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Greek lexicography is coming of age. The furor that accompanied the publica-
tion of Babiniotis’s dictionary reflects precisely the growth of the dis-cipline in
the same way that the pangs of adolescence relate to oncoming maturity. What
has been disappointing in the dictionary’s reception, however, is the reluctance
of those involved to raise any pertinent linguistic questions in a debate that
included lengthy litigation and transformed a dictionary into a best-seller. In
order to restore the balance, this review essay will touch upon issues of the
dictionary’s organization, lemma selection and arrangement, the use of
definitions, style labels and examples, as well as broader linguistic and lexico-
graphic issues.

It is difficult to do justice to a book of more than two thousand pages in
the limited space of a review. One of the complications of dealing with such a
prodigious work is the temptation to lose sight of the forest for the trees. In view
of this, it must clearly be stated at the outset that Professor Babiniotis’s Ae&ixo
¢ Véag eAnvixnc YAdooog is a landmark in Greek linguistics and lexicogra-
phy. It provides the largest scale picture of the Greek language after the demise
of diglossia, offering a plethora of invaluable information about the multiple
resources of Greek. Its breadth and scope render it a useful tool for teachers of
Greek, for learners, translators, creative writers, and—generally—anyone who
uses the language with some frequency. However, it is not only its size that makes
Babiniotis’s dictionary an outstanding work. Its distinctive character is that, with
the exception of Kriaras’s smaller and less-broadly focused work (1995), it is the
only dictionary of the contemporary Greek language compiled by a professional
linguist on the basis of expert rather than amateurish standards and principles.
This major oeuvre by the doyen of modern Greek linguistics is bound to
constitute one of the standard reference works for years to come, alongside
Stamatakos’s and Dimitrakos’s earlier accomplishments. This said, we should
not infer that the dictionary lacks mistakes, inadequacies, or shortcomings. Only
those who have not been involved in a lexicographic project could make such a
naive assumption.

To start with the dictionary’s size, the figures given on the cover are:
150,000 “words and phrases” and 500,000 “definitions and uses.” Although
comparisons may be deceptive, let us note that most modern dictionaries of
English include fewer than 100,000 headwords (Longman’s 1984 edition has
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90,000, the Penguin 1969 edition has 40,000, the second edition of Cobuild has
75,000 references and 100,000 examples), whereas the third edition of Collins
English Dictionary reaches 180,000 lemmas and the 1987 edition of Random
House has 260,000 headwords (Crystal 1987:108). Nevertheless, as Babiniotis
rightly points out in his introduction (p. 27), the attempt to include as many
words as possible is responsible for the distorted view of the language given by
most Greek dictionaries. Babiniotis’s dictionary should be praised for following
criteria of use for the inclusion of a word rather than slavishly imitating earlier
works. The range of lemmas includes proper names and abbreviations (incorpo-
rated in the main body of the dictionary rather than in appendices) as well as
“frozen phrases” such as katharevousa sayings and Latin expressions. The useful
division into main lemmas, sub-lemmas (for related compounds and deriva-
tions), internal lemmas or phrases, and detached lemmas (for transparent
compounds and derivations such as those of privative a- and awto-) facilitates an
economic description. It must be noted here that all phrases are included in the
lemma of the main headword (p. 32) rather than appearing as separate lemmas.

Regarding lemma selection, the author emphasizes that the main crite-
rion is that of use, quite aside from origin (p. 27). The principle of “idiosynchrony”
(p- 28) is also followed, in order to exclude dialectal or slang words that have not
been assimilated in standard modern Greek. Special emphasis is given to
scientific terms, especially “those that are used in linguistic communication by
many people” (p. 28). One of the dictionary’s most invaluable features is the
comprehensive tables of linguistic categories such as military ranks, types of law
courts, the religious hierarchy, currencies, physical elements, etc. With an eye
kept on younger speakers, since they may not be familiar with the earlier phases
of the language, the author provides detailed information about older orthogra-
phy, standard Church texts, etc. Place names are also included, although there
seems to be no principle governing why Apaitéda, Képvtip or Awlévy should
be in but Kurtapiooio or BapxeAdhvy out. The same is true of team names
(AEK, O®H, IaveArnviog and others are missing) and some abbreviations
(AHXY, AHKO, ITYXIIE are not included, whereas AKEA and the older forms
IIYZAE, IIYIME are). Altogether, one would need to search extensively to find
scores of useful or current words missing from the dictionary; arcoddunon,
Tvtepvet, xAwvoTtoinoy, Atoovappdeyon and Alptivyx, LETOULOVTEEVOG, oLvTl
and awTipdp. are all there. | managed to detect the absence only of epyatodpa
(but avbpwmTodpa is iN), evpwemniToyy, NULATOGYOAMGY, LGTOGEASO, LOTLERD,
UMYoVLX ] LTTOOTNELEY, TOAOVEXQOG, TILTOLAASOPOG OF TUTOLALGTNG, OEUEY,
TPOYOJPOUD, TGO, PWTOTLUTELD, YLAtoxLxAoG. It is easier to suggest lemmas
that ought to have been excluded—Egvniaoio and evpwityodpng, for example,
which have really not caught on in everyday usage, and Ocoyevvftopoc,
Beodpopw, Beopdpog, etc., which are found only in the very specialized register
of religion. Synonyms and antonyms are most usefully included in most lemmas.
Finally, one of the most important contributions of the dictionary is the
exhaustive and meticulous tracing of etymology for all lemmas, including
neologisms, proper names, foreign words, and ancient words. The authoritative
work of Babiniotis in this area, bearing ample witness to the “long, rich and
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adventurous history of the Greek language” (p. 2064), fills another major gap in
Greek reference works.

