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Introduction

Whenever we see something, whenever we speakeaorjast think about something,
our mind summons up mental constructs, known agyoaes : this process, which constitutes

the basis of human cognition, is called categaonnafsee for instance Lakoff 1987: 5).

In linguistics, the noun is defined as designatingptegory, or class. According to the
traditional view, a category is a group of entit@gring a certain number of properties or
characteristics (Croft and Cruse 2004: 74). Hefaregexample, using the noun “dog” implies
that the referent is considered to have all theattaristics necessary to be a member of the

category “dog”.

This notion of grouping individuals together orethasis of shared characteristics
appears to be more obvious, conscious and rig@astar as animals (and all living beings in
general) are concerned. Indeed, this is precideypurpose of taxonomy, a discipline of
biology which classifies living organisms into das (for exampleMammalig, orders
(Carnivorg), families Canidae) genuses Ganig and species Qanis Lupuk Species
constitute the last rank of the taxonomical hidmgrcThey are defined as groups of animals
sharing common properties which distinguish theomfrother speciesOED 2013, entry

specieks

One of the basic principles of taxonomy consiststiributing one specific name to
each distinct species. However, in everyday us&ngle designation frequently applies to
several species which, in some cases, happenverpalifferent from each other: this is what
| am interested in here. For example, the noun "domEnglish refers to the female of the
Bos Taurusbut also to the female of other species likedlephant or the whale, which may
appear quite surprising on the face of it, espbcialFrench speakers who apparently have no
exact equivalent of such a noun in their own laggualn this dissertation | adopt a
comparative approach (English/French), which ersabile to see whether the groupings of
animal species made in English can be found agakrench and, if not, how different they
are. | will take English as a point of referencethis comparison because cases of nouns
denoting more than one species appear to be mageadnt in this language; besides, | have
chosen to compare English to French for it seemtatasting to me to study the differences
in the ways two neighbouring countries categorizenals. In my study | included several
nouns indicating sex (like “cow” and “bull’) or yog age (like “calf”) but also more general
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nouns, like “creature” for instance. On the othandy | have chosen to exclude nouns
pointing exclusively to expert categories, thatosay biological genuses or higher ranks in
the taxonomical hierarchy (like “mammal”, “reptile*mollusc”...), because they are quite
similar in both languages. Indeed, the purpose hig tlissertation is to focus on the
particularities of cross-species nouns in Englishcampared to French and examine the

nature of the links uniting their various referents

Are there any principles underlying these grougthdgdow do existing theories of
categorization help formalize those principles, aad they be applied to all the nouns? What

does this reveal about the different ways Englisth Brench categorize?

The first chapter of this dissertation will progid theoretical background to the study
by giving an account of the various theories okgatization. Then the second chapter will
provide a corpus-based analysis. It will presemrt tiethodology used, then give a list of
nouns denoting more than one species in Englishoatideir correspondents in French, and

analyze them in the light of such theories.
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Chapter 1

The present chapter provides a detailed introdocte the three main theories of
linguistic categorization, which succeeded one l@rotfrom ancient times to today: the
classical theory (whose first principles were dedirby Aristotle), prototype theory (initiated
by cognitive psychologist Eleanor Rosch in the B)7Znhd finally George Lakoff’s theory of
idealized cognitive models. In each part, the aoindé a theory will first be exposed; then the
limits and problems it raises will be presented.

I. The classical approach to categorization

The classical theory goes back to the time of Atist it prevailed in psychology,
philosophy and linguistics until Eleanor Roschisdings in the 1970s (see for instance Croft
and Cruse 2004: 76).

1. Theoretical tenets

a. Essence and accidents

The most basic principle of the classical theorgsists in the important distinction
between, on the one hand, #esencef a thing and, on the other hand,atidents(Taylor
1995: 22).

In the MetaphysicsAristotle defines essence as “all parts immamerhings which
define and indicate their individuality and whosestluction causes the destruction of the
whole” (quoted by Taylor 1995: 22). In short, tresence of a thing is a property or set of
properties which makes the thing what it is anthesefore necessary and sufficient to define
it. Conversely, accidents are incidental partigties which may be observed in a thing, but

play no part in its definition.

The example given by Aristotle is the category “ihavhose essence is “two-footed
animal”; the colour of the skin or hair, for instan are accidents. Therefore, in order to
determine whetheX is a man (in other words, wheth¢rbelongs to the category [MAN]),
one must check wheth&r possesses the feature /two-footed/ and the fefdammal/, which

are the two features mentioned in the definitiontred word “man”. If X possesses both
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features, theiX is a man. If, on the contrar}{, does not meet these two criteria, or even only

one of them, theX is not a man.

b. Basic assumptions

As a logical system, the classical approach togcaization implies the following

statements:

- “An entity represents a category member by vifidulfilling a set ofnecessary
and (jointly) sufficient conditions for category membership” (Evans and Green 2006).25
This means that all the members of a category,owitlexception, have a precise set of
properties in common, and for any potential memipeissessing all these properties (or
features) is both necessary and sufficient to etiter category: accidents, or incidental

properties which are particular to one individuahoother, do not count.

- “A thing cannot possess a feature and not possefiscannot both belong to a
category and not belong to it.” (Taylor 1995: 23his is a formulation of the law of
contradiction, a logical principle introduced byigtotle. It goes together with the law of the
excluded middle: “A thing must either possess &ufeaor not possess it, it must either belong
to a category or not belong to it.” (Taylor 1998).2This implies thafeatures are binary.
they only have two possible values, present (+talment (-). For example (Croft and Cruse
2004: 76): [COLT] is defined by the features /egdjiimale+/, /adult-/, whereas [FILLY] is
defined by the features /equine/, /male-/, /adulMARE] by /equine/, /male-/, /adult+/ and
[STALLION] by /equine/, /Imale+/, /adult+/.

- Categories have clear and rigid boundaries This means that “there are no
ambiguous cases which ‘in a way’ or ‘to some extbatong to the category, but which in
another way do not” (Taylor 1995: 23). The catezgtion system as defined by the classical
theory is characterized by a strict, reasoned omdexhich every entity holds a definite,
delimited place: in fact, the coherence of the wh®}stem depends on each element being

assigned one determined place.

- Consequentlyall members of a category have equal statushat is to say “there
are no better members of the category than othi{@esylor 1995: 24), because all members
share the same common properties while acciderdpkpties, which differ from one member
to another, are deliberately not taken into account

12



c. Abstractness

As the classical categorization system is entigdyerned by the logical principles
explained above, it is also characterized by iisemsality and abstractness. Let us consider,
for example, the word “bachelor”, which is definey four features: /human/, /male/, /adult/
and /never married/ (see for instance Taylor 183%: The sentence “This bachelor is a man”
is necessarily true, independently of any extrgtliatic reality, because the features /human/,
/adult/ and /male/ are the necessary and sufficoemiditions to be part of the category
[MAN], and they are also part of the features neaglky shared by all the members of the
category [BACHELOR]. As for the sentence “This belchn is my sister”, it is necessarily
false (again, independently of any extra-linguiséality), because /male+/ is a feature of the
category [BACHELOR] whereas /male-/ is a featurehef category [SISTER]: since /male+/
and /male-/ are incompatible, it is strictly codiciory to belong to both categories at the
same time. These two sentences show well thatydiogoto the classical theory, empirical
reality is not needed to determine the truth, sitcappears as purely logical within the

linguistic system.
2. Objections to the classical approach

The classical approach to categorization raisesynwfficulties, which are the

following:

- The “definitional problem” (Evans and Green 2006: 252). For many concepts,
especially everyday words, it is very difficult (ibt impossible), first to identify features that
are shared by all the members of the category,tthée sure that they are sufficient to define
this category. The most famous example is thatideavby Ludwig Wittgenstein (1958: 66)
on the category [GAME] (quoted in Evans and Gre6fA62 252). Wittgenstein asks this
simple question: is there, after all, any featuwwenmon to all members of the category ? First
he considers the feature /amusing/: indeed mosegame supposed to be amusing, but chess,
for instance, is not necessarily. Then he wondeadl games share the property of winning
and losing, or competition between players: thisndeed the case with chess, but not
anymore, for instance, when a child throws a biatha wall and catches it again (a game
which, in a way, is amusing). Finally, he considsksll and luck as probable common
properties, but notes the difference of nature betwskill at chess and skill at tennis, for
example, which cannot really be compared. Aftengdhrough all sorts of games, he finally

concludes that there is no single necessary conditi membership shared by all members of

13



the category, but rather “family resemblances”, ahiare like multiple “relationships”,
“similarities” that “crop up and disappear” as ayees from one member to another, so that
they are indeed all linked together, but not by simgle common property. Wittgenstein’s
study evidences the fact that the classical approzannot satisfactorily explain the
organization of all categories. This does not nikaihthe classical theory is inappropriate for
all categories, nor that there are absolutely mcyples underlying the groupings of concepts
into categories, quite the opposite: linguisticegatization is indeed ruled by a certain logic
and coherence (after all, each member of the catdGAME] has one property in common
with at least one of the other members), but itsdoat appear as regular, as systematic or as

predictable as expected by the classical theory.

- The problem ohecessary and sufficient conditionslf, as claimed by Aristotle, the
feature /two-legged/ is necessary to the definiobrthe concept “man”, one may ask the
guestion of how to deal with a man who has lostt\is legs and cannot walk: according to
the classical theory, which states that the “desitvn” of one of the essential features of a
thing causes the “destruction of the whole”, sudase should logically not be considered as
a man anymore, and yet we have the impressiorthteatoncept of “man” is something more
complex than a restricted list of necessary anficgrit features. Besides, it appears that,
while some features may not be necessary for cgtagembership, they are nevertheless
expected, like the ability to bark in the caselwd tategory [DOG], whereas some features
may not be excluded but are unexpected (Taylor 188% can such properties really be
considered as merely “accidental’? In fact, althotlge classical theory works well for some
concepts (like mathematical categories, for ingad®©DD NUMBER] and [EVEN
NUMBERY]), in many other cases the conditions fotegary membership appear to be less

clear-cut than they are in the classical theory.

- The “problem ofconceptual fuzziness(Evans and Green 2006: 253) occurs when
we are confronted with borderline cases and wenar@xactly sure whether they belong to a
certain category or not. For instance, it is notiobs that animals like penguins or ostriches,
neither of which can fly, are members of the catedBIRD] in the same way as sparrows
and robins, while animals like bats, which can fip not belong to this category. Such
situations challenge the principle of clear, rigategory boundaries which is nevertheless

characteristic of the classical theory.
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- The “problem of prototypicality” (Evans and Green 2006: 254). It is “related ® th
problem of conceptual fuzziness, but while the fEwbof conceptual fuzziness concerns
what happens at the boundaries of a category, ribl@gm of prototypicality concerns what
happens at the centre of a category” (Evans an&rGg®06: 254). Indeed, it has been
observed that within a given category, people gdherdentify certain members as better
examples than others (like “chair” and “table” hetcategory [FURNITURE], or “robin” and
“sparrow” in the category [BIRD]). This phenomenoansisting of “better examples” (or
prototypes) standing out in a category is catledtrality (Lakoff 1987: 12) and, surprisingly
enough, it also occurs in categories which haveertbgless very clear boundaries, like the
category [EVEN NUMBERY], in which it has been provit “2” is considered as a better
example than 98 or 10 002, for instance. Protoafjic calls into question the classical

principle mentioned above which states that all fers of a category have equal status.

- The “problem ofpsychological reality (Laurence and Margolis, in Evans and
Green 2006: 254). It means that no experimentaleemie has ever managed to confirm the
existence of a structure corresponding to the idalssheory in human psychology. For
example, contrary to what might be expected, wovidl a smaller set of features are not
recognized more rapidly in word-recognition expents than words with a greater number

of features, which are nevertheless consideredass foomplex” in the classical theory.

- The “problem ofignorance and error’ (Laurence and Margolis, in Evans and Green
2006: 254), which consists in this apparent paragen while ignoring or mistaking the
properties of a concept (that is to say its esakdéfinition), it is still possible to know about
this concept. For example, one can know quite pedgiwhat a whale is while incorrectly
believing that the concept “whale” belongs to tlegory [FISH] and not to the category
[MAMMAL].

- Finally, the problem of drawing a line betweeer theaning of a word, as part of an
abstract linguistic system and its referent in thextra-linguistic reality. This problem,
which is related to the previous one, challenges “dbstractness dogma” of the classical
theory by questioning the possibility of really kving the meaning of a word or the truth of a
sentence independently of one’s acquaintance Wit felevant facts of the world” (Taylor
1995: 37).
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ll.  Prototype theory

This theory of categorization has prevailed sinke founding principles of the
classical, Aristotelian theory were called into sfien. Although the very first experiments on
prototype theory were carried out by Eleanor Ramatt her colleagues, it was adopted and

appropriated by many other researchers.
1. Theoretical tenets

a. “Principle of cognitive economy” and vertical dingon (Evans and Green 2006:
254)

The principle ofcognitive economyis the first of the two pillars of prototype thgor

It states that “an organism, like a human beintgnapts to gain as much information as
possible about its environment while minimising eitige effort and resources” (Evans and
Green 2006: 254). This principle explains why alirtan beings, instead of “storing separate
information about every individual stimulus”, nally tend to “group similar stimuli into

categories” (Evans and Green 2006: 254). In fhet,viery reason why the human cognitive

system is made of categories is to be found ipthreiple of cognitive economy.

The direct implication of this principle is thatrotategorization system hawvertical

dimensionbased on what Eleanor Rosch calls tleeé€l of inclusiveness(1976).

furniture 1

]

rocking chair kitchen chair dentist’s chair

Figure 1: The vertical dimension

In this example, the category [FURNITURE] includesveral categories, among
which is the category [CHAIR], which includes itsséveral categories, among which is the
category [KITCHEN CHAIR].
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The higher up the vertical axis a category is,ntfuge inclusive it is (that is to say, the
more categories are included, or subsumed withifEitans and Green 2006: 256). Therefore,
[FURNITURE] is more inclusive than [CHAIR], whichsiitself more inclusive than
[KITCHEN CHAIR].

Among the three levels of inclusiveness represeimddis vertical axis, only one is
considered to “provid[e] optimum cognitive econon({vans and Green 2006: 257). This
optimal level of inclusiveness is the one in theldie of the axis and is called thasic level

of categorization. [CHAIR], for example, is a bakagel category.

Categories higher up in the axis are caflagerordinate categorieJ[FURNITURE],
for instance), while categories lower down areezhfiubordinate categories([KITCHEN
CHAIR], for instance).

Superordinate categories are characteristicablyniost inclusive level; for example,
the superordinate category [FURNITURE] has more bensthan the basic level category
[CHAIR] or the subordinate category [KITCHEN CHAIRjlowever, the superordinate level
is also the level at which all the members of &gaty have the fewest attributes in common.
For instance, the members of the category [FURNIEURSibly share fewer features than
the members of the category [CHAIR]; likewise, #le members of the superordinate
category [MAMMAL] have very few features in commuamen compared to the members of
the basic level category [DOG] or of the subordenzdtegory [COLLIE].

Conversely, subordinate categories are characteagebeing the less inclusive level,
but also the level at which members have the highesber of features in common.

The basic level is defined as the middle way betwtese two extremes: it is the
most inclusive level at which members of a categshrgre the highest number of features
(Evans and Green 2006: 257). Therefore, “it is lihsic level at which, in the absence of
specific reasons to the contrary, people normally about reality” (Downing 1977, quoted in
Taylor 1995: 49). For instance, being shown a chiadr asked what it is, any English speaker
would spontaneously answer “It's a chair” (basieelecategory) and not “It's a piece of
furniture” (superordinate category), although thédr is as correct as the former (Taylor
1995: 49).

Nevertheless, we may wonder why the basic levelase salient than the subordinate

level which, after all, provides more detailed mf@ation. The answer lies again in the

17



principle of cognitive economy. At the subordineel, entities within a particular category
are very similar (a kitchen chair has much in commath another kitchen chair), as well as
all the categories to one another (a kitchen chag much in common with a dining room
chair, a rocking chair etc.). At the basic levedtiees within a particular category are very
similar too (a chair has much in common with anottteir). However, categories are quite
different from one another (a chair does not havehrin common with a table). “Crucially,
for a category to achieve cognitive economy [it.Jnust share as many common within-
category attributes as possible, while maintainihg highest possible level of between-
category difference.” (Evans and Green 2006: 26hgrefore, while subordinate categories
provide a great amount of information, they alsanded more cognitive effort for
identification (for instance, “it is easier to spbe differences between a chair and a lamp
than between a desk lamp and a floor lamp”, EvandsGreen 2006: 261). This is why the
basic level, which best meets the criteria of chgmieconomy, is the most salient and most
informative level of categorisation. Eleanor Rosells this phenomenorctie validity”: at

the basic level, which is characterized by “maxigaliz similarity among category members
and “minimized” similarity across categories, cuidity is highest, whereas it is low at the

subordinate and superordinate levels (Lakoff 18Zj:

What distinguishes basic level terms in languaglas they are used more frequently
in everyday life than other terms. They are gehersthorter (often monolexemic), better
remembered and also learnt earlier by children ¢ifakd87: 46). Moreover, Eleanor Rosch’s
experiments emphasized that “individual items amenrapidly categorized as members of
basic level categories than as members of supeaiedor subordinate categories” (Croft and
Cruse 2004: 84), which may suggest that basic lerets are mobilized more easily by the
cognitive system. Interestingly enough, the basiel is also the most inclusive level for
which a clear mental image can be formed: for exampne cannot visualize a piece of
furniture without thinking about a table, or a chair any other specific piece of furniture
(Croft and Cruse 2004: 83). All these charactesstif basic level terms tend to confirm their

particular importance in the human cognitive system

b. “Principle of perceived world structure” and honital dimension (Evans and Green
2006: 255)

The principle of perceived world structure is teeand pillar of prototype theory. It

states that category formation and organizatiomased on humans’ experience of their
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environment, and especially on the correlationsy tperceive in this environment. For
example, “it is a fact about the world that wingsesifrequently co-occur with feathers and
the ability to fly (as in birds), rather than wittx or the ability to breathe under water”, and
this correlation between two features observabliéénworld has an influence over the inner
organization of the category [BIRD] (Evans and @r2e06: 255).

The key idea here is that the world is not a mare ef attributes (or features) which
combine themselves into categories, following adalgprinciple of equal probability. On the
contrary, the world has a structure consisting afradations, some of which being more
frequently observed than others: it is preciselg 8tructure that is reflected in the human

category system and gives rise to its second dimenthehorizontal dimension.

Hence, in the category [BIRD], some members (likdims and sparrows) are
considered as more “central”, or “better exampl#sdn others (like penguins and ostriches),

because they concentrate a large number of atgbuthich are frequently observed as

correlative in members of the category [BIRD] (Evaand Green 2006: 267). These central
members are callgorototypes.
bird
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Figure 2: The horizontal dimension

Eleanor Rosch (1975) carried out a series of éxyerts in which American college
students were given sixty members of a categoryvear@ asked to rate their “goodness-of-
examplar” along a scale from 1 (indicating that emmber is a highly representative of the
category) to 7 (indicating that a member is notywepresentative). In the category [BIRD],
“robin” was considered as the most representatiember, followed by “sparrow” and
“bluejay”, whereas “ostrich” and “penguin” weretime bottom ten; as for “bat”, it was judged
as the least representative member of the catg@gns and Green 2006: 266). Indeed,
robins concentrate a large number of attributes dha considered as frequent in birds: they
lay eggs, have beaks, feathers, two wings and egs, they are small, they can fly and sing,
they have short legs, short tails and short nesotkd,move on the ground by hopping. On the

other hand, ostriches also lay eggs, have beaktefiess, two wings and two legs, but do not
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possess all other attributes, which explains wiey tre less central (Evans and Green 2006:
267). This fact that each member of a category asenor less central within the category
boundaries is calledentrality gradience (Lakoff 1987: 12).

As in the category [GAME] studied by Ludwig Wittggein, the members of the
category [BIRD] visibly sharefamily resemblances. each member has at least some (but
not all) features in common with other membersthsd they are all connected to one another
in some way (Evans and Green 2006: 265). For ex@roptriches lay eggs and have feathers,
but they cannot fly and are not small; on the amwirbats are small and they do fly, but do
not lay eggs and have no feathers. In fact, bothiches and bats share some features with

robins, but not the same ones.

This reveals another specificity of prototype catégs, which is they often havezzy
boundaries. “In other words, we expect to reach a point at Whidue to the absence of a
significant number of shared characteristics, @¢dmes unclear whether a given entity can be
judged as a member of a given category or not” ilE\and Green 2006: 267). For example, it
is unclear whether ostriches and bats are memlbéng @ategory [BIRD], although it is even
less clear in the case of bats than of ostrichbis fact that some categories have no clear
boundaries and are thus characterized by degree®imibership (each entity being more or
less a member of the category) is call@eimbership gradience(Lakoff 1987: 12). However,
it is worth noticing that this phenomenon does matessarily affect all prototype categories.
Indeed, while some categories clearly have gradsitxd membership (like [TALL MAN], for
instance, as there is no precise size limit defipiseparating tall and short men), others are
visibly not concerned by membership gradience ef@ample the category [US SENATOR]:
one either is or is not a US senator, althoughaserembers may be more representative
(Zadeh in Lakoff 1987: 21).

c. Why prototype categories? (Taylor 1995: 51)

In his study of the category [GAME], Ludwig Wittgetein wonders whether it is still
possible or not to give a definition of the concggame” after having proved that there is no
single feature shared by all the members of thegoay: “How should we explain to someone
what a game is? | imagine that we should desg#medo him, and we might add: ‘Thand
similar thingsare called games’™ (Wittgenstein 1978: 33, quatedaylor 1995: 40). In other
words, a category’s definition is no longer basacaet of necessary and sufficient features,
but on a few exemplars, which serve as an intrediicto the whole category through
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comparison. In fact, this radically changes ourrapph to concepts, since we no longer
consider categories as pre-existing containerswiwch entities may or may not enter
following a certain number of criteria. On the agany, we focus on members first, and
consider that some of them can represent the ardiegjory and serve as cognitive landmarks
to find one’s way into it, using family resemblaesc@&his naturally raises the question: which
members do we choose as exemplars, to represewtitiie category and define what it is? It
seems quite obvious not to choose borderline mesndfethe category, but rather central, or
prototypical members. But how are these prototglermined? For instance, why are robins
prototypical members of the category [BIRD], and eagles or chickens, which after all are

birds as well?

Eleanor Rosch’s experiments showed that it takeplpeless time to verify that a
robin (prototypical member) is a bird than to wetifiat a duck (marginal member) is a bird;
moreover, when asked to list members of the cayef®IRD], people very often mention
“robin” first, which suggests that the categorytptgpe is the first thing that comes to their

minds when they mobilize a category (Taylor 199%. 4

The first possible explanation may be that peopleoanter the word “robin” more
frequently in everyday life than the words “eagle’ “ostrich”. However, higher word
frequency is rather a consequence of prototypicahian its cause. Besides, interestingly
enough, what is prototypical is not necessarily wWhaisual or frequent. For example, Rosch
noticed when analyzing children’s drawings thattakvays picture the sky as blue, although
in some places the sky is more often grey than: biu¢his case, paradoxically, the sky is
usually grey but prototypically blue (Taylor 19%3).

Another explanation for prototypicality may be tlpmbtotypes are learnt earlier than
other members of a category and thus serve asnefes. But, again, there are numerous
exceptions. For instance, “it seems unlikely [hatt children brought up with a Pekinese

would go through life with a Pekinese as their gogtotype”(Taylor 1995: 53).

A third possibility may be that prototypes are aggr members of the category
(Taylor 1995: 53). Nevertheless, this does notye®abrk in the case of the category [BIRD],
since for example robins are not birds of averagleur nor of average size (on the contrary,
they are among the smallest members of the catpgdiyally, one may explain

prototypicality saying that prototypes concentréatures that are considered as more
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important within a given culture (Taylor 1995: 58t this, again, cannot be applied to all

prototype categories.

In fact, none of these possible explanations agp&arbe completely satisfactory,
which at least indicates that prototype categoaies more varied, more complex but also
more flexible than classical categories. Their &tre is not precisely determined by strict
general rules, which also means it can change hod tonstantly adapt itself to new
information (Taylor 1995: 53). Indeed, the mairenaist of categories based on prototypicality
and family resemblances is that they can integrede& members (on the periphery or
sometimes even in the centre of the category) witkiesrupting their fundamental structure,
just by means of associations and comparisonshier ohembers of the category. Therefore,
prototype categories are better adapted to theitgabdf the human cognitive system, because
they “achieve théexibility required by an ever-changing environment” (Tayi@95: 54).

This explains why the prototypical instances of sorategories (like [BEAUTY] for
instance) may completely change over time (Tay#851 58). They may also vary spatially,
from one culture to another. For example, the tategories [FURNITURE] in English and
[MOBEL] in German refer to the exact same objebtst, while the prototypical member is
[CHAIR] in English, it is [BETT] ([BED]) in GermarTaylor 1995: 56).

In short, prototype theory overcomes many obstaeleountered by the classical
approach by adopting a new approach: taking in@aat the way the cognitive system
categorizes and adapting to it, rather than dieictiposing its rules on it. Indeed, many
constraints that characterized the classical thdwye clearly disappeared in prototype
theory: there is no set of necessary and suffidesiiures as conditions for membership, no
requirement for strict category boundaries, nor day separation between linguistic and
extra-linguistic reality, since categorization ipkcitly said to rely on our experience of the
world. Nevertheless, it does not mean that promtieory is more approximate than the
classical theory or carefully avoids its difficels, quite the contrary. Instead of being based
on preconceived frames, it really tries to giveaanurate account of cognitive reality in all its
complexity. Yet this clear ambition, which is theaim strength of prototype theory, is also
what brings out its deficiencies, as will be depeld below. Additionally, some of the
difficulties encountered by the classical theory still not tackled: for instance, the “problem
of ignorance and error” (defined above) remainprisiotype theory (Laurence and Margolis
1999, in Evans and Green 2006: 268).
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2. Objections to the standard prototype theory

a. The nature of prototypes

One of the main difficulties raised by prototypedhy lies in the very meaning one
attaches to the word “prototype”. Indeed, from Heginning of this dissertation prototypes
have been presented as central members of a catélgat is to say aspecific exemplars
But this first possible way to understand protos/gwings about a certain number of

problems.

To begin with, if prototypes are specific exempldrg definition their representation
cannot be abstract. And yet for many categoriasptifall, the mental image we draw from the
prototype leaves some features of category memiespecified. For instance, it is quite
conceivable that the prototype of the category [D@Gneither male nor female, which is
clearly incompatible with the definition of the pooype as a specific exemplar. The problem
is even more obvious in the case of categories @nat characteristically abstract, like
[COWARDICE] or [TALLNESS], since they have no speciexemplar at all, although their
members (events or objects) can be considered ssangess prototypical (Taylor 1995:60).

Finally, defining the prototype of a category aspacific exemplar makes it logically
impossible to consider this prototype as a categts®lf including other members, which is
nevertheless very often the case (Taylor 1995#@) example, the prototype of the category
[FURNITURE] is the category [CHAIR], which includesther categories like [KITCHEN
CHAIR], [ROCKING CHAIR] or [DENTIST’S CHAIR]. If tte basic level [CHAIR] were a
specific exemplar of a chair, with specific feasjré& could not encompass such different

members at the subordinate level.

All these reasons point to another, maybe moreogpiate definition of the prototype,
not as a particular member of a category, butsshamatic representatiorof its conceptual
core (Taylor 1995:59).

Although this second definition seems convincingl amas adopted by several
researchers (including Taylor 1995: 59), it is worhentioning that in her later writings,
Eleanor Rosch tends to reject both definitions:tqiypes as specific exemplars and as
schematic mental representations. Indeed, whileeraxental results undeniably reveal

prototype effects in the way people make categtbozgudgements, it does not necessarily
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follow that these results should be interprete@adence of how categories are represented

cognitively, that is to say in their minds (Evamsl&reen 2006: 269).

This is, among others, the position of George Lakste Ill), for whom prototype
effects should not be directly understood as cognitepresentations, but rather as “surface
phenomena”, that is to say as mere consequenctee adctivity of the cognitive system,

whose organization is in fact much more complexafisvand Green 2006: 269).

One proof of this complexity may be that prototytpeory is completely unable to
account for certain categories, especially nontemtscategories (like [US MONARCH)]) and
very heterogeneous categories (like [OBJECTS THAEI®H MORE THAN A GRAM])).
For these two special kinds of categories, it ipassible to define a prototype, although they
visibly have meaning for any speaker. This probletantified by Stephen Laurence and Eric

Margolis, is called “thenissing prototypesproblem” (Evans and Green 2006: 268).

b. The notion of similarity, or resemblance

The notion of similarity, on which prototype theasylargely based, turns out to be
highly problematic for various reasons:

First, similarity is “a graded concept”, which meathat things can be more or less
similar. Hence the question is: “how different eatthings have to be for them to cease to be
similar?” (Taylor 1995: 60). For example, cats alog)s share many similarities, and yet we
would never say that cats are members of the catd@DG], even very marginal ones
(Taylor 1995: 63).

