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arranged or classified in a way which either conveys their meanings,
or conveys something about their meanings. Most dictionaries are
alphabetic, but some - like Roget's Thesaurus -~ are conceptual. This
next part of the chapter aims to provide some brief background
information about alphabetic and themati; lexicography, especially
inso far as the Good and Evil classification and the Historical
Thesaurus contribute to or belong in these areas. The chapter con-
cludes by returning to the related area of semantic classification.

As a subject of discussion and academic study, lexicography is
fairly new. As a craft, it goes back many centuries. The earliest
forms of dictionaries in Britain were Latin glosses dating from the
/7th and 8th centuries. The first Latin-English dictionary appeared
in the 1l4th century, and the first English dictionaries in the 16th
century. In the 18th century Johnson's Dictionary was published,
and in the 19th and 20th centuries the OED (and latterly, its
Supplement, and forthcoming (in 1989) the second edition) was

published. A full history of English lexicography up to 1900 is

provided in James Murray's The Evolution of English Lexicograghz.so

This thesis relates especially to two kinds of lexicography. One
is historical lexicography, in which words are traditionally arranged
alphabetically and their past and present meanings displayed. The
cornerstone of this kind of lexicography is the OED. The other is
thesaurus-making, in which words are arranged conceptually. The
Historical Thesaurus, and hence the Good and Evil classification here,
embraces and draws together these two kinds of lexicography. It is
both historical and conceptual.

One account of historical lexicography, and of large dictionary

projects both underway and completed, can be found in R. Merkin's
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'"The historical/academic dictionary.'81 Merkin dates historical

lexicography from '1808 when John Jamieson..published An Etymological

Dictionary of the Scottish Language.'82 Merkin also comments that

'The classic example of a complete historical dictionary is the Oxford

English Dictionarz.'s3

Thematic lexicography is discussed by T. McArthur in Worlds of
84

Reference. He begins by outlining Francis Bacon's taxonomy of
knowledge, and then refers to several 16th and 17th century thematic
arrangements of English-Latin words and phrases. These include

William Bathe's Ianua linguarum or 'The Gate of Tongues', of 1615,

which 'consisted of some 5000 items arranged in 12 themes.'85 He

also mentions John Wilkins's An Essay towards a Real Character and a

Philosophical Language of 1668, which includes a universal thematic

8
taxonomy similar to Bacon's and Bathe's. 6 Today, as McArthur acknow-

ledges, 'for most people..the only serious example of a thematic

WOI.‘dbOOk'87 is Roget's Thesaurus. McArthuroutlines Roget's debt to

various predecessors, especially Bacon and Wilkins, and comments that

. 88
'Roget achieved a masterpiece of specialized cataloguing' and

: : 89
produced 'a pioneering attempt at semantic ordering.’

Landaugo compares the thematic approach of Roget and his success-

ors with the perhaps simpler alphabetic approach of dictionaries of

synonyms. He observes$ that 'The conceptual arrangement is associated

o1 while 'The alphabetic arrangement is

: : e 92 : . :
usually associated with more selectivity.' This viewpoint supports

with extreme inclusiveness'

the conceptual approach as adopted for the Historical Thesaurus.
That work, which is attempting to cover more than 1000 years of
English vocabulary, is of unparalleled breadth in thematic lexicography.

Closely related to thematic lexicography is the wider question
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of semantic taxonomy. Componential analysis, covered earlier in this
chapter, establishes the meanings of words by breaking down and
classifying their semantic components. The use of folk taxonomies

i lexicography is discussed by H. Conklin in 'Lexicographical Treat-

. 93 . . .
ment of Folk Taxonomies.' He concludes that 'most dictionaries

will continue to be organized primarily as alphabetic indices'94 but

'structural semantic infor-

95

he also outlines a number of ways in which

mation..might be more adequately covered in such dictionaries.'
96

The Historical Thesaurus, with its 'modified folk taxonomy',” of which
the Good and Evil classification in chapter 3 forms a part, supports
his general view, although it is not a work of traditional alphabetic
lexicography.

Paul Kay, taking a wider approach in 'Taxonomy and Semantic

917

Contrast',” comments that 'the concept of taxonomy is becoming one

: : 98
of increasing importance in the fields of ethnography and semantics.’
He then goes on to discuss taxonomy from a mathematical and theoreti-

cal viewpoint. Of relevance to Good and Evil is his comment that

'the organization of meaning relations necessarily entails the notion

99

of (semantic) contrast.' The Good and Evil classification takes the

approach that Good and Evil are two contrasting notions (see p.39

ff.), and further that the understanding of an abstract concept
partially depends on its being contrasted with its opposite, or with that
which it is not (see p. 86 ff.).

One other article which discusses semantic classification is

100

Bierwisch's 'On Classifying Semantic Features.' Bierwisch's

approach is syntactic and is conducted in 'the general framework of

: . 101 : .
transformational generative grammar.' As such it is concerned with

102 o . :
deep structure 0 and is very different from the approach taken in
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this thesis. One point of agreement though, is the belief that
semantic classification is necessarily linked with syntax (already
discussed in this chapter, and exemplified by the use of the parts
of speech in the classification in chapter 3). As Bierwisch says

'semantic representations must be connected to syntactic surface

: 103
representations.’

There are various other works relating to lexicography and
semantic classification which could be mentioned, but as their approach
is often very different from that of Good.and Evil,any reference to

them here would arguably not contribute greatly to this thesis.lo4

Furthermore, the subject of semantic classification is, to some
extent, also covered elsewhere in the thesis. Semantic theory, which
was discussed earlier in this chapter, is closely related to semantic
classification, and in chapter 2, the subject of semantic classifi-

cation, especially of other fields assembled as the Good and Evil

field was, is discussed (see especially 2.3.4, p. 73 ff.).

Summarizing Remarks

In the course of this introductory chapter a variety of subjects,
all of them relevant to the topic of this thesis, have been raised

and discussed. In the process the thesis has been placed in the

context of several related areas.

The chapter opened with an account of the Historical Thesaurus
project and described how both the Good and Evil classification, and
the classification system devised for it, contribute to this project.
The value and the weaknesses of the OED and Roget's Thesaurus were
also mentioned.

It was then pointed out that in a wider context the thesis
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belongs in linguistics, and especially semantics. After a brief
discussion on modern linguistics, it was noted that the Good and Evil
classification covers both the synchronic and diachronic linguistic
approaches as distinguished by Saussure. This was followed by some
commentary on the problems of terminology in linguistics and semantics,
after which an outline of semantics and other major branches of
linguistics was presented. By this means the relationship of semantics
to these branches, and the place of semantics in linguistics, was
specified. The use of syntax in semantic description1or theory was
then considered, and it was observed that the Good and Evil classifi-
cation, in keeping with the views of various linguists cited, is
semantic and yet uses syntactic features.

One semantic approach of special importance in the classification
of abstract vocabulary - componential analysis - was then discussed
in some detail, and reference was made to the related semantic
analysis which is applied in chapter 4.

The discussion then turned to lexicography, and after some back-
ground lexicographical information, the contribution of the Good and

Evil classification to both historical and thematic lexicography was

outlined. The chapter ended by looking again at the wider area of
semantic classification. The views of several writers on various
aspects of this subject were expressed, and the extent to which the

Good and Evil classification reflects their views was outlined.
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Chapter 2

Background to the Classification

2.1 Introduction

This chapter consists of four sections, all of which relate
directly to the classification in chapter 3. The first two sections
are very closely connected and consist yespectively of a delimitation
of the semantic field and an explanation of the classification
system. Of necessity, as will be seen, they inter-relate and
overlap. The third section discusses some specific features and
problems of the 0l1d English corpus in the classification. The fourth
section consists of information onrstylistic points, labels, and

other general features of the classification.

2.2 The Semantic Field

The semantic field Good and Evil consists of 9071 lexical items,

of which 3373 belong in Good and 5698 in Evil (detailed tables of

these numbers can be found in chapter' 5, p.326 ff.). This semantic
field, as it appears in this thesis, can only be described and under-
stood in terms of the classification system by means of which it is
presented in chapter 3. However, the classification system cannot

be properly explained without a prior understanding of the semantic
field for which it was devised. This problem of mutual inter-
dependence has been tackled as follows. In this section of the

chapter, the basic structure of the classification system is explained

28
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in so far as 1s necessary for an understanding of the semantic field.
The section then concentrates on an explanation of the semantic
field. In the next section there is a detailed explanation of the
classification system, covering both its development and the reasons
why it developed as it did.

Firstly, however, it is important to state why the composition
of the semantic field needs to be explained and justified. The basic
reason is that the field Good and Evil is not clear cut, neither in
its internal distinctions nor its external boundaries. It contains
material some of which overlaps within the field, and some of which
overlaps with other fields. This is due to the abstract nature of

Good and Evil, and is compounded by the consequent circularity of

OED definitions of many items in the field.

2.2.1 The Breadth of Good and Evil

The very title of the semantic field - Good and Evil - contains
two key words which are both names for abstract concepts of the most
wide-ranging kind. The OED defines its entry for 'good' adjective,
prior to any sense divisions, as 'The most general adj. of commen-
dation, implying the existence in a high, or at least satisfactory,
degree of characteristic qualities which are either admirable in
themselves or useful for some purpose.’ The first major semantic
division in the entry is further defined 'In the widest sense, without
other specialization than such as is implied by the nature of the
object which the adj. is used to describe.' The OED entry for 'evil'

adjective is defined, prior to sense divisions, as 'The antithesis

of GOOD in all its principal senses.' The OED also comments for

'evil' that 'In OE..this word is the most comprehensive adjectival
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expression of disapproval, dislike, or disparagement', although it
adds that in later English the word is much less used, being
commonly replaced by 'bad'. (The semantic relationship between
'evil', 'wicked', and -'bad' is considered in chapter 4, p.280.)

L

The conceptual breadth of Good and Evil, and the difficulty

of stating-precisely what they are, is further borne out by the
attitudes of philosophers, as illustrated both in entries in
philosophical dictionaries, and in other writings. According to
A.R. Lacey 'good' is 'Very roughly, the property or characterization
of a thing giving rise to commendation. Ever since Aristotle..
'eood' has caused bewilderment by its many uses...the noun as well

as the adjective raises problems. Some help can be got from study-

1

ing the most natural opposites.'™ Peter E. Angeles quotes other

philosophers when writing about 'good'. These include G.E. Moore,

who states, 'Good is like yellow: a simple indefinable pr0perty.'2

For 'evil' Angeles provides a dictionary type of definition: 'That

which is injurious, painful, hurtful,...Morally bad...which impedes

the achievement of goals, happiness..'.3 P.T. Geach discusses the

attitudes of different schools of philosophy to the philosophical

problems inherent in the nature of 'good' and ‘'evil'. The difficulty

of this subject matter is reflected in his concluding comments:

'I am well aware that much of this discussion is unsatisfying..on

4

many points..I certainly do not see clear.'  R.M. Hare's reply to

Geach's paper picks up many weaknesses but provides no further real
clarification.5 Other philosophers, including G.H. Von Wright,6
have also discussed these problems, but as:it is not the aim of

this thesis to engage in discussion on the philosophical nature of

Good and Evil, the views of these writers are not reflected here.
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The comments above indicate the breadth and difficulty - in philosophy
as well as semantics - of the concepts of 'good' and 'evil'.
The semantic breadth of the title words in the field Good and

Evil might suggest that the field ought to include a wide range of

concepts and disciplines. Many semantic areas, including Law,

! !

Religion-~ and Philosophy - involve the concepts of 'good' and 'evil',
but clearly an analysis of all these areas would be well beyond the
scope of this thesis. It is essential to draw firm boundaries for
the Good and Evil field, and to make clear decisions about where
these boundaries should occur. At an early stage the decision was
taken that the Good and Evil field should only cover areas in which

either 'good' or 'evil' is a central concept. There is no value

in drawing in-areas, like philosophy, in which 'good' and 'evil' are
secondary rather than primary concepts, as these areas would simply
detract from the clarity and the delimitation of the Good and Evil
field, and from the effectiveness of any analysis of, or extrapola-
tions from, this field. It is inevitable that there is overlap
between fields, particularly between fields dealing with abstract
concepts. Clear delimitations must be specified.

It should be reiterated here-that the selection and classification

of the Good and Evil field is based on the definitions of the lexical

items concerned as given in the OED, its Supplement, and the 01d

English dictionaries.7 The reason for adhering closely to dictionary

definitions is that the meanings of words denoting abstract concepts
are often broad and vague (many examples in chapter 4 and elsewhere

in the thesis bear this out), and in order to lend credibility to a

classification of such concepts, it is essential to base that

classification on-a set of criteria which are firm and unwavering.
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These criteria are the definitions in the OED and other dictionaries,

as mentioned above.

However dictionary definitions, especially of abstract concepts,
often overlap one another. Related words tend to be defined in
terms of each other, and definitions also ofgen include elements
which relate the item being defined to a different semantic field.
So,although the dictionary definitions provide a firm foundation for
the classification, they also generate many of the overlaps both
within and beyond the classification. The central concepts in the
Good and Evil field are those which form the principal part of the
dictionary definition, or which 1ideally occur in few other defini-
tions. Secondary concepts tend to occur in the lists of synonyms
which form the later part of a definition. The problem of overlap-
ping definitions of items within Good and Evil is demonstrated by

the following definitions (from the Historical Thesaurus slips) of

key items from GB7 Trustworthy:

"trusty al310--' is 'characterized by faithfulness or reliability;
that may be trusted or relied uponj trustworthy.’

'faithful 1340/70--' is 'of persons and their actions: that may be
believed or relied upon; trustworthy, veracious.'

'reliable 1569--' is 'that may be relied uponj in which reliance or
confidence may be put; trustworthy, safe, sure.’

'trustworthy 1829--' is 'worthy of trust or confidencej; reliable.’
The general problem of overlap among concepts, especially

abstract concepts, has been pinpointed by various scholars. E.A.

Nida comments that 'certain sets of related meanings appear to be

so close to one another that one cannot determine whether or not they

are complete synonyms...Even the dictionary definitions of these terms
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are largely overlapping and indistinct.'8 Kay and Samuels observe

that 'abstract concepts most notoriously 'fade into each other.”9
Overlaps, within and beyond the classification, are discussed further

in the course of this chapter, and also in chapter 4 (see especially

the notes for ED]1 to ED6, and EES to EE8).

2.2.2 The Assembling of the Field

The Good and Evil semantic field was assembled in several stages.
Briefly, these were as follows. The first stage was the removal,
from the Historical Thesaurus archive, of the lexical items stored
under a carefully selected range of Roget numbers. The second stage
was the arrangement of this material into a preliminary Good and Evil
classification. From this, two other stages emerged. The third stage
was the removal from this classification of any irrelevant or inappro-
priate material, and the fourth stage was the incorporation into the
classification of additional relevant material, chiefly drawn from
other Roget numbers. In the process of implementing these two stages
the material was reclassified in the form in which it appears in
chapter 3.

For stage one - the removal of the main body of Good and Evil
material from the Historical Thesaurus archive - the Roget numbers
selected were obviously those which cover areas in which 'good' and
'evil' are central concepts.