The vast majority of lemma forms are indisputable, although there are a
few inconsistencies. For instance, in Ocabnvar the phrase given in the lemma is
Tpog /dta to Oeabnvar, whereas in the example that follows we are given the
most common form, namely yiwo to Oeabfivar. One could also argue for
ovtdtlio instead of avtdtlo and certainly against x&uepopoav, Aditpot and
Atlytevortoly, in which the antepenultimate rule of Greek is violated. Most
usefully, spelling and pronunciation variants are included, although again not
always consistently (e.g., in Egpdc we are given Enpdg, but not Egpdg in Enpdc—
also, vop.en tov Peppaixob appears in contrast to voer in the lemma Oepp.oitxdc).
Furthermore, additional emphasis could be placed on cross-referencing, where
the criterion of use is not always followed. For instance, some common forms of
proper names—examples are I'iwpyog and Mavéinc—are not found as sepa-
rate lemmas, nor are they cross-referenced to the main lemma (T'sdpytog,
Eppavound), although this is done in the case of a few female nicknames (e.g.,
INedtar). The criterion of use is obviously not followed in such cases as tévig,
which is cross-referenced to avtiopaipion, yalpete, which is only found in
xolpw, eLAG, Which is given as a variant of puAdoow rather than the other way
round (see also my comment below on second conjugation verbs), etc. In the
case of the simple @a&, one is cross-referenced to téAepak, only to find out that
this is really tmAcop.ototumio, to which one is sent to discover the full meaning.
Finally, it would be useful if all main forms of most irregular verbs had been
included, cross-referenced to the main lemma for the sake of the foreign
learner, for whom this knowledge should not be presupposed. This happens
only for wéw (cross-referenced to myaivw) and éia (to épyopor) but not for
BdAw, dw, elda, BeAxa, Bew, dow, elya, x&Pw, Tw, elrta, Tw, etc.

The arrangement of the lemma follows careful principles. The word’s
ordinary form is given first; secondary forms follow. Then comes grammatical
information together with alternative forms. According to the dictionary’s
principles, it is the prototypical or “core” meaning that is given first and not the
most frequent meaning. This is followed by examples and phrases, to which
much space is devoted. In the introduction (p. 32), a careful distinction is made
between collocations (AeEthoyixég ouvderc), lexical phrases (mept-ppoaotinég
AéEelg), proverbs (moporuieg) and idioms (dwwtiopol). This is not always
reflected in the format of the lemma in that, for instance, collocations cannot be
distinguished from examples. Also, many useful collocations seem to be miss-
ing—e.g., Btomoptotixol AGyot, dtexdix duxodpoto, edlrotumixy enioxedn,
EXTTANPOV® GTGYOVE, LALYYLOOES TTOGO, xarToPNoTixds 6poc—, Nor is there any
syntactic information on rather frequent but complex items like poxdpr and
xohdAL. Furthermore, quite a few improvements could be made in the treatment
of parts of speech. For example, the dictionary is not enlightening on the messy
area of particles: xat, av, unv, pnyoptc are all characterized as particles whereas
the first two can also be used as subordinating conjunctions introducing
adverbial clauses. In addition, the behavior of conjunctions is not always
accurately depicted: in the lemma for oo, duration is given as the last meaning,
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while in the lemma for evd it is given as the first, whereas the opposite might be
closer to the truth. The discourse properties of these elements could also be
more fully appreciated. For instance, most examples in dp.we sound unnatural,
although the most frequent use of the item in second place appears in other
lemmas (e.g., Bvotdlw). Clearly, much more work in the direction of Goutsos,
King, and Hatzidaki (1994) and Georgakopoulou and Goutsos (1998) is needed
before we will be able to ask for more accurate descriptions.

