GOCE DELCEV UNIVERSITY - STIP, R.N.MACEDONIA
FACULTY OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES

ISSN 1857-5331 (Printed)
ISSN 1857-8705 (Online)
DOI: 10.46763/JESPT

SPITANIE

REU AL

JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES THEORY AND PRACTICE
GOCE DELCEV UNIVERSITY - STIP, R.N.MACEDONIA

FACULTY OF
EDUCATIONAL
SCIENCES

YEAR 2021 VOLUME 16 NUMBER 1



GOCE DELCEV UNIVERSITY - SHTIP. R.N. MACEDONIA
FACULTY OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES

Vospitanie

Journal of Educational Sciences, Theory and Practice

Vol.16, No 1, 2021



L] L]
VO S D 1 t a n 1 e JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES, THEORY AND PRACTICE | Vol.16, No 1, 2021
P 8

VOSPITANIE

Journal of Educational Sciences, Theory and PracticeVol.16, No 1, 2021
EDITORIALTEAM

Editor-in-Chief
Emilija Petrova Gjorgjeva,
Faculty of Educational Sciences, Department of Pedagogy.
Goce Delcev University - Shtip. R.N.Macedonia

Editor
Kiril Brbareev,
Faculty of Educational Sciences, Department of Methodic.
Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N.Macedonia

Language Editor:
lecturer Snezana Kirova, MA

Technical Editing:
Slave Dimitrov

EDITORIALADVISORY BOARD

Lazar Stosi¢,

Institute of management and knowledge, Regional coordinator for Republic of Serbia,

Senior Researcher, Skopje, Macedonia, https://ikm.mk/collaborates/organization/,
President of The Association for the Development of Science,
Engineering and Education http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0039-7370. R. Serbia
Jurka Lepi¢nik Vodopivec,
Faculty of Education of the University of Primorska and of the University of Maribor. R. Slovenia
Josip Milat,
University of Split, Faculty of Philosophy, Faculty of Natural Sciences, Mathematics and Arts& Teachers
High School in Split. R. Croatia Julia Doncheva,
Faculty of Natural Sciences and Education, Department of Pedagogy,Psychology and History.
University of Ruse. R. Bulgaria.
Zoran Zdravev,
Goce Delcev University of Stip - Department of Information Technology. R.N.Macedonia
Moritz Hunzinger,
Faculty of Socioeconomic Education of the National Pedagogical Dragomanov University.
Member of the Supervisory Board of the European Academy for Advanced Scientific Studies GmbH. Germany.

EDITORIAL BOARD MEMBERS

Snezana Stavreva Veselinovska,
Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N.Macedonia.
Snezana Jovanova Mitkovska,
Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N.Macedonia.
Snezana Mirascieva,
Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N. Macedonia
Biljana Mitevska Popeska,

Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N.Macedonia.
Sonja Petrovska,

Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N.Macedonia.
Despina Sivevska,

Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N.Macedonia.



L] L]
VO S D 1 t a n 1 e JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES, THEORY AND PRACTICE | Vol.16, No 1, 2021
L

