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Chapter 1:  Theoretical considerations

1.1.  Traditional taxonomy of semantic change

Categorisation of semantic changes falls basically into two man types. As observed by  Burnley (1999: 487) one way of looking at semantic change is to make a comparative juxtaposition of meanings of a given term at different point in its history. Subsequently, a judgement s passed regarding the nature of a change with little attention paid to the process that led to the alterations in the first place. The second perspective aims at shedding light on the diachronic process of change (Burnley 1999: 487). Since we are not merely interested in stating the before-after relations and attaching labels to lexical items we shall employ  the latter approach exemplified by componential analysis and cognitive approach. However, it is necessary to outline the basic tenets of the traditional categorisation since, to all intents and purposes, it serves as point of reference in diachronic semantic study. Be that as it may, such attitude to the study of semantics is not particularly innovative and usually repetitive. It is enough to mention McMahon (2003: 178), Kjelmer (1971: 23),  Bator (256: date). Additionally, most of them rely heavily on formulations and assumption espoused by Ullman over half a century ago or, as in the case of frequently quoted Bloomfield, over 70 years ago. Although there is nothing inherently wrong in referring to previous well grounded assumptions in this case it points to a lack of innovativeness and inflexibility in dealing with the problem. 

1.2.  Components and the composition of semantic developments

1.2.1.  Components as abstract meaning units

Postulation of semantic components that would combine to produce a meaning of a given word has been an attempt to put the widely understood notion of semantic change into a viable theoretical framework. A number of attempts has been undertaken to define meaning and semantic alterations by means of single components. Some of the earliest attempts were based on the assumptions of Katz and Fodor who in their 1963 publication devoted to meaning and generative grammar tried to account for structure of meaning with the aid of semantic markers. Following this line of reasoning, dictionary entries apart from including syntactic markers and phonological representation would be also equipped with semantic components creating, as Taylor puts it, a ‘check list’ theory of meaning (Taylor 1999:27). An entry for the word ’cat’ would, thus, feature the following components:

[PHYSICAL OBJECT] + [LIVING] +[-HUMAN] + [ANIMATE]. In the same vein, the word bachelor would include the following ‘conjunction of features’: [HUMAN], [ADULT], [MALE], [NEVER MARRIED] (Taylor 1999: 28). Although there is no immediate necessity to venture into technicalities of Fodors and Katz’s assumptions it is worth mentioning that their approach has taken some flak. In point of fact, appropriate terminology was only developed and utilized by scholars such as Nida who differentiated between three types of components. We shall also implement this tripartite division following at the same time the terminology of Nida (1975) and Kleparski (1986). 

       As it is, components fall into three major categories that put the semantic composition into a hierarchical order. The uppermost ones labeled as common components point to the semantic domains of vocabulary items in question. The specific features of meaning are defined by diagnostic components and the connotative values are provided by supplementary components. As far as the first two types of components are quite straightforward and easy to assign to items, it is not necessary the case with supplementary components. Indeed, Tokarski and Nida pointed to the fact that these types of components frequently serve to underline the register or stylistic coloring and are not of primary importance or even relevant. Such supplementary components as  <STUPID> may be ascribed to the noun donkey and <GRAY HAIR> may supplement ‘old man’ (Tokarski 1981: 93, as quoted in Kleparski 1986: 35). 

       From a strictly theoretical point of view, components bear quite a distinctive feature of belonging to the sphere of meta-language. This is to say, that they are nothing else but vocabulary items - the very building blocks of a language - incorporated into the componential formulae with the aim of describing language as such. The problem of metalinguistic nature of components raised by Klaparski (1986: 37) has been acknowledged by many scholars such as Katz  and Fodor or Lipka. Bearing in mind, that although numerous ‘regular’ words can be abstracted from the lexicon and turned into semantic components the ultimate lesson would be that such words should be perceived as purely theoretic constructs. By way of comparison, exact sciences abound in such constructs as ‘power’ or ‘energy’ that are employed to describe properties of material objects. 

