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Abstract

The metaphor has been the subject of countless studies, probably because it epitomises one of the most puzzling mysteries of language: how are we able to mean one thing while saying another and still manage to make ourselves understood? This paper will examine the metaphor in relationship to polysemy and usage. There are two sorts of metaphors, the lexicalised and the creative. It will be argued that the lexicalised metaphor is nothing but a pragmatic use of polysemy. In the case of creative metaphors, a typology will be offered along with a description of the conditions which preside over their use.

__________________________

The metaphor has been the subject of countless studies at least since Aristotle, probably because it epitomises one of the most puzzling mysteries of language : how are we able to mean one thing while saying another and still manage to make ourselves understood? "The essence of metaphor is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another" (Lakoff and Johnson 1980). "Why do we use expressions metaphorically instead of saying exactly and literally what we mean?" asks Searle (1979). 

In this paper we intend to examine the metaphor in relationship to polysemy. There are two sorts of metaphors, lexicalised and creative metaphors. It will be argued that the lexicalised metaphor is nothing but a pragmatic use of polysemy. As for creative metaphors, we shall offer a typology and attempt to describe the conditions which preside over their use.

1. What is a metaphor?

There are numerous theories about the metaphor, too many to be exposed here in full
. We shall sum up the problem in terms of three paradigms: the question of resemblance, the semantic / pragmatic opposition and the problem of metaphorical discrepancy. 

There is no doubt that the notion of resemblance is crucial. In John is a lion, we compare John to a lion and thus endow him with some of the qualities attributed to lions such as ferocity, courage, etc. Authors disagree about what resemblance means, and about how it works. One point of view is that a comparison entails truth conditions (Martin 1983). To know if the cat is on the mat is true, we compare the propositional content to the real-world situation. But John is a lion is both false (literally) and true (metaphorically). So how does the comparison work ? Another view is that John is a lion is the same as John is like a lion, but then how does one handle verbs? Is there a syntactical substitutive expression for the congeal metaphor in Searle's example Sophie congealed into a block of ice? 

It is often argued that John and lion must share some semantic features for the metaphor to work. For example, lion must contain the courage feature for it to be attributed to John. For Searle (1979) such semantic interaction theories have to be rejected because they fail "to appreciate the distinction between sentence or word meaning, which is never metaphorical, and speaker or utterance meaning, which can be metaphorical". What he means is that a sentence has a literal meaning and that it can be metaphorical only in relationship to a situation, according to the speaker's intention. For the metaphor to work, the sentence must keep its original meaning. When the metaphorical meaning is part of the standard lexical meaning, then the metaphor is dead (as in French chapeau (hat), which originally meant small cloak). Kleiber argues in (Charbonnel & Kleiber 1999) that there is not always a shared feature available. For example in les angélus bleus, which semantic features could a colour and ringing bells have in common?

Therefore, the argument goes, the metaphor is not to be analysed on the semantic, but on the pragmatic level. Kleiber and Searle (and others) agree that the metaphor is an instruction for an interpretation. If the literal meaning of the phrase is obviously defective, than consider the real-world situation and look for some other meaning in terms of resemblance. If John is not literally a lion, then see to what extent John resembles a lion, or to the cultural representation of lions (in fact lions are not very courageous, the females do the hard work while the males rest under a tree). Most authors agree that the metaphor rests on some sort of abnormality, on a deviation, a discrepancy. "Y a-t-il oui ou non quelque chose qui 'cloche' à la base d'une métaphore?" asks Kleiber. His answer is yes: the defective literal meaning has to be reinterpreted according to our knowledge of the lexicon and the world. The question of how we link words and human experience then leads to the problem of categories and properties: what is a category and which reality does it cover? At this point, the argument seems to have come full circle and returned to the semantic interaction theories that were first rejected. 

