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1 Gist of the argument

Cognitive Semantics has had a mgor impact on lexicd dudies more than any
other recent theory, it has in the last fifteen years led to a renewed interest in
lexical research. But wha about lexicography ? What is the relationship between
Cognitive Semantics and lexicography ? And specificdly, in the context of the
present issue of this journd, what is the impact of Cognitive Semantics on the
lexicographica trestment of polysemy ? In what follows, | will try to answer that
question - succinctly and perhaps a bit sketchily, but aso as far as possble to
both the theoreticd, lexicologicd and the practicd, lexicographicd pat of the
comparison. | emphasize my attempt a farness, because | deliberatdy want to
avoid any form of theoretica imperidism. It is definitdly not an assumption of
this paper that theoreticians in principle have the answers, and that lexicographers
smply have to follow. | have pointed out earlier (GEERAERTS 1997, 5) that there
should be a rdationship of mutud inspiration between both disciplines, and even
though the present paper looks from lexicologica theory to lexicographicd
practice rather than the other way round, | still hold the reverse perspective to be
equdly important.

In generd, | will argue tha a number of exiding definitiond and descriptive
practices in the dictionary that are somewhat suspect from an older theoreticd
point of view receve a naturd interpretation and legitimacy in the theoreticd
framework offered by Cognitive Semantics. More specificdly, there are three
aspects of the Cognitive conception of lexica semantic Structure that have to be
discussed: the importance of prototypicaity effects for lexica dructure, the
intractability of polysemy, and the sructured nature of polysemy. | will argue that
each of these points inspires a specific conclusion for lexicographica practice, or
at leadt, that it vindicates existing agpects of lexicographica practice.

The importance of prototypicality effects for lexical structure blurs the
diginction between semantic information and encyclopedic information. This
does not ental tha there is no diginction between dictionaries and
encyclopedias as types of reference works, but rather that references to typica



examples and characteristic festures are a naurd thing to expect in
dictionaries.

The intractability of polysemy involves the absence of a coherent set of criteria
for edablishing polysemy; a more chariteble way of wording things would be
to say that distinctiveness between senses of a lexicd item is to some extent a
flexible and context-based phenomenon. Dictionaries, then, will use various
definitiona techniques to accomodate the flexibility of meaning.

The structured nature of polysemy involves, bascdly, the radid st structure
of polysemy. While lexicography has certainly never denied the exisence of
links between the various readings of a lexicd item, Cognitive Semantics has
added a number of new indghts the clustered nature of polysemic structures
is now being andyzed in more detal than ever. For lexicography, this implies
arecognition of the linearization problem that traditional dictionaries face.

The paper has a more or less deductive structure. | will first present the facets of
Cognitive Semantics that | want to focus on. (I will not, however, try to present an
ovedl introduction to the Cognitive gpproach: see TAYLOR 1995,
UNGERER/SCHMID 1996, PALMER 1996, VioLl 1997, DIRVEN/VERSPOOR 1998 for
introductory volumes. The discusson in section 2 will be largely superfluous for
reeders familiar with Cognitive Semantics) Next, | will identify the specific
expectations with regard to lexicographical practice that may be deduced from
this theoretica analysis, and then proceed to show that these predicted features are
indeed part and parcd of actua lexicographica practice - in spite of what might
be expected on the basis of other theoretica approaches to semantics. The paper
closes with an datempt to place these observations in a wider context: the
relationship between lexicography and Cognitive Semantics is not exhausted by
the discussion of polysemy.

2 A primer of Cognitive Semantics

Wha ae the dructurd characteristics of semasiologica structures highlighted by
Cognitive Semantics ? A good darting-point to define some of the topics centra
to Cognitive Semantics is provided by the wel-known digdinction between the
levd of senses and the levd of referents (in logic-semantic parlance, between
intension and extension).

Congder the word fruit. This is a polysemous word: next to its basc, everyday
reading (‘sweet and <oft edible pat of a plant, containing seeds), there are
various other readings conventiondly associated with the word. In a technica
sense, for instance (‘the seed-bearing part of a plant or tree’), the word aso refers
to things that lie outsde the range of application of the basic reading, such as
acorns and pea pods. In an expression like the fruits of nature, the meaning is
even more generd, as the word refers to everything that grows and that can be
egten by people (including, for instance, grains and vegetables). Further, there is a
range of figurative readings, including the abstract sense ‘the result or outcome of



an action’ (asin the fruits of his labour or his work bore fruit), or the somewhat
archac reading ‘offspring, progeny’ (as in the biblica expressons the fruit of the
womb, the fruit of hisloins)

