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Modern Greek Dictionaries
and the Ideology of Standardization™

Assimakis Tseronis and Anna Tordanidou

Introduction

As Kahane and Kahane observe: “The lexicon with its many facets is a mirror of
its time, a document to be understood in sociolinguistic terms’.* In this chapter,
we propose a discourse analysis of dictionaries as texts produced by an identifiable
authority or institution, addressed to a certain public, at a given time and with a
specific goal in mind. :

- We have chosen four of the most recent and authoritative dictionaries of Modern
Greek, each illustrating a different approach to the lexicographical description of
the language: the Gree£ Dictionary by Tegopoulos—Fytrakis publishers (EAAnvicd
Ae&uwo), the Modern Greek Dictionary of the Gontemporary Demotic Language,

‘Written and Spoken by E. Kriaras (Néo EAAnvixd Aefixd ang Zioyxpovig

Anporucrc Adooag, Ipertrie ko HPO(POPHCT}C)', the Dictionary of the Modern
Greek Language by G. Babiniotis (Aefucd 1o Néac EAAmqvudc TAdooag),
and the Dictionary of Common Modern Greek by the Aristotelian University of
Thessaloniki's Triandaphyllidis Institute of Modern Greek Studies {As&ixéd Trg
Kowng NeoeAAnvucrc).? Despite their differences, all four dictionarijes considered
together lay the foundations for a proper lexicographical treatment of the Greek
lanpuage. .

‘We do not intend to evaluate the four dictionaries on the basis of technical
aspects of lexicography, even though a good deal has been said about this.* Modern
Greek lexicography has only begun to develop in the last decade, and there are, as

* 'We would like to thank the editors of the volume for comments and suggestions that have improved
the quality of our text. All remaining errors are our own.

* Kahane and Kahane (1992) 20.

2 Hereafter, we refer to these dictionaries as the Tegopoulos—Fytrakis Dictionary, Kriaras Dictionary,
Babiriotis Dictionary and University of Thessaloniki Dictionary.

% See the papers by Petrounias (1985), Charalambakis {1990), Vavadzani (1997}, and Anastassiadi-
Sirneonidi {2000). Burke (1989) is a review of the first sample printing of the Unfpersity of Thessaloniki
Dictionary.

Erom Standard Languages and Language Standards: Greek, Past and Present, ed. Alexandra
Georgakopoulou and Michael Silk. Copyright @ 2009 by Alexandra Georgakopoulou
and Michael Silk. Published by Ashgate Publishing I.td, Wey Court East, Union Road,
Farnham, Surrey GU9 7PT, UK. '
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The lexicographers, their dictionaries and their time

Of the four c'_lictionaries discussed in this chapter, two were published under the
name of the linguist or lexicographer in charge of the project (Kriaras, Babiniotis),
one under the nam,

yet, no full-scale institutes for the publishing of dictionaries. Accordingly, it is too
early to judge the dictionaries published so far on strietly lexicographical criteria,
Despite their claims to the contrary, current fexicographical treatments of Modern
Greek cannot be considered to be committed wholly to the strictly scientific
lexicographical principles that dictionaries of French, English, German, Iralian or
- Duteh have been following for decades. Our aim is not to review the dictionaries in
question, something that has already been dene on various occasions in academic
journals, at conferences and in the press.* We do not aspire to illustrate the extent to
which each dictionary influences Ianguage use or to assess its impact on language
change either. Our claim is that we can demonstrate the profile of each dictionary

‘We look at a dictionary both as a cultural monument and as a commodity, As
a cultural monument, a dictionary is the treasury of the language and enjoys a
certain authority and Pprestige among the members of a linguistic community, As a
commodity, a dictionary is an artefact produced and distributed within a linguistic
community and circulated in a publishing market that serves a particular purpose.’
A compiler of 3 dictionary of a language such as Greek, which has a long written
and spoken history, and which has undergone various phases of purist movements
and has a recent past of diglossia,® is likely to face problems and will have to make
decisions regarding the inclusion, exclusion and overall representation of the
vocabulary of the language. In this decision-making process, the lexicographer and
the publisher must also take into consideration the public which they address, and
the particular purpose their dictionary aims to fulfi] educational, commercial,
general, or other. ’

We shall first place the four dictionaries in the historical and social contexts
surrounding their publication and circulation, and then look in detail at their
choices as regards the inclusion or exclusion of words and variants, the labels used,
the etymological information given, and the spellings favoured. By cormparing the
choices that the lexicographers make and by relating them to the character of each
dictionary, we propose a textual analysis of the respective dictionaries as discourses
contributing to the ideclogy of standardization.’ :

AVTS éyive yix dio Adyoug: motov, Yiava yiver pavegd oro xedom tou AsLucar
nGTo afeddAvty etva, auviBuc, o G Abyag, wan dnuoTuec YAQTCAC reat
elels) AavBooudvr eiver T anopuyr AdLear pe bavegd TNHACWATY IS Tiebio,
He v artieAoyln e Abyiag NROEAEUOTIC, Text devtEQoV, yia v BonBrice 2.
TOUG padntéc va avayvagilouy toug Adyoug TUTROVG TNg AéEng, dtav toug
oguvavtovv oe RaAdeego eipeve,

{We have included purist words and variants,] first in order to make it apparent to the
user of the dictionary how unclear the boundaries between the purist and demotic
language usually are, and how wrong it is to avoid words that belong to a particular

Emmanuel Kriaras, Professor Emeritus of Medieval Greek at the University
of Thessaloniki, has long been known in the Greek linguistic community for hjs
. eutspoken support for demotic Greek. In 1995, he published his Modern Greek
Dictionary of the Contemporary Demorie Language (Written and Spoken), on the
compilation of which he had worked with a Broup of experts in Greek philology.
He formulates the aim of his dictionary as follows:

* See e.g. Allssandratos (1995), Kalioris (1998), Maravelias (1999), Goutsos (1999), Kexagioglou
(1999), Kriaras {2000}, Tordanidou (2000) and Mackridge (2002).