This goes together with another difficulty, which fshould all features count equally
as criteria for similarity?” (Taylor 1995:61). Ihd case of the category [BIRD], for instance,
both ostriches and bats share features with rdpimtotypical members of the category), but
some of these features (like having a beak, ornga¥eathers) seem to count more for
membership than others (like being small, or beabte to fly), which may explain the
difference of treatment between ostriches and Batshow, on which basis, do we determine

the features that are more important?

Besides, the features which serve as criteria ofipasison can prove to be very

complex:
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First, they can be graded concepts (like /small/jristance: hence it is not enough to
ask whether bats are small or not in order to khow central they are in the category
[BIRD]; what is important is how small they are,domparison with how small robins
are, which is already more difficult to determimegsely).

Plus, features are neither neutral nor autonontmutsgan often influence one another.
For instance, if a member of the category [SPOQd¢spsses the feature /wooden/, its
goodness-of-exemplar can still vary depending oethdr this feature is associated
with the feature /large/ or /small/: in the firsse, the member is more likely to be
central than in the second case, which suggests/tftoden/ and /large/ have a
positive interaction on prototypicality whereas twlen/ and /small/ do not work well
together (Croft and Cruse 2004: 87).

Not only can features influence one another, baey tban also be affected by the
category they are related to. A piano, for instameay well possess the feature /large/
when considered in the category [FURNITURE], but awymore in relation to other
objects, like buildings (Rosch 1978: 41, quoted.akoff 1987: 51). This shows well
that features or attributes are never completejgabive, but “interactional”: they do
not exist independently in the world, but are “tlsult of our interactions as part of
our physical and cultural environments given outdies and our cognitive apparatus”
(Lakoff 1987: 51).

What's more, the meaning and implications of aueatdepend on the context in
which it is used. As was said before about thegmaie[ GAME], Ludwig Wittgenstein

observed that skill at chess is very different frekill at tennis, which makes it
difficult to evaluate the similarity of both games a same criterion that would be
/skilll. The reason for this is that [SKILL] is naherely a feature serving for the
comparison of several members of a category;iiséf a category, with more central,
prototypical skills, and other, more marginal skilAnd this is the case for many
features, even those which may appear very cldarfeor instance, the feature
[ABILITY TO FLY] in the category [BIRD]: indeed, wite some birds cannot fly at
all, some others, like chickens, can flap theirggimnd lift themselves off the ground,

although they do not fly as robins fly, so thatogleins’ ability to fly is more marginal
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than robins’ ability to fly (Taylor 1995: 62). Thiecurrent phenomenon of prototype
categories embedded in the definition of otherqiype categories (as features) makes
the structure of the categorization system extrgroemplicated. And it seems to be
more and more confusing as one goes into furth@ild€or example, the definition
of the category [ABILITY TO FLY], which is one ohe features needed to compare
the members of the category [BIRD], depends itsalfa certain number of features,
which are even more complex categories raising toures like: how fast does an
object have to move in the air before we can s#lieg? what distance does it have to
be from the ground? etc. (Taylor 1995: 62).

Here prototype theory is visibly faced with ondtefmain paradoxes, which is that the
whole of a category does not simply consist of the suUmtsindividual parts: on the
contrary, it is often “perceptually and cognitivedynpler” than any of its parts (Taylor 1995:
62).

This crucial part/whole paradox takes on anotheredision in the case of complex
categories (that is to say compounds), in whigh éalled the problem of compositionality’
(Fodor and Lepore 1996, in Evans and Green 2008). dthe example given most often to
illustrate this problem is that of the complex gatey [PET FISH], which is a whole
composed of the categories [PET] and [FISH], ang tshould quite logically consist of the
sum or synthesis of these two categories. Butishfigr from being the case. Indeed, while the
prototype of [FISH] is grey and medium-sized, ahd prototype of [PET] is fluffy and
affectionate, the prototype of [PET FISH] is rattsgnall and bright-coloured (Evans and
Green 2006: 268). This shows well that, when agmaieis composed of other categories, the
characteristics, or structure, of the latter aré antomatically included into the former. In
fact, for many compounds, “the meaning of the whualenot be predicted from the meanings

of the parts and the way they are put togetherk¢ffal 987: 147).
3. Attempts to reconcile prototype theory with the clasical approach

a. Schemas

Given the complexity of categorization by prototypeme researchers tried to re-
establish the classical principle according to Wwhia every category there should be
something common to all members. For example, Riob@hgacker introducedsthemas as

a possible alternative to category prototypes, twiie defines as follows: “A prototype is a
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typical instance of a category, and other elemargsassimilated to the category on the basis
of their perceived resemblance to the prototyperethare degrees of membership based on
degrees of similarity” (Langacker 1987. 371, quotedTaylor 1995: 66). This sentence
encompasses many of the problems that characfaoretypes (the fact that they are defined
as specific exemplars of a category, the notiosimilarity, etc). The definition of schemas
that Langacker suggests is meant to settle suchlgms: “A schema, by contrast, is an
abstract characterization that is fully compatillgh all the members of the category it
defines (so membership is not a matter of degréegigacker 1987: 371, quoted in Taylor
1995: 66). Here again we find several charactesgif the classical theory, especially the fact
that all the members of a category have sometmngommon which defines this category
(although it is not a set of features, as in tlasgcal approach, but an abstract representation)
and that membership has only two values (either lbeerar not member). But categorization
by schema remains very close to prototype theooyn fwhich it keeps the advantages while

leaving out its shortcomings.

For instance, the schema of the category [TREElaistall, central trunk with
branches”. an image which corresponds to all mesloérthe category. For Langacker,
speakers acquire schemas progressively, as theyumtec new members of the category
considered. If the first trees seen by a languegmer are oaks and maples, his representation
of trees (that is to say the schema) will be “lardeciduous leafed plants”; then, if he sees
pine trees, this representation will evolve in ortdebe compatible with the former members
plus the new members, which will give rise to aosekt schema (this time without the
“deciduous leafed” characterization), and so ory(dral995: 66).

This convincing theory, which settles many diffices mentioned before about
categorization by prototype, also has its own weakas. Indeed, “for many categories of
natural language, it is just not possible to alosteaschema which is compatible wah the
members of the category”, and only with them (Tayi®95: 67). Schemas are indeed used in
some cases, but only by “more sophisticated, rfiedanguage users” (Taylor 1995: 68)
who are cognitively able to extract from increagndiverse members of a category an
abstract representation of what they have in comniibos categorization by schema exists

but does not replace categorization by prototygechvalways precedes it.
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b. Core and identification procedure

Another attempt to “save” the classical theory whiditill taking into account the
advances of prototype theory was provided by Osineasnd Smith (1981, in Lakoff 1987:
142). For them, every category hasase on the one hand, and afentification procedure
on the other hand. The core is the essential dieinof a category; it tells what the category
really is. By contrast, the identification procegl@nswers practical considerations: it is a sort
of short cut used in everyday situations to makiekgdecisions about membership, when an
entity needs to be immediately identified by thendn{Osherson and Smith 1981, in Lakoff
1987: 143). This distinction offers a perfect compise between the classical theory (which
determines the core) and prototype theory (whiderd@nes the identification procedure).
The example given by Osherson and Smith is thegoateWOMAN], whose core
“contain[s] information about the presence of arodpctive system” while its identification
procedure deals with “body shape, hair length amidevpitch” (Osherson and Smith 1981
57, quoted in Taylor 1995: 69). The difference kasw core definition and identification
procedures also explains why most people judge 3hata better example than 447 in the
category [ODD NUMBER] although, essentially, a n@nlis either even or odd and no
number is odder than the others. Indeed, the nufiieeneeded more frequently in everyday
life, to count groupings of objects for instancduieh is why it is more rapidly identified, but
this does not affect the core of the category [OMDMBER], whose essence remains the
same. However, although this “hybrid” theory maypear quite convincing, it is worth
remembering that the combination of two theoriesatiegorization does not automatically
make up for their respective weaknesses. For iostahe fact that for many concepts it is
impossible to form a satisfying core definitioraiproblem inherited from the classical theory
which still remains (Croft and Cruse 2004: 88).

c. Expert and folk categories

The distinction between the core and the identificaprocedure of a category has
some common points with another distinction, betwesxpert categories and folk
categories As their name suggest, expert categories aratioteally created and used by
experts in a given domain in order to categorizgeab with exactitude: hence such
categories are classically defined (by a set oes®ary and sufficient features, which alone
can constitute clear conditions for membership)k [Eategories, on the contrary, are used in
everyday situations which involve interactions bestw speakers and their environment, and
thus are prototypically organized (Taylor 1995:. 7PHONEME] and [ALLOPHONE] are
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examples of expert categories, while [CHAIR] andJR} are folk categories. Nevertheless,
most categories have both an expert definition arfiolk definition: for instance [WATER]
has a very precise scientific definition, which ldeaith what water is from an essential point
of view (H,0), but in everyday life the knowledge of this estpaefinition is not needed to
identify water and is thus most often substitutgdnater’s folk definition (“clear, tasteless
liquid”), which shows prototype effects (Taylor B3973). Thus, although the distinction
between expert and folk characterization is helpfuhany cases, it also raises the question of
where exactly to draw the limit between the twagcsithey are often interdependent on each
other. For instance, the way speakers identify @matacterize dogs in everyday life is not

necessarily independent of their expert knowledgmiathem, and vice versa.

In the case of animal species, the notions of éxgret folk definitions are particularly
interesting. For the species [FISH] for instantés tempting to distinguish, on the one hand,
a very clear expert definition which involves nesagy and sufficient criteria like the presence
of gills and a characteristic anatomy and, on tierohand, a folk definition about an animal
with scales and fins living under water. Nevertbs|estrange as it may appear, animal species
cannot form satisfying classical categories, evethe expert domain. Indeed, a species Iin
nature “does not have a uniform internal structwigh all members sharing a given set of
defining properties uniformly” (Lakoff 1987: 187)his constant variation of animal species
is linked to many different factors and has muétigimensions. Not only does it occur in time
(due to natural evolution), but also in space (@uhe adaptation to a particular environment,
for instance) (Lakoff 1987: 189). This implies thlé limit between one species and another
is not definite, but rather a matter of degree. réftge, species naturally have fuzzy
boundaries and show prototype effects (Lakoff 198R). This is why even biologists do not
agree on a single expert definition. They are d#idinto two opposed groups: the
pheniticists, who consider “overall similarity irorin, function and biological role” as
important criteria, and the cladists, who look stidred derived characters”, from the point of
view of evolution (Lakoff 1987: 119). Indeed, oviérsimilarity does not always coincide
with evolutionary branching. Stephen Jay Gould\What, If Anything, Is a Zebra?” (1983,
qguoted in Lakoff 1987: 119), studies the three enity existing species of zebra: Burchell's
zebra, the mountain zebra, and Grevey’'s zebra.tfitee of them share many similarities,
which is why they form a biological category acdngdto phenicists. But while Burchell’s
zebra and Grevey's zebra are part of the same lgpgnes unit, this is not the case for the
mountain zebra, which is related to the horse, ledce cladists deny that they form a
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biological category (Lakoff 1987: 119). In fact,ceamethod of biological categorization has
its own criteria and neither of them is more carr@ccloser to nature than the other: this
shows that, even in expert domains, there is nectibgly right way to categorize (Lakoff
1987: 260), because categorization is fundamentalked to humans’ point of view and
bodily experience of the world. This idea, whichalseady present in prototype theory, will

be at the centre of the theory of idealized cogaithodels developed by George Lakoff.
lll.  Radial categories and the theory of idealized coginre models

While prototype theory is clearly distinct from tbkassical theory and opposed to it in
some respects, the theory of idealized cognitiveets) which was put forward by Lakoff in
the 1980s, does not call into question the findiagd advances of prototype theory. More
than a whole new theory, it is a complement anthafication which attempts to solve some

of the difficulties faced by prototype theory.
1. Idealized cognitive models

Idealized cognitive models (or ICMs) amgental structures which help us organize
our thoughts and categorize. For instance, in otdeunderstand the word “Tuesday”,
speakers generally have in their minds the mempiesentation of a week, as a linear
sequence divided into seven equal parts, eachbparg called a day, and the second one of
them being called Tuesday: this sort of mental &aor background, which is learnt on the
basis of repeated experience and is absolutely seape to understand the category
[TUESDAY], is an example for an idealized cognitivedel (Lakoff 1987: 68). It is called

“idealized” because it does not exist objectivelyhe world, but was culturally created.

The existence of ICMs explains why we can instategbrn or create new prototype
categories: for instance, the category [WHAT TO GEJR A BIRTHDAY PRESENT] or
the category [WHAT TO TAKE FROM ONE’'S HOME DURING AIRE], which are
formed on the basis of pre-existing ICMs (in thesecaof the latter, for example, “the
sentimental and monetary value” we attach to dfieobjects, but also in which room each

of them is, “the amount of time likely to be avaikl etc.) (Evans and Green 2006: 270).

ICMs can give rise to prototype effects in variouwsys:
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a. Matches and mismatches between models

This is the “simplest” way prototype effects caneege from ICMs (Lakoff 1987: 69).
It concerns among others the category [BACHELORYIiclv Lakoff takes as an example.

The category [BACHELOR] is defined and understoodslation to an ICM, which
contains information about a monogamous society, ittstitution of marriage, a typical
marriageable age etc. On the other hand, the atfg@PE] is defined and understood with
respect to another ICM, which contains informatout the Catholic clergy and the fact that
they cannot marry. Here, there is a visible misiméetween both ICMs, which explains why
the Pope is not a prototypical member, but ratheerg marginal instance of the category
[BACHELOR] (Evans and Green 2006: 270). Therefdtee goodness-of-exemplar of a
category member depends on the degree of matcltvgebn the ICM against which it is
understood, and the ICM against which the categodgfined.

b. Cluster models

They constitute the second type of ICMs which gige to prototype effects. As its
name indicates, a cluster model is a complex ICvhmused of several ICMs (Evans and
Green 2006: 271).

The example chosen by Lakoff to illustrate the cttice of cluster models is the
complex ICM against which the category [MOTHER] usmderstood. In fact, it is a
combination of five ICMs: the birth model (the womaho gives birth to a child), the genetic
model (the woman who “contributes the genetic nmateof a child), the nurturance model
(the woman who nurtures and raises a child), thetahanodel (the wife of the father) and
finally the genealogical model (the woman that me devel up in the family tree) (Lakoff
1987: 74). Of course, there were not five ICMs rifyom the beginning, “but because of the
complexities of modern life, the models in the tdushave come to diverge more and more”
(Lakoff 1987: 75) and the cluster has graduallyrbéeided up in order to adapt the variety
of situations that one is likely to be faced witlherefore, none of these five ICMs describes
by itself what a mother is, but depending on thetext, speakers will favour one model or

another.
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c. Metonymic models

They are the third possible source of prototypeat$f and are defined as “cases where
a part (a subcategory or member or submodel) stiandke whole category” (Lakoff 1987:
79).

This phenomenon can occur in seven different sdost in which the part standing

for the whole can be:

— asocial stereotype (like a housewife-mother foO[MHER])

— atypical example (like a robin for [BIRD])

— anideal (like a “public-spirited, altruistic, hawebrking” person for [POLITICIAN])

— a paragon (that is to say an “individual categogmber that represents an ideal”, like
David Beckham for [FOOTBALL PLAYER])

— a generator (like the natural numbers from 1 twich combine in order to give all
the other numbers of the category [NATURAL NUMBERS]

(Evans and Green 2006: 273-274)

— a submodel: for instance, if a speaker needs ttuateathe size of a number, he will
use the subcategory of powers of ten (ten, a hdndrethousand etc.) in order to
compare

— a salient example: if a speaker does not know agetarians except one of his

friends, he will use him as a salient example

(Lakoff 1987: 89)
2. Radial categories

a. Definition

In the theory of idealized cognitive models, radiategories constitute the fourth, but
also the most complex and “most radical” sourcgmitotype phenomena effects (Lakoff
1987: 153).

A radial category is composed of several subcategarganized in a circle. At the
centre of the circle is theentral subcategory in which a cluster of cognitive models
converge. This central subcategory is connectedheyadius of the circle, tooncentral
extensions which are all “variants” or “deviations” from theentral subcategory: each
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extension is understood against one or severalitteggmodels present in the central cluster,

but not all.

In the case of the category [MOTHER], which Laktskes for example, the central
subcategory is the one that combines all the idealcognitive models mentioned before: the
birth model, the genetic model, the nurturance mdte marital model and the genealogical
model. The extensions are, for instance, [STEPMORHE&vho “didn’t give birth or supply
the genes”, but “is currently married to the father [SURROGATE MOTHER] ( who “has
contracted to give birth and that’s all”; “she n@ymay not have provided the genes, and she
is not married to the father and is not obligegravide nurturance”) (Lakoff 1987: 83).

Adoptive mother

Stepmother Birth mother

Central subcategory (prototypical mother)

Surrogate mother Foster mother

Figure 3: Radial network for the category [MOTHE®@vans and Green 2006: 276)

The noncentral extensions are neither completetgam, nor directly deducible from
the central subcategory by general rules. On tleehand, they are products of a particular
culture and of its history, so that they are gelhetaarned one by one (Lakoff 1987: 84):
[SURROGATE MOTHER], for instance, did not exist ir#0™ century medical advances
made surrogacy possible. On the other hand, extefnsre stillmotivated by the central
model which, while it can never predict them exgatlefines at least the range of possible

extensions as well as the possible relations betwesm and the centre (Lakoff 1987: 91).

b. Example

Some categories, whose structure may appear asle@hy opaque on the face of it,
can become clear thanks to this notion of radisdgary. One of the best examples for this is

certainly the one developed by George Lakoff onrBgli an Australian aboriginal language
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which classifies everything in the world with fowords: “bayi”, “balan”, “balam” and “bala”
(Lakoff 1987: 92).

The category [BAY]I] includes:

- men

— several animals like possums, bats, most snakest fishes, some birds and most
insects

— the moon, storms, rainbows

— several weapons like boomerangs and some spears

By contrast, the category [BALAN] is used for:

women

several animals like dogs, some snakes, some fishest birds, fireflies, scorpions,

crickets and the hairy mary grub

the sun and stars

fire and anything connected to it

water and anything connected to it

some trees

several weapons like shields and some spears

As for the category [BALAM], it contains:

all edible fruit

the plants that bear them

honey, cigarettes, wine, cake

Finally, the category [BALA] includes:

— parts of the body, meat
- bees
- most trees, grass, mud, stones

— noises and language
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(Category description by R.M.W. Dixon 1982, in L&DO87 : 92).

To any person who does not speak Dyirbal, thisgoaieation system may seem
strange and illogical. The classical theory caramtount for it, since there is obviously no
common property shared by all the members of eatdgory. As for family resemblances,

which characterize prototype categories, they atalmectly visible.

To some extent, it may be possible to distinguisforan of coherence in each
category: males and animals in [BAYI], females, avatfire and fighting in [BALAN],
nonflesh food in [BALAM] and all the rest in [BALA]Lakoff 1987: 93). But then,
exceptions are so numerous and diverse that nouleatan be drawn. For example, there are
as many animals in the category [BALAN] as in tlategory [BAYI], and these are not even
different animals, since snakes and fishes, faame, are divided between both categories;

there are some animals in the category [BALA] too.

However, contrary to appearances, three of the ¢éategories ([BAYI], [BALAN]
and [BALAM]) are perfectly regular radial categarieEach one of them has a central
subcategory (men in [BAYI], women in [BALAN] and ibte plants in [BALAM]), from
which are rationally derived noncentral extensiflneskoff 1987: 102). They all follow the
theory of ICMs, plus the following principles:

— “If there is a basic domain of experience assodiatgh A, then it is natural for
entities in that domain to be in the same categdbixon 1982, quoted in Lakoff
1987: 93). For example, fishes (being animals)raeenbers of the category [BAYI]:
since fishing implements are part of the same “dontd experience”, they are
included in the category [BAYI] too, although theyay be expected to be in the
category [BALA] (Lakoff 1987: 93). This principldlustrates one of George Lakoff’s
main theses, which is that experience and humanaiction with the environment are
capital in the structure of a categorization sysfeakoff 1987: 112).

— “If some noun has characteristic X [...] but is, thgh belief or myth, connected with
characteristic Y, then generally it will belongttee class corresponding to Y and not
to that corresponding to X.” (Dixon 1982, quotedLiskoff 1987: 94) For instance,
birds are animals and thus should normally be mesnbkthe category [BAYI]; but
since in the local myths they are believed to leegpirits of dead women, and since
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[WOMAN] is the central subcategory of the categfBALAN], birds are logically
members of this category. As for rainbows, they ragde divinities, hence they are
members of the category [BAYI], whose centre is siidcategory [MAN]. (Lakoff
1987: 93). This principle shows well how radialegries are culturally defined and
thus require a specific knowledge of cultural elatag(here, myths, which visibly
constitute ICMSs) in order to be understood (Laki87: 96).

“If a subset of nouns has some particular importaoperty that the rest of the set
does not have, then the members of the subset magdigned to a different class
from the rest of the set to “mark” this propertigetimportant property is most often
‘harmfulness’.” (Dixon 1982, quoted in Lakoff 19894) For example, fishes in
general are members of the category [BAYI] but thene fish and gar fish are
harmful, therefore they are members of the catefl@AN] (Lakoff 1987: 94).

In Dyirbal, the categorization of each entity (absategory) obeys at least one of

these three basic principles. Nevertheless, ibissnough to directly apply these principles, as

if they were general rules, in order to determime gtructure of the categories. For example,

fishes are members of the category [BAYI] and tlinsy in water, so one may say that water

and fishes are part of the same domain of experiamz that water should therefore be

included in the same category as fishes, whicheigeriheless not the case. This confirms

another characteristic of radial categories metionefore, which is that the extensions of a

category cannot be strictly inferred or predictaat, are motivated (Lakoff 1987: 96).

This motivated relation from the centre of a catggo each one of its extensions is

not always direct: instead, it takes the form afhain, which is often made of several links
(Lakoff 1987: 95).

hairy mary grub
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Figure 4: Example for chaining in the Dyirbal catey [BALAN]

For instance, in the category [BALAN]: the subcatgg[SUN] is connected to the
central subcategory [WOMAN] because the sun is raafe mythical figure in Dyirbal
mythology. Then, the subcategory [SUNBURN] is cartad to the subcategory [SUN]
because sunburns are caused by the sun. Finadlyhalmy mary grub (a small animal) is
connected to the subcategory [SUNBURN] becausstiitg hurts like sunburn (Lakoff 1987:
95). This example shows that ICMs can be metonytie sting of the hairy mary grub
stands for the grub itself) or metaphoric (the gstof the hairy mary grub is metaphorically
perceived as a sunburn) (Lakoff 1987: 114). They akso be propositional (when they
“specify elements, their properties, and the refeti holding among them”) or image-
schematic (when they “specify schematic imagesf,ifigtance the image of a “long, thin
object” for [CANDLEY]): these are the four possibitgpes” of ICMs (Lakoff 1987: 113).

3. “Addressing the problems with prototype theory” (Evans and Green
2006: 278)

The first element of progress in the theory of ICi8Ishat it is not another attempt to
put together the classical theory and prototyperfheand thus it avoids the traps that such an
ambition entails. At the same time, it manages it@ @ precise account of the apparent
paradox represented by the categories which assici but nevertheless show prototype
effects (like the category [ODD NUMBERY]). Indeed, said before, the natural numbers from
1 to 9 are generators: this implies that they haverivileged place in the category
[NUMBER] which they metonymically stand for. Withthis set of natural numbers from 1 to
9, there are two submodels, corresponding to [EVMBMMBER] and [ODD NUMBERY].
Therefore, the generators included in the subcayd@DD NUMBER] (that is to say 1, 3, 5,

7 and 9) metonymically stand for the entire sulgate [ODD NUMBER], which explains
why they are more prototypical than other odd nusiéke 477). In fact, it is the very nature
of ICMs which explains why a classical theory stils prototype effects (Evans and Green
2006: 278).

As for the “problem of ignorance and error” whies, was said before, consists in the
possibility of “possess[ing] a concept while notolanng or being mistaken about its

properties”, it simply does not come up in the tiyeof ICMs, since contrary to prototype
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theory, it is not based on the assumption thatopype effects are equivalent to cognitive
representations (Evans and Green 2006: 278). Adionexd before, according to Lakoff,
prototype effects are not mental structures themsebut mere “surface phenomena” which
are understood against a large variety of preegsiCMs. The “problem of missing
prototypes” is avoided in the same way. Indeedegmies like [US MONARCH] or
[OBJECTS THAT WEIGH MORE THAN A GRAM] are createdjanst stable preexisting
ICMs, exactly like the category [WHAT TO TAKE FROMNE'S HOME DURING A
FIRE]: this is why they can be conceptualized andeustood, although they do not show any

prototype effects (Evans and Green 2006: 279).

Finally, the part/whole paradox and especially pneblem of compositionality are
settled by the theory of ICMs, according to whible tategory [PET FISH] is not directly a
composite of the meanings of [PET] and [FISH], bas a completely independent structure.
Indeed, ICMs have “experiential basis” (that issay they have been acquired by repeated
experience): this is why [PET FISH] is understogdiast a specific ICM which came up by
repeated experience of pet fish and which is tbeeetompletely distinct from the ICMs
related to the categories [PET] and [FISH].

Therefore, by assuming that prototype categories ndd directly reflect the
organization of the mind, but stand out againstudtiplicity of mental backgrounds defined
as cultural creations and acquired by the meansooktant interactions with the extra-
linguistic world, the theory of ICMs enriches prtyjoe theory with another dimension and at

the same time solves most of the difficulties ifaised with.
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Chapter 2

Continuing on from the theoretical introduction ttHzas just been provided, the
present chapter intends to put it into practicaeApresenting the methodology adopted and
defining the linguistic corpus which constitutes thasis of the analysis, it will attempt to give
an account of the categorization of nouns denotitage than one species in English, in

comparison to French.

|.  Methodology and corpus presentation

1. Corpus
English nouns denoting more than Possible French translatidns
one species
Nouns denoting = “animal” = “animal”
animals in general, = ‘“creature” = ‘“créature”
without regard to sex =  ‘“beast” = “béte”
or age = “pet” = “animal  domestique”
“animal de compagnie”
= “deer” = “cervidé”
= “bug” = ‘“insecte”
Nouns denoting eithe = “cock” & “hen” = “coq’ & “poule”
male or female = “bull” & “cow” = ‘“taureau” & “vache”
animals = “dog” & “bitch” = “chien” & “chienne”
= “tom” = “chat”/“matou”
= “boar” & “sow” = ‘“verrat” / “porc” & “truie”
= “jack” & “jenny” = “ane” & “anesse”
“jack” & “jill” / “gill” “daim” & “daine”
=  “puck” & “doe” = “cerf” & "biche”
= ‘“stag” & “hind” = “cerf” & “biche”
= ‘“stallion” & “mare” = “étalon” & “jument”

! The presentation of this corpus in the form ofoalile-entry table should not wrongly suggest thatrouns
listed in this column are the French equivalentscaunterparts, of the English nouns listed onléfe their
extension is by no means the same. Instead, tleegpproximate translations which may only be apatgin
some particular contexts, to refer to a particuéferent among the wide variety of animals thathe@nglish
noun can denote. | mentioned them so that theysesme as examples, as starting points to estatiish
comparison between both languages, which will bdiet later for every noun taken individually.
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= “sire” & “dam” = “étalon” & “jument”
Nouns denoting young = “chick” =  “poussin”
animals (as opposedfo = “calf” = “veau”
adults) = “pup”/ “puppy”’, “whelp” = “chiot”
= “kit” / “kitten” = “chaton”
= “foal”, “colt” =  “poulain”
= “cub” * “renardeau”
= “joey” =  “bébé kangourou”
= “hatchling” = “oisillon”

Table 1: Corpus of nouns denoting more than oneispe

Given the diversity of animal species and of tloeins used to refer to them, this
corpus is most probably not exhaustive. It rathégnds to give a general survey of the most
common English nouns denoting more than one spexses characteristic of this language in

comparison to French.

The first nouns to be included in this corpus weoens which directly appeared to

have different referents in English and in Freridte “creature”, “beast”, “cow”, “cock”...
Looking up the definitions of these words in tB&ford English Dictionaryand theGrand
Robertled me to consider other terms that were mentianetthese definitions, especially
those in the same family (“hen” and “chick” weredad to “cock”, “bull” and “calf’ to “cow”
etc.). Internet research, especially the Wikipeatigcle “List of animal names”, also helped
me to enrich the corpus, although | am aware thiatnot as reliable a source as txeford

English Dictionary which is why | considered it cautiously.

