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Core, subsensand
the New Oxford Dictionary of English(NODE).
On how meaningshang together, and not separately

GeartVAN DER MEER, Groningen,The Netherlands

‘The theoreticalinguist may declineto lay down a determinatenumberof mean-
ings for one polysemousword, or to prescribea definitive methodfor doing so,
but this theoreticalomissionis unavailableto the methodologicallyandpractically
constrainedexicographerHe cannotavoid making definite decisionswhich will
determinehe numberandthe structureof his entries’[Robins1987, 54]

Abstract

The New Oxford EnglishDictionary[NODE, 199§ triesto describaneaningn awaywhich shavs how
thevariousmeaningof aword arerelated It triesto do soby distinguishingcoresensesindsubsenses,
derived from the core sensesModernlayout techniquesare usedto highlight the varioussensesThis
paperintendsto examinewhat NODE is in fact attemptingand how well it hassucceededParticular
attentionis paidto the treatmenof figurative use.The conclusionis thatNODE's laudableaimsdo not
quite squarewith its practice.

1 Intr oduction

As we havein recentyearsbeenmadevery muchaware,metaphorsreall aroundus.Wein fact
live by them[Lakoff/Johnsonl98Q Lakoff/Turner1989 andalsodie by them[Bultinck 1999.

The literature on metaphorand figurative languagein genein generalis vast and expand-
ing almostdaily. We have cometo realisethat far from beingthe exclusive province of po-
ets, metaphoris like the oxygenwe breathe:without it we would hardly be able to com-
municateeffectively. It is, consequentlysmall wonderthat this phenomenorin someway or
otheralsoloomslarge in dictionaries,sinceit is herethatthe meaningand useof wordsand
multi-word unitsis describedIn threerecentpaperdvanderMeer1996h vanderMeer1997,
vanderMeer1999 | have dravn attentionto thefactthatespeciallthemajorEnglishlearners
dictionariedrequentlyfail in theirtaskof alertingtheforeignuserto thefull semantigictureof
words,in thatthey oftenfirst definethe figurative meaningof words- without indicatingthat
they are figuratve — andonly thenthe morebasicmeaning(s) Thereasorfor this proceduras
clearlythebeliefthatthe mostfrequentlyoccurringsense-theonemostlik ely to belookedup
- shouldcomefirst, andit sohappenshatin mary caseghefiguratve sensesremorecommon.
However,

[iln the caseof numerouswords the non-figuratve senseis still thereasa syn-
chronicfact, enrichingthe figurative usewith a ‘by-way-of-speakingdimension.
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Thisis, in fact,a preconditiorfor thefigurative useto becalledsuchatall (‘figura-
tive use’alwaysmeanghatthereis a'literal’ useaswell). To mentionanexample:
in CC flak is definedas severe criticism only, which in effect meansthat this use
hasbeenstrippedof its figurative, by-way-of-speakingvertonesTo all intentsand
purposeghe sameholds for CIDE, which givesflak (OPPOSITION’) and flak
(‘FIRING OF GUNS’) two separtwo separateguidewords’, thuscreatinganim-
pressionthat the two meaningsare semanticallyunrelated.The CIDE treatment
of flak doesnot differ from that of real homorymslike bud ‘PLANT PART and
bud ‘MAN’, or homorymslike bear ANIMAL andbear CARRY (alsocf. CIDE
viii). In OALD, which still recognises literal meaningthis comesfirst, whereas
LDOCE definesthe figurative sensdirst. Herewe have the problemin a nutshell
(itself anothemword wheretreatmentn the four dictionariesdiffers!): is theliteral
senserelevant - to the (foreign) learners- and, if so, how shouldthe literal and
figuratve sensededefinedlinkedandpresented [vanderMeer1997 556-7](cf.
bibliographyfor abbreviations).

| couldaddthatlearnershouldnotonly bemadeawareof the particulammeaninghey happerto

belookingup, but thatdictionariesnayalsoin additionbe expectedo have someresponsibility
in the field of vocahulary developmentScholfield1999]: learners/usershouldbe enabledto

understandhat meaninggjuite often hangtogetheythatin factthe notion of varioussepaate
sense$or onewordis quitefrequentlyadelusionto alarge extentinculcatedoy thenumbering
foundin mary dictionaries.More specifically the full force andimplicationsof the figurative
‘senses’will only be understoodby referenceto the basic, literal, meaning.Thus, we read
in CC: ‘1 If you defusea dangerour tensesituation,you calmit. 2 If someonedefusesa
bomb,they remove thefusefrom it sothatit cannotexplode’. In my view defusesimply cannot
be usedto say that you calm a dangerousor tensesituation! but it is usedto expressthat
you remove the possiblecauseor suchsituationsblowing up’, ‘exploding’, i.e. gettingout of

hand,andit is hencethe defusingwhich removesthe explosive material(the fuse),figuratively
speaking[anderMeer 1997 562]. For this reason devisedthefollowing modeldefinition:

DEFUSE Whensomeonealefusesa bomb,they take away or destry the device

(the FUSE)thatmakesit explode(illustrativeexample(s). Whensomeonealefuses
situationsor sentimentghat are viewed asbomb-like in thatthey too aredanger

ous(‘explosive’), suchascriticism, disputesdancer, threats,argumentsancer, it

meansthat they take away the immediatecauseof the danger(illustrative exam-
ple(s) [idem,p.567].