The literature also offers typologies of metaphors and often mentions other points such as the difference from metonymy (a special case of metaphor for Searle, two distinctive phenomena for Kleiber), other tropes and non-metaphorical collocations such as bed and breakfast (Barkema 1996). On the whole, the global theoretical picture is rather confusing and unsatisfying. The problem of metaphor lies in how we categorise things and how we use words in utterances to denote complex elements of our experience. In this paper, we then intend to recast the problem in terms of denomination, utterance and categorisation, from a usage-based semiotic point of view

2. Denominations, utterances and categories

It is common linguistic knowledge that we use two modes of reference to denote. Some linguistic occurrences refer globally and synthetically, for example nouns (belt, ribbon, tape), idiomatic noun phrases (green belt, yellow ribbon, red tape), adjectives (red), verbs (walk, run), even whole sentences (proverbs refer globally to pragmatic situations). Some authors call them denominations. Other linguistic strings refer analytically, for example discursive noun phrases (a blue belt) and sentences (she offered him a blue belt), where a complex situation is denoted by means of putting together denominations following accepted collocational and syntactical regularities. Some authors call such strings utterances. Denominations are opaque and fuzzy. Wittgenstein compares lexical meaning to a bedside lamp: we are unable to determine exactly where the light orb stops
. Some meaning is central, some is on the verges, some is definitely not part of the lexical item at all, but the limits are fluctuating in time (meaning changes diachronically) and in space (words may not have the same meaning according to where they are used). Utterances on the other hand are transparent: their meaning is a function of their lexical components and the situation. Given a sentence and a context, speakers and listeners rarely misunderstand each other. Ambiguity seems to be lifted in the case of referential utterances. 

As for categories, there are only three ways of looking at them. Analytical theories and logical semantics tend to look at category membership in terms of truth conditions. To know if X is a dog, list its qualities against a structured checklist. Does X bark ? Does it wag its tail? Etc. If a speaker puts whales into the fish category, then it is an individual mistake. Cognitivists and other mentalist linguists are not satisfied with such casual explanations. They argue that people who categorise whales as fish are fully functional from a linguistic point of view, and that therefore categories have to be explained in terms of perceived reality, concepts, cognitive entities, and not in terms of real world, to which we have no direct access anyway. If some people believe whales are fish, it is because whales can legitimately be perceived as such: fish and whales share many properties.

These conceptions are both Platonic. They assume that categories exist as such: they are a bundle of qualities and features, either grounded in the real world or in our minds, or both, which are embodied in individual objects and occurrences. For Eleanor Rosch, prototypes are "information-rich bundles of co-occurring perceptual and functional attributes" (Rosch & Mervis 1975). However from a semiotic point of view, Platonic assumptions will not do. As an example we shall examine the dog and wolf categories. Dog refers to a large number of very different animals in terms of shape, fur, behaviour, size, etc. Some are fierce (e.g. Pitbulls), some are friendly (e.g. Labradors), some are very small (e.g. Yorkshire Terriers), some are huge (e.g. Great Danes), and so on. On the other hand, German Shepherds and wolves are very similar and one might easily mistake one for the other. Yet we lump dogs into one category and wolves into another. Platonic semanticists can of course list a number of reasons for this, for example that wolves are wild and dogs are domesticated. Yet dingoes are wild and are still dogs. So one is entitled to conclude that semantic features are too arbitrary to be the basis for categories.

The semiotic point of view we are advocating here is the heir of medieval nominalism, which makes the assumption that there are no categories in nature. What links the individual members of a category is basically their common name. These objects are dogs because we name them such; wolves are not dogs because we have an other name for them. We are not saying that there are no real world reasons to justify categories, for example that some of these animals are wild and others domesticated. But features cannot ground categories because they are arbitrary: there is no reason why the domesticated/wild feature (leaving out the dingo) should be a basis for categories any more than, say, ferocity or size. The real reason is that our language has two words, dog and wolf, which we have inherited from our forebears. We are able to find, in what Frege called "our common treasure trove of thoughts handed down from generation to generation" (Frege 1896), a posteriori reasons to justify the difference. 

Signs, then, trigger categories. In Dyirbal, an Australian Aborigine language, there are four very general categories. One of them, bayi, refers to a lot of very different objects, "men (males), kangaroos, opossums, most snakes, most fish, some birds, most insects, the moon, storms, rainbows, boomerangs", etc. (Dixon 1982, quoted in Kleiber 1990). Lakoff shows that some of them are linked, though not all. For example in myths and legends, the moon is the husband. The semiotic view we are advocating here offers a reasonably sound account of such a huge and haphazard category. For a Dyirbal child, opossums, men, the moon etc. are first and primarily linked by the word bayi. As he grows up and acquires his people's knowledge, he finds real world and cultural resemblances to justify the bayi category.