As the corpus was formed, the question very soomecap whether to include or not
nouns denoting biological classes, orders, famdied genuses, that is to say groups that are

higher than species in the taxonomical hierarchy:ifistance, “bird”, “reptile”, “mammal”

etc. | chose to exclude them for two reasons:

— First, if they denote more than one species, itmiginly because of the very
organizational logic that is inherent to the taxmizal hierarchy. Indeed, in its
pyramidal structure, the categories situated inltheest levels are necessarily more
numerous than those at the top, which is why, bfindien, several species are
included in each one of the groups situated onel leigher. In most cases, it follows

that their meanings and referents are very sinmiilaEnglish and in French, which

40



lowers their interest for this study. For exampgiere are the English and French

definitions of the word “bird”/ “oiseau™:

OED 2013, entry “bird” Grand RoberR013, entry “oiseau”

“Any feathered _vertebrate animal{lj| “Animal (vertébrés[1] tétrapodes) a_ sarg

member of the second class (Aves) of tlehaud[2] au corps recouvert de plumes[B]

great Vertebrate group, the species| dbnt les membres antérieurs sont des ailes[4]

which are [...] distinguished by theiles membres postérieurs des pattes, dont Ig téte

warm  blood[2] feathers[3] and| est munie d'un bec corné dépourvu de dents, et

adaptation of the fore limbs as wings[4ui est, en général, adapté au vdl[5]

with which most species fly in the air[5]

Table 2: Definitions of "bird" and "oiseau"

It turns out that the definitional elements (whlalnderlined and numbered from 1 to
5) are not only similar from one language to thieeat but also listed in a similar
order, which suggests that the meaning of “birdEmglish is particularly close to the

meaning of “oiseau” in French.

Second, nouns denoting wider groups of speciesxremely numerous and diverse,
which makes them difficult to compile and studyiety. A possible solution may

have been to leave out nouns that are used indieatific sphere, and keep only
nouns of everyday use. This is the well-known didion, developed in the first

chapter, between expert and folk categories. Beixpkined before, the limit between
the two is not always clear. Indeed, many animainschave both an expert definition
and a folk definition, which by the way are not egsgarily independent of each other.
Besides, while some nouns can clearly be distitnguisas scientific (“arthropod”, for

example), some others are less easy to pinpoinst Mften, it seems that the very
concepts of “folk category” and “expert categoryé grototype categories, showing
degrees of membership. For instance, if “bird” $suaned to be a folk category and
included in the corpus, why not “insect”, and ifisect” is included, why not “reptile”,

then “amphibian” etc.? Furthermore, as far as Igiclal species are concerned, Lakoff
[1987: 189] emphasized the fact that expert deéding cannot be totally objective, and
therefore always depend on a particular point etwon the world: to this extent, they

are not that different from folk categories.
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There are nevertheless a few exceptions in theusptpat is to say nouns that | chose
to include although they denote levels higher thagcies in the taxonomical hierarchy. These
exceptions, “animal” (/“animal”) and “deer” (/“cedgé”), both have a special interest for this
study, especially in terms of category organizaamid of comparison between English and

French.

Other nouns | excluded from this corpus were “mdl&male”, “baby” and “infant”.
Indeed, although they can refer to more than omeiep and therefore meet the criteria to
enter the corpus, they are used for nearly all alsrand are not restricted to them (being used
for humans as well). Likewise, | decided to leauémouns like “queen” and “worker” (which
can refer to bees, ants and other species of g)sketause they mainly point to the social
role of these insects in their habitat, more thanthe animals themselves, and are

metaphorical translations of human social orgamorah the animal world.
2. Methodology

The purpose of my research was to establish plgciee each noun in the corpus,
which animal species it can denote, in order tdirithe network formed by the members of
the category and estimate its delimitations. | aldended to determine the nature of the
category (classical, prototype category or othadg find out whether there are members that
are more central than others, and which ones. Wieeritewas possible, | considered nouns in
relation to one another, and paid special attentiomhether a form of coherence can be
observed in the potential referents of several sdo@longing to a same family (whether

“cow”, “bull” and “calf” all denote the same animspecies or not, for instance).

Looking up all the nouns in the dictionary conggtli the first step in the research
process. My main sources were theford English Dictionary(2013) and thé&rand Robert
de la Langue francais@013), because they are reliable and recognidedereces in the two
languages. | copied each article, analyzed it itaideghe words used, the order in which
definitions appear (a precious indication as toclwhmembers of the category are more
central than others), the examples given... Thieanscribed the most salient aspects of the
English and French definitions in tables, whichlded me to confront them directly and
clearly. This provided me with a precise idea & ¢feneral meaning of each category, and of
most of its members, from those which visibly appdaas central to the more marginal, or

rarest ones. Every time | came across a new nouhéibody of the definitions themselves or
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on the Internet) which might denote several spedidsoked it up in theOxford English
Dictionary in order to confirm this hypothesis. Neverthelesssome (rare) cases, txford
English Dictionaryturned out not to be detailed enough: for instariaefines “sow” only as
“the female of the swine” but mentions no othercege OED 2013, entry “sow”), although

in the Internet “sow” was visibly used for otheriraals (especially the bear). In such cases, |
consulted the online Free Dictionary (2013) as anmglement to theOxford English
Dictionary. indeed, although its definitions are not as mecdeveloped or reliable as the

Oxford English Dictionaryit provides another point of view, which provedde useful.

Once | had established the meaning of each nouradist of all the animals it could
refer to, the next step was to verify whether ttosin is actually used to refer to these various
animals, and how frequently. This implied an In&trsearch, using either the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA) or Google. TQwepus of Contemporary American
English had the advantage of including a greaetyanf texts from verified sources by native
English speakers. However, the first search atterygire not very conclusive: “buck”, for
instance, generates a lot of waste (contexts whee nothing to do with animals, for
instance when “Buck” is a proper noun) and thewvaaié results obtained just point to the
deer, and not to any other species (COCA, searabk™ May 2013). Besides, there are a
number of restrictions inherent to the system:ifstance, if one enters two words in the
search bar (like “buck doe”), the Corpus of Conterapy American English only retains the

contexts in which these two words are separate@lwgrds or less, which is not much.

Google, on the other hand, is not as restricted¢lwis why | thought it to be more
appropriate for my study (especially for rare arlsnevhich may not necessarily be found in a
corpus like the COCA). However, Google has othet,insignificant, disadvantages, like the
impossibility to know exactly whether the numerdests found are written by true English
speakers or not. This is why | adopted as rigoeu®ethod as possible. First of all, | always
used advanced search, indicating as criteria:rfaffla recherche par langue : Anglais” and
“affiner la recherche par pays: Royaume-Uni”. Utiioately, it was technically impossible to
select several countries (United Kingdom, Unitedt&t and Australia, for instance), and |
lacked time to search each term and each expretziea times while changing the selected
country: it would probably have given a more cortgl@sight of the way English speakers

use animal nouns.
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After | obtained a list of results, | copied thesfithirty of them (commercial ads
excluded). | examined each one of them and coresidenly those with a website address
ending with “.uk” or whose provenance | could detere precisely (for instance: Google,
search “animal”, February 2013, second result feo@ambridge University website), and |
left out all the rest. In this way the author wasrenlikely to be a native English speaker,
although it can never be asserted with completticty. Besides, when | was faced with
double results (that is to say, when the exact seon&gxt, on the exact same webpage, was
mentioned twice in the list of results), | chosediecard the second occurrence, so that no

result counts more than the others.

Then, | carefully made notes of all results: therah species that the searched noun
referred to, but also the type of context and websifirst searched nouns alone, as | had
found them in the dictionary (“animal’, “cow”, “clib etc.). When searches were not
conclusive (for instance “cock”, which mainly padt to names of inns and pubs), | also
noted the results and, when possible, attemptedr atbarches (for instance “cock bird”,

which gave better results).

This method generally proved effective and | inthdo apply it to all my searches,
but given the great number of species that the siminthe corpus can refer to, and the
diversity of ways these nouns can be used, it apde@ecessary to adapt it. For instance, in
order to study exactly how “cock” is used to refesparrows, and whether nouns of the same
family are used in the same way, six different clees would ideally be necessary:
“sparrow”+“the cock”, “sparrow”+“the hen” and “spaw’+“the chick” (where “cock”
replaces “male sparrow”), but also “cock sparroftien sparrow”, “chick sparrow” (where
“cock” is employed as a modifier, and only replatewle”). Furthermore, when the noun
studied is used together with another noun denddirgpecific animal species, it may be
placed either before (“cock sparrow”) or after“itopn cub”); sometimes, both can be found
(for example, “cow moose” and “moose cow” respestivgive 24,800 and 15,100 results,
March 2013). This, as well as the possible vangiof spelling (for instance “jill"/"qgill”),
increases the number of searches. For all thesensal had to shorten the treatment of many
search results, analyzing them more generally rdtien one by one, or just retaining their
number (although this kind of information is notassarily significant and should therefore
be considered carefully: for instance, rarer amsnracessarily give fewer results). In any
case, when | searched expressions or compounds always careful to use inverted commas

(for instance “guinea hen”), and when | enteredesglvwords or expressions at a time, |
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separated them with the sign “+” (for instance fga hen’+’the cock”), in order to be as

coherent as possible.

or age)
1. “Animal”

a. Definition

Nouns denoting animal species in general (withoutegard to sex

The first definition of the word “animal” is the isatific, biological definition: it is

similar in both languages.

OED 2012, entry “animal”

Grand Rober2012, entry “animal”

“A living organism which feeds on organ
matter, typically having specialized sense org
and a nervous system and able to respond ra
to stimuli ; any living creature, including ma|
Animals are generally distinguished from pla
by being unable to synthesize organic molec
from inorganic ones, so that they have to feeqg

plants or on other animals. They are typically 4

i¢Biol. Etre vivant formé d'une ou de plusiel
acsllules possédant des caractéres constant
piglly, outre les caractéres généraux de tout
nvivant (croissance, métabolisme, reproductiq
nposseéde des caractéristiques spécifiques, suU
ulesus ses formes pluricellulaires : sensibil
potilité, hétérotrophie.

HREM. 1. Dans l'usage, le subahimal s'emploie

rs
s, et

étre

hNn),

rtout

ité,

to move about, though this ability is sometimesirtout en parlant des organismes pluricellulaires

restricted to a particular stage in their life &yq
They are eucaryotic and lack rigid cell walls.
Animals constituted one of the three Linnag
kingdoms of natural objects, along with pla
and minerals, and traditionally includs
protozoans. In current technical use animals
often defined as multicellular heterotrophs, @
thus they now usually include sponges
exclude protozoans. Cf. Animalia n.

The great majority of animals are invertebrates

which there are some thirty phyla; the vertebrg

constitute but a single subphylum.”

Icomplexes-& Métazoaires) [...]

1 On ne peut donner dans I'état actuel d
patience une définition qui distingue en quelq
hteots I'animal du végétal et I'on peut méme
cdlemander s'il y aurait lieu de maintenir ce
alistinction pour les formes organiques les p
rEdémentaires.
buklande, Voc. de la philosophie, aknimal.

2. Méme dans l'usage scientifiqa@imal exclut
traités

, sfuvent les

atesologie

'espéce humaine :

nincluent pas l'anatomie et

physiologie humaines.”

Table 3: Defini

tions of "animal”

a)
-

la

ues

se

tte

lus

de

a
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The specialized vocabulary (“eucaryotic”, “protomeg “multicellular heterotrophs”,
“subphylum” etc.) as well as the reference to ddgist (Linnaeus) suggests that this first
definition is an expert definition. Indeed, [ANIMAlappears here as a category specifically
created and circumscribed by biologists in ordesléssify things in nature. A living being is
recognized a member of the category [ANIMAL] onfyiti possesses a certain number of
biological attributes detailed above: thus, plaate clearly outside the category, while
humans are visibly inside. This makes [ANIMAL] assical category, with a set of necessary
and sufficient features, definite boundaries anly éwo degrees of membership (member /

not member).

However, the expert category [ANIMAL] is a very gb@xample of what Lakoff
showed (1987: 119), which is that most of the ttimere is no single expert definition which
meets general consensus among biologists. Fonpestavhile Linnaeus includes protozoans
in the category [ANIMAL], current biologists “inctle sponges but exclude protozoans”. In
fact, while some living beings are clearly and indimagely recognized as members of the
category (especially the most complex ones, formpta birds, tigers, dogs...), it is less
certain for some others. The French definition atgbcates the fuzziness of the boundary
between the category [ANIMAL] and the category [INH. Even the human being, who
clearly meets all the criteria to be a member ef ¢ategory [ANIMAL], is sometimes not
categorized as such by scientists themselveshallindicates that [ANIMAL] is actually not

a classical category, even for experts.

The second definition, which is again very similariEnglish and in French, goes as

follows:

OED 2012, entry “animal” Grand Rober2012, entry “animal”

“In ordinary or non-technical use: any such livi
organism other than a human being. Freg. apj
specifically to a mammal, as opposed to a

reptile, fish, etc.”

ngPlus cour. (concept excluant lI'espéce humai
ligtle animé, considéré comme dénué de raiso
inpssédant pas les caractéristiques de l'es

humaine (langage articulé, fabrication des ou

fonction symbolique, etc.y> Béte.”

ne).
n, ne
péce

tils,

Table 4: Definiti

ons of "animal" (2)

This shows that, in the folk definition, humanngs are clearly excluded from the

category [ANIMAL], in English as in French, and mamals are more prototypical than other

members. By the way, the influence of this folkidigbn may explain some of the non-
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classical aspects of the expert definition (fotanse the fact that humans are sometimes not

categorized as animals, although they technicaélyaaimals): this proves that expert and folk

definition are always interdependent in some way.

b. Google search

Out of the first thirty results obtained from theasch “animal” on Google (February

2013), seven were left out for the reasons detailébde methodology (uncertain provenance,

double results etc.), and one had nothing to dd witimals. The twenty-two remaining

results are the following:

N° | Website address and description: Animal speciesne to:

2 | journals.cambridge.org/action/displayJournal?jid=ANM | Most probably farm animals and pets.
Cambridge Website. “Animal” is the name of agf wikipedia, article “Animal Science’),
International Journal of Animal Biosciences. consulted the 17th of February 2013:

“Animal Science is described as

"studying the biology of animals that

are under the control of mankind".

Historically, the animals studied wefe

farm animals, including livestock and

horses, but courses available now look
at a far broader area to incluge
companion animals, for example dogs,
cats and exotic species. ”

5 | www.animalaid.org.uk/ All animals.

“Animal Aid” is the name of an Animal rights group

6 | www.bbc.co.uk/nature/animals/ All animals (mammals, birds, reptiles
BBC videoclips on animals. etc., including pets like dogs).

7 | www.reaktionbooks.co.uk/series.html?id=1 Clearly opposes humans and animals
Series of books on animals. (including insects, etc.)

8 | www.bbc.co.uk/newsround/animals/ All kinds of wild animals, but also pets.
CBBC: documents for children on nature and animals.

9 | www.aht.org.uk/ Horses, cats and dogs are mentioned as
Animal Health Trust : veterinary charity. examples.

10 | www.animalequality.net/ All animals (including wild ones)
Organization based in London, for animal rights

11 | www.defra.gov.uk/food-farm/animals/welfare/ All.
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Animal welfare.

12 | www.fawe.org.uk/ Farm animals.
Farm animal welfare committee.

14 | www.understandinganimalresearch.org.uk/ Laboratory animals.
On animal testing

16 | themayhew.org/ Dogs, cats and rabbits.
A centre in London which provides shelter for dogs,

cats and rabbits.

18 | www.noah.co.uk/ Pets and farm animals
National Office of Animal Health and welfar

1%}

medicine for animals

19 | www.rspca.org.uk/in- Pets
action/changingthelaw/.../animalwelfareact
RSPCA

20 | www.homeoffice.gov.uk/agencies-public-bodies/apc/ Laboratory animals.

Animal procedures committee (Animals Scientific
procedures Act 1986: about laboratory animals)
21 | www.ufaw.org.uk/ Farm animals, wild animals, animals |in
Welfare for all kinds of animals. captivity (zoos)...
22 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Invisible-animals-These- Wild animals
Incredible-images-animals-doing-disappearing-act-
predators-near.html
“Can you spot the invisible animal?” in pictures.
23 | www.defra.gov.uk/ahvla-en/ Especially pets.
AHVLA: Animal Health Veterinary agency
24 | www.bluecross.org.uk/ Pets.
Charity helping pets
25 | www.rspca.org.uk/ Dogs, cats, other pets and horses.
“Rescue Dogs, Cats, Pets and Horses”.
26 | www.oxfordanimalethics.com/ All animals.
Oxford centre on animal ethics
27 | www.bbc.co.uk/nature/life/Animal All wild animals.
Video on the “wonders of the animal kingdom”
29 | www.marchigtrust.org/ All animals.

UK registered charity against animal cruelty

Table 5: Search "animal"

These results confirm that human beings are left or are at least very marginal

members of the category [ANIMAL], and that mammalgeneral constitute the centre of the
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category. Besides, these results indicate that asimvhich are closer to humans, for their
companionship or usefulness (especially pets, fdwen animals, then laboratory animals), are
more central to the category [ANIMAL] than other mmgers. The recurrence of animal
welfare as a great concern may suggest that huorapassion and affection for animals play
a role in their centrality, hence cats and dogsvawee central than flies for instance, although

the latter may be as physically close to humans.

As one of the most general nouns used to referet@ral species, the category
[ANIMAL] has a global organization which seems motvary much from English to French.
In both languages, it is a superordinate categadeéd, one cannot picture an animal without
picturing a specific species), showing quite thenesaprototype effects and degrees of
membership. However, this similarity is no longewet for the two quasi synonyms of
“animal” in English, “creature” and “beast”, whosategory structures differ from those of

their equivalents in French.
2. “Creature”

a. Definition

Here are the definitions of “creature” and “créaturin order of appearance in the

Oxford English Dictionarnand in theGrand Robert de la langue francaise

OED 2012, entry “creature” Grand Rober012, entry “créature”
“A created thing or being” “Etre qui a été créé”
“A human being; a person” “Théol. La creature. Ithoe, opposé au

Créateur,aDieu’

“A living or animate being; an animal, often @sSpécialt. Etre (non humain) considéré
distinct from a person” comme analogue a l'homme [...]|;

notamment, étre démoniaque ou étrange.

Créature du démon, créature infernale.
Créatures humanoides. Des créatures
venues d'un autre monde, d'une autre

planete, de I'espace.

Table 6: Definitions of "creature" and "créature"

While the first two definitions are similar in Emghh and in French and do not

specifically refer to animals, the third definitideserves more attention.
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According to this definition, in both languagese tbategory [CREATURE] visibly
excludes human beings. But while in English, “anegit is clearly defined as a synonym of
“animal”, in French, the term “créature” rather d&as beings which are more or less
anthropomorphic, often imaginary or supernaturééifa, demons etc.). Thus the members
included in the English category [CREATURE] are ested to be different from the
members of the French category [CREATURE].

b. Google search

Among the first thirty results obtained from theusd “creature” on Google (February
2013), twelve were discarded for uncertain proveeasr double results, two mentioned the
noun “creature” out of context, and two did noterefo any beings, either real or imaginary
(“creature” was used in its very first sense ofatian, art, etc., in the names of a creative

agency and of a theatre company). This table gatherfourteen remaining results:

N° | Website address and description: Animal spe@fsred to:

1 www.creaturediscomforts.org/ Dogs.
Cheshire Disability Association. Cartoons with dogs

wheelchairs as heroes.

7 www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Bigfoot-like-creature-spotted-in- Bigfoot-like, terrifying,

Tunbridge-Wells.html unidentified creature with
An article from theTelegraph about walkers having seen| &jemonic eyes”.

monster in Kent. “Beast” is used alternately.

8 www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Humans-evolved-from-furry-insect- Prehistoric animal.
eating-creature.html

An article from theTelegraphdealing with a furry prehistori

T

creature that has just been discovered by scigntist

“Animal” is used alternately.

12 | www.blankslatebooks.co.uk/our-books/creature-couture/ Imaginary beings.
Photographs of self-made objects (small, coloutashptoys).

18 | www.cam.ac.uk/.../a-tenth-of-quirky-creatures-active-genes-are- | Microscopic, asexual
foreign/ animal (bdelloid rotifer)
Webpage on genetics. described as “quirky”.

20 | www.gg-magazine.co.uk/.../laura-marling-a-creature-i-dont-
know-album-streaming

In the name of a folk music album, “A creature hidd&now”.

21 | endangeredalphabet.com/ Wild animals.
“Endangered creatures” is used as a synonym okétkened
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animal species”.

22 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../First-creature-walk-land-dragged--like- Prehistoric animal  (first
crutches.html creature to be able to moye
Article from theDaily Mail about a scientific discovery. on land).

23 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Seal-attack-Hungry-creature-eats- Ferocious seal.
sharks-rare-images-sea-mammal-turning-tables-predator-
deep.html
Article from theDaily Mail about a hungry seal unsually eating
sharks.

24 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Half-jellyfish-half-slug-strange-sea- Animal described as
creature-washing-Washington-coast-surprise-marine- . )
experts.html “strange”, half jelly-fish,
Article from theDaily Mail about a new animal discovered |iRalf-slug, which recently
the USA. appeared on the coasts due

to climate change.

25 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Is-shrew-like-creature-taste-insects- Shrew-like, prehistorig
earliest-ancestors.html animal.

Article from theDaily Mall, reporting the same discoveries as in
result n°8. “Animal” is used alternately.

26 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../The-Beast-Tunbridge-Wells-Terrified- Bigfoot-like, terrifying,
walker-claims-8ft-tall-creature-demonic-red-eyes-long-arms- . . )
roared-historic-towns-woods.... unidentified creature with
Article from theDaily Mail, reporting the same event as in resuliemonic red eyes”.
n°7. “Beast” is used alternately.

28 | www.lauramarling.com/news/tag/a-creature-i-dont-know/

Same folk music album as in result n°20.
29 | www.bbc.co.uk/nature/21029364 “Bizarre-looking”, tentacled

News on scientific discoveries. “Animal” is usetkahately.

prehistoric animal.

Table 7: Search "creature"

These

results confirm that human beings are exdlufiem the category

[CREATURE]. On the other hand, the question of asllle synonymy between “creature”

and “animal” in English is slightly more complexaaswer.

Indeed, in several results (n°8, 21, 25, 29), we words are used alternately to refer

to the exact same being, which suggests that theamings are closely related. But the table

obtained from the search “creature” is undenial@gy\different from the table obtained from

the search “animal”: pets, as well as farm and aidnals, are virtually absent, for instance.

Nevertheless, there are a few exceptions: in ras\dl, for example, the term “creature”
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denotes wild animal species, and in result n°tefiers to dogs (which are among the most
prototypical members in the category [ANIMAL]). Biitis worth mentioning that the dogs
referred to in result n°1 are not real dogs, butocen characters, that is to say human
creations (this goes back to the first definition“creature”, as the result of a creation).
Besides, they are depicted sitting on wheelchaitsich makes them look like disabled
persons. This closeness to human beings is reramtisef one of the key elements of the
French definition of “créature” (a living being vefi is not human, but analogous to a human
being), and it can also be found in results n°7 261@in the “Bigfoot-like creature”, which is
“tall”, has “long arms” and “demonic eyes”). Thisnds to suggest that the English category

[CREATURE] has more common points than expected thi¢ French one.

Many animals referred to by the term “creature” described as weird (“strange”,
“bizarre”, “quirky”...). Some of them are frightenin@¢he Bigfoot-like monster or the
ferocious seal). Some of them have a shape thHadri to define (for instance the sluggish
animal in result n°24 or the microscopic bacteniagsult n°18) or require many efforts to be
identified (by scientists). Moreover, many of thelisappeared a time long ago (results n°8,
22, 25, 29) or appeared very recently (result n°24) sum up, in nearly all cases, these
animals appear as unusual. Contrary to the refereintanimal”, which are prototypically
familiar and close to humans (like pets or farmnaais), the referents of “creature” are
prototypically unfamiliar and unordinary. They cha extinct or imaginary, but also living
animals which simply do not correspond to the ideagenerally have of them (like the seal
which eats sharks in result n°23). What seems éoacterize most of these animals is that the
speaker has difficulties in recognizing and categuoyg them: there is something about them
which hinders their identification. Even the tibéthe folk music album (“A creature | don’t
know”, results n°20 and 28) illustrates this probleBy the way, it is worth noticing that in
many results the noun “creature” is not used albnéneeds expansion through comparison
(“shrew-like”, “Bigfoot-like”, “half-jellyfish half-slug”...) which, together with numerous

adjectives, helps the reader form a clearer ménede of the referent.

The unfamiliarity which appears as characteristicn@any referents of the word
“creature” draws another parallel with the Frenefirdtion of “créature” (as a strange living
being). On the other hand, while demons or alieay mell be the prototypical members of
the French category [CREATURE], it is very unlikaly be the case in English. Indeed,
although the referents of “creature” are often rgjea and unusual (sometimes even

frightening), they are nevertheless real animalher wide majority, fantastic beings being

52



visibly rarer. French, by contrast, is more relattto use the word “créature” to refer to

actual animals, whose existence in the world isegeptially and scientifically verified (even

if they are microscopic or disappeared years ago).

3. “Beast”

a. Definition

OED 2012, entry “beast”

Grand Rober2012, entry “béte”

1
“A living being, an animal [...]. Now
restricted in literary use as in sense 2;
still in dialect

widely applied an

colloquial use, including e.g. newt

insects, centipedes.”

2.
a. “A quadruped (or animal popular
regarded as such), as distinguished fi
birds, reptiles, fishes, insects, etc., as
as from humans. (Now the ordinary litera

use.)”

“Tout étre animé, I'homme except®. 1. Animal.”

“Animal exprime un regne particulier de la nat
but.] : il comprend I'homme ;béte signifie une class
dd’animaux de laquelle 'homme est exclu. [...] Ain
son devra dire : comparer ’'homme aux auesnaux,
et le comparer awbétes [...] Lafaye, Dict. des
synonymes, Animal, béte, brute.”

“REM. Béte s’oppose a animal en ce que le mot 1

goercus comme tels par la culture [...]; il désig

velbtamment les animaux terrestres
irgériens (mammiféres, oiseaux, reptiles, insectesil..
se dit peu en parlant des poissons. Ses critéeagptbi

sont surtout pragmatiques : langage enfantin, atif,

lyoas scientifique ; il ne désigne donc que les amkm

)
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2.
b. “An animal of the chase; four-foote
game”

c. “wild beast: an animal not domesticat

[..

foreign land”

.], now esp. a ferocious animal from

“Une belle béte. Une petite bét Bestiole. [...] Des
2¢peaux de bétes. [...] Nos amies les bétes”

“Animal domestique. Une bonne, une brave béte.
edne béte a cornes. [...] Une béte de somme. [...]
détes : les bestiaux, le bétail. Mener, rentragrsy les

bétes. Rural. Il faut donner a manger aux b

d. “beast of prey n. an animal that kills an@incluant les petits mammiféres, lapins, par exen

feeds on the flesh of other animals”

3. “A domesticated animal owned and ug
as part of farm ‘stock’ or cattle [ < Fren
bestiaux, bétajt

a. “gradually more or less restricted to {
bovine kind; now chiefly applied b
farmers, graziers, etc. to fatting cattle.

this sense there is also a collective ply
beast)”

b. “An animal used in riding, driving, etg
as the horse and ass; a ‘beast of burde
‘yoke beast,” a draught animal. [In sor
parts of England, beast in the singu
means spec. ‘horse,” while the plural bea

[...] means ‘oxen.’]"

mais non les animaux de basse-cour)”

“Béte sauvage: animal sauvage,
ethngereux> Fauve. Bétes de proie. Béte féroce. ”
cHLes bétes : les animaux féroces qui participaumt
Jeux du Cirque. ”

h&Jne béte inconnue, étrange, curieuse. Loc. Rega
yqgn comme une béte curieuse. ”

IMAbsolt. Les bétes, les insectes, la vermine.”

Irebpécialt (contexte de la chasse). Béte chag

[..]

.chevreuils) et menues bétes (lievres, renards). ”

poursuivie. Grandes bétes (cerfs, daif

n,’Lac. (Insectes). Béte a bon Dieu [...] : coccinélle.

ngAnimaux imaginaires). Relig. La béte ¢

l&Apocalypse. ”
1stdist. La béte du Gévaudan: animal supposeé

terrorisa la France a la fin du xviisiécle”

[...]