Each of these readings condtitutes a separate sense of fruit, but in turn, each sense
may be thought of as a st of things in the outsde world. The basc sense of fruit,
for instance, corresponds with a set including apples, oranges, and bananas (and
many other types of fruit). If you think of fruit in this centra sense as a category,
the set congsts of the members of the category. These members are ‘things only
in a broad sense. In the fruit-example, they happen to be materia objects, but in
the case of verbs, they could be actions, or Stuations, or events, in the case of
adjectives, they could be properties; and so on. Also, the ‘things feeturing in the
st need not exist in the red world. The set contains dl rea and imaginary apples
and oranges (etc.) that fruit could possbly name, in the same way in which goblin
will have a set of members associated with it, regardless of whether goblins are
redl or not.

Given the didinction between the intendond and the extensond levd of
semesiologicd anadlyss, we can now describe three dructura characterigtics that
receive pecific atention within a Cognitive Semantic framework.

2.1 Differences of structural weight

Differences in sdience involve the fact that not dl the dements a ore leve of
andyds have the same dructurd weight. On the semantic leve, for indance, the
everyday reading of fruit occupies a more centrd postion than the archaic reading
‘offsoring’ or the technica reading. Various indications may be adduced for this
centra pogtion. For one thing, the centrd reading more readily springs to mind
when people think of the category: on being asked what fruit means, you are more
likely to mention the edible parts of plants than a person’s offspring. For another,
the *edible part’ reading is more frequent in actua language use.

In addition, the ‘edible pat’ reading is a good Sarting-point for describing the
other readings. It would probably be more easy to understand the expresson fruit
of the womb (if it is new to you) when you understand the ‘edible part’ reading
than the other way round. The basic reading, in other words, is the center of
semantic cohesion in the category; it holds the category together by making the
other readings accessble. Three features, in short (psychologicd sdience, reldive
frequency of use, interpretative advantageousness), may be mentioned as
indications for the central position of a particular reading.

Centrdity effects are not redricted to the level of senses, however, but may adso
be invoked a the referentid levd. When prompted, Europeans will more readily
name apples and oranges as types of fruit than avocados or pomegranates, and
references to apples and oranges are likely to be more frequent in a European
context than references to mangos. (This does not exclude, to be sure, cultura
differences among distinct parts of Europe.)



The terminology used to describe these differences of dructurd weight is quite
diverse, and the description in the foregoing paragraphs has featured such
(intuitively trangoarent) terms as salience, typicality, and centrality. The most
technical term however is prototypicality. the centra reading of an item or the
centrd subset within the extensond range of a specific reading is the prototype.
The linguidtic literature on prototypes is by now vast. Apat from the introductory
works mentioned above, see MANGASSER-WAHL (2000) for an interesting
overview of the development of the approach.

2.2 Demarcation problems

The dements a one paticular levd of the semasologica andyss need not
necessarily be clearly diginguishable with regard to each other. As an illudration,
let us congder the question whether the central sense of fruit can be ddimited in a
draightforward fashion. Such a ddimitation will take the form of a definition thet
is generd and didinctive: it is generd in the sense of naming characterigtics tha
are common to dl fruits and it is didinctive in the sense of beng sufficient to
diginguish the category ‘fruit’ (in the rdevant sense) from any other category. (If
a definition is not didinctive, it is too generd: it will cover cases that do not
belong in the category to be defined.)

Now, many of the characteristics that one might be inclined to incdude in a
definition of the central reading of fruit do not have the required generdity: they
are not necessarily sweet (lemons), they do not necessarily contain parts that are
immediately recognizeble as seeds (bananas), they ae not necessarily soft
(avocados). There are, to be sure, a number of features that do have the required
generdity: dl fruits grow above the ground on plants or trees (rather than in the
ground); they have to ripen before you can eat them, and if you want to prepare
them (rather than eat them raw), you would primarily use sugar, or & leest use in
them in dishes that have a predominantly sweet taste. Taken together, however,
these features do not suffice to prevent amonds (and other nuts), or a vegetable
like rhubarb (which is usualy cooked with sugar), from being wrongly included
into the category that is to be defined.

We have to conclude, then, that the central sense of fruit cannot receive a
definition that is both generd and didinctive. If we hift the atention to the
referentid leve, amilar effects may be observed: the borderline of categories is
not aways clearly ddlineated. For instance, is a coconut or an olive afruit ?

Definitiond difficulties like the one jugt illudrated are enhanced by the existence
of various kinds of tests for distinguishing between vagueness and polysemy - and
specificaly, by the fact that the exising tess may yidd results that are to some
extent divergent with regard to each other. To briefly illustrate the main point, and
without discussng dl specific tests that have been suggested, three types of
criterion can be distinguished.