         Another property of semantic components is, again to use a term borrowed from  natural sciences, their ‘quantified’ nature i.e. they can  not be further divided into smaller components.  In other words, components should be perceived as indivisible if serving the purpose of metalinguistic units used in componential analysis.  The word ‘birdie’ would, therefore, comprise of such indivisible components as [OBJECT] + [ANIMATE] + (-HUMAN) + (FLYING) + (YOUNG) 
.  

1.2.1.1.  Semantic developments: basic mechanisms 

When it comes to the composition of semantic developments, any potential changes that may affect a given inventory of semantic components would inevitably change (or at least affect to a lesser or smaller degree) the meaning of the item as a whole. Hence, semantic processes and especially semantic developments (narrowing, extension, amelioration,  pejoration) from a diachronic point of view would consist in reprogramming of the individual components, or as Jackendoff calls them, semantic features (Jackendoff 1990: 33, as quoted in Taylor 1999: 28). If we follow Berndt in his attempt at creating a viable scheme for the processes that do reprogram the components, thus exerting their influence on word meanings, the following classification emerges: Addition, Suppression, Substitution, Re-Arrangement, Expansion (1982:81). Kleparski, commenting on the classification put forth by Berndt, points out that some of the terms exhibit partial overlapping, yet he is far from deeming this classification as inadequate. On the whole, the group of items chosen and dealt with in the following chapter is particularly liable for developments recognized as Addition and Substitution. 

a) Addition, interestingly enough, usually narrows the referential scope of a word by adding new components that usually render the meaning more ‘specific’ on the other hand suppression would typically result in widening of the meaning of the item in question.

b) Substitution can be interpreted as a suppression of a given component accompanied by addition of a new one (Kleparski 1990: 48).

Yet another observation lets us safely infer that the alterations in the inventory of semantic components (of the vocabulary items selected for this inquiry) while undergoing the aforementioned processes rarely change the semantic domain in which they are originally embedded. Moreover, all these items are embedded in the domain of humans.

1.2.2.  Componential approach to pejoration 

There is little question that the componential approach to pejoration yields satisfactory results both in general terms and also as far as the aim and thesis of the paper is concern. Moreover, according to Fabiszak lexical meaning analysed n this manner expresses vital nformaton (Fabiszak 2002: 9). Truly enough, pejoration and any semantic developments for that matter can be observed to be operating in a detailed and chronological manner. Consequently, this allows for a thorough and precise diachronic tagging of the developments. The example of ‘knave’, that has been selected here as a representative example of diachronic changes operating on a componential level, displays how meaning – content undergoes a number of alterations (most of which have been already discussed in the previous subchapters). Although a comprehensive analysis and discussion of evaluative developments in the semantic area of ‘ranks government and social order’ is featured in the chapters to follow the example of ‘knave’ displayed below adequately illustrates what the componential approach has to offer in dealing with evaluative changes. The apparatus and terminology are adapted a modelled on the works of Kleparski (1986) and Nida (1975).
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Fig.1 Componential model of evaluative alterations (Kleparski 1987: 68).

This illustrative example of the Anglo-Saxon word ‘knave’ features a transition from the componential structure of : [OBJECT] + [ANIMATE] +[HUMAN] + (-ADULT) + (MALE).

(1) Grant ws grace a barne to hafe, othire a madyne of a knaf (c1375)

to a term that leans toward the sphere of social opprobrium structured in the following manner: [OBJECT] + [ANIMATE] + [HUMAN] + (ADULT) + (MALE) + (PRIMITIE AND CRAFTY).

(2) What! He wonded no wope of wekked knauez (13..)

(3) His accusers .. were nowghyte felowes, abhominable knaues and vylayes (1555)

The first change in the meaning of  ‘knave’ was the extension that made the term applicable to male servants. The types of changes that are operating here are in all likelihood substitution and addition. The former modifies the age and the latter provides the (IN SERICE) component that, in this case, has a twofold impact. Firstly, it specifies the occupation of the person in question (specialization) and secondly it contributes to the social pejoration of  the term, thus yielding the following structure:

[OBJECT] + [ANIMATE] + [HUMAN] + (ADULT) + (MALE) + (IN SERVICE).