The dictionary’s 500,000 definitions are largely accurate and comprehen-
sive. As the introduction notes, they offer “in a simple and intelligible way all
necessary information” (p. 31). Apart from the odd mistake, the definitions tend
to be wordy, which is perhaps the price one pays for intelligibility. Their
discursiveness (e.g., povcovApoviopos: 1 povobetotiny Opnoxeio Tov IoAdy,
ot oL JEYETAL . . . , oL Oe Sdaoxaiieg ™ elvar . . .) contributes to this
tendency. In many definitions, considerable redundant information could have
been left out without any loss—e.g, amwocuvtefelpévon xou Tebopévov owuaTog
(in the lemma for Bovoartida), 0 PixEOC %ot TTEOGTATEVTIXE XAELGUEVOS YDOPOC
(in the lemma for beppoxnmio), amd povooud, AoTLX0, PEANS N GLVOETLXG
VA6 (in the lemma for Ewpaoxio). This is especially true in cases in which an
illustration works best, as with animal names, everyday objects, etc. Compare, for
instance, Babiniotis’s 57-word definition for xdéumpo with the 22 words in
Cobuild, the 12 words in Kriaras, and the 19 words accompanied by a picture in
Longman’s English Dictionary of Language and Culture. Even the huge third edition
of Collins English Dictionary manages to convey two meanings of the word in only
39 words. Furthermore, the principle of not giving synonyms as definitions
(p. 31) is not always followed (see, for example, Eepovoxwvw, EedtoAdvw,
Eebewvw), and not infrequently a simple word is explained by more difficult
ones (e.g., EexapPBaiovw: emlpépw TEochetes avwahies).

The examples are drawn primarily from everyday spoken and written
language and secondarily, as noted in the introduction, “from proverbs, song
lyrics, quotes from literary works, etc.” (p. 32). This latter emphasis, even if
secondary, is one of the least successful features of the dictionary, which in this
respect has unfortunately followed the traditional Greek lexicographic defer-
ence to the Greek literary canon. It is misguided to explain omddéve and Eaotoyd
by quoting Seferis, Eavaryivop.on by quoting Elytis, évyg by quoting Cavafy, and
so on, when no helpful information about the use of the word can be gathered
from the literary context. At the same time, this is a dubious practice also for
literary reasons. For instance, is £0dta{w an everyday word or a hapax legomenon
in Cavafy? Is the meaning of BapBapog in Cavafy’s well-known poem really
amoAitiotog dvBpwroc? As is rightly pointed out in the introduction (p. 32), it
is the common, conventional use and not the deviant or creative turn of phrase
that a dictionary should aim to illustrate in its examples.

The employment of labels indicating style and usage constitutes a consid-
erable improvement over previous dictionaries. Their meticulous accuracy
reveals the fine nuances that may be achieved in Greek by recourse to the wide
range of stylistic repertoires available in the language. It also underlines the
complexity that characterizes many of these choices and the systematic nature of
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the implied distinctions and variation. The well-known dichotomy of Greek,
which was formerly assigned in an undifferentiated manner to demotic and
katharevousa, can now be carefully placed along the axes of style, genre, and
tone, as underlined in the introduction (p. 32). What is missing here, however,
is a more explicit discussion of the principles involved. It is not clear, for
example, whether the set of labels mentioned on page 32 of the introduction is
finite or whether other ad hoc terminology is meant to be used in the dictionary,
as seems to be the case. The employment of exppaotixd for expressive uses is
not straightforward in many cases (e.g., ohootéAlatog, TobLdpng, TodovAo)
despite the term’s explicit discussion in the comment on exppootixéc AéEets.
Similarly, there is no explanation of the difference between Aoitxé and xabmpepivo
for everyday, colloquial uses or between xabnuepivé and &tomo for informal
uses (the comment on awvdi- seems to equate these two, whereas the comment on
Yot speaks of amAobotepo Vpoc). The difference between apyotompeméc,
modatdtepo, and Adyto is not explained, nor is it obvious from the respective
use of the labels in various lemmas (e.g., evmatpidng, nMueic, dpynon are
oY aLOTT., Whereas xoxova, Tondovo.og, XOLVEVEG are toialdt., and xabEdpoac,
XUTTOPOYOVOC, TTOALYPGOC are Ady.). On this basis, it is not clear why some
words (e.g., xAe@Tpdvt, TevvTapng) are marked as Aoitxéc or even Aoitxdtepec—
but in respect to what?>—(e.g., Eeparhdpng, mopadwbde), while others are
marked as omdviec—always in Ady.-omov.—(e.g., optopévwe, Ilavdaypavtoq),
or xobnuepwéc (Aovroddt, moatatid), owelec (Ewvoltowxoc), emionueg
(xovixhotpopeio) or not marked as Adyteg when presumably they should be
(e.g., evpEdcLYOG, EVYOELS).