Firg, from the truth-theoretical point of view taken by QUINE (1960,129), a
lexicd item is polysemous if it can Imultaneoudy be clearly true and dearly fdse



of the same referent. Consdering the readings ‘harbour’ and ‘fortified sweet wine
from Portugd’ of port, the polysemy of that item is established by sentences such
as Sandeman isa port (in abottle), but not a port (with ships).

Second, linguistic tests involve acceptability judgements about sentences that
contain two related occurrences of the item under congderation (one of which
may be implicit or deep-structurd); if the grammaticd reaionship between both
occurrences requires their semantic identity, the resulting sentence may be an
indication for the polysemy of the item. For indance, the identity test described by
ZWICKY/SADOCK 1975 applies to condructions that were assumed in the
Chomskyan ‘dandard theory’ to involve trandformations such as conjunction
reduction and so-reduction, which require the semantic identity of the items
involved in the reduction. (It may be noted that congtructions such as these are
nowadays no longer discussed in transformationa terms. However, as the current
term ‘identity-of-sense angphoral indicates, the idea that there are semantic
redrictions on the congtruction remains intact.) Thus, at midnight the ship passed
the port, and so did the bartender is awkward if the two lexicad meanings of port
are a sake, disregarding puns, it can only mean that the ship and the bartender
dike passed the harbour (or, perhaps, that both moved a particular kind of wine
from one place to another). A ‘crossed’ reading in which the first occurrence of
port refers to the harbour, and the second to wine, is normdly excluded.
Conversdy, the fact tha the notions ‘vintage sweet wine from Portugd’ and
‘blended sweet wine from Portugd’ can be crossed in Vintage Noval is a port,
and so is blended Sandeman indicates that port is vague rather than polysemous
with regard to the distinction between blended and vintage wines.

Third, the definitional criterion (as informaly stated by ARISTOTLE in the
Posterior Analytics Il.xiii) says that an item has more than one lexicd meaning if
there is no minimdly specific definition covering the extenson of the item as a
whole, and that it has no more lexicd meanings then there are maximaly generd
definitions necessary to describe its extenson. Definitions of lexicd items should
be maximdly generd in the sense thet they should cover as large a subset of the
extenson of an item as possble. Thus, separate definitions for ‘blended sweet
fortified wine from Portugd’ and ‘vintage sweet fortified wine from Portugd’
could not be conddered definitions of lexicd meanings, because they can be
brought together under the definition ‘sweet fortified wine from Portugd’. On the
other hand, definitions should be minimaly specific in the sense tha they should
be aufficient to diginguish the item from other non-synonymous items. A
maximaly generd definition covering both port ‘harbour’ and port ‘kind of wine
under the definition ‘thing, entity’ is excluded because it does not capture the
specificity of port as digtinct from other things.

Now, the existence of various polysemy tests is non-trivid to the extent that they
need not aways (in contrast with the port-example) yied the same reaults. In the
case of autohyponymous words, for ingance, the definitional gpproach does not
reved an ambiguity, whereas the Quinean criterion does. In fact, given that dog is
autohyponymous between the readings ‘Canis familiaris and ‘mde Canis
familiaris, the latter definition is not maximal, because it defines a proper subset



of the Canis familiaris reading; the sentence Lady is a dog, but not a dog, on the
other hand, is not ruled out. Such divergences between polysemy tests occur on a
larger scde see GEERAERTS (1993), and the further discusson in TUuGGY (1993),
and specificaly CRuUse (2000). Following up on the lead provided by GEERAERTS
(1993), CRUSE (2000) sydemdicdly explores various configurations of
divergence and convergence of the polysemy tests. From the point of view of the
present article, this line of discusson is important because it lends further support
to the recognition that there is not necessarily a unique and optima solution to
drawing dividing lines around and between the meanings of alexica item.

2.3 Multidimensional structural relations

The rdaionship that exids between the various eements a esch leve of the
andyss is not redricted to the quantitifiable phenomena described in section 2.1:
the links between those dements may aso be described in a more quditative way.
On the leve of senses, in particular, it appears that the relaionship between the
meanings of a word may be described in terms of a more or less limited set of
basic conceptud links. The senses of fruit, for ingtance, do not exis in isolation,
but they are related in various ways to the centrd sense and to each other. The
technica reading (‘seed-containing part’) and the sense illugtrated by the fruits of
nature are both related to the centrd meaning by a process of generdization. The
technica reading generdizes over the hiologicd function of the things covered by
the centrd meaning, whereas the meaning ‘everything that grows and that can be
egten by peopl€ focuses on the function that those things have for human beings.
The figurative uses, on the other hand, are linked to the other meanings by a
metaphorica link, but notice dso that the meaning ‘offspring’ is gill closer to the
centrd sense, because it remains within the biologicd domain. The overdl
picture, in short, takes the form of acluster of mutually interrelated readings.