Les

Btes

pl

notamment

wrde

sée,

e

qui

Table 8: Definitions of "beast" and "béte"

The first definition of the word “beast” suggeskstt historically, it was used as a

synonym of “animal” (and therefore referred to aevivariety of species, including insects),

but then it gradually evolved and restricted itgelfquadrupeds (excluding insects, but also

birds, reptiles, and fishes). In French, by confrdstte” seems to have a larger extension,

since it includes mammals, birds, reptiles andadtséishes being more marginal). In both

languages, human beings are clearly excluded fimencategory, and the importance of

popular culture in its definition is emphasizedddied, contrary to [ANIMAL], [BEAST] and

[BETE] have no expert definition at all. They visilshow degrees of membership and of

centrality, which may be different from one langeiag another.
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In English, game (and especially fourfooted gansejnientioned first, followed by
wild, ferocious animals, and finally domesticatedhaals (cattle, then draught horses etc.). In
French, on the contrary, domesticated animals (eslhe cattle) appear first, followed by
wild animals, insects (which, strangely enough, ac¢ even members of the English
category, except in dialect, but have an essept#ade in the French category) and finally

chased animals. In both languages, imaginary amds$ac animals are apparently marginal.

b. Google search

The question remains whether the difference thatlde®n noticed in the order of the
definitional elements in the English and FrencHidi@ry entries reflects a real difference in
the degrees of centrality of the various membeth@fcategories [BEAST] and [BETE]. The
Google search “beast” (Februray 2013) intends twigde an answer to this question. Out of
the first thirty results obtained, five were lefitdor uncertain provenance and fifteen were
irrelevant (“beast” is an acronym, or part of arfttaname, etc.). The noun denoted animate

beings in only three results, which are the follogvi

N° | Website address and description: Animal speeifesred to:

11 | www.beastquest.co.uk/Default.aspx Fantastic animals.
Fantasy book. “Beast” is used as a synonym of “reohs
“dragon” etc. (“an evil wizard has enchanted thayital beasts of

Avantia - only the true hero can free the beasts”)

24 | www.arconline.co.uk/whats-on/christmas.../beauty-and-the-beast Prince turned into a

“Beauty and the Beast” (Disney musical) hideous creature by |a
witch.
29 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../The-Beast-Tunbridge-Wells-Terrified- Bigfoot-like creature.

walker-claims-8ft-tall-creature-demonic-red-eyes-long-arms-
roared-historic-towns-woods....

“The Beast of Tunbridge Wells” (see “creature”,ules°26)

Table 9: Search "beast", literal use

Surprisingly enough, “beast” is not even used ancthis table to designate existing
animal species. They are always imaginary beingslas to monsters and defined as magical
or supernatural. This goes in a completely diffedBrection from the definition of th@xford
English Dictionary which mentioned in the first place animals ergtin reality, especially
game.
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Although many results were not conclusive, somé&em, which are detailed below,
may still prove interesting to outline what thentetbeast” means and evokes in the mind of a

native speaker:

N° | Website address and description:

9 mbwales.com/en/.../beast.../beast_of brenin.aspx
“Beast of Brenin: name of a mountain biking trail Wales, described as a *“toothy,

occasionally savage intense trail”

13 | www.burgersatblacks.co.uk/the-beast-2

The Beast : name of a giant hamburger (“beat thstte

15 | www.purepersonaltraining.co.uk/index.php?page=pure_corporate

The Beast : name of a trail involving many obstsicle

19 | hellyhansenbeautyandthebeast.co.uk/
“Beauty and the Beast”: name of a marathon chafl€htan you tame the beast?”)

21 | www.telegraph.co.uk/.../The-Beast-from-the-East-dumps-snow-on-Europe-and-is-heading-for-
Britain.html

The Beast from the East = name given in meteordlogn icy blast of air.

25 | www.exmoorbeast.org/

“Exmoor Beast”: name of a cycle challenge.

28 | www.baldocktown.co.uk/.../Baldock_Beast Half Marathon_2013.aspx
“Baldock Beast Half Marathon”

Table 10: Search "beast”, metaphorical use

In a surprisingly high number of results (n°9, 1B, 25 and 28), “beast” is
metaphorically used to refer to marathons, or cydds which are known as particularly
intense or difficult and which involve many obstxl Sometimes the metaphor is extended
through expressions in which runners or cyclises ehnallenged to “tame the beast”, for
instance. This may suggest that the prototypicakbis seen as a ferocious, “toothy” animal
(result n°9), which somehow embodies the violendeeient to nature and its elements
(similarly, in result n°21, “beast” refers to a yarold wind). This explains why the relation
between beasts and human beings often appearsrastased on confrontation: in result
n°13, “the beast” designates a hamburger whicloibig that only the “bravest” ones can

“beat” it, that is to say eat it entirely.

In fact, chased animals may be central to the Ehgtategory [BEAST], but among
them, animals considered as ferocious or dangdtieswolves or bears) are certainly more
central than others (like deer or hares). Besibgde “beast” was explicitly said to designate

mostly “quadrupeds”, results n°24 and 29 show ithist not so simple: indeed, both of their
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referents are more or less anthropomorphic anddstemtwo legs. “Beast”, as well as
“creature”, can apparently refer to a wide rangdehgs, real or imaginary, which implies
that the category boundaries are not definite.

4. “Pet”

a. Definition

“An animal (typically one which is domestic or tamé&ept for pleasure or

companionship.”QED 2013, entry “pet”)

First of all, what is interesting about the Englistun “pet” is that its meaning cannot
be conveyed with a single noun in French. The ovdy to translate it is to take the noun
“animal” and add an adjective (“domestique”) orcemplement (“de compagnie”) in order to
form a subcategory within the category [ANIMAL],&awhich is dependent on it.

Moreover, the definition of the category [PET] i®tnbased on features or
characteristics which are intrinsic to its poteintizembers, but on the way humans “use”

them, on the part they play, the purpose they sarheman society.

b. Google search

Out of the 30 results obtained from the search™petGoogle (March 2013), eighteen
were irrelevant (for instance, “pet’ is used asaaronym for “Preliminary English Test”).
This table describes the twelve remaining results:

N° | Website address and description: Animal species

referred to:

8 www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Family-discover-missing-pet-tortoise-locked- Tortoise
store-room-THIRTY-YEARS-vanished--shes-alive.html

Article from theDaily Mail about a “missing pet tortoise”

9 www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Pet-Charity-receive-100-000-legacy-widow- Unspecified
dog-death.html
Article from theDaily Mail about a generous legacy offered to a|pet

charity. “Animal charity” is used alternately.

12 | www.britishairways.com/travel/pet/public/en_us Unspecified
“Transporting your pet on a flight operated by BfhitAirways”

14 | www.ea.com/uk/pet-society-vacation-iphone Imaginary animals.

Video game involving colourful, imaginary pets.
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15 | www.pethealthcouncil.co.uk/ Dogs etc.
Website of the Pet Health Council. Dogs are pictae examples.

19 | www.waltham.com/ Cats, dogs, etc.
Website of a centre for pet nutrition. “Animal ritibtn” is used

alternately. Cats and dogs are mentioned as example

20 | www.loc8tor.com/uk/promotions/loc8tor-pet.html Cats, dogs, etc.
Locating device for pets. Cats and dogs are takerxamples.

21 | www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/personalfinance/insurance/pet/ Cats, dogs, etc.

Pet insurance. Cats and dogs are mentioned as ks&amp

22 | www.moshimonsters.com/ Imaginary animals.
“Adopt your own pet monster”

24 | www.goldenarrowshippers.com/ Cats, dogs, etc.
Website specialized in shipment of “dogs, cats@hédr small pets”.

29 | www.pdsa.org.uk/pet-health-advice/pdsa-pet-fit-club Cats, dogs and
Pet fit club against pet obesity. Cats and dogsaken as examples. | possibly rabbits.

30 | natgeotv.com/uk/extreme-pet-rescue Wild animals living in
Extreme Pet Rescue (TV programme on National G@bgraChannel) captivity: tigers, lions

etc.

Table 11: Search "pet"

The first thing to notice is that certain membefrshe category [PET] clearly impose
themselves as prototypical instances: these menarersats and dogs, which are also the

most frequent animals in English homes.

Moreover, these results confirm that the structfréhe category [PET] is not based
on the intrinsic qualities or outer appearancafmembers, but on the role they are invested
with by humans. This explains why in result n°8pgoise is referred to by the noun “pet”,
although it apparently shares very few physicailattes with cats and dogs, the category
prototypes. Indeed, it seems that animals areylikelbe defined as “pets” if humans keep
them “for pleasure or companionship”, whether taey mammals, fishes or reptiles, whether
they are traditionally domesticated or exotic specEven tigers and lions living in zoos and
circuses are referred to as pets in result n°30payh they are probably very marginal
members of the category (as shown by the adjetéixeeme”, which needs to be added so

that the title of the programme makes sense).

Besides, it is worth noting that “pet” can be usedwo different ways: either it

completely replaces the noun denoting the animatisp (“dogs, cats and other small pets”,
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result n°24) or it is placed just before it (“pettoise”, result n°8), which shows that it does
not function exactly like “animal”, “creature” obeast”, although they are sometimes used

alternately (for instance, “pet charity”/”animalanfty”).

5. “Deer”
a. Definition
OED 2013, entry “deer” Grand Rober013, entry “cervidés”

“The general name of a family (Cervidee)|dfZool. Famille de mammiferes ongulés
ruminant quadrupeds, distinguished by (latiodactyles ruminants dont les males

possession of deciduous branching horng portent des appendices frontaux de nature
antlers, and by the presence of spots on theseuse [...] se renouvelant chaque année. —

young.” Au sing. Un cervidé.

Table 12: Definitions of "deer" and "cervidé"

These two definitions of the nouns “deer” and Vo#é#s” are expert definitions, as
indicated by the vocabulary used (“ruminant quaddg) etc.) and the Latin reference
(Cervidag. Besides, it is worth noting that both entries ar plural, which emphasizes that
“deer” and “cervidés” actually refer to a biologidamily encompassing several species,

rather than to these species themselves.

As expected, the English and French definitiomseatremely similar, since they are
based on the same scientific criteria. It is alghlly probable that “deer” and “cervidé” refer
to the same animal species. In fact, [DEER] andREBPE] do not seem to distinguish
themselves very much from the vast number of bioklgategories which are placed higher
than species in the taxonomical hierarchy (likeRB], [REPTILE] etc.). On the other hand,
what does not appear in dictionaries but is neetis capital is the way “deer” is concretely
used by speakers, as compared with the Frenchitdérv

b. Google search

Here are the results obtained from the search *dwefGoogle (February 2013), after

six of them have been discarded for uncertain pramee or double results.

N° | Website address and description: Animal speefesred to:

1 www.bbc.co.uk/nature/life/Deer Deer family as a whole
“The deer family contains 44 living species”
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2 rumdeer.biology.ed.ac.uk/ Red deer
Red deer research on the Isle of Rum.

5 www.thedeerinitiative.co.uk/about_wild_deer/ Red deer, roe deer.

Website providing information on the species ofrdadng
in the UK.

6 www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Deer-break-into-hors... Unspecified
Newspaper article. “Three deer break into horsetrack”.

Also referred to as “stags” and “animals”.

7 www.bds.org.uk/ Deer in the UK.
Website of the British Deer Society: “anything yoeed to
know about deer in the UK”.

8 www.snh.gov.uk/about-scotlands- Red deer, roe deer, fallow de
nature/species/.../land.../deer/ sika deer, woodland deer, h
Website on Scotland's deer. deer, muntjac, Chinese water

deer.

9 www.fallow-deer-project.net/ Fallow deer
International research project on fallow deer.

10 | www.dcs.gov.uk/Deer%20Management/default.aspx Deer in Scotland.

Website about “Deer in Scotland”

11 | www.vetdeersociety.com/ Deer in the UK.
Website of veterinary Deer Society.

12 | www.royalparks.org.uk/parks/bushy-park/flora-and- Red deer, fallow deer.
fauna/deer
Webpage on Bushy ParkWarning: Deer are wild
animals.Please keep at least 50 metres away from the
deer”

13 | www.royalparks.org.uk/parks/richmond- Red deer, fallow deer.
park/richmond.../deer
Webpage on Richmond Park.

14 | www.guardian.co.uk/.../deer-running-chelmst... Unspecified.

Website of theGuardian Video entitled “Wild deer running
through Chelmsford injures woman”.

15 | www.ashdownforest.org/wild/deer.php Roe deer, fallow deer, sika de
Website on Ashdown Forest. muntjac.

16 | www.dailymail.co.uk/...Wonderful-walks-autumn-Follies- Red deer, fallow deer
frolicking-deer-Lyme-Park-Cheshire.html
Newspaper article.

17 | www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Animal-rights-campaigner-Brian- Unspecified

60



May-allowed-deer-to-be-culled-on-his-estate.html
Newspaper article.

18 | oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/deer
Out of context

19 | www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/regulation/.../deer.aspx | Species of deer in the UK.
“Advice and legislation relating to the managemeand
control of deer.”

23 | www.newforestnpa.gov.uk/info/20090/wildlife/146/deer Species of deer in the UK.
Website of the New Forest.

24 | www.basc.org.uk/en/departments/deer.../advice/deer- Species of deer in the UK.
seasons.cfm
Website of the British Association for Shooting &gnd
Conservation.

26 | www.lincolnshiredeergroup.co.uk/ Red deer, roe deer, fallow de
Website on Lincolnshire wild deer. muntjac, sika deer and Chine

water deer.

27 | www.theweek.co.uk/world-news/.../skateboarder-crashes- Unspecified
deer-40mph-video
Video. “Skateboarder crashes into deer at 40mph”

28 | www.new-forest-national-park.com/red-deer-fact-file.html Red deer
Website of the New Forest.

29 | www.independent.co.uk/.../were-here-for-the-deer-why-a- Fallow deer
vegetarian-is-trying-to-persuade-us-to-eat-wild-venison-
8274640.html
Newspaper article about a campaign which encourpges
children to eat deer.

30 | now-here-this.timeout.com/.../oh-deer-horny-stag-chases- Unspecified

man-up-a-tree/
Blog from Time Out London(city guide). Video entitleg
“Deer chases man up a tree”. “Stag” is also used”.

Table 13: Search "deer"

The most obvious difference that may be noticedvben the use of “deer” in English

and the use of “cervidé” in French, is that “ceé/itc a more formal word, restricted to the

scientific domain. For instance, it would neverused in the place of “deer” in the title of the

newspaper article “Skateboarder crashes into deesult n°27), or in the blog article entitled

“Deer chases man up a tree” (result n°30). In fatiie [CERVIDE] is an expert category,
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[DEER] is both an expert and a folk category. Bus is not the only difference between the

English and the French category.

Indeed, what is particularly interesting is thatEfER] and [CERVIDE] basically
include the same members, but while the latter ssi@erordinate category, the former is a

basic level category.

If a French speaker watches the video of resuld iiiBwhich a deer “chases a man up
a tree”) or that of result n°14 (in which anotheed“charges down Chelmsford High Street
in Essex”), the noun “cervidé” is very unlikely tome to his mind in the first place: instead,
he would probably call these animals “cerf” or ‘iné¢ (depending on the presence or absence
of antlers, which is a more or less reliable intdara of the sex of the animal). “Cerf” and
“biche” are the nouns corresponding to the malefandile of a particular species of deer, the
red deer. Yet, even if the deer visible in the taeos were not red deer, but another species
of deer (for instance, roe deer, “chevreuil” andhéerette” in French), a French speaker
would nevertheless refer to them as “cerf” or “leithin fact, while [CERVIDE] is a
superordinate category (and [CHEVREUIL] and [CHEVIREE] subordinate categories),
[CERF] and [BICHE] are basic level categories iertah. Being highly prototypical members
(or typical instances) of the category [CERVIDHjey metonymically stand for the entire
category (see lll, 1, ¢ on metonymic models in fingt chapter), which is why a French
speaker can refer to a roe deer as a “cerf’, megathat it is a member of the category
[CERVIDE], and not that it is a red deer.

In English, by contrast, [DEER] is already a bakdwel category, exactly like
[CHAIR] (see the first chapter). Indeed, as them@zhair” frequently refers to any particular
type of chair in everyday situations, “deer” is y@ften used alone to designate any of the
various species of deer (red deer, roe deer, nyrdja.): results n°2, 5, 8 etc. And as the
subcategories of [CHAIR] are mainly compounds fainfiem the basic level noun “chair”
(kitchen chair, dentist’'s chair, rocking chair gt¢he noun “deer” is itself an element in the
name of many of its subcategories (“red deer”, “deer”, “fallow deer”, “sika deer”,

“Chinese water deer” etc.)

62



6. “Bug”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “bug” Free Dictionary2013 entry “bug”

“The Cimex lectularius more fully bed-bug or | “A true bug.”
house-bug, a blood-sucking hemipterous insect found
in bedsteads and other furniture, of a flattenethfq

and emitting an offensive smell when touched.”

“Applied to insects of the order Hemiptera |0¥An insect or similar organism, such as| a

Heteropterato which the bed-bug belongs.” centipede or an earwig.”

“A microbe or germ; also, a disease.” “A diseasedpicing microorganisma flu

bug.

Table 14: Definitions of "bug"

These two definitions indicate that the noun “bogginally refers to a very particular
insect (as shown by the Latin designati@imex lectulariuf its use is then extended to
physically similar insects (belonging to the sammldgical family, Hemiptera or
Heteropterd, but also to a much wider range of insects, idiclg centipedesGhilopodg and

earwigs Dermapterd, and finally to microbes and germs.

This shows that, interestingly enough, [BUG] is @ostandard prototype category
which contains all insects, with the bed-bug asgali prototypical member and microbes as

very marginal members. It is in fact a radial catgg

Among the various subcategories constituting tlgataategory [BUG], [BED-BUG]
is the central one, because it concentrates allGMs against which [BUG] is understood
(this explains why thd-ree Dictionary defines the bed-bug as the “true” bug). The other
subcategories are more or less distant deviatiom® the central case, and they are all

connected to it in the form of a chain.
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microbes

other’insects

Figure 5: Chaining in the category [BUG]

The nature of the motivation links connecting theagous levels is quite complex,
because they involve a wide variety of cognitivedels, which serve to establish a relation of
similarity from bed-bugs to insects of the sameilgnthen from this insect family to some
other insect families, and finally from these otlregect families to microbes. These ICMs
may include small size, brownish colour, a certauerall shape, a certain habitat and a
particular way of moving on the ground, for instané&nother aspect which probably plays a
considerable part is harmfulness (strangely enoiigivas also a key property in Dyirbal
categories, as studied in the first chapter). Thosild explain why microbes and germs are
referred to by the noun “bug” (although they remagny peripheral to the category): indeed,
like bed-bugs and similar insects, they are smualhd beings perceived as harmful to

humans.

“Bug” has no real equivalent in French. Therefargny members of the English
category [BUG] are commonly referred to as “insgttey French speakers, which is actually

closer to the English “insect” than to “bug”.

Grand Robert 2013, entry “insecte”

“Zool. Mod. Petit animal invertébré articu{@rthropodes, Antennatesi Mandibulates)a six pattes

souvent ailé, respirant par des trachées, et suttides métamorphoses. ”

“Cour. (incorrect scientifiquement, quand l'espéce n'appartient pas & classe de insectesex. :
arachnides).Petit animal, souvent ailé, appartenant soit &ld@se des insectes, soit a celle des

arachnides, des myriapodes...”

Table 15: Definition of "insecte"
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The first difference that is visible between th® tcategories [BUG] and [INSECTE]
lies in the degrees of membership and centralithil®/microbes and germs are clearly
members of the English category [BUG], they are pletely excluded from the French
category [INSECTE]. And while bed-bugs are undelyidhe centre of the category [BUG],
they may not be very central to the category [INSEL

Another important difference is that [BUG] is aia category, with a centre and a
number of extensions derived from this centre amdivated by it, whereas [INSECTE] is
probably a more standard prototype category, whiepinally contains a wide variety of

members, some of them being better examples themsot

Finally, [BUG] has no expert definition at all, wieas [INSECTE] has both a folk and
an expert definition: hence, depending on the twa¢ is considered, the boundaries of the

category can vary.

b. Google search

These are the few relevant results obtained froensemarch “bug” on Google (May
2013).

N° | Website address and description: Animal spe@isred to:

10 | www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-22372442 Unspecified.
“bug-eye camera”, “ a digital camera that functidike

an insect’'s compound eye”

13 | www.e-bug.eu/eng_home.aspx?ss=1&cc...t...Bug Microbes.
“Welcome to e-Bug, a place to play games and learn

about microbes”

15 | www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-21965088 Microbe.
BBC website. “Cystic fibrosis bug can spread betwee
patients”.

20 | bedbugfoundation.org/ Bedbug.

Website providing information on bedbugs.

21 | www.buglife.org.uk/ Insects + spiders + worms.
“A  charity dedicated to maintaining sustainable

populations of insects, spiders and earthworms.”

22 | www.opalexplorenature.org > Surveys Ladybird, butterfly, bumblebeg,
Scientific project. “A nationwide bug hunt that Whelp | shieldbug, slug and other insects.

scientists learn more about invertebrates.”

24 | www.liverpoolmuseums.org.uk/wml/.../bug-house.as... Beetles, flies, spiders, scorpions,
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World Museum of Liverpool: the Bug house. centipedad millipedes.

Table 16: Search "bug"

In two results out of seven, “bug” is used to geate microbes, which unequivocally
confirms that microbes are an integral part of timmbers of the category [BUG]. Besides,
the bedbug appears in result n°20, which showsdtgral role; an insect from the same

family, the shieldbug, is also mentioned in resG2.

What is interesting is that the range of inseefsrred to by the noun “bug” appears to
be even wider than previously specified in theidi@ry definitions. The results mention
insects which are more or less similar to the thegile, centipede...) but also insects whose
resemblance to the bug is not obvious (bumblebagetly, fly...) and above all, many small
animals which are not insects at all: spiders (Wlape technically arachnids), worms, slugs,

and even scorpions.

In fact, it turns out that [BUG] contains an extiedy wide range of living beings.
Although its centre is the bedbug (clearly, an atsethe category [BUG] may not be
understood against the exact same ICMs as theast@i!SECT]. Another aspect to take
into account is that, contrary to standard protetgptegories, radial categories like [BUG]
have extensive boundaries by definition: noncerdgrtddcategories can always be extended
further away from the centre (hence they can besidenably smaller than the bedbug, like
microbes, or considerably bigger, like scorpiotslt, they are nevertheless always related to
it in some way. This is why [BUG] can refer to awevide variety of small animals, while

still forming a coherent whole.

French speakers, who have no equivalent of thegoatdBUG], often need to use
expert categories instead, and adapt their boussladcordingly. Hence they mistakenly tend
to incorporate spiders into the category [INSECTR®jth animals of similar size), or
scorpions into the category [CRUSTACE] (togethethwhe crab, with which it shares many
common points). English speakers, by contrast/em® prone to make such approximations,

because they have a folk category which can encesnpearly all animals of small size.

66



lll.  Nouns denoting either male or female animals

1. “Cock” & “hen”

a. Definition

The two following tables intend to confront the HEsly and French definitions of
(first) “cock” and “coq” and (second) “hen” and ‘wle”. When a noun is mentioned in the
body of the definitions and needs to be develogeslpwn definition of this noun is inserted
(in smaller letters), in order to give a complateaunt of the complexity of nouns like “cock”

and “hen” and of the various animal species theyalated to.

OED 2012, entry “cock” Grand Rober012,

entry “coq”

1 “The male of the common domestic foBallus domesticys “Oiseau de basss

137
1

the female being the hen. (Often called in U.S.inaKent, | cour, male de la poule
rooster)” (Gallinacés)
> Rooster.“a. Chiefly N. Amer., Austral., and N.Z., and forrheEng.
regional. A male domestic fowl, a cock.
b. A bird or bat that is roosting or that habityaloosts.” QED 2012,
entry “rooster”)
2 | “The male of various other birds [...]
[Quotations:]
[...]
“1576 A. Fleming tr. Erasmus iRanoplie Epist 354 Pigeons bring forth
two egges, the first a cocke, the second a henne.
1870 D. P. Blain&ncycl. Rural Sport862 Avoid killing a hen pheasart,
except on..the increase of the hen birds to sudbgaee as to out-number
the cocks.”
“See also attrib. uses [...] cock-bird, cock-sparrow”
> Cock-bird. “A male bird” (OED 2012, entry “cock-bird”) “Male (d'une espece
> Cock-;c,parrow. The male of the sparrow”QED 2012, entry cock de Gallinacés). ”
sparrow”)
3 | “In names of birds, as
blackcock “Coq de bruyere, coq
sauvage.

> Blackcock. “The male of the black grous@gtrao tetrix also called > Tétras ; grianneau
heathcocK.(OED 2012, entry “blackcock”) grouse. ”

gorcock “Coq de roche.

> Gorcock. “The male of the Red Grouse” (OED 2012, entry tgmk”) | = Rupicole. ”
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heath-cock

> Heath-cock “The male of the heath-bird or Black Grouseetfao
tetrix), the Blackcock; in N. America, the Canada groasel other|
species.” (OED 2012, entry “heath-cock”)

moorcock

> Moorcock. “The male of the red grousd,agopus lagopusAlso
(occas.): the male of the black grouse, Tetradxte&r blackcock. Cf.
moorhen n.2”" QED 2012, entry “moorcock”)

peacock

> Peacock.“A male peafowl, characterized by brilliant pluneagand a|
very long tail whose coverts can be erected andefdmout to display thei
eye-like markingsesp.a male of the common specidzavo cristatus
which has an iridescent greenish-blue head andsbredso more
generally: = peafowl h(OED 2012, entry “peacock”)

Peacock pheasant. “Any of several small, long-daiheasants of th
south-east Asian genuPolyplectron having plumage marked wif
iridescent green, blue, or violet eye-like markih©ED 2012, entry
“peacock”)

Peacock butterfly. “A nymphalid butterflylnachis iq of temperate
Eurasia, having predominantly reddish-brown wingihwconspicuousg
eye-like markings” QED 2012, entry “peacock”)

Peacock moth. “Any of several small Eurasian gedchehoths of the
genus Semiothisa esp. S. notata which has pale wings with daf
markings; (b) a very large Eurasian saturniid mo®aturnia pyrj with
prominent eye-like markings on the wings (more yfufliant peacock
moth” (OED 2012, entry “peacock”)

Peacock fish. “Any of various fishes with brillianblours or markings
including the cuckoo wrasskabrus mixtusand the peacock bagichla
ocellaris (also) any of various fishes with conspicuous-$aaped fins o

tails, including the guppyRoecilia reticulata and tropical fishes of thg

genusPterois(family Scorpaenidae)."QED 2012, entry “peacock fish”)

Peacock bass. “A large, brightly coloured cichlishf Cichla ocellaris
(and related species), with a gold-ringed blacklégggemarking at the bas

of the tail, native to northern South America afsbantroduced in Florida

and Hawaii; also callegheacock cichlid (OED 2012, entry “peacoc
bass”)

woodcock n.

> Woodcock “a. A migratory bird Scolopax rusticulaallied to the snipe
common in Europe and the British Islands, havirigrg bill, large eyes
and variegated plumage, and much esteemed as Adsd, the allied
Philohela minorof N. America, similar in appearance and habit$
smaller. Properly denoting the male bird, but cominapplied to both
sexes; cf. wood-hen.

b. Applied to other birds. (a) Local name for fhileated woodpecker g

N. America, also called log-cock. (b) little woaabk: = woodcock-snipe].

(c) sea woodcock.”

—

> @D

1)

“Coq de marais.
- Gélinotte. ”

“Coqg héron.
- Huppe.”

“Coq d'’Ameérique.

- Hocco.”

“Coq d'Inde.
- Dindon?

bu

—h
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“sea-woodcock n. (a) some West Indian bird; (@plied dial. to various
birds, e.g. the bar-tailed godwltjmosa lapponicathe oyster-catcher d
sea-pie n.1, and the little gre@aachybaptes fluviatilis

= woodcock-shell; more fully thorny woodcock.”

=

“woodcock-shell n. one of several species of Munexing a long spout
resembling a woodcock's bill.”

“woodcock-fish n. = snipe-fish.”
“woodcock owl n. a local name for the short-earadl’o

“woodcock-snipe n. the great sniggolopax majaf

“woodcock pilot n. (also woodcock's pilot) a logame for the golden
crested wren (see quot. 1893). "

(OED 2012, entry “woodcock™)

Turkey cock

> Turkey cock. “The male of the turkey” QED 2012, entry “turkey-
cock”)

cock of the mountain or woothe Capercailye
cock of the Norththe brambling
cock of the plainsa North American species of grouse
the sage-cockalso sage-hen)

cock of the rockeither of two species of the South American genus

Rupicolaor Cotingas”

“Blue, harvest, salmon cock: local names of a salimoone

of its stages.”