Certainly one of the most original features of Babiniotis’s dictionary is the
inclusion of “comment” boxes whose content ranges from prescriptive remarks
on usage to discussion of words of special interest (see pp. 36 ff. in the
introduction). Many of these comments are informative mini-essays on various
aspects of Greek that could easily stand in any reference book about the
language. Many of them also present, and incorporate most cleverly, observa-
tions from the experience of previous dictionary makers. All of them, even if not
equally interesting, are very enjoyable to read. Especially useful is the wide and
accurate coverage of linguistic terminology, including comments on delexical
verbs, slang or argot, generative-transformational grammar, gender, pidgin,
discourse adverbs, conjunctives, etc. My only qualm has to do with the style,
which includes many attitudinal markers (e.g., exclamation points, or Tpo@ov®g),
personal comments (e.g., éxovv xot ot AéEglg ™ polpa touvg . . .), and too
frequent evaluation (e.g., o epipnuog PLAéAoyos Kdvtog, o péyag, o moAle,
etc.). This is not only unusual for a dictionary that claims to be “detached”; it
also seems to take for granted a uniform point of view shared by writer and
addressee, as in phrases like epeic de ov 'EAAvec, dtav ot Egvol yonotpomotody
oty opboypapio TOLG TO «EAMNVIXO» Y ..., OEY ETILTPETMETUL VO TO
eyxataieimovpe euels. This inclusive epeic alienates the reader who does not
share the same presuppositions.

The dictionary’s most significant prescriptive suggestions concern the
vexed problem of Greek spelling. There are specific comments in individual
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lemmas as well as special tables on orthographic problems. Some of these are
rather self-consciously fashioned after the injunctions of the Atticist grammar-
ians. One can almost hear echoes from Phrynichus’ dictionary: oxpny avti tov
étl. Zu de QuAdTTOoL YPNobot, Aéye de éti! Here one wonders whether all of
Babiniotis’s suggestions, although well-founded, are practicable or liable to
survive, especially against the grain of current school practice, as for example
the suggested orthography of pwddxtvo, pévva, foxtog, TanTds, TéooepELS,
%xOxxoAo, UNTELLE, YLLOG, TOTELLOG. QTELdYVw. In other respects, a rather
balanced approach is followed, as one can see, for instance, in the comments on
opopda, on the pronunciation of vy and vz, on the use of both povotovixé and
moAvtovixd where appropriate, or in the sensible suggestion to change the
indeclinable svpd to gvEF.

The main body of the dictionary is enclosed between an essay on the
Greek language (reprinted from an encyclopedia) and a supplement on Greek
lexicography. Both of these additions are exceptionally informative and well-
argued, although they necessarily gloss over many interesting details. The
lexicographic supplement, offering a wealth of information and a standard
historical description for future lexicographers, historians, and linguists, is
probably the best paper written to date on the Greek lexicographic tradition.
Babiniotis rightly emphasizes the contribution of erudite scholars such as
Byzantios, Koumanoudis, and Stamatakos, as well as industrious amateurs like
Vostantzoglou. However, in his attempt to restore the fame of these philologists
and linguists of the past, he may be overlooking the negative effects of the
shadow they cast upon modern Greek linguistics and lexicography. For instance,
there is no doubt that earlier prejudices about the literary canon, found even in
scholars as perceptive as Tzartzanos, are largely responsible for the neglect of
spoken data in modern Greek linguistic analysis (see Goutsos, Hatzidaki, and
King 1993).