3 See the discussion in Cameron (1995).

6 See Alexion (1982), Browning {1983), Christidis (1996), Frangoudaki (2001) and Tseronjs
{2002). .

7 We follow Milroy and Milroy ( 1991) and Cameron (1995) in understanding the ideology
of standardization as the illusion of an idea of standard langtage, which the dictionary compilers as -
‘language guardians’ wish to sustain or, in the case of Greek lexicography, seek to construct,
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Me ™ dnpocisuon tov Agkucot ToOTOU ARILW GT TINQEXETAL OTO EVQUTEQD
koo BorBnpa mov progel kel duid va oUpBAAAEL aTe vat amoxatactadel
vy yoantés kot neodogmis AGYos aToV TOTO Hag, TOU Yl paegd xgovied
dukoTua TaAcurwQrEnke pe v vmagin g yvwotis pag dryAwooias,
MQOPATLATOS TIOV EUTUXLIS ETEQAOTINICE OTig MEQES POG.

1 hope that the publication of this dictionary provides the general public with a helpfal
too! that can contribute to the restoration of a sound language, written and speken,
in our land, something that has long been lacking on account of the well-known
diglossia, 2 problem that we have fortunately overcome.

According to Kriaras, language is to be valued and treated with care, attention
and due respect, even affection, as is also clear from the ‘General and Practical
Guidelines for the Proper Use of the Language' that are included in the introductory
part of his dictionary. :

In 1998, Georgios Babiniotis, Professor of Linguistics at the University of
Athens, published his Dictionary of the Modern Greak Language (with comments
regarding the proper use of words). This lexicographer became known to the
academic and general public through his engagement in the so-called language
question early in the 1980s and later on in the 1990s. Babiniotis is an advocate ofa
historical approach to the Greek language that views it as a unified, centuries-old
system, which underwent only minor changes in its various phases, from ancient to
medieval to modern. The following quotation illustrates Babiniotis’ belief that his
dictionary duly serves this peculiarity of the language: ‘

Avté mou Bewod Eexwoiot meoodogd Tou Asfuol oy eAAnvu] yAdoaa
KOL OTA TIVEULOTUCS Mag Tdrypote yevucdtega, ebvon OTL pégn and avtd,
fran Gmieg ExeL ouvtayxOel ue fpdaon) oo PaBog, TV fetaoT) wal TV FoudAle
v oTUaoUIV Twv Aéktwy kan Ty dpdoewy, avadsucvietat Leovtorvds ol
avEyAUGos o Aotog g oUYXQoVNE eAAT VG YAmoTAs.

What [ consider to be this Dictionary’s exceptional contributicn to the Greek language
and to our intellectual affairs in general is the fact that through the Dictionary, thanks
to the way it has been compiled, namely by putting the emphasis on the depth, the
extent and the variety of the meanings of words and expressions, the wealth of present-
day Greek becomes salient and vivid.

Such an approach, however, obscures the social and political, as well as the
linguistic, roots of language change. There is a reluctance here to assess present-
day Greek on its merits, as a fully-fledged code with its own morphological
and phonological rules. Instead, we find a superficial identification of the purist
code with the use of language in written speech and of the vernacular code with ./
spoken discourse, in abstraction from all other social, political or communicative
considerations that may come into play when one is using one or the other code.’
The conception of language in general, and of the Greek language in particular,

? See the discussions in Frangoudaki (1992}, (1997), Christidis (19953), and the study by Setatos

(1973) of the phenomenology of kasharevousa.
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as a value that stands above the everyday need of individual language users to
communicate, has led Babiniotis at times to deplore the present state of Greek as
a language misused and abused by the media, by political parties and by young
people; also to warn against the massive invasion of foreign usages into the Greek
vocabulary, mainly from English, and to advecate the study of Ancient Greek and,
in general, of older periods of the language in an attempt to improve the present use
of Greek in everyday communication.*

Ten years after the publication of the Tegopoulos—Fytrakis Dictionary, Babiniotis
succeeded in making a dictionary the topic of public discussion and media publicity,
and in introducing a new conception of a dictionary as user~friendly and caleulated
to appeal to a wide public regardless of their linguistic preferences and attitudes.
The dictionary was even distributed in exchange for coupons by an established
daily and Sunday newspaper, To Brjuo. :

The Diciionary of the Common Medern Greek Language was brought out later
in the year 1998 by the University of Thessaloniki and a lexicographical team
working in the Triandaphyllidis Institute of Modern Greek Studies. The Institute
'had already assigned the planning for a compilation of a dictionary of Modern
Greek to a committee of linguists who had supported demotic back in 1968. After
the constitutional establishment of demotic Modern Greek in 1976, the Ministry
of Education officially commissioned the compilation of a dictionary, mainly for
school purposes, from the Institute, which took more than twenty years to complete
" its assignment. It is noteworthy that the sare Institute publishes the Grammar of
Modern Greek (Demoric) written by the linguist M. Triandaphyllidis in 1941.1!