The Roget classification system, whenever possible, places
opposing notions side by side under adjacent numbers. -As Peter Mark
Roget, in his introduction to the original 1852 Thesaurus, says,

'For the purpose of exhibiting with greater

distinctness the relations between words expressing
opposite and correlative ideas, I have, whenever
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the subject admitted of such an-arrangement,
placed them in two parallel columns in the same
page, so that each group of expressions may

be readily contrasted with those which occupy
the adjacent column, and constitute their
antithesis. '!Y

This policy is convenient when selecting material for a dicho-
tomous field such as Good and Evil, as it enables the material to be

drawn from.-adjacent and corresponding Good and Evil numbers. The

principal Roget numbers from which the bulk of the Good and Evil

classification was drawn are as follows:

for Good 615 Good for Evil 616 Evil
| 644 Goodness 645 Badness

897 Benevolence 898 Malevolence
903 Benefactor 904 Evildoer
913 Right 914 Wrong
917 Duty 018 Dutilessness
929 Probity 930 Improbity

' 933 Virtue 934 Wickedness
937 Good Man 938 Bad Man

In stage two, the material from these numbers was arranged into

a first draft of the classification (Good and Evil were always treated

as two separate entities - the reasons for this are explained in
2.3.1.1, p.59 £ff.) and from this stages three and four emerged. The
classification revealed that :many areas of vocabulary were only

partially covered. For example, in Good, there were incomplete ranges

of slips relating to nobility, truth, mercy, and duty, among other

concepts, and in Evil, there were similar incomplete sections for

vagabonds, evil-speaking, guilt, and business corruption, among others.
Stage three involved the selection of the areas of vocabulary in which
'good' and 'evil' were not central concepts and the removal of these
areas from the classification. This was facilitated by the fact that
there was often another fairly obvious semantic area to which the
items could be transferred. Stage four consisted of the selection of

!

the areas in which 'good' and 'evil' were central concepts, but which
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had only been partially assembled from the contents of the Roget
numbers listed above, and the expansion of these areas, preferably
by the location of the missing material in other Roget numbers, but
if necessary by the extraction of obviouély missing items from the
OED or 01d English dictionaries.

Those secondary Roget numbers from which extra material for the

classification was provided are as follows:

for Good 34 Superiority for Evil 25 Disagreement
137 Occasion 35 Inferiority
485 Belief 176 Violence
638 Importance 495 Error
646 Perfection 620 Avoidance
730 Prosperity 643 Inexpedience
781 Giving 663 Pitfall
813 Liberality 731 Adversity
824 Joy 825 Suffering
905 Pity 869 Commonalty
923 Approbation 885 Discourtesy
979 Piety 888 Hatred
891 Resentment
899 Malediction
906 Pitilessness
936 Guilt
952 Libertine

The amount of material taken from each of these numbers varied
considerably. From some only a handful of slips were removed, while

others were depleted considerably to contribute to Good and Evil. Among

those which were depleted were 905 Pity and 936 Guilt. A substantial

amount of material was also removed from 899 Malediction.

Some further items have also been added from other unspecified
Roget numbers, chiefly as a result of items being reallocated to the
Good and Evil field, in the process of reclassification of the

) : 11
Historical Thesaurus archive.

The material for this classification was finally assembled in
April 1984. At that stage the Historical Thesaurus compilers had

covered all of the OED, and all of Volume I, most of Volume II, and
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the beginning of Volume III of the Sugglemént. The compiiation of

the O0ld English corpus was complete. The remainder of the Supplement
has since been virtually completed, and a listing of the additional
Good and Evil material (including further items moved from other Roget

numbers in the reclassification process) can be found in Appendix I.

2.2.3 The Historical Thesaurus Classification

Several references have been made above to the reclassification
of the Historical Thesaurus archive. The classification system of
- Roget's Thesaurus has never been regarded as more than a temporary
means of storage for the Historical Thesaurus. As was mentioned in
chapter 1, the Roget system is unable to cope with the breadth of
vocabulary being covered for the Historical Thesaurus. Some of
Roget's weaknesses have already been mentioned or hinted at. The

general problem with the Roget classification is that it is 'a

classification of 'ideas,' not of lexis.'12 As a result some catego-
ries are so general as to be impractical (for example R194 Receptacle,
which contains items as diverse as 'stomach', 'choir-stall', 'gravy-
boat', and 'billiard room') while other categories, which are some-
times hundreds of pages, and Roget numbers, apart, contain closely
related items (for example 'urchin' and 'brat' appear in R192 Young

'scamp' - similar concepts, but not

Person, while 'scalawag' and
exclusively applied to young people - appear in R938 Bad Man).
As was also mentioned in chapter 1, the development of a new

classification system has always been regarded by the Historical

Thesaurus compilers as a task of primary importance. This new system

13

- a 'more intuitively natural classification' ™ than Roget's - is now

being brought into use and the material in the Historical Thesaurus



37

archive is gradually being transferred from Roget's system to the new
system. At the time of writing this thesis approximately 60% of the
700,000 or so slips in the archive have been reclassified according
to the new system.

As a result, any attempt to define this semantic field and to
place it in relation to other fields cannot avoid reflecting to some
extent the state of flux of the classification of the Historical

Thesaurus archive. Whenever possible in this thesis, the Good and

Evil field is related to other fields in terms of the new classifi-

cation, but as the field was actually drawn from Roget numbers it is
also on occasion related to other Roget numbers. Furthermore, material
which was rejected from Good and Evil, but nonetheless does contain
either 'good' or 'evil' as a secondary component (and is therefore
worthy of mention in a discussion of the Good and Evil field) is
generally referred to in terms of its new placing in the Historical
Thesaurus classification, but is sometimes still referred to in terms
of an alternative Roget number.

In spite of this though, it must be emphasized that the Roget
classification is temporary and being replaced, and the new Historical
Thesaurus system should be regarded as being of major significance.

At this stage therefore, prior to specific details on the delimi-
tation of Good and Evil, it is important to explain, albeit briefly,
several things. One is the new Historical Thesaurus classification,

a second is the Good and Evil classification, and a third (in 2.2.4)
is a listing of the external cross-references (to other parts of the
Historical Thesaurus) which are placed at the end of appropriate

categories in Good and Evil. These explanations are followed by a

diagrammatic representation of Good and Evil and the other areas to
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which each is related.
The following information about the Historical Thesaurus
classification is taken from a synopsis of a provisional classifica-

tion drawn up in 1984 (the external cross~references in the Good and

Evil classification are also based on this 1984 version). The
classification consists of three large sections as follows.

Section I The External World

Section II The Mind
Section III Society

Each of these sections is subdivided into smaller numbered and
headed sections, each of which is in turn further subdivided, often
several more times. For example, under section.II we can have
subdivision '2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality', and this title can
have a variety of further qualifications (see the external cross-
reference liston p.41-3 for examples). To list the entire classifi-
cation here would obviously be impractical, but a listing of the
basic section numbers and headings contained in each large section
is useful and provides a structure to which the external cross-
references in Good and Evil can be related. Sections I and II each

contain eight smaller sections, and section III has ten, as follows:

The Earth

Life

Sensation and Perception
Matter

Existence

Relative Properties

The Supernatural

Material Needs and Desiderata

Section 1

GO ~JOvY N IO N -

Mental Processes

Expectation

Good or Bad Opinion

Aesthetic Opinion: Aesthetics
Statement

Possession: Have

Having what one wants: Satisfaction
Endeavour: Try, Succeed

Section II

O~ OV 0N =
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Section III Social Groups

1

2 Social Relationships
3 The State

4 The Law

5 The Church

6 Communication

/ Education

8 Travel and Transport
9 VWork

O Leisure

1
The Historical Thesaurus classification is noun based and all its
headings are presented in noun form. The Good and Evil classification
is adjective based (the reasons for this are discussed on p. 82 ff.)
and all its headings are adjectival. However, as the external Cross-

references are to the Historical Thesaurus classification, they

conform to its rules and are presented in noun form.

2.2.4 Good and Evil: External Cross-References
The Good and Evil classification system is fully discussed later

in this chapter. It basically consists of two large areas: Good and

Evil. Each of these is divided into several large sections. Good

has three sections (A-C) and Evil has five sections (A-E). These

sections are as follows (G stands for Good and E for Evil):

GA Good EA Evil
GB Goodﬂ& Right EB Evil & Inferior
GC Good to Self/Other EC Evil & Wrong

ED Evil & Treacherous

EE Evil to Self/Other
Each of these sections is further divided into numbered headed
categories (as GAS5 Excellent, or ED/ Dishonest) ranging in number
from eight (in GB) to 14 (in GC, EC, and EE). The classification

has 93 categories in all - 34 in Good and 39 in Evil. " A complete

list of these categories can be found at the beginning of chapter 3.

Many of these categories border on or overlap with material in
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other parts of the Historical Thesaurus, and when this happens there

is a cross-reference at the end of the category to the part of the
Historical Thesaurus where further relevant material may be found.

It should be pointed out, however, that the abstract nature of Good and

Evil and the breadth of many of the dictionary definitions of items it

includes is such that if a cross-reference were made on the basis of
every component of a definition not covered by Good and Evil, the
quantity and complexity of the cross—-references would be so great as
to be unmanageable, and their usefulness would be reduced. As a
result, only major cross-references - where a category relates closely
to another area, or where a large number of items in a category
contain elements from'another semantic field in their definitions -
are made. It should not be assumed that those categories with no
cross-references do not relate to other parts of the Historical
Thesaurus. It is simply that the relationship is not so firm-or
quantifiable as that of the cross-referred categories.

A full 1list of the categories which have external cross-references,
and what these cross-references are, is presented below. It 1is
helpful to provide these at this stage, as they can be related to
the sections of the Historical Thesaurus classification presented on

previous pages. They also show the major areas to which the Good

and Evil semantic field is related and can be usefully consulted in
the discussion on boundaries to the field in 2.2.5.

These cross—-references are:

Good

6.4 Quantification: sufficiency
6.4 Quantification: improvement
3.1.1 Prefer: improvement

I 2.1.2 Nobility
6.4 Quantification: perfection

GA2 Satisfactory
GA4 Better

GAS5 Excellent

I
I
II
11
GA6 Surpassingly Ex. I



GA/7 Best
GA8 Matchless
GAll Virtuous

GAl2 Honourable

GB1l

GB2
GB3
GBS
GB6

GB7
GB8

GCl
GC2

GC3
GC4
GC5
GC6

GC/

GC8
GCY

GAl Harmless, GA3 Good, GA9 Worthy,

1
I

111

II1
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6.4 Quantification: perfection

6.4 Quantification: perfection

2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality: good
behaviour

2.2.2 Behaviour
behaviour

and

based on morality: good

GA1Q0 Meritorious

have no external cross—-references.

Moral

Conscientious

ImEartial
Righteous, Just

Honest

Trustworthz
Proper, Fitting

111
11
111
IT
111
111
II
111
1

2.2.2 Behaviour -based on morality

1.4 Thought: philosophy, ethics

2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality: duty

3 Judgement

4 The Law

2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality: sincerity
1.5.5 Result of knowledge: truth, fact

2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality: sincerity
6.1 Comparison: fitness

GB4 Fair has no external cross—references.

Kind
Beneficial
Wholesome

Well Disposed
Well-Meaning

Generous

Magnanimous

Gracious
Considerate

CGll Tender
GCl2 Merciful
GCl3 Blessed

GCl4 Fortunate, Lucky

Evil

EA4
EAS

EA7

GC10 Humane has no

Hellish
Diabolical

Worse

ITTI 2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality: charity

IT 6.1 Acquisition

I 4.10 Condition of matter: good

IT 7.2 Good intentions towards others

II1 7.2 Good intentions towards others

IT 6.3.1 Giving much

IT 7.2 Good intentions towards others

IT 6.3.1 Giving much

IT 7.2 Good intentions towards others

IIT 2.2.3 Behaviour based on custom: courtesy

I1 7.2.3 Good intentions towards others:

helpfulness

IIT 2.2. 3 Behaviour based on custom: courtesy

IT 7.2.1 Good feeling towards others: love

I11I 5 Religion: grace

IT 7.1 Feeling caused by satisfaction:
happiness

IIT 5 Religion

IT 7.1 Feeling caused by satisfaction:
happiness

IT 8 Success

external cross-references.

IIT 5 Religion: hell
I11 5 Religion: devil
I 6.4 Quantification: deterioration

EA1-EA3, EAG, and EA8-EAl0 (category headings can be found
on p. 12A) have no external cross-references.
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EBl 1Inferior ITT 2.1.1 Social class: commonalty
EB2 Worthless I 5.5 Action: uselessness

EB6 Wretched IT 7.5 Unhappiness

EB9 Foul, Filthy I 4.10 Condition of matter: decay
EB10 Accursed ITIT 5 Religion: curse

EB3 Roguish, EB4 Ruffianly, EB5 Dissolute, EB7 Base,
and EB8 Villainous have no external cross-references.

EC3 Sinful and Wrong TII 5 Religion: sin

EC4 Guilty I1I 4.2 Behaviour towards the law: crime
EC5 Criminal II1I 4.2 Behaviour towards the law: crime
EC6 Immoral IITI 2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality
II 1.4 Logical thought: morality, ethics
EC9 1T11l-Behaved I1II 2.2.3 Behaviour based on custom: discourtesy
EC10 Undutiful III 2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality:
irresponsibility
EC12 Avoiding Duty I 5.5 Avoidance
EC13 Unfair, Unjust IT 3 Misjudgement
ECl4 Improper I 6.1 Comparison: unfitness

ECl Wrongdoing, EC2 Straying, EC7 Leadiug Astray, ECS8
Corrupt, and ECll Failing in Duty have no external cross-

references.
ED]l Treacherous IT 1.5.5 Result of knowledge: falsehood,
deception
IITI 2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality:
insincerity

ED2 Treasonous )

ED3 Betraying ) as EDI

ED4 Perfidious )

ED5 Unfaithful IT 1.5.5 Result of knowledge: falsehood,

deception

IIT 2.2.2 Behaviour based on morality:
| insincerity, infidelity

ED6 Disloyal )

ED7 Dishonest )

ED8 Crooked ) as EDI

ED9 Sneaky )

ED10 Disingenuous )

ED11 Unscrupulous )

EEl Harmful II 7.6 1Il1 intentions towards others

EE2-EEl4 (category headings can be found on p.125) have
no external cross-references.

A few of the cross-references to complete sections in the
Historical Thesaurus (these sections are listed on pp.38 and 39) have

altered the heading slightly. References to III 5 are to 'Religion'

rather than 'The Church'. This is to emphasize the link between Good

and Evil and Religion as classified by Chase.14 References to II 3
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(under GB3 and ECl13) are more precise than the 'Good or Bad Opinion'

given on the list, and the reference under GCl4 to II 8 shortens
that heading simply to 'Success’'.

One of the most striking features of these cross-references is

L J

the relatively large number that there are for Good as compared with

Evil. Of the 34 categories in Good, 28 have external cross-references,

while of the 59 categories in Evil, just under half, 29, have external

cross-references. This is indicative of the very wide and pervasive

nature of the Good part of the semantic field, previously hinted at

in the OED definition of 'good' given on p.29.

These cross-references, and the structure of the Good and Evil

parts of the semantic field, can be effectively expressed by means
of a diagrammatic representation. In fig.l and fig.2 on the following

pages, Good and Evil are each contained within a circle. 1In the

central part of the circle are the large sections and, radiating from
these, the categories. Beyond the circle, extending from the
appropriate categories, are simplified forms of the external cross-
references, and these indicate the principal external areas to which

the Good and Evil field is related.

2.2.5 Delimitation of the Field by Category Comment

The following discussion of specific categories in the classifi-
cation draws together several threads. 1t covers categories from
which items were removed after the preliminary classification, and
also some of the categories to which extra material was added (some
categories underwent both these procedures). 1In the process, most
of the categories which have external cross-references are mentioned,

and also one or two which have no cross-references. It provides a
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Good

Fig. 1
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Evil

Fig. 2
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detailed delimitation of the Good and Evil field.
Category GA2 Satisfactorycontains some extra material drawn from

one of the secondary Roget numbers - 923 Approbation - but is also a

part of the classification from which material was rejected.

borders on the notion of 'sufficiency' and items

'Satisfactoriness
for this latter concept were transferred primarily to R635 Sufficiency
and latterly to the relevant part of the Historical Thesaurus class-
ification, to which an external cross-reference is appended.