According to this point of view, categories are created by linguistic usage. Associating objects with a sign generates a resemblance between them. Table is used to denote a great variety of objects which differ widely in terms of size, structure, material, use, function, etc. and yet we see a resemblance between them. Even a slab of stone can be a member of the table category if we name it so, on a picnic for example. We also use table to denote totally different objects, for example table of contents and table of figures, etc., which do not resemble tables in a physical way but in some sort of abstract way as the "place" where things are laid, exposed. 

As for verbs, let us consider resist in the following contexts

1) the table resists corrosion

2) they resisted the invader

These senses of resist seem so close that we have to make an effort to notice a difference. Yet in German resist(1) is aushalten, and resist(2), widerstehen. They are listed under two separate entries in the dictionary with no link between them whatsoever. Native German speakers confirm that there is no relationship between the two words. In English, these two senses of resist make up a category because they are denoted by the same word. Our conclusion is that the resemblance generating power of signs is very powerful indeed. We have asked native speakers of French if they think there is a resemblance between bande de papier and bande de voleurs (Frath 2001). Most say they do indeed feel they share a vague notion of length. Yet in fact they have two very different origins: bande (de papier) comes from old Saxon binda, meaning link (as in to bind) and bande de voleur originates in Italian banda, group of rogue soldiers, from earlier bandera (flag). 

3. Polysemy and usage

Lexical meaning is created by usage. There is a discrepancy between the unity of the sign and the multiplicity of its denotations, which is the essence of polysemy. Words are basically polysemous because they are used to denote a great variety of objects. Some of these objects look so similar that we believe they are exemplars of a Platonic category, like for example the animals denoted by mouse and the music instruments we call piano. Yet even in that case, the same word may refer to a great variety of referents, or of aspects of the referent, or objects linked to it. The animals we name mice are in fact members of different species. In I can hear the piano, piano refers to sound and in I polished the piano to its physical nature. This metonymic aspect of referential polysemy has been extensively studied in the literature. See for example Cruses's facets (1995, 2001), Pustejovsky's qualia (1993, 1995), Langacker's active zones (1984), Kleiber's integrated metonymy (1994, 1999), etc. 

There are cases when words refer to different objects all together, for example mouse when denoting an animal and the pointing device of a computer. This cannot be explained as a case of metonymy because it necessarily involves only one object, of which some specific aspect can then be considered. In the case of mouse, we have (at least) two referents, the animal and the pointing device. Mouse is polysemous. The use of mouse to denote a pointing device is a case of lexicalised metaphor.

Metaphor and polysemy, then, are closely linked. Without polysemy, a language would only consists of proper nouns, we would not be able to build categories, we would not be able to name new objects after known ones. We would not be able to think our experience because we would not be able to make abstractions. Most metaphors are a discursive use of lexical polysemy. This idea will be developed and put to the test in the following sections.

4. Lexicalised metaphors

Two cases must be distinguished, the polysemous metaphor, as in John is a lion, and the creative metaphor, as in les angélus bleus. We discuss the latter in section 5.

In the case of John is a lion, most authors try to understand why John can be called a lion, although he is not one. Some say that lion and John must share some feature, for example bravery. This leads to semantic explanations in terms of features, for example Rastier's (1987) and Greimas's (1986) semes. Others, for example Searle, offer a pragmatic explanation. He claims that the sentence must keep its literal meaning for the metaphor to work (see section 1). For both points of view the difficulty rests with John, who is incorrectly categorised. 

However, if we look at the problem from the point of view of the usage of lion, then the problem largely evaporates. We looked up lion in the British National Corpus Sampler CD-ROM and found 19 interpretable occurrences of lion, with the following denotations:

- the animal: 

7 (e.g. and lo a lion was standing on Mount Zion)

- a part of the animal: 3 (lion's mane and tail, lion head, lion head patterns)

- a pub: 

3 (e.g. Red Lion)

- persons: 

2 (My lord was a lion amongst men; 




   the supporters are the lion of England)

- a club: 

1 (donation for the Lion)

- a place: 

1 (Red Lion Square)

- an object: 

1 (Lion stout)

- a phrase: 

1 (the lion's share)

This shows that from a synchronic point of view, the use of lion in reference to a person is lexicalised. The metaphor is in effect no more than the normal use of an accepted sense of the word. In fact, John is a lion borders on the cliché, and it is very doubtful that this use of lion conjures up any lion representation at all. We shall presently put this idea to the test on two counts.