In the introduction, the lexicographer-in-chief describes the dictionary as a
general-purpose work addressed, in particular, to students and teachers of Greek,
native and foreign alike. Its stated aim is to describe present-day Greek as spoken
and written by the average educated user of the language in the big urban centres
of the country, without regionalisms, or extreme dialectal or sociolectal usages or
_any scientific jargon. The publication of this dictionary was followed by the launch

of an electronic version in an educational portal hosted by the Centre for the Greek
Language.

The dictionaries and their lists of entries

- Thenumber of headwords included in a dictionary is not only a way for the publisher
t0 promote a dictionary in the market as more authoritative and comprehensive,
ut also a way for the lexicographer to accommodate a language’s history, in which
- sense the dictionary becomes a cultural menument in its own right.'? In the case of
- Greek, the lexicographer needs to tackle the thorny issues regarding which lexical
" entries of purist origin that abounded in dictionaries of the previous century should

.1 See Babiniotis (1978), {1984) and the discussion in Pavlidou (1991).

11 An abridged and revised version of the Skort Grammar, which is based on the original Grammar
of Modersn Greek {Desmoric), has been distributed in sehools as the official school grammar since 1976.
2 Barnhart (1980).
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still be included, and how, and which foreign loanwords and neologisms should
make it to the list of entries. A glance at the entries in the four dictionaries reveals
a good deal of variation in their respective choices.

Both Tegopoulos~Fytrakis and Babiniotis excel in including obsolete words that
‘could hardly be considered to belong to the treasury of present-day spoken of written
Modern Greek: ayeAndoév, avip, dpovpa, ynBoaivey, dagidrc, exnouactpov,
eAAUviov, evafpivouat, Evvove, fjuap, kaAdinvyog, kdTTvRe, KiCCOGTEPNC,
Aevyetpovea), pelavetpova, uitnp, untpdéBev, opd, otpnpds, neduoiwuévog,
prvépaxtpoy, pinitw, cewgonvyis, ollfw, oxdAoy, ovvwdd, tdlag, xaual, xOwv,
xovg. The Babiniotis Dictionary even includes the words aunjtwp, Bwe, kirtog,
oAoanpirée, moAvictwp and capbeAndsv, which do not appear in Tegopoulos—

Fytrakis. The dictionaries by Eriaras and the University of Thessaloniki include .

none of these words. ‘ .

As far as neologisms and foreign loanwords are conmcerned, the entries
in Babiniotis outnumber those in the other three, including words such as:
yrAduouvp, dnuecwaxetiotas, Lapyxdv, ipatl, lpatl péep, w, KTodToc,
Aovi, povAtipivria, povpdtog, mayxoouoroinen. The Tegopowlos-Fyirakis
Dictionary at the time of its publication was quite open to foreign loanwords such
a5 avTEpYKpaovvt, yroAxinep, Lovudpw, wiepplol, kuplAé, ubvitop, mavi,
TIAVEA, TIpEg wOVPepave, oikdtog, TExvatlow, texvé and ¢a01¢ovv1d61xo
which are also found in the other two dictionaries but not in the Krzczmrchrzormry
Indeed, Kriaras adopts a stricter and mere purist policy when he 5ays:

Aducaictous VEOAOYITHODS IOV KUKADHOQOUY CTal YORTITA Kol OT0 TTOHN Mg
dev xaraxwoloape. O vEOAOYIOUSS yio va yiver dewtds oe v Aelned ngéneLva
£xeL 1307 FuvavToeL kAol Yevikdtegy) anodoxy, ko autd dev cupfaivil ya
TIOAAR avBoieTor GTIMEQIVA VEDADYIKA KOTOLTKEVATHLOUTOL.

Unjustified neologisms that circulate in written and spoken discourse have not been
included. For a neologism to be included in a dictionary, it needs to enjoy a certain
depree of recognition already, and this is not the case with a number of arbitrarily

constructed contemporary neclogisms.

The issue here is who decides whether a language change or a new word is

sufficiently widespread to be considered or accepted as normal. On the face of

it, such a decision seems to imply a prescriptive and conservative practice quite
unlike the one assumed by Babiniotis, as far as neologisms are congerned. But only
on the face of it: the treatment of those words included in the Babiniotis Dictionary
involves just another form of prescriptivism and purism, with cross-references used
to suggest the ‘Greek’ equivalent.

13 (n prescriptivism and purist practices, see Joseph (1987) and Thomas (1991).
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Morpho-phonological variants

'The prolonged diglossia in the history of Greek has contributed to the preservation
of certain archaic consonant clusters and endings alongside those that have
.a colloquial origin in the Greek. verb system.! The lack of any large-scale
sociolinguistic research that would show the distribution of purist and vernacular
variants across speakers of differing social and educational background or across
registers, coupled with the lack of a large and reliable corpus of spoken and written
Greek,'* have left it up to the lexicographer to decide which variants to include
and in what order. Once the decision is made to include both variants, the fabelling
of one or the other or both, and then the presenting of one before the other, are
choices that reflect the lexicographer’s own preference about what s#owld be the
norm, rather than a description of what the norm really is.