This observation is, of course, a familir and time-honoured one in lexica
semantics. the terminology used to describe the links among senses originated
with diachronic semantics in the late 19th century, with the very birth of lexicd
semantics as a sparate subdiscipline of linguistics What is new in Cognitive
Semantics, though, is the emphass on the overdl dructure of the reated
meanings rather than on the individud links an emphass on the multidimensond
nature of the overdl dructure, and an emphass on the cohesve role of
prototypica centers within such dructures. In fact, multidimensond anayses of
the semantic dructure of lexicd items ae a common feature of Cognitive
Semantics they are a crucid fegture of the radial set modd of semantic structure
that has become popular through the work of BRUGMANN (1981) and LAKOFF
(1987) and many others. Apart from prototype theory as described above and the
conceptual  metaphors introduced by LAKOFF/JOHNSON (1980), the radia set
model of semantic description may indeed be the most widdy known fegture of
Cognitive Semantics.



2.4 Summarizing the position of Cognitive Semantics

The samasiologicd mode arising from the previous pages may be summarized in
the grephicd format of Figure 1. Without in any way being exhaudtive, the pcture
shows how a word like fruit can, on a first levd of analyss, be associated with
vaious senses. On a second level of andysis, each of those senses is itsdf
asociated with a set of referents. These sets are represented in a form that
resembles the representation with Venn-diagrams that is usud in mathemdtics.
Examples of entities a the referentid level are included only in the set associated
with the sense ‘edible part’. This is, of course, a matter of gragphica economy
rather than principle. At each levd, specific structurd characteristics have to be
taken into account. Of the three basc characteristics mentioned above, two have
received a grgphica expresson in the picture. The differences of centrdity and
dructurd weight among the dements a each levd ae indicated by drawing them
in different 9zes and by topologicaly ordering them in a way that reflects the
cline from center to periphery. The structured nature of the relaions between the
eements is indicated by an explicit identification of the rdevant links. (Again for
reasons of graphical economy, thisis redtricted to the level of senses)

- Figure 1. see page 19 -

We have now reached the point where we can summarize the specific approach
taken by Cognitive Semanticsin just afew points.

It was suggested above that there is an outspoken homology between the
dructure of the referentia level and the Structure of the semantic leve: the
same dructurd characterigtics shagpe both levels. This suggests that both levels
are less far apart than has traditionaly been thought. The Sructurdist view of
lexicology in particular tends to suggest that only the semantic leve (the leve
of senses) is worthy of linguisic andyss. By contradt, the so-caled Cognitive
Semantic conception that has meanwhile arisen in oppostion to this ealier
sructurdist view, dresses the fact that the referentid leve has to be included
inthe andyss.

While dructurdist gpproaches to semantics tend to be reluctant to take into
account differences of dructural weght and demacaiond fuzziness,
Cognitive Semantics readily accepts these phenomena as relevant aspects of
semantic structure.

Linking up with prestructurdis semantics, Cognitive semantics puts a new

emphass on the multidmensond, cdudered naue of semadologica
gtructures.



3 From theory to practice

Now, what would be the consequences for lexicographicd practice ? Or rather, if
the Cognitive conception of semantic Structure is by and large correct, what could
we expect to find in actud dictionaries ? The three characteristics highlighted in
the previous paragraph lead to the following hypotheses.

1 |If it is correct that the referentid level of semantic Structure is pat and parcd
of a proper semantic description, we may expect dictionaries to include
references to that level - in spite of the traditiond, drict distinction between
between the semantic and the encyclopedic level of description. In particular,
we may expect dictionaries to refer to prototype instances of categories or to
typicd (rather than generd) features of the members of those categories.

2 |If it is correct tha the description of meaning has to come to terms with
fuzziness, demarcation problems, and nonruniqueness, we expect dictionary
definitions to use ddfinitiond mehods that teke into account these
characteridtics. Ingdead of definitions that rigidly take the form of separately
generd and mutudly didinctive features, we expect the intruson of
unorthodox definitional methods such as enumerdions, digunctions, and the
cumulation of near-synonyms.

3 If it is correct that semantic dructures predominantly teke the form of a
multidimensona radid set dructure, we may expect dictionaries to face a
linearization problem: how can the multidimensond nature of the semantic
sructures be mapped onto the linear order of the dictionary ?