1) If it is true that metaphors do not necessarily and clearly conjure up the metaphorical object, then we should be able to grade the evocative power of metaphors, ranging from the totally lexicalised and non-evocative cliché to the newly-minted creative metaphor with a compelling evocative power. 

2) The evocative power of metaphors should be linked to polysemy: the more frequent a sense, the less evocative it should be.

Of course the first point is common knowledge: some metaphors are dead, some are alive, others are in between. The point is, can this gradation be linked to polysemy. Let us consider the pig metaphor. On hearing John is a pig, the reader will probably agree that the animal is hardly evoked at all, less so at least than in the lion metaphor. If our hypothesis is correct, then the pig/person sense should be more lexicalised than the lion/person sense, that is, the number of pig/person occurrences should be higher than the number of lion/person occurrences when compared to the animal usage. The BNC produces two occurrences of the person meaning of lion and seven animal meaning (out of 19 contexts); it produces six person usages of pig and eight animal usages (out of 21 contexts). We conclude that the pig/person usage is less metaphorical than the lion/person meaning because it is more frequent and it has gained more autonomy.

The use of flower to denote women is well known. Yet out of the 69 occurrences of flower produced by the BNC there is only one occurrence of that meaning ("Stop it, little flower"). We conclude that the flower/woman metaphor is still very powerful and evocative. On the other hand, it is doubtful that crack up has kept much of a conceptual link to the physical sense of to crack: in the BNC, there are two occurrences of crack up, two of crack down, two of crack a joke, and three of crack in the sense of to break. We looked up shatter: there are more occurrences of shatter in the sense of I feel shattered than in the sense of the glass was shattered to pieces. It is doubtful that the metaphor has kept much evocative power. The same argument goes for the first past the post metaphor: it probably refers more often now to the British electoral system than to a race. The metaphorical content is on the wane because the race meaning has faded away while the political meaning has gained usage. 
Searle (1979) gives a similar example, although to make another point than the one we are trying to make here. He remarks that she is very cold in the sense of she has no emotions is practically a dead metaphor. He links this to the fact that "some dictionaries (e.g. the OED) list lack of emotion as one of the meanings of cold". In Searle's mind, the evocative power of the metaphor is clearly linked to sense autonomy of a polysemous word.

The more lexicalised a sense, then the less powerful the metaphor. As a consequence, homonyms should not have any metaphorical power at all. In French, Paul vole is interpreted on a binary mode. It either means steal or fly, according to the context, although the steal sense is originally a metaphor of a falconry use of voler in sentences such as L'aigle vole le lapin (the eagle "flies" the rabbit, with fly meaning catch). In Paul saisit le livre, it is either the judicial meaning or the physical gesture, even if the two meanings were originally linked. In English, consider for example minister and mint. In The coins were produced at the mint, mint does not evoke the flavour meaning of mint at all. In The minister bought a new car the context triggers one sense and it is doubtful that a choice has been made at all. Compare this to He devoured the book, where the two lexicalised meanings of devour (eating and reading) 
 are present. Devour is metaphorical because it is polysemous. Its collocation with book evokes both senses at the same time. Mint is not because the two usages of mint are homonyms.

5. Creative metaphors

Section 4 discussed lexicalised metaphors, which range from live metaphors (flower, devour) to dead ones (voler), with intermediate grades in between. These are langue metaphors. What about parole metaphors, the ones which are created in discourse? We have divided up creative metaphors into four groups: the one-off metaphor, the neological metaphor, the poetical metaphor and the failed metaphor.

5.1 The one-off metaphor

The one-off metaphor is created in discourse to augment expressivity. It relies heavily on the situation and the context. When he says You are my broccoli or You are my dandelion to his girl friend, the speaker's only chance of saving their relationship is to make it clear that he means something positive, for example if she knows the dandelion is his favourite flower or that he loves broccoli. She then understands he wants to express something more powerful than the flower cliché, while at the same time giving the metaphor a slightly humorous twist. Kleiber (1999), discussing (Jayez 1994), notes that to kill a process is a better metaphor than to assassinate a process because it is conventional. On the other hand, to assassinate a process is more expressive because the semantic discrepancy is more powerful. In a certain sense, the use of assassinate "revitalises" the kill the process metaphor. This means that creative metaphors may be constructed on lexicalised metaphors to a certain extent, for example dandelion as an occurrence of flower, and broccoli as an antiphrasis to conjure up the flower metaphor. Yet, truly creative metaphors are possible. Suppose the speaker is in a creative mood and wishes to say something nice to his girl friend on the you are my X pattern. The reader can check for himself that practically any filler for X, however unusual, can be interpreted, either directly or ironically.