In this way the user/learnecannotignorethe fact that thesetwo meaningshangtogetherand
thatthe metaphoricameanings ‘by-way-of-speaking’.

In this article I will discussthe way in which the New Oxford Dictionary of English
[NODE, 1998] hasattemptedo organiseentriesin sucha way thatthe link betweerthe vari-
ousmeaningss clearly presentedTo this endl will first discussandanalysewhatthe NODE
itself saysaboutits aims.| will thenbriefly discusshe subjectof metaphoitself, afterwhich
| will analysein detail how the NODE hassetaboutits aimsin actualpractice.l will focus,
thoughnotexclusiely, on how thelink betweerbasic(‘core’) meaningandfigurative meaning
is presentedFinally, | will presenthe conclusiongo bedravn from this study
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2 The New Oxford Dictionary of English

This dictionarywaspublishedn 1998andits declaredpolicy is to be

informedby currentlyavailableevidenceandcurrentthinking aboutlanguageand
cognition....In particular the focushas beenon a different apprad to an un-
derstandingof ‘meaning’ and how this relatesto the structure,organization,and
selectionof materialfor thedictionary ... Foremostamongthem[i.e. thenew tech-
niques,vVdM] is anemphasion identifying whatis ‘centralandtypical’ ... (from
preface emphasisnine).

Within eachpart of speechthe first definition givenis the core sense The gen-
eral principle on which the sensesn the New Oxford Dictionary of Englishare
organizedis that eachword hasat leastone core meaning,to which a numberof
subsensesaybeattachedlt thereis morethanonecoresensegseebelaw), thisis
introducedby a bold sensenumber Coremeaninggresentypical, central usesof
theword in questionmy emphasisjn modernstandarcenglish,asestablishedy
researclon andanalysisof the British National Corpusandothercorporaand ci-
tationdatabasesl he coremeanings the onethatrepresentshe mostliteral sense
thattheword hasin modernusage [my emphasis]Thisis not necessarilghe same
asthe oldestmeaning,becausaevord meaningschangeover time. Not is it nec-
essarilythe mostfrequentmeaning,becausdiguratve sensesare sometimeshe
mostfrequent.lt is themeaningacceptedy natve spealkrsastheonethatis most
establishedsliteral andcentral?

The core sensealso actsas a gatavay to other relatedsubsenses... Thereis a

logical relationshigmy emphasisbetweereachsubsensandthecoresensainder
which it appearsThe organizationof sensesccordingto this logical relationship
is designedo helptheuser. .. in building up anunderstandingf howsenses the

languagerelateto oneanothermy emphasishndhow thelanguages constructed
on this model. The main typesof relationshipof core senseto subsensare as

follows:

(a) figurative extensionof the core sense...3
(b) specializedcaseof the coresense. .. 4

(c) other extensionor shift in meaning,retaining oneor more elementsof the
coresense.. °

Clearly, the NODE is in avery commendablenannerconcernedvith the question referredto
above, to wit the needto caterto the users needof vocahulary developmentandenhancement,
the needto seethatword meaningsften hangtogetherandshouldnot be seenastotally inde-
pendentThe introductioncontinuesby sayingthattheremay be morethanonecoresenseas
in the caseof belt, whosefirst coremeaningis ‘a strip of leatheror othermaterialetc!, after
which a secondcoreis ‘a strip of materialusedin varioustechnicalapplications...’. Though
one neednot necessarilyquarrelwith the generl notion of two or more possiblecores,this
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exampleis particularlybadly chosensincethe secondcoresensewith again(!) theword strip

in its definition, cannotpossiblybe seenasunconnecteavith thefirst. Lik ewise,corethreebe-
ginswith ‘a strip of encirclingband...’, againwith strip. Theseso-calledcoresenseseento

be specialisedcasesso subsensesatherthancores(alsocf. [Landaul999). This particular
illustrationof NODE’s practicemakesonesuspecthattheremaybe a yawning abyssbetween
theoryandpractice,or thatat leastpracticeis lessstraightforvardthantheintroductionwishes
to suggestAt ary rate,the conceptsf ‘core’ and‘subsenseheeda muchclearerdefinitionin

orderto be separablén aworkableway.