The Tegopowlos—Fytrakis Dictionary opts for the lexicographically unjustifiable
and confusing practice of including in parentheses next to the main entry the purist
form of a word and marking it with ‘K’ for #azharevousa. The compilers justify their
decision with a seemingly linguistic reason, but also a practical and pedagogical
one, namely that the boundaries between the two forms are often unclear, and that
students should be aided in identifying the purist forms when they come across
them in texts. The dictionary thus includes entries with alternative forms like
Baoideve, yoveds, epwtideve, nyeudv, nélig, npecfanp, oxanavev, Ay,
as the katharevousa variants of the headwords Bacidube, yovéas, epwtibéac,
nyepdvag, oA, npeoflwnag, oxanavéng, GpAéfa. The Bakiniotis Dictionary
also includes these variants under the demotic headword, but rightly chooses not
to distinguish between fatharevouse and demotic. Instead, Badiniotis labels these
variant forms on the basis of registers of use, as ‘Ady10” (‘learned’) or ‘AoyLotego’

{‘more learned’), without, however, following any specific criterion for the
. assignment of these labels, and without grounding such a labelling or the existence
" of those forms in a corpus search. The Krizras and Unfversity of Thessaloniki
dictionaries do not include the above forms at all.

As far as the past passive forms of verbs are concerned, the Tegopoulos—Fytrakis
Dictionary records only the demotic endings {with -vnica), contrary to its practice
" of including purist forms of nouns and adjectives. The Kriaras Dictionary does
"not systematically include information about the morphology of verbs, but one
-can deduce the compiler’s preference for the demotic forms in the examples cited.

The Babiniotis Dictionary givés the purist ending after the demotic one, labelling
it as ‘learned’ or ‘more learned’. Interestingly, it mentions the purist form first,

followed by the demotic one, which is labelled as ‘kx@nuegvd’ (‘colloquial’),

for the verbs Anoretopat, radavtevouat, nailopat, whereas it gives no purist
' variants for the past passive of the verbs xpewdlopai, avaratebouat, ovoudlopa:

and yxpepifouat. The University of Thessaloniki Dictionary refers the user to an
' appendix that includes conjugation tables for nouns, adjectives and verbs, where

!4 See Browning (1982) and Holton ef a/. (1997).
15 Tordanidou (1996), {1999), (2002).




174 ASSIMAKIS TSERONIS AND ANNA IORDANIDOU

the demotic forms as prescribed in the Triandaphyllidis Grammar are generally
followed. i

Deciding whether to include, or not include, words (or morphological or
phonological variants} in the list of entries is not a matter that is exclusively
dependent on the lexicographer’s own preference and stance. It is also an issue
affected by the factors of the market and of time.»® Nonetheless, the way in which
words are treated once they are included in a dictionary’s list of entries, and the
information given about their use and history, becomes a matter of choice that is
dependent on personal ideclogies and is affected by the lexicographer’s stance on
the fundamental issues of standardization.

Labelling

Assigning stylistic labels to the entries of a dictionary is a complicated task,
especially when there can be no general agreement about a systematic theoretical
or empirical basis for the number or distribution of such labels.’? Scrutiny of the

introductory notes of the four dictjionaries regarding their labelling practice reveals -

a variety of approaches and criteria — more or less systematic or clear — which the
respective lexicographers claim to have used in marking the stylistic and usage
status of their entries. ‘

What strikes one as odd in the Tegopoulos—Fytrakis Dictionary is the lack of
any label distinguishing between uses in written and spoken, formal and informal,
discourse. The few labels mentioned in the list of abbreviations concern text type,
geographical variation, attitude and technical field. There is no labelling at all to
distinguish the context of use for any of the words of purist origin, the foreign loan
words or the purist morpho-phonological variables that the dictionary includes,

such as tyBvdsic, katalovntrp, peAaverpopd and yifpl.'® When faced with,

the thorny task of assigning usage labels to words of present-day Greek, which
originate in either purist or demotic or even foreign traditions, the lexicographers
have chosen the easy way out: that is, not to commit themselves to anything, but
simply to record the purist forms of the entries they have chosen to include, marked
with ‘K’ for katharevousa.

The list of labels in the Krigras Diczionary is no more elaborate either, but here
the lexicographer does make the effort to distinguish between his use of "Adyiog’
{(*learned’) and ‘Aaikdg’ (‘popular’} in the foreword to his dictionary:

Ty AéEnp onuewdvetal b eiva Adya 6xLav amAdg mpoépxetat and m Adyw
TaQAbooT], aAA& oV XQNTPOTIOWIVIAS TV £XORE T aloBnua L TEoKETOR YL
ALEn OxL g 1o yAdooos, oA yix AEEn mov xonowpomoteltal v v
avdyia) e otoypnis. [ . ] Enpecovovtal we ‘Aaixéc” udvo ol kazeEoxrv Axikég
AbLEIS wan Oyt kdBe ALEn mov gWlatal ot YAdDoTa pag and v ngodoguem
magadoor].

¢ On language change see Aitchison {1991).
17 0On labelling see Hausmann {1989) and Corbin {1989).
18 None of these words appears in this purist form in any of the other three dictionaries.
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A word is labelled as ‘Adywa’ not simply because it originates in the learned tradition,
but becanse when using it one feels that it does not belong to the common language,
but is'a word used out of the necessity of the moment. [. . .] The words labelled
as ‘Aotikég” are the proper ‘Aciiés” and not any word that survives in the lanpuage
through popular tradition. .

