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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 
ʻignorantʼ, whereby demonstrating same semantic shift. The 
criterion of “sameness” implies that not only the secondary sememes 
ʻignorantʼ, ʻuneducated person’ should be identical in the analyzed 
sum of synonyms, but also their original meanings ʻrudeʼ, ʻroughʼ, 
ʻuncouthʼ, ʻunknownʼ, ʻunfamiliarʼ; 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. дубоголовый 
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ʻstupid, mentally limitedʼ (i. e. дуб + голова = “woodenheaded”) 
along with Gr. μικρόμυαλος ʻnarrow-minded, foolishʼ, literally – 
ʻsmall-headedʼ or “small-minded”; Russ. ума палата ʻvery smartʼ 
and close to it in the inner form English equivalent to have a fine 
store of wits. Furthermore, the assessment can have a gradation, cf. 
on the one hand, Russ. светлая голова (literally – “bright head”), 
Gr. φωτεινό μυαλό = clear head (literally – bright brain/mind, 
lucid brain/mind), and on the other hand, Russ. ума палата, Eng. 
to have a fine store of wits, i.  e. with the higher degree of assess-
ment of the intellectual abilities (палата ʻchamberʼ : 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 ʻlittleʼ (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. Letʼs check this with the example of the Indo-European 
languages vocabulary. The cases of development of the semantics 
ʻignorantʼ 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-perītus ‘inexperienced, unversed’ and ‘ignorant’ < perī-
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 ʻignorantʼ 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 ʻignorantʼ;
b)  The description of the primary and secondary sememes 

correlation;
c) The description of the ways of the emergence of the mean-

ing ʻignorantʼ in the lexemes which are under consideration (lexi-
co-semantic, morphological derivation, word composition).

Such methods are used in the research: typological (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 ʻignorantʼ
2.1.  Semantic derivation. The semantics ʻignorantʼ arises in 

the words, denoting the result of the loss or weakening the intel-
lectual qualities, as is the case with Classical Persian farnās ʻhalf 
sleep, drowsinessʼ, ʻinsoucianceʼ, ʻcareless, carefreeʼ, ʻinattentiveʼ, 
ʻrecklessʼ, ʻcrazypantsʼ and ʻunknowingʼ, ʻignoranceʼ; ʻignorantʼ 
(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 эх ты, темнота! 
= Oh, you, ignorant, where the semantics ʻignorantʼ is a con-
sequence of use of темнота in a figurative sense, cf. тёмный 
ʻdarkʼ and ʻunlearnedʼ, ʻignorantʼ.

2.2.  Composita. There is one more type of nouns, where 
the semantics ʻignorantʼ 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 ʻignorantʼ evolves 
in the compounds with emotional-evaluative meaning ʻempty 
headʼ, cf. Dutch leeghoofd ʻignorantʼ, literally – ʻemptyheadedʼ, 
because we have the compound of leeg ʻemptyʼ & hoofd ʻheadʼ.

Another type of the composites is presented by the adjec-
tives, where the first component is the reflex of PIE *dus- ʻevil, 
badʼ, ʻnotʼ, ʻwithoutʼ. Cf. Middle Pers. duš-āgāh [dwš-ʼkʼs] ʻfoolʼ, 
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ʻwitlessʼ, ʻignorantʼ : āgāh [ʼkʼs | ʼgʼ(h)] ʻinformedʼ, ʻknowledge- 
ableʼ (MacKenzie 1986: 6, 28). I. e. ʻignorantʼ = ʻill-informedʼ or 
ʻknow-nothingʼ.

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. ницызонæг ʻignorantʼ, in fact – pron. negat. ницы 
ʻnothingʼ & adj. зонæг ʻwho knowsʼ, i. e. ʻnothing knowing [per-
son]ʼ;

Germ. Nichtswisser ʻignorantʼ, ʻunlearnedʼ = pron. negat. 
nichts ʻnothingʼ & wisser < wissen ʻto knowʼ, ʻbe able toʼ = ʻnoth-
ing knowing [person]ʼ;

2.2.2.  Nomen agentis deverbativum & pron. negat. Cf. Eng. 
know-nothing ʻignorantʼ = ʻknowing nothingʼ with the reverse 
order of parts in relation to the components of German analogue 
(vide supra).

