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STATEMENT OF THE CASE, FACTS, AND 

MATERIAL PROCEEDINGS BELOW 
 

Verizon Virginia, Inc. entered the cable television business in 2005 

and began offering cable television services across the Commonwealth of 

Virginia in 2006.  (Joint Appendix (“J.A.”) at 377.)  Verizon’s cable service is 

called “FiOS.”  (J.A. at 366.) Verizon Online, LLC (“Verizon”), the taxpayer, 

is an affiliate entity of Verizon Virginia, Inc. and provides FiOS customers 

with an electronic set top box, also called a converter, so that customers 

can view cable video programming on their televisions. (J.A. at 366.)  Cable 

television companies generally use both electronic devices (set top boxes, 

amplifiers) and mechanical devices (backhoes, trenchers) in their 

businesses. But, under Verizon Virginia, Inc.’s corporate structure, Verizon 

itself  owns no personal property of any significance other than set top 

boxes.  (J.A. at 344, 345.)  

The parties stipulated at trial that a set top box is “a mechanically, 

electrically, or electronically operated device for performing a task” which 

perform a series of tasks and functions necessary for delivering audio and 

video to FiOS subscribers’ televisions so that they can watch cable 

television.  (J.A. at 369.) The common functions performed by the set top 

boxes include decoding the incoming cable signal, displaying an electronic 
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signal on the television, allowing digital video recording, enabling 

customers to use an electronic program guide, and providing interactive 

television services such as pay-per-view and video on demand.  (J.A. at 

369, 482-760.) 

This case concerns whether the electronic set top boxes which 

Verizon owns and provides to FiOS subscribers are “machines” and 

therefore taxable by Chesterfield County (“County”) as tangible business 

personal property pursuant to VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). VA. CODE § 

58.1-1101(A)(2a) mandates that the “machines and tools, motor vehicles, 

delivery equipment, trunk and feeder cables, studio equipment, antennae 

and office furniture and equipment” used in a cable television business 

“shall be taxed locally” as tangible personal property. (emphasis added).1 

When Verizon Virginia, Inc. started providing cable television service 

in the County, and Verizon began supplying customers with set top boxes, 

Verizon filed business personal property tax returns for the set top boxes 
                                                           
1 The Virginia Constitution, Article X, § 4 provides that “tangible” personal 
property is subject to local taxation by the County.  Article X § 6(a)(5) of the 
Virginia Constitution, however, authorizes the General Assembly to 
segregate “intangible” personal property for state taxation. Pursuant to this 
constitutional provision, the General Assembly adopted VA. CODE § 58.1-
1101 which classifies certain property used by specified businesses as 
“intangible” and reserves such property for taxation by the state. In VA. 
CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a), however, the General Assembly classified 
“machines” used in a cable television business as tangible personal 
property which “shall be taxed locally.”  
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with the Commissioner of Revenue for Chesterfield County, Joseph Horbal 

(“Horbal”). (J.A. at 366, 367.)  Verizon filed annual business personal 

property tax returns on its set top boxes for tax years 2008, 2009, and 

2010. (J.A. at 366.) Each year, pursuant to his statutory authority, Horbal 

assessed local property taxes on Verizon’s set top boxes because they are 

“machines” subject to local taxation under VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). 

(J.A. at 367.) 

On June 22, 2011, Verizon submitted an application to challenge 

Horbal’s assessments for tax years 2008, 2009, and 2010, contending that 

the set top boxes it had reported to Horbal for local taxation are not 

machines subject to local tax under VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). (J.A. at 

367.)  Horbal denied Verizon’s appeal because Verizon’s set top boxes are 

machines as that word is commonly used and understood.2 In fact, the 

Chesterfield County Circuit Court had previously ruled on this precise issue 

in Comcast of Chesterfield County, Inc. v. Bd. of Supervisors for 

Chesterfield County (February 15, 2008) (“Comcast”). (J.A. at 367, 401.)  In 

                                                           
2 Verizon’s appeal to Horbal as to tax years 2008 and 2009 was also invalid 
because it was untimely and incomplete.  Pursuant to VA. CODE § 58.1-
3983.1, a letter of administrative appeal must be filed within one year from 
the last day of the tax year for which the assessment is made. Verizon’s 
appeal was not timely for the tax years 2008 and 2009. Accordingly, the 
trial court properly granted Horbal’s motion for summary judgment on this 
issue denying Verizon’s claim for a refund on the taxes for 2008 and 2009. 



 4 

that case, the court ruled that the set top boxes Comcast uses in its cable 

business are “machines” under the plain meaning of the word and, 

therefore, subject to local taxation in accordance with VA. CODE § 58.1-

1101(A)(2a).3 (J.A. at 401.) 

On August 26, 2011, Verizon appealed Horbal’s assessment to the 

State Tax Commissioner under VA. CODE § 58.1-3983.1.D (J.A. at 368.)  

On October 16, 2012, the State Tax Commissioner issued a determination. 

(J.A. at 8.)  In his determination, the Tax Commissioner did not attempt to 

apply the plain meaning of the word “machines” to the statute nor did he 

find the word “machines” or VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) to be in any way 

ambiguous.  Rather, the Tax Commissioner improperly turned to, and then 

misconstrued, “extrinsic evidence” and “policy” to conclude that Verizon’s 

set top boxes are not machines subject to local taxation. He reached this 

conclusion despite the fact that the commonly accepted meaning of 

“machine” includes electronic devices like set top boxes.4 (J.A. at 11.) 

                                                           
3 Comcast appealed the circuit court decision to this Court.  This Court 
determined that the circuit court order finding that set top box converters 
are “machines” was not a final order because the court had not yet 
determined the fair market value of the property and assessed the tax as 
required by statute.  Comcast of Chesterfield County v. Bd. of Supervisors 
of Chesterfield County, 277 Va. 293 (2009).  This Court remanded the 
case, and it was subsequently resolved between the parties. 
4 As discussed below, the Department of Taxation’s “policy” as well as its 
regulations both support local taxation of set top boxes. (See infra p. 28.) 
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Horbal appealed the Tax Commissioner’s ruling to the Chesterfield 

County Circuit Court pursuant to VA. CODE § 58.1-3983.1 and § 58.1-3984.  

In that proceeding, the parties stipulated all of the material facts and filed 

cross-motions for summary judgment. (J.A. at 366.) Significantly, the 

parties stipulated to all the facts necessary for the trial court to apply the 

plain meaning of the word “machines” to Verizon’s set top boxes in the 

context of VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a).  

First, the parties stipulated that a set top box meets the commonly 

accepted definition of the word “machine,” which is “a mechanically, 

electrically, or electronically operated device for performing a task” found in 

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (1986) (“Webster’s”) and Webster’s 

Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (1988) (“Webster’s Ninth”).  (J.A. at 369.) 

Second, the parties stipulated that another definition of “machine” in 

Webster’s and Webster’s Ninth – “an assemblage of parts that transmits 

forces, motion and energy one to another in a predetermined fashion”– also 

applied in the context of § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) because it describe other types 

of machines commonly used in cable television businesses such as 

“[t]renchers and backhoes to dig earth up to place cable.” (J.A. at 369.)  

Third, the parties stipulated that the other senses of the word 

“machine” that appear in the dictionary are plainly inapplicable in the 
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context of § 58.1-1101(A)(2a), such as the sense of “machine” that refers to  

“a highly organized political group under the leadership of a boss or small 

clique.” (J.A. at 369, 370.) Webster’s Ninth. 

Notwithstanding the parties’ stipulation that set top boxes meet the 

definition of the word “machine,” and without offering any reasoned 

analysis, the trial court simply declared that the statute was “clear as mud.” 

(J.A. at 359.) The trial court then proceeded to misread and misinterpret a 

variety of “extrinsic evidence” to conclude that Verizon’s set top boxes are 

not “machines.” The trial court denied Horbal’s motion for summary 

judgment on that issue, and this appeal followed.  

ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR  
 
1. The trial court erred by finding that VA. CODE § 58.1-

1101(A)(2a) is ambiguous.  The parties stipulated to the plain meaning 
of the statutory word at issue in this case, “machines,” and that the 
definition of “machines” includes Verizon’s set top boxes which the 
statute states “shall be taxed” by the County.  

Horbal Objection No. 7 to Final Order (J.A. at 811.) 
 
2. The trial court erred by finding that the phrase “machines 

and tools” used in VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) has any application to 
this case, and the words “and tools” do not make the word 
“machines” ambiguous nor do they change the plain meaning of the 
word “machines”.  

Horbal Objection No. 3 to Final Order (J.A. at 811.) 
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3. Since the word “machines” is not ambiguous in the 
context of the statute, the trial court erred by referring to extrinsic 
evidence to interpret the statute.  The court then compounded this 
error by materially misreading the text of VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) 
before and after a 1984 amendment. 

Horbal Objections Nos. 1 and 6 to Final Order (J.A. at 811.) 
 
4. The trial court erred by relying on the “reasoning” of the 

Arlington County Circuit Court’s decision in Arlington Cable Partners 
v. County of Arlington, on March 20, 1987 because the decision in that 
case contains no reasoning.  

Horbal Objection No. 9 to Final Order (J.A. at 811.) 
 
5. The trial court erred by giving great weight to and adopting 

the State Tax Commissioner’s construction of VA. CODE § 58.1-
1101(A)(2a) because this Court ruled in Nielsen v. County Board of 
Arlington County that courts should only give weight to an agency’s 
construction of a statute if it is reflected in the agency’s regulations, 
which is not the case here.  