Table 17: Definitions of "cock" and "coq"

OED 2012, entry “hen” Grand Robert 2012, entry

upoulen

“The female of the common domestic or barn-dofemelle du coq, oiseau de
fowl, the male of which is the cock. basse-coufGallinacés)”
As in the domestic state the females greatly exoeed
number the cocks kept, and their economic impoganc
IS more prominent, the wortltensis also used in some
connections as = ‘domestic fowls’ without regard| to

SexX.
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“With qualifying words [...]
Pharaoh's hetthe Egyptian vultureNeophron percnopterjis

Port Egmont henhe Great Skua of the Falkland Isles

Sea hen.”

> Sea-hen 1. A name for the piper-gurnard, Trigla lyra, ahe
lump-fish, Cyclopterus lumpus. [Cf. German seehdhisea-
cock’), applied to both fishes.] 2. A local name the common
guillemot, Uria troile, and the great skuaStercorarius
catarrhactes) (OED 2012, entry “sea-hen”)

“The female of various other birds”

[Quotations:]
[...]

“al616 Shakespeards you like It (1623) iv. i. 142 More
iealous..then a Barbary cocke-pidgeon ouer his’hen.
[...]

“1879 J. A. TaylorMoutain and Moor219 An old blackcock
crowing on a birch-tree with a dozen hens beldi it.

“in a wider sense, [the female] of any bird = herd

“Femelle de certains gallinac

[...]
d'Inde (vx)-> Dinde.”

Poule faisane. Poul

“Forming the second element in the name of fen
birds of various species, as
guinea-hen

> Guinea-hen “1. The turkey-hen or turkey [...] 2. The guing
fowl, or the female of the samgQED 2012, entry “guinea-hen”

grey-hen

> Grey-hen. “The female of the Black Grous&dtrao tetriy, the
heath-hen. (The male is called the blackcock (®ED 2012,
entry “grey-hen”)

heath-hen

> Heath-hen. “The female of the heath-cock; the Grey-he
(OED 2012, entry “heath-hen”)

moorhen

> Moorhen. “1. A small aquatic railGallinula chloropus with
brownish-black and grey plumage and a red and welhll
extended into a plate on the forehead, commonlgdan or nea
freshwater in temperate and tropical regions (altsaled
waterhen (U.S.) common gallinule Also: any of various othe
small rails, chiefly of the genu&allinula. 2. Eng. Regiona
(north.), Sc., and Irish EnglishThe female of the red grous
Lagopus lagopusCf moorcock.” OQED 2012, entry “moorhen”)

16‘fieoule

déterminant) : male ou femel

(suivi d'un

de diverses especes d'oiseay
a_

“Poule des bois, de

coudriers : gélinotte. ”

“Poule d'Afrique, de Barbarig
de Guinée, de Numidie, ¢
NPharaon : pintade. ”
“Poule d'eau :
(Echassiers, Rallidgs de la
taille d'un pigeon, appelé aus
. gallinule. - aussi Foulque. L
e'poule d'eau est chassée com

gibier d'eau. ”

e

le

oiseau

X.

)

e

5Si

o

me
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peahen

> Peahen A female peafowl.

water-hen, etc.”

> Waterhen. Any of the various ralline birds, esp. the moarh
Gallinula chloropus|...] The American cootPulica Americana.
local U.S (Mass.)

“In some of these the name of the male is in -cask,

heath-cock, peacock, etc.”

“Poule sultane : oiseau vois
de
ePorphyrig). ”

la poule d'eau (n. sc.

“A female fish or crustacean.

[Quotations:]

1747 H. Glassért of Cookeryxxi. 164 Cock Lobster is know
by the narrow back Part of the Tail... The Henadft,sand the
back of her Tail broader.

al855 G. Johnstofrishes of Berwicksh(in Yarrell), The Cock
and Hen Paidle spawn toward the end of March andipiil. At
that season the Hen..deposits her spawn amongcks. r

1895 Westm. Gaz31 May 5/3 A splendid salmon..The fish
hen) was taken with a net.”

=)

“A kind of bivalve shell-fish,Venus mercenariaAlso

locally, A fresh-water mussel. Cf. hen-clam.”

> Hen-clam. “The name given on the Atlantic coast of No
America to two large species of clafdactra (or Spisulg so

rth

lidissima and M. ovalis On the Pacif coast, the name |is
transferred toPachyderma crassatelloidés(OED 2012, entry
“hen-clam”)

“attrib. in sense of ‘female’:

a. of birds.

[Quotations:]

[...]

1600 R. Surflet tr. C. Estienne & J. LiébaMaison Rustique.
xxi. 119 The hen partridge is so fruitfull thatdét

1660 R. BoyleNew Exper. Physico-mecim Wks. (1772) 1. 97
Soon after we got a hen sparrow.

1761 G. Edwards iRhilos. Trans. 176QRoyal Soc.b1835 The
whole upper side nearly resembles that of a heagare.

[...]

1818 Keat€Endymioniii. 155 The hen-dove shall not hatch Her
ready eggs.

b. of fishes, crustacea, etc.

[Quotations:]

1865 J. G. Bertrarrlarvest of Seg1873) xiii. 266 There are the
cock and hen lobster.

1886 R. C. LesliSea-painter's Lo@1 The hen crab is known

from the male by her much wider waistcoat.”

“hen-fish [...]a local name of the bib or pout.”

Table 18: Definitions of "hen" and "poule”
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The first important thing to notice in these dgfoms is that, in English as in French,
as long as there is no particular animal speciesitioreed in the cotext, the nouns
“cock”/"coq” and “hen”/"poule” necessarily refer the male and female of the domestic fowl
(Gallus domesticys This species is therefore very likely to be ttemtral member of the
categories [COCK]/[COQ] and [HEN]/[POULE]. The vawis other species evoked in the
definitions are apparently extensions derived ftbese central members, which means that
[COCK]/[COQ] and [HEN]/[POULE] are probably radiehtegories.

In English, “cock” and “hen” can be used in vasoways to designate these

noncentral animal species.

— If the particular animal species referred to is enatkar in the cotext, “cock” and
“hen” can be used alone, with just an article @gample, “a cock”, “the hen” etc.) in
order to specify the sex of the animal. This woiksa great many of bird species
(then, “cock” and “hen” are also replaceable byclctird” and “hen-bird”), but also,
more rarely, for certain fishes and crustaceans.

— “Cock” and “hen” can be used before the noun ofghienal species referred to (with
or without a hyphen), again, to specify the sex.b&fore, this applies to many bird
species (“cock-sparrow” etc.), but also to cerfahes and crustaceans (“hen lobster”
etc.)

— Besides, “cock” and “hen” are part of the name afiaus bird species (“woodcock”,
“Pharaoh’s hen” etc.). Depending on the nouns, taeyrefer to the species in general
(like “water-hen”), or only to the male or femaleimal (like “peahen”), or to both
(like “guinea-hen” which, depending on the contesn either mean the guinea-fowl,
male or female, or only the female). The compouiedsed from “cock” and “hen”
can themselves constitute elements of the namehefr @nimal species (“peacock

butterfly”, “woodcock-fish” etc.).
— “Hen” can be part of the name of animal speciegmthan birds (“hen-clam”, “hen-
fish”) but then it refers to these species in gah@nd not only to the female animal.

— Finally, when used after “blue”, “harvest” or “sadni’, “cock” refers to a salmon at a

particular stage of its evolution.

Although “rooster” is presented in sense 1 as b#iegU.S. equivalent for “cock”, it
cannot be substituted to it in any of these situneti And yet it can also refer to other species
than the domestic fowl! (birds or bats that “halljuebost”), but the motivation link between
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the centre and its extensions is obviously notstmme as for “cock” (apparently it involves

the animal’s way of life, rather than its physiagbearance).

All this shows that [COCK] and [HEN] are particdlacomplex categories, with a
great number of extensions derived in various ways the central case: birds which are
similar to the domestic fowl (guinea-hen, woodcdui&n pheasant etc.), but also many other
birds (cock-sparrow), and finally completely di#at animal species like fishes, crustaceans

or shells.

In French, [COQ] and [POULE] have fewer extensidifge nouns “coq” and “poule”
are used only for birds (which are generally in shene family, or at least very similar to the
domestic fowl) but never for animals living undeater. Like “cock” and “hen”, “coq” and
“poule” can be used to refer to the male or fenadleertain bird species (“coq faisan”, “poule
faisane”), but in much rarer cases than in Engli$tey can also form the name of certain bird
species (“coqg de bruyére”, “poule d’eau” etc.) lagain, not as frequently nor as widely as in
English. Moreover, some compounds which may seetmerely similar in English and in
French can still not refer to the same animal gsecior instance, the French “poule de
Pharaon” designates a sort of woodcock, while thglish “Pharaoh’s hen” refers to a vulture
(which shows, again, that the extensions of [COQ] FPOULE] remain very close to their
centre, the domestic fowl, while the extension$G®CK] and [HEN] can be derived much

further away from it).

b. Google search

The search “cock” on Google (February 2013) gaweoat no relevant results on the
first pages: many times, “cock” was used as a verhyas part of the name of a tavern, an

inn, a pub or a restaurant.

The search “hen” (February 2013) gave better reshlit they were not diverse. Out
of the first thirty results, three were left out fmcertain provenance, four did not specifically
refer to animals, and all the rest designated ¢ineafe of the domestic fowl, which confirms

that it is the prototypical member of the categbtiZzN].

Thus, to complement my study, | chose to searchK'@ird” and “hen bird” (February
2013), since they appear in tB@xford English Dictionarnas close equivalents to “cock” and
“hen” when the latter are used to specify the deth® animal. | typed “cock bird” and “hen

bird” with inverted commas but without hyphens,the results obtained could be written,
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either with or without a hyphen. After removing thwvalid results (uncertain provenance,

double results, lack of context etc.), twenty-frésults remain for “cock bird”, and twenty-

four for “hen bird”; they are presented in the ti@lowing tables:

N° | Website address and description: Animal specieg

referred to:

1 | budgerigarsforum.proboards.com/thread/.../when-remove-cock-bird Budgerigar
Forum for budgerigar owners.

“the cock bird”, “the hen”, “my chicks”

3 | www.alex-davidwoan.co.uk/bsideal.htm Budgerigar
“budgerigar cock-bird”

4 | antiguebronze.org.uk/.../bronze-pheasant-cock-bird-statue-english-animal/ Pheasant
“pheasant cock-bird”

5 | birdtrek.co.uk/angel/.../wanted-pyrrhura-emmas-cock-bird,202 Pied cinnamor
Birds for sale. cockatiel
“pied cinnamon cockatiel cock-bird”

6 | birdtrek.co.uk/angel/.../blackheaded-caique-cock-bird,347 Blackheaded
Birds for sale. caique
“blackheaded caique cock-bird”

7 | overthegate.myfreeforum.org/.../using-a-decent-cock- ?
bird o t t 27332.html
Forum.

“cock bird”, “hens”

8 | colourcanary.forumotion.net/t3099-6-year-old-cock-bird Canary
Forum for canary owners.

“six year old cock bird”, “the hen he was with died

9 | www.javafinch.co.uk/breeding/breedndx.html Java finch
Website on Java finches.

“bird”, “the cock and hen”, “chicks”

10 | www.yccuk.com/briankeenan/canbreedterms.html Canary
Website on canaries
“the cock and hen bird”, “the cock bird”, “the cdckthe hen”, “chicks”

11 | www.growfruitandveg.co.uk/.../dorking-cock-bird-indian-cornish- Dorking
game_13432.html chicken
Website of a magazine on gardening. (domestic fowl)
“dorking cock bird”, “chicks”

12 | www.theparrotsocietyuk.org/parrot.../item...cock_bird/817 Derbyan
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Parrot society UK website (birds for sale)
“derbyan parakeet cock”, “derbyan parakeet coct’bir

parakeet.

13 | www.birdtrader.co.uk/senegal_parrot_cock_bird/Parrots/349390 Senegal parrot.
Birds for sale.

“Senegal cock bird”, “the hen bird”

14 | www.birdtrader.co.uk/baraband_cock_bird/Parrots/349393 Barraband
Birds for sale. parrot,
“barraband cock bird”

17 | budgerigarsforum.proboards.com/thread/.../brown-cere-on-cock-bird Budgerigar.
Forum on budgerigars.

“one of my cock birds”

18 | www.trade-it.co.uk/doncaster/farming.../asil-cock-bird-KPF468649 Asil, or aseel
Birds for sale. (domestic fowl)
“Asil cock bird”

20 | www.birds4saleuk.co.uk/12347-meyers-cock-bird-for-sale.htm Meyer’s parrot.
“Meyer’s cock bird”

21 | www.geograph.org.uk/photo/2787233 ? (game)
Context of hunting.

“a cock bird”

22 | www.birds4saleuk.co.uk/5851-wanted-blue-pennant-cock-bird.htm Blue pennan
Birds for sale. parakeet.

“blue pennant cock bird”

23 | www.birds4saleuk.co.uk/9513-american-king-cock-bird-for-sale.htm ?

Birds for sale:
“American king cock bird”

24 | preview.hosts.co.uk/~tinsmiths.co.uk/shop.cgi?visit... Spangled

“Spangled cock bird” represented on a picture. chicken
(domestic fowl)

25 | www.geolocation.ws/v/W/File:Spot%20the%20pheasant%5E%20.../-/en Pheasant
“the cock bird”

26 | www.go-self-sufficient.com/chickeggs.htm Domestic fowl.
Website on self-sufficiency.

“cock”, “cock bird”

28 | www.lowcostliving.co.uk/chickens/chickens-meat-breeds.php Domestic fowl.

Website on self-sufficiency.
“cock-bird”
29 | www.preloved.co.uk/adverts/list/3360/birds.html|?keyword Goldfinch mule

Birds for sale.

/ linnet mule
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“cock birds”

30 | www.sjdjavas.co.uk/breeding.htm Java sparrow
Website on Java sparrows
“a cock and a hen”, “the cock bird”, “chicks”

Table 19: Search "cock bird"

N° | Website address and description: Animal specieg

referred to:

1 | news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/scotland/4812508.stm Domestic fowl.
BBC Website.

“hen bird flu”

2 | birdtrek.co.uk/.../timneh-african-grey-hen-bird-8years-old-proven,407 Timney African
Birds for sale. Grey Parrot
“Timney African Grey hen bird”

3 www.ebay.co.uk/itm/...HEN-BIRD...-/2211857376327... Domestic fowl
Ebay (a toy for sale representing a chicken)

“chicken hen-bird”

4 | www.spreadshirt.co.uk/dancing-chicken-hen-bird-design-t-shirts- Domestic fowl
C4408A22942992
“hen”

6 | www.theparrotsocietyuk.org/foRum/viewtopic.php?f=10&t... Budgerigar
Forum for parrot owners.

“hen bird”, “hen”, “cock”

7 | budgerigarsforum.proboards.com/thread/3468/hen-bird-died Budgerigar
Forum for budgerigar owners.

“hen bird”, “cock bird”, “hen”, “cock”

8 | indiangameieland.webs.com/apps/photos/photo?photoid... Indian game.
Website on the breeding of Indian game.

“chick”, “a hen bird”

9 | www.birdtrader.co.uk/siskin_hen_bird/Bird-Accessories/23836 Siskin
Birds for sale.

“siskin hen bird”

10 | www.birdtrader.co.uk/_wanted_stanley hen_bird_/.../331657 Western
Birds for sale. Rosella, or

“Stanley hen bird”

Stanley Rosella

(parrot)

76



11 | www.birdtrader.co.uk/wanted_green_cheek...hen_bird/.../21913 Green-cheeked

“green cheek conure hen bird” conure
(parakeet)

12 | www.jblimages.co.uk/_photo_1844612.html Red grouse
Photograph of a “red grouse hen bird”

13 | www.africangreyparrotcentre.co.uk/.../what-is-the-best-african-grey-cock-or- African  Grey
hen-bird-for-a-woman-owner/ Parrot
Website of the African Grey Parrot Centre.

“African grey cock”, “hen bird”

16 | www.yccuk.com/briankeenan/canbreedterms.html Canary.
Same as in “cock bird”, result n°10.

18 | lakelandbirdkeepers.co.uk/signs_of _an_eggbound_hen__treat.htm Parrot or
Website of Lakeland Parrot and Bird Keepers. parakeet.

“hen bird”, “hen”, “chick”

20 | www.spreadshirt.co.uk/i-need-followers-hen-bird-tweeter-bird-shirts- Undefined.
C4408A22384314
T-Shirt representing a bird (logo of the sociaWwwk Twitter)

“hen”

21 | freespace.virgin.net/cobber.budgies/sexingadults.html Budgerigar

U.S. website on budgerigars.
“cock budgie”, “hen budgie”, “hen”, “cock”

22 | digital.nls.uk/special-collections-of-printed.../pageturner.cfm?id ?
Traditional Scottish song
“wee hen chuckie bird”

23 | www.oaktreepoultry.co.uk/our_birds.html Domestic fowl
Oak Tree Poultry Website.

“hen bird”, “cock bird”, “cock”, “hen”

24 | www.guardian.co.uk/g2/story/0,,1757089,00.html Wyandotte
The Guardian chicken
“Wyandotte hen” (domestic fowl)

25 | www.nativebirds.co.uk/index.php?option=com_content... Redstart
Website on small native birds.

“hen bird”, “hen”, “cock bird”, “cock”, “chicks”

26 | www.nativebirds.co.uk/index.php?option=com_content... Wheatear

Website on small native birds.
“hen bird”, “hen”, “cock bird”, “cock”, “chicks”
27 | www.nativebirds.co.uk/index.php?option=com_content... Bramble finch
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Website on small native birds.

“hen bird”, “hen”, “cock bird”, “cock”, “chicks”

28 | www.nativebirds.co.uk/index.php?option=com_content... Blackcap
Website on small native birds.

“hen bird”, “hen”, “cock bird”, “cock”, “chicks”

30 | pets.oodle.co.uk/detail/hans...hen-bird/3265886170-hull-ery-en/ Hahn's Macaw,
“*Hans Macaw hen bird” (parrot)

Table 20: Search "hen bird"

These results show that “cock-bird” and “hen-bicdh be used in three possible ways:
first, they can be used alone (“the cock-bird” ethen bird”), second they can be added after
the full noun or expression denoting the animalkmse(“pheasant cock bird” in result n°4,
“Derbyan parakeet cock bird” in result n°12), andafly they can partly replace it (for
example in result n°2, “African Grey hen bird”, ‘third” replaces “parrot”, and in result

n°22, “blue pennant cock-bird”, “cock-bird” replactparakeet”).

In many cases, “cock-bird” and “hen-bird” are usdétérnately with “cock” and “hen”,
which confirms that they are generally interchamfgaexcept that “cock” and “hen” can also
be placed before the noun denoting the particulana species (“hen budgie”, result n°21),
which is not the case of “cock-bird” and “hen-birdhat is interesting too is that the noun
“chick” (which will be studied in further detail ter on) is often used together with
“cock”/"cock-bird” and “hen”/"hen bird”, whatevelhe bird species is. This suggests that the
three categories [COCK], [HEN] and [CHICK] form aherent “family” in the speakers’
mind: the animal species they can refer to arelainprobably because they are understood
against similar ICMs.

The animal species denoted by “cock-bird” and “bed” are extremely various. Of
course, the domestic fowl is very well represerftedck bird” results n°11, 18, 24, 28; “hen
bird” results n°1, 3, 4, 23, 24) and, to a lesseemt, the bird species which are perceived as
similar to it (birds of similar size, shape andarol with similar beaks etc.), for instance the
pheasant or the red grouse. More surprisingly, Isbvals (like finches, redstarts, canaries...)
are also very present, and exotic species even (nmary parrots and parakeets), although
their common points with the domestic fowl are albvious (their size, colour, beaks and legs
are different, as well as the way they fly, theseaihey make or the place they generally live
in). In French, by contrast, speakers would mostbably not use the nouns “coq” and

“poule” to refer to a finch or a parrot (but rathlibe adjectives “male” and “femelle”), which
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shows that the categories [COQ] and [POULE] areasoextended as in English, although

their centres are the same.

Most of the time, “cock”/"cock-bird” and “hen”/”hebird” can be found together in
the same context, to refer to the male and fenfadesame species. But is “cock” always used
exactly in the same way as “hen” (and reversely)? ioth categories have the same
organization, with the same members and the sargeeete of centrality? Here are some

numbers of results obtained from a series of comefgary Google searches (March 2013):

— “cock sparrow” gives 6,570 results and “hen spafrawly 878, which
suggests that the sparrow is a more central metoJ&@OCK] than to [HEN].
On the other hand, “sparrow”+"the hen” gives 1,820, results and
“sparrow”+"the cock” 877,000, which indicates thhe way the noun is used
(either alone, or together with the name of thecEs® also needs to be
considered...

— “cock oyster” gives 42 results, but “hen oyster3), which may suggest that
crustaceans and shells are more central to [HEN] tb [COCK]. Contrary to
bird species, in which little difference can be eved between the use of
“cock” and the use of “hen”, animals living undeater are apparently more
frequently denoted by “hen” than by “cock”.

— *“gorcock” gives 25,300 results and “gorhen” 14,3@@jch shows that even if
it is an integral part of another noun, “cock” cifl be replaced by “hen”. But
this does not work in all cases: while “peacockTigives 2,840 results,
“peahen fish” gives only 1, which shows that ivigually not used. It seems
that the distinction between the sexes (whichilstaken into account when
the peacock is extended from the cock) is no longgoortant in the
motivation from the peacock to the peacock fistkelaise, “woodcock” gives
1,680,000 results and “woodhen” 5,030 results (tviscquite significant), but
“sea woodcock” gives 238 results and “sea woodl@en”

2. “Bull” and “cow”

a. Definition

OED 2012, entry “bull” Grand RoberR012, entry
“taureau”
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“The male of any bovine animal; most commonly agglio the

“Mammifere ruminant domestiqu

a

male of the domestic specidBos Tauruy also to the buffalo, (Bovidé3, méle non castré de
etc.” vache.”

“The male of certain other large animals, as theplehnt,

alligator, whale, etc.”

“In sense of ‘male”. (Sometimes hyphened.)”

[Quotations]

“I..]

1861 P. B. Du ChailluExplor. Equatorial Afr. xii. 170 We

saw..a..bull-elephant.

1863 Spring in Lapland185 Certainly a bull elk is an awkward

customer when brought to bay.
1880Daily News8 Dec. 6/7 One bull whale..measured 48 ft.”

Table 21: Definitions of "bull" and "taureau"

OED 2012, entry “cow”

Grand Rober012, entry “vache’

“The female of any bovine animal (as the ox, bismrbhuffalo);
most commonly applied to the female of the domespiecies
(Bos Tauruy.

“Femelle du taureau, mammifé
(bovidés”

re

“The female of certain other large animals, e.gepkéant,

rhinoceros, whale, seal, etc., the male of whiatalked abull.”

“Par anal. (autres
Vache marine> Dugong © 1.

Morse, cit.). Vache de mer.”

animaux).

“attrib. In sense of “female”, “she-*

[Quotations]

“I..]

1839Knickerbockerl3 386 An enormous cow-whale rose close bes
her wounded offspring.

1863Spring in Lapl.184, | saw a magnificent cow elk quietly walki
up the mountain-side.

1880 G. W. Cabl&randissimesxviii. 237
Cow alligator, with her nest hard by.
1946 T. M. Stanwell-Fletchebriftwood Valley 194 When the cow

In dimmer recesses th

side

g

ne

moose is alarmed, it is not uncommon for her teddser calf.”

Table 22: Definitions of "cow" and

"vache"

The categories [BULL] and [COW] have very simitaembers, with similar degrees

of centrality. The domestic bovine specid€og Tauruy is quite clearly the prototypical

member of both categories, which also include oblmetine species (bison, buffalo, etc.); the

use of “bull” and “cow” is then extended to othemraals (whale, seal, alligator, elephant,

rhinoceros...). These animals are visibly very ddférfrom one another: their environment,

overall shape and size have nothing in common,sarehtifically speaking, they belong to
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very different biological groups (mammals, but alseptiles for instance): hence the
motivation link connecting all of them to bovines mot obvious. It may be based on a
perceived similarity in size: indeed, it seems #@dhanimals referred to as “bulls” and “cows”
are considered as similarly “large”. This may app&@ange since objectively a whale is
considerably bigger than a cow, or a seal. On therdand, it is worth noticing that, among
the various species mentioned, no animal is smé#leen slightly smaller) than bovines,
which means that there is still a form of cohereimcextensions: only animals as big as, or

bigger than the central case can be extended from i

“Bull” and “cow” can be used, either before theunodenoting the animal species

(“cow alligator”, “bull elephant”) or instead of {pnly if the specific animal species has been

mentioned before in the cotext). Otherwise it retey default to the central cagns Taurus

In French, “taureau” and “vache” mostly refer toetdomestic bovine species.
Apparently they are not used for any other speaegn of the bovine kind. The only
exception is “vache de mer”, which is used by agwlm designate the dugong (as “éléphant
de mer”, by the way, is used to designate the elejpbeal). However, it does not follow that

“taureau” and “vache” are used for the male andalerof this species.

b. Google search

The search “bull” on Google (February 2013) gerestat lot of waste. Here are the

few cases in which it designated an animal:

N° | Website address and description: Animal speciesned to:

9 | www.britishmuseum.org/.../gr/b/minoan_bull_and_acrobat.aspx Domestic bovine species.
Website of the British Museum.

“bull-jumping is frequently shown in Minoan art”

16 | www.britishmuseum.org/.../bronze_of the_ king_before_bull.aspx Domestic bovine species
Website of the British Museum.

Bronze statuette representing a bull, a sacredammigypt

28 | kalsar.btweb.co.uk/ Bull Terrier (dog)
Website of a Bull Terrier owner.

30 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Newborn-mauled-death-family-pit-bull- Pit bull (dog)
police-Texas-home-911-domestic-disturbance.html

Newspaper article about a pit bull attack.

Table 23: Search "bull"
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These results seem to confirm that Bes Tauruds central to the category [BULL].
Besides, it is interesting to notice that “bull'hcalso be part of the name of certain species of
dogs (results n°28 and 30), but in such cases)”bod “cow” are not used to refer to the
male and female. These dogs have very few commanmtspwith bovines and are much
smaller than them, which suggests that similaribgsd not play an important role here.
Instead, their names come from the historical flaat these dogs were originally bred to bait
bulls in pits (Wikipedia article on the “Americant Bull Terrier”, May 2013): in fact, at that
point of history, this specific breed of dog wastpd the same “domain of experience” as the
bull, which is why it got its name. This illustrat¢he importance of experience in language
categorization and is strangely evocative of thet fprinciple of Dyirbal categorization
mentioned by Dixon (see the first chapter), whigiplains for instance why some spears,

being fishing implements, are included into the saiategory as fishes.

The search “cow” (Google, February 2013) generaedbt of waste too. The

remaining results, detailed below, overwhelminglier to the female of thiBos Taurus

N° | Website address and description: Animal
species

referred to:

5 | www.goodfoodnation.co.uk/cow-nation.php Domestic

“Cow Nation — British Milk for Animal Lovers”, “a diry model which enableshovine species

each cow to live out its full natural life alongttviall their offspring”

6 | wellcow.co.uk/ Domestic

A device used by farmers, *“allowing optimisation @futrition | bovine species

management for cows to improve their health andanesi

7 | www.sendacow.org.uk/ Domestic
Charity which gives cows to African families to pehem out of poverty. bovine species
13 | www.winacow.org.uk/ Domestic
Charity which gives cows to African families to pehem out of poverty. bovine species
14 | www.guardian.co.uk/science/2012/.../gm-cow-milk-alllergy-protein Domestic

Newspaper article about a “GM cow designed to prcedmilk without an bovine species

allergy-causing protein”

21 | www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-19785006 Domestic
“GM cows make low allergy milk” bovine species

22 | www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/.../Cows-best-friends-stressed-separated.html | Domestic

Newspaper article about a recent discovery, “coanehbest friends and geb ovine species
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stressed when they are separated”

29
“Cow tracks [...] enabling cows to access graz

www.dairyco.org.uk/technical-information/animal.../cow-tracks/

Domestic
ingsire

bovine species

D

Table 24: Search "cow"

The complementary searches of “cow whale” / "lmatlale” / "whale”+"the cow” /

"whale”+"the bull”, and so on with all the speciegntioned in th®©ED entry (Google, May

2013), confirmed that “bull” and “cow” are indeeded for all these species (with generally

several thousands of results obtained).
3. “Dog” and “bitch”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “dog”

Grand Rober2013, entry “chien”

“A  domesticated carnivorous mammalCanis
familiaris (or C. lupus familiari$, which typically hag
a long snout, an acute sense of smell, non-rdeg
claws, and a barking, howling, or whining voig
widely kept as a pet or for hunting, herding livest,

guarding, or other utilitarian purposes.”