2.3. Morphological derivation (suffixation). Cf. Lith. tamsuõlis 
ʻignorantʼ, ʻunlearnedʼ, derived from tamsùs ʻdarkʼ (Smoczyński 
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-, *n̥-, *ne, *nē ʻnotʼ, ʻwithoutʼ with 
the adjectives and substantives of different origin and semantics. 
The oldest stratum of these lexemes are formed from the deriva-
tives of PIE *ĝneh3- ʻto knowʼ, *ṷeid-/*ṷoid- ʻto seeʼ, ʻto knowʼ.

2.4.1. PIE *n̥-ĝn̥-né/n-h3- : *ne ĝnō-
Middle Pers. a-δān ‘ignorant’ (dān – verb. base of praes. to  

dānistan ‘to know’ + caritive pref. a-; Rastorgueva 1966: 35). On 
the other hand, cf. Slavonic derivatives based on the construction with 
PIE *ne, i. e. *ne znati (inf.), -jǫ (praes.): Serb. нèзнâjша, нèзналица 
ʻignorantʼ (Mičatek 1903: 325), нèзналац ʻignorantʼ, нèзналица ʻthe 
sameʼ (Tolstoj 1957: 473; РСJ 2007: 812), Sloven. neználec ʻignorantʼ  
(Kotnik 1967: 263).



9

ISSN 2616–5317. Науковий вісник ПНПУ ім. К. Д. Ушинського. 2026. № 42

2.4.2. PIE *n̥-ĝneh3-to- : Lat. *en-gnō-tus
TochA āknats (adj.) ‘ignorantʼ, ʻfoolish’ (Carling 2008: 36), TochB 

aknātsa (adj.) ʻfoolʼ, (n.) going back to PIE *n̥-ĝneh3-to- ‘unknown’ 
and ʻunknowingʼ from *ĝneh3- ʻknowʼ (Adams 2013: 3: *ā- is a reflex 
of the negative prefix *(e)n-; see here J.  Hilmarssonʼs version about 
an inner-Tocharian derivational innovation from the Proto-Toch. ver-
bal root *knā- ʻknowʼ). Cf. TochА “kus-ne nu ṣñi (krañcäṃ wkäṃ tiri 
mättak pä)knāmo kotnaṣ āknats” – “the one who on purpose himself 
breaks his own good habits, being ignorant ...”; “(ā)[k](na)ts kuro 
mok” – «You ignorant feeble old man!” (Carling 2008: 36).

Lat. ignōtus ʻunknownʼ and ʻignorant, uninformedʼ  
(< *en-gnōtus) ~ ignōro, -āre ʻto have no knowledge, be ignorantʼ 
(*en-gnō-sā- ʻnot to knowʼ < *gnō-sā- ʻto knowʼ (A.  Nussbaumʼs 
solution); de Vaan 2008: 297).

2.4.3. The reflex of PIE *en- ʻnotʼ & *ĝnh3-ro- ʻwho knowsʼ
Lat. ignārus ʻhaving no knowledgeʼ, ʻignorantʼ and ʻunknownʼ, 

ʻunfamiliarʼ, ʻalienʼ : gnārus ʻknowingʼ, ʻexperiencedʼ and ʻfamiliarʼ. 
This latter is from Proto-Lat. *gnāro-ʻknowingʼ (de Vaan 2008: 267).

2.4.4. The reflex of PIE *n̥- ʻnotʼ & particip. praes. act., med.
(PIE *ĝen-)
Khotan Saka avaysāña ʻignorantʼ : paysāña ʻknowingʼ & a- ʻnotʼ; 

avaysānda- ʻignorantʼ : paysānda- ʻknowingʼ & a- ʻnotʼ ~ paysān-  
(< *pati-zan-) ʻknowʼ, ʻrecognizeʼ (Bailey 1979: 1, 9, 214).

2.4.5.  The reflex of PIE *n̥- ʻnotʼ & particip. praes. act.  
(PIE *ṷeid-)

Norw. (along with Latinism ignorant, as in the Danish language) 
uvítende persón ʻignorantʼ (literally – ʻuninformed, unknowing per-
sonʼ), where uvítende is the old participle in -ende (partic. I) from 
u-vit- (Norw. u- ~ Old Iceland. ú-, Old Engl., Engl., Germ. un-).  
Cf. without the privative prefix vitende ʻknowingʼ, ʻknowledgeableʼ, 
ʻcompetentʼ < vìte ʻto knowʼ.
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2.4.6.  The reflex of PIE *n̥- ʻnotʼ & particip. pass. ʻlearnedʼ,  
ʻeducatedʼ (from different stems)

Old Engl. un-gelǣred adj. ʻuntaughtʼ, ʻunlearnedʼ, ʻignorantʼ,  
ʻunshilledʼ, cf. “[…] ceahetunge swa swa ungelæredes folces biosm-
riendes gehæftum heora feondum” – “[…] loud cackling laughter, as if 
of a rude mob mocking their captive foes” (Beda 1890: 426–427; how-
ever, in our opinion, ungelæred folc in equal possible can be translated 
as ignorant rabble) : gelǣred part. p. ʻlearnedʼ < gelǣran ʻto teach, 
educate, instruct, advise, persuade, induceʼ (Bosworth 1921: 406, 
1108).