Horbal Objections Nos. 4 and 5 to Final Order (J.A. at 811.) 
 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

This case concerns whether or not the electronic set top boxes which 

Verizon owns and provides to FiOS subscribers are “machines” and 

therefore taxable by the County as tangible business personal property 

pursuant to VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). Because this case presents a 

purely legal question involving the interpretation of a statute, this Court 

reviews the trial court’s decision de novo. Campbell County v. Royal, 283 

Va. 4 (2012).  
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ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 

I. The trial court erred by finding that VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) 
is ambiguous.  The parties stipulated to the plain meaning of the 
statutory word at issue in this case, “machines,” and that the 
definition of “machines” includes Verizon’s set top boxes which 
the statute states “shall be taxed” by the County. 

According to this Court, the one canon of statutory construction that 

precedes all others is that “[w]e presume that the legislature says what it 

means and means what it says.”  Tvardek v. Powhatan Village 

Homeowners Ass’n, Inc., 291 Va. 269, 784 S.E.2d 280 (2016); In re: 

Woodley, 290 Va. 482 (2015). When construing legislative language, courts 

must adhere closely to statutory texts and “presume that the legislature 

chose, with care, the words it used when it enacted the relevant statute.” 

Tvardek, 291 Va. at _, 784 S.E.2d at 284; Zinone v. Lee's Crossing 

Homeowners Ass'n, 282 Va. 330, 337 (2011).  

The intent of the legislature in enacting a statute “must be gathered 

from the words used, unless a literal construction would involve a manifest 

absurdity.”  Dodge v. Tr. of Randolph Macon Women’s College, 276 Va. 

10, 15 (2008). Lamar Co., LLC v. City of Richmond, 287 Va. 348, 351 

(2014); David v. David, 287 Va. 231, 237 (2014); JSR Mechanical, Inc. v. 

Aireco Supply, Inc., 291 Va. 377 (2016). Absurdity exists when a purely 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2037481828&pubNum=0000711&originatingDoc=I970df3c3d17911e5b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_711_565&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_sp_711_565
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2037481828&pubNum=0000711&originatingDoc=I970df3c3d17911e5b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_711_565&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_sp_711_565
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2026164728&pubNum=0000711&originatingDoc=I970df3c3d17911e5b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_711_925&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_sp_711_925
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2026164728&pubNum=0000711&originatingDoc=I970df3c3d17911e5b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_711_925&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_sp_711_925
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literal reading of the statute forces the statutory text into an “internally 

inconsistent” conflict or renders the statute “otherwise incapable of 

operation.” Tvardek, 291 Va. at __, 784 S.E.2d at 286; Butler v. Fairfax 

County School Bd., 291 Va. 32 (2015).  

A word is ambiguous when the word has “no definite sense or else a 

double one” and this ambiguity allows for two distinct interpretations that 

are in such conflict that the statute is incapable of being understood or 

applied.  Ayres v. Harleysville Mut. Casualty Co., 172 Va. 383, 393 (1939) 

(citing Corpus Juris Secundum, vol. 3, pages 1035, 1037 (emphasis 

added)); Newberry Station Homeowners Assoc., Inc. v. Bd. of Supervisors 

of Fairfax County, 285 Va. 604 (2013); Blake v. Commonwealth, 288 Va. 

375 (2015). 

In the absence of such ambiguity, there is no room for interpretation.  

Chesapeake Hosp. Authority v. Commonwealth Dept. of Taxation, 262 Va. 

551, 562 (2001). The intent of a statute is to be ascertained from the 

language used in the statute, not by referring to extrinsic sources or 

documents. Butler v. Fairfax County School Bd., 291 Va. 32 (2015); 

Nielsen v. County Bd. of Arlington County, 289 Va. 79 (2015); City of 

Portsmouth v. City of Chesapeake, 205 Va. 259, 269 (1964).  Resorting to 

“legislative history” and extrinsic facts under these circumstances is legally 
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improper because it is the words as written in the statue which determine 

their meaning and the intent of the legislature.  City of Portsmouth, 205 Va. 

at 269; Newberry Station, 285 Va. at 614.  When a statute is unambiguous, 

extrinsic legislative history may not be used to create an ambiguity, and 

then remove it, where none otherwise exists.  Brown v. Lukhard, 229 Va. 

316, 321 (1985); LaCara v. Commonwealth, 283 Va. 465 (2012).   

The primary question for the Court in this case is whether the word 

“machines” as used in VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) is ambiguous or not. 

Therefore, the Court’s task is to determine whether the word “machines” is 

“capable of being understood in more senses than one” or has “either no 

definite sense or else a double one” thereby rendering the statute 

incapable of being applied and therefore inoperable. 

The word “machines” is not defined by VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). 

This Court regularly consults dictionaries to determine the sense of a word 

used in a statute when the word is not defined by the statute. Blake v. 

Commonwealth, 288 Va. 375 (2015). The parties referred the trial court to 

Webster’s and Webster’s Ninth (J.A. at 369.). The definition of “machine” 

found in Webster’s and Webster’s Ninth referenced by the parties in the 

Joint Stipulations is the same and is as follows:  
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Webster’s Ninth, at 713, attached as Exhibit A. 

Webster’s Ninth explains how to read and understand a definition in 

the Explanatory Notes section of the dictionary. In the subsection “Division 

of Senses,” the Explanatory Notes state that boldface Arabic numerals 

separate the different senses of a word that has more than one sense. 

Exhibit A, Webster’s Ninth, at 19.  

As seen above, the word “machine” can be used in three different 

senses of the word. The first sense of the word “machine” (Sense No. 1.) 

describes items of personal property and encompasses mechanically, 

electrically, or electronically operated devices which perform a task or 

function.  See, e.g., Exhibit A, at 713, 1.e., 1.f., 1.h. This sense obviously 
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applies to the personal property tax statute at issue. In fact, the parties 

stipulated that cable television businesses use both mechanical and 

electronic machines in their businesses and that set top boxes are included 

within Sense No. 1 of the definition of machines as an “electrically or 

electronically operated devices.”  

The other two senses of “machine” do not apply in the context of a 

personal property tax statute. The second sense of “machine” refers to 

people, such as a “highly organized political group” Id. at 2.c. The third 

sense of the word “machine” refers to “a literary device or contrivance 

introduced for dramatic effect.”  

In this case, the parties stipulated that, in the context of VA. CODE § 

58.1-1101(A)(2a), only Sense No. 1 of the word “machines” applies.  (J.A. 

at 369, 370.)  That is because Sense No. 1 deals exclusively with items of 

personal property, whether mechanical or electronic, that perform tasks 

and the statute imposes a tax on personal property used in a cable 

business. The statute has nothing to do with “political machines” or the 

literary device deus ex machina.  

Webster’s Ninth tells us further that within each sense of a word, 

there may be “subsenses” of the word with a “semantic relationship to one 

another.” If so, they are indicated by boldface lowercase letters and listed in 



 13 

historical order of use. Webster’s Ninth at 19. Therefore, one can determine 

that Sense No. 1, the only sense of the word that applies to VA. CODE § 

58.1-1101(A)(2a), has evolved over time. Historically, “machine” had a 

once common, but now “archaic,” meaning that referred to “a military 

engine” See Entry 1.c. above.  Later, the word “machine” came to include a 

device with “an assemblage of parts that transmit forces, motion, and 

energy one to another in a predetermined manner” Id. at 1.e. (“Entry 1.e.”) 

And then, even more recently, with the advent of electronic technology, a 

machine became commonly known not just as a mechanical device, but as 

“a mechanically, electrically, or electronically operated device for 

performing a task.” Id. at 1.f. (“Entry 1.f.”) 

The parties to this case stipulated that a set top box is, in fact, “a 

mechanically, electrically, or electronically operated device for performing a 

task.” (J.A. at 369.)  And, significantly, in 1984, when the General Assembly 

amended VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) to mandate that “machines” of a 

cable television business “shall be taxed locally as tangible personal 

property”, Webster’s definition for “machine” was precisely the same as the 

1986 and 1988 definitions which the parties stipulated were applicable to 

set top boxes: “a mechanically, electrically, or electronically operated 

device for performing a task” See Exhibit B, Webster’s New Collegiate 
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Dictionary (1981). Equally significant is the fact, stipulated by the parties, 

that it is customary for cable television businesses also to use mechanical 

machines such as backhoes and trenchers. These mechanical machines 

also fall squarely within the Sense No. 1 definitions. 

Yet, Verizon argues that the word “machines” is ambiguous because 

notwithstanding the fact that a set top box is “a mechanically, electrically, or 

electronically operated device for performing a task”, it is not “an 

assemblage of parts that transmit forces, motion, and energy one to 

another in a predetermined manner”.  Compare Entry 1.f. with Entry 1.e.  

Verizon’s argument does not prove that the word “machine” is ambiguous.  

Verizon’s argument proves only that there are at least two different types of 

machines that may be taxed under VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a).5 That 

fact, however, does not render the statute internally inconsistent or 

inoperable. 

