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Abstract: The study provides a comprehensive comparative, typological, and diachronic analysis of kinship and 
affinity terminosystems across three typologically diverse languages: English (Analytical/Germanic), Russian 
(Inflectional/Slavic), and Uzbek (Agglutinative/Turkic). Using componential modeling and corpus-driven 
verification methods based on data from the British National Corpus (BNC), the Russian National Corpus (RNC), 
and the Uzbek National Corpus (UzNC), the author reconstructs the evolutionary trajectories of social 
nomenclature. The paper highlights the Middle English lexical shock and the subsequent emergence of the 
symmetric "in-law" analytical subsystem, contrasting it with the persistent inflectional asymmetry and precise 
lexicalization of separate affinal slots within the Russian system, as well as the profound ethno-pragmatic density 
(P_eth) of the Turkic kinship matrix, where age and gender boundaries remain strictly unneutralized. The results 
demonstrate that while Western European terminosystems evolve toward legal abstractness and semantic 
economy, the Uzbek terminosystem preserves its anthropocentric and ritual-etiquette framing. 

 

Keywords: Comparative linguistics, kinship terms, componential analysis, corpus verification, diachronic shift, 
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Introduction:  

1. The Anthropocentric Paradigm and Kinship Systems 

In contemporary theoretical philology, the 

anthropocentric approach remains dominant, 

examining linguistic phenomena through the prism of 

cognitive, mental, and socio-cultural human activities. 

Language is no longer interpreted as an immanent 

"system in itself and for itself"; rather, it is understood 

as a living mechanism for capturing collective historical 

experience, structuring the conceptual picture of the 

world, and encoding social institutions. 

Among the diverse socio-semantic subsystems that 

categorize human existence, the nomenclature of 

kinship and affinity holds a unique position. This system 

is not merely a verbalized inventory of genetic bonds 

between individuals, but a highly complex, historically 

determined cognitive-pragmatic matrix. It explicitly 

reflects the basic constants of ethnogenesis, legal 

regulations, migratory vectors, shifts in religious 

paradigms, and transformations of family structures. 

The study of kinship terminosystems in languages of 

diverse typological configurations—analytical English, 

inflectional Russian, and agglutinative Uzbek—enables 

linguists not only to reveal nation-specific modes of 

world categorization but also to extract the universal 

laws of linguistic evolution. Kinship terms display a 

dualistic nature: they possess immense stability, 

preserving their etymological cores across millennia, 

yet they respond sensitively to external socio-cultural 

cataclysms ("lexical shocks"), radically restructuring 

their semantic architecture. 

2. The Methodological Crisis in Comparative 
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Semantics and the Corpus-Based Approach 

The relevance of this study stems from a 

methodological crisis in comparative linguistics, 

ethnolinguistics, and cultural conceptualization. For 

decades, many comparative studies on kinship 

vocabulary relied primarily on introspective methods 

and data from traditional explanatory or bilingual 

dictionaries. Dictionary definitions, while useful for 

static data capture, freeze language in a laboratory 

state ("language in stasis"), leaving out the dynamic 

processes of how signs function in real-time discourse 

("language in action"). 

This paper overcomes this limitation by integrating 

structural semantics with evidence-based linguistics. 

The validation of theoretical componential models is 

carried out via multi-million-word representative 

digital corpora: the British National Corpus (BNC), the 

Russian National Corpus (RNC), and the Uzbek National 

Corpus (UzNC). The corpus-driven approach converts 

qualitative philological observations into exact 

quantitative metrics, verifying each theoretically 

isolated sememe through normalized frequency 

indices (IPM) and mutual information coefficients (MI-

score). 

3. Research Gap and Objectives 

The object of the study is the socio-semantic field of 

kinship and affinity in English, Russian, and Uzbek in 

their historical progression and synchronous usage. 

The subject of the study comprises structural-semantic 

transformations, lacunization, metaphorical drift, and 

the pragmatic density of these systems dictated by 

morphological typology and ethno-cultural traditions. 

The primary aim is to execute a comprehensive 

historical-evolutionary reconstruction and explicate 

the structural-semantic specificity of kinship 

terminology system in typologically distinct languages, 

creating an integrated model that bridges diachronic 

shifts with quantitative parameters of modern speech. 