“Mammifére  domestiquéCarnivores;

Canidés)d'une espece dont il existe

nombreuses p

races [...] élevées
’Fremplir certaines fonctions aupres

'homme;”

de
pur
de

“As a way of distinguishing sex: a male dog,

opposed to a female one; contrasted with bitch.”

aspécialt, male (opposé chienng et

adulte (opposé ehiot, peti) de cette

espece.

Also: a male of various other carnivorous mamm

as the fox, wolf, bear, ferret, or seal.

atChien de mer: squale> Aiguillat ;

roussette.

With names of members of the dog family, ang
some other carnivorous mammals: male; as
hound, dog otter, dog seal, etc.

See also dog-fox, dog-wolf.

> Dog-fox. “A male fox (the red foxyulpes vulpes. (OED
2013, entry “dog-fox”)
> Dog-wolf. “A male wolf’ (OED 2013, entry dog-wolf")

ehien-dauphin> Lamie’
dog

Table 25: Definitions of '

'dog" and "chien"

OED 2013, entry “bitch”

Grand Rober013, entry “chienne”
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“The female of the dog.” “Femelle du chien”

“The female of the fox, wolf, and occasionally dher
beasts; usually in combination with the name of jthe

species.”

Table 26: Definitions of "bitch" and "chienne"

In English as in French, “dog” and “chien” can ideste both the specigSanis

familiaris and the male of this species; “bitch” and “chiénienote the female.

In French, “chienne” denotes no other animal sgas for “chien”, it can also refer
to species of sharks, but only in compounds likei¢s de mer” and “chien-dauphin”. By
contrast, the English categories [DOG] and [BIT@dhtain much more members. They may
be radial categories: their central subcategontaarly the domestic species, from which the
wolf and the fox are extended (because they atharsame familyCanidag. Then, a wide
range of similarly wild, “carnivorous” species agtended from the wolf and the fox: the
bear, the otter, the seal... “Dog” and “bitch” cather be used alone, or in combination with

the name of the species.

b. Google search

In each one of the twenty-seven relevant resultaioéd from the search “dog” on
Google (May 2013), the noun designatesGhaais familiaris(generally without regard to sex,
and often without specifying the breed). As expectkee search “bitch” (May 2013) gives no
relevant results, except one, n°29, in which iterefto the female of the dog

(www.guidedogs.org.uk!.../brood-bitch-holders-raise-...).

“Dog wolf” gives 12,100 results, “bitch wolf” 904dog fox” 33,100 and “bitch fox”
1,370 (May 2013), which confirms that they are Wydesed. Interestingly enough, species
like the coyote and the jackal give fewer reswijough they are in the exact same family as
the dog, the wolf and the fox (May 2013, “dog c@&/ot5,680, “bitch coyote”: 26, “dog
jackal™: 1,030, “bitch jackal”: 2); the number adsults is particularly low for “bitch”, which
shows that it is virtually not used to denote thnéle of these species. Perhaps paradoxically,
species which are less similar to dogs &adiidaegive more results (May 2013, “dog otter”:
13,300, “bitch otter” 1,170, “dog seal”: 12,800jtth seal” 48, “dog bear” 13,000 and “bitch
bear” 756), although “bitch” is always used lesantlidog”. In fact, similarity is important in
motivation: it explains why wolves and foxes, whiate Canidag are more central to the
categories [DOG] and [BITCH], and why the other nbems are generally wild and
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carnivorous like them. But similarity does not gysatically motivate extensions; indeed, it

should not be considered as a general principle tha more similar to the dog an animal

species is, the more central to the category Ithweil

4. “Tom”

The following tables confront the

definitions ofofh” and “chat” in theOxford

English Dictionaryand in theGrand Robert de la langue francaise

OED 2013, entry “tom”

Grand Rober013, entry “chat”

“Petit mammifere familier a poil doux, aux
yeux oblongs et brillants, a oreilles
triangulaires, se nourrissant de petits
animaux (traditionnellement, de souris qu'il
aime a chasser) et de la nourriture que|ses
maitres lui servent”;

“The male of various beasts and birds; perh. firsipécialt, le male Matou) adulte.”

for a male cat: see tom cat. ” > Matou : “Chat domestique male et entier” (Grand

> Tom cat, tom-cat: “A male cat” (OED 2013, entry Robert 2012, entry “matou”)

“tom cat”)

“Tom-hoop” “Zool. (par référence aux moustaches du

> Hoop: “A local name for the Bullfinch” QED | chat). Chat marin: espéce de phoque

2013, entry “hoop”)

“Tom-noup [...] dial. the great tit Parus

major)”
“Tom-pot (also Tompot), name in Cornwz
for the gattorugine, a species of blenny;
Devonshire, for the guinea-fowl!”

“Tom-pudding, the little grebe”

“Tom-tailor, the crane-fly; in East Angli

the stormy petrel.”

A

Poisson chat’
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“Tom Titmouse = tom-tit”

Table 27: Definitions of "tom" and "chat"

As a complement to th@ED definition, the definition of “tom” in thé&ree Dictionary
(2013) is the following: “a. The male of variousiraals, especially a male cat or turkey.

b. (@s modifiey a tom turkey”

In fact, while “chat” in French refers to the malieonly one species (and above all to
this species in general, including the female)ni'taefers to the male of a wider variety of
species.

The cat is apparently the centre of the catego@MJ but it contains many other
members, including various bird species (for examfile tit, or the turkey, which is
mentioned in theFree Dictionary. The link between the cat and these birds isequit
enigmatic. Moreover, another word exists to retetlie male of the turkey, for instance,
which is “cock” (and it may appear as more logisahce the turkey is physically closer to the
domestic fowl than to the cat). And yet, when | pame the number of results obtained from
the searches “tom turkey” and “turkey cock” (Goodiéay 2013), the latter gives 17,900
results, while the former gives 49,500, which irdés that it is more frequently used.

Interestingly enough, it appears that “tom” (contrep “cock” or “bull”, for instance,
which work in pairs with “hen” and “cow”), has nerhale counterpart. “Molly” was found in
the “List of animal names” on Wikipedia, as the &enof the cat. Nevertheless, there is no
entry in theOxford English Dictionaryor in the Free Dictionary corresponding to this
definition of “molly”, and the Google searches “iyokat” and “cat”+"the molly” (May
2013) gave 0 relevant results (“Molly” was indeesgtd for female cats, but as a proper name,
often with a capital letter), which suggests tié toun is actually not concretely used.

Finally, “tom” is also used in compounds which refe species in general (without
regard to sex): these species are birds, eithell $tin@ bullfinch, the great tit) or large (the
stormy petrel, the little grebe, the guinea-fowdyt also fishes (the gattorugine) and even
insects (the crane-fly). Interestingly enough, ffrench noun “chat” is also used as an
element in the names of some other species (“chanirfor a seal, “poisson chat” for a fish),
but they are less diverse and numerous. Besideseg tbpecies have “chat” in their name for

only one reason, which is that they have whisk&esdats. In English, by contrast, it appears
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to be much more complex: direct similarity is n& @nportant a criterion in the link

connecting the tom cat to other species.

5. “Boar” and “sow”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry

“boar”

Free dictionary2013,

entry “boar”

Grand Rober2013, entry “porc”

“The male of the “1.

swine, whethe
wild or tame (buf pig.
uncastrated)”

of seve

2. The wil

ra. An uncastrated ma

b. The adult male of an

such as

raccoon, or guinea pig.

mammals
the

ral
beave
Sanglier.”

d boar.”

“Mammifére ongulé omnivore (Suideés
eanimal au corps épais, dont la téte
terminée par un groin, qui est domestiqu
yelevé pour sa chair, spécialt le male adulte
,“Par ext. Animal de la famille des suidLs

r(pécari, phacochere). — Porc sauvage

“Composés (Du méme rad.) Porc-épic. ”

)

est

B et

Table 28: Definitions of "boar" and "porc"

OED 2013, entry “sow”

Free Dictionary2013, entry

“sow

Grand Rober2013, entry

“truie”

“The female of swine; an ady
or full-grown female pig, esp
a domestic one wused f
breeding.”

la. An adult female hog.
.b. The adult female of sever
ppother animals, such as t

bear.

“Femelle du dt

averrat”

porc,

néTruie de mer. scorpéene”

Table 29: Definitions of "sow" and "truie"

In French, the domestic pig is quite clearly temtre of the categories [PORC] and

[TRUIE]. Some other animal species which belonth®same family (especially the peccary

and the wart hog) can be denoted by “porc”, butaggmtly not by “truie”. Besides, “porc

sauvage” can be used to refer to the wild boar,dpgarently not “?truie sauvage”. This

suggests that the two categories do not have thet same members. While [PORC] has a

prototypical member, the domestic swine, plus qtimore marginal members which are

considered as similar to it, [TRUIE] is apparentipre restricted: the domestic swine is its

only member (except in the expression “truie de”mehich refers to a species of fish,

without regard to sex).
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In English, it appears as slightly more complex. Begin with, the centre of the
categories [BOAR] and [SOW] is not as clear asnenEh. According to th©xford English
Dictionary, “boar” can equally refer to the domestic or wkgecies, whereas “sow”
especially refers to the domestic species. AccgrttintheFree Dictionary on the contrary,
“boar” denotes above all the domestic pig and séigothe wild boar, whereas “sow” can
refer to any hog. In fact, in one case the centrih® category is the domestic pig, and the
wild species are extended from it (hence they aseermarginal members); in the other case,
the centre contains all swine, without any cledfiedence of centrality between the domestic
and wild species. As for the other members includdtie category [BOAR] and [SOW], it is
not much clearer. Thé&ree Dictionary mentions completely different animal species in
“boar” (beaver, raccoon, guinea-pig) and in “sowledr); as for theOxford English

Dictionary, it does not mention any of them.

b. Google search

The first thirty results of the search “sow” (GoegMay 2013) did not refer to animals
(“sow” was often used as a verb). As for “boar” aihthe relevant results obtained (Google,
May 2013), it did not appear alone, but directlytiie expression “wild boar”, which gives

little information about the potential memberstod tategory [BOARY].

Among the first thirty results obtained from theasdhes “boar raccoon”/“raccoon
boar”, “sow raccoon”/“raccoon sow”, “boar beavelié&aver boar” and “sow beaver’/“beaver
sow” on Google (May 2013) no relevant results cduddfound, which suggests that beavers

and raccoons may after all not be members of ttegoaes [BOAR] and [SOW].

On the contrary, “boar guinea pig’/’guinea pig Boand “sow guinea pig”/’guinea
pig sow” (May 2013) all gave excellent resultsthirty results out of thirty, these expressions
refer to the male and female guinea-pig, most eftiine in specialized forums on guinea-
pigs, or in websites where they are sold; when "samd “boar” are placed after “guinea
pig”, it is often because it is preceded by anotiwerd (“baby guinea pig boar”, “Teddy
guinea pig boar” etc.), otherwise it is placed befd hus, guinea-pigs are clearly members of
both categories [BOAR] and [SOW], although they o€ physically similar to pigs. French
speakers, by contrast, would not use “porc” ori&tuo refer to a guinea-pig, although the

species is also called “cochon d’Inde”.

Finally, “sow bear” and “bear sow” (May 2013) gathe following relevant results:
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N° | Website address and description:
6 www.telegraph.co.uk > ... > North America » USA
Newspaper article on a bear attack. “the sow bear”
10 | www.guardian.co.uk > World news
Newspaper article (“Grizzly killed...”). “the sow b&a
16 | uk.answers.yahoo.com > ... > Zoology
Forum. “a sow bear with cubs”
18 | www.songofthepaddle.co.uk > ... > General > General
Forum. “a big sow bear and two youngsters”
23 | www.tripadvisor.co.uk > ... > Alaska travel forum
Travel website (about Alaska). “a sow bear andlsstu
27 | www.amazon.co.uk/Polar-bear.../dp/BO09DYFFRC
Description of a photograph representing a polar.disow jumping”
28 | www.authorhouse.co.uk/.../BookDetail.aspx?Bookld...
Excerpt of a book. “a sow bear looking for her cub”
30 | www.bushcraftuk.com/forum/showthread.php?t...
Forum. “a large blackbear sow and three cubs”, $the”
Table 30: Search "sow bear"
N° | Website address and description:
1 www.amazon.co.uk > ... » Jigsaws & Puzzles > Jigsaws
Description of a photograph. “Grizzly bear”, “sowvithvcub”
3 www.allposters.co.uk/-.../Brown-Bear-Sow-with-Cubs...
Description of a poster. “Brown Bear sow with cubs”
4 www.zazzle.co.uk/brown_bear _grizzly bear_sow_an...
Description of a picture. “Grizzly bear”, “sow andbs”
15 | www.cafepress.co.uk/+grizzly bear_sow_and_cub_fl...
Description of a picture. “Grizzly bear”, “sow andb”
17 | www.tripadvisor.co.uk > ... > Things to Do in Haines
Travel webste. “Brown bear sow fishing”
18 | www.posterlounge.co.uk/alaskan-brown-bear-sow-an...
Description of a poster. “Brown bear sow and thoeles”
23 | www.gettyimages.co.uk/...bear-sow.../160869541
Description of a photograph. “Brown bear sow anlistu
24 | www.gettyimages.co.uk/...bear-sow.../128143769
Description of a photograph. “Brown bear with cighing in Brooks River”
26 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Alaskan-forester-mauled-dea...

Newspaper article entitled “Alaskan forester mautedeath by brown bear”
bear sow bith two cubs”

. “a brow
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27 | www.tripadvisor.co.uk > ... > Kodiak Island > Kodiak
Travel website. “brown bear sow”

30 | www.art.co.uk/.../brown-bear-sow-with-cubs-alaska-p...
Description of a photograph. “brown bear sow witihg’

Table 31: Search "bear sow"

These results prove that bears are members ofthgary [SOW]. The noun “sow” is
generally placed before “bear”, except when it iecpded by another word (“brown bear
sow”); it can also be used alone, when the beaahaady been mentioned before (“the sow”,
result n°30 in the first table).

On the other hand, among the first thirty resulitamed from the search “boar bear”
on Google (May 2013), none was relevant. As foratbleoar” it gave only three relevant

results, which are the following:

N° | Website address and description:

12 | www.tripadvisor.co.uk/LocationPhotoDirectLink-g14...
Travel website. “brown bear boar roaming past tlugé”

13 | www.zazzle.co.uk/grizzly _bear_boar_iphone_4 4s c...
Description of a photograph. “grizzly bear boar”

19 | www.cafepress.co.uk > Wall Art > Posters

Description of a poster. “young Polar Bear boalinglaround in the snow”

Table 32: Search "bear boar"

This may suggest that “sow” is more often usedd¢anale bears than “boar” for male
bears, which confirms that the two categories [BQARd [SOW] do not exactly have the

same members, with the same degrees of centrality.
6. “Jack” and “jenny”; "jack” and “gill"/“jill”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “jack”

“Applied to the male of various animals”
- “A male hawk,esp merlin”

- “(Short for jackass) A male asssp one kept for breeding mulds.S”

“Short for jack-rabbit”
> Jack-rabbit: “Short for jackass rabbit[...] U.S. One of several species of large praideels [epus

campestrisL. callotis, etc.) with remarkably long ears and legSED 2013, entry “jack-rabbit”)
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“Name for various birds.”

- “Short for jackdaw,jack curlewat Compounds, Cornish jack, the Cornish chouglk

snipe.”

> Jackdaw: “a. The common name of the da@ofvus monedula one of the smallest of crow family [...] b.

species of grackle or ‘blackbird’Quiscalus major of the Southern United StatesOED 2013, entry|
“jackdaw™)

> Jack snipe “A small species of snipé&colopax (Gallinago) gallinulaalso called half-snipe. Also applied
the common American or Wilson's sniggllinago Wilsonj the Dunlin,Tringa alpina(Shetland), and th
pectoral sandpiper of N. Americ&ringa maculatd’ (OED 2013, entry “jack-snipe”)

- “As the second element in various namesuakew-jack [...], whisky-jack.”

> Whisky-jack: “A popular name for the common grey jay of Can&ijsoreus canadensis(OED 2013,
entry “whisky-jack”)

- “Austral A laughing jackass, a kookaburra”

t

“Name of various fishes, etc.”

“a. A young or small pike; also sometimes used geaky as a name for the pike.”

“b. Also applied to several American fishes: as pike-perch,Stizostedium vitreuma
scorpaenoid fishSebastodes paucispiniseveral carangoid fishes, esparanx pisquetos
andSeriola carolinensisand the pompand,rachynotus carolinus

“c. With defining word [...] buffalo-jack, th€aranx pisquetogalso called simply jack) [...

five-fingered jack: popular name in U.S. for a fsdr [...] goggle-eyed jack: see goggler

[...] history-jack (a) theCaranx pisqueto®r one of several other carangoid fishes; (b)

hickory-shadPomolobus mediocris

]

“Compounds. In names of animals (sometimes sigmfynale sometimessmall half-
sized”

“a. Denoting the male of certain animals”

(a)

“jack-ape”

“jack-fly”

(b) “esp of falcons”

“Jack-hobby”

“jack-kestrel”

b.

“jack-crow”, “a name folPicathartes gymnocephalus West African corvine bird”

“lack curlew”, “a name for two small species of lew: (a) the WhimbrelNumenius
phaeopus(b) theN. hudsonicuef North America.”
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“Jack-fish”, “a name for the pike; also f@aranx pisquetoand other carangoid fishes”
“Jack-in-a-bottle”, “a name for the long-tailedrtibuse, also calleldottle-tit, from the shaps

A\1”4

of its nest.”

“lack mackerel”, “any of several game fishes of tfeneralrachurusand Caranx (family
Carangidag”

“Jack Russell”, “a small terrier named after Johussgell”

“lack salmon”, ‘U.S.a large freshwater fislgtizostedion vitreupalso called walleyed pike’

“jack-saw”, “a name for the Goosandbtergus mergansér

“lack-sharp”, “a northern dialect name for the leliéback”

“Jack-spaniard”, “a large species of wasp foundhe West Indies”

Table 33: Definition of "jack”

OED 2013, entry “jenny”

“a. Used as a prefix to denote a female animajemsy-ass, and esp. in names of birds|, as

jenny-hooper, jenny-howlet, and sometimes loosppfiad without reference to sex.”

“b. Short for jenny-ass, jenny-wren.”

Table 34: Definition of "jenny"

In English, the male and female of the donkeycaiéed “jack” (or “jack-ass”) and
“lenny” (or “jenny-ass”), but these two words aldenote other animal species, especially

wA

ane” and

wA

birds. There is no such category in French. Fompte, anesse” refer to no other

wA

animal species than the donk&yrénd Rober2013, entry “ane” and “anesse”); as for male
and female birds (the wren, or the hawk for instanthere is most often no specific noun to

designate them (the only way generally consistloling an adjective, “male” or “femelle”).

Contrary to other categories like [COCK] and [HEb{ [COW] and [BULL] for
example, there is no single animal species whicposes itself as the clear centre of the
English categories [JACK] and [JENNY]. [JENNY] iocles both the donkey and some
species of birds: once again, the link betweenethesy different members appears to be
quite mysterious. Likewise, the category [JACK]ludes the donkey, together with some
birds of prey (owls in [JENNY], and hawks in [JAQKHowever, the members of [JACK]
are visibly much more numerous and diverse (mamnialsls, fishes...) than those of
[JENNY]. This illustrates that, although two noucan form a “couple” for the male and
female of a specific species, it does not prevesint from functioning independently as far as

other species are concerned.
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“Jack” denotes the male hawk and the male assit Imialso used to refer to certain
species in general (without reference to sex),@albe several species of birds, of fishes, and
the jack-rabbit. Finally, for some species like fhike, it can refer to a young or small-sized
animal (again, without reference to sex). In fdgck” can be understood in at least three
possible senses. This is also true when “jack”sisduin compounds, in which it can refer to
male animals, small animals, or species in gen@nany different birds, fishes, and even
insects). Hence, to give an account of the orgéinizaof such a category seems to be

particularly difficult.

Moreover, while “jack” can be used together wijenthy” to denote the male and
female of a species, it can also be used togethidr ‘ill” (also written “gill”), whose

definition is the following:

OED 2013, entry “gill / “jill”

A female ferret, polecat, or weasetllog. or dial.

Table 35: Definition of "gill/jill"

Additionally, in the Wikipedia article “List of amal names”, “jack” and “jill” are said
to be the male and female of the hare, the kang#nempossum, the rabbit, the wallaby, the

weasel and the wombat.

In fact, the categories [JENNY] and [JILL] do naintain the same members at all,
although it appears that each of them can be usthd“jpck” to form a couple of animals.
The category [JILL] seems to be slightly more cenérthan [JENNY], because it includes
members which are all mammals, whose size is goitgparable and which sometimes share
common points (for instance the shape of the emdar as hares, rabbits, wallabies and
kangaroos are concerned). The definition of@xéord English Dictionarymay suggest that
species like the ferret, the polecat and the we@ds®h the familyMustelidag are central
members in the category [JILL], but it remains eacl Besides, these species were not

mentioned at all in the definition of “jack”, whidhould be the male counterpart of [JILL].

b. Google search

The four searches “jack”, “jenny”, “jill” and “gillon Google (May 2013) gave no
relevant results among the first thirty ones: nadgtn, these nouns were used as first names

and did not refer to any animal species at alll.
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“Jack ape”, “jack fly”, “jack hobby” and “jack kestl” (Google, May 2013) did not
prove more successful. “Jack pike” (Google, May 30by contrast, appears to be quite
widely used (often in fishing websites, to referasmall pike, as indicated in ti@xford

English Dictionary.

“Jenny wren” gave 91 400 results, but out of thstfihirty ones, none referred to an
animal. As for “jenny howlet”, a few relevant retsubppeared, but they often mentioned
“lenny howlet” as one of the old names no longerdu® refer to the animal species currently
named “barn owl”; interestingly enough, some othldrnames mentioned were “gillihowlet”
or “gill howter”, which suggests that in the pagenny” and “jill” could denote the same

animal species, although it is no longer true today

Out of the thirty results obtained from the seahsleasel’+"the jill”, these are the

results in which “jill” referred to an animal:

N° | Website address and description: Animal speciesnad to:

1 | www.britishblades.com/.../showthread.php?...Weasel... Weasel and stoat
Forum. “the jill"(female) “the hob”(male)

5 | www.keldale.f9.co.uk/tabularasa/vys3.htm Weasel
Excerpt of a book. “the jill”

10 | forums.pigeonwatch.co.uk > ... > Country Sports Ferret
Forum. “the jill”, “the hob”

12 | www.angoraferret.co.uk/fag/faq.html Ferret
Website about ferrets. “the jill”

13 | www.independent.co.uk/.../lovely-little-nippers-1179... Ferret
Newspaper article about ferrets. “the jill”, “thelf

14 | www.falconryforum.co.uk > ... > Dogs & Ferrets Ferret
Forum. “the jill", “the hobs”

15 | theflamingferret.info > ... > Forums > General Ferret or polecat.
Forum. “the jill”

18 | www.thehuntinglife.com/forums/topic/...a.../page-2 Ferret
Forum. “the jill”

23 | www.reptileforums.co.uk > ... > Other Pets and Exotics Ferret

Forum. “a ferret jill”, “the jill”

24 | www.reptileforums.co.uk > ... > Other Pets and Exotics Ferret
Forum. “the jill”
26 | www.dalswildlifesite.com/thebrownhare.htm Brown hare

Webpage about brown hares. “jill” (female), “jadkiale)

28 | forums.pigeonwatch.co.uk > ... > Country Sports Ferret
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Forum. “the jill”

30 | www.bbc.co.uk/dna/mbsn/htmIl/F10211074?thread... Weasel and stoat.
Forum. “the jill", “the hobs”

Table 36: Search "weasel"+"the jill"

These results confirm that “jill” can indeed desitgh weasels (and stoats, which are
animals from the same family), but the high numidfeesults in which it refers to ferrets may
suggest that they are more central members indtegory. Result n°26 also confirms that
“jill” can refer to a female hare: in this caseack” refers to the male. But most often, at least
as far as ferrets and similar species are concethedhoun used as the male equivalent of
“jill” is clearly not “jack”, but “hob”, which indcates that these animal species are members

of the category [JILL] but not of the category [JRIC

The search “polecat™+"the jill” (Google, May 2018ives very similar results: “jill” is
used, either alone (“a jill”) or not (“a polecdt’), to refer to female polecats, while males are
referred to as “hobs”; in several results, “jillsa refers to female ferrets.

Out of the first thirty results obtained from thesasch “rabbit”+"the jill” (Google, May
2013), "jill” refers to a female rabbit only onde, an article from thé.ancashire Telegraph,
(www.lancashiretelegraph.co.uk/.../10340891.Thumpi...), in which “jack” refers to the male.

Again, a great many of results point to ferret¢aad.

As for the searches “kangaroo”+"the jill” and “kargo”+"the jack” (Google, May
2013), they gave no relevant results, neither ibsites from the United Kingdom, nor from
Australia, which suggests that kangaroos may nah&mbers (or very marginal members) of

the categories [JACK] and [JILL], contrary to winetd been said on Wikipedia.

7. “Buck” and “doe”

a. Definition
OED 2013, entry “buck” Free Dictionary
2013, entry “buck”
“the male of the fallow-deer” “The adult male of

“the male of certain other animals resembling deegoats, as thesome animals, sugh
reindeer, chamois; in S. Africa (after DutbbK any animal of the as the deer, antelope

antelope kind. Also the male of the hare, the rtafibe female being or rabbit.”
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called thedoe after analogy of b), and the ferret”

“Appositive, indicating sex”: “buck-fawn”, “buckeaat’, “buck-
rabbit”, “buck-rat”,

“Austral. A male kangaroo.”

Table 37: Definitions of "buck"

OED 2013, entry “doe” Free Dictionary2013, entry “doe”

“The female of the fallow-deer; applied also|ttfhe female of a deer or related animal

the female of allied animals, as the reindeer”

“The female of the hare or rabbit; sometimé¥he female of various mammals, such|as

dial. of other animals, e.g. the rat” the hare, goat or kangaroo.”

Table 38: Definitions of "doe"

The categories [BUCK] and [DOE] have a very simi@ganization, with the same

members and degrees of centrality.

They are most probably radial categories. The vallieer is the central subcategory,
from which a number of species that are perceiedimilar (because they have antlers or
horns on their heads, like the fallow-deer) areeedéed: the reindeer, the chamois, the
antelope... They can either be members of the sawlegital family Cervidag, or not.
Then, other animal species (the hare, the rabbigven the rat or the kangaroo) constitute

further extensions.

Interestingly enough, “buck” and “doe” can be ap@lio some other deer species, but
not to all of them. Indeed, in result n°24 of theo@le search “deer” (detailed above), “buck”
and “doe” were used for the fallow-deer, the roerdend the Chinese water deer, but not for
the red deer or the sika deer (which were refawexs “stag” and “hind”).

In French, the male and female of the fallow-deercaalled “daim” and “daine” but
these nouns are not extended to other speciesyantin the same familpn the other hand,
“cerf” and “biche” (the male and female of the i@®kr) can sometimes be loosely applied to
several species of deer, and “biche”, in Africarerfeéh, can refer to an antelop&rénd
Robert2013, entry “biche”).
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b. Google search

Except for two results which were discarded forartain provenance, and two other
results which did not refer to animals, all reswltg of the first thirty ones obtained from the
Google search “rabbit"+"the buck” (May 2013) useoutk” to refer to the male rabbit;
besides, when the female was mentioned in the sameext it was always referred to as

“doe”, which shows that rabbits are important meralzé the categories [BUCK] and [DOE].

As for the search “rat’+"the buck” (Google, May &)1seventeen results out of thirty
(after discarding five websites from uncertain orignd eight which did not refer to animals)
used “buck” to designate the male rat and, oncenagtso used “doe” when the female was
mentioned. As in the case of rabbits, the sourcesrainly discussion forums in which pet

owners exchange information about their animals.

Finally, here are the relevant results obtainedhftbhe search “kangaroo”+"the buck”
on Australian websites (Google, May 2013): theyficonthat kangaroos are also members of
the category [BUCK] and [DOE].

N° | Website address and description: Animal speefsred to:

2 www.australiamyland.com.au/.../animal_kangaroo.ht... kangaroo
“the buck”

3 www.kinrm.sa.gov.au/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket... fallow deer
Website on Kangaroo Island. “the buck”

4 www.awpc.org.au/kangaroos/farming.htm kangaroo
Australian Wildlife Protection Council. “the buck”

8 www.kangaroo-protection-coalition.com/kangaroo-ar... kangaroo
Kangaroo Protection Coalition. “the buck”, “a doe”

10 | www.abc.net.au/landline/content/.../s3352145.htm kangaroo
Television programme. “buck”, “doe”

13 | epress.anu.edu.au/apps/.../view/.../07.html kangaroo
Australian university; article about kangaroo métie
buck”, “a doe”

23 | www.thegreynomads.com.au/GreyNomadTimeslssu?2.... kangaroo

Travel website. “the buck”

24 | australianmuseum.net.au/Uploads/.../643_complete.p... kangaroo
“a doe kangaroo”, “the buck”

26 | www.sambardeer.com/gallery.php Sambar deer
Website about the Australian Sambar deer.