More in particular | would like to draw attentionto the core meaningbeing definedasthe
typical, central useof the word in questionandasrepresentinghe mostliteral sensethat the
word hasin modernusage. Also worthy of attentionis the statementhat thereis a logical
relationshipbetweeneachsubsens&ndthe core senseunderwhich it appearsThe concept
of core meaning,also called ‘basic sense’(cf. [Hartmann/Jame$998]), is muchlesssimple
thanNODE seemdo suggestFor onething, it would have beeninstructive to have beentold
exactly how the editorsanalysedhe corporato drav conclusionsaboutcore and subsensel.
have a strongsuspicionthat intuitions musthave playeda major role here.This is nothingto
be ashamedof, for how could it have beenotherwisein the absenceof (to my knowledge)
clearandobjective proceduredor suchan analysisBut the suggestiorthat it was otherwise
strikesme asa salespitch that deseresno placein the front matter Lik ewise, the attractve
and indeedindispensablenotion of ‘most literal’ may presentmore pitfalls thanwe like to
admit(cf. [Gibbs1994 Ch. 2]). It is on somereflectionfar from easyto think of the ‘literal’
meaning- andhencedefinition- of dog, let alonesuperordinatéermslik e animalor plant (cf.
[Béjoint 1994 197]for their sensedefinition problems).Therearemary kinds of dogs,andno
‘literal’ definitionfitting any of thesekindsin every detailwill be applicableto otherkinds of
dogs.This problemis evenworsefor wordslik e animalor plant Wordsarelabelsfor concepts
in our minds.Sinceconceptsgventhe onefor asimple‘dog’, may (to the extentthatwe know
aboutthem)be prettygenerabndabstractthe notionof themostliteral sensehattheword has
in modernusage deseressomemoreattentionthanNODE seemdo suggest.

Moreover, whatto think of the ‘logical relationship’saidto hold betweensubsenseandthe
coresensdhey belongto?Heretoo, the proof of the puddingis metaphoricallyspeakingn the
eating,but evenbeforeexaminingNODE’s actualpracticeit may befearedthatthis notionwill
haveto negotiatesometricky hurdlesin its application.To whatextent,for example,is it logical
for apersons strengthof characteto be calledhis ‘spine’ or ‘backbone’?

However, | seethe greatattractvenessof an approachwhich is intendedto presentmeaning
as much as possibleas an integratedwhole, or if you like a network, insteadof a seriesof
seeminglyindependentefinitions.| will now first briefly discussthe subjectof ‘metaphor’
beforelooking at NODE’s actualapplicationof its policies®

3 Metaphors

In my 1999 paperl discussedhe caseof morass definedin its non-literalsenseas‘a compli-
catedandconfusingsituationthatis difficult to getout of’ [LDOCE]. The examplel usedwas
[he] hasgot studk in a morassof procedue and paperwork If this definitionwereatruerepre-
sentatiorof its meaningwhatwould in actualfactbe saidherewould simply be:[he] hasgot
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studk in a complicatedand confusingsituationthatis difficult to get out of of procedue andpa-

perwork.Thisis obviously notcorrect for it would meanthatin this useof morasstherewould

be no associatre semantidink at all with the notionof areal morasswhichis hardto believe

even apartfrom the fact that quite characteristicallffor suchcaseghe contet (i.e. the collo-

cates)would alsofit the literal senseof morassperfectly:cf. the collocateexpressiongot stud

in (hereof courseto betakenmetaphorically) Whatwe do doin the sentenceinderdiscussion
is comparingthe notionsof ‘morass’and ‘procedureand paperverk’, in which procesgarts
of the notion of morassaretransferredo the notionsof procedureand papervork. The latter

notionsaresaidto belik e amorasspy way of speaking:we bring outfeaturesof somethingoy

makinga comparisorwith somethinghatdoesnotpossesthosefeatures [White 1996 55]. By

meansof metaphoricatransferwe transfermeaningelementdo a notion (here‘procedureand
papervork’) that doesnot ordinarily have theseelements:metaphoris basedon transferring
semantielementdrom oneconceptandrelationsfrom onesemantidield, to anotherthereby
enrichingthelatterwith featurest doesnotitself have by nature’[vanderMeer1999,200] The

mostsuccessfuandpreferredmetaphorsntroduce’a novel view of thetarget,eitherproducing
new beliefsaboutthe target’ or restructuring(or refocusing. . .) our existing beliefsin a new

andstartlingway’ [vanderMeer1999 200]. Whenwe usea metaphoreven a corventional
one,we think of oneconceptin termsof itself and— additionally- partly in termsof another
one.l sayhere‘partly’, becausebviously the sources entire contentis not transferredo the

target. How the selectionfrom the source$ senseslementss madeis still very mucha moot
guestionln thecaseof corventionalmetaphorslik e morass thedictionaryhasto describethis

conventionaluse,andit is herethat dictionariesdiffer very muchamongthemseles— gener

ally, their presentationainethodsstronglyinculcatetheimpressiorthatthe various‘'meanings’
of a word or expressionare highly independentf eachother (cf. [vanderMeer1997] for a

discussiorof the practiceof the majorlearners dictionaries).