Entry 1.e. and Entry 1.f. are not two mutually exclusive senses of the 

word “machines.” In other words, Entry 1.e. does not provide a definition of 

“machine” that expressly precludes electronic devices. Rather, Entry 1.e. is 

a definition of the word from a time when electronic machines did not yet 

                                                           
5 And again, Verizon may own only set top boxes, but many other cable 
television businesses like Comcast own both set top boxes and mechanical 
equipment like cable-laying trenchers or backhoes. 
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exist. Entry 1.f., on the other hand, is more evolved. It includes not only 

mechanical devices, but also recognizes the development of more complex 

electrical and electronic machines, like set top boxes. Therefore, both 

entries define “machine” in the same sense of the word, and both apply in 

the context of the statute.  Entry 1.f. is a more historically relevant definition 

of the word.  But Entry 1.e. is also applicable, as are the other entries in 

Sense No. 1.  Whatever personal property Verizon owns which is used in 

its business and comes under a definition within Sense No. 1 of “machine” 

is locally taxable in accordance with § 58.1-1101(A)(2a).  In this case, set 

top boxes come under Entry 1.f. 

Ambiguity is not created by the fact that there was a time in our 

history, before the development of electronic technology, when machines 

were defined only as mechanical devices as described in Entry 1.e. 

Ambiguity is not created by the fact that some machines are more 

technologically advanced than others. The fact that the dictionary includes 

two subsenses of the word, one that describes mechanical machines, the 

other that describes electronic and mechanical machines, does not mean 

that VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) is incapable of being applied. And, in 

fact, cable companies generally own both kinds of machines and use them 

in their businesses. 
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Verizon’s argument might possibly be of interest had the historic 

evolution of the word “machine” ended with Entry 1.e. in 1984 when the 

General Assembly instructed localities to tax the machines used by a cable 

business. But, in 1984, when the current statute was enacted, a “machine” 

was well-understood to mean “a mechanically, electrically, or electronically 

operated device for performing a task”.  See, Webster’s New Collegiate 

Dictionary (1981), Exhibit B. Therefore, contrary to Verizon’s argument, the 

fact that two items of personal property, a backhoe and a set top box, can 

both be unambiguously understood to be machines within the same sense 

of the word renders neither the statute nor the word “machines” ambiguous; 

it simply makes both machines locally taxable under the statute.   

An example of when a statute is truly rendered ambiguous by a word 

with a “double” sense, that is, two meanings that make the statute 

incapable of being applied, was addressed by this Court in Blake v. 

Commonwealth, 288 Va. 375 (2015). In Blake, this Court had to determine 

which sense of the word “send” applied to a truancy statute requiring 

parents and guardians to “send” their children to school.  The Court 

referred to the “ten definitions” for “send” found in Webster’s.  Id. at 382.6 

                                                           
6 This Court was referring to the ten definitions headed by boldface Arabic 
numerals which Webster’s Explanatory Notes explains separates the ten 
different senses of the word.   
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The Court found among the ten different senses of the word “send”, two 

senses of the word could be used in the context of the statute, but one 

sense, “to cause to go” resulted in giving the law a completely different 

meaning than the other sense, “to direct, order, or request to go; to permit 

or enable to attend a term or session.” Id. at 382. In other words, this Court 

had to determine whether “send” meant merely to enroll the child in school 

or rather did it mean to ensure that the child actually physically attended 

the school.  Since the two different senses of the word changed the 

meaning of the statute and yielded two inconsistent readings, this Court 

found the word “send” to be legally ambiguous. Id. at 383. In the present 

case, however, and completely unlike the statutory language in Blake, 

there are no two mutually exclusive senses of the word “machines” one of 

which necessarily includes set top boxes while the other clearly excludes 

them.  

Here, one, and only one, sense of the word “machines” applies in the 

context of § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). Applying that sense of the word fails in any 

way to render the statute internally inconsistent or incapable of operation. 

To the contrary, both the backhoes and the set top boxes of a cable 

company (and any other personal property defined in Sense No. 1 of 
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“machine”) are subject to taxation pursuant to VA. CODE § 58.1-

1101(A)(2a). The trial court’s decision should be reversed. 

II. The trial court erred by finding that the phrase “machines and 
tools” used in VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) has any application to 
this case, and the words “and tools” do not make the word 
“machines” ambiguous nor do they change the plain meaning of 
the word “machines”.  
 
Verizon has argued that even if the word “machines” can be 

understood and applied in the context of VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a), the 

legislature somehow rendered the statute ambiguous by linking the words 

“machines” and “tools” together instead of separating the two words by a 

comma. (J.A. at 97.) Verizon has asserted, without any authority, that the 

term “machines and tools” does not include electrical or electronic devices 

such as set top boxes.  (Id.) 

The only question before the Court, however, is whether Verizon’s set 

top boxes are “machines” as that word is used in the context of VA. CODE § 

58.1-1101(A)(2a).  Horbal did not and does not contend that Verizon’s set 

top boxes are tools.  Verizon has never contended that its set top boxes 

are or are not tools.  The issue of “tools” was not before the trial court, so it 

is irrelevant what kind of “tools” the legislature was referring to in § 58.1-

1101(A)(2a).   
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Furthermore, there is no more ambiguity in the phrase “machines and 

tools” than in the word “machines.” Rather than presume that the General 

Assembly chose to be obtuse, as the trial court’s ruling suggests, the Court 

is required to assume that the legislature chose the words it used with care.  

Commonwealth Dept. of Taxation v. Delta Airlines, Inc., 257 Va. 419 

(1999); City of Virginia Beach v. ESG Enterprises, Inc., 243 Va. 149, 153 

(1992). Although “just” or “substantial” doubts in the meaning of the 

legislative language are to be resolved in favor of the taxpayer, “[w]here the 

legislature has used words of a plain and definite import, the courts cannot 

put upon them a construction which amounts to holding the legislature did 

not mean what it actually expressed.” City of Winchester v. American 

Woodmark Corp., 250 Va. 451, 457 (1995); Chase v. DaimlerChrysler 

Corp., 266 Va. 544, 547-48 (2003).   

Moreover, the language used by the legislature in § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) 

applicable to cable businesses is very similar to the language in § 58.1-

1101(A)(2), pursuant to which the “machinery and tools” of manufacturers 

is taxable by the locality, not the state.  City of Winchester v. American 

Woodmark Corp., 250 Va. 451 (1995) (emphasis added).  Even though the 

General Assembly provided no definition for the words “machinery and 

tools,” this Court has found that language to be unambiguous: 
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…when we interpret unambiguous statutes, such as CODE §§ 
58.1-1100 and -1101(A)(2), we apply the plain meaning rule. 
 

While in the construction of statutes the constant 
endeavor of the courts is to ascertain and give 
effect to the intention of the legislature, that 
intention must be gathered from the words used, 
unless a literal construction would involve a 
manifest absurdity. Where the legislature has used 
words of a plain and definite import the courts 
cannot put upon them a construction which amounts 
to holding the legislature did not mean what it has 
actually expressed. (internal cite omitted) 
 

American Woodmark, 250 Va. at 457 (emphasis added).  

“Machines and tools” is no more ambiguous than “machinery and 

tools”.  In fact, “machines” and “machinery” are synonymous words which 

this Court has used interchangeably. In The Daily Press, Inc. v. City of 

Newport News, 265 Va. 304 (2003), this Court had to determine which 

pieces of personal property used by a newspaper publisher were subject to 

local taxation as “machinery and tools” used in manufacturing.  This Court 

referred with ease and multiple times to the “machinery” owned by The 

Daily Press as “machines”.  More significant, however, is the fact that the 

“machines” at issue in that case were electronic machines – “computers, 

servers, modems, and other equipment linked in a local area network…” 

just like the set top boxes at issue here.  The Daily Press, 265 Va. at 307. 
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The Court’s recognition in The Daily Press that electronic devices are 

machines or machinery is consistent with the historical understanding of 

the word dating back to at least 1984 when § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) was 

amended by the General Assembly. In 1985 the Attorney General 

concluded that electronic equipment was “properly classified as machinery 

and tools,” and noted that this had been “the long-standing administrative 

interpretation” of the State Tax Commissioner, and the position of the 

Attorney General’s Office, since 1967: 

The foregoing interpretation of the statute is long-standing and 
has remained undisturbed by many subsequent sessions of the 
General Assembly; hence, it is presumed to be the construction 
intended by the General Assembly.  See Browning-Ferris v. 
Commonwealth, 225 Va. 157, 300 S.E. 2d 603 (1983); Deal v. 
Commonwealth, 224 Va. 618, 299 S.E. 2d 346 (1983). 
 

1984-85 O.A.G. 338 at 339.  Therefore, when § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) was 

enacted in 1984, it was enacted in the context of the “long-standing 

interpretation” that electronic equipment is machinery and that electronic 

equipment is locally taxable as business tangible personal property.7 

 Finally, there is no ambiguity created by using the word “and” instead 

of a comma because there is no meaningful difference in the articulation 
                                                           
7 In 1984, as now, Webster’s definition of “machinery” includes “machines 
of a particular kind or machines in general,” and Webster’s and Webster’s 
Ninth each list as Entry 1.h. “MACHINERY” as a synonymous meaning for 
“machine” in the definition which the parties stipulated is applicable to this 
case and which is set out in its entirety, supra at 11. 
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“machines and tools” and the articulation “machines, tools, …”  Punctuation 

is the most fallible of all standards by which to interpret a statute.  Harris v. 

Commonwealth, 142 Va. 620 (1925).  Interpretation of words does not rely 

so much on the propriety of grammar as it does on their general and 

popular use.  Simpson v. Simpson, 162 Va. 621 (1934); Flanary v. 

Commonwealth, 184 Va. 204 (1945); Washington v. Commonwealth, 273 

Va. 619 (2007) (statutes are not to be construed by strict and critical 

adherence to technical grammatical rules).  