The word was burdened with more pejorative load when the process of substitution switched the component (IN SERVICE) and replaced it with (PRIMITIVE AND CRAFTY). The consequence of the shift was a degradation of the term in the evaluative scale through the process recognized by componential analysis as moral pejoration. “Knave” was henceforth a term of disapprobation which served as a label for boorish individuals deprived of manners and typically of lower social standing. Consequently, the semantic composition was restructured and included the following components: 

[OBJECT] + [ANIMATE] + [HUMAN] + (ADULT) + (MALE) + (PRIMITIE AND CRAFTY). 

(4) Yf any Brother..dysspysse anoder, callange hym knaffe, or horsn, or deffe, or yoder misname (1481).

It is noteworthy that the example of ‘knave’ has a bearing on the questions raised and issues tackled in this paper. Componential analysis helps to adequately analyze pejorative developments with its simple and illustrative binary [+] and [-] opposition, which, as pointed out by Fabiszak “weave into the complex net of paradigmatic relations”
. As can be inferred from above diagram and exemplary analysis of the pejorative developments gives a hint that they are not scattered in a haphazard manner but rather tend to form a pattern (i.e. social pejoration antedates moral pejoration, rarely the other way round). 

1.3.  Cognitive Account

1.3.1.  Prototypes, conceptual domains and conceptual categories

One of the basic assumptions of cognitivism is the notion of prototypicality. This is also one of the basic assumptions that is used in diachronic semantics to account more accurately for the peculiar behavior of words over the centuries in the field of evaluative amendments. The theoretical assumptions devised, among others, by Rosh (1978) and Wittgenstein (1953) and, as pointed out by Taylor, by Saussure, have laid the theoretical foundations of this approach. Is seems that words are organized in a manner that makes their meaning proceed from a more central one to that having less semantic relevance. From this, perhaps, we can safely infer that a given person when asked about a, say, 'fruit' will be prone to associate this vocabulary item with ‘apple’ or ‘orange’ and only later will he/she mention ‘mango’ or other exotic examples of fruits (Geerarts 1999: 18). The same rules of prototypicality apply to the terms boor and churl, which represent peripheral denotations of the word farmer (See chapter 2 subchapter INSERT NUMBER). 

       Since an extensive theoretical discussion is not the immediate purpose of the following paper we shall limit ourselves only to presenting the essential facets and theoretical prerequisites, which would offer us a better insight into diachronic language variation and evaluative developments. Nevertheless, the discussion requires the introduction of strict disciplinary labels that have been devised by cognitivists to account for semantic developments within the cognitivist framework. Undoubtedly, such terms as 'conceptual domains', 'conceptual categories' and 'grounding' will be helpful in explaining the peculiarities of acquiring and changing meaning as well as foregrounding the relevance of metaphoric use of lexical items such as scavenger.
     Cognitive anchoring of the analysis of certain vocabulary items requires the implementation of the idea of 'conceptual domains'. The brief discussion of conceptual domains inevitably has to start from pointing to the links the notion of concepts and meaning of linguistic items. Furthermore, we follow Langacker (1987), Geerarts (1999) and Kleparski (1997) in their endeavors to postulate conceptual domains as theoretical constructs responsible for acquiring meaning. For the sake of precision, it should be added that meaning of lexical items (words) are ascribed to them by marking certain values on the attributive path of given conceptual domains.  In order to gain insight into the theoretical constructs conceptual domains lets focus a pair of words, namely priest and boy. To describe the two lexical categories we need to postulate a number of conceptual domains, such as the domain of age, domain of sex, domain of character behavior morality and the domain of sexual activity. 
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Fig 3. Semantic composition of boy and priest

As can be observed, the semantic poles of lexical categories do not have to be entrenched in all domains; their role is solely to highlight the relevant features. Thus, semantic pole of priest is entrenched in the domain of character behavior and morality and highlighted for the value, say, virtuous, god-fearing and moral. 