In the following subsections, these expectations will be confronted with actua
examples. It will be shown that the expectations are basically correct.

3.1 Prototypicality effectsin lexical structure

Congder the following definitions (of separate meanings or  idioméaic
expressons) from the NEw SHORTER OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (cd-rom
verson, 1997).
abiogenesis The production of organic matter or compounds, other than by the
agency of living organisms, esp. the supposed spontaneous generation of
living organisms
baritone A 1 The mae voice between tenor and bass, ranging typicaly from

lower A in the bass clef to lower F in the treble clef; a snger having such a
voice; apart written for such avoice.

cup b An ornamentd vessd, typicaly of slver and comprisng a bowl with a
stem and base, that is offered as a prize in a competitive event.

defoliate Remove the leaves from; cause the defoliation of, esp. as a military
tactic.



dwarf A 1 b Any of a mythicd race of diminutive bengs typicdly skilled in
mining and metaworking and often possessing magicd powers, figuring esp.
in Scandinavian folklore.

hear! hear! An exclam. cdling atention to a spesker's words, eg. in the
House of Commons, and now usu. expressng enthusagtic assent, occas.
ironica derison.

heart 5 A centrd pat of diginct conformation or character, eg. the white
tender centre of a cabbage, lettuce, etc.

honours of war Privileges granted to a cepitulating force, eg. that of
marching out with colours flying.

model 2 a (fig.) A person or thing resembling another, esp. on asmdler scde.

tea 5 A med or socid gathering a which tea is served. Now esp. (a) a light
afternoon med, usu. conssting of tea, cakes, sandwiches, etc. (dso more fully
afternoon tea, five o'clock tea); (b) (in parts of the UK, and in Audrdia and
NZ) a main med in the evening that usudly includes a cooked dish, breed and
butter, and tea (aso more fully high tea)

tee A conicd medlic dructure, usudly hung with bels surmounting the
pagodas of Myanmar (Burma) and adjacent countries.

thimblerig A deght-of-hand game or trick usudly played with three inverted
thimbles and a pea, the thimbles beng moved about and bystanders
encouraged to place bets or to guess as to which thimble the peais under.

In each of these definitions, words such as especially, e.g., typically, usually and
often introduce descriptive festures that are not generd but that rather identify
typica (prototypical, if ore likes) characterigics or instances of the category.
Within a dructurdist conception of semantics, this would be inadmissble,
because these dements belong to the ‘encyclopedic’ level rather than the semantic
level. In actud practice, however, this prototype-oriented definitiond technique
can hardly be called exceptiond in the context of the dictionary as a whole. The
expresson esp., for ingance, is used no less than 28335 times in 18274 entries in
the dictionary asawhole.

Does this mean, by the way, that the difference between dictionaries and
encyclopedias is a spurious one ? The question asks for a brief excurson. An
early discusson of the question between HAIMAN (1980) and FRAWLEY (1981),
with a further reply by HAIMAN (1982), provides a good darting-point for
delimiting the Cognitive point of view (for a more recent discusson of the
theoretical question, see the contributions in PEETERS 2000). On the one hand, the
theoreticad basis for a diginction between dictionaries and encyclopedias cannot
be provided by the structuraist approach (as in LARA 1989): it is a crucia aspect
of Cognitive Semantics that the digtinction between the two levels of description
IS not as drict as presupposed by the structurdist doctrine. On the other hand,
there is a practicd difference between dictionaries and encyclopedias that need
not be abolished: there is a difference in scope and content between, say, the



ENCARTA or the NEw SHORTER OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY, or between the
ENcycLOPAEDIA BRITANICA and the OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY, and no
cognitive linguist would argue againgt the digtinction.

This didinction badcaly resdes in two fesures. Macrogructurdly, the
encyclopedia focuses on proper names, nouns, and maybe a number of other
eements from open word classes, whereas the dictionary includes al word classes
(typicdly excluding dl or most propar names). Microgructurdly, the
encyclopedia focuses on expert information as provided by scientific, technica, or
professona experts, whereas that information is only one of the types of semantic
decription that the dictionary may include, together with the more everyday uses
of the words.