It was error for the trial court to find ambiguity in the words “machines 

and tools” as if those words would, for some unarticulated reason, not 

include electrical or electronic machines like a set top box. There is no 

ambiguity in “machines and tools” just as this Court held in American 

Woodmark that there is no ambiguity in “machinery and tools.” 

III. Since the word “machines” is not ambiguous in the context of 
the statute, the trial court erred by referring to extrinsic evidence 
to interpret the statute.  The court then compounded this error 
by materially misreading the text of VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) 
before and after an 1984 amendment which added “machines” 
as a category of taxable property.   

 
Since the word “machines” is not ambiguous in the context of the 

statute, the trial court erred by referring to extrinsic evidence to “interpret” 

the statute in the first place. But, even if this Court were to examine the so- 

called “legislative history,” the Court would see that it is not reasonable to 
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conclude that the intention of the General Assembly was to limit the list of 

property used in a cable business to be taxed locally. The words 

“machines” and “tools” were not contained in the statute prior to the 1984 

legislative amendment to § 58.1-1101.  The locally-taxable categories of 

“machines” and “tools” was added at the same time and pursuant to the 

same legislative action as when the words “converters” and “tuners” were 

removed.  In fact, this legislative replacement of “machines and tools” for 

“converters” and “tuners” led the Virginia Department of Taxation to 

conclude that:  “Machines and tools, a new category of property, apparently 

the actual machines and tools of cable television businesses, is now 

excluded from the definition of intangible personal property and is subject 

to local taxation as tangible personal property.” (J.A. at 774 (emphasis 

added).)  Likewise, the 1984 Legislative Digest prepared by the State 

Department of Taxation states in pertinent part:  “This act amends § 58-405 

[now § 58.1-1101(A)(2a)]…to define the machines and tools of [cable 

television businesses] as tangible personal property.”  (J.A. at 776, 778 

(emphasis added).) 

Thus, the Department of Taxation concluded twice that the 

significance of the 1984 legislation was not what language was removed 

from the statute, but the addition of “machines and tools” to the list of 
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tangible, taxable property which is “subject to local taxation.”  Accordingly, 

it was error for the trial court to interpret the statute as if it excluded set top 

boxes from the types of property taxable as machines.8  

As is demonstrated by the trial court’s misinterpretation of the 

legislative intent in this case, it is always risky to attempt to divine 

legislative intent from the legislative history of a bill in Virginia. That is why 

VA. CODE § 30-19.03:2 provides that even the legislative summaries 

appearing on the face of legislation “shall not be used to indicate or infer 

legislative intent”, and the Commonwealth of Virginia’s Division of 

Legislative Services notes on its website that Virginia does not collect or 

maintain legislative history. Looking for a “needle in a haystack” in the 

legislative draft files is as close as one can come to determining intent. See 

http://dls.virginia.gov.  

Moreover, anything found in the legislative draft files provides only an 

indication of the intent of the person who requested that the bill be drafted. 

By the time the bill is enacted, it has gone through a complex legislative 

                                                           
8 Verizon, likewise, wants to focus on a conflicting tax bulletin and a 
legislative impact statement which state erroneously that “converters” and 
“tuners” have been “defined” as intangible personal property. But, the 
statute clearly did not “define” converters as intangible property. It replaced 
“converters” and “tuners” with the new locally taxable categories of 
“machines and tools” which “shall not be defined” as intangible personal 
property. 

http://dls.virginia.gov/
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process. “The intent of the General Assembly in passing the bill is generally 

not recorded, and if it is, it is printed on the face of the bill or referenced in 

the Code of Virginia.” See http://dls.virginia.gov. The General Assembly 

expresses its intent by saying things like (i) “[i]t is the intent and purpose of 

this article that…” in § 58.1-1021.02 (imposing liability for tax on distributor 

of cigarettes); or (ii) “it is the intent of the General Assembly that…” in  

§58.1-3740 (defining “economic interest”). In this case, however, no such 

intent was printed on the face of the bill amending § 58.1-1101(A)(2a).  

The General Assembly also knows how to exclude specific items 

from an overall category of personal property when it intends to. For 

example, the “tangible personal property (other than the rolling stock) of 

every railway company” is subject to local taxation.  VA. CODE § 58.1-

2607.B. (emphasis added.) The Virginia Motor Vehicle Sales and Use Tax 

defines a “motor vehicle” to mean every vehicle, “except for mobile offices”. 

VA. CODE § 58.1-2401 (emphasis added).  The tax imposed on a person 

engaged in a short term rental business includes rental income from 

transactions involving the broad category of “heavy equipment property” 

“excluding office furniture, office equipment, and programmable computer 

equipment…”  VA. CODE § 58.1-3510.4.B.2. (emphasis added).  The Retail 

Sales and Use Tax imposes a tax on all newsstand sales but provides 

http://dls.virginia.gov/
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further that this broad category “shall not include” sales of back copies of 

publications by the publisher.  VA. CODE § 58.1-609.6. (emphasis added). 

In this case, the General Assembly could have likewise stated that 

set top boxes are excluded or excepted from, or not included in, the broad 

category of “machines and tools” used in a cable business subject to local 

taxation. But, it did not.   

IV. The trial court erred by relying on the “reasoning” of the 
Arlington County Circuit Court’s decision in Arlington Cable 
Partners v. County of Arlington, on March 20, 1987 because the 
decision in that case contains no reasoning.  
 
When the trial court made its decision in this case, the Chesterfield 

County Circuit Court had already ruled in Comcast that set tops are 

“machines” under the plain meaning of that word and therefore taxable by 

the County.  The trial court stated, however, that it would rely instead on 

“the reasoning” from the Arlington County Circuit Court in Arlington Cable 

Partners v. County of Arlington, No. 26719 (Arlington Cir. Ct. March 20, 

1984) which ruled that set top boxes are not machines and are not taxable 

locally. (J.A. at 406.) 

Although the Chesterfield County trial court was not bound by the 

ruling in Comcast, it was nevertheless error for the court to have relied on 

the “reasoning” of the Arlington Cable Partners decision, “reasoning” which 

the trial court specifically found to be “persuasive.” (J.A. at 362.)  This was 
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error because the Arlington Cable Partners order contains no reasoning or 

analysis whatsoever upon which the trial court could have relied.  The order 

simply states that “[u]pon consideration of the facts before the court as 

recited in the Stipulations of Evidence submitted by the parties and 

previously approved by the Court, together with the provisions of Section 

58.1-1101 of the Code of Virginia (1960), as amended, the Court is 

satisfied that the Respondent’s 1985 assessment of the Applicant’s 

tangible personal property was erroneous to the extent such assessment 

included the value of converters…” (J.A. at 406.) 

There is no record of what facts were contained in the Stipulations of 

Evidence mentioned by the court nor does the order contain any 

“reasoning” explaining how the language of VA. CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a) 

was ambiguous or manifestly absurd.  It was error for the trial court to have 

relied on the “reasoning” of the Arlington decision when that decision did 

not contain any reasoning. 

V. The trial court erred by giving great weight to and adopting the 
State Tax Commissioner’s construction of VA. CODE § 58.1-
1101(A)(2a) because this Court ruled in Nielsen v. County Bd. of 
Arlington County that courts should only give weight to an 
agency’s construction of a statute if it is reflected in the 
agency’s regulations, which is not the case here.  
 
Not only did the trial court erroneously find VA. CODE § 58.1-

1101(A)(2a) to be ambiguous, it also improperly attached great weight to, 
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and adopted the reasoning contained in, the October 16, 2012, Tax 

Commissioner’s determination that was the subject of Horbal’s appeal.  

This Court has stated that courts do not defer to a government 

agency’s construction of a statute; the interpretation of statutory language 

always falls within a court’s judicial expertise. Nielsen Co. (US), LLC v. 

County Bd. of Arlington County, 289 Va. 79 (2015).  Absent ambiguity that 

renders the statute internally inconsistent, the plain language of a statute 

controls; the agency’s interpretation is afforded no weight.  Nielsen, 289 

Va. at 80.  But even when a court legitimately concludes that a statute is 

ambiguous, the Department of Taxation’s “longstanding” administrative 

rulings and policies concerning the meaning of that statute are not entitled 

to great weight unless they are also expressed in regulations. Chesapeake 

Hosp. Auth., 262 Va. at 560 (2001).  

In this case, neither the Tax Commissioner nor the trial court 

identified a Department of Taxation regulation to support the Tax 

Commissioner’s determination. No such regulation exists.  In fact, the only 

Department of Taxation regulation which is arguably applicable to this 

case, 23 VAC §10-340-20.D. expressly states that set top box converters 

are subject to local taxation: 
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Trunk and feeder cables, studio equipment, tuners, converters, 
antennae and office furniture and equipment of cable television 
businesses are also exempt from the intangible personal property tax 
and are subject to local taxation as tangible personal property. 
(emphasis added) 
 
That regulation has not been amended since 1983 and was not 

amended by the Department of Taxation as a result of the 1984 

amendment which made set top boxes locally taxable under the category of 

“machines.”  Nor has the Department of Taxation changed or amended this 

regulation from 1984 to the present. 

Having no regulations to support his position, the Tax Commissioner, 

and the trial court, simply referenced some “longstanding policy” that set 

top boxes are not taxable locally – an unwritten and unlocatable “policy” 

which is directly at odds with the Tax Department’s own regulation and with 

the plain meaning of the word “machines”.  It was error for the trial court to 

have afforded the Tax Commissioner’s conclusions any weight.  