30 | www.topix.com/forum/au/.../.TM82KPCNR4VJP2C86 kangaroo
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Forum. “female kangaroo”, “her joey”, “the buck”

Table 39: Search "kangaroo"+"the buck"
8. “Stag” and “hind”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “stag”

“The male of a deer, esp. of the red deer; sphartaor male deer of the fifth year”

“In the names of various species of the geGesvus Axis stag: an Indian deeC( axi9.

Carolina Stag: the North American Wapf.(canadensjs’

“north. and ScA young horse, esp. one unbroken.”

“An animal castrated when full grown.
a. A bull; more fully bull stag. Nowlial., Sc.andAustral
b. A boar, hog, or randial”

“Applied to the male of various birds.
a. A cock.dial. Also spec. in Cock-fighting, a cock less than gear old.

b. A turkey-cock of two years and upwards.”

“dial. The wren”

Table 40: Definition of "stag"

OED 2013, entry “hind”

“The female of the deer, esp. the red deer; spinale deer in and after its third year.”

“(In full hind-fish One of various fishes of the famiBerranidaeand genu&pinephalus’

Table 41: Definition of "hind"

Contrary to “buck” and “doe”, which originally rexfto a very specific species of deer,
and are then extended to other species, “stag’hardf are used to designate the male and

female of deer in general, but more particularlyhaf red deer.

[STAG] and [HIND] hinge around the same prototgbimmember (which is also the
centre of the French categories [CERF] and [BICHHE]g red deer. Other species are more
marginal. “Stag” can also be used for horses (whel are young) and bulls, boars or rams
(when they are castrated), which may be perceigesirailar species in different ways (for
instance for their size, like the horse, their emvinent, like the boar, or their horns, like the
ram). More surprisingly, several birds like the lccand the turkey are members of the
category [STAG]. The link which connects these @xitely various species to the male of the
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red deer is often a matter of age and reproductimre than a question of physical similarity
(indeed, a stag is specifically a full-grown aninfdlfor reproduction). Finally, “stag” is also

used in compounds, and then refers not to the afadespecies, but to this species in general
(which generally belongs to the same family as rtb@ deer). As for “hind”, its use is

apparently more restricted: for example, it doet seem to be used for the female of the
horse, the bull, the boar, the ram or the cock Wwiasie nevertheless referred to as “stags”.
Yet, for a reason which may appear as rather obs¢hind” can refer to various species of
fishes (without reference to sex). “Cerf’” and “@thby contrast, include fewer and less
diverse members, although “biche” can be usedHerantelope and “biche de mer” for the

sea cucumber, but it is very raerand Rober013, entry “biche”).

b. Google search

The search “stag” (Google, May 2013) generated mmakte; the only two results

(out of the first thirty) which were valid and refed to animals are the following:

N° | Website address and description: Animal speciesned to:

1 www.guardian.co.uk > World news > Animals deer

Video: “a stag chases a man up a tree”

22 | www.telegraph.co.uk > Women > Women's Life deer

Article from theTelegraphabout women hunters. “a stag

Table 42: Search "stag"

As for “hind” (Google, May 2013), none of the fithirty results obtained referred to

an animal.
9. “Stallion” and “mare”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “stallion” Grand RoberR013, entry “étalon”

“A male horse not castrated, an entire hors€heval entier destiné a la reproduction
esp. one kept for the purpose of serving

mares.”

“transf. Applied to a male dog or sheep withN. apposé). Reproducteur male (d’'une
reference to its use for breeding.” espéce domestique). Ane étalon [...] Bélier

“stallion ass” étalon ; taureau étalon. — Coq étalon”
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“stallion horse”
“stallion hound”

Table 43: Definitions of "stallion" and "étalon"

OED 2013, entry “mare” Grand Rober013, entry “jument”

“The female of any equine animal (horséfFemelle du cheval
mule, ass, or zebra); spec. the female of|the
domestic horseézquus caballus

Compounds: “mare-mule”

Table 44: Definitions of "mare" and "jument"

Although their prototypical member is the hordee ttategories [STALLION] and
[MARE] are organized in a slightly different way.

[MARE] includes a number of similar, equine animét®rse, mule, ass, zebra...),
among which the horse is the most prototypical memmprobably because it is the most
frequent domestic equine animal. This categoryblyscontains more members than the

French category [JUMENT], whose only member ishbese.

As for [STALLION], it refers mainly to the male hs®, but is occasionally extended
to other animals (either equine animals, like ths, @r other species, like the dogs and the
sheep), when these are used for breeding. Heiewiorth noticing that what motivates the
extensions is not a similar physical appearancetheufunction of the animal in the stock. By
the way, the French category [ETALON] has a vemilgir structure, with the horse at the
centre, and other species which are extended ftamreference to their use for breeding.
[ETALON] may even contain more diverse members §&PALLION]: indeed, the French
definition even mentions the cock (a bird) as aangple, while the English definition only
mentions mammals and quadrupeds, which are clogkethorse.

b. Google search

Except for two results discarded for uncertain prance, all of the first thirty results
obtained from the Google search “stallion” (May 2PXefer to horses. As for “mare”

(Google, May 2013), none of the first thirty resuklt relevant (no reference to animals).

Among the first thirty results of the search “zebithe mare” (Google, May 2013),
six results were discarded for uncertain provenaticese are the twenty-four remaining

results.
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N° | Website address and description: Animal speefesred to:
1 www.ponymag.com/article/view/id/1556 zebra
Pony magazine“Rare Donkra foal born in China”, his

father is a donkey and his mother (“the mare”) larae

2 schools-wikipedia.org/wp/g/Grevy%2527s_Zebra.htm zebra
Article on Grevy’s zebra. “mare”, “foal”

3 hitraveling.com/the-plains-zebra-of-botswana-salt-pa... zebra
Travel website. “mare”, “foal”, “stallion”

4 www.animalcorner.co.uk/.../zebra/zebra_about.html zebra
Information about wildlife. “mare”, “foal”, “stalbn”

5 www.jive-pony.co.uk/film-and-television/zorse horse
“a zorse is a cross between a zebra stallion ahdrse
mare”, “the mare”, “the zebra sire”

6 www.pawsforwildlife.co.uk/zony.php horse
Information on “zorses”. “the mare”, “the sire”

7 www.dailymail.co.uk/.../WWhats-black-white-kicks-like... horse
Newspaper article on the “baby donkra”, a crossveeh
a “zebra stallion” and a “jenny donkey”; “chestmére”
(horse), “black Arabian sire” (horse)

8 www.virginmedia.com/science.../hybrid-animals.php?... horse
Article on the “zorse”, “born from a zebra stalliand equing
mare”, “the mare”

9 www.equinescienceupdate.co.uk/weanz.htm zebra
“zebra mares”, “the mare”, “foal”

11 | darwin-online.org.uk/.../1860/1860-165-c-1861.html horse
Darwin's experiment. “a hybrid from a chestnut maand
male quagga”

12 | uk.ask.com/beauty/How-Does-a-Zebra-Reproduce zebra
“the mare”, “her foal”

13 | www.h2g2.com/entry/A87781099 zebra
“mare”, “foal”, “stallion”

16 | www.accidentalsmallholder.net > ... > Horses & ponies zebra
Forum. “baby zebra”, “the mare”

17 | www.animalcorner.co.uk/.../zebra/zebra_grevy's.html zebra
Information about wildlife. “the mare”, “foal”, “stlion”

18 | en-gb.facebook.com/IAS.is.my.../363887460373951 zebra
“the mare”, “the foal”

19 | www.bbc.co.uk/earth/hi/earth_news/.../9440222.stm horse
BBC“Earth news”. “mares”, “their foals”, “zebra foals

20 | www.zebraproducts.co.uk/index.php?option=com... horse
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Website on horses. “the mare”

22 | www.myfavouriteplanet.co.uk/.../parlanceofafrail-the... zebra
“the mare”
23 | www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/106245.article horse

“the mare”, “her first foal by a quagga”

24 | www.mareandfoal.org/.../NewsletterAugust-2012.pdf horse
Charity. “mare and foal”

26 | www.amazon.co.uk > ... > Fiction > Animals horse

Title of a book for sale. “the mare”

28 | www.horsecarecourses.com/horse_of the.../06/ horse
Blog. “the mare”

29 | www.marwell.org.uk/.../HMZStudbook2010.pdf zebra
“mare”, “stallion”, “foal”

30 | news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/1804807.stm horse
BBC News. “a horse has given birth to a donkey iniargitic

experiment”, “the mare”, “the foal”

Table 45: Search "zebra"+"the mare"

First of all, these results confirm that zebras mrembers of the category [MARE],
like horses. Moreover, what is interesting is tmaare” is often used together with “stallion”
and “foal” in reference to zebras, which suggebktd they are members of the categories
[STALLION] and [FOAL] as well. “Mare” and “stalliohcan either be used instead, or after
the noun denoting the species (result n°5: “zetaifian”, “horse mare”).

In only one result (result n°7), “mare” goes togethvith “sire” to refer to the female

and male of the horse.

Finally, while “mare” is visibly used for horsesdamebras, it is not (or less) used for
the donkey, which is rather a member of the categqd ACK] and [JENNY] (in result n°7,

“chestnut mare” vs. “jenny donkey”).
10.“Sire” and “dam”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “sire” OED 2013, entry “dam”

“A male parent of a quadruped; esp. a stalliofA female parent (of animals, now usually (of

Correlative tadam” quadrupeds). Correlative sire.”

Table 46: Definitions of "sire” and "dam"”
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It seems that [SIRE] and [DAM] both include a widlember of quadrupeds, with the
horse as a prototypical member. Such categories haequivalent in French.

b. Google search

Out of the first thirty results of the searchesé$iand “dam” on Google (May 2013),

no result referred to animals.

On the other hand, the searches “female”+"dam” ‘andle”+"sire” (Google, May
2013) proved to be more successful. The followwg tables present the relevant results
obtained after analyzing the first thirty ones atidcarding the websites whose origin is

unsure, which do not refer to animals or in whicé key words appear out of context.

N° | Website address and description: Animal speefsred to:

1 www.acmc.co.uk/meidam_female.asp Pig

2 www.acmc.co.uk/volante_female.asp Pig

4 www.fowberry-alpacas.com/our_herd/.../jameelia Llama (alpaca)

5 www.cotswoldalpacas.co.uk/female-alpacas-for-sale.php Llama (alpaca)

7 | www.zucci-chinese-crested.com/female.php Dog (zucci)

9 | www.bozedown- Llama (alpaca)
alpacas.co.uk/.../Spring%20Alpaca%20Fiesta%202012.pdf

10 | www.auldmillalpacas.co.uk/females.html Llama (alpaca)

11 | www.apolloalpacas.co.uk/femalesforsale.html Llama (alpaca)

12 | www.falabellapersians.co.uk/prevkitt.htm Cat (Persian)

13 | www.biboukatz.co.uk/cats.php Cat (exotic breed)

15 | www.lymealpacas.co.uk/alpaca-sales/35-female-alpaca Llama (alpaca)

16 | www.blenheimalpacas.co.uk/breeding%20females.pdf Llama (alpaca)

17 | www.avomliepersians.pwp.blueyonder.co.uk/page4.htm Cat (Persian)

19 | www.albioneurasiers.co.uk/AlbioneurasiersOurEurasiers Dog (Albion Eurasier)

20 | www.scottish-blackface.co.uk/blackface-sheep- Sheep (Blackface)

news.cfm?NewsID...

23 | www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/971/0000216.pdf Bovine animals
Website of the Scottish government.

24 | www.heathrosecats.webeden.co.uk/exotics/4558897077 Cat (Persian)

25 | www.snowshillalpacas.com/newsandeventspg2.html Llama (alpaca)
26 | www.chase-end-alpacas.co.uk/females.htm Llama (alpaca)
29 | www.greyhoundpredictor.com/prediction/page6.html Dog (greyhound)
30 | www.allgoats.com/Downloads/registration_notes03-12.pdf Goat
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British Goat Society.

Table 47: Search "female"+"dam"

N° | Website address and description: Animal speefsred to:

4 www.fowberry- Lllama (alpaca)
alpacas.com/stud_males/...\WD_miguel_of_fowberry

8 www.apolloalpacas.co.uk/malesforsale.htmi Lllama (alpaca)

Table 48: Search "male"+"sire"

Almost all of these results point to websites imick breeders describe their animals:
for example, first table, result n°25, “SnowshilleAandra. Date of birth: 14-6-2008. (s.
White) Sire: Siverstream Czar of Anzac. (s.WhitgnD Silverstream Escudo of Anzac.
(s.White)”. Sometimes, “sire” and “dam” are usedhwilefinite articles (first table, result
n°30: “if the dam is registered”) or possessiveck$ (first table, result n°10: “her dam is...”),
which confirms that, contrary to “cock” and “herthull” and “cow” etc., “sire” and “dam”
do not merely denote male and female animals, lmue rspecifically the father and mother of
an animal. In almost all cases, “sire” appeargasti once in the same result as “dam”, which
shows that they are correlative and that they anbgbly used to refer to the same animal

species.

The animal species which are members of the caesg¢DAM] and [SIRE] are
extremely various: pets (cats, dogs...), farm alsr{i@gs, sheep...), either common (goat) or
more exotic (llama). They have very few common fgiexcept that they are all quadrupeds,
as indicated in the definition, and they are alingstic animals. Indeed, it seems that “sire”
and “dam” serve above all to retrace the pedigrdmeage of an animal, which explains why
they are not (or less) used for wild animals.

It is difficult to determine, from these resultghich species are more central than
others to the categories [SIRE] and [DAM], and weetall domestic quadrupeds having an
offspring are equally likely to be called “sire” tdam”. Strangely enough, the horse, which
was mentioned as an example in the dictionary deins, does not appear in the tables:
however, this does not necessarily mean that theehs not a member (even one of the most

central members) of these categories.

104



IV. Nouns denoting young animals (as opposed to adults)

1. “Chick”
a. Definition
OED 2013, entry “chick” Grand RoberR013, entry “poussin”

“A chicken; esp a young chicken;“l Jeune poulet, nouvellement sorti de I'cguf,
sometimes, the young of any bird. encore couvert de duvet. La poule et [ses
esp. The young bird still in the egg or onlyoussins.
just hatched.” 2 Zool. Jeune oiseau (par rapport aux
adultes, aux parents). Un poussin d'aigle| de

pingouin. ”

Table 49: Definitions of "chick" and "poussin”

Contrary to its related categories, [COCK] and ME[CHICK] does not include
other species than birds. But the three categbiigge around the same central member: the

domestic fowl.

What is interesting too is that the French catedBOUSSIN] is very similar to the
category [CHICK] (it contains quite the same mersbdrst the young chicken, then other
young birds) whereas the differences between [C@] [POULE] on the one hand, and
[COCK] and [HEN] on the other hand, are much manpartant.

b. Google search

Among the first thirty results obtained from theass “chick”, only three relevant
results refer to animals, and more specificallygang chickens, which confirms that they are

the most prototypical members of the category [GK]IQNo other species is referred to.

While the search “gorcock” gives 25,300 results ‘Gathen” 14,300 (which are quite
significant results), “gorchick” gives only 10 rdts, which shows that it is virtually not used.
Likewise, “cock pheasant” gives 24,300 results dmeh pheasant” 12,900, whereas “chick
pheasant” gives 1,020 results (Google, May 2018¥att, “cock” and “hen” are integrated
into several names of bird species in a quite simaMlay, but it seems that “chick” is used
slightly differently.
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2. “Calf”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “calf” Grand RoberR013, entry “veau”

“The young of any bovine animasp.of the| “Petit de la vache, pendant sa premiere
domestic cow. ‘Calf is applied to all youngnnée, qu'il soit male ou femelle”

cattle until they attain one year old”

“The young of other animals; as of deer, the
elephant, the whale.”

Compounds “Veau de mer (vx), veau marin [..|

—_

“sea-calf”: “a popular name of the seal, esp» Phoque. ”
Calocephalus vitulinugor Phoca vituling”
“calf-whale”

Table 50: Definitions of "calf" and "veau"

The category [CALF] has quite the same organimadi® [BULL] and [COW], which
resembles the structure of radial categories, Wiehdomestic bovine species as the central
subcategory, then other bovine species which arended from it, and finally other large
animals like the elephant and the whale (and tleg, dehich was not mentioned for [BULL]
and [COW])).

As for the French category [VEAU], it is also vegmilar to the categories
[TAUREAU] and [VACHE], with the domestic species #@s central (and probably only)
member, except for the expression “veau marin” tvhienotes the seal, exactly as in English

(“sea-calf”).

b. Google search

This table presents the relevant results obtaimech fthe search “calf” (Google,
February 2013), after discarding double resultdysites from uncertain origins, results out of

context etc.

N° | Website address and description: Animal species

referred to:

6 www.organicvet.co.uk/Cattleweb/disease/Scour/scourl.htm Domestic
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8 www.guardian.co.uk/world/2012/mar/.../six-legged-cow-switzerland Domestic
Newspaper article. “Six-legged calf” bovine species

9 | www.newscientist.com/.../dn22324-calf-produces-worlds-first- Domestic
hypoallergenic-milk.html bovine species
Scientific website. “a calf has been geneticallydified”

10 | www.mcl.unisonplus.net/cowandcalf.htm Domestic
Website of the Movement for Compassionate Liviriipe“cow and poyine species
her calf”

14 | www.blade-farming.com/our-calf-rearers.htm Domestic
“calf rearers” bovine species

16 | www.molevalleyfarmers.com/.../Choosing_the best feed for _young calves | Domestic
“young calves” bovine species

17 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Farm-sells-milk-Cadbury-shoots-male-calves-feed- Domestic
hunt-hounds.html
Newspaper article. “male calves” bovine species

21 | www.thesun.co.uk/sol/.../Dolphin-carries-dead-calf-for-three-days.html Dolphin
Newspaper article. “Fisherman spotted a female hdolattling
rough seas as she tries to keep her dead calft afldhe Sanniang
Bay, south China”

22 | www.dairyco.org.uk/technical-information/.../calf-pneumonia/ Domestic
“Calf Pneumonia” bovine species

24 | www.ciwf.org.uk/what_we_do/calves/default.aspx Domestic
Compassion in World Farming website. “calves” bovine species

25 | www.johnthompsonandsons.co.uk/products/calf Domestic
Products for farmers. “your calf’s health” bovine species

27 | calf-feeding.co.uk/ Domestic
Calf feeding machines for farmers. bovine species

28 | www.molevalleyfarmers.com/mvf/info/farming/calf Domestic
“your calves” bovine species

29 | www.bocmpauls.co.uk/compounds/ruminant-calf-rearer Domestic
Animal feeds producer. “calves” bovine species

30 | www.bocmpauls.co.uk/compounds/ruminant-calf-rearer Domestic

Calf hutches for farmers. “calves”

bovine species

Table 51: Search "calf"
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Considering the high number of results referriodhte domestic bovine specid®ob
taurug, this is indeed the most central member in thegmy [CALF], as in [BULL] and
[COW]. However, in result n°21,“calf’ also refeis & dolphin, a sea mammal which has few

common points with bovine species, but is quiteselto the whale (mentioned as an example

in the dictionary definition).

3.

a. Definition

“Pup” / “puppy” / “whelp”

OED 2013, entry

OED 2013, entry “puppy”

OED 2013, entry

Grand Robert

“pup” “whelp” 2013, entry “chiot”
“A puppy, a yound “A young dog,esp.one that| “The young of the “Jeune chien.
dog; a whelp.” is less thanayearold.” | dog. Now little
used, superseded
by puppy

“a. A young seal or
sea lion.

b. The young of
various other
animals, as rats,
mice, bats,
viviparous sharks,
etc.”

“In extended use: a
young seal (or other
young carnivore). Also: &
young or small shark (cf.

puppy shark rare.”

Puppy shark: “any of
various small or young
sharks; esp. a sharpnoss

shark

“The young of
various wild

1 animalsesp. and
now only (chiefly as
a literary archaism)
of such as the lion,
tiger, bear, and wolfj,
to the young of

>which the

namecub is now

(genusRhizoprionodoji'.

usually applied.”

Table 52: Definitions of "pup"”, "puppy", "whelp" drichiot"

The categories [PUP], [PUPPY] and [WHELP] appdyenave the same prototypical
member: the young dog. The major difference betvibem (except for the fact that “whelp”

is currently less used than “pup” and “puppy”) liegheir more peripheral members.

[PUP] and [PUPPY] have quite similar peripheralhmbers. For instance, both include
young seals, but also, more surprisingly, youngksh@vhich are carnivores as well, therefore

they are members of the category, although theyigites and physically very different from
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the rest of the members). However, a few differera@n be noticed. First, rats, mice and bats
are mentioned as members of [PUP], but not of [PYJPPis worth noting that these species
are not carnivores (for instance, mice and bateigdly eat seeds, fruit or insects), which
suggests that eating flesh is clearly not a necgssa sufficient condition to enter the
category, and that it is probably more complex.iddes while the definition of “pup” only
mentions young sharks, “puppy” can apparently &lsaised for some species of sharks in
general (without regard to sex).

On the other hand, the peripheral members of [WIPJEdre very different from those
of [PUP] and [PUPPY]: young lions, tigers, bearglwes, and other wild, carnivorous
animals which are more frequently referred to ag%e. In fact, while “whelp” is a synonym
of “puppy” in the case of the dog (the prototypiaamber), it becomes a synonym of “cub”

as far as other members are concerned.

As for the French category [CHIOT], it visibly dams only one member: the young
dog. Indeed, the young rat and mouse are refervedvith specific names (“raton”,
“souriceau”); by contrast, the young shark andHaate no particular name. As for the young
seal, it is called “blanchon”. What is striking tisat, although the definition of th@&rand
Robert de la langue frangaig@013) simply defines “blanchon” as “petit du phet} the
French article “blanchon” on Wikipedia (2013) defnit in the following way: “Le blanchon
est le petit du phoquéo(p-marir), également appelé chiot ou veau”. In the Enghsision
of the same article (Wikipedia, article “Whitecqa2013), young seals are referred to as
“pups” and their mothers as “cows”. Although thieqe of information should be considered
with caution, it might indicate that English ancech categories share more common points
than expected. By the way, while one has to admait the French noun “chiot” cannot refer
to species of sharks in the way “puppy shark” ¢ahien de mer”, on the other hand, does

refer to several species of sharks (see “dog” &itdi”)...

b. Google search

These are the results in which “pup” (Google, Fabywr013) refer to animals, after

discarding double results, websites whose origimiertain and other irrelevant websites.

N° | Website address and description: Animal
species

referred to:
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1 www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Britains-dinkiest-dogs-owner-reveals-pups-battle- Dog
survive.html )
Newspaper article. “the smallest puppy ever borBritain” (Yorkshire

terrier)

2 www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Cute-seal-pup-appears-wave-sea-hundreds-animals- Seal
gather-tiny-British-island-birth.html
Newspaper article. “Cute seal pup”

4 www.pup-id.com/ Dog
“Do you find it difficult to differentiate your lier of identical pups?

Then try PUP-ID.”

5 www.ciao.co.uk/Hasbro_FurReal_Friends_GoGo_My_Walking_Pup__8683485 | Dog
Toy: “GoGo My Walking Pup”

6 uk.answers.yahoo.com/question/index?qid... Dog (collie)
Forum. “my 4 month old collie pup” “my German Shepth puppy”

7 www.thesun.co.uk/sol/.../Pocket-pup-could-be-the-smallest-in-Britain.html Dog
Newspaper article “Pocket pup could be the smaiteBritain” (Yorkshire

terrier)

8 gouk.about.com/od/ukfamilytravel/ig/Animal.../Wolf-Cub.htm Wolf
“Canadian Timber wolf with her pup”

13 | www.britishpathe.com/video/alsatian-has-14-pup/query/alsatians Dog
“An Alsatian dog with her 14 puppies” (Alsatian)

15 | www.mirror.co.uk/.../pups-trafficked-young-dogs-are-being-1391112 Dog
Newspaper article “Pups trafficked: young dogs laeeng taken from
their mothers”

17 | www.mikkipet.com/?mikki_training=mikki-pup-pee-pads Dog
“your puppy”

18 | uk.answers.yahoo.com/question/index?qid Dog
Forum. “puppies”

20 | www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Pup-idol-Windsor-Championship-Dog-Show.html Dog
Newspaper article. “Pup Idol: Windsor championgtig show”

25 | www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/.../playful-pup-to-lead-out-battalion-16254791.html | Dog (Irish
Newspaper article. “playful pup/puppy” wolfhound)

27 | franswers.yahoo.com/question/index?qid... Dog (collie)
Forum. “puppy”

30 | www.avanquest.com/UK/software/hollywood-pets-pup-idol-51665 Dog

“Pup Idol, become a star with your pretty dog”

Table 53: Search "pup"
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Apart from the high number of results pointingviarious breeds of dogs, result n°2
mentions a “seal pup”, which confirms that the seah member of the category. In fact,
[PUP] is related to [DOG] and [BITCH]: the threetegories visibly have the same central
member (the dog); besides, they share many otherbers (the seal, for instance, is also a

member of the category [DOG], as mentioned in tbheahary definition).

None of the first thirty results of “pup shark” ¢Ggle, May 2013) is relevant, which
suggests that this expression is not used, cont@r§puppy shark”, mentioned in the
dictionary definition. In fact, although “pup” it%\¢ shortened form of “puppy”, the two are
not exact synonyms: while “puppy” can be used fpecses of sharks in general, “pup”
cannot. By contrast, none of the first thirty résuf “shark puppy” refers to a young shark,
while “shark pup” (Google, May 2013) gives manyerant results (“tiger shark pup”, “whale
shark pup” etc.).

As for the search “whelp” on Google (May 2013)gites no relevant result (in the
first thirty results, “whelp” is most often usedaserb, or out of context).

4. “Kit” / “kitten”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “kit” OED 2013, entry “kitten” Grand Rober2013,

entry “chat”

‘A shortened form of “a. The young of the cat; a young cat (n[Example] “Une

kitten.” full-grown).” chatte et ses chatons,

“b. transf. Applied to the young of some

other animals.”

[Quotations]

[...]

“1957 J. H. F. Stevensalink in Brit. (ed. 2) v.
18 Once the kittens, or kitts as they are callegl, a
able to fend for themselves, they do so.

1964 R. M. LockleyPrivate Life Rabbitv. 54 It
was possible to handle and weigh week-pld
kittens without causing their desertion by the

doe.”

[..]

Table 54: Definitions of "kit", "kitten" and "chat®

111



The young cat is visibly the centre of the catgd&dT]/[KITTEN], from which are
extended some noncentral animal species (whichgaite similar in size, overall shape,
colour etc.), like the mink or the rabbit.

As for “chaton”, it does not even have its own gmtr the Grand Robert de la langue
francaise which suggests that it is dependent on the caye[f@HAT] and has no other

members than the cat.

b. Google search

Out of the first thirty results of the search “kitt on Google (May 2013), twenty-
three relevant results used “kitten” to refer tonaals, and in all cases, these animals were
young cats, which undoubtedly confirms that thesy@ntral to the category.

Among the first thirty results of the search “rabbithe kitten” (Google, May 2013),
one was relevant w{vw.photography-tips-forum.com/rabbit-kitten-1st-post_topic4608.html): it
consists in a description of the picture of a youalgpit, referred to as “rabbit kitten” and as
“the kitten”. This seems to confirm that rabbitsndae (very peripheral) members of the
category [KITTEN]. On the other hand, “mink”+"thetten” (Google, May 2013) gives no

relevant results among the first thirty ones.
5. “Foal” / “colt”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “foal” OED 2013, entry Grand Rober2013, entry
“colt” “poulain”

“The young of the equine genus |0fThe young of the “Petit du cheval, jeun

11°}

guadrupedsproperly, one of the malehorse, or of animalscheval male ou femellg

sex, a colt; but also used where the sexoisthe horse kind.” | (jusqu'a l'age de vingf

not specified, a colt or filly.” guatre ou trente mois). ”

“Applied to the young of the elephant pfln Scripture applied
camel.” also to the young df

the camel.”

Table 55: Definitions of "foal", "colt" and "poulaf

The prototypical member of [FOAL] and [COLT] is tpiithe same: the young horse.
Yet there seems to be a slight difference betwbesettwo categories, which is that [FOAL]
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includes from the beginning on all equine quadrgpadiong which the horse is more central,
whereas [COLT] basically refers to the horse, whecthen extended to other similar species
“of the horse kind”. In fact, while [FOAL] appeats be closer to a standard prototype
category, [COLT] has a structure resembling thad oddial category. Another difference can
be found in the peripheral members of each categanile young camels and elephants are

members of the category [FOAL], camels just usdaetonembers of the category [COLT].