Ljuben Tevdovski,
Faculty of Educational Sciences. Goce Delcev University — Shtip. R.N. Macedonia
Tatjana Atanasovska,
University “St. Kliment Ohridski” - Bitola, Faculty of Education Bitola, R. Macedonia
Ljupco Kevereski,
University “St. Kliment Ohridski” - Bitola, Faclty of Education Bitola, R.N. Macedonia
Svetlana Pandilovska Grncarovska,
Faculty of Pedagogy, University of Tetovo, R.N. Macedonia.
Rozalina Popova-Koskarova,
Faculty of Pedagogy, Ss. Cyril and Methodius University in Skopje. R.N. Macedonia.
Tatjana Koteva-Mojsovska,
Faculty of Pedagogy, Ss. Cyril and Methodius University in Skopje. R.N. Macedonia.
Suzana Nikodinovska-Banchotovska,
Faculty of Pedagogy, Ss. Cyril and Methodius University in Skopje. R.N. Macedonia.
International Editorial Board Members
Alla Belousova,
Don State Technical University, https://donstu.ru/structure/cadre/belousova-alla-konstantinovna,http://orcid.
0rg/0000-0002-7506-3749?lang=en , Russian Federation
tukaszTomczyk,
Pedagogical University of Cracow, Poland, http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5652-1433
Irina Abakumova,
Don State Technical University, http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2202-2588, Russian Federation
Maria Vyshkvyrkina,
Southern Federal University, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7023-9736, Russian Federation
Elena Suroedova,
Don State Technical University, Russian Federation
Maja Hmelak,
Department of Preschool Education, Faculty of Education, University of Maribor. R. Slovenia
Zorica Stanisavljevich-Petrovich,
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Nis. R. Serbia.
Bisera Jevtich,
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Nis. R. Serbia.
Jelena Maksimovich,
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Nis. R. Serbia.
Moritz Hunzinger,
Faculty of Socioeconomic Education of the National Pedagogical Dragomanov University.
Member of the Supervisory Board of the European Academy for Advanced Scientific Studies GmbH. Germany.
Christina Savova,
Program Director, New Bulgarian University, Sofia, Bulgaria. Fields: History of art and Design
Mihai Barbu,
Member of the Board of the Faculty, University of Craiova, Craiova, Romania. Fields:
History of Physical Education and Sport and Olympics.
Zeljko Roncevic,
Head of Department, University of Mostar, Mostar, Croatia. Fields: Pediatrics,
Artistic Science President of Pediatric Society in Bosnia and Herzegovina
Vladimir Mihajlovic,
Department of History, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Novi Sad, Serbia
Brane Mikanovich,
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Banja Luka, R.Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Tatjana Mihajlovich,
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Banja Luka, R.Bosnia and Herzegovina.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY)
ISSN 1857-5331 (Printed)
ISSN 1857-8705 (Online)
doi:10.46763/JESPT21161




L] L]
VO S D 1 t a n 1 e JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES, THEORY AND PRACTICE | Vol.16, No 1, 2021
L

Contents

Snezana Stavreva Veselinovska
ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND THE BODY MASS INDEX
OF 6 TO 9-YEAR-OLD CHILDREN IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS ...\t 9

Ligaa Habeb Al-Obaydi, Julia Doncheva, Nashruddin Nashruddin
EFL COLLEGE STUDENTS’ SELF-ESTEEM AND ITS CORRELATION TO
THEIR ATTITUDES TOWARDS INCLUSIVE EDUCATION ..ottt e e e e cieeeeaans 27

Ardita Ceka, Bujar Adili, Gzim Xhambazi
APPLICATION OF LITERARY ARTISTIC MODELS IN THE REALIZATION
OF LITERATURE AND READING CONTENT ...\ttt e et e e enenes 35

Kristina Kern
DISTANCE TEACHING OF MUSIC ARTWITHTHEHELP OF ICT . oeviii e e 41

Marija Apostolova Nikolovska
SAFETEACHING FOR SAFE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS - IS THERE THE HIDDEN CRISIS? ........ 47

Tatjana Ulanska, Dragana Kuzmanovska, Snezana Kirova, Biljana Ivanova
SEMANTIC FEATURES OF KINSHIP TERMS IN MACEDONIAN, ENGLISH AND GERMAN ............ 55

Uros Stankovic
SPORTS ACTIVITIES IN TELEWORKING WITH STUDENTS OF THE 1T AND 2"° TRIAD ......ce... ... 59

Violeta Nikolovska
PRIDE AND HUMILITY
(semantic analysis of virtues and their antipodes) ..o 65

Jovanka Denkova
A NEW TYPE OF ANTI-FAIRY TALE AGAINST PREJUDICE . ..oe e 71

Ana Koceva
TEACHING FORMS, METHODS AND TECHNIQUES USED BY EFL TEACHERS

AND THEIR INFLUENCE ON INTROVERTED STUDENTS ...t 79



L] L]
VO S D 1 t a n 1 e JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES, THEORY AND PRACTICE | Vol.16, No 1, 2021
L



Received:13.05.2021

doi: 10.46763/JESPT211610055u
Udc:81'243:37.091.279.7
Revised: 21.05.2021.