2.4.7. The reflex of PIE *ne, *n̥- ʻnotʼ & nomen deverbativum
(from different stems)
Old Engl. nyten adj. ʻignorantʼ (Bosworth 1921: 727), nyten(de) 

< nytan ʻnot to knowʼ (< ni witan) (Holthausen 1963 239) VS Slav. 
*ne-vědja (: OCSlav. невѣжда), which originally was a nomen 
actionis (cf. Pol. niewiedza ʻignorance, non-acquaintance, unknownʼ), 
and then – nomen agentis (ʻignorancеʼ, ʻunknowingʼ → ʻuninformed 
personʼ, ʻignorant personʼ) (ESSJ 1999: 65). Cf. also derivative Russ. 
не-вéжественный. Germanic and Slavonic lexemes have a common 
etymon, namely – PIE *ṷoid-, *ṷeid-.

Old Engl. un-lǣred ʻuntaught, unlearnedʼ, ʻignorantʼ ~ lǣran 
ʻto teach, instruct, educateʼ, ʻto give religious teachingʼ, ʻto preachʼ, 
ʻto teach a particular tenet or dogmaʼ, ʻto enjoin a ruleʼ, ʻto exhort, 
admonish, advise, persuade, suggestʼ (Bosworth 1921: 611, 1119).

Lat. nescius ʻunknownʼ, ʻnot knowingʼ : ne-scīre ʻnot to know; 
some-ʼ (de Vaan 2008: 545).

Lat. nesapius ʻignorantʼ, ʻignoramusʼ : sapio, -ere ʻto have a taste 
or relishʼ, ʻto savour or smellʼ and ʻto knowʼ, ʻto understandʼ, ʻto be 
wiseʼ, ʻto be possessed of good senceʼ (Forcellinus 1828: 478).

Latv. nepraša ʻignorantʼ as the compound of ne- with the privative 
semantics ʻnotʼ and the base of the verb prašņāt ʻto askʼ, ʻcatechizeʼ.

2.4.8. The reflex of PIE *ne ʻwithoutʼ & nomen substantivum
ʻgoodʼ, ʻsenseʼ
Latv. nejēga ʻignorantʼ, ʻfoolishʼ, ʻhalf-wit, pea brainʼ as the com-

pound of ne- in the caritive function ʻwithoutʼ with jēga ʻsenseʼ, ʻben-
efitʼ, literally – ʻcluelessʼ. The equivalent of Russ. бéс-толочь (~ толк 
ʻsenseʼ).
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2.4.9. The reflex of PIE *n̥- ʻwithoutʼ & nomen substantivum
Old Engl. un-gerād adj. ʻstupidʼ, ʻrudeʼ, ʻunskilledʼ, ʻfoolishʼ, 

ʻignorantʼ : ge-rād subst. ʻconsiderationʼ, ʻaccountʼ, ʻconditionʼ,  
ʻreasonʼ, ʻwisdomʼ, ʻprudence, mannerʼ (Bosworth 1921: 428, 1111).  
Literally – ʻwho has no wisdomʼ, ʻrecklessʼ.

Old Engl. un-wita subst. ʻa foolish, stupid, witless personʼ, ʻa foolʼ : wita 
subst. ʻone who knowsʼ, ʻa person of understanding or learningʼ, ʻa wise 
manʼ. Cf. Goth. un-wita ʻfoolishʼ, ʻignorantʼ, O.H.Germ. un-wizzo ʻinsciusʼ, 
ʻignavusʼ, Icel. ū-viti ʻan idiotʼ, ʻa witless personʼ, ū-vita ʻsenselessʼ, ʻinsaneʼ 
(Bosworth 1921: 1138, 1243).

2.4.10. The reflex of PIE *n̥-, *nē ʻnotʼ & nomen adjectivum
This model of nomination is widely represented in the vocabulary 

of the Old Germanic Languages (*n̥-); the compounds with *nē (> 
*nā) are attested in Iranian vocabulary.