5.2 The neological metaphor

The broccoli metaphor is one-off because it does not stand much of a chance of being adopted by other members of the speaker's linguistic community, largely because the negative aspects of broccoli are too powerful and will override the speaker's idiosyncratic use.

Yet new objects and experiences crop up daily and they have to be named. The metaphor is quite an efficient means of achieving neology. For example the pointing device of the computer was facetiously named mouse because of some perceived resemblance with the rodent. It was accepted as a new lexical item because there was a social need for it and also because it is evocative. Pointing device is too long and awkward, and less amusing. It could have been shortened into PD or into a blend like, say, poindee, or whatever. Speakers of English and other languages preferred a metaphorical mouse. The computer usage of mouse is probably more and more frequent, maybe even more now than the animal meaning. If our theory is correct, the evocative power of the mouse metaphor should be on the wane and the two senses of mouse should be on their way towards homonymy. A first hint of autonomy is the fact that most native speakers I questioned say that in the plural, they would rather say computer mouses than computer mice. 

5.3 The poetical metaphor

Some speakers enjoy a social status which allows them to be linguistically creative, for example poets and novelist. Paul Eluard's celebrated La Terre est bleue comme une orange (The Earth is blue as an orange) would have had most listeners shake their heads and tap their foreheads with their finger, had they not understood that here was a man trying to express something profound with the help of words. The angélus bleus metaphor must no doubt be put into that category. Such metaphors are not meant to become neologisms, they are meant to be exemplars of socially accepted (and somewhat stereotypical) linguistic creativity. 

Less stereotypical is the following quatrain written by novelist and poet and friend Pierre Claudé:

O récompense, quand on est de Paris

Qu'un bain dans l'onde douce,

Suivi d'un pique-nique sur la mousse

Et d'un fort munster qu'on avale et rit
Munster is a very smelly Alsatian cheese. The verb rire (to laugh) is not normally transitive. So we have a double clash here, a syntactical deviation (rire quelque chose: to laugh something), and a semantic discrepancy between very mundane food and a joyous verb. The metaphor suggests that having a Munster with friends on a picnic is a very congenial, simple and informal event, where some superficial rules can be joyously broken for the sake of amusement. However this paraphrase can hardly be considered as a literal meaning. The discrepancy cannot be explained here in terms of clash between a literal and a metaphorical meaning; it is rather a matter of creating new meaning by assembling words within an utterance in an unusual and somewhat iconoclastic way.  

5.4 The failed metaphor

In all other cases, the metaphor fails. The broccoli metaphor fails if the situation does not justify it; terminological neologisms fail if they do not fill some social need; poetical metaphors fail if the status of the speaker does not allow him to be creative.

There are probably no restrictions to creative metaphors. Some authors have argued that metaphors like the cat is a dog or the man is a woman or the Yorkshire Terrier is a Doberman are difficult because the categories are too close. But once the lexicalised metaphors have been put aside and accounted for, anything goes, as we saw in section 5.1. Kleiber (1994) notes that generic metaphors like cats are dogs, men are women, Yorkshire Terriers are Doberman are possible if the speaker attributes some salient property of the latter to the former, for example that cats are as good as dogs at guarding a house, that men behave like women and that Yorkshire Terriers are as aggressive as Dobermans. Also, he remarks that these sentences are even more natural in the singular with specifying determiners. This is especially true if the adjective true is inserted, as in this cat is a (real) dog, John is a (real) woman and my Yorkshire Terrier is a (real) Doberman. 

The reason is probably that the use of real evokes the possibility that these statements may not be real. There are numerous example of such a paradoxical use of language. In He will surely come, his arrival is less sure than in He will come because the notion of certainty denoted by surely has no meaning without its corollary, doubt. Surely carries its opposite. Denying one is a racist with a sentence like I am not a racist may trigger the opposite view in the listener's mind, because the use of the word, even in a negative sentence, conjures up the very notion one denies and has the listeners wonder about the reasons for mentioning it. Also, remember Nixon's famous "I am not a crook!" speech, which had devastating effects.