It should be obvious that such a grand-scale work raises a multiplicity of
linguistic and non-linguistic issues. How surprising, therefore, that its reception
has focused myopically so far on some of its most marginal aspects. The fact that
criticism has been leveled mainly against the work’s supposedly anti-national
character reveals the low level of current debate in Greece. There has been no
discussion of the dictionary’s representation of other social or personal rela-
tions. For instance, it includes detailed discussions of the feminist linguistic
movement and of male-dominated linguistic structures (comments in the
lemmas yuvaixo and dvdpoac, respectively), both of which, to me at least, seem
informative and well-balanced, although one could argue that they would have
been more poignant if written by a woman. It would be interesting to look more
closely at lemmas such as these for sexual preference words or for religious
expressions where the Orthodox perspective is taken for granted.

In sum, although many lemmas could be improved, in particular regard-
ing overall consistency, the general picture is that of a painstakingly sound
description of the contemporary Greek language as spoken and written in a
variety of domains. Apart from this, Babiniotis’s dictionary is designed with the
user in mind. It clearly offers the best entry-layout of all existing dictionaries; it
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is printed on paper of durable quality, and is attractively bound. Furthermore, it
is marred by only a handful of typographical errors (some of these are: Juppiter
in dwdexdbeo, tabu word in eowpovyo, AéEn tabou in onp, extiun- in
Oowpaop.og, Eehopmuoxdpw in BoAdvw, Eufnipa in toydc, eyxépoaiog instead of
eyxéhadog in Eavorytumd, Eevidytioe in Eevuytw, 6dpTe, TolpTtion in talpTg,
the phonetics in ytog 1 yvtog, ewwntixn and ayxOArn, Dictionnary on p. 2049).
This handful is no small feat, if we compare it with the situation in most Greek
dictionaries.

There is no doubt that Babiniotis’s work paves the way for a new
generation of Greek dictionaries. These new works will necessarily have to
address the issues that this dictionary has left unresolved. One such issue is the
standardization of second conjugation verbs that have a variant ending (-&w
/-) in the lemma form. The dictionary includes lemmas without an -éw variant
Bupd, Eopodd, Eavoxtume, Eepedd, xovved, mde, mepvw, etc.), others
without an - variant (xomowvéw, xwloBopdw, oproidw) and some that include
a cross-reference of one variant to the other (e.g., xotdw to xotw). This choice
of lemma forms does not seem to be based on anything more than randomness,
since no explicit principles or data considerations are presented. Another issue
is the under-representation of major geographical (and not dialectal) variants of
Greek, as in the case of words that have different meanings, frequencies, and
uses in Cyprus as opposed to the rest of the Greek-speaking world (e.g.,
oxOBoa, TEPTOTNTOC, PopeTdC, TILAVW, TTPOGOYTODYOG, PEC, POTA).

Finally, any future work will need to take full advantage of the advances in
corpus lexicography and thus consider to what degree dictionary data are
representative and natural. The systematic study of corpus evidence is nowadays
an indispensable tool in the lexicographer’s hands, one that answers many of
the questions that the Babiniotis dictionary raises—for example, the distinction
between “use” and “meanings” (p. 31)—and that clarifies the guiding principles
of dictionary compilation—for example, what is meant by xowd yAwoowxd
olobnuo oy afioot) expopd tov Adyov (p. 32). Among other things,
recourse to electronic corpora would allow us to establish the most frequent and
thus most useful lemma form (e.g., ex0ég, ytég or yteg) in a simple and
straightforward way. It would also contribute to avoiding unnatural and artificial
examples (e.g., pe méooug €xelg EamAmoet; in EamAwvw) and to underlining
the pragmatic functions of words and phrases. Most importantly, the use of
electronic corpora would help us specify more accurately the various uses of a
word according to register or medium (e.g., whether avamvon and avéoo really
correspond to a spoken-written distinction, as claimed) and, above all, would
help us bring out the collocational patterns of the Greek language, thus
emphasizing the most crucial aspect of word meaning (see Goutsos, King, and
Hatzidaki 1994). Now that the Greek language has a major reference work, we
have no excuse for not entering this new era of lexicography. Babiniotis’s
dictionary is invaluable precisely because it reveals this horizon of possibility and
specifies the linguistically relevant questions.

It can only be hoped that the publication of this dictionary will stimulate
further lexicographic work on Greek, especially because of the absence of
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much-needed tools for the learner (e.g., abridged dictionaries, thesauri, etc.). If,
according to a favorite lexicographic metaphor, a dictionary is a snapshot of the
language as spoken and written at a certain moment, then Babiniotis’s dictio-
nary is surely a professional family picture, showing warts and all. We are eagerly
awaiting the rest of the album.

Dionysis Goutsos
University of Cyprus
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