       The obvious question that arises is whether there exists a limited set of conceptual domains. The answer proposed by cognitivists is no (Kleparski 1997: 73).
  
      In concord with the cognitivist approach, lexical items are organized into conceptual categories depending on their relevance and, to put it in a more refined fashion, depending on their denotational capacity (prototypicality) (Taylor 1999: 17).  

   Cognitive domains represent a number of values through which the meaning is conferred on lexical categories. Following (Kleparski 1997), we argue that the semantic poles of lexical categories are entrenched in the paths of conceptual domains. It is best to illustrate those assumptions with a graphic representation that has been devised for the purpose of this paper and illustrates the aforementioned concepts in a lucid way. 
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Our theoretical apparatus employed in the analysis of evaluative amendments rests largely on the one used by Kleparski (1997) in his analysis of diachronic study of synonyms of girl and young woman.
 

1.3.2.  Componential vs cognitive account

The main purpose of the few paragraphs that follow is to compare and if possible critically evaluate both approaches which serve as main tools in tackling the problems touched upon by this paper. 

       As far as the methodology and theoretical apparatus is concerned we will follow those employed by Kardela and Klepaski (1990), Kleparski (1986), Geerarts (1985), (Geerarts 1999) and Kleparski (1997), Fabszak (2003) and Taylor (1999) will serve as a basis for the brief comparison. 

       The first and major merit of componential analysis is that owing to its apparatus it is easy to follow semantic changes as they occurred over the centuries. Furthermore, clear-cut definition of meaning elements that accounted for in a coherent and tangible fashion with accounts of  semantic developments evocative of those applied in natural sciences. Moreover, etymological dictionaries are of considerable aid and at the same time, as pointed out by Kleparski, they provide us with solid empirical base (1990: 16).

        What the implementation of semantic component adds to the study of meaning is the clear and cogent description of the relations that hold between items such as wench and woman or soldier and man. By the same token, componential lets us recognize the wench as a hyponym of woman, and knight as a hyponym of man. 
 As is to be observed (see appendix fig1), both wench and soldier are equipped with a more complex cluster of components hence they represent a meaning that is more 'specified' and consequently 'narrower'.

        Yet another identifiable strong point, which to all intents and purposes, is a vital element of the study of pejorative tendencies addressed in this paper, is the potential to foresee the direction of pejorative changes. In point of fact, the steps of evaluative evolution usually outstretches through ‘social’, ‘aesthetic’, ‘behavioral’ and finally ‘moral’ (Kardela-Kleparski 1990: 17 ).  One might assume that once a term 'falls from grace' it might be expected that in its diachronic evaluative evolution it will slowly and consistently become loaded with negative connoatations. Such a pejorative progress can be traced in OED in the cases of villan, boor and churl. As it is, these items pass through the stage of aesthetical and behavioural degradation only to acquire morally negative components. On the other hand, once term recieves social approbation it is likely to climb the rungs of evaluative ladder, as was the case with knight as minister mentioned by Kardela and Kleparski (1990: 17). It is quite informative, that pejorative developments are particularly frequent in the semantic domain of 'women'. Leith estimates that over 1000 in their history linked women with the overtly disparaging term 'whore' (drab, mynx, wench, lass etc.) (Leith 1997: 84).
 Moreover, these terms provide nourishment for componential analysis, hence reviling its usefulness.

       It becomes obvious, at this point, that the advantages of componential analysis as compared with the traditional and not particularly sophisticated way of semantic classifications are quite satisfactory. In fact, where traditional approach of Trier (1931) and Stern (1931, 1968) identifies changes as 'specialization' and 'generalization' and fails to go beyond that, the componential formulae is capable of telling us something more about the changes than merely outlining the before-after relation. 

