xazoneywv | oumuna
— 308
cumn 214 | 2906 25 25 40
Momue 83
deme 66
uedo 9
4a0o 16
—— | oouka | oonvxa | SUffix | disuunxa | oumuna
—_— 144 47
Oovweps | 104 | 1141 496 82 21 26
wepka 5 25 23 12 3
Momuye 20 10
deme 46 21
uedo 3 1

These tables reveal several interesting facts. First, Uk cun fails to correspond to any
kinship term (or ‘boy’ or ‘child’) almost 1% times more often than Bg cun does. For
Uk douka and donwvka on one hand, and Bg dwiyeps and wepxa on the other, this ratio
is even 1%. Second, Bulgarian replaces ‘son’ with ‘child’ and especially with ‘boy’,
and also ‘daughter’ with ‘girl’ and especially with ‘child’, more readily than Ukraini-
an. From the second table one sees that Bg owweps and UK douxa are each other’s
preferred counterparts, but Bg wepxa is equally likely to correspond to Uk douxa and
OOHbKA.

In the field NEPHEW both languages use two terms (Bg niemennux ‘nephew’ and
opamaney ‘brother’s son’ and Uk webioc and nreminnux ‘nephew’), not counting
Uk 6pamanuy ‘brother’s son’, which only appears once. The corpus doesn’t feature
Bg cecmpunux ‘sister’s son’ or Uk (regional) nenim, nunim, nenom ‘nephew, sibling’s
son’ [9: 330], 6pamaneyn, cunogeyw ‘brother’s son’, cecmpuuuu ‘sister’s son’ at all.

—— | nebisic | naeminHux
— 14 5
NAeMEeHHUK 15 107 64
bpamaney 2 34 7
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The field NIECE is even more narrow, with only nremennuya in Bulgarian and
neboza and naeminnuys in Ukrainian (no instances of 6pamanxa or cunosuys ‘broth-
er’s daughter’). Interestingly, while Uk we6inc is twice more frequent than
naeminnuxk, the frequencies of ne6oza and nreminnuys are nearly equal.

8 Lost in Translation

Occasionally kinship terms with different meanings are found in the same place in the
Bulgarian and the Ukrainian text.

Sometimes the reason is that different terms have been used with the same non-
literal meaning: 6pam:omeys (20 times) and omey:6pam (4 times) as a monk’s title,
yuyo.6amoeko (5 times) for addressing an older man, 6a6a:mamu, maminka (4 times)
for an elderly woman.

In some places a translator has chosen not to express a relation fully for conven-
ience’s sake, as when 0adeuko 6 mpemix ‘parent’s (in this case, mother’s) male third
cousin’ from the Ukrainian original of The Swan Flock by Vasyl Zemlyak is rendered
as dazreuen gyuivo ‘distant maternal uncle’ three times in the Bulgarian translation for
want of a concise and precise term,* or when Uk 6pam ‘brother’ and cecmpa ‘sister’
correspond to Bg 6pamosued ‘male cousin’ and 6pamosuedka ‘female cousin’ (18
and 6 times, respectively) for brevity. The complexity of the relation is likely the
reason for which great-nephews and great-nieces in The Forsyte Saga by John Gals-
worthy, rendered as npanremennuyu u npanremennuuxu in Bulgarian (which is cor-
rect to the letter, though unusual), have become mpowpion[i] nieminnuxfu] i
naeminnuy[i] (actually ‘second cousins’ sons and daughters’) in the Ukrainian. The
number of repetitions of ‘great-’ in terms for distant ancestors and descendants is a
domain in which translators are careless particularly often.