6. Metaphor and utterance 

Let us now go back to the utterance/denomination question. Utterances are made up of mainly polysemous denominations, which are linked and organised according to syntactical and collocational regularities. We do not first think and then speak; we think as we speak, guided by some vague and evanescent intention. Thinking is basically to use signs. We give shape to our intention and by doing so we create thought. Signs are the substance of thought. This idea is very common in literature. In Flaubert's parrot, Julian Barnes says that "Form is not an overcoat flung over the flesh of thought (that old comparison, old in Flaubert's day); it's the flesh of thought itself". Sometimes we fail to give a satisfactory shape to our desire. We then look for other words or try to structure the sentence differently until we believe this is the best we can do, that this is what we meant.

Most words are polysemous and we use polysemy to try and delineate what we mean. In an utterance, the natural polysemies of the constituent denominations are restricted by mutual influence, the situation and our intention. Sometimes words may carry two meanings. Lion for example may refer among other things to animals and to persons. Using it to denote a person will conjure up the animal. Using devour for read conjures up an idea of gluttonous eating. Most authors have remarked that he is a lion and he devoured the book do not mean the same thing as he is very brave and he read the book very quickly. What is missing is the evocative power of the metaphor, the inherent possibility to use one word with several meanings at the same time. 

If this theory is correct, we might wonder why the use of lion in the animal sense (for example the lion is the king of beasts) does not conjure up the person meaning, or why the use of devour in the eating sense (for example the lions devoured the wildebeest) does not trigger the reading sense. More generally, why are not all the senses of a polysemous word conjured up equally, for example why is the pub meaning of lion not evoked in Robert is a lion? Obviously, the link between meanings is not symmetrical. The person meaning of lion originated in a creative metaphor based on the animal meaning and we are still able to trace that link. If we were not, the words would be homonyms (as in voler), and there would be no metaphorical effect at all. In the case of polysemy, the various senses of a word are linked by definition. Only one is central, all others were produced some time in the past by creative metaphors that we collectively remember. For example the central meaning of cat is the animal; the central meaning of to run is the physical act; the central meaning of free is not being controlled, etc. All other senses are congealed metaphors. Polysemy is the diachronic product of creative metaphor, and lexicalised metaphor is the synchronic use of polysemy. 

We shall now reconsider the three paradigms that we mentioned in section 1: the semantic v. pragmatic discussion, the question of resemblance and the discrepancy problem.

In the semantic / pragmatic discussion mentioned in section 1, we shall side with both parties. Since a lexicalised metaphor is one sense of a polysemous word, it rests on semantics; but since the metaphor does not have quite the same meaning as a literal sentence (see the brave v. lion argument), we must admit that the metaphor is used by the speaker for its evocative power, for its pragmatic effect. As for the question of resemblance, lexicalised metaphors only use conventional resemblances which are already imbedded in the lexical meanings of polysemous words. Creative metaphors in contrast are not restricted to any pre-established real-world or cultural resemblance whatsoever. As for the discrepancy problem, we believe it has been overrated. There is a certainly a deviation, "quelque chose qui cloche" in Kleiber's words, but only on well-trodden lexical paths. The discrepancy of lexicalised metaphors is limited to sign-posted resemblances. In creative metaphors on the other hand, shock remains a central aspect of the metaphorical effect, albeit somewhat conventionally too, as we saw with the broccoli and the assassinate metaphors.

The metaphor is not considered here as an instruction for an interpretation. Interpretation would mean the calculation of a deviation and the calculation of the correction of that deviation, which would bog down the explanation in insoluble assumptions. Such a theory would need a stable and well-described original linguistic and mental state from which the deviation could be calculated. Of course if Archimedes had had a fulcrum, he would have been able to move the Earth with a lever. We believe that in most cases of everyday speech, interpretation is an unnecessary assumption if it is admitted that signs are the substance of thought. Polysemous signs are then, directly and without interpretation, the substance of polymorphous thought. This is the essence of metaphor. 
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� For a comprehensive view of the problem, see (Kleiber 1999).


� The Blue and the Brown Books.


� The Collins-Cobuild dictionary for example lists both senses.