NODE haschosento presentmeaningin termsof coresand subsensesnary of which are
metaphorof the coremeaningsThis is a laudableaim, for it is basedon the recognitionthat
meaningdorm networks (in Gibbs’ terminology [Gibbs1994).8 It will now beinterestingto
seehow NODE hasactuallyputits theoryinto practice.l will to thisendexaminehow NODE
illustratesits aimsin its own front matterand then study the treatmentof the word clear in
NODE.

4 NODE and its treatmentof coresand subsenses

It hasalreadybeenindicatedthat the statementn NODE thatthereis a ‘logical relationship’
betweercoreandsubsensenaynotbe soeasyto work outandto presentEventheintroduction
itself seemgo find the goingtoughhere.After the statementiboutthe logical relationshipthe
word badboneis discussedwith its coresenséthe seriesof vertebraan a personor animal,
extendingfrom the skull to the pelvis; the spine’. Oneof its subsenses ‘figurative the chief
supportof asystemor organisationthe mainstaythesefirmsare thebadboneof our industrial
sectof. Strikingly, in spiteof the putative logical link thereis no formal indicationat all - by
meansof sharedvords- of thislink in the sensedefinitions:noneof the major cateyory words
are sharedby the two definitions (surprisingly the subsense&ontainsanothermetaphoyrthe
word mainstay.
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I, of coursedo not quarrelwith the notionthatthereis a stronglink betweerthe coreandthe
subsenseyut | do claim thatthis is not at all formally demonstratethy meansof the subsense
definition as formulatedhere? The only clue is the word figurative precedingthe definition.
Theideahereis apparentlythata systemor organisationis seemasabody( theword bodyitself
is not mentionedn the coredefinition!) of a personor animal,andthatwhich supportg(itself
anothemetaphor)his bodyis comparedo a backbonewhich literally supportshe body To
whatextentall thisis ‘logical’ is, again,alittle uncertain Whatis certainis thatall thisis left
to theusersto work out for themseles.And this, to besure,is quite a bit, thoughin suchcases
admittedlywe do it effortlessly Thebasicandfamiliar metaphorin the[Lakoff/Johnsoril98(
senseis A SYSTEM/ORGANISAION IS A LIVING ORGANISM. More detailedsubstantia-
tionsarethen,insteadof ORGANISM, for example:A BODY LIKE PRIMATESHAVE. About
suchbodieswe know thatthey arekeptupright, or straight,by meansof the backbonewith-
out which a properbody is imposible.From the basic(orientational)metaphorUP IS GOOD
it follows that badkbonemustbe good, becausat makes a system/oganisationgood andis
indispensabléor the system.

This entirechainof reasonindinks the coresenseawith thesubsenseaBut thisis all left implicit

in the definitions.One cannot,of course,expectthe NODE to displayall suchreasoningsn

full, but | do hold thatalreadyin this examplein theintroductionthe readeiis ratherlet down:

theratherproudlyannouncedhewn way of presentinghelinks betweerthe varioussense®nly
consistsof placinga definition underneatta core senseThe userhimself hasto work out the
reasornwhy it is putthere for the definitionsthemselesprovide no clueatall. | think it should
bepossibleto designdefinitionsin suchawaythatthelink becomeglearwithoutpresentinghe
full chainof theamgumentleadingto the metaphoricalnterpretationraspresentegbove. What
| have in mind is core definitionsthat provide sufficient information for the subsenseto be
easilyassociablavith, andderivablefrom, the core.Suchcoredefinitionscouldbecalledcover
definitions coveringin a generalway all derived subsenselefinitions.In this particularcase,
insteadof NODE'’s coredefinition we might have had (to someextent sticking to the original

definition):

backbone ‘the seriesof vertebraein a personor animal’s body, extendingfrom
the skull to the pelvis; the backbone supportsthe body by giving it strengthand
firmnessandkeepingit straight1® thespine’,

afterwhich the subsensgvould simply be:

‘figurative thebadboneof anything like asystemprganisatioretc.seenasabody
givesit the support firmnessandstrengthto function properly;whenyou saythat
someondasno badkboneyou meanthatthey have no strengthof charactet!