CONCLUSION 

The trial court was bound by the unambiguous plain meaning of the 

word “machine” used by the legislature when the court interpreted VA. 

CODE § 58.1-1101(A)(2a). That meaning was stipulated to by the parties, 

could easily be applied in the context of the law, and it included Verizon’s 

set top boxes. Subjecting Verizon’s set top boxes to local taxation under a 



 30 

statute that requires the “machines” used in a cable business to be taxed 

locally is not an absurd result. The trial court’s decision should be reversed. 
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The name Webster alone is no guarantee of excellence. It b used by a 
number of publishers and may ~erve mainly to mislead an unwary buyer. 

A Merrwm-l'r'ebster' is the rcgt~tered trademark you should look for 
when you consider the purchase of dtctionaries or other fine reference 
books. It carries the reputation of a comp;my that ha~ been publishing 
'ince 1831 and i~ your assurance of quality and authnnty. 

Copynght ~ 1988 by Mcmam-Welmcr Inc. 

Philippines Copyright 1988 by Memam-Webster Inc. 

Ltbrary ,,f Congrc~~ CataJ,lging 1n Puhlicallon DatJ 
Mam entry under title: 

Include~ index. 
I English language-D"tionaric~ . 

Web~ter Inc 
PE 1628. W56JR 1988 423 
ISBN 0-87779 508-8 
ISBN 0-87779-509-6 rmdc\cd I 
ISBN 0·117779-510-X rdelu~c> 
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87-24041 

Wcb,ter· ~ Ntnth New Collegiate Dictionary princtpal copyright 1983 

COLLEGIATE trddemar._ Reg. L'.S Pat. Off. 

All nghts re~rved. No pan of thi~ bool.. covered by the copyrights hereon may be re· 
produced or copied in any form or by any means-graphic, electron1c. or mechanical. 
including photocopying. taping. or information storage and retncval systems-without 
written permission of the publisher. 

Made in the Un1tcd State' of Amenca 
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"ith . , . pr~p .•. 7 11 - used n.• a function word t() indicate manner 
of action 

beY .: . interj . , . - used ~P· to call allentinn or to express intetrc>· 
phon. surpnse. or exuhauon 

l .. d fnruj .. - used as a mild oath 

'lord ..• • . , 4 - u;ed as" Brit1sh title 

USAGE PARAGRAPHS 
Brief usage paragraphs have been placed at a number of 

entries for terms that are considered to present problems of 
confused or disputed usage. A usage paragraph typically 
summarizes the historical background of the item and its as-
sociated body or opinion, compares these with available evi-
cfence of current usage, and often adds a few words of 
suitable advice for the dictionary user. 

Each paragraph is signaled by an indented boldface italic 
usagt. Where appropriate, discussion is keyed by sense num· 
ber to the definition of the meaning in question. Most para· 
graphs incorporate appropriate verbal iUustrations and 
illustrative quotations to clarify and exemplify the points be· 
ing made: 

ig•gra•vate . . . W • • • l obs a : to make heavy : DURDEN b : INCREASE 
1 : to make worse, more <;erious, or more •evere : int·ensify unpleaJ· 
antly <problems have been oggruWited by neglect> 3 a : to rouse to 
displeasure or anger by usu. perSistent and often pelly goading b ; to 
produce inDammation in ... 

uUJp Allhough aggmvor~ has been used in sense 3a since the 17th 
ccntury, 11 has been the objed of disapproval only since about 
1870. I t is u.'ied in expository prose<d•:doning to participate dtrec:l· 
ly in the motorcade .. . greatly aggro vallng the President - W. F. 
Buckley bl925 > but sccnos to~ more common in speech and ca-
sual writing < our two countries uggra110re each other from time to 
time - 0 . W. Holmes ti93S {letter to Sir Frederick Pollock, 189S)> 
< times whm we ger aggrovot•d and displeased, for instance. 
with the French - 'Jimmy Carter {press C()nference. 1980) > Sense 
2 Is far more common than sense 3a in!ublishcd prose. Such is not 
theca~. however, with aggra110ritm an aggroiiOIIIfll. Aggravation is 
used in sense 3 somewhat more than in its earlier senses; aggmvot· 
ing has practically no usc other than to upres& annoyance. 

When a second word is also discussed in a paragraph, the 
main entry for that word is followed by a run-on usage see-
which refers to the entry where the paragraph may be found: 

ag•gra·Y&·ting OdJ .. llSilp see AOORAVATE 

Definitions 
DIVISION OF SENSES 

A boldface colon is used in this dictionary to introduce a 
definition: 

equine . . adj . •. : of, relating tO. or rcsemblil1g u hor..: or the ho,.,., 
family 

It is also used to separate two or more definitions of a single 
sense: 

limitation ad} . • • : resembling something else that is usu. g<nuine 
and of ~tter quality : not real 

Boldface Arabic numerals separate the senses of a word 
that has more than one sense: 

paJ.pu.ble . , . rufj • . J : capable of being touched o r feh : TAN· 
OIOU :Z.: easily perceptible: NOTICEABLE 3: easily perceptible 
by the mind ; MANIFI!.q 

Boldface lowercase letters separate the subsenses of a 
word: 

' name . . n •.. 3 a : REPUTATION •• . b :on illu$1rlous record : FAME 
. • c : u person or thing wtth u reputation 

Explanatory Notes 19 
Lightface numerals in parentheses indicate a further divi-

sion of subsenses: 

1re·treat ... n . . . 1 a (I) : an act or process of withdrawing ... (2) 
: the pro<:C$5 of recedina •.• b (I) : the usu. forced w1thdrowal of 
troops . • (2): 3 SJsnal for relreating . . 

A lightface colon following a definition and immediately 
preceding two or more subsenses indicates that the subsenses 
are subsumed by the preceding definition: 

ven-om-ous . . . odj . . • 1 : full of venom: •u a : POISONOUS. 
ENVENO ... EO b : NOXIOUS. PERNICIOIIS ••• C ; SPITEF\JL. MAlEVOlEI>'T 

I pe·cu·Uar ... adj • .. l : different from the usual or normal: a : SPE-
CIAL PARTtCULAil b : ODD. CUR lOllS C : ECCENTRIC. QUEER 

The word as may or may not follow the lightface colon. Its 
presence (as at venomous) indicates that the foOowing 
subsenses are typical or significant examples. Its absence (as 
at peculiar) indicates that the subsenses which follow are ex-
haustive. 

The system of separating the various senses of a word by 
numerals and letters Is a Jwcal c<>nvenience. It reflects some-
thing of their semantic relationship, but it does not evaluate 
senses or se1 up a hierarchy of importance among them. 

Sometimes a particular semantic relationship between 
senses is suggested by the use of one of four italic sense di· 
viders: esp. specif, also, or broadly. 

The sense divider esp (for especially) is used to introduce 
the most common meaning subsumed in the more genernl 
preceding definition: 

llld •.. 11 • •• I : u small c hild: esp : OOY 

The sense divider spec if (for specifically) is used to intro-
duce a common but highly restricted meaning subsumed in 
the more general preceding definition: 

l pitcher " ... : one thai pitches, SJH!cif: the player that pircha in ll 
game o f baseball 

The sense divider also is used to introduce a meaning that 
is closely related to but m3y be considered Jess important 
than the preceding sense: 

eq·ui·page . , . n •• , 3 : a horse-drown carriage with its servants; a/.111 
: such a carriage alone 

The sense divider broadly is used to introduce an extended 
or wider meaning of the preceding definition: 

pha·llllX ... n ... 1 ; a body ol heavily anned infantry in ancient 
Greece fonned '" clos<: deep ranks and files; broadly : 3 body or 
troops in close array 

ORDER OF SENSES 
The order of senses within an entry is historical: the sense 

known to have been first used in English is entered first. This 
is not to be taken to mean. however, that each sense of a 
multisense word developed from the immediately preceding 
sense. It is altogether possible that sense I of a word has giv-
en rise to sense 2 and sense 2 to sense 3, but frequently sense 
2 and sense 3 may have arisen independemly of one another 
from sense 1. 

When a numbered sense is further subdivided into letiered 
subsenses, the inclusion of particular subsenses within a sense 
is based upon their semantic relationship to one another, but 
their order is likewise historical: subsense Ja is earlier than 
Jb, lb is earlier than lc, and so forth. o;..;sions of subsenses 
indicated by lightface numerals in parentheses are also in his-
torical order with respect to one another. Subsenses may be 
o ut of historical order, however, with respect to the broader 
numbered senses: 

1 job . . . n ... 0627) 1 a : a piece o f work: "-'P : a small miscdla· 
neous poc;;e of work undertakm on order ot a stated rate b : the ob-
ject or material Qn which work is being done c : something 
produced by or a~ if by work <do a ~Iter - neAl time> d : an 



1 t-ic \'lit·ik\ cu/1 suJf•:< (0~ lytikiJ>I: <)f. relaung to. or cffe~tmg (\uch) 
• Jccnrnf'O>ttiOn (hydrol.)lll() 

m \'em\ n. pi m's or ms \'emz\ often cop, ojte11 ounb 
l a : the 13th letter of the !Onglish alphabet b 
: a graphic representation of this lener r : a 

M speech counterpart of orthographic m 2 : one 
t hou~and - see NUMBER table 3 : a graphic de· 
vice for reproduCing the letter "' 4 : one deSIS· 
nated m esp. as the 13th in order or cia" 5 
: somethrng shaped like the letter M 6 a : EM 2 
b: PICA2 

