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SUMMARY

The paper aims to address the phenomenon of the typology
of lexical meaning evolution in the Indo-European languages.
Particularly, it is about a significant group of semantically monotypic
lexemes (nouns and adjectives), which regularly develop the meaning
‘ignorant’, whereby demonstrating same semantic shift. The
criterion of “sameness” implies that not only the secondary sememes
‘ignorant’, ‘uneducated person’ should be identical in the analyzed
sum of synonyms, but also their original meanings ‘rude’, ‘rough’,
‘uncouth’, ‘unknown’, ‘unfamiliar’; and such correlation in the pair
“original sememe” : “second sememe” must be traceable in all
languages, used in the liguistic analysis. Thus, the results of this study
testify about typicality of the above mentioned semantic shift, that
can be modeled by determining (a) the initial and the final stages
of the semantic change; (b) the same vector of the semantic evolution
of the synonymous words; (c) diachronic reproducibility of the model
of the semantic change in the different periods of the separate
languages history.

Key words: semantics, model of the semantic development,
caritive, privative, prefix.

I. Introductory remarks

1.1. Topicality. Characterization of human intellectual abil-
ities often contains the emotional component. The emotional
assessment is always exaggerated, which results in the emergence
of the phrases with figurative semantics, cf.: Russ. adj. dy6oeoaoeniii
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‘stupid, mentally limited” (i. e. dy6 + eon06a = “woodenheaded”)
along with Gr. pkpdépvaroc ‘narrow-minded, foolish’, literally —
‘small-headed’ or “small-minded”; Russ. yma nasama ‘very smart’
and close to it in the inner form English equivalent fo have a fine
store of wits. Furthermore, the assessment can have a gradation, cf.
on the one hand, Russ. ceemaasn eonoea (literally — “bright head”),
Gr. potewd pword = clear head (literally — bright brain/mind,
lucid brain/mind), and on the other hand, Russ. yma narama, Eng.
to have a fine store of wits, i. e. with the higher degree of assess-
ment of the intellectual abilities (nasama ‘chamber’ : fine store).
However, the situation is somewhat different with the designa-
tions of not really foolish persons, but the ignorant. Their seman-
tics certainly contains an implicit emotional-evaluative compo-
nent, because they often have the privative or caritive prefix or
else adverbial component with the meaning ‘little’ (for example, in
Slavonic), that may give the names of persons a negative connota-
tion, however, they also are often devoid of a figurativeness.

1.2. Let’s check this with the example of the Indo-European
languages vocabulary. The cases of development of the semantics
‘ignorant’ in the lexemes denominating wild, rude, “uncouth” or
just inexperienced person are attested here, cf. Lat. rudis “‘unpro-
cessed’, ‘untilled’, ‘rough’ and secondary ‘uneducated’, ‘ignorant’
or in-cultus ‘untilled’, ‘unprocessed’, ‘wild’, ‘rough’ and ‘unedu-
cated’, im-peritus ‘inexperienced, unversed’ and ‘ignorant’ < peri-
tus ‘experienced’ and so on. That is, as one can see the pres-
ence of the morphologically expressed negation in these examples
is not necessarily (cf. rudis), the very negation here relates not
only to an intellectual feature, but also to any feature, that is
not peculiar to human (in-cultus). This once again speaks about
the secondary use of such forms with negation to characterize
the intellectual properties of human.

So, similar cases of the changes in the lexical semantics
of the different languages deserve a separate study. And it is this
fact determines the relevance of the proposed investigation.

The aim of our research is to address all possible sources
of the meaning ‘ignorant’ in the separate languages of Indo-Eu-
ropean family in the typological terms. The aim involves
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the solution of the following tasks:

a) The determination of the system of the primordial meanings
of the words with semantics ‘ignorant’;

b) The description of the primary and secondary sememes
correlation;

¢) The description of the ways of the emergence of the mean-
ing ‘ignorant’ in the lexemes which are under consideration (lexi-
co-semantic, morphological derivation, word composition).

Such methods are used in the research: fypological (for deter-
mination of typicality of the semantic changes in the different
languages), descriptive, comparative-historical, and the method
of explanatory transformation of semantics.