In this way we have at leastsomeparallellism and someexplanatoryforce in the definitions,
therebyunderpinninghe claim aboutrelationshipdbetweersubsensandcore,thoughit need
not necessarilybe called‘logical’. Therewill no doubtbe betterdefinersthan| am, but the
basicideais clear:in suchcasedlefinitionsshouldbe linked asmuch as possibleby parallel
definitionsandparallelvocahulary. Sincethebasicmetaphorsvelive by areususallyinterpreted
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automatically no further formal algumentis neededWe could do this similarly for the word

spine definedin its coresenseas‘a seriesof vertebraesxtendingfrom the skull to the small

of theback,enclosingthe spinalcord andproviding supportfor thethorax? andabdomenthe

backbone!® andin its subsenseter alia as' figurative a thing’s centralfeatureor mainsource
of strength*: players whowill form the spineof our side| PuertoRico’s mountainouspine.

It shouldbe pointedout that thereis nothing predictable and henceperhapslogical’, about
suchmetaphoricaineaningextensions.The link betweenthe core senseandsubsenseanbe
mademoreor lessexplicit, but thatis aboutall. And of courseadictionaryneednot botherwith

this, asit is notabookonlinguistics(thoughit shouldusethe resultsof modernlinguistics).

We have sofar beenlooking at arelatively simpleexamplein theintroduction.A trawl through
thedictionaryrevealedthatthis is notanisolatedcasel will now demonstratéhatmuchmore
complex casescanalso, obviously with varying successand keepingin mind the obscuring
effect of the historicaldevelopmentof languagebe dealtwith in thisway. To thisendl will try
to rewrite NODE's analysisof theword clear, i.e.theadjectval meaningsit will beinteresting
to seeif awordthathasbeenin thelanguagdor solong canbeadequatelyreatedn themanner
theoreticallyfavouredby NODE but not alwayscarriedout quite successfully

5 The analysisof clear(ad,j.)

The NODE analysisof clear is asfollows (layoutgenerallyasin NODE):

Clear » adjectve

1. easyto perceve,understandpr interpretithevoiceonthetelephonevasclear
and strong | clear and precisedirections| her handwritingwasclear | am|
making myselfclear?

B leaving no doubt;obviousor unambiguousit wasclear thatthey werein a
trap | a clear caseof poisoning B having or feeling no doubtor confusion:
every pupil mustbe clear aboutwhatis expected.

2. freeof anything thatmarksor darkenssomethingjn particular:

B (of a substancejransparentthe clear glassof the Frendh windows| a
streamof clear water. B free of cloud, mist, or rain: the day was fine and
clear. B (of a personsskin) free from blemishesB (of a personseyes)un-
cloudedshining:l lookedinto hercleargrayeyes.m (of acolour)pureandin-
tenseclear blue delphiniums B archaic(of afire) burningwith little smole:
a bright, clearflame

3. free of arny obstructionsor unwantedobjects:with a clear road aheadhe
shiftedinto high gear | | had a clear view in both directions| his desktop
wasalmostclear.

B (of a period of time) free of any appointmentor commitmentsthe fol-
lowing Satuday, Maggie had a clear day. B (predic) (of a person)free of
somethingundesirableor unpleasantafter 18 monthsof treatmenthe was
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clear of TB. B (of a persongmind) free of somethingwhich impairslogical
thought:in themorning with a clear head,shewouldtackle all her problem.
B (of apersonsonsciencejree of guilt.

4. (predic.) (clear of) not touching;away from: the lorry waswedged in the
ditch, onewheelclear of theground.

5. (attrib.) completefull: youmustgive sevenclear daysnoticeof themeeting
B (of asumof mongy) net:a clear profit of £1,100.

6. Phoneticgdenotinga palatalizedorm of of the soundof theletter| (asin leaf
in south-easter&nglishspeech)Oftencontrastedvith dark.