'm \m\ •b: AM(l'm gomg) 
ma \'rna, 'm6\ n (short lor mama) ( 1829): "OTiilR 
ma'am \'mam. ajcu "yes" often ~m\ n (166&) 

: 'i'OA\4 
ma-snG-pa \,ma(-:a}n-'pa. 1m6!-:a)n-'p6\ odj (ca. I 963): MO•M~O.POP 
Mab \'mab\ n : a queen o f11nes 111 Enghsh litenuure . 
mabe \'mab\ n [ong1n unknownl (19SI): a cuhured pearl CS\Cnllally 
hem1sphencal rn form -called also moM pearl 

mac\'mak\ n, Brll (1901): MACKI~TOSH 
Mac \'mak\ n [Mac-. Me-. common patronymic prefi< 111 Scotch and 
Jnsh surnames] (ca 1937): FELLOW - u;ed tnformally to addres.~ a 
man whose name is not known 

ma-c:a·bre \m:>·'kiib(·r:>), ·'kiib·:>r, ·'kiibr'\ orlj [F. fr. (danst) macabre 
dance of death, fr. MF (danse de) Macobre1 ( 15c) l: having death as 
a subject : comprisrng or including a personali7.ed repr~sentatlon of 
death 2 : dwelling on the gruesome 3 : tending to produce horror an 
a beholder syn ~ee Gtt"STL v 

mac-ad·am \m:>-'kad-~m\ n lJohn L. McAdam tl836 Bnt engmecr] 
11824) : macadamized roadway or pavement csp. with • bttumtnou\ 
binder 

mac-a-da-mia nut \,mak·>'da-mt·>\ n [NL Macadamia. fr. John Moe· 
adam tl865 Australian chem1st] (1929}: a hard-sheHed nut <Omewh31 
resembling a fil~rt and produced by an Austrahan evergreen tree 
IMacadamiD ltmifolta) of the protea family that 1S culu•ated exten-
shely in Hawau 

mac-ad-am·ize \m;~o'k•d·>,nHt\ vt ·ized; ·iz-ing (1826) : to con:.truct or 
fimsh (a road) by compactm& mlo a sohd mass a layer of small brolo.en 
stone on a convex well·dramed road~d and using a bmder (as cement 
or asphalt) lor the mass 

ma-caque \m>'kak. ·'kiik\ n [F, fr. Pg mocaco) (1840) : any of numer-
ous short-tailed Old World monkeys (Mocaca and related genera) 
chieny of southern Asia and the East Indies: esp: RHESUS MONKEY 

mac·a·ro-ni \,mak·>'ro-ne\ n [It maccheroni, pl. of maccherone. fr. It 
dial. moccorone duml?ling, macaroni) (1599) l : pasta made fron1 
semolina and shaped rn the form of slender lubes 2 pi macaronis or 
macaronies a: a member of a class of traveled young Englishmen of 
the late 18th and early 19th centuries who affected foreign ways b 
: an affected ~oun11 man : FOP 

mac•&•rOn·ic \· ran-1k\ odj [NL mocoromcu.<. fr. It dial. moccoront maca. 
ron1) (1638) 1 : charaetenzed by a mixture of vernacular word> w1th 
Latin words or wllh non-Latin words having Latin endings 2 : char· 
acterized by a m1xture of two languages- mac:aronic n 

mac-a-roon \,mak·~'nin\ n [F macaron. fr. It dial. moccarone) (c:t 
1611) : a small cook1e composed chiefly of egg wh1tes, sugar. and 
ground almonds or coconut 

ma-caw \m>'k6\" [Pg macaLt) (1668): any 
of numerous parrots (esp genus Ara) of 
South and Central Amenca tncludmg some 
of the largest and showiest of parrots 

Mac•beth \m:>k·'~th, mak·\ n : a Sc:olttsh 
general who is the protagonist of Shake-
speare's tragedy MacMth 

Mac-c:a•bees \'mak·:>-(,)~z\ n pi [Gk Mak-
kaboioi. fr. pl. of Makkabo1os. surname of 
Judas Maccabaeus 2d cent. B c Jewish pa· 
triotl 1 : a priestly famtly leading a Jewtsh 
revoft ~gun in 168 R c agarnst Hellenism 
and Syrian rule and reigning over Palestine 
from 142 acto 63 BC. 2 srng in ron.slr: er-
ther of two narrahve and htstoncal books macaw 
induded in the Roman Catholic canon of 
the Old Testament and tn the Protestant 
Apocrypha - s.ee BIBLE table Mac.ca-be-an \,mak-~'be-:>n\ adj 

mac-ca-boy \'mak-~,boi\ 11 (F mocouba, fr. Macouba. drstnct in Martt· 
nique) (1740): a snuff from Martinrque 

'mace \'mas\ " [ME. fr. OF. fr (assumed) VL mama: akm to OHG 
medelo plow, L marcola mallet/ (13c) 1 a: a beav) often sprked staff 
or club used esp. in the Mrdd e Ages for breakmg armor b : a club 
used as a weapon 2 • : an ornamental staff borne "' a 'ymb<'l or 
authority ~lore a public offtctal or a legislative body b : one who 
carries a mace 

'mace n [ME. lr. MF macis. fr. L macir. an East lndtan spice. fr Gk 
mokir) (I 3c) : an aromatic spice consisting of the dried external fibrous 
covering of a nutmeg 

!mace vi maced; mac·lng (I 968): to attack with the liquid Mace 

-lytic • machine language 713 
-lyz.e \,hz\ vb comb form [JSV. proh rrreg fr. NL -/ym) : pmduc<· "r 
undergo lyuc dt<tntegrrruon nr dt"r>lution (clc.:tro/yu) 

Mace \'mas\ trademork - used for • temporanly d"abung hqutd that 
when Sf>rayed in the face of a per-.on (a> a rioter) CIW>O. tears, d11.unc". 
tmmobllizatJOrl, and somelimes nau,ea 

ma·cc.doine \,mas·>·'dwiin\ 11 [F. lr. Mactodoine Macedonia; perh. fr. the 
n11xture of races in Macedonial (1846) l: a m1xture of fruits or •~ge· 
tables served as a salad or cocktail or to a jellied dessert or u<ed m a 
•auce or as a garntsh 2: a confuoed mtxture: MEDLEY 

Mac-e-do-nian \,mas-:>·'do-npn, -nc-~n\ n 0582) 1 : a native or in· 
habttanl of Macedonra 2: the Slavic language of modern Macedonra 
3: the language of ane1ent MacedOnia of uncertain affimty but gener· 
ally assumed to~ Indo-European 

mac-er•ate \'mas->,rllt\ •b -at-ed; ·at·ing [L maceral..._ pp. of mot:eror~ 
to .often, steep) Yl (I S47) l : to cau-.., to waste away by or a• tf by 
exco.sive fasting 2: to cau>e to become <.oft or separated 1nto conotll· 
uent clements by or as 11 b> ~teeptng rn nuid: broadly : STE.El' <;OAK ,.. 
v1 : to sof1cn and wear away e<p. •~ a r"'ult of ~ng welled or ~teeped 
- mac-er·a·tion \,mas·>'ra·\h:>n\ n - mac-er-a-tor \'mas·:>-,rat-:>r\ 11 

Mach \'miik\ n [Mach n11mbtr] (IQ4bl: a usu high speed e<pre<>sed by 
a Mach num~r (an arrplane nytng at- 2) 

Mach·a·b«s \'mak->(,)bel:\ n pi but ~ing rn con<lr [LL Machaboer. 
modif. of Gk Makkabaiot1 : MACCABtES 

ma-chete \m;o.'shet-e. -'chet·: -'shet\ n [Spl (I 598): a larg<' heavy knife 
used for cutting sugarcane and underbrush and as a weapon 

Ma-c:hi·&·vel·llan \,mak-C.:>·'yel-e-:.n. -·v~l-y:>n,\ adj [Nt.ccolq •'1arltia-
velli) (1579) 1: of or relatrng to Mach1avclh or Mach1avelhamsm 2 
: suggesting the principles of conduct laid down by Machiavelli: v>cc•f 
: characterized by cunnmg. duplictty. or bad larth- Machiavellian n 

Ma-c:hi-a-vel·lian•ism \-,i~·:>m\ n (1626): the political theory of Machia-
velli; esp : the VJeW that politic'" amoral and that any means however 
unscrupulous can ~ustifiably ~ u<ed rn ach1eving polit1cal power 

ma-c:hit:>O-Iate \m> chrk·:>-,l .. t\ vi -lat-ed; ·lat-ing IML mochicolatur.. pp 
of machrcolare. fr OF mach•coller. fr. machico?eis mach1colatton. lr. 
mocher to crush + col neck. lr L collum - moro: at COlt.AR) (1773) 
: to furrush "'ith machicolatton' 

ma-chic-o-la·tion \m>,chtk·:>-'la-loh:>n\ n (1788) 1 a : an opentng 
~tween the corbels of a projecting parapet or tn the floor of a gallery 
or roof of a portal for d1scharsmg mtssiles upon assailants ~low- ~ 
BAnLEMENT illustratiOn b : 3 &allery Or rarapet containrng \UCh 
opemngs 2: construction imttattng medieva maehic:clatron 

mach·i·nate \'mak-:.-,nat, 'ma>h·:>·\ vb ·nlt·ed; -nat•ing [L mochinotu>. 
pp. of mochinari. lr. machtna machme. contrivance) .•• (I 600): to plan 
or plot esp. to do harm "" vt : to scheme or contnve to bnng about 
: I'LOT - maeh·i·na•tor \-,nut-:.r\ n 

mach·l·na·tion \,mak-a-'n:l-sh)n. ,mash·:>-\ n (15c) 1 : an act of macht· 
nating 2 : a scheming or crafty actton or artful design intended to 
accomplish some usu. evtl end (backstage ~t and power play\ that 
have dominated the film mdustry -Peter Bogdanovich) syn see PLOt 
'ma~hine \");~o'shen\ n, often atlrlb (MF. fr. L macltina. lr. Gk mechant 
iOo..-.dral. machana). fr. mtchos means. expedient - more at MAY) 
( 1549) 1 a arcltotc: a con,tructed thmg whether material or lmmate-
<ial b: CONVEYA!<CE. VEHICLE. tpecl/: AUT0"081lE c archOIC: a mth· 
tary engine d : any of vanous apparatuses formerly used to produce 
,lage dfects e (I): an assemblage of parts that transmit force<>. mo-
l!On. and energy one to another 111 a predetermined manner (2) : an 
nstrument (as a lever) des1gned to transm1t or modify the application 