The Babiniotis Dictionary makes use of a more elaborate labelling system for
the headwords, which informs the user about style (archaic, learned, colloquial,
familiar, etc.), context of use (dialectical, slang, literary, etc.) and attitude
(iromic, insulting, derogatory, emotional, etc.). It even distinguishes two degrees
of ‘Adyioc” and ‘Acinéc’ labels, namely ‘Adviog’ {‘learned’) and ‘Aoyotegog’
{‘more learned’), and ‘Aaiicdc’ (‘popular’) and ‘Aaikétegog’ (‘more popular’).
Of the four dictionaries, this is the only one that uses the label ‘agxouongerns’
(‘archaized’). The label is assigned to words that appear in this dictionary alone,
such as apritwg, nueic, noAviotwp, and to words like yeAnsdv, ynloovvn, fuap,
lorape, catrvya, kibouat, Aetyw, pntpéBev, opd, naibidOev, neduoiwpévos,
xBwv, xovg, which also appear in Tegopoulos—Fyrrakis, as well as to words like ‘
Bpoxnbov, xabaipw, kaBetdw, kdwv, pédac, dupe, noag, otéap, vvartTw, which ‘

‘appear in the University of Thessaloniki Dictionary t00.¥ The labels ‘Adytoc’ and

‘Aoyi6tegQog” appear to be assigned in a rather arbitrary fashion, however. It seems
that by assigning the label ‘apxonongentic’ to words that could hardly qualify
as being part of the Modern Greek vocabulary, the Babdiniotis Dictionary seeks to
validate the presence of such obsolete words by attributing to them a distinct level
of use, that of an elaborate and sophisticated discourse.
The University of Thessaloniki Dictionary has made an effort to label every
headword and every reference within a headword by indicating the context in which
a word is most appropriately and effectively used. Given its primary“pedagogical
aim, the dictionary presents in detail the different types of labels used, intending
such labels to guide the user in choosing the right word in a particular context.
It distinguishes uses as ‘formal’, ‘scientific’, 'vernacular’, ‘popular’, ‘learned’,
‘literary”, ‘familiar’, ‘child language’, *outdated’, “spoken’ and ‘vulgar’. The lack
of a corpus or a large-scale sociolinguistic study, however, deprives these labels of
any empirical grounding that could make them an authoritative resource, or indeed

" could provide practical advice, for those learning Greek. A number of words are

invariably labelled as ‘learned’, leaving the user to decide whether they would be ‘
effective in a formal as well as a familiar context, and what their communicative
effect might be.®
As Petrounias remarks,?! it should be the job of a dictionary of Modern Greek
to clarify the confusion over the ‘learned or purist origin’ of a word and its use in

'* None of these words appears in the Krfaras Dictionary. Those that appear in the Tegopoulos—
Fyerakis Dictionary are not labelled, while those that appea: in the Universiey of Thessaloniki Dictionary
are labelled as ‘learned’.

20 See, for example, the entries dvev, yeaunio, eviarfa, iowv, oives, natrp, tdawp, vidg, yelpa.

u Petrounizs (1985) 398.
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a ‘learned or formal context’. The origins of the words should be dealt with in the
etymology section of each entry, whereas the usage and stylistic status of the word
should be part of the main entry. This is a practice that the Kriaras Dictionary
tries to follow, whereas the Babiniotis Dictionary confuses the reader about the
frequency and context of certain of the words it includes, when a number of them
(like ynpdoxw, yipag, spve, véaan, dogtpeov, ntlAog) are not labelled at all, and
others (like dpovpa, morcroo'rs(pr,tg, omoodxig, ovbaudg, nathip, TTow) receive
only an etymological indication, ‘ancient’ or ‘medieval’, in brackets.

Etymological information®

Information about the history of words included in the etymological part of an
entry enhances the sense of dictionaries as cultural monuments, within which clues
to the history of a particular culture and its relationship to others are provided.
Keeping the balance between unduly specialized etymological information and
information about the history of words that may concern the wider public can also
be an efficient way of targeting a larger readership for a dictionary.? In his detailed
study of the erymologies in Modern Greek dictionaries, Petrounias® concludes
that the morpho-semantic and etymological information they provide is deficient,
because it is based solely on the form and spelling of the words.and invariably seeks
to trace the root of as many words as possible back to Ancient Greek, disregarding
broad internal and external borrowing practices, during the diglossia period in
particular. .

In the Babdiniotis Dicrionary, it is clear from the extent of etymological
information, and the number of usage notes referring to the history of words, that
etymology plays a crucial part not only in the way the entries are organized but also
in the way they are spelled. As the compiler acknowledges in the introduction:

Ze pua yawooe be 6mwg 1 BAAvier], dnov wiydel ) wrogue 1 etupoAoyusy
ogBoyeadia Twv AfLewv [. . ], 1 eTvuoAoyia anokrd mgdafet) Bagitra, vnd
oV 600, BePaiac, dTu ompelleton oTig agxés TNE YAwooudis ETUOTYE ket HXL
o€ epreigueés etopoAoyrioets 1 nagetupodoyAoes («Aalcl] eTupoAoyiom) Twy
AéE s,

In a language like Greek, where historical or etymological spelling of words arises
[...], etymology has acquired an additional importance, on condition that it is based
on the principles of linguistic science and not on the folk etymology of words.

Here, the lexicographer has chosen to trace the history of words from their earliest
roots, with reference to Indo-European origins, through intermediate steps and

2 In this section, we focus on the dlscrepancnes between the Babiniotis and the University of

Thessaloniki dictionasies alone, as far as the scope of the stymological information and the origin of -

the words included in their lists are concerned. The Tegepoulos—Fytrakis Dicrisnary merely copies the
etymology of words already proposed in Andriotis' Efymological Dictionary {1983), while the Kriaras
Dictionary refers to the ancient or foreign arigin of words only occasionally.