Remarksit seemdo methatNODE herebehaesin a similar way to the learners dictionaries
thatl criticisedin 1997for definingthederived,non-literalsense$efore theliteral sensesThe
reasorfor thesalictionariesvasthegreatefrequeng of thederivedusesThesenseslescribed
underl arein my view moreabstracthanthoseunder2. In fact,they appeato all intentsand
purposego be moreor lessmetaphoricalandhencederived, usesof 2, asinstantiationsof the
basicmetaphotUNDERSTANDING IS SEEING.Onemighttherefore givenNODE's official
policy, have expectedthe caseaunderl to have beensubsumeassubsenseander2 (roughly
definableas‘therebeingnothingto impedeUNDERSTANDING = SEEING’). Thesenseaiven
under3 alsoseemsdo be derived. In this casethe basicidea, the coresenseshifts from things
calledclearin the senseof transparenti.e. without anything impedinga clear view through
them,to thingswithout anything impedinga clearview aroundthem,so thatthe meaningcan
thenalsoinvolve notionslike being ‘not touching’, ‘whole, completeand not overlappedby
arnything else’ (cf. sensegl and5). This hadbetterbe calleda caseof metorymy in the cases
whereliteral seeingis involved, but heretoo theremay be a shift to more abstractand hence
rathermore metaphoricalises:after 18 monthsof treatmenthe wasclear of TB. This, in my
view, takes careof the first 5 senseasdistinguishedoy NODE. The sixth sensés a caseof
synaesthesiahereis a shift from seeingto hearing,in thesensehata‘clear|’ is a purel, the
purity presumablypeingcausedy thefactthatin thecaseof thistypeof | thereis noadmixture
of soundcausedy the majorapicalarticulationbeingaccompaniethy the simultaneousaising
of thebodyof thetongue think thattheexampleunderl (thevoiceonthetelephonavasclear
and strong) hadbetterbe consideredn the samelight asa caseof corventionalsynaesthesia:
clearvoicesaretransparenbr pure becausdhereis in their caseno impedimentto hearing
causedy admixturel®

If all thisis moreor lessacceptablghe article could be rewritten asfollows:16

Clear

» adjective ALLOWING UNIMPEDED VISION®

B 2 allowing unimpededandfull VISION THROUGH, easyto seethrough:
the clear glassof the Frent windows| a streamof clear water| the daywas
fine and clear (i.e. free of cloud, mist, or rain) 2 | a bright, clear flame »
hencé (figuratively, asif UNDERSTANDING IS SEEING)®: easyto compre-
hend:clear and precisedirections| her handwritingwasclear | am| making

426



DICTIONARY USE

myselfclear? | it wasclearthatthey werein atrap| a clear caseof poisoning
| » hence(figuratively, asif HEARING IS SEEING)® without arythingimped-
ing hearing:the voiceon the telephonewvasclear and strong, (whenapplied
to sounds)Phonetics denotinga palatalizedform of the soundof the letter|

(asin leafin south-easterEnglishspeech)Oftencontrastedvith dark.®

B 2 allowing unimpededandfull VISION OF, free of thingsblockingvision of:

with a clear road aheadhe shiftedinto high gear | his desktopwas almost
clear| (predic.)(clear of) thelorry waswedgdin theditch, onewheelclear of
the ground(i.e. nottouching;away from)3; » hence(asif THINKING IS SEE-
ING): without anything blocking the thinking processin the morning with a
clear head,shewouldtackle all her problems (of personskevery pupil must
be clear aboutwhatis expected» hence:(figuratively) allowing unimpeded
full thinking of: (attrib.) you mustgive sevenclear daysnotice of the meet-
ing (i.e. complete;full)3; (of a sumof monegy) net: a clear profit of £1,10Q
» hencefiguratiely free of: (predic)(of a person)free of somethingunde-
sirableor unpleasantafter 18 monthsof treatmenthe was clear of TB; the
following Satuday, Maggie hada clear day (of a periodof time: free of ary
appointment®r commitments)

B 2 allowing the vision to be unimpededy distractingelementsof the object
seenclear bluedelphiniumgof acolour: pureandintense); lookedinto her
clear gray eyes » hence:allowing the VISION ITSELF to be unimpededthe
unimpededsisionitself: | hada clearview in bothdirections

Remarks:

1: It isin somecaseperhapgpossibleo introducetheentryby meansof a‘coverdefinition’,
servingasakind of summary

2: | haverefrainedfrom numberingthe sensessincethis would leave thewrongimpression
thatthey aremoredistinctandmoreseparatéhanin factthey are,andsecondlysincethis
mightimply too muchthate.g.thesensainderl is moreimportantthan2. This neednot
alwaysbethecase.

3: Thisis ratheranexplanatorygloss(of the examplein context) thana genuinesensedefi-
nition. Thistechniques frequentlyusedin CIDE (cf. [vanderMeer1997).

4. Derived,‘non-basic’senseggenerallythe clearcasesof metorymy andnon-literaluse)
areprececedy ‘» hence’to shav theirderived,or if youlike, their ‘subsensestatus.

5: Thisbasicor ‘root” metaphomicely shavsthelink betweeniteral and(secondarypon-
literal meaning Spaceallowing, suchtechniquesnightbetried out consistentlylt seems
to me that suchbasicmetaphorsareintuitively so familiar thatthey will be understood
without ary difficulty atall.