2. Sources of meaning ‘ignorant’

2.1. Semantic derivation. The semantics ‘ignorant’ arises in
the words, denoting the result of the loss or weakening the intel-
lectual qualities, as is the case with Classical Persian farnas ‘half
sleep, drowsiness’, ‘insouciance’, ‘careless, carefree’, ‘inattentive’,
‘reckless’, ‘crazypants’ and ‘unknowing’, ‘ignorance’; ‘ignorant’
(Edelman 2015: 496).

The above mentioned Lat. rudis ‘unprocessed’, ‘untilled’ —
‘uneducated’, ‘ignorant’, and also in-cultus ‘untilled’, ‘unpro-
cessed’, ‘wild’, ‘rough’ — ‘uneducated’ also belong to the this
class of examples. This is also Russ. colloquial ax msi, memuoma!
= Oh, you, ignorant, where the semantics ‘ignorant’ is a con-
sequence of use of memnoma in a figurative sense, cf. mémmuobiii
‘dark’ and ‘unlearned’, ‘ignorant’.

2.2. Composita. There is one more type of nouns, where
the semantics ‘ignorant’ also has figurative nature. However,
here this meaning arose not as a result of the figurative use
of the word, but as the primordial semantics for which the special
word was formed. In particular, the semantics ‘ignorant’ evolves
in the compounds with emotional-evaluative meaning ‘empty
head’, cf. Dutch leeghoofd ‘ignorant’, literally — ‘emptyheaded’,
because we have the compound of leeg ‘empty’ & hoofd ‘head’.

Another type of the composites is presented by the adjec-
tives, where the first component is the reflex of PIE *dus- ‘evil,
bad’, ‘not’, ‘without’. Cf. Middle Pers. dus-agah [dws-’k’s] ‘fool’,
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‘witless’, ‘ignorant’ : agah ['k’s | *g’(h)] ‘informed’, ‘knowledge-
able’ (MacKenzie 1986: 6, 28). 1. e. ‘ignorant’ = ‘ill-informed’ or
‘know-nothing’.

We shall point to two models with the pronominal compo-
nent. It is about the negative pronoun, frequently used both
before the verbal noun as well as after one.

2.2.1. Pron. negat. & adjectivum or nomen agentis deverba-
tivum. The model “nothing knowing [person]” is represented in
Ossetic and German, cf.:

Osset. uuysizoncee ‘ignorant’, in fact — pron. negat. Huyst
‘nothing’ & adj. 3onw@e ‘who knows’, i. e. ‘nothing knowing [per-
son]’;

Germ. Nichtswisser ‘ignorant’, ‘unlearned” = pron. negat.
nichts ‘nothing” & wisser < wissen ‘to know’, ‘be able to’ = ‘noth-
ing knowing [person]’;

2.2.2. Nomen agentis deverbativum & pron. negat. Cf. Eng.
know-nothing ‘ignorant” = ‘knowing nothing’ with the reverse
order of parts in relation to the components of German analogue
(vide supra).

2.3. Morphological derivation (suffixation). Cf. Lith. tamsudlis
‘ignorant’, ‘unlearned’, derived from tamsus ‘dark’ (Smoczynski
2019: 1847).

2.4. Morphological derivation (prefixation). This type is pre-
sented with the combination of the variants of the one Indo-Eu-
ropean “prefixal particle” *en-, *n-, *ne, *né ‘not’, ‘without’ with
the adjectives and substantives of different origin and semantics.
The oldest stratum of these lexemes are formed from the deriva-
tives of PIE *gnehy- ‘to know’, *ueid-I*uoid- ‘to see’, ‘to know’.