Old Engl. un-cȳðig adj. ʻignorantʼ, ʻunacquaintedʼ : -cȳðig 
ʻ-knownʼ? (According to J. Bosworth: “Only used in the compounds”; 
“In German, however, kündig ʻknownʼ, is used as a simple word, 
and as a compound”). Cf. Icel. ū-kunnigr ʻunacquaintedʼ, Germ. 
un-kundig (Bosworth 1921: 191, 1095).

Old Engl. un-frōd adj. ʻnot oldʼ and ʻnot wiseʼ, ʻignorantʼ, ʻrudeʼ : frōd 
adj. ʻwiseʼ, ʻprudentʼ, ʻsageʼ, ʻskilfulʼ. Cf. Goth. un-frōþs ʻfoolishʼ, Icel. 
ū-frōðr ʻignorantʼ (Bosworth 1921: 339, 1105).

Old Engl. un-gewiss adj. ʻof persons, not having knowledgeʼ, ʻigno-
rantʼ : ge-wis, ge-wiss adj. ʻcertain, sureʼ, ʻknowingʼ, ʻforeknowingʼ. 
Cf. O.H.Germ. un-giwiss ʻincertusʼ, ʻinexpertusʼ, ʻfortuitusʼ (Bosworth 
1921: 468, 1116).

Old Engl. un-gleáw adj. (of persons) ʻwithout understand-
ingʼ, ʻwithout skillʼ, ʻnot sagaciousʼ, ʻignorant, blindʼ : gleáw adj. 
ʻclear-sightedʼ, ʻwiseʼ, ʻskilfulʼ, ʻsagacious, prudentʼ, ʻgoodʼ. Cf. Icel. 
ū-glöggr ʻnot cleverʼ (Bosworth 1921: 480, 1117).

Old Engl. un-wīs adj. ʻunwise, foolish, stupidʼ, ʻignorantʼ : wis, 
wiss adj. ʻcertainʼ. Cf. Goth. un-weis ʻidiotaʼ, un-weis bi ʻignorant ofʼ, 
O.H.Germ. un-wīs ʻinsipiens, brutusʼ, ʻhebesʼ, ʻfatuusʼ, Icel. ū-vīss 
ʻfoolishʼ (Bosworth 1921: 1138, 1240, 1242).

Sogd. Lʼ γρβyny [nā-γaρβēnē] ʻignorantʼ : γρβʼynʼk [γaρβēnē] 
ʻwiseʼ, ʻunderstandableʼ (Gharib 1995: 168, 205).
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*****
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 ʻunlearnedʼ, ʻignorantʼ, ʻwho knows noth-
ingʼ, consistently realize the object meaning ʻunknownʼ, ʻunfamil-
iarʼ. Its development in some examples can be explained by negation 
of the semantics ʻfamousʼ, ʻfamiliarʼ in the base word, where these 
meanings coexist with ʻwho knowsʼ, ʻexperiencedʼ, ʻwell-versedʼ (cf. 
Old Engl. un-cȳðig ʻignorantʼ, ʻunacquaintedʼ < -cȳðig ʻ-knownʼ or 
Lat. ignārus ʻignorantʼ and ʻunknownʼ, ʻunfamiliarʼ < gnārus ʻknow-
ingʼ, ʻexperiencedʼ and ʻfamiliarʼ 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 ʻversedʼ, ʻfamiliarʼ, ʻfa-
mousʼ VS ʻignoramusʼ, ʻunknownʼ, ʻunfamiliarʼ.
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АНОТАЦІЯ
Статтю присвячено розгляду феномена типології еволюції 

лексичного значення слова в індоєвропейських мовах. Зокрема, 
йдеться про значну группу семантично однотипних лексем 
(іменників і прикметників), які регулярно розвивають значення 
ʻневігласʼ, таким чином демонструючи однаковий семантичний 
зсув. Критерій «однаковості» означає, що ідентичними в сумі 
лексем мають бути не лише вторинні семеми ʻневігласʼ,ʻнеосвічена 
особаʼ, а й первинні значення ʻгрубийʼ, ʻнеобробленийʼ, ʻнезнайомийʼ, 
ʻневідомийʼ, і так у мовах різних груп. Отже, результати 
розвідки засвідчують типовість семантичного зсуву, який можна 
змоделювати, визначивши (а)  початковий та кінцевий етапи 
семантичної зміни, (б)  однаковий вектор еволюції семантики 
синонімічних лексем, (в)  діахронічну відтворюваність моделі 
семантичної зміни у різні періоди історії окремих мов.

Ключові слова: семантика, модель розвитку значення, 
каритивний, привативний, префікс.
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