Extra material for GAS Excellent (most of whose original material
came from R644 Goodness) was drawn from several other Roget numbers,
including 34 Superiority. The category also initially contained some
items whose primary sense was clearly 'mobility' rather than 'excell-
ence.' These items were removed, but as other items not removed
also include nobility as a secondary part of their sense (especially
those in AjG and AvM under the subordinate headings .and splendid,

noble) there is an external cross-reference to 'nobility' at the

15

end of the category.

GA6 Surpassingly Excellent, GA/ Best, and GA8 Matchless are all

closely related to the notion of 'perfection.' 'Perfection' however,

is not included in this field, although it is closely related to some

'perfection' in

parts of the field, as the .definition of sense 3 of
the OED indicates: 'The condition, state, or quality of being perfect
or free from all defect; supreme excellence; flawlessness, faultless-
ness.' In the process of assembling Good and Evil material was both

transferred to and drawn from R646 Perfection for the three categories

mentioned above. Each of these categories has an external cross-
reference to 'perfection’.

GAll Virtuous and GAl2 Honourable both border on the concept of
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'purity' and GAll also borders on the concept of 'innocence.' There

are several items in each category whose definitions contain one of
these concepts as a component. These include, in GAll, 'sinlessness
1661-~' defined in OED as 'The quality or state of being sinless;
freedom from sin, innocence.' Most items with these components,
however, were transferred during the preliminary classification of
the field to either R935 Innocence or R950 Purity (prior to the
reclassification of these numbers for the Historical Thesaurus). In
the Good and Evil field these items and numbers relate most closely
to GAll and GAl2, and there is consequently a general cross-reference
at the end of these categories to 'good behaviour' (under which, in
the Historical Thesaurus classification, 'virtue' and ‘'purity' are

placed). In the circular diagram (fig. 1) this cross-reference

is expressed more specifically.

GBl Moral includes items concerned with morality in which 'good'

is a primary component, as 'moral 1638--', defined in OED (sense 10)
as '..Morally good; conforming to the rules of morality'. It does

not extend to the notion of morality in a fundamentally ethical or
philosophical sense, as 'morality cl449--', defined in OED (sense 5)
as 'The doctrine and system concerned with conduct and duty; moral
science'. The cross-references at the end of the category acknowledge
the connection with philosophy and with this broader sense of
morality. In fact these concepts belong in a classification
(presently being conducted) of the semantic field Philosoghz.16

GB2 Conscientious is the category in the Good part of the field

which comes closest to the concept of 'duty'. 'Duty' - used here as
a general heading to cover the notions of obligation, responsibility,

and duty - was not included in Good, although initially many items
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for the concept turned up (from R91l7 Dutz) in the first draft of

the Good classification. A duty or an obligation may be a commend-

able thing to have or fulfil but this is not enough to make it

inherently a good thing. The following definitions (taken from the

Historical Thesaurus slips) of key items from Duty indicate that

'obligation' rather than 'good' is the primary component of the

concept.

'obligation 1605--' is 'action or an act to which one is morally or
legally obliged; that which one is bound to do; one's bounden
duty, or a particular duty. Sometimes with the further notion
of coercion: an enforced or burdensome task or charge',

'duty cl1385--' is '..that which one ought or is bound to doj; an
obligation’, and

'obligation 1602--' is 'moral or legal constraint..the condition of
being morally or legally obliged or bound..a moral or legal tie..'.
GBS Righteous, Just includes items which cover the notion of

'right' as opposed to 'wrong.' It is not concerned with '

right'
meaning 'entitlement' (a notion which does not come within the prove-

nance of Good) and as a result many items concerned with entitlements,

privileges, legal rights, and so on, which appeared from RO13 Right
in the first draft of the classification, were not retained. As an
acknowledgement of the legal aspect of many of these rejected items,
and also of the fact that some of the items in the category relate to
justice and the law (as 'rihtwis/righteous OE--' OED sense 1, defined
'Of persons: Just, upright, virtuous; guiltless, sinless; conforming
to the standard of the divine or the moral law; acting rightly or
justly.'), there is a cross-reference to 'Law' at the end of the

category.
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GB6 Honest and GB7 Trustworthy are both closely related to - but

do not include - 'sincerity', and GB6 is also related to 'truth'.
These notions appear in the definitions of some of the items in the
categories. For example, in GB6, 'candid 1675--' is defined 'Frank,

'integrity 1548--'"

open, ingenuous, straightforward, sincere’, gnd
is defined '..the character of uncorrupted virtue, esp. in relation

to truth and fair dealing; uprightness, honesty, sincerity', and in
GB7, 'true-hearted 1471--' is defined 'Having a true heart; faithful,
loyal; honest, sincere.' However, 'sincerity' and 'truth' (or related
parts of speech) are not primary components in these definitions, and
in most definitions of items in GB6 and GB7 they do not occur at all.
Any items in which they are primary components were not retained in

this classification, but were transferred to the field Truth and False-

hood (along with corresponding Evil items for Falsehood, which were

rejected from the ED categories of the Evil classification). The

classification of Truth and Falsehood was the subject of study for
some time by the late Dr. Perryman.17 There are therefore cross-
references to appropriate sections of the Historical Thesaurus
classification at the end of GB6 and GB7.

GB8 Proper, Fitting is related to the notion of 'fitness' or
'aptness' in a broader sense than the 'becoming' or 'proper' notion -
covered here. See further comments in chapter 4, p.269. There is a
cross-reference to 'fitness' at the end of the category.

GCl Kind is a fairly large general category - drawn chiefly

from R897 Benevolence - but it does not include the specific type of
kindness inherent in 'charity'and related items. These items are
more concerned with giving to the poor or helpless (see OED 'charity'

senses 4 and 5) and those that did initially appear in this category
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were more suitably reallocated to R781 Giving or R703 Aid. GCl was

also supplemented with material drawn from R781l. It ends with an

external cross-reference to 'charity.'

GC2 Beneficial is another general category. It does not cover
the more specific notion of 'public benefit or welfare.' Nor does it
extend to the notions of 'gain' or 'acquisition.' Of the items in
the category, 'benefit 1393--' is defined 'Advantage, profit, good',
and 'advantage 1340--' is defined 'benefit; enhancement, improvement;
increased well-being or convenience; resulting benefit.' (These defini-
tions also illustrate the tendency to circularity of many OED defini-
tions.) Some items for 'public benefit' were rejected in the prelimi-
nary stages of classification. The category has cross-references both
to 'acquisition' and to 'charity' ('public benefit' is assumed to come
under 'charity'). 1In the circular diagram (p.44) the latter cross-
reference is more precise.

Categories GC4 to GC7 all have external cross-references to 'Good
intentions towards others.' GC6 and GC7 have an additional reference
to 'Giving much.' GC6 Generous also draws substantially from two of
the range of secondary Roget numbers consulted for Good and Evil -

/81 Giving and 813 Liberality.

GC8 Gracious and GC9 Considerate have cross-references to 'courtesy'
and GC9 also has a cross-reference to 'helpfulness.' These cross-—
references are, to some extent, less indicative of overlapping
material, and more of concepts to which those in the categories are
closely related, but which do not have 'good' as a primary component.
GCll Tender has a cross-reference of a similar nature to 'love.'

GCl2 Merciful has material from R897 Benevolence but also contains

many items drawn from secondary Roget numbers - chiefly from R905 Pity,
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but also from R979 Piety. This latter number belongs in the
'Religious' section of the Roget classification, and GCl2 ends with
an external cross-reference to 'grace' within 'Religion.'

GCl3 Blessed has external cross-references to 'happiness' and

'Religion.' It draws material from R615 Good and also from R824

Joy. 'Blessed cll75--' is defined in QOED as 'Enjoying supreme felicity;
happy, fortunate' - definition which includes 'happy' and confirms
this lipk. The notion of 'blessed' as a religious concept is not
covered here, but the cross-reference acknowledges that it and this
category are closely connected.

The final category in Good, CGl4 Fortunate, Lucky, also has a
cross-reference to 'happiness' and one to 'success.' Some additional
material for the category was drawn from R730 Prosperity, and some
other material, whose primary components of meaning are more concerned
with prosperity and success than with luck, was transferred from GCl4
to R730. The items in GCl4 do not cover 'success' .or 'happiness', and

at this point the final boundary for the Good part of the Good and Evil

field was drawn.

The Evil part of the field is more self-contained, as can be seen

from the relatively fewer external cross-references which it has.

The first section of Evil - EA Evil - follows more closely than

most sections a pattern (discussed more fully on p.69 ff.) whereby
the first category of the section is a large general category, and
the following categories are all smaller and in some cases subsidiary
to the larger one.

EA4 Hellish and EAS5 Diabolical both have external cross-references
to, respectively, 'hell' and 'devil' within 'Religion.' 1In this

classification these words, and other related items, are included on
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the basis of figurative senses. In EA4, 'hellish 1569-1826' is

defined 'Of the nature and character of hell and infernal things;
befitting or worthy of hell..', and in EA5, 'diabolical 1546--' is
defined 'Characteristic of or befitting the devil; devilish,

fiendish, atrociously wicked or malevolent'. See further discussion

on this in chapter 4, p.282. The external cross-reference acknowledges
not so much an overlap as a close connection between these categories
and 'hell' and 'devil' in 'Religion.'

In EA7 Worse, the notions of 'making or becoming worse' are

covered, but they are also closely related to 'deterioration', which
is not included here. Some items in the category have elements in
their definitions which link them to 'ﬁeterioration', and the external
cross-reference draws attention to this overlap.

EBl Inferior, and many of the other EB categories, contain items
which are either insulting or degrading names for people, or are names
for people who are inferior. By far the greatest number of these is
in EBl. Most of them were originally drawn from R938 Bad Man, and
subplemented from R869 Commonalty. However, among the original items
were a number for various kinds of tramps and vagabonds - lowly
people, but not necessarily people with any intrinsic element of evil
in them - and these items were reallocated to R869 Commonalty. EBIL
also drew additional material from R35 Inferiority. The category
ends with an external cross-reference to 'commonalty' in the Historical
Thesaurus classification.

EB2 Worthless is another category which contains items drawn

from R869. However, in terms of the Historical Thesaurus classifi-

cation, this category is more closely connected with the notion of

'uselessness' than with 'commonalty.' 1In AjG are 'good-for-nothing
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1711-~' defined in OED as 'Of no service or usej worthless', and

e S

'worthless 1591--' defined as '..Lacking worth or merit;..contemptible,
despicable'. There is a cross-reference to 'uselessness' at the end
of the category.

EB6 Wretched was drawn primarily from R?BO Improbity, but it
both took material from and transferred material to several of the
secondary Roget numbers. Some items whose central component was
'misfortune’ were moved to R731 Adversity, while other items were
taken into EB6 from 731. A number of items primarily concerned with
'shame' and 'misery' were moved to R825 Suffering, and other items
more suited to 'wretched' were moved from R825. In terms of the
Historical Thesaurus classification, this shifting and bringing
together of items is summed up in an external cross-reference to
'"'Unhappiness' at the end of the category.

EB9 Foul, Filthy is concerned with figurative senses of 'foul',
'filthy', and other items. 'Filthy 1535--' is defined in OED 'Morally
foul or polluted; obscene' and 'miry 1532--' as 'Dirty, defiled;

!

despicable.’ The category has a close connection with its literal

counterpart, and there is an external cross-reference to 'decay’.

EB10 Accursed was formed primarily from material in R898 Male-
volence, but also draws substantially on R899 Malediction. Many of
its items are related to, or even consist of, spoken curses or
imprecations. One item under NX, 'anathema 1691--' is defined 'A
curse or imprecation generally', and is an extension of religious -

senses of

anathema' including 'The curse of God' (OED 2a) and 'The
great curse of the church..' (OED 2b). A number of other items,

including 'cursed cl1386--' in Ajb, are developments from religious

senses, and the category is therefore related to a corresponding
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religious concept. The category ends with a cross~reference to
'curse' in 'Religion’.

ECl Wrong~doing draws most of its material from R914 Wrong.
It -~ and some of the other EC categories - cover the notion of moral

'

wrong-doing (in NA 'wrong-doing 1480--' is defined '"Transgression
of or offence against the moral or established law; reprehensible
action or behaviour; misconduct') but they are not concerned with the
notion of wrong meaning incorrect (the opposite of the notion of
'right' which was rejected from GB5 Righteous, Just). Many items for
this sense of wrong turned up from R914 but were not retained in
this classification. Nor is the sense sufficiently closely related
to this category to warrant a cross-reference (the corresponding
sense of 'right' was also not sufficiently closely related to GBS).
EC3 Sinful and Wrong is closely related to the notion of sin in
'Religion'. Some items, which can be used in both religious and
secular contexts (as offence against either God's law or man's law)
appear both in this category and in the appropriate part of Chase's

18 This category covers the notion of sin

classification of Religion.
as a kind of wrong-doing or wickedness (i.e. items in which, generally,
'evil' rather than 'religion' is the primary component). Many OED
definitions of items in the category are not clear in this respect,
which is often why an item appears both here and in Religion. One

example, in AjG, is ‘'sinning 1609--', which is defined 'That sins

or commits transgressions'. There is, predictably, a cross-reference
to 'sin' in 'Religion' at the end of the category. (See also chapter
4, p.298 ff.)

EC6 Immoral is (in some respects) a corresponding category in

Evil to GBl Moral in Good. Several items - marked by an asterisk -
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occur in both categories, and to some extent the notes on GBl on

p.47 also apply here - but for Evil rather than Good, and 'immorality’

rather than 'morality'. GBl Moral is the more primary category of

the two - immorality is understood in terms of morality (OED
defines 'immoral 1660--' as 'Not consistent with, or not conforming
to, moral law or requirement; opposed to or violating morality..').
Both categories, however, carry the same external cross-references,
as both are related to moral behaviour, and to philosophy.

EC8 Corrupt has no external cross-references but, in the first
draft of the classification, did contain many items which were
subsequently rejected. These were items for specific kinds of
professional and political corruption, as bribery, graft, and jobbery,
and names for professionally or politically corrupt people. They were
transferred, prior to reclassification, to the Roget number most
fitting for the type of corruption they covered. Many went to R622
Business, but others went elsewhere, and as they were scattered, and
contained in their definitions various primary components other
than 'evil', there is no external cross-reference at the end of ECS.

EC10 Undutiful covers a concept which belongs in Evil, although

its direct opposite, 'dutiful', was rejected from Good (see comments

on GB2 on p.47-8). 'Dutiful',and related concepts, were rejected on
the grounds of not having 'good' as a primary element of meaning,

but 'undutiful' has been retained because it does embody evil. This
'evil' or, to be more precise (in accordance with its placing in the

Evil classification) this 'wrong' exists in the very lack of duty

which is the fundamental meaning of 'undutiful' (the QOED's definition
is 'lacking in the observance of duty'). To be undutiful is to be

wrong, and on that basis the category belongs in EC.
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However, the Evil part of the classification does not extend

to cover the notion of '

irresponsibility', although irresponsible
and undutiful are closely related. The OED defines 'irresponsible'
as '..not answerable for conduct or actions; not liable to be called
towaccount; exempt from or incapable of legal responsibility.' This

is not a definition in which 'evil' is an obvious primary component.

ED10 does end, though, with a cross-reference to 'irresponsibility'.

Categories ECll Failing in Duty and ECl2 Avoiding Duty are both

related to ECl0 Undutiful and to one another. ECl2 drew additional
material from R620 Avoidance and also has an external cross-reference
to 'Avoidance'.