2.4.1. PIE *n-gpn-né/In-hy- : *ne gno-

Middle Pers. a-dan ‘ignorant’ (dan — verb. base of praes. to
danistan ‘to know’ + caritive pref. a-; Rastorgueva 1966: 35). On
the other hand, cf. Slavonic derivatives based on the construction with
PIE *ne, 1. e. *ne znati (inf.), -jo (praes.): Serb. nésudjwa, nesnanuya
‘ignorant’ (Micatek 1903: 325), nésuanay ‘ignorant’, mésnanuya ‘the
same’ (Tolstoj 1957: 473; PCJ 2007: 812), Sloven. nezndlec ‘ignorant’
(Kotnik 1967: 263).
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2.4.2. PIE *n-gnehs-to- : Lat. *en-gno-tus

TochA aknats (adj.) “ignorant’, ‘foolish’ (Carling 2008: 36), TochB
aknatsa (adj.) “fool’, (n.) going back to PIE *n-gneh,-to- ‘unknown’
and ‘unknowing’ from *gneh,- ‘know’ (Adams 2013: 3: *a- is a reflex
of the negative prefix *(e)n-; see here J. Hilmarsson’s version about
an inner-Tocharian derivational innovation from the Proto-Toch. ver-
bal root *kna- ‘know’). Cf. TochA “kus-ne nu s7ii (krasicdm wkdm tiri
mdttak pd)knamo kotnas aknats” — “the one who on purpose himself
breaks his own good habits, being ignorant ...”; “(a)[K](na)ts kuro
mok” — «You ignorant feeble old man!” (Carling 2008: 36).

Lat.  ignotus  ‘unknown’ and  ‘ignorant,  uninformed’
(< *en-gnotus) ~ ignoro, -are ‘to have no knowledge, be ignorant’
(*en-gno-sa- ‘not to know’ < *gno-sa- ‘to know’ (A. Nussbaum’s
solution); de Vaan 2008: 297).

2.4.3. The reflex of PIE *en- ‘not’ & *gnh,-ro- ‘“who knows’

Lat. ignarus ‘having no knowledge’, ‘ignorant’ and ‘unknown’,
‘unfamiliar’, ‘alien’ : gnarus ‘knowing’, ‘experienced’ and ‘familiar’.
This latter is from Proto-Lat. *gnaro-‘knowing’ (de Vaan 2008: 267).

2.4.4. The reflex of PIE *n- ‘not’ & particip. praes. act., med.

(PIE *gen-)

Khotan Saka avaysaria ‘ignorant’ : paysana ‘knowing’ & a- ‘not’;
avaysanda- ‘ignorant’ : paysanda- ‘knowing’ & a- ‘not’ ~ paysan-
(< *pati-zan-) ‘know’, ‘recognize’ (Bailey 1979: 1, 9, 214).

2.4.5. The reflex of PIE *n- ‘not’” & particip. praes. act.
(PIE *ueid-)

Norw. (along with Latinism ignorant, as in the Danish language)
uvitende person ‘ignorant’ (literally — ‘uninformed, unknowing per-
son’), where uvitende is the old participle in -ende (partic. 1) from
u-vit- (Norw. u- ~ Old Iceland. UG-, Old Engl., Engl., Germ. un-).
Cf. without the privative prefix vitende ‘knowing’, ‘knowledgeable’,
‘competent’ < vite ‘to know’.



ISSN 2616—5317. Haykosuii eichux ITHITY im. K. JI. Yuwuncoxoeo. 2026. Ne 42

2.4.6. The reflex of PIE *n- ‘not’ & particip. pass. ‘learned’,
‘educated’ (from different stems)

Old Engl. un-gel@red adj. ‘untaught’, ‘unlearned’, ‘ignorant’,
‘unshilled’, cf. “[...] ceahetunge swa swa ungelceeredes folces biosm-
riendes gehaeftum heora feondum” — “[...] loud cackling laughter, as if
of a rude mob mocking their captive foes” (Beda 1890: 426—427; how-
ever, in our opinion, ungeleered folc in equal possible can be translated
as ignorant rabble) : gel@red part. p. ‘learned’ < gel@ran ‘to teach,
educate, instruct, advise, persuade, induce’ (Bosworth 1921: 406,
1108).