Sometimes the reason is the vagueness or ambiguity of a term in a third-language
original. Thus Belbo’s uncle Carlo, who as we mentioned earlier is gyiiko ‘mother’s
brother’ several times in the Ukrainian text, is yuuo ‘uncle [not mother’s brother]’ in
the Bulgarian one: the Italian word zio is indifferent to whether the relative is a fa-
ther’s or a mother’s brother (or indeed an aunt’s husband), though there is a slight hint
in the narration that he was from the mother’s side of the family. Similarly, the
breadth of the meaning of Italian nipote ‘nephew, niece; grandchild’ appears to have
caused 3 occurrences of euyx:nebinc and 5 of enyuxa:neboeza.

Finally, mistranslations also occur, albeit very seldom:

4 It is interesting to trace the translations of this term in the novel. The first occurrence is ren-
dered as mpemu 6pamosued na maiikama ‘third cousin of the mother’; on the second, the
word eytivo ‘maternal uncle’ is added; on the third, eyiivo om mpemo xonsno ‘maternal un-
cle of the third generation’ is used; and then dazeuen syiiuo takes over, until éyiiuo om mpe-
mo konsno reappears on the last occasion.

The emphasis on the distance may reveal a case of quantity turning into quality: in late
19" early 20"-century Bulgaria, according to [10], parents’ second (and first) cousins were
simply considered uncles and aunts and called by the same terms as parents’ siblings,
whereas parents’ third cousins were not kin at all (and one was allowed to marry their chil-
dren).
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(3) Bg: Busieme, Endapu u cunose wosewixu, densim dotioe!
Uk: Vspu, endapcwruii napode, ma su, omyi nooeii, uac Hacmae!
En (original): Behold, people of the Eldar and Fathers of Men, the day has come!
(John RR Tolkien, The Children of Hurin)

All men are sons of men, but not all are fathers. The Bulgarian translator has substi-
tuted, consciously or not, a common turn of speech for a highly unusual one.

(4) Bg: 3acennux 6ewe u cunvm na murama mucuc Maxenowp, Yapau Makenowp ...
Uk: Hebidc no6oi micic Max-Endep, Yapni Max-Endep, meoic noceneneys ...
En (original): Dear Mrs. MacAnder’s boy, Charlie MacAnder, was one ...
(John Galsworthy, The Forsyte Saga)

It is said in the novel that Mrs. MacAnder never had any children, so the Bulgarian
translator’s reading of boy as ‘son’ can’t be correct, although Charlie being her neph-
ew (also mentioned elsewhere) remains the Ukrainian translator’s guess.

9 Complex Cases

Our corpus is composed of fiction, which need not be translated literally. Although in
most cases a kinship term corresponds to a term with the same general meaning or to
nothing at all, on some occasions one finds a term with a different meaning or a com-
position or a union of two terms. Let us look at some of the possibilities.

9.1 Gender mismatch

Eight times the Bulgarian text features a female kinship term and the Ukrainian one
its male correlate, and once it is the other way around, either because a character is
anthropomorphised into different sexes or because idiomatic expressions happen to
use just these terms:

(5) Bg (original): A Jlynama e cecmpa na Crvnyemo.
Uk: A Micsybs — 6pam Conys.(Marko Marchevski, Island Tambuktu)

(6) BQ: Mosim 6pamogued nivxvm Yya mu kasa ...
Uk: Mos osoiopiona cecmpa, nayiouuxa Yya, kazana meHi ...
(Rudyard Kipling, The Jungle Book)

(7) BgQ: B-6abunu desemunu...
Uk: J-0idiscovki npuiiomuuxu...
(Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Monday Begins on Saturday)

(8) Bg: Hayuun cu ce mam, 6w Basunon, 0a usckauaui Kamo nopie nped Maika cu.
Uk (original): Hasuuscs mam, y Basunoni, suckaxysamu nonepeo bamoid.
(Vasyl Zemlyak, Green Mills)

9.2 Alternative alter

In 18 sentence pairs the same ego is referred to by different kinship terms in the two
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languages, because different alters are chosen (in the dia- [
grams the arrows go from ego to alter): O

———0
(9) Bg: Tosu nom ¢ Mopmwvn omudoxa bpamosuedxume mu.