To achieve this aim, the following objectives must be 

met: 

1. Reconstruct the proto-language layers (Indo-

European and Proto-Turkic) of the target systems 

and track the impact of sound laws on form 

production. 

2. Analyze historical "lexical shocks" (e.g., the 

Norman Conquest in England, Christianization in 

Rus', and Islamization in Mavarannahr) and their 

structural consequences on lexical fields. 

3. Establish a unified five-dimensional componential 

matrix for encoding elementary sememes of 

kinship across different language families. 

4. Execute corpus screening in the BNC, RNC, and 

UzNC to capture real contextual links, frequency 

shifts, and pragmatic overtones of the target 

lexemes. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

1. Ethnological Foundations and Early Structuralism 

The theoretical foundation for exploring kinship 

systems as structured semiotic objects dates back to 

the 19th-century work of American anthropologist L. H. 

Morgan. In his foundational text, Systems of 

Consanguinity and Affinity of the Human Family (1871), 

Morgan classified global kinship nomenclatures into 

two macro-types: classificatory (where 

consanguineous relatives are grouped into wide 

cohorts based on social standing; e.g., a father's 

brother is equated with the father) and descriptive 

(where each linear or collateral relative receives an 

isolated, anatomically precise biological definition). 

Morgan's ideas deeply influenced the structural 

anthropology of Claude Lévi-Strauss, who approached 

kinship systems as a type of language—a structure of 

signs facilitating the circulation of communication and 

social equilibrium within a clan. 

In purely linguistic terms, these concepts were 

repurposed by the French comparative philologist 

Émile Benveniste. In his Dictionary of Indo-European 

Social Terms (1969), Benveniste conducted a detailed 

linguistic paleontology of Indo-European roots. He 

demonstrated that Proto-Indo-European kinship 

designations (such as *ph₂tḗr for father, *māter- for 

mother, *dhug(h)atḗr for daughter) originally encoded 

political, religious, and domestic status within a 

patrilocal tribe rather than biological reproduction. 

According to Benveniste, the root *ph₂- translates to 

"to protect, pasture, distribute resources," indicating 

that the father in the Indo-European matrix was 

primarily a legal patron and leader of the community. 

Benveniste also shed light on the phenomenon of the 

avunculate—the sacred, institutionalized bond 
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between an individual and their maternal uncle. In 

archaic systems, this connection required strict lexical 

differentiation because the mother's brother served as 

the primary defender and legal guardian of the 

nephew, directly contrasting with the father and 

paternal relatives. 

2. Slavonic and Germanic Comparative Studies 

In Slavic philology, the definitive standard for 

etymological and socio-cultural kinship analysis 

remains the monograph by O. N. Trubachyov, History 

of Slavic Kinship Terms and Some Ancient Terms of the 

Social System (1959). Trubachyov reconstructed the 

Proto-Slavic system, highlighting its incredible 

conservatism and resistance to external Romance or 

Germanic formatting. According to his research, the 

Slavic linguistic space historically maintained a hyper-

redundant system of designations for affinity (kinship 

by marriage), a direct consequence of preserving the 

large patriarchal communal farm (verv', zadruga). 

Terms like svëkor, test', dever', shurin, zolovka, 

svoyachenitsa, and yatrovka possessed genuine 

economic and legal realities: each relative held clearly 

defined responsibilities within the collective 

household. 

Conversely, the Germanic branch offers a diametrically 

opposed evolutionary model. Friedrich Kluge, writing 

extensively in his etymological studies, traced the 

structural changes within the West Germanic dialects. 

Until the 11th century, Old English (OE) retained a 

typical Germanic descriptive system that mapped 

perfectly onto Indo-European avunculate norms: the 

maternal uncle was designated as ēam, whereas the 

paternal uncle was called fædera. However, following 

the Norman Conquest of 1066 and the imposition of 

Anglo-Norman diglossia, these native Germanic 

compounds collapsed. Administrative Anglo-Norman 

French overwrote these exact markers, replacing them 

with generalized Romance loans like uncle and aunt. 

This process is linked not only to linguistic interference 

but also to the expansion of canon law by the Western 

Church, which demanded an abstract, uniform scale for 

calculating degrees of consanguinity to regulate marital 

prohibitions. 