6: Also cf. my remarksaboutsynaesthesiabove.
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6 Conclusions

This exercisehastaughtmeacoupleof things.In thefirst place,it is all right to criticise NODE
for its treatmenbf subsensandcore,but a certainamountof humblenesss in orderhere.The
above is the bestl have beenableto comeup with after staringat the screenandthe paperon
my deskfor a considerablgéime — time the compilersof NODE no doubtdid not have in such
large quantities.Yet, theresultis far from satisictory’’ thoughl dothink thatit is animprove-
menton the NODE treatmentof this particularword — at leastif promisesin the front matter
areto behonoued Thereasorfor this senseof dissatisactionwith respecto thisNODE-style
solutionasattemptedoy meis the fact that thereis to my knowledgeno genuinelyworkable
andgenerallyacceptablenethodfor fully analysing- andpresenting- the meaning(s)n the
way NODE seemdo have hadin mind. In thatrespecit is far easierto treatthe varioussenses
in a historically or frequeng-basedorder | am,asa matterof fact, quite surethata full anal-
ysiswill in mary casedeadto deadends,asa consequencef the fact that languages the
historicalproductof mary generationsyherelinks betweersensesnaydie andcause€missing
links’. SecondlyNODE itself hasobviously bittenoff morethanit canchev.'® Whatstruckme
whengoing througha numberof entrieswasthe factthat againandagainthe compilershave
missedopportunitiesto presentsensegor ‘uses’ rather)asmetaphoricallyderived ratherthan
ascoremeaningsTo mentiononeexample,bombshellis definedashaving threecoresenses:
‘1. overwhelmingsurpriseor disappointment2 a very attractve woman;3. anartillery shell’.
This seemdo me to turn thingson their head:the threesensesreclearly related,in thatthe
coresensas theliteral oneof artillery shell,from which the othersensefiave beendervedas
metaphorsi.e. clearly corventionalones.Thelink is clearly alsomanifestin idiomslike drop
a bombshel(sensel), with the collocatordrop. Thereis moreorerthe caseof sex bomh show-
ing that this ideaof metaphoricakxplosions,causedyy seeingattractve membersof usually
the oppositesex, is far from beingan isolatedcasebut is part of a real synchronicpattern.It
seemsasif NODE, despitdts statedcoreandsubsensgolicies,still in practicequitefrequently
adheredo the frequeng-basedprinciple of orderingandarrangingsensesAs alreadystated,
thereseemdo have beena lack of avarenesamongthe compilerswith respecto non-literal
use.NODE appeardo have beenratherunavare of the hugeamountof attentioncurrently
being shaveredon the study of metaphorandfigurative languagein general.In threerecent
papergvanderMeer1996h vanderMeer1997,vanderMeer1999 | have tried to prove the
importanceof shaving thelinks betweemon-literalandliteral usesof wordsandexpressions,
in particularfor theforeigndictionaryuser implying thatthe basic literal, senseshataresyn-
chronicallystill relevant® shouldbetreatedirst andthatthenon-literalsenseshouldbeclearly
presentedsderivedfrom thatbasicsense.

In spiteof all this, NODE hasclearlytakena principleddecisiondeservingour generougpraise.
In this respectijt is — in theoryat leastthoughalasnot quite in practice- swimmingagainst
thedeplorablecorpuslinguisticsinspiredcurrentof exclusively frequeng-basedrderingprin-
ciples.In my view, dictionariesshouldpresenthe full meaningof a linguistic unit by means
of acoherensemanticpicture’ shawving links betweersensesvhereserthey arerelevant. Yet,
andtheres the rub, all this shouldbe donein a userfriendly way. | have amguedelsavhere
[vanderMeer1996a]that usersusually open‘the’ dictionaryto solve one problemat a time
without being interestedin the overall semanticpicture. This meansthat findability as well
assemanticcoherenceshouldbe foremostin the mindsof the compilers.This is certainlyno
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easytask, neitherfor the lexicographemor for the layout expert. Yet it shouldbe attempted,
thoughnotforgettingthatlanguages inheritedfrom earliergenerationswhich meanghatde-

velopmentghroughtime often destry or obscuresemantidinks, thusgiving rise to a blurred

picture.In spiteof this it is in my view one of the challengef lexicographyin the coming

yearsto devise methodsin which findability (which asone might saytendsto make us look

for onesingletreeat atime) canbereconciledwith the desirabilityto seethe entirewood: the

challengeis to shav the wood andthe individual trees thatthe treesare part of thewood and

thewood consistof trees.

A glanceat how the OED describeghe adjectve clear quickly teachesisin how mary direc-

tionsaword’s meaningsnaydevelopduringits long history Dueto theobsolescencef certain
meaningswhich may causemissing links’ betweenvariousstagesthe resultmay oftenbe a

synchronicsemantigictureof afragmentaryor evenpartly opaquenature with meaninggshat
arenot straightforvardly derivable (from coremeanings)! suspecthatthis is oneof therea-
sonswhy it provedto be so hardto devise a completelycoherentdescription. Anotherreason
may well be the choiceNODE madefrom the available corpusmaterial,which may underlie
this fragmentarynature?® Perhapsn suchcaseghe usershouldnot be botheredtoo muchby

perhapshistorically correctbut synchronicallydoubtful links betweensensesin the endthe

lexicographers commonsensgudgmentwill alwaysremainindispensablelLet us hopethat
lexicographywill alwaysremainanartin additionto beinga craft.