Uk: 3amicmes mene oo Mopmona niwinu tio2o cecmpu.
(Charlotte Bronté, Jane Eyre)

(10) By (original): 2 omoe oa 3nam oanu ds00 mu Munxo ne 2o e niamun Ha Ilanazoe
moea 31amo.
UK: Ta i xiba 5 3nana, yvu mamo ne nogepiye sonomo Ilanasosy?
(Bogomil Raynov, Don 't Make Me Laugh)

9.3 Converse relations

On 28 occasions the person who is ego in each text is alter in o

the other: (@) @)

\‘J
(11)Bg: Pasbupa ce, Mayenu, xamo deme na Owvpsap, beute

HACTIEOUT MHOJCECTNBO YOBEUIKU UHCIMUHKIMU. .
UK: I cnpasoi, Mayani necgioomo nepetinag naguuku c6o2o bamvka-nicopyoa...
(Rudyard Kipling, The Jungle Book)

(12) Bg: oicon ne 6e MHO20 npugbp3an KoM MAUKA CU U CECHIPUME CU...
UK: oicon 6ys e Oyorce nidichutl cun i opam... (Charlotte Bronté, Jane Eyre)

94 Superposition of relations

In 13 sentence pairs a superposition of two T T~ T,

Bulgarian terms corresponds to one Ukraini- © @) (@)

an term, 12 times the opposite takes place, — @ @

and once there are superpositions (different ones) on both sides:

(13) Bg: Kusazvm uma 0ge bpamosu dvujepu!
UK: V kusza 0si nebozu! (Henryk Senkiewicz, With Fire and Sword)

(14) Uk: I{e Ben Jlapmi, — mosus Comc, — cun Mo€i cecmpu.
Bg: Jloseoox Ban /lapmu — xaza Coyme. — Ilnemennuxa mu.
(John Galsworthy, The Forsyte Saga)

(15) Bg: ... 2ocnooca mapwankama 0vo epeax nacmossauie eoun Heun 01008 opam
0a cmane Kagaiep Ha opoeHa.

UK: ... nani oe @epsax sumazana opoe- O

Ha 0J1s1 050e4Ka c8020 OAMbKA. @) @)

(Stendhal, Red and Blacky O~

As could be expected, several of these involve relations that are hard to express with a
single term in one of the languages (Bg npauuuo ‘great-uncle’ ~ Uk 6pam oioa
‘brother of grandfather’, Uk osoropiona naeminnuys ‘female cousin once removed’ ~
Bg dvweps na 6pamosyeo ‘daughter of a cousin’).

On six further occasions the text which expresses the relation of the ego to the al-
ter by a single term also states the ego’s relation to the connecting link:
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(16) Bg: Mnaoesicom e cun na Jlanoongho T T~

om _IIpouuda, poden b6pam na me- Q) @) O
cep [oicanu om Ilpouuoa... W
Uk: Toit 1onax — cun_Jlandonvha 3

IIpouiou i bpamanuy mo2o meccepa [icanni 3 [Ipouiou...
(Giovanni Boccaccio, The Decameron)

(A7) Uk: A — Topin, cun Tpaina, cuna Tpopa, kopors Camimuoi eopu!
Bg: 43 com Topun, cun na Tpaun u snyk na Tpop, Kpana na [lnanunama!
(John RR Tolkien, The Hobbit)

(18) Bg: Xyop nwk ce senvan 3a Puan, bpamosuedxama na Mopegen, ms 6unia dvueps
na bene2yno, cun bpezonacos.

Uk: I'vop odpyarcuecs 3 Pian, 06oiopionoto cecmpoio Mopeen, donbkoro beneryn-

da, onykoro bperonaca. (John RR Tolkien, The Children of Hurin)

9.5 Union of relations

In 27 sentence pairs one Bulgarian term corresponds to a union of two Ukrainian
ones, and 16 times the opposite takes place. Most often (16 and 14 times, respective-
ly) one side says ‘parents’ and the other ‘father and mother’ (in this order, with only
two exceptions).