But if Cognitive Semantics accepts this diginction, how can it judify it ? As a
theoreticd background for the didinction between the type of information
typicdly included in encyclopedias and that included in dictionaries, we need a
‘sociosemantic’  theory: a theory about the didribution of semantic knowledge
within a linguigic community. Scentific, technica, professond information is in
fact, primarily information thet is produced and certified by a specific group of
people - the experts, who are recognized by the community as such and on whom
the community relies when expet knowledge is a sake. Although no such
‘sociosemantic’ theory is as yet avalable with any reasonadble degree of
comprehensveness, a darting-point is provided by PUTNAM’S theory of the
‘divison of linguigic labour (1975), which explictly distinguishes between
extensional concepts (the expert’s knowledge) and stereotypes (the basc semantic
knowledge that language users are supposed to possess if they are to count as full-
grovn members of the linguidic community). A combinaion of Putnam’s
approach with prototype theory is not impossible (see GEERAERTS 1985, 1987): if
a prototypicaly organised concept combines dl the various nuances with which a
lexicd item may be used within a linguigic community, then extensond and
dereotypica concepts are particular members of the full prototypica st of
goplications of an item. Extensond concepts are characterized by ther expert
neture, whereas Stereotypes represent the minima amount of semantic knowledge
that the language user is supposed to possess if he is to count as magtering the
language. Roughly spesking, dereotypes are likely to coincide with the mogt
common, most centrd senses within a prototypical cluster: what people are
primarily supposed to know are the centrd readings of the clugter.

This recognition of a possble theoreticad combination of prototype theory and a
theory of the divison of linguidic labour yidds a theoreticd framework for
reference works that naturaly provides a place for both the encyclopedia and the
dictionary (see GEERAERTS 1985, 1987). In fact, three basic types may be
distinguished.
Technical, professond, <cientific expet knowledge is treated in
encyclopedias and terminologica dictionaries.

The full prototypicaly organised st of senses of a lexicd item, induding
nuances and less frequent or more specidized readings, is treated by large-
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scae dictionaries, of the Sze represented by (to name just a few) the NEw
OXFORD DICTIONARY OF ENGLISH or MERRIAM WEBSTER'S COLLEGIATE
DICTIONARY, and any dictionary beyond that sze.

Standard desk dictionaries can be related to the notion of Sereotype: they
make a sdection from the full prototypica set by presenting only the most
central, most frequent senses.

Closng the excurson, we may conclude that a Cognitive Semantic conception of
the reationship between semantic and encyclopedic knowledge does not preclude
a theordticd judification for the didinction between dictionaries and
encyclopedias as different types of reference works.

3.2 Theintractability of polysemy

Definitiond demarcation problems show up in the fact that dictionaries appear to
use definitiona techniques that are ‘unorthodox’ from the point of view of a
traditiond conception of meaning. Consder the following st of entries agan
from the NEW SHORTER OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY. (The entries are rendered
in a reduced form: etymologies, quotations, dates, and a number of labels have
been left out.)

primer I

1 A prayer-book or devotional manua for the laity.

2 An dementay textbook (orig. a smal prayer-book) used in teaching
children to read.

b A smdl introductory book on any subject; fig. something introducing or
providing initia ingtruction in a particular subject, practice, etc..

C (A child in) an dementary dassin aprimary schoal.

3 A sze of type. Chiefly & now only in great primer, long primer.

primer [

1 a=priming-wire.

b A cap, cylinder, etc., containing a compound which responds to friction,
electrica impulse, etc., and ignites the charge in a cartridge etc.

2 A substance used as a preparatory coat on previoudy unpanted wood,
metal, canvas, €c., exp. to prevent the absorption of subsequent layers of paint

or the development of rust.

3 A person who primes something.

4 Aeronaut. A smdl pump in an arcraft for pumping fud to prime the engine.

5 a Biochem. A molecule tha sarves as a dating mateid for a
polymerization.

b Zool. & Physiol. A pheromone that acts initidly on the endocrine system,

and isthus more generd in effect than areleaser.

primer [l

1 Firstin order of time or occurrence; early; primitive.

2 Firg in rank or importance; principd, chief.
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In dmost haf of the fourteen senses or subsenses presented here, we find
definitional techniques that would seem to be inadmissble if one assumes that
meanings have to be defined in terms of necessary and sufficient, generd and
diginctive characterigtics. To begin with, we find digunctions in | 1 (‘A prayer-
book or devotiond manud for the laty’), in | 2b (‘something introducing or
providing initid indruction in a paticular subject, practice, ec.’), in Il 2 (‘A
substance used as a preparatory coat on previoudy unpainted wood, metd,
canvas, €tc., exp. to prevent the absorption of subsequent layers of paint or the
development of rugt’), in Il 1 (‘Firgt in order of time or occurrence’), and in Il 2
(‘Firg in rank or importance'). From a traditional point of view, digunctions are
barred from definitions, because they fail to capture the common aspects of the
category to be defined.