Accepted: 29.05.2021

SEMANTIC FEATURES OF KINSHIP TERMS IN MACEDONIAN,
ENGLISH AND GERMAN

Tatjana Ulanska', Dragana Kuzmanovska? Snezana Kirova®, Biljana Ivanova*

'Faculty of Philology, Goce Delchev University, Shtip, Macedonia
tatjana.ulanska@ugd.edu.mk

2Faculty of Philology, Goce Delchev University, Shtip, Macedonia

dragana.kuzmanovska@ugd.edu.mk

3Faculty of Philology, Goce Delchev University, Shtip, Macedonia
snezana.kirova@ugd.edu.mk

“Faculty of Philology, Goce Delchev University, Shtip, Macedonia

biljana.petkovska@ugd.edu.mk

Abstract. Abstract. This paper describes the semantic features of kinship terms in Macedonian, English and
German and attempts to make a complete analysis in these languages. The paper compares the semantics of
kinship terms from a perspective of a comparative analysis of Macedonian, on one hand with English and German
on the other, as they belong to different language groups. These terms have proven to have specific particularities
which differ in system structure. The comparison between these three languages will show both similarities and
differences in the lexical fields of kinship terms, especially in Macedonian to English and German. Kinship terms
have been a subject of interest from various perspectives and analyses since these terms show unique national
features. Additionally, they have been discussed and researched from a cultural aspect as well, since they seem
to convey information about the cultural life of the people who speak a certain language. Therefore, kinship
terms can also be seen as a social symbol. The paper provides an insight into the comparative analysis presenting
similarities and differences in the lexical fields of kinship terms and, finally, draws a few conclusions and insights
concerning their cultural peculiarities.

Keywords: Macedonian language, English language, German language, kinship terms, semantic features.

Introduction:

The notion of kinship has been widely addressed by anthropologists, linguists, evolution biologists
and mainly by social anthropologists. The introduction of kinship terms dates to ancient times to serve
as terms to express biological and genetic relatedness and genetic inheritance. Kinship terms based
on family, family relations and marital relations are semantic categories originating to the very first
lexical items forming a lexical field that make reference of a person based on kinship relation. Being
the terminology that originates from ancient times, it is inevitable that this lexical and semantic system
has undergone a number of changes. These changes have included also word-formation processes of
derivation, in particular in the Macedonian language. The first serious attempt to make organization
and classification of these terms was by the anthropologist Henry Morgan. As explained so far, the
need to organize this terminology has been an inevitable requirement in any language systems. All
societies today have terms to refer or address different persons who do not necessarily need to be
in blood relation to. This terminology has proven to be the mirror of the mentality of the people of
one society and in great deal reflect the way relationships are perceived. Consequently, there is vast
difference in the terminological systems and the standard taxonomy of kinship terms. Discussing the
topic of kinship directly takes us to the first serious and significant categorization, which was published
in 1870 and written by Lewis Henry Morgan, named ‘Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the
Human Family’ (Morgan, 1870). With a significant amount of data on kinship terminology he created
the first classification of kinship systems. Morgan was actually the one who separated the terms of
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kinship from the vocabulary and created a field and grouped them in a set. He claimed that societies
and humans evolve and have progressed from primitive savagery to civilization, and he also insisted
that these kinship terminologies are reflecting these changes and evolutions. His research finalized
in differentiating between two kinship terms — classificatory and descriptive. The societies that have
these classificatory systems are more common and present in many more languages than the ones
described as ‘descriptive’ kinship terminological systems. The characteristics of these systems are that
they express relationships of blood separately than those of collateral line.