(19)Bg: Ts usnpamu @ednaca oa ceuxam Gcuuxkume i xXopda, 08amama i RACMOPU,
deyama u.
UK: Bona noknuxana écix ceoix modetl, 060x nacmopis, cund i 004Ky.
(Heinrich Mann, Young Henry of Navarre)

(20) Bg: Ha 6pamosuedu e nossoneno — omevpra Ban.
Uk: Kysenosi ti kysuni mosicra, — cxkasag Bei.
(John Galsworthy, The Forsyte Saga)

(21)Bg: E — npoowasicu mucmuvp Pouecmovp, — wom nsmame pooumenu, CucypHo
umame HAKAKGU POOHUHU — HYUHOBYU, 8VUUOBYU, IEU U GVIHU.
Uk: Tapazo, — nposadus Oani micmep Pouecmep, — xonu edce y éac nemae
bambKis, mo ece J Mycums Oymu sIKACb PiOHA: 0A0bKU AO0 MIMKU.
(Charlotte Bronté, Jane Eyre)

(22) Bg: 3a maiixa cu u bawa cu 63ex omoesnern naxkem.
Uk: ITomim 3anaxysana nodapynxu oamexam:  (Alberto Moravia, Two Women)

10 Conclusions

Kinship terms are a culturally marked section of vocabulary. Bulgarian and Ukrainian
are closely related, so there are no deep distinctions between their Kinship term sys-
tems, although there are certain differences.

One repeated observation is that Ukrainian often uses a kinship term where Bul-
garian uses a proper name, personal pronoun, some other kind of description, or no
description at all; the opposite is much less common—though this is true for kinship
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terms that express relations of older or younger generations, not of ego’s own. Some
differences are due to formal reasons, such as the failure, in Bulgarian, of 6awa ‘fa-
ther’ to form a vocative and of mama ‘mummy’ to be used of a mother other than the
speaker’s (or, in certain circumstances, the listener’s), which makes their distributions
unlike that of their Ukrainian counterparts. In the semantic group of the younger gen-
eration, the presence of productive derivational suffixes with the meaning ‘son of’,
‘daughter of” (applicable to proper names and words for persons by trade and social
standing) are a conspicuous peculiarity of Ukrainian.

In both languages the lexical expression of the concept of family is undergoing
simplification. We saw this on the example of the semantic domains UNCLE, AUNT,
NEPHEW and NIECE: as the social significance of these relations decreases, so does the
need for distinguishing their varieties, and the precise terms (Bg memxa ‘maternal
aunt’, Uk empuii(ko) ‘paternal uncle’) tend to become obsolete and many survive only
in dialects, being replaced in common use by more general terms. At the same time
words for basic kinship relations (grandfather, grandmother, father, mother, brother,
sister, son, daughter, grandson, granddaughter) remain in active use and change little
over time.

One may also note that the terms for female kin are tangibly less varied than the
terms for male kin: the masculine character of society as a whole and of the texts,
produced for the most part by men and about men, underlines the masculine view of
the world.

The study of this problem in a comparative aspect is particularly valuable for
translators and foreign language teachers. But apart from being important for
linguistics, such investigations have a significant extralinguistic weight (especially
for sociology, anthropology, cultural studies).

11 Future Work

Although at its present size CUB can already be used for comparative research of
vocabulary and phraseology, the reliability of the results of such research should grow
with the volume of the corpus, and could benefit from a better balance of texts of
different fictional genres across its various sectors. At the same time, it would be
expedient to study the distribution of meanings of the lexical items of interest in com-
parable and large monolingual corpora and compare the results.

The inclusion of other kinship terms, including relationship by marriage, is a fur-
ther obvious direction in which the investigation can develop.
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