3. Componential Analysis and Pragmatic Extensions 

By the mid-20th century, linguistic semantics 

integrated componential analysis, pioneered by 

American structuralists W. H. Goodenough (1956) and 

F. G. Lounsbury (1964). In their landmark papers, they 

applied the methodology of structural distribution to 

kinship fields, proving that the meaning of any term can 

be calculated as a bundle of distinctive semantic 

features (semes). Goodenough and Lounsbury's model 

formalized the description of terminosystems, 

translating them into mathematical matrices and 

cleansing the analysis of purely descriptive 

ethnography. 

This method underwent deep theoretical 

modernization in the works of the Moscow Semantic 

School led by Yu. D. Apresyan (1974). He argued that 

componential analysis should not be restricted to rigid 

denotative features like gender or generation. He 

introduced the concepts of connotation and 

pragmeme—hidden yet systemically anchored 

semantic components that dictate a word's 

syntagmatic behavior, its collocation profiles, and its 

life in real discourse. Apresyan emphasized that kinship 

terms are highly susceptible to pragmatic and 

metaphorical shifting, mutating from genealogical 

markers into regulators of social and emotional 

proximity. 

4. Turkic Kinship Research and Contemporary 

Developments 

The Turkic linguistic and ethno-cultural landscape is 

characterized by unique structural constants that 

sharply separate it from Indo-European environments. 

A foundational contribution to the historical lexicon of 

Turkic languages was made by N. A. Baskakov and the 

authors of the Etymological Dictionary of Turkic 

Languages (Sevortyan et al., 1974–2003). They 

demonstrated that ancient Turkic kinship 

nomenclature possessed a rigid stratificational design 

tied to age brackets and hierarchical status within 

nomadic military-political unions (el). 

Within contemporary Uzbek linguistics, the core of 

kinship studies rests upon systemic-structural and 

cognitive-semantic descriptions of the lexicon 

(Mirziyoyeva, 2022). Building on the ethno-cultural 

frameworks of N. Makhmudov, researchers integrated 

cognitive linguistics with the modern Uzbek corpus. It 

has been proven that the Uzbek terminosystem 

maintains an extraordinary ethno-semantic density. 

Historical strata from the Chagatai era, alongside 
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Arabic and Persian lexical interferences, did not erode 

the Proto-Turkic foundation; rather, they deepened it. 

In Uzbek, kinship terms serve as complex mental 

frames where the seme of relative age operates as an 

obligatorily encoded, non-reducible element managing 

the speech etiquette of the nation. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. The Five-Dimensional Componential Matrix 

To execute a reliable comparative analysis of kinship 

and affinity terminosystems across three typologically 

distinct languages, we deployed a standardized formal 

language of description—an extended five-

dimensional componential matrix. Every kinship term 

is modeled as a sememe (Σ) consisting of an ordered 

set of elementary semantic features or semes (fi): 

Σ = [Gn ×  Lx × Sm ×  Vy ×  Oz × Pat] 

Each variable assumes specific values within our 

formalized system: 

1. Generation (𝐆𝐧): Tracks vertical distance from the 

reference point (Ego). 

o GO = ego’s generation (siblings, cousins, spouses). 

o G+1 = first ascending generation (parents, uncles, 

aunts). 

o G−1 = first descending generation (children, 

nephews). 

2. Linearity (𝐋𝐱): Maps out horizontal genealogical 

branching. 

o Ld (lineal) = direct line (ancestors/descendants; 

e.g., father, son). 

o Lc (collateral) = side line (sharing a common 

ancestor; e.g., brother, uncle). 

o La (affinity) = alliance line via marriage (e.g., father-

in-law, brother-in-law). 

3. Gender (𝐒𝐦): Biological sex of the denotatum. 

o Sm (masculine), Sf (feminine), S0 = gender 

neutralization (e.g., English sibling, cousin). 

4. Relative Age (𝐕𝐲): Chronological ranking within a 

single generation. 

o V+ = denotatum is older than Ego, V− = denotatum 

is younger than Ego, V0 = absolute neutralization of 

age. 

5. Genealogical Orientation (𝐎𝐳 Lineage allocation 

via maternal or paternal sides. 

o Op (patrilateral) = paternal side, Om (matrilateral) 

= maternal side, Oo = absolute neutralization. 