In a smilar way, openrended enumerations should be avoided: they may illudtrate
or patidly demarcate a category, but they do not define it, if you assume a rigid
conception of definitions. In the examples, however, quite a number of open
ended enumerations gppear: in | 2b (‘something introducing or providing initid
indruction in a particular subject, practice, etc.’), in Il 1 a (‘A cap, cylinder, etc.,
containing a compound which responds to friction, dectricd impulse, etc., and
ignites the charge in a cartridge etc.’), in Il 2 (‘A substance used as a preparatory
coat on previoudy unpainted wood, meta, canvas, etc.’).

Findly, we may note that the juxtgpostion of near-synonyms is yet another way
of loosening up the definitions. In the example 111 1, the near-synonyms early and
primitive do not have exactly the same meaning (what is early is not necessaily
primitive, and vice versa). At the same time, they add something to the andyticd
definition; in paticular, the near-synonym primitive adds a nuance of lack of
sophidtication that is not explicit in the definition ‘Firs in order of time or
occurrence’ .

Lexicographica practice, in short, gppears to be in accordance with the
lexicological observation that the digtinction between meanings need not be clear-
cut. This fact has not escaped the lexicographers themsdves, to be sure: among
others, see AYTO (1983), Stock (1983), HANKS (1994). In the neighbouring field
of computationa lexicography, Smilar voices may be heard: KILGARRIFF (1997).

3.3 The structured nature of polysemy

Let us condder the fird seven senses of the adjective fresh in the OXFORD
ENGLISH DICTIONARY, 2nd edition. (In the overview below, the definitions are
sometimes rendered only partially. Some meaning nuances have been left out.)

| New, recent

1. a. New, novd; not previoudy known, used, met with, introduced, etc. b. In
wesker sense: Additiond, another, other, different, further.

2. Recent; newly made, recently arrived, received, or taken in.

3. Ma&king on€s fird acquaintance with a podtion, society, €tc.; raw,
inexperienced; unsophisticated, ‘green’.

12



I. Having the Sgns of newness.

4. Of peishable articles of food, etc.. New, in contradigtinction to being
atificidly preserved; (of meet) not sdted, pickled, or smoked; (of butter)
without salt; (of fruits, etc.) not dried or preserved in sugar or the like

5. Of water: Not sdt or hitter; fit for drinking.

6. Untainted, pure; hence, possessed of active properties, invigorating,
refreshing. Said esp.?f ar

7. Retaining its origind qudlities; not deteriorated or changed by lgpse of time;
not stale, musty, or vapid.

The aticde exhibits a linear ordering of the meanings, with a higher-order,
taxonomical dructure of three levels. Even a cursory ingpection of the definitions
reveds that the hierarchica ordering does not make explicit dl the reations that
exis among the different senses.

The senses 1-3 within group | are related by similarity, with sense 1 probably
as the prototypical center of the group. Roughly, sense 1 can be paraphrased
as ‘new according to the perspective of a beholder’. Sense 2 is ‘new as such,
newly produced’. Sense 3 may receive the pargphrase ‘new in a specific
context, new in a given pogtion or function'. The senses within group Il are
likewise reated by smilarity, but 7 seems to be a more encompassing one
than the othes if 7 is pagohrased as ‘retaning its origindly optimd
character’, then both the ‘pure and strong’ reading of 6 and the ‘optima for
consumption, gill in possesson of dl its nutritiond vaue reading of 4 ae
specidizations of 7. Sense 5 ‘fit for drinking’, on the other hand, belongs
together with 5. In short, the linear order within group | and within group Il
does not have an identical vaue, or a least, the semantic relations within each
group are more specific than can be expressed by a mere linear ordering.

The relationship between group | and group Il is a metonymica one having
the features of newness is a causd result of being new, in whatever sense.
However, such a metonymica relationship aso appears within group 1. The
nuance ‘raw, inexperienced, unsophigticated that appears after the colon in
definition 3 is as much a ‘dgn of newness in sense 3 as the meanings 47 are
dgns of newness in the sense defined by 2. We see, in other words, that the
same type of reationship is not dways trested in the same way. This dso
holds for the relationship of semantic specidization thet links 7 to 4, 5, and 6.
Notice, in fact, that reading 1b is a semantic specidization of la The things
that are fresh in 1b are not just nove from the point of view of the beholder,
they are novel in comparison with a set or series of amilar things.

All in dl then, the semantic dructure of the item is a multidimensond one A
further, more detailed anadysis would undoubtedly reved more dimensions, but at
this point, it may be sufficient to take into account the three dimengons that came
to the fore in our cursory andyss the reaionship of amilarity between 1, 2, and
3; the relationship of specidization that exists between 7 and 4,56 on the one
hand and between 1la and 1b on the other; and the metonymicd reationship
between 2 and 7, and between 3 and 3' (where 3' refers to the reading ‘raw,
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inexperienced, unsophidticated’). The overdl picture can  be graphicaly
represented as in Figure 1. (The vertica line represents the amilarity relaionship,
the horizontd line the metonymicd rdationship, and the diagond line the
relationship of specidization.)