The various types of mappings of the kinship terminology that exist serve to witness the various
focus it had been added over the years, i.e. differentiating among and grouping them in separate
lexical subfields based on various differences. After Morgan, other anthropologists followed to finally
contribute to a nomenclature that is widely accepted and was the foundation of several categorizations
of kinship terms. The view and aspect that is of our interest is the categorization of the six major
terminological systems. Those are: Hawaiian, Iroquois, Omaha, Crow, Sudanese and Eskimo.

Kinship terms in Macedonian, English and German

Different cultures and societies represent kinship varying from very limited to wide range of terms.
Kinship terms in these diverse varieties of language systems are most evident in the respective kinship
terms of reference. The varieties of these terms are mainly grouped as primary, secondary and tertiary.
The primary kinship terms are related to ego directly, and then secondary kin is the kin related to ego
through the primary kin, and, finally tertiary kin is the person who is related to ego through a secondary
kin. In the more elaborate systems, there are also kinship terms used for referring to and addressing a
particular person of relation. The term of reference is the lexeme used to describe.i.e. provide information
about the relationship, while there are also these terms for addressing that are present in some systems
and used to address a particular person of family relation. In the Macedonian language, as opposed to
English and German, there is a significant number of these terms of address. On the other hand, the
English and German lexical fields of kinship terminology have terms that represent merging two, three
or more kinship terms which share similarities of relation or status, under one name (grandparents,
siblings, etc.) (Trautmann, T.R. 1981). This is not a characteristic of the Macedonian language.

For the purpose of comparison of the kinship terms among these three languages we will briefly
discuss Kroeber’s views and work done in this field (Kroeber, 1936). He debated the basic typology
done by Morgan regarding the kinship terminology. According to Kroeber the distinction between
classificatory and descriptive systems is not thorough since all systems include both, and additionally
pointing the need to have a frame of reference that will exclude the need to make direct translations.
Nevertheless, the main differences of the terminological systems to which these three languages
belong to will be presented here.

The typology of the Macedonian language, according to its features falls into the Sudanese
terminological system. This kinship typological system is descriptive and probably considered the most
complex one. Its complexity is due to the fact that for every relation to Ego, there seem to be a separate
term for each relation, marking the difference based on relationship, side (mother’s or father’s) and
gender. The majority of the Slavic languages, in great part follow the typology of the Sudanese type
due to the large number of kinship terms and the diversity as mentioned above. For example, the
relationship of a cousin can reach to eight different terms in some Slavic languages. A characteristic
and a feature different from the English and German language is that Macedonian has terms for all
relatives of Ego differentiating mother’s or father’s side and gender. The Macedonian language, as it
is the case with most of the Slavic languages, does not fully represent the Sudanese system and its
categorization, but it is the one that is the closest. An illustration of this descriptive system which most
closely describes the Macedonian terminology of kinship would be the terms for the relationship of
Ego to mother’s brother and father’s brother and the mother’s or father’s sister’s husband. The terms in
Macedonian respectively would be Byjko, unuo/ ctpuko and TeTuH. In other terms, Macedonian system
of kinship classifies kinship relations by distinguishing between consanguine (blood relation) and affinal
(relationship created between two people as a result of someone’s marriage) aunts and uncles. Also, the
terms of address to the first two relatives are similar, but still different. The ones being Byjue and unuko
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respectively. An additional illustration of the descriptiveness of this typology are the different terms
for niece and nephew in Macedonian, differentiating based on the gender of the relative to Ego, and
there are the terms 6paTtaHel, 6paTaHuua the niece and nephew from Ego’s brother and cectpuyHuk n
cectpuyHmua from Ego’s mother. However, in the more contemporary Macedonian, there seems to be a
tendency to break free from this tradition and collapse these terms into one, being niece and nephew.