The categories in section ED Evil & Treacherous are all closely

related. They correspond collectively to GB6 Honest and GB7 Trust-

worthy in Good and, along with these two categories, are the closest

1ink which Good and Evil has with the Truth and Falsehood field

19

drawn up by Dr. Perryman. Because of the boundary established with

Truth and Falsehood, Evil does not include any items whose primary

components are deceit, trickery, or falsehood. As the connection
is so close though, each ED category ends with external cross-refer-
ences to falsehood, deception, and insincerity. ED5 Unfaithful has
an additional cross-reference to 'infidelity'.

Section EE Evil to Self/Other is similar in structure to EA,
in that it consists of one large general category followed by a
number of smaller categories, all of which are to varying extents
subordinates of the first categofy (see p.69 for further details

of this structure). 1In the first category - EAl Harmful -

the most fundamental item, which embodies the primary sense of both

the category and the section, is 'hearm/harm OE--' under NX. This
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item is defined in OED as 'Evil..as done to or suffered by some

person or thing; hurt, injury, damage, mischief.' EEl is the only
category in the section with an external cross-reference, and it is
to a general section 'I11 intentions towards others' in the Historical

Thesaurus classification.

2.2.6 Summarizing Remarks

The purpose of this section of chapter 2 has been to define
the semantic field Good and Evil, to point out its central concepts
and its boundaries, and to place it in the context of a semantic
classification of virtually the entire English vocabulary. This was
achieved firstly by defining the problems of the Good and Evil field,
by specifying the sources from which the field was drawn, and by
describing briefly the semantic classifications devised on the one

hand for the Historical Thesaurus, and on the other hand for Good

and Evil. It was further defined by a description of the relation-
ship of the smaller Good and Evil field to the larger Historical
Thesaurus classification. This involved the specification of, the
boundaries and delimitations of Good and Evil in terms of the larger
classification, through a listing of external cross-references in
Good and Evil, a presentation of the same information in diagrammatic

form, and finally a detailed commentary on those categories which

come closest to the principal boundaries.

2.3 The Classification System

The purpose of this section is to describe the development of

t

the Good and Evil classification system, and to explain and justify
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its structure.

The dictionaries which formed the sources for the material in
this classification were specified in chapter 1 (pp.2-3). A. brief
outline of the broad structure of the classification system was
given in section 2.2 of this chapter. Section 2.3 concentrates on
the classification system in much more detail but obviously, since
the classification was devised in order to contain the semantic
field, it has a strong connection with 2.2. Each section is closely

related to the other.

The Good and Evil classification has six levels, as follows:

1. Field (Good and Evil)
'2. Section (A Good, B Good & Moral, etc.)
3. Category (1 Harmless, 2 Satisfactory, etc.)

4. Part of Speech (Adjective, Noun, etc.)
5. Subdivision (Action, Thing, Person, etc.)
6. Subordination (.female, ..young, etc.)

The classification gives semantic primacy to the adjective and
every section and category heading is adjectival. Other headings,
in lower levels, if not adjectival themselves, are adjective-related.
The reasons for giving primacy to the adjective (a potentially
controversial step)are discussed in 2.3.4.4 below.

In the course of this section each of the six levels listed
above is treated separately and in detail. The part of speech level
generates the greatest discussion, into which is also drawn the
subordination level. The treatment of these six levels is followed
by a discussion of the internal cross-references which occur at the

end of (and occasionally within) many of the categories. These

cross-references are indicative of the large extent to which Good and



59

Evil has internal overlaps. External overlaps, and the external

cross-references which also occur at the end of many categories, were

discussed in the previous section of this chapter.

2.3.1 Field

2.3.1.1 Dichotomy versus Cline

The semantic. .field Good and Evil consists of two large distinct

parts, respectively Good and Evil. The decision to keep Good and Evil

separate was made at an early stage in the classificatory procedure,

and both parts follow, in parallel, the same classification system,

although the Evil part is considerably larger and more extensive.

This approach was actually one of two options. The alternative

approach would have been to have viewed Good and Evil as one progress-
ive cline, or scale, rather than as two distinct units, and to have
presented a classification which progressed in degrees of intensity,

from the most innocuous form of Good at one end (probably GAl Harmless)

to the most extreme form of Evil at the other end (perhaps EA8 Heinous

or EAlQ0 Worst). In practice, however, it would have been very-

difficult to place all the categories consecutively on a scale, as
it is frequently not possible to determine which categories are more
or less good or evil than which others. Any attempt to do this may
well have resulted in ad hoc decisions ‘and, more importantly, the
resultant presentation may have detracted from the main purpose of
the classification: to present in a clear form, together and in
chronological order, the available lexical items throughout the

history of English for those concepts which belong under Good and

Evil.

It is also the case that much of the vocabulary selected for
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Good and Evil falls naturally into one camp or the other. Most

items are either clearly Good or clearly Evil. As a result any

scaled presentation would have a great concentration of material

at either end and very little in the area in the middle. It there-
fore seemed more sensible to keep the materia} in its two natural
divisions (as the Roget classification does) and to accommodate
within each such material as there was which could be said to belong
in the middle area.

It is true that a cline or scale would have provided a proper
piace for this central material - it is possibly the one advantage
that that approach would have had. However, this material only
forms a small proportion of the Good and Evil whole, and all of it
tends obviously towards gne side or the other. It chiefly consists
of lexical items which have a negative affix - frequently the prefix
'un~' - and which therefore do not so much embody a good (or evil)
concept as not embody an evil (or good) concept. Although the cate-
gories to which these items belong are negatives of one concept (say

an Evil concept) they are treated in the classification as being

positives of the opposite concept (as Good).

For example, GAl Harmless (which chiefly contains items with
either the prefix un- or in-, or with the suffix -less) covers the
idea of being 'without harm', that is, without something bad, as
opposed to being with something good. The OED defines 'harmless' as
'Doing or causing no harmj not injurious or hurtful; inoffensive,

L)

innocuous. The definition is negative, as is the concept, and were

there a grey area between Good and Evil, Harmless would belong in

it. As there is not, it is in Good, where, in spite of its being a

negative of an Evil concept, it does, by embodying by implication a
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Good concept, actually belong.

There are several categories like this in the classification,
most of which are commented on in the category notes.in chapter 4.
They include GB3 Impartial and EA9 Unpardonable. The question of
when a negative affix causes a word simply to negate the opposite
concept, and when the whole word shifts to being a positive concept
in its own right, is an interesting one. E.A. Nida comments that
'One of the problems involved in the treatment of opposites is the
peculiar manner in which negation may affect the extent of contrast
...not good is not simply the negation of good, but suggests some
degree of badness, though it is not equivalent to bad...not bad
with emphatic intonational contrast is a more positive quality than

good with normal, noncontrastive intonation.'zo

His viewpoints are
often borne out in the Good and Evil classification, and this tendency
is mentioned where appropriate in chapter 4. There is no general

attempt to justify the placing of a 'megative affix' category in

either Good or Evil, since the adoption of a classification system

consisting of two opposite parts renders this treatment of such

categories necessary and unavoidable.

2.3.1.2 Other Approaches

There are very few other studies which have dealt with the
vocabulary of Good and Evil or related areas in a manner even

similar to that of this thesis.

Obviously, had Dr. Perryman lived, her work in Truth and False-

21

hood®™ would have provided a comparable study of a closely related

field, based on data gathered from the same source as the Good and

Evil data. One work which deals with both good and evil concepts is
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Rudskoger's Fair, Foul, Nice and ProEergz Rudskoger, however,

concentrates on a limited number of words (the four (excluding and)
of his title) and discusses the range of meanings of each of these
words. This is the opposite of the Good and Evil approach, which

deals with many words, all of which (within either Good or Evil)

are similar in meaning.

Other works tend to deal with either Good or Evil concepts,

but not both. Theyalso often have a specific approach of a kind
which clearly differs from the approach of this thesis.

Among those which cover Good concepts is K. Reumig's Joy and

Freude: A Comparative Study of the Linguistic Fields of Pleasurable
Emotions in English and German.23 Reumig's approach is to look at
the same concept in two different languages, and 'joy', although

related to Good, is not a concept covered in this classification.

One other study, whose approach is philosophical, and whose main

semantic interest is in the generalities of theory, is by Katz:

'Semantic Theory and the Meaning of Good.'24 The first part of

Katz's paper concentrates on the nature of semantic theory.

Of those works which deal with Evil concepts, several take a

very general approach and tackle the subject of pejorative sense in
English, rather _than concentrating on any one specific semantic

area. These include H. Schreuder's Pejorative Sense Development

in English,25 and (of comparatively recent publication and not

readily available, so not actually consulted for this thesis,

although mentioned here as a work of obvious relevance) G. Kleparski's

Semantic Change and Componential Analysis: an enquirv into peiorative

. L2 L
developments in English. b One other work, which does concentrate

on a specific Evil concept, but which confines itself to the Middle
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English period is Hans Peters' Das mittelenglische Wortfeld schlecht/

bose: Synchronisch-diachronische Darstellung seiner semantischen
Struktur?’ (or 'The Middle English word field bad/angry: a synchronic-

diachronic description of its semantic structure'). Peters covers
the period from approximately 1200 to 1400, and is particularly
concerned with dialectal distribution, but in the process he deals

with many items which also appear in the Evil part of this classifi-

cation (see especially his lists in chapter 5, pp.42-82).
As the above selection confirms, few if any of the works which

deal with or touch upon the semantics of Good or Evil vocabulary have

a comparable approach to that taken here.

2.3.2 Sections
There are eight large sections in the classification - three in

Good and five in Evil. These numbers reflect the relative sizes of

Good and Evil - there are 3373 lexical items in Good and 5698 in Evil.

As Good and Evil are treated in parallel, the terminology for the

Good sections and the Evil sections (and, in the next level of

classification, for the Good and Evil categories) is the same. 1In

Good the three large sections are initialled A to C, and in Evil

they are initialled A to E. For clarity, throughout the thesis,
whenever a section (and category) is mentioned, its initial is
preceded by either G or E, depending on whether it belongs in the

Good or Evil part of the classification. The sections are headed

as follows:

GA Good

GB Good & Right
GC Good to Self/Other

EA Evil
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EB Evil & Inferior
EC Evil & Wrong

ED Evil & Treacherous

EE Evil to Self/Other

These eight sections are presented in sequence, but there are

parallels between the Good and Evil sections. The general correspon-

dence is as follows:

EA Evil

(
GA Good (
( EB Evil & Inferior

( EC Evil & Wrong

GB Good & Right (
( ED Evil & Treacherous

GC Good to Self/Other ( EE Evil to Self/Other

The heading of each section reflects very broadly the semantic

range of the material which it contains. Every Good section heading

contains the word 'good' and every Evil heading has the word ‘evil'.

Definitions of these two words - they denote the broadest concepts

in the classification - can be found on p.29. Both the Good and

Evil parts of the classification have endeavoured to start with

their most general section simply entitled, respectively, Good and

Evil. In both cases these sections are followed by other sections

whose character is more specific. This is indicated by means of an
extra word or phrase in the heading. The extra element expresses a
particular feature regarded as inherent in all the categories in
that section. With the exception of GC and EE it also appears in
at least one category in the section. Obviously the section headings
are being used in their broadest sense - each section covers a
considerable range of material.

GB Good & Right uses 'right' adjective partly in OED's sense 5:

'0f persons or disposition: Disposed to do what is just or good;
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upright, righteous',and partly in OED's sense 6: '0Of actions, conduct,

etc.: in accordance with what is just or good; equitablej morally
fitting.'

EB Evil & Inferior uses 'inferior' chiefly in OED's sense 4:
'"«.0f low degree, rank, etc.j in méd. use esp. in reference to quality:

Of no great value or excellence; comparatively bad, poor, mean', but
also partially in OED's sense 3: 'Lower in degree, rank, importance..;

of less value or consideration; lesser; subordinate.’

EC Evil & Wrong uses 'wrong' chiefly in OED's sense 3 but also
to an extent in sense 5 (and for ECl4, sense 7). Sense 3 is defined
'Of actions, etc.: Deviating from equity, justice, or goodness; not
morally right or equitable; unjust, perverse.' Sense 5 is defined
'"Not in conformity with some standard, rule, or principle; deviating
from that which is correct or proper; contrary to, at variance with,

what one approves or regards as right.' Sense 7 is '

. .NOL proper,
fitting, or appropriate.’
ED Evil & Treacherous uses 'treacherous'in OED's sense 1: 'Of

_r-

persons, their attributes, or actions: Characterized by treachery;
deceiving, perfidious, false; disloyal, traitorous.' 'Treachery,'
which is used in this definition, is defined in OED as 'Deceit,

cheating, perfidy; violation of faith or betrayal of trust; perfidious

conduct. These definitions contain components which are themselves

headings of several of the categories in the section. This indicates
both the suitability of 'treacherous' asthe section heading, and the
extent of internal overlap which there is in this section. See

further discussion of this in chapter 4, p.306ff.

GC and EE do not have one additional word in their heading, but

instead share the same additional phrase: 'to Self/Other.' This
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phrase indicates that the essential character of these sections,

"'something

and of the categories each contains, involves the notion of
(either 'good' or 'evil') performed, that affects either oneself or
another (person or thing)', to use an informal paraphrase. The

supplementary parts of these headings do not appear as items in any

of the categories, but among the categories in these sections are,

in GC, Kind, Generous, and Merciful, and in EE, Harmful, Spiteful,

and Hard-hearted - clearly all notions which involve 'good' or 'evil'
to oneself or another.

Every section heading is a semantic simplification of the contents
of the section, and although no conscious attempt is made to reduce
the headings to semantic universals of any kind, they do go part of
the way towards the kind of headings which would result from the

application of componential analysis as discussed in chapter 1.

2.3.3 Categories

The categories are probably the most important discrete semantic
units in the classification. Each section contains at least eight
and at most 14 numbered and headed categories, each of which covers
a particular concept which belongs in that section. There are 93

categories in the classification - 34 in Good and 59 in Evil.

2.3.3.1 Why Categories were Adopted

The categories were adopted at an early stage in the development
of the classification. When the material was initially assembled

from the Historical Thesaurus archive, it soon became apparent that

much of it was falling naturally into general sense units - as, in

Good, excellent, fair, honest, kind, generous, etc. - and that an
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obvious structure for the classification was going to develop around

these units. Not all the material fell easily into categories -

especially awkward were the first six categories of ED Evil & Treach-

erous - but enough did for the remaining material to be persevered
with and classified in the same way. It was only once the categories

themselves had been roughly put together that connections and relation-

ships could be drawn between them, and that, from this, the categories

could be formed into large sections.

Every category has both a number and a heading. Within each
section the  categories are numbered- from one onwards. This
provides a convenient structure and reference system for the categories.
In general, every category can be referred to by means of a three-
or fourfold description. Each reference. begins with either G or E

(standing for Good or Evil), then has one initial from A up to E

(denoting the section in which the category occurs), then the category
number, and finally (although not always) the category heading.

This means that the standard category reference is as, for example,
GAS5 Excellent or ED6 Disloyal - a reference which is both compact

and informative.

2.3.3.2 Category Headings and Relative Sizes

Wherever possible the category headings consist of a single
word, but sometimes they are extended to two words, or to a short
phrase. The aim of the heading is to express as briefly as possible,
in well-known and current words, the key concept conveyed by the
items in the category. Obviously such short headings cannot hope
to cover the full breadth of any of the categories - as is already

plain from the OED definitions quoted in this chapter, they, and
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by extension, the lexical items which they define, are multi-componen-

ted. If category headings were also multi-componented, this would

lead to components being repeated in different headings and would

ultimately obscure rather than clarify category distinctions.
Examples of multi-componented definitions appear in references
throughout the thesis. The point can be exemplified further here,
by presenting a list of words which appear in the definitions of
items all having the fundamental meaning 'evil' and all occurring

in the first adjective subdivision (AjG) of EAl Evil. These words

are: baleful, base, criminal, cruel, depraved, diseased, false,
faulty, grievous, harmful, heavy, ill, infamous, malicious, malignant,
mean, mischievous, nefarious, pernicious, perverse, rascally, shameful,
sinful, unjust, unpleasant, unprincipled, vicious, vile, villainous,
wrong. It would clearly be quite impractical to include even a few
of these in the heading of EAl. Some of them form the headings for
other categories in the classification, and many of them occur in

the definitions of items in other categories. This breadth of defi-
nition is also connected with the existence of internal cross-refer-
ences (which are explained in 2.3.7). (See also chapter 4, p.257

for a similar list of definition words from GAS AjG.)