2 Drysdale (1989).

24 Petrounias (1985},
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significant cognates. The reason for this, according to the compiler, is practical,
utilitarian. and educational, since it is not easy for the ordinary language-user to
have access to the specialized dictionaries needed for this, and it also satisfies the
ordinary user’s curiosity about historical information. Again, such a choice is not
immune to the lexicographer’s own position on the historical roots of the Greek
language and its uninterrupted continuity,

On the other hand, the etymological mformatlon inthe Umverszty of T/zesmloméz
Dictionary, compiled throughout by Petrounias, is programmatically restricted to
cover the history of words daring back to what is seen as the historic and lingnistic
basis of Gommon Modern Greek, namely the Hellenistic £oine as it developed
from the end of the fourth century BC onwards. The compiler chooses not to give
redundant morphological information about the compounding and derivation of
words of Ancient Greek origin, but rather to focus on a detailed description of the
history of more recent loanwords and neologisms. In addition, special attention has
been paid to grammaticat entries such as prefixes and suffixes that illustrate how
the compounding and derivational system of Modern Greek works. Overall, the
University of Thessaloniki Dictionary makes use of a more detailed marking system
for describing the history of words, distinguishing bstween loan translations,
semantic borrowings and ‘Riickwanderungen’ ("avrddvea’: ‘reborrowings’).

Unlike other dictionaries of Modern Greek, both the Badiniotis and the University
of Thessaloniki dictionaries agree that words like arxovotixd, xowwviodoyia,
ovpavoEdetne and neAitiopdc are loan translations of foreign words, originally
coined in English or French, and made up of Greek lexical items. Nonetheless,
whereas both dictionaries acknowledge that internationalisms such as a@Antioudc,
avBpwrodoyia, Biodoyia, uepdfio, npayuatodioyia, have a foreign origin, the
Babiniotis Dictionary describes them as ‘Greek-origin foreign terms’ (‘sAAnvo-
yeviic Eévog dgocg'). Such a designation seeks to underline the fact that the form of
the words is drawn from Greek and to play down the consideration that such words
were originally coined in a foreign language and only later borrowed into Greek
through the learned tradition. The erymological information in the University of
Thessaloniki Dictionary, by contrast, indicates clearly that these words have come
from a foreign language into Greek through the learned tradition. 2

There are also a number of other words, labelled as ‘semantic borrowings’
(‘petadQagrucd daveia')® in the University of Thessaloniki Dictionary, which
the Babinioris Dictionary relates directly to Ancient Greek cognates: words like
exvevpiCo, EvOnua, emiOnue, epnuepiba, xabirov, évtpo. Again, by focusing
entirely on the form of the words, which have an Ancient Greek appearance and
which can sometimes be related to words that actually existed in Ancient Greek,

% T add to the confusion about the history of internationalisms, the Bakiniotis Dictionary states
that words tike frrautvy, wouovvigude, cosiadigude, viodoyia are the ‘rendering in Greek of a
foreign word’ {"andboon/peragood oty EAAnvaa) Eévou dgov’), and rightly so — but contrary to the
labelling for other internationalisms in the same dictionary.

26 On words coined in the purist tradition that make use of Ancient Greek forms, or re~use already
existing words in order to render the meaning of foreign loan words, see Petrounias {1997).
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the Babinioris Dictionary fails to make clear that a new meaning has been added
to the word in modern times in order to address the need for a newly imported
coticept or referent.

The inclusion of etymological information has a clear ideological function, if
anything in a more telling way, in the case of ‘Riickwanderungen’ (‘reborrowings’).
Both dictionaries rightly trace the origin of such words as dpic, agudvt, yalia,
Braudvtt, dpdu, wduapa, cavanés, naldfpa, pwrave back to Ancient Greek.
The Babiniotis Dictionary, however, accepts as ‘Riickwanderungen’ a number of
other words whose etymological origin is either still disputed or clearly assigned
to a foreign origin in the Unrversiry of Thessaloniki Dictionary. aundpl, pdpro,
yicpheert, yrpotéoxog, Launov, urpifoc, ovTomie, TEVaATL, TodKapo, Grotice
Such insistence on not only the roots of present-day Greek words in a distant and
glorious past, but also on the impact that the classical Greek tradition has had on
other languages, as a source of inspiration for the invention of new words, originates
in the compiler’s own conviction that Greek has the potential to reinvent itself.”’
The etymological treatment of the words included in the Babiniotis Dictionary
and the attention paid to the narrative of their long history stamps this particular
dictionary as — in aspiration, at least — a truly cultural monument and a direct
tribute to the Greek language as a treasure that Greeks should be proud of.

Spelling and orthography .

The extent and accuracy of the information about spelling that a dictionary
provides constitutes one of the main reasons, perhaps the primary reason, that
dictionary users have for choosing between one dictionary and another and for
consulting it after making their choice.?® Where Greek dictioharies are concerned,
lexicographers are faced with the thorny issue of deciding how close to be to the
orthographic preseriptions of the state and school grammar by Triandaphyllidis,
and how consistent they need to be when proposing alternative spellings or more
simplified ones. Triandaphyllidis proposed guidelines for the speliing of words,
which sought to establish a simplified historic orthography that is easy to teach and
memorize without the need for recourse to Ancient Greek cognates of the words
in question.? His orthographic standardization has been ruch debated, and the
variety of positions is reflected in the dictionaries under review.