6. Cognitive-Pragmatic Density (𝐏𝐚𝐭): Extralinguistic 

features bound to the lexeme. 

o Peth = pragmeme of etiquette and social ranking; 

Csol = connotation of social solidarity; Cemo = 

emotional or diminutive framing. 

2. Corpus Processing and Mathematical Algorithms 

The verification of theoretical sememes follows a four-

step corpus-driven pipeline: 

1. Target Sampling: Gathering 45 primary lexemes 

representing core kinship/affinity nodes across 

English, Russian, and Uzbek. 

2. Frequency Normalization (IPM): Computing the 

instances per million words to achieve data cross-

comparability: 

IPM =
𝑓𝑎𝑏𝑠

𝑁
× 1 000 000 

3. Concordance Mapping (KWIC): Examining target 

words within a text window of [-5; +5] to map 

syntactic and lexical combinations. 

4. Statistical Association (MI-score): Calculating the 

strength of semantic links between kinship terms 

and pragmatic markers: 

MI= 𝑙𝑜𝑔2
𝑂11

𝐸11
 

RESULTS AND EMPIRICAL VERIFICATION 

Instead of isolating quantitative metrics and 

evolutionary trends within disconnected frameworks, 

this section provides an integrated textual analysis of 

the structural transformations across all three target 

languages. 

1. The Germanic Trajectory: Analytical Reduction and 

Legal Alignment 

The historical development of the English kinship 

terminosystem displays a radical transition from a 

highly descriptive Germanic model to an abstract, 

semantically economical analytical grid. In the Old 

English (OE) period, the structural organization of 

collateral branches was strictly dependent on the legal 

realities of tribal life, specifically the calculation of 

blood money (wergild). This required absolute 

precision in tracking maternal and paternal bloodlines. 

The diachronic evolutionary trajectory of the collateral 

nodes for uncles can be modeled as follows: 
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PIE ∗ 𝛼𝜐−→ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑜 − 𝐺𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑐 ∗ 𝛼𝜄𝑚𝑎𝓏 → 𝑂𝐸 𝑒̅𝑎𝑚 [𝐺+1 × 𝐿𝑐 × 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉0 ×  𝑂𝑚 × 𝑃𝑜] 

PIE ∗ 𝑝ə𝑡𝑟𝑜̅−→ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑜 − 𝐺𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑐 ∗ 𝑓𝑎𝑑𝓌𝑜̅ → 𝑂𝐸 𝑓æ𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑎[𝐺+1 × 𝐿𝑐 × 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉0 ×  𝑂𝑝 × 𝑃𝑜] 

Following the Norman Conquest of 1066, this binary 

system suffered a catastrophic structural collapse due 

to long-term Anglo-Norman bilingualism. By the late 

14th century, the native Germanic terms ēam and 

fædera were completely eliminated from the living 

language, replaced by a single Romance borrowing: 

Old French 𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑙𝑒 → 𝑀𝑖𝑑𝑑𝑙𝑒 𝐸𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ 𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑙𝑒 → 𝑀𝑛𝐸 𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑙𝑒[𝐺+1 × 𝐿𝑐 × 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉0 × 𝑂0 × 𝑃0] 

This linguistic replacement resulted in the total 

neutralization of the genealogical orientation seme 

(𝑂𝑧 → 𝑂0). Modern English no longer recognizes any 

structural difference between a maternal and a 

paternal uncle at the lexical level. 

A similar analytical reduction occurred within the 

affinity subsystem. In Old and Middle English, 

marriage-based relationships were designated via 

synthetic Germanic roots (e.g., sweor for father-in-law, 

snoru for daughter-in-law). During the 14th to 16th 

centuries, these native monolexemes underwent total 

systemic attrition. They were replaced by a highly 

symmetrical, uniform descriptive grid utilizing the 

postpositive legal modifier in-law. 

To verify the synchronous status of this analytical 

subsystem, a comprehensive screening was performed 

using the British National Corpus (BNC). The empirical 

data shows a complete lack of pragmatic variation or 

emotional marking in these terms. For example, the 

lexeme brother-in-law demonstrates a stable 

normalized frequency of 11.4 IPM. 