In the previous Google search, “zebra’+"the mafté&ial” was found together with
“mare” and “stallion” to refer to horses as wellzebras (other equine animals), which tends
to show that the three categories are relatedhiegeYet, [MARE] and [STALLION] appear
to be slightly more restricted than [FOAL], sinbey contain only equine animals (apart from
a few exceptions in [STALLION], which includes dogs sheep in reference to their use in
breeding, but still not camels or elephants, whaighjust members of the category [FOAL]).

As for [POULAIN], in French, it apparently contairmsly one member, the young
horse. Many other equine species, as well as theelcand elephant, are referred to with

specific nouns: “zébreau”, “chamelon”, “éléphanteetg.

b. Google search
Out of the first thirty results obtained from thesasch “foal” on Google (March 2013),

twenty-two relevant results used “foal” in referento animals: these animals were always

young horses. The first thirty results of “colt”¢&gle, May 2013) do not refer to animals.

“Foal” was used for a young camel in four result®ag the first thirty ones obtained
from the search “camel’+’the foal” (Google, May &)1 By contrast, “camel’+"the colt”
(Google, May 2013) gave three relevant resultsclvianiere all summaries of the same movie;
in one of these results, “colt” was used alteriyavath “camel calf’. This relatively mirrors
the dictionary definitions. Nevertheless, it apgetat elephants may not be members of the
category [FOAL], since none of the first thirty wdés obtained from the search
“elephant’+"the foal” used “foal” for a young eleatt (Google, May 2013).

6. “Cub”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “cub” Grand Rober2013,
entry “renardeau”
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“orig. A young fox.” “Petit du renard”

“By extension: The young of the bear and of othdd Wweasts; also
of the whale. For the young of the bear, lion, ¢te earlier word

waswhelp”

“Cub-bear”
“Cub-fox”

Table 56: Defintions of "cub™ and "renardeau”

It seems that the central subcategory in [CUBthis young fox, from which are
extended a wide variety of other wild animals: bear, the lion, and even the whale, which
are all very different from the fox (they are muagger, live in different environments etc.),
which makes it hard to identify the nature of thetination link connecting all these species

to the centre.

In French, the young fox has a specific name, ‘méeau”, as well as the young bear
(“ourson”), lion (“lionceau”) and whale (“balein€guas often, these nouns are built from the

noun referring to the species in general (“rendfaliys”, “lion”, “baleine”).

What is especially interesting in the English gaty [CUB] is that, contrary to
[CHICK] (J[COCK] and [HEN]) or [CALF] (JCOW] and [BULL]) for instance, it cannot be
grouped together with two other categories whiclulanclude most of the male and female
parents of its members, in order to form a “famillfor instance, while the male and female
of the fox are included in the category [DOG] aBdIT[CH], the male and female of the bear
are members of [BOAR] and [SOW]; as for the mald temale of the whale, they are in the
category [BULL] and [COW].

b. Google search

Here are the relevant results in which “cub” (GegpgFebruary 2013) refers to

animals, in the first thirty results:

N° | Website address and description: Animal  species

referred to:

1 www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Tokyos-first-giant-panda-cub-in-24-years-born- panda
to-diplomatic-dispute.html

Newspaper article. “Tokyo’s first giant panda cub”

3 www.mirror.co.uk/.../panda-cub-fooled-by-zoo-workers-1370026 panda
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Newspaper article. “panda cub”

9 www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-19916115 panda
BBC News. “panda cub”

10 | www.guardian.co.uk/world/2012/.../giant-panda-cub-national-zoo panda
Newspaper article. “a female giant panda cub”

22 | natgeotv.com/uk/leopard-queen/videos/lost-cub leopard
National Geographic Channélher cub”

Table 57: Search "cub"

Although the recurrence of the panda in this tabéy rather be the consequence of
current events largely reported by the press (thik bf a panda in a zoo) than the sign of the
centrality of the panda in the category [CUB], iill andicates that the members of this
category are more diverse than expected. The psnoest probably a member extended
from the bear (which is itself a member, and peshape of the most central ones, in the
category [CUB]). As for the leopard, it is probalaytended from other species like lions or
tigers, which appear to be rather central memiwers t

7. “Joey”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “joey”

“A young kangaroo; alsgen. a young animal”

[Quotations]

[...]
“1887 All Year RouncB0 July (Farmer), Joey..is applied indifferentlyat puppy, or a kitten, or a child”

Table 58: Definition of "joey"

While in English, “joey” prototypically refers @ young kangaroo but perhaps also to
other young animals, the French does not even &axain to designate the young kangaroo

(which will be called “bébé kangourou” or “petit #angourou”).

b. Google search

Among the first thirty results of the search “joegh Google (May 2013), none
referred to an animal. The search “animal’+"theyjo€Google, May 2013) proved more

successful:
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N° | Website address and description: Animal species

referred to:

1 www.telegraph.co.uk/.../Tie-me-kangaroo-man-down-girls-why- kangaroo
women-are-lusting-over-animal-lover-Chris-Barnes.html
Newspaper article.

4 www.animalcorner.co.uk/wildlife/wallaby.html wallaby
Information about animals.

6 www.ypte.org.uk/animal/kangaroo-grey-/136 kangaroo
Charity (Young People’s Trust for the Environment.

7 www.express.co.uk/news/.../Camilla-charmed-by-orphan-kangaroo kangaroo
Newspaper article.

8 www.andrewspencephotography.com/photo_2931285.html kangaroo
Website of a photographer.

10 | www.uplifd.com/baby-wombat-and-joey-kangaroo/ kangaroo
“the joey kangaroo and the baby wombat”

12 | www.ehow.co.uk/how_6586693_nurse-premature-sugar-glider- Sugar glider (“a
joey.html marsupial member df
“How to nurse a Premature Sugar Glider Joey” the opossum family”)

13 | uk.finance.yahoo.com/...animal.../anzac-the-joey-and-peggy-the- kangaroo
wombat-have-become-best-friends-after-sharing-a-pouch-tog
Animal pictures.

14 | www.dudleyzoo.org.uk/news/spot-joey kangaroo
Website of a zoo.

16 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../Bernie-Kangaroo-joey-brought-life- kangaroo
rescuer.html
Newspaper article about “Bernie the kangaroo joey”

17 | www.dailymail.co.uk/.../How-catch-live-kangaroo-shopping-bag- kangaroo
required.html
Newspaper article.

18 | jonathanpow.com/?attachment_id=1051 wallaby
Picture. “Wallaby joey in surrogate rucksack pouch”

19 | www.newsandstar.co.uk/news/joey-takes-first-look-at-the-world- wallaby
1.7093267...

Newspaper article.

20 | news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8520268.stm Marsupials (wallabies
BBC News. and kangaroos)

22 | www.rzss.org.uk/media-centre/press.../press-release?...for... koala

“after giving birth a female koala will carry thegy in her

pouch”
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24 | www.cambridge-news.co.uk!/.../Especially-for-marsupial-Kylie-and- wallaby
Jasons-rare-joey-13022013.htm

Video.

26 | www.belfastzoo.co.uk/ZooHome/NewsAndEvents/4926.aspx kangaroo
Website of a zoo.

27 | www.cannonhallfarm.co.uk/other-animal-facts/ wallaby
Website of a farm.

29 | discuss.glasgowguide.co.uk/lofiversion/index.php/t18550-50.html kangaroo
Forum.

30 | www.princeofwales.gov.uk/.../the-prince-and-duchess-arrive- kangaroo
longreach
Article.

Table 59: Search "animal"+"the joey"

These results confirm that the young kangaroodstmrobably the central member of
the category [JOEY], but not the only member. Tradlaby, the koala, but also the sugar
glider are also referred to as “joeys”. One migigua that the wallaby is physically very
similar to the kangaroo, but the koala and espgdiaé sugar glider (which is much smaller
and shares few visible common points with the kamgjamay appear as more surprising. Of
course all these species are marsupials, which sni@lean part of the same biological sub-
family as kangaroos. However, it does not follovattlthe category [JOEY] necessarily
includes all young animals scientifically definegslrmarsupials. In result n°10, while “joey” is
clearly used for the young kangaroo, it is not ysedhe very same context, for the young
wombat (simply referred to as “baby wombat”), whishnevertheless a marsupial as well.
Besides, the wombat is apparently not less difteiem the kangaroo than the koala or the
sugar glider. This suggests that the organizatibrihe category [JOEY] and the links

connecting its different members are more comgiex it seems.
8. “Hatchling”

a. Definition

OED 2013, entry “hatchling”

“A very young fish or bird, etc., usually artifitia hatched and not old enough to take carée of

itself.”

Table 60: Definition of "hatchling"

“Hatchling” slightly differs from other nouns lik&hick” or “cub” in that it adopts
another point of view on animals. Indeed, beingtbwom the verb “hatch”, it does not
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consider the young animal directly for itself, lagtthe product of an egg that has just hatched.
This explains why it can refer to various specidscv lay eggs, although they are quite
different (fishes, birds...). There is no such naurrench, which by contrast has a specific

noun for young birds (“oisillon”) but no noun at fdr young fishes.

b. Google search
Among the first thirty results of the search “hditaty” on Google (March 2013),

thirteen were irrelevant or with uncertain origlihese are the remaining results:

N° | Website address and description: Animal
species

referred to:

1 www.pras-uk.co.uk/guidefirstsnake.htm Snake
“A guide for looking after your first hatchling skl

3 www.annestokes.com/fantasy/hatchling.htm Dragon

Fantasy art gallery. “hatchling”, “baby dragon”

6 www.tortsmad.com/hatchlings.htm Tortoise
Website on tortoises. “hatchling tortoise”

7 www.tortoisetrust.org/articles/hatchouse.htm Tortoise

Website on tortoises. “the hatchling”

9 www.snakepictures.co.uk/snake_feeding_problems.htm Snake

Website on Corn Snakes. “feeding hatchling corrkesia

11 | www.independent.co.uk/.../rare-reptile-hatchling-found-in-new-zealand- Reptile
1648848.html

Article from the Independent “Rare reptile hatchling found in New

Zealand”

12 | www.independent.co.uk/.../africa-the-best-pictures-from-david-attenboroughs- Turtle
series-8483740.html?...

Article from the Independent.“A cameraman follows a green turtle
hatchling”

14 | www.monkfieldnutrition.co.uk/news/.../12-tub-hatchling-snake-rack Snake
Website on reptile nutrition. “hatchling snake”

15 | www.wildworldreptileshop.co.uk/small-hatchling-tub/ Reptile /
Reptile shop. “tubs for hatchling”, “we keep ourtdtding colubrids in ~olubrid

these” (snake)

16 | www.wildworldreptileshop.co.uk/cadbury-hatchling-tub-large/ Reptile
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Reptile shop. “hatchling tub”, “these tubs are ukébr keeping smal

hatchlings or insects in”

17 | www.batk.org.uk/index.php?option=com_content...id... Tortoise
Website on tortoises. “hatchling and juvenile cafeMediterranear

tortoises”, “if you have bought or been given achihg”

20 | www.zoochat.com/.../hatchling-dwarf-croc-exhibit-crocodiles-world-258069/ Crocodile
Forum.
21 | komodoproducts.com/products/basic-hatchling-kit?id=18 Snake

Reptile shop. “basic hatchling kit”, “all the essals to set-up and keep
hatchling snakes, including corn snakes, milk saak® many more”

23 | www.livefoods.co.uk/.../live-locusts-hatchling-prepack-tub-reptile-livefood-p- Reptile
283
Reptile shop. “hatchling tubs”

24 | www.reptileforums.co.uk/.../604791-hermann-hatchling.html Tortoise
Reptile forum. “my first tortoise a 3 month old heann hatchling”

26 | www.xlibrispublishing.co.uk/bookstore/bookdisplay.aspx?bookid... Turtle
Book: “Adventures of the Littlest Hatchling”

30 | www.thetortoiseshed.com/index.php/care.../hatchling-housing Tortoise

Website on tortoises. “Hatchling housing”, “hatciglé are more delicate”

Table 61: Search "hatchling"

Not only can “hatchling” refer to birds and fish@s indicated in the definition), but
also to a wide variety of reptiles (snakes, crolesglitortoises and turtles) and even dragons,
that is to say imaginary animals. Therefore, [HATAMNG] is quite close to be a classical
category, since it apparently has very clear cambt of membership: it includes all young
animals which are born from an egg, and only theevertheless, one may wonder whether
species like some insects and arachnids, whicls@eatifically speaking oviparous animals
as well as birds or reptiles, can have the sameeplathe category. By the way, in result
n°16, “hatchlings” and “insects” are separated bg tonjunction “or”, which seems to
indicate that although a great majority of insests born from eggs, speakers are less inclined
to include them in the category [HATCHLING]. In fadt would not be surprising if even a
category like [HATCHLING] showed degrees of memb@gysand prototype effects.
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Conclusion

The following table recapitulates the nouns ofd¢bgous which have been studied in the second ehapith the animal species that each
one of them refers to. It does not take into actdbha species which are exclusively denoted by aamgs (like “tom-tailor” or “jack-
spaniard”), but only the cases in which the noumsatered can be used alone (ex: “cow”) or togethtdr the name of the species, either before
or after it (ex: “tom turkey”, “fox cub”). When thearious sources consulted (dictionaries, Googdckes...) do not coincide as far as a
particular species is concerned (for instance, whisnmentioned in the definition of th@xford English Dictionaryput gives no relevant results

on Google), it is written in italics.

Category Central member(s) Peripheral members Borderline | Members Remarks
= prototype(s) members clearly
> excluded
+ Centrality - from the
category
Standard prototype categories with one obvious cerdal member
[SIRE] and Horse Other domestic quadrupeds:
[DAM] Llama
Dog
Cat
Pig
Bovine
Sheep
Goat
[FOAL] Horse Other equine animals (ex: zebra) Camel

120



Elephant

Standard prototype categories with

one probable ceral member

[DEER]

Red deer

Other deer:
Fallow deer
Roe deer
Sika deer
Muntjac

Chinese water deer

Standard prototype category with two obvious centramembers

[PET] Cats Other animals kept for companionship: Wild
Dogs Rabbit animals
Tortoise living in
captivity:
Lion
Tiger
Standard prototype categories in which no particula species appear as clear central members
[ANIMAL] Mammals close Wild mammals Birds Human Plants
to humans (pets Reptiles beings Minerals
ex: cats, dogs; Fishes Protozoans
farm animals; Insects Sponges
laboratory
animals...)
[CREATURE] Unordinary Other animals Human
animals (strange), beings

frightening, non-

existing...)
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[BEAST] Ferocious, Chased quadrupeds; quadrupeds used for breediidjra: Birds Human
potentially Ox Reptiles beings
frightening Horse Fishes
animals Ass Insects
(quadruped}p
Radial categories with one obvious central membeplus extensions
[BUG] Bed-bug Insects in the same | Less similar Other small Microbes
family, or similar insects: animals: (whether they
insects: Ladybug Worm are protozoans
Shield-bug Bumblebee Slug or not)
Earwig Spider
Centipede Scorpion
[COCK] and Chicken Similar birds: Less similar birds: [HENT] only: Species denoted
[HEN] (domestic fowl) Pheasant Pigeon Fishes without regard to sex
Partridge Sparrow, finch, redstart, blackcap|.. Crustaceans ([HEN] only) clam
Grouse Budgerigar, parrot, parakeet... | (ex: lobster,
crab)
[CHICK] Chicken Other birds
(domestic fowl)
[BULL] and Bos Taurus | Other bovine animals: Elephant
[COW] (domestic Buffalo Rhinoceros
bovine species) Bison Alligator
Whale
Seal
[CALF] Bos Taurus Other bovine animals Deer
(domestic Camel

122



bovine species) Elephant
Whale
Dolphin
Seal
[DOG] and Dog In the same family: Other carnivorous animals:
[BITCH] Fox Bear
Wolf Ferret
Otter
Seal
[PUP]/ [PUPPY] Dog In the same family: Seal Shark
Wolf ([PUP] only): rat, mouse, bat
[WHELP] Dog In the same family: Other wild animals:
Wolf Lion, tiger
Bear
[BUCK] and Fallow-deer Other deer (but not all):Other animals resembling deer or| Other animals:
[DOE] Roe deer goats: Hare, rabbit
Chinese water deer Chamois Kangaroo
Sambar deer Goat Ferret, rat

Reindeer

Antelope ([BUCK] only)
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[STAG] and Red deer Other deer (but not all)Other quadrupeds ([STAG] only):| Some birds: Species denoted
[HIND] Sika deer Horse Chicken without regard to sex
Bull Turkey ([STAG only] wren
Boar ([HIND] only) some
Ram species of fish
[STALLION] Horse Other equine animals: Other animals, in reference to
and [MARE] Zebra their use for breeding
([STALLION] only) Ass ([STALLION] only):
Dog
Ram
[COLT] Horse Other equine animals Camel
[KIT]/ Cat Some other animals:
[KITTEN] Rabbit
Mink
[JOEY] Kangaroo Other marsupials (but not all, mot the wombat):
Wallaby
Koala
Sugar glider
Other young animals: puppy, kitten
Radial categories with one probable central membemlus extensions
[BOAR] and Domesticated Wild species of pigs Guinea-pig
[SOW] pig Bear

[BOAR] only: Beaver, raccoon
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[CUB]

Fox

In the same family:

Other wild animals: Whale

Wolf Lion, tiger, leopard
Bear, panda
Prototype categories whose general organization isiclear
[TOM] Cat Some birds:
Turkey
Tit
[JACK] Either the ass o] Rabbit Species denoted
the hawk Hare without regard to sex
Jack-rabbit
Some birds: jackdaw
Cornish jack etc.
Some fishes: pike.
[JENNY] Either the ass of Some birds:

the wren Oowl

[GILL] / [JILL] Ferret? Polecat, weasel
Rabbit, hare
Kangaroo, wallaby, opossum, wombat
[HATCHLING] Reptile?: Birds Insect?
Snake Fishes
Turtle
Tortoise
Crocodile
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What directly emerges from this table and fromhgous analyses which have been
detailed in the second chapter is that categort@shninclude more than one animal species

in English have extremely different organizations.

The classical theory which is entirely based on the fact that all gatees are defined
by a limited set of necessary and sufficient coodd, very soon appeared too systematic and
restrictive to give a precise account of this dsitgr In many categories, the features shared
by all members are none, or so few that they atesntiicient to clearly distinguish the
category. As for the few categories whose membasibly all share a significant
characteristic, and which may appear on the fadetofhave definite boundaries separating
members from non-members (ex: [HATCHLING]), theyllsiend to show variations of
membership (fuzzy boundaries) and centrality (gype effects) which are incompatible with
classical principles (definite boundaries, equatust of all members etc.). Besides, a great
many of features involved in the definitions of teéegories are relative (for example, /small/
in [BUG]), and most often this relativity is notev constant enough to predict the centrality
of the members (for instance, it is not true thia¢, smaller an animal is, the more central to
the category [BUG] it will be).

While no classical category strictly speaking canfbund in the corpus, there are
somestandard prototype categories Most often— but not always- these categories are
general nouns, like “animal” or “creature”. Theiarious members are linked together by
multiple “family resemblances”, and some of thenpegr to be “better examples” than

others.

- Some of these categories (ex: [FOAL]) have a claucture, with very distinct
degrees of centrality: one well-defined prototyiben less central members, then even
less central members etc.

— In one particular case ([PET]), there is not ong,tivo prototypes which stand out as
equally central.

— In some other categories (ex: [DEER]), the degdesentrality are less obvious, but
still perceptible.

— Finally, in very heterogeneous categories whichtaiona high number of members,
either real or imaginary (JANIMAL], [CREATURE], [BEST]), it is more difficult to
isolate specific species and determine their chitytrdout graded membership and

centrality can nevertheless be noticed in the gémsructure.
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These categories can be considered as fairly lbgicgOAL], for example, the horse
is central, followed by other equine animals whstlare many similarities with it, and then by
the camel which is visibly more different, but hétsame time still similar to the horse, in a
way. Nevertheless, the structural logic of a catgg@annot be summarized in a handful of
simple principles: most often, the similarities ‘Gamily resemblances” which group the
various members together consist in a wide varigtyphysical features (for instance,
possessing antlers in [DEER], being a quadrupefSIRE] etc.); they can also take into
account less directly visible characteristics, like function of an animal in a given society
(ex: [PETY]).

Many categories in the corpus show prototype effdmiit the similarities between the
central and peripheral members are apparently Wesble. Lakoff's notion of tadial
category’ proved helpful to give a more accurate accountheir organization. In most of
these categories, there is one clear prototypeemtral subcategory, from which are extended
other species, from which are extended other spexid so on. In a few categories, though,

the prototype is not obvious, but probable.

The logic of these categories is quite variableradre cases (ex: [BUG]), the whole
chaining from the centre to the most peripheratesions appears logical. Nevertheless, most
often, while the extensions which are closer to dbetre can be considered as logical, the
most marginal ones appear more surprising (ex: [PIEXet they are never completely
arbitrary or absurd: indeed, a form of logic camegally be sensed (large animals like the
whale in [COW], wild animals like the bear in [CUBRIthough it remains relative. In fact,
the motivation relating a subcategory to its extamgan depend on a wide variety of aspects
(size, shape, way of life, use for humans etc.)ctvtare themselves dependent on human
experience and point of view and which can varynfrone category to another, but also

within a single category, from one member to anothe
Finally, a few categories in the corpus have arlaan@rganization.

— In some of them (ex: [TOM]), the degrees of certiyahre obvious, but the links
which should connect the most central to the mespperal members are not directly
visible.

— In some other cases (ex: [HATCHLING]), on the cangr the grouping of species
which constitutes the category appears coherentoginchl, but the centrality of every

species within the category is uncertain.
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— In some categories (ex: [JACK]), neither the cdityraf the members nor the links

between them are quite clear.

As far as these categories are concerned, theattféheories of categorization and
the research which has been done in this studya@renough to give a precise account of

their internal structure.

The question of the structural logic of the vari@asegories in the corpus remains a
complex issue: no category is either completelyclalg or completely illogical, and the fact
that no links are directly visible between some rbers of a category does not mean that
these links do not exist at all. While a numbeg@fupings may appear as not entirely logical,
it is worth noticing that some sets of species dssdly co-occur as members of a same
category. For instance, [GILL] / [JILL] containsriea and rabbits, but also ferrets and animals
from the same family: on the face of it, the lirktdween these different species is not obvious,
but if one considers the categories [BUCK] and [DQ&he can observe that, among their
various members (most of which are quite differeatn those of [GILL] / [JILL], by the
way), they include the very same set of specieseghand rabbits together with ferrets, etc.).
This suggests that these different species areneatbers of the same category by accident,

but are connected to one another in a form of |ajtbough it is not directly visible.

Apart from the internal logic of each individualtegory, what is also interesting to
study is the logic of the categorization systena aghole. The first thing to notice is that the
animal kingdom in English is not neatly distributatb a number of definite categories, each
one of them containing members that the others hav¢as the classical theory claims). For
instance, according to dictionary definitions, thale turkey is a member of three different
categories ([COCK], [TOM] and [STAG]). And this ke case for many other species, as if
categories overlapped one another. On the othet, hlhare may well be a number of animal
species on earth whose male, female and baby camoperly referred to by none of the

nouns studied in part lll and IV of the second ¢bap

Another important thing to notice about the coheeeof the categorization system for
animals is that the three categories which respalgtdenote male, female and young animals
of a species (for instance, [COCK], [HEN] and [CHI rarely (or even never) form a
perfectly coherent family, in which each categargludes the exact same species, with the
exact same degrees of centrality, as the two otfidrs main differences between them are

generally found among the most peripheral memidéost of the time, the noun denoting the
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male of a species contains more diverse membenmsthiganouns denoting the female and the
young, but this is not always true (for instand@UP] includes sharks, while [DOG] and
[BITCH] contain no fish at all). Besides, it shoufibt be forgotten that, while certain
differences may be observed in the organizationraathbers of the three categories which
refer to the same family, they still share an int@otr number of common points.
Nevertheless, these groups of three closely relet¢elgories are quite rare in the English
system; most categories can be combined more frERWCK], for instance, can be matched
either with [JENNY] or with [GILL] / [JILL], and [@B] either with [DOG] and [BITCH],
[BOAR] and [SOW] or [BULL] and [COW]. Moreover, sie the very same species can often
be found in different categories, the few “familiesticeable in the categorization system are
frequently dismantled (for instance, a female saal be referred to as a “cow” and her baby

as a “pup” in the same sentence).

As far as animals are concerned, the English catgimn system is quite different
from the French one. First, while the animal kingdim English is cognitively structured into
a relatively small number of categories, each dnehich contains many different species, it
is the contrary in French, whose categories arehnmicre numerous but contain relatively
few members. For instance, it is clear that in Enemo category (apart from very general
ones, like [ANIMAL]) contains both the fox and thien ([CUB]), or the cow and the whale
([COWY)), or the bed-bug and the microbe ([BUG]),amy other animal species which are so
extremely different. Instead, the French has sjgenibuns for the male, the female and the
young of a wide variety of species (“sanglier” Ai#” / "marcassin”, “lion” / "lionne” /
"lionceau”, “chat” / "chatte” / “chaton” etc.), whh speakers tend to use quite much. In most
of these cases, each category only has one membieh corresponds to the animal species
focused on. This implies that, in French, “familiesf categories are less likely to be
dismantled; by the way, most often the nouns riefgro the female and the young are built
up from the noun denoting the male (ex: “chamealchamelle”, “chamelon”), which shows
the strong connection between them. Therefore, :iquimich can denote a wide scope of
different animal species undoubtedly constitutepacHicity of the English categorization

system, as compared to the French one.

Nevertheless, surprisingly enough, it turns outt theench categories share more

common points than expected with English ones.
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— For instance, [COQ)] includes several bird specartafrom the domestic fowl, as
[COCK] does (although these species are not exttetysame as in English, and also
less numerous). In fact, a number of French noem®t more than one species, but
the structures of these categories are not as eongl diverse as in English. Most
often, the number of degrees of centrality withive tcategory is limited and the
noncentral members are simply and directly drawwmfthe central case by extension
(for instance, the prototype of [PORC] is the doteepig, but by extension it is
applied to wild species like the wart hog). Thisplas that the internal logic of
French categories is often more apparent than ghidn

— Besides, when the adjective “marin(e)” is addedntmuns like “vache”, “veau”,
“chien” or “chat”, they can refer to other specidsich can sometimes be found again
among the peripheral members of corresponding catsgin English. The shark, for
instance, is referred to as “chien marin” or “chaamer” in French, and happens to
be a member of the category [PUP] / [PUPPY] in Ehgllikewise, “veau marin” or
“veau de mer” refers to the seal, which is alsoeantper of the category [CALF]. Here
the comparison between English and French becolintbe anore interesting since, on
the face of it, such groupings may appear quitgrging (sharks have little in
common with dogs, as well as seals with bovines) te fact that they can be found
in the two languages suggests that there is adblyk which connects them and may
justify their presence in the same category.

— In extremely rare cases, some categories might emetain more diverse members in
French than in English: [ETALON], for instance, limes mammals plus a bird (the

cock), whereas [STALLION] only includes mammals.

The complexity of animal groupings in English laaga, of which this study has
attempted to give an account of, would requirehertresearches in order to outline more
precisely the network of each category (especlkalgiving a complete list of all the species
which are included into it and specifying exactigit degrees of centrality). To this extent, it
would be interesting, for instance, to carry outextperiment like the one led by Eleanor
Rosch with American students, asking a number dfliElm speakers to rate the different
members of each category from the most to the feasésentative one. Additional researches
would also need to be conducted to determine maextly the internal logic of the
categories, and the various reasons why their mesvdrse grouped in this particular way. In

order to do so, it may be helpful to change perspgesby considering the various nouns from
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a historical point of view, by studying their etylogy for instance, or the evolution of their
meaning throughout centuries. It is quite interegtto know, for example, that “buck”
originally referred to the male goat, which may lexp why today the peripheral members of
the category can still be “animals resembling deregoats”, although goats are no longer
central to the categoryOED 2013, entry “buck”). Similarly, it has been obssvin the
second chapter that “jill” / “gill” and “jenny” wer once equally used for the exact same
species (the barn owl), which may be one of theaes why today both nouns are frequently
associated with the same noun denoting male animjalsk”, although their respective
members are no longer the same at all. This exasyggests that a wider approach taking
history of language into account may shed a nett lan the relations between the various
categories denoting several animal species in tighigh system, and perhaps also between
English and French categorization systems whicliarmas animals are concerned, are not as

opposed as one may think.
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