In order to keep complexity to a minimum each category heading
is therefore as short as possible, and although many elements of
meaning are present in categories, these cannot all be taken into
account. Many one or two word headings are shortened forms of

headings which could consist of four or five words, all denoting

prominent concepts in the category. For example EE12 Savage could

be called Savage, Fierce, Cruel, Inhumane, as these words are all

present in the category and also appear in the definitions of many
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items in the category. By the same token GCl Kind could be Kind,

Benevolent, Beneficent, and EEl Harmful could be Harmful, Hurtful,
Injurious.

As has been mentioned, the number of categories in each section
varies. In addition to this, the number of items in each category
varies considerably. The smallest category, EA3 Evil & Graceless,

has only 10 items, while the largest, EAl Evil, has 559 items. A

full listing of sections, and the categories in each, is at the
beginning of chapter 3 (p.l123 ff.). A very brief listing of the number
of items in each category appears overleaf (a much more detailed

numerical breakdown of items can be found in the tables of accessions

and losses in chapter 5, p.326 ff.).

It is to some extent the case that the size of a category relates
to the nature of the concept which it covers. A broad general concept,
like 'evil'(EAl) or 'excellent' (GAS5) will form a very large category,
while a narrower, more specific concept, like 'well-meaning' (GC5)

or 'disloyal’' (ED6) forms a much smaller category.

2.3.3.3 The Order of Categories

The order in which the categories are presented in the sections
attempts as far as possible to follow some kind of logical sequence.
There are two basic sets of criteria on which the sequence can be
based, and in some sections both sets are combined. One is a
progression of meaning which begins with the most general concept
in a section and proceeds to several more specific concepts - which
often also means a progression from one large general category to a
number of smaller more specific categories. The other is a progression

which moves from the least intense concept in a section to the
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-.*The-Number of Items in Each Category and Section

strongest or most intense. 1In both sequences it has been the general
practice wherever possible to place categories which are semantically
closely related next, or as near as possible, to one another. Two
groups of these category headings have been subjected to further
semantic analysis in chapter 4 (see p.306 ff. and p.316 f££f.) in order
to determine both their precise meanings and the way in which they
differ from one another. In this part of the chapter, the sequence
of presentation of the categories in each section, and the criteria
which they follow, are described below.

It may be helpful in the course of this discussion to refer to
the category headings at the beginning of chapter 3 and to the brief
numerical table above. The categories in section GA mainly conform

to the second set of criteria but also, to a lesser degree, draw on
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the first set. GA begins with the least intense category, GAl Harmless,
and proceeds, up to GA7, with categories which increase in intensity

and in the extent to which they embody 'good.' GA3 is Good, GAS

Excellent, and the culmination is GA7 Best. The remaining five
categories all cover concepts which could be regarded as specific

kinds of excellence, while GA3 Good and GAS5 Excellent are general

categories, and in that respect the categories conform to the first
set of criteria. Also, the related notions of GA9 Worthy and GAlO

Meritorious are placed side by side, as are GAll Virtuous and GAl2

Honourable. The largest category in the section is GA5 Excellent,

chiefly on account of its many adjectives. GA3 Good is the second

largest category.

Section GB aims to progress from a general first category, GBl

Moral, to a sequence of more specific categories (GB2 to GB7), and

ends with GB8 Proper, Fitting. However, although GBl is probably
the most general category it is also, as can be seen from the table
on p.70, by no means the largest category in the sectionm.

Section GC also follows the first set of criteria. GCl Kind is

the largest and most general category in the section. It is followed
by a series of smaller categories, each covering specific concepts
which could be described as types of kindness, or specific types

of the section heading: ‘good to self/other'. Where possible those
which are semantically closest are adjacent to one another. For
example, GC4 Well Disposed and GC5 Well-Meaning are closely related,

as are GC6 Generous and GC/ Magnanimous.

In the sections in Evil the sequente of categories adheres much

. . . L
more closely to the first set of criteria. 1In every section except

EC the largest category occurs first. Section EA, like GA, combines
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both sets of criteria. EAl Evil embodies both the most general and

the least intense concept of the section. The remaining categories,

proceeding through EA4 Hellish and EA5 Diabolical to EA7 Worse, and

ultimately to EAlO Worst, are all more specific than EAl, and are

progressively more intensely 'evil' in meaning.

Section EB conforms largely to the first set of criteria. It

begins with the largest most general category,EBl Inferior. The
remaining categories cover specific types of inferiority. Only EBLO

'spoken

is slightly different, in so far as it covers the notion of
evil', and includes many items relating to the pronouncement of
curses and imprecations. 1In size it is the second largest category

in the section.

Section EC is different from the other sections in Evil. It

has two central categories - ECl Wrong-doing, Transgressive and EC8

Corrupt. Category EC6 Immoral. is also important, but less so than
EC8. The presentation of the categories attempts to follow a
sequence of development among the concepts covered by the categories
themselves. The development from ECl to EC8 is outlined in chapter
4 (p.304). In simple terms the section begins with one general
concept, followed by a number of more specific concepts which lead
up to and culminate in EC8 Corrupt. EC8 is followed by several
categories covering various specific kinds of wrong behaviour,
including three categories which relate to a want of duty. The
section ends with a category which is parallel to the final category
of section GB: in GCl4 Improper, Unfitting the inherent sense of
'wrong' is slightly different from that of the other categories in
the section (see p.65).

Section ED begins with the numerically largest and semantically
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most general category, EDl Treacherous. All the categories in ED

are very closely related, probably to a greater extent than the
categories in other sections. They fall into three groups, categories
ED1 to ED6, which are analysed semantically in chapter 4, ED/

to ED10, and EDl1l1. Generally speaking, in the first group the notion
of "treachery' dominates and in the second group the notion of
'dishonesty' is almost equally prominent.

Section EE conforms to the first set of criteria, with one large
general category, followed by a number of smaller more specific
categories. It also, especially in its latter categories, follows
the second set of criteria, with a progression ending in'the most

intense concept in the section. EEl Harmful is general, while EE2

Disadvantageous and EE3 Playfully Mischievous are both categories
covering mild concepts. EE4 Harmfully Mischievous is a stronger

concept, and EE5 Spiteful up to EEll Merciless are all categories
of moderate intensity. The three final categories though, EEl2 to
EEl4, are by far the most intense in the section, progressing from
Savage through Barbarous to Bloodthirsty. Categories EE5 to EES

are analysed semantically in chapter 4.

o,

2.3.4 The Parts of Speech

This level of the classification is without doubt the one most
liable to generate controversy. The analysis of language into parts
of speech goes back to the stoic philosophers, around 300 B.C., whose
studies of the patterns of Greek led them to establish five parts of
speech (noun, proper noun, verb, conjunction, definite article).

This was followed some two centuries later by the Grammar of Dionysius

‘Thrax, written in Alexandria, in which eight parts of speech were
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recognized (noun, verb, conjunction, article, adverb, participle,

pronoun, and preposition).28 The parts of speech have always been

29

a fundamental feature of traditional grammar®” and as such their

presence in a semantic classification could be held to be inapprop-

riate.

2.3.4.} Why the Parts of Speech were Used

It is generally acknowledged that any kind of semantic formulation
necessitates the use of some kind of syntactic description (see
comments in chapter 1, p.l1). Syntax is, according to Crystal, 'the
study of the rules governing the way words are combined to form

1 30

sentences in a language. A very similar definition is also given

by Crystal for one of the senses of grammar: 'the study of the way
words, and their component parts, combine to form sentences.'3l
Traditional grammar uses the breakdown of words into parts of speech
as- a means of analysing and quantifying the character of different
kinds of words and hence of establishing how they relate to one
another. To that extent the parts of speech are syntactic, and

they are used here as a syntactic: level in a semantic classification.

They provide a clear and convenient means of classifying the Good and

Evil vocabulary.

In this particular classification there are also a number of

- simple practical reasons for using the parts of speech as a classifi-
catory device. One is that all the lexical items in the classification
are drawn from dictionaries and each has already been given a part

of speech, initially by the lexicographers, but reproduced by the
Historical Thesaurus compilers. As the parts of speech are already

there, it is practical to make use of them, unless there is some good
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reason not to. It should be noted though, that this is not

the only way to classify vocabulary. An alternative method, without
parts of speech, is discussed in 2.3.4.2.

Another reason for using the parts of speech is that the nature
of the material in this classification is very comprehensive, and
there are often several different kinds of nouns (actions, persons,
things, etc.) or verbs (do, make, become) or even adjectives (on the
basis of referent) within the one basic concept or category. This
breadth within parts of speech is another feature which emerges from
the OED definitions, and is most effectively expressed.within the
framework in which it originally appears - that is, within the parts
of speech. It is represented by subdivisions within each part of
speech, and they actually form the next level of the Good and Evil
classification, and are discussed in more detail in 2.3.5. They
are mentioned here simply because they are one of the reasons for
maintaining the part of speech distinction.

‘It is worth pointing out here that the classification system

adopted for the Historical Thesaurus, although heavily dependent on

Chase's system of subordination (see 2.3.4.2 and 2.3.5 for details)
now also, as a result of the classificatory work involving the parts
of speech in this thesis, makes use of the parts of speech. As Kay
and Chase comment 'Chase's system differs from the one now in use
for the Historical Thesaurus in that semantic features in his
classification take precedence over division into parts of speech.'32
Now in the Historical Thesaurus 'parts of speech have a classifying

function.'33

Five parts of speech - and a general sixth appellation: 'phrase'

~ are recognized in the Good and Evil classification. They are



76

adjective, noun, adverb, verb, and interjection. They are
abbreviated in the classification and often in the text of the thesis
to Aj, N, Av, V, and Int. J.M.Y. Simpson states that 'For certain
traditional grammarians only the 'major' parts of speech (nouns,
verbs, adjectives and adverbs) had full meaning, since they were

held to signify 'concepts' - this is 'lexical' meaning.'34 To some
extent this classification confirms that view in so far as, within
its semantic field, it endeavours to cover the breadth of the English
language, and yet only requires these four parts of speech, plus
interjection and phrase.

The meanings of the five parts of speech (the above four plus
interjection) are taken as understood in this thesis.35 The term
phrase is used rather more broadly. As a general term a phrase is
a 'small group of words usu. without predicate, esp. preposition
with the word(s) it governs, equivalent to adjective, adverb, or
noun.'36 In the Good and Evil classification it occurs as a sequence
of words which often form a complete clause or sentence, and which
require a fuller definition than the rules of the classification

permit. Each phrase or group of phrases in a category is preceded

by a brief explanation of the meaning of the item(s) which follow

(as in GA5 Excellent, GB4 Fair, GCl4 Fortunate, Lucky, and EBIO

Accursed). Often simpler phrases, usually belonging to the noun,
adverb, or verb, are placed under the appropriate part of speech, and
are not actually specified as phrases.

The order adopted for the parts of speech in Good and Evil -
adjective, noun, adverb, verb, interjection - and the accompanying
system, which gives semantic primacy to the adjective, form another

area of potential controversy which is discussed shortly. First
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however, it should be recognized that it is quite possible to devise

an effective system of semantic classification in which the parts of

speech are not used.

2.3.4.2 An Alternative Approach

The clearest way to illustrate an approach which does not use
the parts of speech is to look at one of the semantic fields previously
classified as a part of postgraduate research from the Historical

Thesaurus archive, that is, at Chase's classification of Religion.

-

This is the single largest piece of classification from the Thesaurus
which has been conducted as a part of a postgraduate thesis. Both
Chase's classification and that of Wotherspoon, in her thesis on
Parts of the Body and Mental Pain‘?8 accord semantic primacy to the
noun, but do not specify the parts of speech as such in the classifi-
cation.

The discussion here centres on Chase's classification of Religion
for two reasons: firstly because Religion is a large field, and
secondly because some elements of Chase's classification system also

appear in one level of the Good and Evil classification.

There is one fundamental difference between Religion and Good

and Evil which should be stated here. This is that the vocabulary
in Religion is primarily concrete, while the vocabulary of Good and

Evil is primarily abstract.

The classification system devised for Religion has (like Good

and Evil) several levels which become progressively more specific,
as far down as 'category', which is a semantic unit covering a basic
concept in that classification. Religion, where appropriate, follows

the category with a subcategory or similar grouping and, within that,
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employs the subordination system of indented full stops which is

such a distinctive feature of that classification. Each category

(or subcategory) has a heading, which takes the form of the noun,

and all the items in that category are semantically subordinate

to this nominal heading. The subordination ;s expressed by means

of indented full stops followed by underlined headings or category
tags,39 which relate back to the category heading. With each addi-
tional full stop there is further indentation, and further subordina-

tion. This is illustrated by the following category headings from

Chase's thesis.

Rl.7.3. Impiety

.instance of

.p_char by (= person characterized by)
..pl/coll 40 (= plural/collective)

Each tag is understood in terms of the category heading, and tags
with two or more full stops are understood in terms also of the
preceding superior tag. Thus the item(s) under pl/coll are interpre-
ted as meaning 'collectively, persons characterized by impiety.'

This system is semantically very effective. It shoys the relationship

between different items and also (by placing related parts of speech
nest to one another) between different parts of speech. The following

headings demonstrate this.

R4.2.2.0. Confession
(ees) '
.the hearing of

.. tO Eerform

.the experience of
. .to undergo 41

These four headings form two pairs, each of which consists of a noun

and, immediately following it, a related subordinate verb.
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2.3.4.3 Why this Approach was not Used for Good and Evil

It is worth taking a little time here to justify the fact that
this system has not been wholeheartedly adopted for Good and Evil.
It is a system which is most effective when applied to a primarily
- concrete semantic field - often one whose lexical items are predomi-
nantly nouns or noun based. In such a field the adjective, verb, etc.
can normally be subordinated to the noun with little difficulty, by
means of category tags such as .char of, .possessing,.to perform, and

SO 0OnN.

Good and Evil, howevef, is a primarily abstract field, with very
little concrete vocabulary, and as such the adjective is arguably
its semantically prime part of speech (see discussion of this in
2.3.4.4). As a result Chase's system is not so effective. The OED,
and hence this classification, frequently creates separate adjective
senses on the basis of referent (i.e. the adjective as applied to a
person, thing, action, etc.) and these adjectives form a central
part of an abstract field. If there were a corresponding noun in

Good and Evil for each of these kinds of adjectives, to which the

adjective could be made subordinate, then Chase's system might work.
Often however, there is not, and even where there is the result
tends to be clumsy. For example, EA3 Evil and Graceless would present
the adjective, of a person, as follows.

Evil and Gracelessness (the heading would have to be nominal)

.p_char by: graceless cl386-1675+1858--3 etc.
. .char of: graceless 1399--; etc.

The double suffix in the heading is uhpleasing, as is the way 1in
which the headings have to be read back in order to find the meaning

of 'graceless 1399--': 'characteristic of a person characterized by

evil and gracelessness.'
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Perhaps, it might be argued, if the adjective has semantic
primacy the system could be adapted so that the heading is adjectival,
and the items are derived from the adjective. One result of this
would be as follows.

Evil and Graceless
.p who is: graceless c1386-1675+1858-~3 etc.
..char of: graceless 1399--; etc.

This is more economical, but still gives the noun primacy within the
category. More useful for an adjective-based classification might
be a reversal of the category tags, so that the adjective comes first.