[BNC Contextual Breakdown for 'brother-in-law'] 

                                                 Total occurrences analyzed: 1,240 contexts 

- Neutral descriptive contexts: 91.3% (1,132 citations) 

- Expressive/metaphorical extensions: 8.7% (108 citations) 

Concordance mapping (KWIC) illustrates that the term 

operates almost exclusively as a static legal and 

genealogical tag: 

• “John’s brother-in-law was a retired police officer 

who lived in Sussex...” (BNC: HT4). 

• “She had to inherit the property through her 

deceased husband's brother-in-law...” (BNC: JX1). 

The statistical association analysis between brother-in-

law and a semantic class of affective or evaluative 

adjectives (beloved, dear, hated) yielded a negligible 

MI-score = 1.12. This mathematically confirms that the 

analytical transformation of English stripped the 

affinity subsystem of its socio-cultural or emotional 

associations, turning the words into neutral legal 

markers designed for basic communicative economy. 

2. The Slavic Trajectory: Inflectional Conservation and 

Discursive Solidarity 

The Russian language offers a fundamentally different 

structural model, characterized by the morphological 

preservation of ancient Indo-European and Proto-

Slavic affinity designations. Unlike English, Russian 

retains distinct monolexemes for different paths of 

marriage-based kinship: 

PIE ∗ 𝑠𝓌𝑒𝑘𝑟𝑢̅−→ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑜 − 𝑆𝑙𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑐 ∗ 𝑠𝑣𝑒𝑘𝑦𝑟ь → Rus свекровь (husband’s mother) 

            PIE ∗ 𝑠𝑦𝑎̅𝓌𝑟−→ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑜 − 𝑆𝑙𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑐 ∗ 𝑠̌𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑛ь → Rus шурин(wife’s mother) 

However, text screening within the Russian National 

Corpus (RNC) reveals a profound divergence between 

the dictionary potential of the language (its systemic 

capability) and its actual discursive performance (the 

living usus). 

The diachronic trajectory of Russian affinity terms in 

the 20th and 21st centuries is marked by severe 

structural attrition. Monolexemes like шурин (shurin), 

деверь (dever' — husband's brother), and золовка 

(zolovka — husband's sister) have seen their 

normalized frequencies plunge to near-extinction 

levels: 
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[RNC Frequency Drop: 1950 vs. 2026] 

- шурин (shurin): 4.2 IPM ---> 0.8 IPM 

- деверь (dever'): 3.1 IPM ---> 0.4 IPM 

- золовка (zolovka): 2.9 IPM ---> 0.5 IPM 

KWIC analysis indicates that when modern Russian 

speakers encounter these nodes, they systematically 

reject the synthetic inflectional terms. Instead, they 

construct descriptive analytical strings heavily 

influenced by Western European models: брат жены 

(wife's brother) instead of шурин, and брат мужа 

(husband's brother) instead of деверь. This shift 

reflects the historical dissolution of the large Slavic 

patriarchal communal household (verv'), stripping 

these unique terms of their socio-economic necessity. 

In contrast to the decay of the affinity branch, the 

nuclear consanguineous core of the Russian system has 

undergone significant pragmatic expansion. The 

lexeme брат (brother) demonstrates an exceptionally 

high normalized frequency of 312.4  IPM in the RNC. 

Componential analysis reveals that in 34.2% of all 

textual occurrences, the biological sememe [𝐺0 × 𝐿𝑐 ×

𝑆𝑚] is completely deactivated. The word transforms 

into a tool for encoding social, ideological, or spiritual 

solidarity: 

Modern Russian брат2 = 𝐺0 × 𝐿0 × 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉0 × 𝑂0 × 𝐶𝑠𝑜𝑙] 

Statistical computation of collocational strength yields 

a very strong association value (MI-score = 5.42) 

between брат (and its diminutive forms like братишка, 

браток) and verbs expressing protection, loyalty, or 

mutual crisis management: 

• “Ты же мне брат, мы обязаны друг друга 

выручить в этой ситуации...” (НКРЯ: 2021). 

• “Они стояли как братья, защищая свой 

последний рубеж...” (НКРЯ: 2024). 