Of our four dictionaries, the Tegopoulos—Fytrakis Dictionary is the one that
follows the orthographical prescriptions of the Triandaphyllidis Grammar to the
letter. This does not seem to be the outcome of 2 conscious theoretical stance
on this much~debated issue, but rather of commercial practicalities, in that the
dictionary is primarily addressed to students and office workers, in whose milieux
the Triandaphyllidis Grammar is the one officially recognized. The Babiniotis
Dictionary makes etymology the primary criterion in prescribing the correct

27 For z discussion see Frangoudaki {1992), (1996}, {1997) and Christidis (1995}, {1999).
28 “Whircut (1989).
2 Tordamidou {1997).
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spelling of all words included. The compiler in effect overgeneralizes the validity of
the historical principle and applies it to the orthography of all words originating in
Ancient Greek or Latin. He thus writes radotaxotda, koAAfyoc, xovixi, udvvea,
¢ddoxa, instead of xaAiarovda, koAlyog, xovki, udva, ¢loxe. In the same way,
the dictionary proposes spelling ‘Riickwanderungen’ according to their original
(Ancient Greek) spelling, disregarding the fact that they have been introduced
to Modern Greek at a later stage through the medium of a foreign language, and
_should thus follow a simplified orthography teo - at least in the case of those
coming through the popular tradition, which actually form the majority. He thus
writes yapdoadio, yéuue, tévves, Toavvake, Tonpoto, duvtdve. By contrast,
the Uniwersity of Thessaloniki and the other dictionaries register the simplified
spellings for such words: yapipaio, youa, tovos, roavixi, ToOLP6TO, (GevThvi.

Up to a point, the Kriaras Dictionary appears to favour a conservative spelling for
words that are closertotheir ancient cognates, neglecting the simplified orthographic
principles of the Triandaphyllidis Grammar: xdmne, Astavic, Aarxotbng, Aedvo,
fevited, naooaleipw, pwddiwvo, otpvudxve.*® The problem, however, is that
the same principle is not applied to other words, which makes the spelling practice
ofthe Kriaras Dictionary appear to be less consistent than the disputed spellings in
the Babiniotis Dictionary. What is most confusing and problematic about both the
Kriaras and the Babiniotis dictionaries is that neither gives any explicit statement
or explanation of the principles for recording a specific spelling: their practice is
to seek to establish an orthographic standard #e fzcte without any prior discussion
or justification. The preference for spellings that relate Modern Greek words
directly to their ancient cognates pro forma goes hand in hand with the emphasis
on the history of the words as discussed above. This practice confirms the status of

* both dictionaries as would-be cultural monuments, at times to the detriment of the
practical needs of users and without reference to established langnage use.

The ideology of standardization

The compilation and circulation of a dictionary is a social practice that contrlbutes
to the processes of standardizing a language, regulating variability in the language
system and ultimately prescribing usage by means of a codification of language 3!
Dictionary compilers, then, act as ‘language guardians’, who are burdened with
_the task of cataloguing the great variety of forms and meanings encountered in
language use. The decisions they take when recording the various forms, meanings
‘and expressions reflect both their particular assumptions about what a standard
hould look like and their own aspirations for the contribution that their dictionary
s to make in the linguistic community.

% The Babiniotis Dictionary favours the same spelling, while the other two dictionaries follow the
implified spelling of these words: xéna, Alevds, Aygondne, Awve, fevitid, nacadelpo, podixivo,
TTPLUEX V).

31 Far a discussion about standardization and codification, see Milroy and Milroy (1991, Downes
(1998}, Aitchison (1991) and Cameron {1995).
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From the discussion so far, it is cbvious how much the four dictionaries under
review differ from each other, as regards both the treatment of entries and the
presentation of information provided., The discrepancies should not be seen as

the result of an accurate description of different object-languages or codes, for |

alt four dictionaries claim to have described the Greek language as spoken and
written in present-day Greece. In addition, their almost simultaneous circulation
in the second half of the last century® would have resulted in commercial failure
had their readerships supposed that all four dictionaries were. presenting the same
description of the Greek language: Their differences lie not in mAar they describe
but in Aow they describe it. And this variability is determined not only by the
individual lexicographer’s reaction to the intellectual climate of his time, as Zgusta

puts it, but also - to a larger or smaller extent — by considerations of marketing and

‘brand image’, as Cameron suggests.®
The study of dictionary compilation and circulation as a mechanism and
symptom of standardization in a linguistic community relates directly to the

discussion of prescriptivism in language and invites a systematic scrutiny of the
phenomenon from a linguistic perspective, as Milroy and Milroy, and Cameron, .

have convincingly argued.** For Cameron, the question is not ‘should we
prescribe?’, but “who prescribes for whom, what they prescribe, how and for what
purposes’.*®. Depending on the authority and status of the ‘language guardians’
and on the means they use to publicize their ideas, the prescribed spellings, forms,
uses and word narratives can be more or less convincing and can reach a broader
or less broad audience. At the same time, the effectiveness of such prescriptivism
depends on how well the ‘language guardians’ accommodate the needs of the
language users and the current linguistic situation, and on the willingness of the

community to endorse their proposals. In assessing the influence of d1ct10naries on .

the standardization process, Zgusta observes:

There is no doubt that dictionaries do infiuence the linguistic behaviour of their users.

" They cannet stop change, nor can they cause changes disapproved of, or not accepted
by, the user. They can and do stabilise the usage, particularly in the written language
and in the related formal styles of spoken language; they do clarify meanings and
make them more systematic.?®

As far as the Greek linguistic community is concerned, ‘Standard Modern

Greek’ is not a code that is homogeneously used in formal and official registers
and from which deviations can readily be identified, as is arguably the case with

32 Note that, although the Tegoporlos—Fytrakis Dictionary was first published in 1988, its enlarged
edition entitled Megrum Greek Dictionary appeared in 1997, only two years after the publication of
the Kriaras Dictionary and just one year before the simultaneous publication of the Babinforis and the
University of Thessaloniki dictionaries.