Evil and Graceless
.of a person: graceless 1399--; etc.
..p who is: graceless cl386-1675+1855--; etc.

These headings are not satisfactory though - 'person' occurs in

both (as p in the second heading). They are repetitive and hence
inefficient. As a means of covering these items in EA3, and similar
items in other categories, Chase's system is simply not very effective.

It would be wrong to dismiss it totally for Good and Evil though,

as for some semantically straightforward categories, and when it is
applied with primacy given to the adjective, it can be effective.
The following headings cover everything under GCl0 Humane.

Humane

.making

.made

.gualitz of being
..action of imbuing with

.in manner which is
.to make
.to become

Categories like this are the exception rather than the rule in

Good and Evil. The headings for the noun and adverb seem less concise

than they might be, but otherwise the system works. The category

set out this way would present the items which are currently under
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AjG immediately after the category heading with no further qualifi-

cation. All other items would be semantically subordinate to them.
This becomes a problem where AjG already has subordinate items in
its own right. The remaining items assume the same subordinate
status as these items, which seems to accord_them.an equality they

do not have. For example, the headings in EAl Evil would appear as

follows.

Evil
.inherently etc.
.following ways which are etc.

.0f an action etc.

.0f a person

..who is female

.quality of being

..an instance of etc.

The first two headings, which are very specific, are accorded equal
status with 'evil, of an action' and 'evil, of a person' and so on.
This does not represent the true semantic balance of the category.
Although the adjectival form of the concept has primacy within that
structure,the parts of speech ought to be treated equally, with
subordinate items within each part of speech having the same status.
It does not seem justifiable to equate subordinate adjectives with
basic nouns, adverbs, etc.

This observation points the way to a weakness of the Chase

system. It means that one group of lexical items - nouns in the case

of Religion - has primacy over the others. The system used for Good
and Evil gives primacy to the adjective as a part of speech, and uses
it as a basic structural element, but within that structure it accords
equal status to all parts of speech. It further accords equal
subordinate status to the subordinate items under each part of speech.

It does this by using the parts of speech as a classificatory device
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and in the process it provides in some respects a more precise

semantic classification.

The value of the parts of speech 1is confirmed. Two
reasons for using them as a classificatory device
were mentioned above (p.74-5). A third reason has now emerged -
they enable semantic equality of all items in a category to be
maintained, at the same time as placing them in a system in which
one part of speech - the adjective - assumes primacy. We must now
attempt to explain why the adjective is the part of speech which

has been accorded-primacy in Good and Evil.

2.3.4.4 The Semantic Primacy of the Adjecfive

To accord primacy to any part of speech in language is arguably
controversial. Chase, in giving primacy to the noun, comments that
this may be 'somewhat contentious from the standpoint of semantic
theory.'42 Prior to any discussion on why the adjective has primacy
here, the more general question of the dominance of any part of
speech ought to be placed in a broader linguistic context,

A basic problem in any discussion of this nature is that the
distinction between the parts of speech (and especially between the
‘noun, adjective, adverb, and verb) is not always clear. As Bloomfield
states, 'it is impossible to set up a fully consistent scheme of
parts of speech, because the word-classes overlap and cross each
other. '3

Over the years, however, various viewpoints have emerged. As
was mentioned on p.73, the breakdown of language into parts of speech

dates back to the ancient Greeks. Plato established two distinct

parts of speech - noun and verb - and included the adjective with the
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verb. Aristotle maintained that distinction, but included the

44

adjective with the noun. The Stoics (see p.73 above) recognized
five parts of speech, and Dionysius Thrax recognized eight. Thrax's
Grammar was apparently the first of its kind to be published in

4.4

the Western worl His basic division of the parts of speech has

remained.

By and large discussion on the primacy of any part of speech
has concentrated on the noun and the verb. Sapir, although dismissive
of the parts of speech distinctions ('Our conventional classification
of words into parts of speech is only a vague, wavering approximation
to a consistently worked out inventory of experience.'46) does comment
nonetheless that 'No language wholly fails to distinguish noun and
verb.'47 Jespersen divides the parts of speech into three hierarchical
ranks: Primary (nouns), Secondary (verbs and adjectives), and Tertiary
(adverbs).48 He bases his distinction on the theory that secondary
words can modify primary, and tertiary can modify secondary. He also,
in his three ranks, specifies four parts of speech.

De Angulo and Freeland believe that, for the purposes of semantic
classification, the noun should have priority: 'the basis for classifi-
cation should- give preference to nouns over verbs.'49 Chafe, on the
other hand, considers that the verb is semantically the most important
part of speech: 'I have tried to establish a picture of semantic
structure in which the typical configuration is that of a central
verb accompanied by one or more nouns.'

John Lyons treats the whole question on the level of deep structure,

which is not strictly relevant here (see comment at foot of p.l19).

L

It is nonetheless worthy of some comment. Lyons states that 'any

general theory of the parts of speech..must define the parts of spéech



84

..as deep-structure constituents of sentences.'>’ 1In an earlier
article, 'Towards a 'Notional' Theory of the 'Parts of Speech'',
which again takes a deep structure approach, he says, 'in many
languages at least, the noun or nominal is the primary element of

(D2

'deep’ constituent-structure. In Semantics Lyons echoes Sapir.

with the comment that 'it is generally accepted by linguists that

..the distinction between nouns and verbs at least is universal.'~>

There appears to be little argument in favour of according
semantic primacy to the adjective. One of the few people to write
in its favour is Rudskoger, who comments that 'the adjective is and
must be..the primary thing.'54

It is recognized in the classification of material from the
Historical Thesaurus archive that, in different semantic fields,
priority has to be given to different parts of speech. Kay acknow-
ledges that 'the attempt to impose a fixed order of parts of speech
within categories: noun, verb, adjective, adverb'55 worked for concrete
categories (like Religion) but that 'work on abstract categories has
shown that some categories are predominantly verbal or adjectival,

126 In the case of a classifi-

and that greater flexibility is needed.
cation of the chiefly abstract field Good and Evil, the adjective
. 1s primary.

In the majority of categories in Good and Evil the basic concept
covered by the category is expressed by the adjective. The other
parts of speech in the category can all be derived from the adjective.

The noun is often formed by the addition of the suffix -ness or -ity,

as Kindness from kind, morality from moral. The adverb is often
formed by means of the suffix -ly, as kindly, morally, and the verb

1s sometimes phrasal, with the same root as the adjective, as to do
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worse, or - if not formed that way - has a meaning which can be

related back to the adjective by that means. Not all categories
are adjective basea, but 50 out of the total 93 indisputably are.
For more details, and a short discussion on primacy in the parts
of speech in Good and Evil, see p.89 ff. (2.3.4.5). Also presented
there are tables indicating which part of speech is primary in each
category.

Those 50 categories in which the adjective is primary include

GB4 Fair, EB7 Base, and EEll Merciless. In 16 categories the

primary part of speech is either the adjective or the noun. And

in 27 categories the noun or other part of speech is primary.
However, in every category, the presentation of the material accords
primacy to the adjective and the system works effectively. Up to

66 of the 93 categories are potentially adjective-based, a large
enough majority to enable an adjectival system to be applied through-
out.

It might be thought that if the adjective is conceptually prime,
that it should also be the part of speech for which there are most
items in Good and Evil. Perhaps surprisingly, this is not the case.
Of the 93 categories, 42 have more adijectives than any other part

of speech. 1In Good the adjective is ‘dominant, but in Evil, and

overall, there are more nouns than any other part of speech. N
The table overleaf gives a breakdown of the parts of speech in,ggctions
and overall. A‘full breakdown by category forms Appendix III.
A more defailed analysis of the basic essential features of
each of the main parts of speech in the classification (adjective,

noun, adverb, verb) may help to clarify the position of the adjective

and confirm its superiority. Although, in Good and Evil, the adjective
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generally embodies the most basic form of each concept, the actual
nature of the adjective is more complex. As adjectives, 'good' and
'evil' are essentially attributes, and they require two basic features
to give them meaning. One is a referent.  Abstract adjectives can
only be perceived in the light of that to which they are applied.
Indeed the OED definition of 'good', already quoted at the beginning
of this chapter, describés it as a quality 'implied by the nature of
the object which the adj. is used to describe.' The meaning is
partially carried in the object which embodies it, be that a person,

thing, action, or whatever. The other feature for the understanding
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of an adjective is a knowledge of that which the adjective is not.
An abstract quality such as ‘good' is relative, and is perceived as

much in terms of the related qualities which it does not possess,

as in terms of those which it does have. As R.H. Robins says, 'The
meaning -of a word depends, not just on its reference...In part the
meaning and use of most words are governed by the presence..of other

197

words whose semantic functions are related. Robins takes this

question of a scale of related meanings further with particular

58

reference to colour terms, but the basic principle also holds for

Good and Evil.
An abstract quality is therefore inherent both in that to which
it is applied, and in the context of that to which it is related,
and (as an attribute) is expressed most fundamentally in the adjectival
form. As Hardi Fischer says, '..we have chosen to study the meanings

of nouns in terms of adjectives..it seems natural to think of 'things'

1199

!

in terms of 'attributes.

In the Good and Evil classification the ‘adjective 1is the%part of
speech which forms the heading to which all elements in the category
are subordinate. Each part of speech is:divided into different 'types'
of that part of speech, and all these types are subordinate to the
adjectival heading. As the adjective is primary, and hence the most
important part of speech, all adjective types come first, followed
by noun, adverb, verb, phrase, and interjection.

The noun, or nominal form of an abstract concept, is often a
term for the quality ('quality' in OED's sense 2: 'a mental or moral
attribute, trait, or characteristic') which is that concept (as
'goodness' is 'the quality..of being good' and 'kindness' is ‘the

quality..of being kind'). The noun can also be a person, thing, etc.
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which embodies the attribute in question.

The adverb basically describes anything which is, or is done,
'in the manner of the adjective.'

The verb often has the meaning 'to be or make the adjective'

(as 'to be wicked', 'to make good'). In Good and Evil it is always
possible to derive the verb from the adjective, usually by means of

a description consisting of 'auxiliary verb plus adjective', as in
EB3 'rogue (vi)' can be described as 'to be roguish.' Sometimes the
derivation is made through the noun or the adverb, as in the headings
'to do evil' (in EAl) or 'to treat disadvantageously' (in EA2). Each
of these headings could be construed more fully in an adjectival form
as 'to do that which is evil' and 'to treat in a disadvantageous
manner'.

These different types within the parts of speech are explained
in 2.3.5 (p.92 ff.).

One other part of speech which occurs occasionally in the classifi-
cation (it appears in four categories) is interjection. It can be
seen in adjectival terms in so far as it performs the function of
an adjective, by describing something, but it does so in an inter-
jectory ('characterized by a natural ejaculation expressive of some
feeling or emotion' —QED) fashion.

There are also phrases in the classification, but for the
purposes of this explanation these are not treated as parts of
speech but as larger grammatical units. They are dealt with in

2.3.5.

This section ends with a short commentary on and a list of the

parts of speech which are conceptually prime in each category.
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2.3.4.5 Semantic Primacy as a Part of Speech

As has been mentioned, in the majority of categories (50 out
of 93) the fundamental meaning of the category exists in the adjec-
‘tive. On the following pages is a list of the Good and Evil categories
and, beside each, the part of speech in which its basic sense resides.
This is - it should be emphasized - a generalization, based as far as
possible not just on category headings, but also on items within
categories. Twenty categories are noun based, including ED2 Treasonous,
where the adjective derives from, and is several centuries later

than, the noun 'treason'. In 18 categories (including GA3 Good and

EAl Evil, among others) two parts of speech, usually the adjective
and noun, are primary.

In a number of categories the dominant part of speech is unclear.
In GC6, for example, which is more primary between 'generous’' and
'generosity' (both date from the 1l7th century)? In GBl is 'moral'
more primary than 'morality' (although 'morality'is recorded earlier
in OED)? If the fundamental idea is not covered in the classification
(as in EC3 'sin' is not covered, because it is placed in Religion)
is the category based on a derived part of speech (in this case
'sinful')? 1In the tables below, categories like GC6 Generous are
listed as being either adjective or noun based, those like GBl Moral

are, in the main, listed as adjective based, and those like EC3 Sinful

are listed on the basis of the items they contain (Sinful is therefore
adjective based). Other categories like GAl Harmless are adjective
based as the adjectival suffix -less embodies a fundamental part of
the meaning, while those like EEl Harmful are noun based, as the
essential idea of the category exists in 'harm' and the suffix -ful

merely forms the adjective without altering the idea.
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Wretched

Base

Villainous

P.of Sp.

o

> -~ >
Ce . .
e

s

o 8



Category
EB9 Foul, Filthy

EB10 Accursed

ECl . Wrong—-Doing

. EC2 Straying

-EC3 Sinful

‘EC4 Guilty

EC5 Criminal

EC6 Immoral

EC7 Leading Astray
EC8 Corrupt

EC9 1Ill-Behaved
"ECIO Undutiful
ECll Failing in Duty
EC12 Avoiding Duty
“EC13 Unfair, Unjust

ECl4 Improper,

ED1 Treacherous

ED2 Treasonous

ED3 Betraying

P.of Sp.

<

"

&

> > 2
~. o . .
<

o=
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Category P.of Sp.
ED4 Perfidious “
ED5 Unfaithful
ED6 Disloyal
ED7 Dishonest
ED8 Crooked
ED9 Sneaky N/V
EDIO Disingenuous

ED11 Unscrupulous

EEl Harmful

EE2 Disadvantageous N

EE3 Pléyfully Misch. A3

EE4

EES

EE6

EE7

EES8

EE9
EE10
EELL
EE12
EEi3

EELl4

Harmfully Misch. Aj
Spiteful
I11-Willing

Bitter

>

> >
e

I11-Natured

o=

Harsh, Unkind
Hard—Hearled
Merciless
Savage
Barbarous

Bloodthirsty A}
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Totals

.
~
e
<

Section

GA Good

GB Good & Moral
GC Good to Self/Other
EA Evil

EB Evil & Inferior
EC Evil & Wrong

ED Evil & Treacherous

|

N LD ot . o=
(- p— O O L) = wn wn e

EE‘Evil to Self/Other

GOOD TOTAL
EVIL TOTAL

GOOD & EVIL TOTALS

r.—l
e
S
B o p— Pt <

o — -

2.3.5 Subdivisions

This level of the classification has already been referred to

on several occasions, especially in the preceding discussion on the
parts of speech.

Within the parts of speech, the next classificatory level consists

of the divisions which occur in each part of speech. As mentioned

above (p.87) all parts of speech are divided into types. Each type

is semantically subordinate to the category heading, and for conven-

ience is referred to as a subdivision.

These subdivisions inevitably reflect the treatment and the
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breakdown of the lexical items in the OED, which in turn reflect the

uses of the items in context. Each part of speech has its own
particular subdivisions, and these are dealt with separately on

the following pages.

The parts of speéch and their subdivisions are presented in the
classification by means of headings consisting of initials which
appear on the left hand side of the page. Each heading comprises
the standard abbreviation for the part of speech (Aj, N, Av, V, Int)
followed by a -single initial (occasionally accompanied by a lower
case letter) denoting the subdivision. The headings are followed by
the lexical items themselves.

The subdivisions have a fixed order - basically a progression
from general to particular and abstract to concrete — which is adhered
to in each category. Obviously the range of subdivisions which
appears in each category varies considerably, but this does not affect
the order of presentation. Nor does the size of the subdivision.

It is ofteny but by no means always,. the case that :the largest subdi-
vision comes first.

Each subdivision is read and understood in terms of the category
heading, which appears in the top right hand corner of every page.