Notes

L Also cf. Gibbs1993,whichdealswith conventionalmetaphorssidiomsthatarepartof our concep-
tual systemAs longasmetaphorarepartof sucha systenthey arenot‘dead’. Gibbsmalestherelevant
obseration thatthe meaningof metaphorsasidiomsis not equivalentto their literal paraphrasessin
our casethe paraphrasef defuse Thusspill thebeansmeananorethansimply revealthesecet (p. 73).
Thereis in facta whole setof meaningfulandrelevant presuppositiondn our context the samecanbe
saidof e.g.metaphoricatlefuseor for morassfor thatmatter

2 It would have beenextremelyinterestingto hearhow this wasestablished.

3 Hereanexampleis givenof asubsensef badkboneusedfiguratively: ‘the chiefsupporiof asystem
or organizationthe mainstay’

4 Here an exampleis given of ball usedasa subsenséa delivery of the ball by the bowler to the
batsman’.

5 Herethe subsensef bambooais given ‘the hollow jointed stemof this plant, usedasa caneor to
male furnitureandimpements’

6 Pleasenotethat the phenomenomf metaphordelongsto only oneof the threekinds of subsense
distinguishedy NODE.

’ Themetaphoiis the source andthetarget is whatthe metaphoiis about[Lakoff/Johnsonl 984.

8 It shouldbe obviousthata metaphoiceaseso bea properpartof sucha network whenit is ‘dead’.
Sincea deadmetaphoiis in factno longera metapharit is to be considerech homorym with the word
still having the original meaning(if still there,of course).Thus,pupil (iris of eye) andoupil (a student)
arehomoryms to spealkrsof English(asthe original Latin metaphomustnow be consideredost), as
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arelikewise probablyto mostEnglishspealkrscrane(thebird) andcrane(the machine)thoughthepos-
sibility is notto bediscountedhatspealkrswith a stronglydevelopedinguisticintuititon or trainingsee
enougHinks to keepthe metaphomlive, if only just. As always,thereshouldbe‘grounds’,i.e. similarity
or analogy betweerthe two conceptsandit is obvious that thesegroundsmay graduallywealen and
becomdost, leadingto ‘metaphordeath’,thoughnot necessarilyat the sametime for all speakrs.(also
cf. [Goatley 1998 31-34]). Whenaword nolongerevokeswhatGoatley callsahatGoatley callsa’dou-
ble reference’(p. 33), asshavn for examplein the linguistic context throughcollocatesor in whatever
way, the metaphoiis nolongeractve andhencedead.

9 Incidentally the word spine which appearsn the core,cannotbe usedin its subsensé the same
way asbadkbone

10 Owviously, the words ‘the backbone supportsthe body by giving it strengthand firmnessand
keepingit straight’ arepartof our conceptof backbone not of the physicalobjectitself. Lexicographic
definitionsdealwith notionsandnotwith physicalobjectsthatareunrelatedo humans.

11 Incidentally the NODE definitionis far too restricted ascaneasilybe gatheredrom the examples
foundin the BNC. Cf. anexamplelik e thefollowing: They are the BACKBONEof anywardrobe

12 Usingthorax to definespineis usinga moredifficult word to explain arelatively easiemword.
13 Notetheviciouscircle of badkboneusingspineandspineusingbadkbonein their definitions.

14 1f welink up thewords'supportfor thethorax’ and‘main sourceof strength'we have hereat least
someindicationof alink betweercoreandsubsense.

15 Thereis, of course anexplanationin articulatoryandacousticphonetics Note thatapparentlythe
humanearintuitively interpretssoundaspureandtransparenon the analogyof vision.

16 My purposehereis to give anexampleof how it couldbe done.Obviously, in reallife the defining
styleanddefiningvocalulary (if ary) of thedictionarywould have to bekeptin mind.

17 Remembethatthis is only partof the completeentryfor clear. the verb andthe adwerb etc. have
not evenbeendealtwith yet!

18 Justexamineunsatishctorily treatedwordslike arm, bombshellbright, browse coin, command,
core, doldrums foundeylame pushwer, sloppy sloshy spine pull out all the stops sweetyarn.

19 Whene.g.metaphorsarereally ‘dead’ they shouldobviously be givencoresensereatment\We can
anticipatethatopinionsmay differ somavhathere.

20 A third causes, of coursemy own inexperienceasa definer
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