Thus, while the inflectional engine of Russian fails to 

protect its specialized affinity vocabulary from 

attrition, it compensates by channeling its semantic 

energy into the nuclear core. This expands the 

pragmatic dimensions of basic terms to reinforce 

collective social cohesion. 

3. The Turkic Trajectory: Agglutinative Architecture 

and Etiquette Density 

The Uzbek kinship terminosystem, developing within 

an agglutinative morphological framework, follows an 

evolutionary trajectory that is completely independent 

of Western models. It actively rejects semantic 

neutralization, conserving and elaborating its historical 

semantic distinctions. 

First, the Uzbek language preserves a strict structural 

boundary within the 𝐺+1 collateral branch based on 

lineage orientation (𝑂𝑧). It avoids the homogenization 

seen in English by keeping separate terms for paternal 

and maternal uncles: 

      

Proto-Turkic ∗ 𝑎𝑚𝑎𝑔𝑎 → Old Turkic 𝑎𝑚𝑎𝑘𝑖 → 𝑈𝑧𝑏𝑒𝑘 𝑎𝑚𝑎𝑘𝑖[𝐺+1 × 𝐿𝑐 × 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉0 × 𝑂𝑃 × 𝑃𝑒𝑡ℎ] 

Proto-Turkic ∗ 𝑡𝑎𝑔̇𝑎𝑦 → Old Turkic 𝑡𝑎𝑔̇𝑎𝑦 → 𝑈𝑧𝑏𝑒𝑘 𝑡𝑜′𝑔′𝑎[𝐺+1 × 𝐿𝑐 × 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉0 × 𝑂𝑚 × 𝑃𝑒𝑡ℎ] 

 

Second, within the 𝐺0 generation tier (siblings), the 

absolute neutralization of the relative age seme (𝑉𝑦) is 

structurally impossible. Uzbek possesses no native, 

abstract monolexeme equivalent to the English brother 

or sister. The speaker is morphologically and 

conceptually forced to select a term that encodes the 

precise seniority relationship between Ego and the 

denotatum: 

Old-Turkic ∗ 𝑒𝑐̌𝑖 → Chagatai 𝑎𝑘𝑎 → 𝑈𝑧𝑏𝑒𝑘 𝑎𝑘𝑎[𝐺0 × 𝐿𝑐 ×                                                 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉+ × 𝑂0 × 𝑃𝑒𝑡ℎ] 

Old-Turkic ∗ 𝑖𝑛𝑖 → Chagatai 𝑢𝑘𝑎 → 𝑈𝑧𝑏𝑒𝑘 𝑢𝑘𝑎[𝐺0 × 𝐿𝑐 ×                                                 𝑆𝑚 × 𝑉− × 𝑂0 × 𝑃𝑒𝑡ℎ] 

Corpus tracking within the Uzbek National Corpus 

(UzNC) reveals that the lexeme aka possesses a 

dominant normalized frequency of 412.8  IPM. 

   

                                                                [UzNC Contextual Mapping for 'aka'] 

Total occurrences analyzed: 4,500 contexts 
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- Biological consanguinity: 28.1% (1,264 citations) 

                    - Pragmatic etiquette extension (𝑃𝑒𝑡ℎ): 71.9% (3,236 citations) 

Rather than undergoing metaphorical dilution or losing 

its core features, aka undergoes a massive pragmatic 

expansion. It functions as the primary etiquette 

regulator (𝑃𝑒𝑡ℎ) within the national communicative 

space. Any face-to-face interaction with a male who is 

older or holds higher social status requires this frame 

to maintain social harmony. 

The mutual information coefficient between aka and 

specific honorific formulas, imperative verbs of respect, 

and ritualistic greetings (hürmat qilmoq — to show 

respect, tashrif buyurmoq — to honor with a visit, 

assalomu alaykum) reaches an extraordinary value of 

MI-score = 6.87 (with a high stability index of T-score = 

14.32): 

• “Yaxshimisiz, aka, bu masalada bizga yordam bera 

olasizmi?..” (UzNC: 2025). 

• “Ota-onangizdan keyin joyingizda turgan inson — 

bu katta akangiz hisoblanadi...” (UzNC: 2026). 

This empirical evidence demonstrates that the 

agglutinative structure of Uzbek, which relies on stable 

and transparent morphemic combinations, helps lock 

these relative age and hierarchical features in place. 