For example, under ED7 Dishonest we have AjA (standing for 'adjective,
of actions') followed by the items, and AjP (standing for 'adjective,
of people') followed by the items. These are respectively construed,
with the help of the category heading, as containing items which

mean 'dishonest, of actions' and 'dishonest, of people'. Under GAS8
Matchless we have NQ (noun, the quality), NT (noun,the thing), NTP

(noun, thing or person), and NP (noun, the person). Again, each of

these is understood with the help of the category heading, which is
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used to qualify the noun subdivision. Hence, NQ is 'matchless quality"',

]

NT is 'matchless thing', NTP 'matchless thing or person', and NP
'matchless person'. In many cases the subdivisions contain further
subordinations accompanied by explanatory headings, which are also
understood in terms of the category headings. These subordinations
are discussed in 2.3.6.

The subdivisions within the adjective are as follows:

AJjE as an exclamatory epithet (only in GA3)

AjG general - of actions, things, persons, etc.

AjA of actions

AjC of conduct

AjW of way of life . ‘(only in Evil)

AjT of things |
AjP of people

In addition to progressing from general to particular and abstract
to concrete, the adjective subdivisions also run from inanimate to
animate. Between AjG and AjT the order is alphabetic.

AjE only occurs in one category (see note on p.254), and in most
categories AjG comes first. The adjectives in this subdivision are,
or can be, applied to many different things, as actions, things,
people, etc., when these referents have not been split up or specified
by the OED. 1In all cases where the referents of an adjective are
not made clear, the adjective is placed under AjG. Where the refer-
ents are specified the adjectives are classified accordingly, and
appear under one of the more specific adjective subdivisions, frequ-
ently AjA, AjT, or AjP. This distinction is commented on on a number
of occasions in chapter 4.

The subdivisions within the noun are as follows:

NQ quality

NX abstract thing

NF feeling
NA action

»+. NAc act
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ND deed

NC conduct

NCn connection (only in GC2)

NH habit (only in EAl)

NJ judgement ~ (only in GBS)

NN nature (only in EAl, EA5)
NR result (only in GC2)

NS state

NSc scheme (only in EBS8)

NTh thought (only in EAl, ECl, EE6)
NW way of life

NWi wish (only in GC4, ECl4)
NT thing

NTP thing or person
NP person

NQ and NX are the most general noun subdivisionsj the others are

all more specific. The subdivisions also, as under the adjective,
progress from abstract to concrete and inanimate to animate. Of the
abstract subdivisions the first seven occur frequently and the

following ten (arranged alphabetically) occur only one, two, or three
times apiece. The final three concrete subdivisions all occur frequently.
Although the ten less common subdivisions take up a lot of space in

the listing above, this is not the case in practice as they are rare,

and it is seldom that more than one occurs in the same category.

(The exception is EAl, where three occur.)

NQ always comes first in the noun, and is often the largest
subdivision. It is followed by NX. This subdivision contains items
which are abstract and which are neither qualities nor things. They
are 'abstract things', and the initial X has been chosen to denote
thém. It does not stand for anything specific, but instead is being
used to indicate something hard to quantify. A quality, as goodness
-;:r baseness (covered- by NQ ) is not a count noun (it does not, in
general, take an article, and is not pluralized) and it is abstract.

A thing, as a device or an object (covered by NT), is a count noun

(it takes an article and can be pluralized) and is concrete.
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The items in NX are between these two, and are count nouns at the

same time as being abstract, as a virtue, a vice, a fault, and so on.

This subdivision occurs quite frequently in the classification and
1s necessary to cover fully this abstract semantic field. The other
subdivisions are all self evident.

There are several corresponding pairs of noun and adjective
subdivisions which share the same initials in their heading. For
example, AjA and NA are both 'of actions', AjT and NT are both 'of
things', and AjP and NP and both 'of people'. Some categories
contain pairs of these subdivisions, and although the subdivisions
are not usually adjacent to one an&fher, they'can be easily recog-

nized by their common initials. For example, under EAl Evil, there

are AjA, AjT, and AjP, followed on later pages by NA, NT, and NP.
EAl is a large category and the subdivisions are not close to one
another, but under EA8 Heinous AjT and AjP occur on the same page
as NT and NP.

The subdivisions within the adverb are as follows:

AvM adverb of manner

AvH adverb 'having' (only in GA7)
AvW adverb with (+ noun) (only in EB10O)
AvB by means of (+ noun) (only in EC7, EC8, EC13)

The most usual adverbial subdivision in AvM. The other three only
occur in a total of five categories, and as such pose no problem
with ordering. They are presented above in the order of the
categories in which they appear. Two of them are interpreted along
with a noun, rather than with the adjectival category heading. When
this happens the noun should be understood as either NQ or NA
(whichever is more appropriate in each category) and is in turn

derived from the adjective. For example, in EB10, AvW is 'with
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accursedness' or, adjectivally, 'with accursed quality', while in

EC8, AvB is 'by means of corruption' or, adjectivally, 'by means of
corrupt quality or action’.

The following list of verbal headings also includes interpreta-
tions, in brackets, of the part of speech with which the verb should
" be construed. Again, where this is not adjectival, it can be reduced
to the adjective by interpreting any noun as NQ or NX or NA, and
interpreting any adverb as AvM ('in an 'adjective' manner’).

VG general (act + adv/be + adj)

VM  make (+ adj)
VD do (+ noun)
VA address (as + noun) (only in EB8)

VB become (+ adj)
VC consider (+ adj)

VF feel (+ adj/noun) (only in EE5)

VH have (+ noun) (only in GB5)

VI inspire (with + noun) (only in GCl)

VJ  judge (+ adv) (only in GB3)

VL look on (+ adv) ,

VP passive verb (only in EB1)

VS seem (+ adj)

VT treat (+ adv)

VU utter (+ noun) (only in EB1O)

VW have a (adj) way of life

The first three subdivisions appear in order of frequency. VG occurs
‘most often and is also, perhaps obviously, the most general subdivi-
sion. The other 13 subdivisions are presented in alphabetical

order. The verbs are more complex than the other parts of speech in
thé classification. The interpretation of their headings often
iﬁvolves nouns or adverbs, and in addition every verb in the classifi-
cation (with the exception of those only current in OE) is followed,
in brackets, by an indication of its transitivity, or of whether or
not it is a phrasal verb. This indication takes the form of (vt)

or (vi) or (vp) (a full list, and some further comments on verbs,

can be found on p.l1l3).
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Two other units of meaning occur in the classification. Neither

occurs very often and each is treated according to its own merits.

The first is phrase. This is used for phrases in a category which
do not clearly or easily belong under one of the other parts of
speech. As a result it varies greatly from one category to another.
The heading for phrase is PhX, and this is always followed by an
explanatory written heading, after which come the phrases proper.
The written heading begins with a capital letter and is underlined.
As 1n NX, the initial X has been used as an indication that what
follows is hard to quantify (and in the case of phrases widely
varied) although the explanatory heading for phrases does then
attempt to do this. For categories with more than one kind of
phrase, and therefore more than one heading, the second heading is
PhXX (plus explanation) and the third is PhXXX (plus explanation).
Three is the maximum number in the main classification and that occurs
only in GCl4 (but in Appendix I GCl4 has another phrase, with four
X's). The written headings for phrases range widely, from (in EAl)

. There is no fault to be found with (in concessive use) to (in EB10)

A curse Upon... .

The final unit - or part of speech - is interjection. It has
the heading Int, and covers items which describe something in an
interjectory way. It occurs in four categories in the classification:

GA3 Good, GAS Excellent, EBI0 Accursed, and ED2 Treasonous.
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2.3.6 Subordinations
This is the final level in the Good and Evil classification,
and the one which owes the greatest debt to the classification system

devised by Chase for the semantic field Religion.60

Many of the subdivisions discussed abovg contain items which
require further qualification and are semantically dependent on the
subdivision heading. For example, under NP there can often be items
which are used only of a male, female, or young person, in addition
to the general items. When this happens, these items are placed
within an underlined written heading, which is preceded by a full
stop. Tge full stop causes the heading to be indentéd - a visual
indication of its subordination - and marks it out. Further
subordinations are indicated by additional full stops (and hence
additional indentation). All headings which share the same number
of full stops are semantically equal (i.e. all headings with one
full stop are derived equally from the subdivision heading). As
with the other levels in the classification, the subordinate
headings are ultimately interpreted in terms of the category
heading, although within that they are also dependent on the
subdivision under which they come.

For example, in EC5 Crimipal under NP we have .female. The one
item under this heading ('malefactress') is interpreted as meaning
'a female criminal person.' Further down the same subdivision is
.a band of (plural) which denotes 'a band of criminal people' and
is the heading for the item 'gang.' Within this we have ..a member
of, which is the heading for 'gangster' and within that ...who
intimidates his victims, where we find '"frightener.' Each successive

subordination is dependent on the subordination with one full stop
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less which immediately precedes it. The subordinations in Good and

Evil do not go beyond a maximum of three full stops.

This system of subordination was devised by Chase and is used
much more extensively in Religion than it is here. Chase does not
include the parts of speech in his classification but derives every-
thing in a category from a nominal heading by means of the subordi-
nate headings and full stops. In Religion the number of full stops
can be as high as five. Chase also indents the full stops, a feature
which was not retained for Good and Evil as the very presence of the
full stops indents the heading, and further indentation is not
necessary. Chase's system was also discussed earlier in this chapter
(see pp.77-81).

In both Religion and Good and Evil there are standard subordinate
headings (Chase's term is 'category tags') and although some are
common to both fields, many are common to only one field or the
other. One of the great advantages of this system is its flexibility.
Subordinations and their headings can be created where appropriate,
and the heading itself (although always as short as possible) can
be worded to suit the context. In subdivisions with several subordi-
nations their order aims to follow a general pattern (see below)
but can also be altered if necessary. Many subordinate headings
are coined to cover specific items and occur only once. These obviously
cannot appear in a fixed order.

Those which do recur and have a fixed order include the following.

In AjP and NP

.male
.female

.Elural

are always the first subordinations, in that order, while under NP
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.Eersonalitz of

.domain of
always come last. Under all subdivisions except NP, the subordinations

which come last are, in order

. somewhat
.Very
.more
.MOSt

.excessively/.extremely.

Under most subdivisions

.of
follow that order, although they can have other subordinations before
and after them.

Many subordinations consist of .and or .of followed by a qualify-
ing word or  phrase.

It is also possible, and often useful, to use a subordination to
place an item under one subdivision which grammatically belongs under
another subdivision. In GA9 Worthy under NT we have .person who
esteems something as, followed by the item 'prizer' - a person under
'noun, the thing.' The reason, in this instance, is that NP in this
category would mean 'a worthy person,' but in fact a 'prizer' is not
necessarily so. The word is in GA9 because it is used of someone
who regards a thing as ﬁorthy. Therefore the concept covered by
the category heading is inherent in the thing, not the person, so

the word semantically belongs under NT, with an explanatory heading.

Further examples of this are mentioned in chapter 4 under the approp-

riate category notes.

Some subdivisions have no main items but consist only of one or

more subordinations. Among them are the items in GAl2 Honourable
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under NP. There are no items simply for 'an honourable person', but

the subdivision goes straight into .male and lists three items for

‘an honourable male person', followed by ..on account of being not

negro under which is one item with this meaning. Similarly, in
EB10 Accursed, there are no items under VU which mean simply 'to
utter that which is accursed' but every ditem is qualified either by
.and invoke evil (and further qualified within that) or by .as an

everyday imprecation. Again, further examples of this are mentioned

in chapter 4.

2.3.7 Internal Cross-References

There are two kinds of internal cross-references in the class-~
ification. One is a reference at the end of various categories
to other categories which contain relevant or overlapping material.
The other is the straightforward duplication of the same item in
different categories in the classification. There are also external
cross-references at the end of some categories, and these were
discussed in 2.2.4., The two kinds of internal cross-references are

discussed below.

2.3.7.1 End of Category Cross-References

Duplication of lexical items in the Good and Evil classification
has been avoided as much as possible (but see 2.3.7.2 below for

exceptions). The reason for this is that many lexical items in the

classification have definitions which contain several elements, and

-~ often these elements occur:in definitions of items in a range of

-categories. Sometimes an element of a definition in one category

bwill form the heading for another category. The scale of this is
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illustrated more than once in the thesis, but especially on p.68, by

the list of elements present in definitions of items in EAl AjG.
As a result, if duplication of lexical items were to be started -
on the basis of broad definitions - the operation would very
quickly get completely out of hand, with many items appearing in
many categories.

A specific example can be drawn from EAl AjG. Three related
items are defined as follows. 'Felonous' is 'wicked, evil, mischie-
vous', 'felon' is 'wicked, base', and 'felly' is 'evil, cruel'’.

(These definitions are taken from the Historical Thesaurus slips,

not the OED.) If each of these items were cross-referred on the
basis of the components in its definition, 'felonous' would be
cross-referred to EA4, 'felon' to EB7, and 'felly' to EEl2.

Cross-referencing of this nature is clearly impractical. The
distinction between categories would blur and the value of the
classification in distinguishing abstract ideas would be considerably
reduced, if not altogether destroyed.

So, for the same reason that category headings are as short as
possible, a policy was adopted that items should not be duplicated,
other than in exceptional circumstances. However, it would be wrong
not to acknowledge by some means the connections and overlaps which
exist between many categories. To this effect there is a system of
'internal cross-references' whereby at the end of each category
a reference is made to those other principal categories which are
plogely related to the category in question, and contain similar
items. This reference is preceded by 'See also:' and comes before
ahy*external cross-references. The internal cross-references are

by .no means exhaustive, but they do aim to mention the other main
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categories to which any given category is related.

For example, in ED Evil & Treacherous, all the categories are
élosely related, but they can be split into three groups - EDl to
ED6, ED7 to ED10, and EDll. As a result the internal cross-references
do not relate every category to all the others, but instead EDl to

ED6 are referred to one another, as are ED7 to ED10O, while ED11 has

no internal cross-references. By means of this system an extensive,

complex, and unhelpful network of duplicated items is avoided.

2.3.7.2 Duplicated Items

As has just been mentioned, this type of cross-reference has
been avoided as far as possible. There are only two places, very
different from one another, where cross-referring of actual lexical
items does occur. When this happens, each cross-referred item is
indicated by means of an asterisk which precedes the item on each
of its occurrences. An asterisk before an item therefore means
that the same item appears elsewhere in the classification.

The first place where this happens is in GBl Moral and EC6

Immoral. Five items appear in both these categories. They are

'amoral' and related items, and they are all concerned with the
notion of an innate inability to conceive of what is either moral

or immoral. They are therefore, in effect, neither moral nor
immoral, but because they can only be understood in terms of morality,
or of a scale extending from moral to immoral, they Belong, and are

placed, in both the Moral and Immoral categories. The OED defines

'amoral' as 'Not within the sphere of moral sense; not to be charac-
terized as either good or bad; non-moral.' This definition certainly

suggests that 'amoral' etc do not belong in Good and Evil, but even
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if they are arguably outside Good and Evil, they are understood so

much in terms of these concepts, that they must be placed here. It
1s an indication of their unusual nature that they occur in both

the Good and Evil parts of the classification.

The second place where cross-referred i;ems occur is among the
Old English items in the classification. This is because the 01d
English material differs in several respects from the rest of the
classification. In fact, the reasons for these cross-references
cannot be fully explained without some general discussion on the

nature and associated problems of the 0ld English corpus.in Good

and Evil. It is therefore simplest at this point to conclude this

section of the chapter and to discuss the 0ld English material in
a short separate section, which will end with a piece on 01d

English internal cross-references.