         Although the aforementioned approach offers us more than simply impressionistic descriptions of meaning it is not devoid of shortcomings and inadequacies. With this being the case, Geerarts, favouring the cognitive account, points to the fact that, in reality, it is not possible to discern the emotional meaning and differences between terms such as queer and homosexual if the componential point of reference was to be applied (Geerarts 1987: 230, as quoted by Kardela-Kleparski 1990: 18). As pointed out Kleparski (1896: 46) there exists an imprecision in the perspective on semantic alterations such as adequate metalanguage and the problem of semantic components as such. Smilarly, Jackendoff raises objections to creating semantic features by: “taking any old expression and putting square brackets around it” (Jackendoff 1990:33, as quoted by Taylor 1999: 28).

          Another weak point is the fact that the componential descriptive capability does not include the onomasiological and semasiological relations between words
. That is to say, that while words from the same domain as churl or knave underwent some changes the componential approach studies these developements on a 'case by case basis' with an atomistic approach neglect at the same time the consequences these changes might have on the group of related words (Geerarts 1987: 230-231, as quoted in Kardela-Kleparsk 1990: 19). This problem can be adequately dealt with by applying the notion of prototype. In that case words such as churl or boor would be nothing les but more or less peripheral meanings of the word farmer. According to the prototype theory the typical representative of a farmer would be the one who resembles the prototype (Geerarts 1999: 97). Consequently, rudeness and coarseness that accompany the expressive load of both boor and churl render those two terms less prototypical examples of farmers. On the other hand, as pointed out by Kleparski: "In a strict version of componential analysis, a lexical category
 is specified by  ‘…feature, components...with no degree of membership specified"  (Kleparski 1997: 50). At the same time it is difficult to point to what Aichison (1987: 45) calls "essential and non essential" features of words. In contrast, the cognitive perspective does account for the ‘degree of membership’ since as emphasized by Fabiszak “The most silent terms constitute the basic level and can be regarded as the central members of a category” (Fabszak: 2002: 18).

      Cognitive account also makes extensive use of the metaphorisation, which is a mechanism responsible for the transition from one semantic domain to another. This assumption proves productive in analyzing such pejorative terms as bitch discussed in the term scavenger, discussed in chapter 3.
 The cognitive account uses metaphor to justify and explain application of one term to another. Thus, it seeks for the causes in the metaphorical approach to language that promotes new associations as in the case of  bitch or scavenger. The relations of cognitive grammar and metaphorical approach to language have been adequately outlined by Lakoff and Johnson in their book Metaphors we live by (1980).        

 In a nutshell, although both approaches are grounded in different theoretical frameworks and show perceptible differences they, nonetheless, can be successfully incorporated in the following discussion of diachronic approaches to evaluative semantic developments. 

� It is suggested, however, that form the point of view of other sciences, such as logic, fragmentation of components is possible. Hence (FLYING) could be divided into (MOVEMENT) + (AERIAL) (Kleparski 1986: 37).


� The value of the binary opposition is also corroborated by (Lyons 1977).


� A similar problem applied to setting a limited number of universal components in componential analysis (See previous subchapters).


� In the following paper it might be posited for the sake of simplicity that conceptual categories constitute groups of nouns similar in nature i.e. displaying prototypical similarities and the conceptual domains are groups of adjectives used to describe lexical items.


� Lehrer poits to such relations between vocabulary items as: synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy, converseness and incompatibility (Lehrer 1985: 83).


� It as commonly acknowledged fact that the semantic domain of women is particularly productive when it comes to terms denoting women. This provides a fertile ground for the diachronic studies of lexical items from different points of view and by different theoretical frameworks. Numerous studies including: Kleparski (1997), Houghes (1991) or Leth (1984) who offered an inquiry into both linguistic and extra linguistic motivations for such changes. Leith mentions that it is the sexist male attitude to man that is to blame but acknowledges also such factors as the need for euphemistic terms that go back to times when prostitution was particularly strongly felt to be a taboo.


� For more recent observations on his point see Blank-Koch 1999 pg 9. 


� In his 1997 study Kleparski refers consistently to words as ‘lexical categories’. 


� Both words acquired new meaning through metaphorisation.
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