,,f power. force. or motion I : a mechanically, electrically, or elcc· 
rronically operated device lor perfonnmg a task (a calculaung ~> (a 
.;ard·sorting ~) g : a com-operated device (a ctgarene -> h : MA· 
'HtNERY- used with the or in pl. (man must not become the servant of 
the-) 2 a: a living organism or one of tts funcuonal systems b: a 
person or organization that ro.embles a machine (as in ~mg methodl· 
cal, tireless. or unemotional) c (I): a combination of persons acting 
together for a common end along with the agencies they use (2): a 
highly organized political JI<Oup under the leadership of a boss or >mall 
clique 3 : a literary dcvrce or contrivance introduced for dramattc 
effect 

•machine vt ma-chined; ma-chln·ing (ca. 1&64) : tn process by or as 1f by 
machine; esp : to reduc~ or fmrsh by or a; 1f by tur:ning: s]raprng. plan-
Ing. or milhng by machtne-operated tools - ma.cbin-abll•t•ty \-,she·n> 
'bil-:>t·e\ n- ma-chin-able al.so ma<ltine-able \·'she-n>b:>l \ adJ 

ma-chine-gun \m>,shm-,g:>n\ adj 0906) : characterized by raprdny 
and sharpnes.•: RAPID·FIRE(a com1c's- dehvery) 

machine gun n (I 870) l : a gun for continuous raprd firing that u~ 
bullets 2: SLBMACHti'-EGl;N- machine-gun vb- machine gunner n 

machine language n (ca 19S4) l : the >et of symboh~ 1nstrucuon codes 
usu. in binary fonn that rs u>ed to represent oper.1ttons and data rn A 
mach1ne (as a computer) 2: AS.\t;MBt Y LANOt.;AGE 

\)\abut \'\killen, F table vr\further \a\ash \3\oce \ii\cot, cart 
\•il\ out \ch\ chin \e\ bet \e\ ellloy \g\ go \1\ hit \1\ Ice \J\ job 
\Q\ sing \o\ go \6\ la10 \6i\ boy \th\ tbm \til\ the \u\ loot \ir\ foot 
\Y\ yet \zh\ vision \a. k. "· a:. oo. u:, u:. Y\ see Guide to Pronunctatton 
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m e machinist 

M 
tm \'em\ 11, pl m'a or ma \'<mZ\ o/lon ca.p. 

~
•n attrlb 1 a : the 13th letter of the ED· 
Ill alphabet b: a .,..pbic representation of 
1 letter c: a tpeecb countcrput of ortho-

.,..Dbic 1ft 2 ! OCIC lhouund - ..,. NIJMBU 
table 3 : a ataPitic: device roo rq>roduci.DJ 
!be leUet "' 4 : O..e desi.,..ted "' cap. u tbc 
lltb In order or c:lut 15 : somctlwiJ •bapecl 
Uk~ tbelettet M I a: D12 b: "CA 

lm ol>lv. offlll ca.p t mach 2 male 3 man· 
ual 4 Marclt I martyr I muculiDc 7 
mau 1 May I mcp- to IL rruridial 

noaa 11 IDCICr 12 mi4dle 11 mile 141L lftllu]lhouuncl 
115 milli· 11 million 17 molal; molality ' ' molar: molarity 
11 mole 20 maath 2 t mooa 22 momi111 23 ml>lde 

II'>- \,em, 'cm\obbrmeta· 
'm\m\ •b: ""(l'msoinl) 
' rna \'mil. 'ml>\ n [ohort for""'""']: WOTHEit 
arne 4bbr milliampere 
MA 4bbr t MUoacbuaetta 2 (ML ,..Utn omum ] muter of 
ana 3 mcntalqe 4 Middle Ala 

MAA obbrmutet of appllod-
ma'alll \'mam. aft.- ')a"of"n ..,\ n: AMDMI 
MA and A 4bbr muter ofla'ODaubal and utronautict 
MAArch abbr muter of arta in architecture 
Mab \'mob\ 11: a q.-.. of fairica In &llilh literature 
MAll Gbbr master of aaricuJtural bl>aii>Ctl and ecor~omica 
mac \'malt\ 11. IJrlt ! UACitiHTOSH 
•Mac \...W.\ 11 (M~ Me-. COGimOII pt.tronymic prdU in Scold! 
&Dd I rUb tw1Wneal : nu..ow- uaod lnfonnally to addrcas a man 
wboec name Ia aot bown 

IMac or Mace abbr Maccabees 
MAc obbrmaater of accountina 
MAC obbr 1 muter of arta ill commuNc:atioaa 2 military airlift 
COII1CD&Dd 
~ \m>"kib(..,..), -~r. -'Ubr"\ odj [F, fr. (da,...) """"'" 
lw d&Doe of death. fr. MP <doMe dr) Maca.liri] 1 : bavina death 
u a aubjcct : comprllina or includilll a personalized represent&· 
ti011 of death 2 : dwllnJ on tbe JrUOtOmc 3 : tcndlna to pro-
duce honor ill a beholder 

mao.ad4m \m>'kad.-\" [Johll L. McAd4m tl836 Brit cns:U>ccrl 
: mecedemjwwS rcadway oc pr&YaDGlt ap. with • bituminous 
biDdet 
~Ia nut \,malt+'~\ 11 (NL Maca.tlomio. '"'"'' o4 
~s. ft. Jolm MIXtldtlm tl865 Auatralian cbcmist): a bard> 
abclfed aut tomewbat reecrnblina a filbert and produoed by aa 
Auatrallu cvcraroeo tree (Mactid4mltJ umlfolltJ) of tbe protca 
family that is cultivatod exlellaively in Hawaii 

mac4ckmolae \m:>-'kad+,mlz\ w -lad; .a.lng : to coastruct or 
fiDisll (a ro-d) by ooenpactina uato a solid m&S$ a lafU of email 
broken atone 011 a CODY01 wdl-drainod roedbecl and usans a biDdet 
(.u cement or uPbalt) roo tbc mass 
-qua \m>'Uk. ·'kilt\" [F. lr. ~I. """"'<VI: any of numerous 
ohort·talled Old World monkey• (Moca.ca. and rdatecl genera) 
ciUdly o4 aouthetn Alia and tbe Eut India: ap: RHESUS MONKEY 
-) \,mak~'f6.Di_\ II [It .......,~~1'0114 pl. of MO«~ ft. 
It dial .......... ,.,... dWDp)lq. macaroail 1 : a pt.lte compooecl 
cllicfty of ICII>olina dncd in-tbc form of slender tubca for ""' as 
food 2 pi macaronla or macaron... a : a member of a class of 
traveiod YOWIJ &piabmcn of tbc late Utb and early 19tb CCDtU• 
rica who alfoctod lo<cian wap b : an alfoctod younJ man : POP 
~ \-'rin-ik\ od,l (NL mocv""'i""' fr. It dial . ~~ macaroaiJ 1 : c:hancteiized by a millure of vcmacular words 
with Lalla w«cls or with noo-Latin 'OIOrcls bavilll Latin cncliap 
2 : c:baractcrized by a mixture of two lanauages - macaronlc n 
-~~y\•l-lc(:>-ll<\ od• 

mac+roon \.mal<+ rlln\ 11!:, lti4C4""" fr. It dial. '""""10"•1: a 
=0~~~~ chi Y of "" whites, supr, and ground -w \m>'ko\ " [Pa IM(IOu] 
: &Jif of Duma'OUS parroU (cap. 
aenua A ra) of Souib and Ceo-
tral America iDcludina aome of 
tbc Jartcat and IIIOwi .. t of 

.r~h \m:>k·'bctb, malt-\ n 
: a Scottith aencral who II the 
~~Sbak~'s 

Macca b- \'mak+<Jtoc\ 11 
pi [Ok Mai<JuzbdloL lr. pl. of 
)(al<luabalol, sunwne of Judas 
Maocabacua 2d cent. I .C. Jcwish 
patriot] 1 : a pricatl~ family 
Jadina a Jcwilh revolt ~ in 
I 68 a c. &Jainst Hdlcnitm and macaw 
SyriaA rule and nipiiiJ over =: =r ~i!?.!;.10~!~-..J~ r~ %'!"R;,::..berc.a:h~ 
c:anoo of the Old Testament and in the Protatant Apocrypha -
..,. llat.atable-Mao.ca~n \.mal<· ... ~>n\ odj 

rnaoc:a.boy \'rnak+,bOI\ n [F macouba, fr. Macouba, district in 
MartiniQue]: a anulf from Martinique 
Motoea~ \m ... 'kir·th6-,iz·= .wo -"kirt~\ 11 Uoaes>b R. 
McCtlrrll : a mid·twcntictb-ocotury political attitude cbancter· 
izod · ny by oppooition to elcrncnllllcld to be subvenive and by 
the utoe of tact1cs involviaa pcnonaJ attacks on individuals by 
means of widely publicilt<>C! inditcriminate allesaliOD$ cap. on the 
buia ofllnlubttantlatod charges- Mc-Car·thy.lte \ ·,11\" 