2.4.7. The reflex of PIE *ne, *n- ‘not” & nomen deverbativum

(from different stems)

Old Engl. nyten adj. ‘ignorant’ (Bosworth 1921: 727), nyten(de)
< nytan ‘not to know’ (< ni witan) (Holthausen 1963 239) VS Slav.
*ne-védja (: OCSlav. wneebocoa), which originally was a nomen
actionis (cf. Pol. niewiedza ‘ignorance, non-acquaintance, unknown’),
and then — nomen agentis (‘ignorance’, ‘unknowing’ — “uninformed
person’, ‘ignorant person’) (ESSJ 1999: 65). Cf. also derivative Russ.
He-eéocecmeennbiti. Germanic and Slavonic lexemes have a common
etymon, namely — PIE *yoid-, *ueid-.

Old Engl. un-l@red ‘untaught, unlearned’, ‘ignorant’ ~ I@ran
‘to teach, instruct, educate’, ‘to give religious teaching’, ‘to preach’,
‘to teach a particular tenet or dogma’, ‘to enjoin a rule’, ‘to exhort,
admonish, advise, persuade, suggest’ (Bosworth 1921: 611, 1119).

Lat. nescius ‘unknown’, ‘not knowing’ : ne-scire ‘not to know;
some-’ (de Vaan 2008: 545).

Lat. nesapius ‘ignorant’, ‘ignoramus’ : sapio, -ere ‘to have a taste
or relish’, ‘to savour or smell’ and ‘to know’, ‘to understand’, ‘to be
wise’, ‘to be possessed of good sence’ (Forcellinus 1828: 478).

Latv. neprasa ‘ignorant’ as the compound of ne- with the privative
semantics ‘not’ and the base of the verb praspat ‘to ask’, ‘catechize’.

2.4.8. The reflex of PIE *ne ‘without’ & nomen substantivum

‘good’, ‘sense’

Latv. nejéga ‘ignorant’, ‘foolish’, ‘half-wit, pea brain’ as the com-
pound of ne- in the caritive function ‘without’ with jéga ‘sense’, ‘ben-
efit’, literally — ‘clueless’. The equivalent of Russ. 6éc-monous (~ moax
‘sense’).
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2.4.9. The reflex of PIE *n- ‘without” & nomen substantivum

Old Engl. un-gerad adj. ‘stupid’, ‘rude’, ‘unskilled’, ‘foolish’,
‘ignorant’ : ge-rad subst. ‘consideration’, ‘account’, ‘condition’,
‘reason’, ‘wisdom’, ‘prudence, manner’ (Bosworth 1921: 428, 1111).
Literally — ‘who has no wisdom’, ‘reckless’.

Old Engl. un-wita subst. ‘a foolish, stupid, witless person’, ‘a fool’ : wita
subst. ‘one who knows’, ‘a person of understanding or learning’, ‘a wise
man’. Cf. Goth. un-wita ‘foolish’, ‘ignorant’, O.H.Germ. un-wizzo ‘inscius’,
“ignavus’, Icel. #-viti “an idiot’, ‘a witless person’, i-vita ‘senseless’, ‘insane’
(Bosworth 1921: 1138, 1243).

2.4.10. The reflex of PIE *n-, *né ‘not” & nomen adjectivum

This model of nomination is widely represented in the vocabulary
of the Old Germanic Languages (*n-); the compounds with *né (>
*na) are attested in Iranian vocabulary.

Old Engl. un-cyoig adj. ‘ignorant’, ‘unacquainted’ : -cydig
‘-known’? (According to J. Bosworth: “Only used in the compounds”;
“In German, however, kiindig ‘known’, is used as a simple word,
and as a compound”). Cf. Icel. #-kunnigr ‘unacquainted’, Germ.
un-kundig (Bosworth 1921: 191, 1095).

Old Engl. un-frod adj. ‘not old’ and ‘not wise’, ‘ignorant’, ‘rude’ : fiod
adj. ‘wise’, ‘prudent’, ‘sage’, ‘skilful’. Cf. Goth. un-frops ‘foolish’, Icel.
i-froor ‘ignorant’ (Bosworth 1921: 339, 1105).

Old Engl. un-gewiss adj. ‘of persons, not having knowledge’, ‘igno-
rant’ : ge-wis, ge-wiss adj. ‘certain, sure’, ‘knowing’, ‘foreknowing’.
Cf. O.H.Germ. un-giwiss ‘incertus’, ‘inexpertus’, ‘fortuitus’ (Bosworth
1921: 468, 1116).