This prevents the semantic erosion and flattening seen 

in analytical language systems. 

DISCUSSION 

The historical-evolutionary trajectories and empirical 

corpus metrics extracted across Germanic, Slavic, and 

Turkic language families challenge long-standing 

Eurocentric and reductionist assumptions in linguistic 

anthropology and cognitive semantics. For decades, 

the dominant evolutionary paradigm in kinship 

studies—rooted in the classic works of Morgan (1871) 

and structural configurations of Lévi-Strauss (1969)—

suggested a universal, deterministic trajectory: as 

traditional agrarian societies undergo industrialization, 

urbanization, and the subsequent transition to nuclear 

family units, their complex, descriptive kinship 

nomenclatures must inevitably undergo systemic 

erosion, flattening, and ultimate collapse. 

Our empirical data, derived from multi-million-word 

national corpora (BNC, RNC, UzNC), refutes this linear 

generalization. The structural behavior of the target 

systems demonstrates that cognitive adaptation to 

macro-social shifts is not uniform; instead, it is strictly 

governed by the internal morphological typology of the 

language and its specific ethno-pragmatic constraints. 

This divergence reveals three fundamentally distinct 

systemic strategies of modern socio-linguistic 

adaptation: 

1. The Analytical Strategy (English) and Semantic 

Economy 

The English terminosystem exemplifies a total shift 

toward structural and semantic economy, a 

phenomenon heavily discussed by modern cognitive 

typologists such as Kemp and Regier (2012). From a 

cognitive perspective, the historical transition from the 

highly descriptive Old English matrix (ēam vs.fædera ) 

to the generalized Anglo-Norman framework (uncle) is 

driven by a drive to minimize cognitive overhead or 

communication complexity. As verified by our corpus 

data, the contemporary English affinity subsystem 

operates with near-zero pragmatic elasticity ( MI = 1.12 

for brother-in-law). 

This aligns with the functional theories of Nerlove and 

Romney (1967), who argued that kinship systems 

optimize the trade-off between simplicity (minimizing 

the number of distinct categories) and informativeness 

(maximizing the precision of biological mapping). 

Modern English completely sacrifices genealogical 

informativeness (neutralizing the paternal/maternal 

axis 𝑂𝑧 → 𝑂0 and age stratification 𝑉𝑦 → 𝑂0 ) to 

achieve an optimal, abstract legal grid. The analytical 

postpositive modifier in-law functions essentially as a 

structural clitic, treating kinship not as an emotional or 

ritualistic domain, but as a formal legal contract. This 

reflects what Wierzbicka (2016) identifies as a core 

characteristic of Anglo cultural scripts: the 

institutionalization and emotional restraint embedded 

within standard communicative formulas. 

2. The Compensatory Strategy (Slavic/Russian) and 

Discursive Shift 

The Russian linguistic landscape presents a compelling 

case of structural asymmetry, exposing a deep fracture 

between the language system (langue) and discursive 

practice (parole). On one hand, morphologically, 

Russian acts as a highly conservative inflectional 

engine, preserving ancient Proto-Slavic monolexemes 
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for marriage-based affinity (shurin, dever', zolovka), 

which Trubachyov (1959) mapped to the 

socioeconomic realities of patriarchal communes 

(verv'). On the other hand, our corpus verification 

captures a catastrophic drop in their normalized 

frequency (IPM → 0.4 in 2026), marking a process of 

terminal lexical obsolescence. 

However, contrary to standard structuralist 

expectations, this decay does not result in the overall 

structural degradation of the kinship field. Instead, the 

system triggers a functional compensation 

mechanism. As the specialized affinity branch 

undergoes attrition, the semantic energy is redirected 

into the nuclear consanguineous core. The massive 

pragmatic expansion of the lexeme брат (brother) to 

indicate ideological, social, or spiritual solidarity (MI = 

5.42 in the RNC) demonstrates that the Russian 

language preserves its collectivist cultural matrix by 

shifting its parameters. 

This behavior supports the cognitive-pragmatic 

theories of Yuriy Apresyan (1974) and the broader 

Moscow Semantic School regarding the "naive picture 

of the world." The biological sememe [𝐺0 × 𝐿𝑐 × 𝑆𝑚] 

is overridden in discourse to fulfill a higher-order 

pragmatic demand: verbalizing interpersonal loyalty 

and group boundaries within changing social networks. 