Mc-Coy \,_.'ki>i\ " [alter. of Macluay (In tbc phruc rile TOGI 
MacluJy the true Chid' of the Macltaf c:l&n, a pooitioo often dis-
puted)) : tometbiDa that it Dc:itbcr Imitation oor subttirute -
oltco uaod io tbc pbraae IM ,...., McCoy 

682 
'mace \ 'mb\ 11 [ME. fr. MF, fr. (ueumod) VL lrt4ltla: akin to 
OHG romk/4 plow, L matiOio mallet) 1 a : a bcavf oftco apiked 
~':"c1~~ ~':'!':~in th"z ~d~:,. A0~':!r"~=ras ~ 
tymbol o4 authority: a pub& olliciaJ or alqialative body b 
: osx wbo carries a mace 

•mace n [ME. ft. MP mocu, lr. L 1n4C.Ir. an East lll4l&D apice. fr. 
Ok makloi : an aromatic spec CODSIIUDI of tbc dnod extemal 
fibroue covetin& of a nutmea 
sm- •t macacl; mac-lng : to atta<:k with the liQuid Maoe 
Mace \ 'ml.l\ tradt""'rlc - uaod for a tcmporarify disablinaliquid 
that wbc:o aprayod In tbe lace of a periOD (u a rioter) c:aUICS wan. 
dizziDcu. immObilizatioo. ud sometimca nausea 
~ne ~'dwiiD\ "[F, fr. Moddoi11r Maoedoa~; peril. 
fr. tbc miAture of races ia 1\laoodonia) 1 : a mixture of fnuts or 
vcaeubl .. IICtved as a wad or cocktail or ill a jdtiecl dotSc:rt or 
utod in a aaucc or as a pmish 2 : a contused mixture: MEOli!Y 

Mae+do-nlan \,mu..>'d6-ny~n. -a6->o\ ,. 1 : a utiYC or inhal>-
itant of Maoedonia 2 : the Slavic ~·of modem Maoedonia 
3 : tbc laniWII• of ancH:Dt M.accdooua ol uoccrtain alfin11y but 
JCD<ftlly asaumod to be lndo-£11t0pe&0 

mao« .. ta \......_.rlt\ ~ .. toed: .. t.ing (L ...,_,.,11,, pp. of ...,_,..,..to Iofton, steep) w t : to cause to waste a .... y by or as if 
by excctalvc futin& 2 : to cause to become AOft or scpa.ratod into 
coaatitucnt clcrncnts by or u if by •teepina in ftuid - Yl: to aohcn 
and wear away .. p. as a rctult of bciDJ wettod .,.. atecpod - rnac-
-tlon va->'rl-ab>ll\ II -~- \'m,u..;,.,rlt-¥\ .. 

mach abbr machine; macbirnna; macbinitt 
Mach \'milt\ 11 : a ueu. biJb a peed upc-cued by a Mach number 
<aa ~lane ftylnaat - 2) 

Mactwiobeft \'m&k+(.)be\ n pi but <Ina In constr (LL MacluJbaei. 
modi!. of Ok Makluabalo41: WACC.UUS 

ma.c:heW \m:>-'sbet<. ·'c:bct.; ·'sbct\ n [Sp] : a larse bcavy knife 
Ulod for cuttiDI auprc:ane and underbrush and as a ....,.poa 

Ma.chWI.wl·llan \,mak-'vd~. -'w:l.yan\ od) t : of or ro-
la~ to Macbia¥CIIi or Macbiavelbaoum 2~. tins tbc 
prioc:tplca of CODduct laid dOWII b Machiavelli; · : character· 
izod by cunninJ, duplicity, or bad Taitb - Machie llan n 

MaochJ.a.wlollan-lam \·~z-orn\ n : tbc political tbcory of Machia-
vdli; Up : the view that politics is amoral ud that any means 
however unacrupulous c:an juetifiably be uaod In ac:bievloJ political 
po ..... 
ma.c~te \m>'dllk~) >I ~t4d; ~t.lng [ML -
cldcol4twl. J>P· of machkol4t't. r. OF m«ltkolkr. tr. rit.achloolds 
machicolatton. fr. mac~~' to crush + r:oJ oock, fr. L coJJII/fl -
more at cou • ..a]: to furnish with macbicolatlons 

ma.chlc-oola-tlon \m ... ,cbik·>,l-lh>a\ " 1 • : an opcniat. ~ 
t_, the corbels of a projoctin& para(lCI oo ill tbc Dooo ola pllcry 
or roof of a portal for diacbarJID& missilca upoo -w.ta bclo,. 
- see .,. 'ITUioro<T illustratioa b : a pllcry oo parapet containing 
sach ~DI$ 2 : conttructioo imitatina malicval mach>Colalioa 

mach-l.nate \'rnak·>.nlt, 'mash· ... \ ~ .nat.ac:J; .nal-1"11 [L ma-
ciiiiiOtiU. pp. of ""'clli110rl. fr. maclllno macbiac. contnvancc] •I 
: to plan or plot csp. to do harm ,.., w : to acbeme or contriYC to 
bring about : ,LOT- mach+n•~,nlt~t\" 

rnach-ione-tlon \.mak.q.'uJ.th>o. +\ " t : an act of machi· 
natirq 2 : a ad>cmina oo cnfty acrioo .,.. artful desiln Intended to 
accomplith tome usu. evil end 

'ma.chlne \m>'sbeo\ 11. ofttn attrlb [MP, fr. L modWto. fr. Ok 
mlcluJ11l (DOr dial. macluJitO), fr. mkhos mean., cxpodict- more 
at WA v] 1 a orrltaic : a constructed thins wbeibcr material or 
immaterial b : CONV£Y "NCI!, VEHIC'LL sp«/f! "liTOMOitLE C ar· 
cluJk : a mUitary cnJiDc d : any of various apparatua fonnedy 
uaod to produce stqe cffeeta • 0): an assemlllaJ< of Parta that 
:ranmut forces. motioo, aad mcrzy ooe to another ill a prodetcr· 
mined manau (2) : an inatrummt (as a le\o<:r) desiiDed 10 trans-
mit or modify tbc apphcalloo of po..,..., force. or motion f : a 
mechanically, electncal.ly, or electronically operated dcvlcc for 
pcrformlns a task (a calculating -> (a card-sorting -> 11 : a 
coin..o~ted device (a eiprctte -> h : JU.C>IJNUY- uaod with 
tlv or 10 pl. (man must not bocoa>e tbc acrwat of tbc -> 2 •: a 
UvinJ .,....ill!> or ooe of1ts functional systems b : a ~ or 
orpnizauon that act5 like a maebi.oc c (I) : a combination of 
persons actina toacthcr lor a common end alona with the agcn~ 
they usc (2) : a hi~ orpnizod political aroup under the leader· 
r.,biJ::.,~ ~r ~tic:c!\-1,: 3 : a literary device or contrivance 

2machlne •r ma.c:hlnacl; ma.chln-lng : to ptoc:eSS bY macbiDc: 
f{*i/: to roduoe.,.. finish as by turuiDJ. shapona. plania • • oo mill· 
ill& f,y macbiDC>-OJ>Cftted too4 - ma.chln.abl~ty \-,&110-n>'bil· 
:>H\ n- maoehln.able a/so ma.chl....abla \·'she-n ... boll \ atlj 

machine gun n : an automatic sun Ulloa tmall·atm$ ammunrtion 
lor rapid continuous lirins - machln&-gun .0 -machine gun· 
narn 

machine language n 1 : 1nfonnatioo recorded in a form usable 
by a machine (as a computer) 2 : numbcra or instnactioos ell· 
pressod In a form directly lll&ble by a COOl puler 

ma.chl-llka \m>'sb~·JIIt\ odJ : rcaembUna a machine cap. in 
r'CJU)arity or action or stereot)"'>od unifonnity of product 

machlnHHdabla odj: directly usable by a computer<- text) 
ma.c:hltw~ry \m>'sb~.(,..)rf\ 11. pi ..,..._ 1 • : macbia .. in 
JCDcral.,.. as a functioainJ unit: as (I): apparatus for producing 
~ cflocta (2) : Utcrary devices used cap. for clramahc effect It 
: t6e wotkinJ Parta of a maebroc 2 : tbc means bY whlcll aomc> .=1::<J:: ~':' .:.t~:';r! ':~ 11 :.!':~macho nod to si%e 
and assernblod 

machine tool n : a wou. power-driven machine dcsiJDod for shap-
Ing solid work 

ma.c:hln-lat \m,..'sbe-n>St\ ,. 1 a : a w«lr.er who fabtic:atcs. 
usembl<:a. or repaira machinery b: a craftsman sk.illed Ia tbc use 
of mac:lunc tools c: ooe who operates a maclnne 2 ardtAi.c: a 
person In cbarac of the mechanical upocts of a tbcatrical produc· 
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