2.4 01d English Items

There are 1643 0ld English items out of a total of 9071 items
in the Good and Evil classification. The 0ld English material there-
fore constitutes 18.1% of the complete corpus. Unlike the post-

OE material in Good and Evil (and in the Historical Thesaurus) it

was not drawn from the OED and its Supplement (because the OED does

61

not cover items which were obsolete by 1150). Instead it was taken

from the 0ld English dictionaries of Bosworth and Toller and Clark
Hall. Because these dictionaries 'lack the authority of the OIEID'62
the Old English material was carded on yellow slips, as opposed to

the usual white Thesaurus slips, so that it could be easily distin-

guished. Further details about this procedure can be found especially

in Roberts (1978) and Roberts (1982).63 James Bosworth's lexicography
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'precedes the development of historical lexicography initiated by
Sir James Murray and the Oxford English Dictionary'64 and 'Inconsis-

tency mars the arrangement of the entries.'65C0nsequently any class-
ification of material from the Historical Thesaurus archive also
entails the matching up of purely 0ld English yellow slips, and OED
white slips which have an 01d English starting date.

OED dates almost always specify a particular year.66 If an
exact date is not known, an approximate date, as cl000, is used.
However, the 0ld English dictionaries -~ and the corresponding yellow
slips - are undated, and are regarded simply as 'OE'. In line with
this, all items dating from 0ld English in the classification, even
if they are only from OED and have no yellow slip, and do have a
specific OED date, have been dated 'OE', and the Old English form
has been provided. This applies to all items in OED with a date
prior to 1100. Also, for such items, the Old English form has been
drawn from the OED's 0ld English quotation(s), and has been converted
to the infinitive or nominative singular, and so on, as appropriate.
The 01d English form is always underlined in the classification.

The matching up of 01d English and OED items is by no means a
straightforward procedure. The respective dictionary entries for

!

large abstract words (like 'good' and 'evil') are often quite different
g

from one another in their sense divisions, and on some occasions it
is impossible to tally the yellow and white slips. On other (all too
rare) occasions, however, the yellow and white slips tally exactly.
Logically, every item drawn from the OED with an OE starting
date should have a corresponding yellow slip drawn from the OE
dictionaries. On many occasions this is not the case. Throughout

the classification there are 117 occasions when an item with an 01d
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English starting date in OED does not have a corresponding yellow

slip. These -include in GA3 Good AJjE, 'snel' and 'wynlice', in GB6

Honest AjG, 'anfeald' and 'recen', in EB6 Wretched AvM, 'lypre' and

!

"lyberlice', and in EC13 Unfair, Unjust NAc, 'unriht' and 'wrang'.
vnfair, vnjust gnrint wrang

Sometimes the 'corresponding' OE slip has a definition with a different
emphasis, and for that reason has been placed elsewhere in the class-
ification, or even elsewhere in the Historical Thesaurus. On other
occasions a phrase which has been treated in OED as an item dating
from OE, has been treated only under its separate words in the 0ld
English Dictionaries, and when this happens there is obviously no
yellow slip. These cases, and other similar ones, are discussed

in many places in the notes in chapter 4.

There are also a number of cases where the yellow and white
slips do match up, but where there is a gap between the OE date and
the first date on the OED slip. If the OED date is 1250 or earlier
then the OED entry and the OE entry have been combined, and dated
from OE without a gap. Although 1250 is 100 years later than the
supposed end of the 0ld English period,67 the assumption is that it

is sufficiently close for unbroken currency to be taken for granted.

This includes, in GA3 AjT, 'sele', where the first OED date is cl1205,

'cursian', where the first OED dates

and in EB1l0 VU, 'acursian' and
are respectively 1175 and cl200. There are a total of 24 entries
where the date gaps are sufficiently large for the items not to be

conflated. For convenience they are listed below.

GA3 AjP has 'wellibende OE' and 'well-living 1377--'
" NX has 'godnes OE' and 'the goodness 1577--'
" ND has 'godnes OE' and 'goodness 1297-1568"
" ND has 'god OE' and ‘'good 1606+1700’

M NT has 'god: OE' and 'good c1300--'




GA7 AjG
GB8 AjG
GC6 AjG
1) | NQ
GCl4 NX
EA4  AjG
1 "
EA5 AvM
EBl1 NP
EB9 NQ
EC3 VG
] ] ]|
EC4 NQ
1 NS
EC13 NQ
EEl ..AjG
" VG
EE10 AjG
EEL4 AjG
One
nature.
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has 'fyrst OE'

has 'wel OE'

has 'ungnype OE'

has 'freodom OE’

has 'godnes OE'

has 'hellic OE'

has 'hellehund OE'
has 'deofollice OE'
-has 'ceorl OE'

has 'fylnes OE'’

has 'ge-syngian OE'
has '(ge)syngian wip OE’
has 'gylt OE'

has 'gylt OE'

has 'unrihtnes OE’
has 'hearmful OE’

has '(ge)sceapian OE'
has 'heardheort OE’
has 'blodig OE'

and
and

and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and

and

'first 1382--"
'well 1534--!

'ungnede al300+al400’
'freedom ¢1320-¢c1530°
'goodness 1422+1550"
'hellish 1569-1826"
'hell-hound c1420--"
'devilly al300-c1400'
'churl cl1300--"
'foulness cl1532--"
'sin cl1315+1682--"
'sin (..with) al300--"
'guilt c1330--"

'guilt ¢l1510--"
'unrightness cl445 (1)
'harmful al340--'
'scathe 1470 (1)°
'hard-heart 1475--"
'bloody 1563--'

other feature of the 0ld English material is its polysemous

0ld English lexis, both in usage and in its dictionary

definitions, frequently has many and more general senses than

corresponding Middle and Modern English lexis.

A.C. Baugh comments

that '0ld English..lacked the large number of words..which now form

so important a part of our vocabulary'

is characteristic of 0ld English.

a capacity for bending old words to new uses.

and that 'resourcefulness

The language shows great flexibility,

169

Roberts also comments on the fact that in the 0ld English

corpus for the Historical Thesaurus duplicated entries can occur

because of

dictionaries.'

/0

one occurrence of the form with two explanations in the

On many occasions though, several occurrences

(based on several definitions, or on the breadth of one definition)
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are quite acceptable.

Consequently, although the policy for the Good :and Evil classifi-
cation is to avoid duplicating items in different categories, an
exception was made for a limited number of 0ld English items. Prior
to deciding which items should be duplicated? a thorough examination
was made of the 0Old English corpus.

This study had two aims. One:was to f£ill some gaps in Ehe 0l1d
English part of the classification by adding items to certain
categories. The other was to ensure that some items of broad meaning,
and presently only in one category, also appeared in any such other
category or categories as was appropriate. The first aim sometimes
resulted in words being suggested for one category which were already
in another category, thus also realizing the second aim.

A number of 0ld English items which seemed to belong in various

Good or Evil categories,but which were not there,were checked as

follows.

1. Their Modern English equivalent (or similar) was consulted in

Skeat's An English-Anglo Saxon Vocabularz71 and Jember et al's
English-0ld English, O0ld English-English Dictionarz72 to see if

they or other Old English words were given.

2. A search was made on Roberts' microfiche of the 0ld English
corpus for the Historical Thesaurus to see if related parts of
speech for various items were covered.

3. Items suggested by steps 1 and 2 were checked in the Good and

Evil classification, in the actual classification slips, and in

Bosworth and Toller's and Clark Hall's 0l1d English Dictionaries.

The end result of this study was that 16 0ld English items were

added to the classification from elsewhere in the Historical Thesaurus
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and 14 items already in the classification were cross-

referred and appeared in two different categories (preceded by an

asterisk on each occasion).

is in, are:

The 14 items, and the categories each

'liss' in GC1 Kind NAc and GC8 . Gracious -NAc
'1issum' in GCl Kind AvM and GC8 Gracious AvM
"mabplice’ in GC1 Kind AVM and GC9 Considerate AVM
'bliss' in GC4 Well Disposed NQ and GCll Tender NQ
'"pweora' in EA1l Evil NQ and EC8 Corrupt NQ
'(ge)pweornes’ in EAl Evil NQ and EC8 Corrupt NQ
"pweorscipe’ in EAl Evil NQ and EC8 Corrupt NQ |
'earg’ in EB2 Worthless AjG and EB7 Base AjG
'weargberende' in EB3 Roguish AjG and EB8 Villainous AjG
'scandlic' in EB7 Base AjG and EB9 Foul, Filthy AjG
'wearg' in EB8 Villainous NP and EC5 Criminal NP
'sceaba’ in EC5 Criminal NP and EEl1 Harmful NP
'forteah' in EC7 Leading Astray AjG and EC8 Corrupt AjG
‘arleas' in EE10 Hard-Hearted AjG and EEll Merciless AjG

Further comments about the 0ld English material are included -

along with those already referred to - in chapter 4 and (with
reference to the relative proportions.of Old English material in

categories, and its rate of survival) in chapter 5.

2.5 Conventions used in the Classification

This final section of chapter 2 provides factual information
about punctuation, stylistic features, labels, and other conventions
used in the classification. The features covered here occur only
in the classification. Other features and abbreviations which are

used more widely in the thesis are explained in the preliminaries

on p. vii or, if they relate closely to the classification, earlier

in this chapter, as in 2.3.5.
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Punctuation

The kinds of punctuation which appear in the classification,

and their functions, are as follows:

w8

separates each entry in a list

separates different labels in an entry

comes after the final, or only, entry in a list

comes after the final or only date in an entry and indicates
continued currency

comes between two dates and indicates assumed currency
between the dates

comes between two dates and indicates a possible gap in
currency between them, or that there only are two (occas-
ionally three) quotations for the item in question

before a date or a label, indicates uncertainty

in place of the final two (or one dot in place of one)
numbers of a date, indicates that the precise date is unknown
(a) between OE and post-OE forms, indicates that these are

different forms of the same item, and that the item began

in OE and continued into ME or later (e.g. god/good)

(b) between two similar headwords in an item, indicates
that they are alternative forms (e.g. price/prise)

(E) between two words forming part of an entry, indicates
that the words are alternatives (e.g. all/everything)
before an item, indicates that the item also appears
elsewhere in the classification

before a date, = ante

before a date, = circa
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2.5.2 Entries

A. Arrangement of Entries

Entries are arranged in chronological order. Old English entries
come first, in alphabetical order as they all share the same date
(OE). These are followed by entries beginning in 0ld English but
running into Middle English or later, again arranged alphabetically.
Next come entries beginning in Middle English or later. They are

arranged chronologically and take their dates from the OED.

B. . Some Stylistic Features of Entries

Entry Significance
(the) good the bracketed part of the entry is

optional (from GA3 Good).

in good (better/best) part the bracketed part of the entry 1is
optional and consists of more than one
alternative (from GC4 Well Disposed).

(at)/with unskill the bracketed part of the entry is an

optional alternative (from ECl4

Improper, Unfitting).

arch-X X stands for a variety of nouns which can
follow 'arch-' (from EA8 Heinous).
best-(+adj) one of a variety of adjectives can be

inserted where the brackets are (from

GA7 Best).

to do (...) wrong an optional and variable word or phrase

can be inserted where the brackets are

(from EC13 Unfair, Unjust).

to play the...varlet one of a variety of adjectives can be
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inserted where the dots are (from EB3

Roguish).

-- conscienced this term is preceded by a variety of

adjectives (from GB2 Conscientious).

C. Old English Entries

Items starting in 0ld English and continuing into Middle English
or later include both the 0ld English and Modern English forms as
alternatives.

If an 01d English item begins 'ge-' this means that 'ge-' is
always present in the item. If it begins (ge) then 'ge-~' is optional.
'Ge-' does not affect alphabetization in either form.

Two 01d English letters - p and a - are used.

2.5.3 Verbs

Old English verbs are listed in their infinitive form, without
specification of transitivity.

All other verbs are followed by a bracketed specification of
their transitivity or occasionally usage, except phrasal verbs,
which are followed by (vp). Single word verbs are not preceded by
'to' but phrasal verbs are. The following abbreviations are used

to designate verbs (sometimes two are used together) as (vt/i):

(vt verb transitive
(vi) verb intransitive
(vr) verb reflexive
(va) verb absolute
(vp) verb phrase

(vim) verb impersonal

2.5.4 Dates

Some features of dating in the classification are:
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If (1) follows a date there is only one OED quotation for the

item concerned.
1f (2) follows a date there are two OED quotations for the item,
both from the same source (this can also be (3) etc., up to (6)).
If there is a closing date after '-' (as ¢l250-1603) the item
is obsolete (unless the closing date is between 1800 and 1899, in
which case it 1is only obsolete if it is on the list of items in
Appendix II).
If the last date follows a '+' sign (as 1556+1845) it is simply
the date of the last recorded usage. Currency or otherwise is not
being specified (unless the last date is between 1800 and 1899 and
the item is included in Appendix II, in which case it is obsolete).
If there is a bracketed closing date after '-' (normally one
before 1835) the item is possibly obsolete (if the date is between
1800 and 1899 see Appendix II for confirmation).
Other features are most clearly illustrated by examples:
al300+al300 in this example there are two quotations,
with the same date, but from different
sources.

1812(1s)+1824(1s) in this example there are two quotations.
with different dates, but from the same
source.

1594 (Nashe)+1594(Shksp) in this example there are two quotations
with the same date but from different

named authors.

1297(2)+1303(2) in this example there are two dates, the

first having two quotations both from one

source, and the second having two quotations
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both from another source.

2.5.5 Labels

A. Some Stylistic Features of Labelling

Labels follow the items and dates which they qualify. An
underlined label at the end of the date(s) applies to the entire
date range of the item. A bracketed label, not underlined, only
applies to the date (or date-date or date--) which it immediately
follows. Some labels occur in two forms in the classification.
They are Cant/cant, Hist/hist, Ir/Irish, N.Amer/Nth Amer, Naut/

naut. These double forms reflect inconsistencies in the OED which are

reproduced on the Historical Thesaurus slips.

Some examples of complex labels and dates are:

1887(dial)+1903 (2) (slang) (from GA5 Excellent)
1934~ colloq, orig US, freq ironic (from GC6 Generous)

1500/20-1562 (Sc)+1637 (Jonson, dial)+al785 (dial) (from EB3 Roguish)

ai500—1586+1691—1721 (dial)+1808-1865 (arch) (from EBl10 Accursed)

B. Geographical and Subject Labels: A List
Geographical Label Abbreviation for In Context

Anglo-Irish

Austral Australian

Colonies in phr 'US & Colonies'
Eng English in phr 'Sc & Eng dial'
Hebraism

I of Man Isle of Man

Ir/Irish

Jamaican
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Geographical Label Abbreviation for In Context

N.Amer/Nth Amer North American

Nth Northern dialect often in 'Sc & Nth'

NZ New Zealand

S.Afr South Africa in 'now arch exc in S.Afr’
SW dial South West dialect

Sc Scots, Scottish

US United States

Yiddish

Subject Label
Buddhism

Law

C. Status Labels and Associated Wording: A List

Self-evident unabbreviated words, like 'both', 'in', 'or', etc. have

not been listed.

Status Label Abbreviation for In Context

affected in 'colloq & affected’
arch archaic

Cant/cant

Cent Century in 'rare before 19th Cent’

chiefly (slang etc.)

children's in 'children's slang'
coarse on 'coarse slang'
colloq colloquial

contempt contemptuous

dial dialect

dicts dictionaries in 'in dicts' etc.



Status Label

erron
esp
euphem
exc

fig

freq
glosses
Hist/hist
ironic
jazz musicians
joc

local

low
Naut/naut
obs

orig

poet
polite
pseudo
rare

rhet
sarcastic
schoolboy
slang
somewhat
thieves'

tramps'
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Abbreviation for

erroneous
especially (in)
euphemistically
except
figurative

frequently

historical

jocular

nautical
obsolete
originally

poetic |

rhetorical

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

In Context

'obs exc dial'

'dial glosses'

"low slang'

'not polite’

'pseudo arch'

'thieves' cant'’

‘tramps' slang'

etc.

'orig US jazz musicians'

'schoolboy slang'