The inflectional richness of the language allows these 

shifts to manifest via highly productive diminutive and 

affective morphology (братишка, браток), reinforcing 

emotional proximity in ways that are structurally 

unavailable to analytical systems. 

3. The Agglutinative Preservation Strategy 

(Turkic/Uzbek) and Etiquette Density 

The Uzbek kinship matrix provides a powerful counter-

example to Eurocentric models of semantic attrition. 

Supported by a regular, transparent agglutinative 

morphological engine, the Uzbek language completely 

resists semantic neutralization. It maintains rigid 

structural boundaries along the generation axis (G0), 

lineage orientation (Oz), and relative age (Vy), ensuring 

that a speaker cannot verbalize a sibling relationship 

without explicitly encoding seniority (aka vs. uka, opa 

vs. singil). 

Our empirical results indicate that the Uzbek language 

adapts to modern globalization and urbanization not by 

discarding semantic variables, but through the hyper-

functionalization of its core frames. The lexeme aka 

(older brother) displays a dominant normalized 

frequency of 412.8 IPM, with 71.9% of all textual 

occurrences operating outside of biological 

consanguinity. It has mutated into the primary 

regulator of interpersonal speech etiquette (Peth) 

within the national communicative space (MI = 6.87). 

This phenomenon can be best understood through the 

lens of cognitive frame semantics (Fillmore, 1982) and 

the ethno-linguistic frameworks established by N. 

Makhmudov (2017). In the Uzbek cognitive universe, 

the biological kinship term serves as a base frame that 

is projectable onto the entire social hierarchy. The 

retention of the relative age seme (V+) is a structural 

constraint that prevents the flattening of social 

interactions. It enforces a mandatory behavioral script 

of respect, hierarchy, and communal solidarity, 

demonstrating that the structural organization of an 

agglutinative language can actively safeguard cultural-

cognitive constants against external globalization 

shocks. This directly correlates with the cross-cultural 

findings of Evans and Levinson (2009), who argued 

against universal cognitive maps, proving instead that 

language-specific structures actively shape unique 

cultural patterns of cognition. 

CONCLUSION 

1. The diachronic evolutionary trajectories of kinship 

and affinity terminosystems are profoundly 

determined by language-specific morphological 

typologies. The analytical drift characteristic of the 

West Germanic branch has driven an absolute de-

ethnicization and semantic simplification of the 

English kinship field, removing lateral variations 

(Oz → O0) and replacing synthetic forms with an 

abstract, symmetrical, and pragmatically neutral 

legal modifier (in-law). 

2. The inflectional framework of the Russian language 

demonstrates structural conservatism at the 

systemic level, yet exhibits severe operational 

attrition within its historical affinity subsystem in 

modern speech. The rapid decline in the frequency 

of synthetic markers (shurin, dever') across the 

RNC reflects the socio-economic dissolution of 

patriarchal structures. Concurrently, the system 

compensates for this localized decay by expanding 

the pragmatic and affective boundaries of its 
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nuclear core nodes (brat), repurposing them as 

primary instruments for encoding social and 

ideological solidarity. 

3. The agglutinative morphological architecture of the 

Uzbek language acts as a highly effective 

preservative mechanism for the ancient Proto-

Turkic kinship matrix. Uzbek systematically rejects 

the semantic neutralization of age (Vy) and lineage 

orientation (Oz). Corpus-driven verification (IPM 

and MI-score) mathematically proves that instead 

of undergoing structural erosion under the 

pressure of modernization, Uzbek kinship terms 

undergo extensive pragmatic expansion, serving as 

mandatory, high-density etiquette regulators that 

structure the national communicative paradigm. 

4. The integrated methodological model validated in 

this study—combining a five-dimensional formal 

componential matrix with objective corpus 

metrics—offers a highly reliable and replicable 

framework for comparative semantics. It moves 

the discipline beyond subjective ethnography into 

evidence-based, quantitative cognitive linguistics, 

demonstrating how differently structured 

languages uniquely resolve the tension between 

cognitive simplicity and cultural expressiveness. 
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