33 Zgusta (1992) 7; Cameron (1995) 49.

34 Milroy and Milroy (1991); Cameron {1995).

35 Cameron {(1995) 11.

6 Zpusta {1989) 77. See also Gallardo {1980)..
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English, German, French or Arabic. The compilers of the four dictionaries under
review were faced with the task of choosing which words and forms to register
from those inherited from the purist tradition of the past and those borrowed from
foreign languages, and how to label them and record their history.?” They also had
to account for the fact that the public to which each dictionary was addressed
included people brought up and educated during the diglossic situation before 1976,
and people who had been taught Greek at school through the Triandaphyllidis
Grammar after that. In addition, the lack df a large and scientifically compiled
corpus of written and spoken Modern Greek left the lexicographers to decide how
best to reconcile the cultural function of a dictionary with its commercial aspect,
in the light of their own attitudes towards language and language change. In their
case, there was no standard language to metely describe and elaborate by means
of publishing their dictionary. Instead, the aim was to propose a standard language
and contribute towards the malking of one,

According to Zgusta, linguistic communities that go through the slow and
somewhat generational process of overcoming diglossia, like the Greek Lnguistic
community at the beginning of the twentieth century, tend toshowa patternwhereby
‘archaizing’ dictionaries are replaced by ‘standard-descriptive’ dictionaries. Among
the difficulties with the compilation. of a ‘standard-descriptive’ dictionary, Zgusta
mentions the problem of distinguishing which words and usages fall under the
standard variety and which under the non-standard, and making a selection from
the vast vocabulary and the possible variants already in use, as well as the dilemma
about whether to include or not include lexical units from earlier phases of the
history of the language that are still in use.?® In terms of Zgusta's typology,®® all four
dictionaries under review belong to the ‘standard-descriptive’ type as opposed to
those published during the period of diglossia, which were more of the ‘antiquating
or archaizing’ type.* In each of the four, however, certain repercussions of the
historic type of dictionary ¢an be seen.

Depending on their respective authority and aspirations, each dictionary
pursues a goal of controlling and regulating the linguistic behaviour of the Greek
community either from a historical perspective or else from a perspective of
standardization proper. In both cases, the acknowledged aim is to improve the
standards of linguistic behaviour in speech or writing. ‘The Kriaras and Babiniotis
dictionaries seek to do that by applauding the vast richness and depth of the
Greek vocabulary and by being explicitly preseriptive, Both lexicographers value
language as a treasure that lies beyond the everyday use and communicative needs
of Greek speakers and should thus be treated with care. They both emphasize the

7 See the study by Kahane and Kahane (1967) of the problems that Greek lexicographers face as
a consequence of the diglossic past of the Greek language,
38 Zgusta (1989) 74-5.
3% Zeusta (1989) distinguishes the following four types of dictionaries that influence standardization:
'standard—creatmg , ‘modernizing’, ‘antiquating or archaizing’, and ‘standard-deseriptive’.
° For an overview of Greek dictionaries, see Alissandratos {1980). For a brief discussion of the
general monolingual dictionaries published in the period of diglossia, see also "I'seronis (2002).
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roots of the language, Kriaras from a more demotic standpoint, Babiniotis from a

more puristic standpoint. Of the two, the Ba#iniotis Dictionary is the one which
also addresses commercial needs, by providing a work of reference that is easy
to use and includes a significant number of foréign words and neologisms. The
Kriaras Dictionary remains devoted to the principles of demotic Modern Greek
that are advocated by its compiler,

The Tegopoulos—Fytrakis Dictionary is the most commercial of the four. It is
the first one to address the market need for a user~friendly and reliable dictionary;
exploiting the prestige associated with a language ' dictionary as a cultural
monument. The compilers and publishers of this dictionary have avoided taking
any theoretical stance on the issues of language change and standardization. Their
contribution is simply to record as many forms and variants as possible (whether of
purist, popular or foreign origin) and let time and the users decide on their use and
viability. The University of Thessaloniki Dictionary, by contrast, bears the marks
of the institutional and educational role it has been commissioned to play since
1976. In terms of prestige and authority within the Greek linguistic community;,
the Babiniotis and University of Thessaloniki dictionaries are competing points of
reference: the one representing the private, commercial perspective of an individual
but established linguist; the other, the product of a collective, institutional project
that enjoys the status of a national dictionary. In these two dictionaries, Standard
Modern Greek is invested with the prestige of a prominent ‘language guardian’ and
with the authority of an institution, respectively.

Given the lack of an extended and reliable corpus of present-day spoken and
written Greek, there can be no objectively defined linguistic reality that the
dictionaries under review could claim to describe. What each of these dictionaries
has done, in a more or less convinéing manner, is construct one possible version of
what the linguistic reality of Modern Greek is or should be, given the lexicographer’s
own stance on the matter and under the constraints of the market cr the attjitudes
of prospective users. This is not to suggest that there is some deplorable anarchy
within the Greek linguistic community, as some commentators would have it.*
The point is rather that the compilation of a dictionary is not 2 private individual’s
own business — even if it does indeed take an individual mind and commitment to
get a team of people working together. The compilation of a dictionary is a public
project that addresses a certain linguistic community and should thus be open and
sensitive to public debate about what is z0¢ to be included, as well as what 75, and
hom. ‘

*1 On language mythologies surviving in the Greek linguistic community, and the media COVerage
of tanguage-related issues in Greece after 1976, see Chaxis {2001) and Moschonas (2004).
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