Old Engl. un-gledw adj. (of persons) ‘without understand-
ing’, ‘without skill’, ‘not sagacious’, ‘ignorant, blind’ : gledw adj.
‘clear-sighted’, ‘wise’, ‘skilful’, ‘sagacious, prudent’, ‘good’. Cf. Icel.
w-gloggr ‘not clever’ (Bosworth 1921: 480, 1117).

Old Engl. un-wis adj. ‘unwise, foolish, stupid’, ‘ignorant’ : wis,
wiss adj. ‘certain’. Cf. Goth. un-weis ‘idiota’, un-weis bi ‘ignorant of’,
O.H.Germ. un-wis ‘insipiens, brutus’, ‘hebes’, ‘fatuus’, Icel. #-viss
“foolish’ (Bosworth 1921: 1138, 1240, 1242).

Sogd. L’ yppPyny [na-yapPene] ‘ignorant’ : ypf’yn’k [yapPene]
‘wise’, ‘understandable’ (Gharib 1995: 168, 205).
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skokeoskskok

In conclusion, we note one trait of the semantics of those lexemes,
which contain the privative (negative) or caritive prefix. These words,
besides the subject meaning ‘unlearned’, ‘ignorant’, ‘who knows noth-
ing’, consistently realize the object meaning ‘unknown’, ‘unfamil-
iar’. Its development in some examples can be explained by negation
of the semantics ‘famous’, ‘familiar’ in the base word, where these
meanings coexist with ‘who knows’, ‘experienced’, ‘well-versed’ (cf.
Old Engl. un-cypdig ‘ignorant’, ‘unacquainted’ < -cydig ‘-known’ or
Lat. ignarus ‘ignorant’ and ‘unknown’, ‘unfamiliar’ < gndrus ‘know-
ing’, ‘experienced’ and ‘familiar’ etc.). However, it is interesting not so
much the expected fact of the development of negation as the very sta-
ble, tending towards the universality trend of the formation in the dif-
ferent languages of the complex of sememes ‘versed’, ‘familiar’, ‘fa-

mous’ VS ‘ignoramus’, ‘unknown’, ‘unfamiliar’.
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AHOTAIIA

Cmammio  npucesueHo poseasidy eHomena munonoeii  esonrouii
NeKCUYHO20 3HA4eHHs 1084 6 IHOOEBpOnelicbkux Mmosax. 3okpema,
0emvcsi  Npo  3HAUHY  ePYNNY  CeMAHMUYHO — OOHOMUNHUX — JeKceM
(iMeHHUKI6 | NPUKMEeMHUKIB), SKI pecyisipHO PO36UBAIOMb 3HAYEHHS
‘Hegienac’, MaKum YUHOM OeMOHCMPYIOYU O0OHAKOBUL CeMAHMUMHULL
3cye. Kpumepiti «o0naxkosocmi» 03Hauac, w0 OeHMUYHUMU 6 CYMI
JAeKcem mMaromy Oymu He aAuule GMOPUHHI CeMeMU ‘Hegienac’, Heoceiuena
0co0a’, a Ul nepeuHHi 3Ha4eHHs ‘2pyoull’, ‘HeoOpoOaeHull’, ‘He3HatlomMuil’,
‘Hesidomut’, | maxk y moeax pisHux epyn. Omoice, pesyavmamu
PO36IOKU  3ACEIOHYIOMb MUNOBICMYb CeMAHMUYHO0 3CY8Y, AKULL MOJICHA
3mMo0eno8amu, GUHAUUSWU (a) NOYAMKO8UIl mMa KiHUesul emanu
cemanmuyHoi  3miHu, (6) O0OHAKOBUI 6eKMOp eoNUll  CeMaHMUKU
CUHOHIMIMHUX ~ feKceM, (8) OiaxpouiuHy — 6i0meoprosaHicmes — mooeni
CceManmuHoi 3MiHU Y Pi3Hi nepiodu icmopii oKpemux Mos.

Karouosi caosa: cemanmuka, modeab po3GUMKY 3HAYEHHS,
KapumueHrull, npusamueHuil, npegixc.
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