- Figure 2: see page 20 -

The point, to be sure, is not that the linear order in the OXFORD ENGLISH
DICTIONARY should be condemned as an inadequate rendering of the underlying
semantic dructure. The point is rather that any traditiond form of linear ordering
cannot do full judice to the multidimensond naure of semantic dtructures. In an
ealier aticle (GEERAERTS 1990), | cdled this the lexicographica linearization
problem: the fact that lexicographers compiling traditiond dictionaries have to
project a multidimensond, clusered semantic Sructure onto the linear order of
the dictionary. In that article, | presented a detailled andlyss of the word vers (the
Dutch counterpart of English fresh) and its trestment in the WOORDENBOEK DER
NEDERLANDSCHE TAAL (the Dutch counterpat of the OXFORD ENGLISH
DICTIONARY), and andyzed the various mechanisms (like hierarchicd groupings,
labels, and cross-references) that lexicographers may employ to circumvent the
problem.

The main point then, as now, was not a practicd but a theoreticad one if the
linearization problem is indeed a recurrent problem for practica lexicography,
then a lexicographical metatheory had better gtat from a linguistic theory that
explicitly recognizes the underlying semantic multidimensiondity.

4. The wider picture

The discusson in the previous pages suggests that the conception that Cognitive
Semantics has of polysemy and semantic sructure is consonant with the actua
practice of dictionaries. | ddiberately use the word suggests because the few
examples taken into congderation here could hardly tell the whole story. Even so,
what Cognitive Semantics seems to offer to lexicography is a conception of
semantic structure that is perhaps in a number of respects more redigtic than what
many other semantic theories (in particular, theories of a dructurdist persuasion)
can provide. This recognition does not, however, exhaust the interaction between
Cognitive Semantics and lexicography. There ae a least three further points that
should be mentioned to put the present contribution in awider context.

Fird, the previous discusson was redricted to the way in which Cognitive
Semantics encompasses a theoretica perspective that so to speak vindicates an
exiging definitiona practice. However, Cognitive Semantics may aso suggest
ways of dedling with the links between the senses of lexica items that go beyond
common practice. SWANEPOEL (1992, 1998) and VAN DER MEER (2000), for
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indance, argue for devoting more explicit atention to the motivaiond link
between core senses and figurative subsenses. Such motivationa  links  could
specificdly involve conceptua metgphors in the Lakovian sense (VAN DER MEER,
SWANEPOEL), or even image schemata (SWANEPOEL). Interesingly, VAN DER
MEER's suggestion is part of a criticd gppraisal of the NEw OXFORD DICTIONARY
OF ENGLISH, which is perhaps the firg dictionary to refer explicitly to prototype
theory as the badis of its organizing principles (cp. HANKS 1994). Up to a point,
then, VAN DER MEER'S comments can be read as the suggestion that an even
greater influence of the Cognitive gpproach could be lexicographicaly useful.

Second, there are aspects of lexicography that Cognitive Semantics has touched
upon, but that fal outsde the scope of the present paper, focusing as it does on
problems of polysemy. In particular, frame theory has proved a highly stimulating
framework for the description of verbd meaning, both theoreticdly and
lexicogragphically: see FILLMORE/ATKINS (1992, 2000) for the more theoreticd
sde of the agpproach, and compare the description of the Berkeley FrameNet
project  <http://mwww.ics.berkeley.edu/~framenet>  for  the  lexicographica
applications.

And third, to complete the picture, it should aso be mentioned that there are
important aspects of current lexicographica practice that Cognitive Semantics has
only margindly touched upon, in spite of the fact that the lexicographicd
gpproach has proved extremey rewarding for lexicd andyss a large and for the
dudy of polysemy in paticular. Specificdly, a collocationd approach to
polysamy, identifying different meanings through differences in  collocationd
patterns, is a methodological focus for many current lexicographica projects (see
a.0. MOON 1998). However, dthough the use of corpus materids is ardently
advocated by a number of linguits working in the tradition of Cognitive
Semantics (GEERAERTSYGRONDELAERS/BAKEMA 1994, BARLOW/KEMMER 2000),
collocational methods to get a grip on polysemy are not (yet) among the standard
equipment of cognitive linguids.

In short, dthough Cognitive Semantics appears to offer an exciting perspective for
the further deveopment of lexicogragphy and lexicogrephica theory, the red
interaction has clearly only started to emerge.
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