The descriptiveness of the typology of the Macedonian system of kinship appears to be opposite
of the systems in English and German. Namely, the typology of German and English kinship is linear and
does not make any difference between the relatives from mother’s or father’s side i.e., the terminology
is the same. These two languages belong to Morgan’s Eskimo typology. This typology focuses on
differences in kinship distance i.e., the closer the relative is, the more distinctions are made. The focus
of this typology is on the nuclear family. All other relatives are grouped together into categories and
no distinctions are made between patrilineal and matrilineal relatives. This system is classificatory, but
it also has descriptive terms, differentiating between gender, generation, lineal relatives and collateral
relatives. Parental siblings are distinguished only by their sex and we have the terms aunt and uncle
in English, as it is in German, whereas the differentiation of the children of parental siblings, these
languages have only one term, regardless of sex i.e., cousin. In Macedonian the gender is marked and
there are 6patyueq (male cousin) and 6paTyueTka (female cousin).

The English kinship terminology is almost completely the same with the German, with several
exceptions in terminology. Namely, we can mention the terms used in German that correspond to
the English brother-in-law and sister-in-law. The German terminology includes both der Schwager
n Schwippschwager (spouse’s sister’s husband) and for sister-in-law German terminology has die
Schwadgerin n Schwippschwagerin (spouse’s brother’s wife). In German, a Schwippschwager is a distant
brother-in-law or sister-in-law i.e., a sibling or spouse of those who have married into the family. The
prefix Schwipp- is considered to be an abbreviation of the word Geschwister, meaning siblings. There is
no term to mark this relationship in English, even though they belong to the same typology. However,
here we can make the comparison with Macedonian. In Macedonian there are the terms ceat and cBaka
to refer to the male and female distant relatives respectively, that have married into the family. The
existence of such term in German serves to prove that there is no complete or strict belonging of any
language to a certain typology. In addition, Macedonian does not normally have collective terms to
refer to both male and female relatives, like in English and German, such as siblings or grandparents
so in Macedonian they are simply conjoined with conjunction i.e. 6pat 1 cectpa or 6aba n gego.
Nevertheless, for the affinal relatives, there is a collective term in Macedonian csatosu. This is another
example that languages belong to a certain typology only in general. There are exceptions to the
rules at least in these three languages. This data gives us a window where we can acknowledge and
differentiate social features, behavioral patterns, closeness and relations with terminological patterns.
And, finally, the mentality and the social relationships in a society are quite well illustrated with kinship
terms. For instance, in Macedonian the parents of close friends are addressed with uncle and aunt i.e,,
ynyo and TeTka. This illustrates the mentality and the social relationship of the Macedonian culture,
using this terminology to illustrate closeness even when there is no family connection. Whereas, in
English and German, the parents of close friends are addressed with Mr. or Mrs. and the last name.

Conclusion:

Discussing kinship terminology from a social point of view and linguistically includes thoughts
about ways to describe relationships and its terminology as well as behavior within the society.
Macedonian kinship is in the Sudanese typology, same as Turkish. The connection and similarities in
the Macedonian typology might have been influenced to some degree from the long and constant
Ottoman influence in duration of five centuries in the Balkans. The purpose of the number of examples
included in the main body of this paper were not only to present the similarities and differences in the
lexical fields of kinship terms, especially in Macedonian to English and German, but also to illustrate the
overlap in certain terms and features despite the distance of language families, kinship typology and,
mentality, culture and behaviors. Kinship terms have been a subject of interest from various perspectives
and analyses since these terms show unique national features. Additionally, they have been discussed
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and researched from a cultural aspect as well, since they seem to convey information about the cultural
life of the people who speak a certain language. Therefore, kinship terms can also be seen as a social
symbol. This paper’s aim is to evoke interest and thoughts regarding the peculiarities, special features,
historical influences, cultural differences and the influence of mentality to the formation of this lexical
fieldinthe three languages. In this context, the linguistic relativity of Whorf - Sapir's work is quite relevant
in this context. Their theory raises the question of how much language influenced thought, and in what
ways. The relativity question in interested in the linguistic coding of categories and relationships and
the ways in which that influences people’s thoughts and views, especially collective views, due to the
fact that this theory rests upon the great influence of the language on the its speakers.
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