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This paper is a contribution to the study of etymology with the use of dialectal lexicography, as illustrated by
the design of a medium size dictionary, such as DKMEL, which contains ca. 2.300 lemmas from the dialectal
varieties of Kydonies, Moschonisia and Eastern Lesbos. In this paper, we discuss the principles of building
DKMEL, its similarities and its deviations as compared to the principles set by large-scale dictionaries, such
as the Historical Dictionary of Modern Greek, the Dictionary of Medieval Vulgar Greek Literature and the
Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek. For an illustration of our choices, we provide samples of DKMEL
entries, and present the criteria used for the etymological research conducted within the frame of DKMEL.

1 Introduction

1.1 Dialectal lexicography and etymology in Greece

Modern Greek (MG) dialectal lexicography has a long tradition in Greece. According to Dimela
(in press), we can distinguish three periods: an early period (from the end of the 19th century
until about the middle of the 20th century), a modern one (about the 2nd half of the 20th century)
and the current one (in the 21th century). The last period is characterized by works that
methodologically follow to a large extent the current developments in the field of lexicography'.

‘This research has been co-financed by the European Union (European Social Fund — ESF) and Greek national funds
through the Operational Program "Education and Lifelong Learning" of the National Strategic Reference
Framework (NSRF) - Research Funding Program: Thalis. Investing in knowledge society through the European
Social Fund.

Corresponding Authors: tsolakidissimeon@gmail.com (Simeon Tsolakidis), ralliQupatras.gr
(Angela Ralli)

" On the other hand, Katsoyanou (2008: 654) argues that since the 80s, the Greek dialectal lexicography was mostly
taken over by amateurs who are empirically connected with a certain dialect.
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Thus, they are more systematic concerning the explanatory part, grammatical markers (noun,
verbs etc.), etymology and examples.

When it comes to the etymological part of a dialectal dictionary, Xydopoulos (2011: 101)
asserts its significance, since in this kind of dictionaries, etymologies can help the user
understand the influence that various language systems may have on a certain dialect, either
synchronically or diachronically. As Petrounias (2001: 360-361) argues, MG etymologies show
particularities that are not present in other European languages due, amongst others, to the origin
of MG, since it is usually considered to go back to Homeric or even to Mycenaean Greek. If the
history of a language is (ideologically or scientifically) extended to a long period of more than
3.500 years, it should be taken into account in the way etymologies appear in a dictionary,
because they may reflect the ideas and the attitudes that the users have developed towards their
language system(s)’. We believe that this holds true not only in the case of the monolingual
dictionaries of Standard Modern Greek (SMQG) but also in the case of dialect dictionaries, since
these dictionaries have a wide range of justifications and purposes: they do not exist for purely
scientific reasons but (often independently from their compilers’ intentions) are considered to
help the dialectal speakers be (more) aware of the richness or the remote origins of their own
dialect’.

Assuming that the etymological part of a dictionary plays a crucial role in the formation of
attitudes towards language, then, it is important that modern dialectal lexicography adopts a
scientific methodology which depicts the history of the words included in the dictionary, as
systematically and as objectively as possible. According to Katsouda (2012: 854), dialectal
dictionaries compiled by professionals, are based on scientific principles, the oldest testimonies
of the headwords are searched for, every phonological and morphological change is explained,
etymology is given for every morphological element of a headword (suffixes, prefixes etc.), and
references are given to relevant scientific works®.

DKMEL aims to follow this concept of design as far as its etymological part is concerned. In
this paper, after a brief description of DKMEL, we focus on the presentation of the etymological
principles in comparison with those of major lexicographic reference works, such as the
Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek of the Institute of Modern Greek Studies (DSMG)’, the
Historical Dictionary of Modern Greek of the Athens Academy (HD)® and E. Kriaras’
Dictionary of Medieval Vulgar Greek Literature (DMVGL)'. Then, we refer to the criteria which
are given priority for discovering and formulating the etymologies of DKMEL.

1.2 A brief description of DKMEL

Dialectal dictionaries could be regarded either as monolingual or as bilingual®. Assuming that in
a dialectal dictionary the entry-words do not belong to the same functional code as the language
of explanation, DKMEL should be considered as a rather bilingual dictionary’; moreover, it is

*In our case, a big percentage of the population of Eastern Lesvos use Standard Modern Greek alongside with their
dialectal varieties.

? See Barbato and Varvaro (2004: 429) for the Italian dialect dictionaries.

* See also Liberman (1998: 459-460).

> See http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/etymology.html.

®See vol. 1, p. p-1y.

"See vol. 1, p. w’-1p’ and 18’-107°

¥ Geeraerts (1989: 294), Béjoint (2000: 39)

? See also Xydopoulos (2011: 96-97; 2012).
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not a synchronic one (in the sense of Rey-Debove 1971, 98), because it contains entries from
different time periods of the dialects of Kydonies, Moschonisia and Eastern Lesvos (KMEL)'".
Its macrostructure includes collected dialectal material from the oral language tradition (ca.
2,300 entries) regardless of its age.

The microstructure of DKMEL includes indications about the pronunciation, grammar,
origin, meaning and usage. DKMEL uses the IPA characters for each entry, together with the
orthographic form'' spelled with lowercase letters and stress diacritics. The MG spelling of the
headwords and the citations is canonicized and, consequently, user-friendly to anyone familiar
with the SMG spelling'’. Grammar in DKMEL microstructure contains information about
category, inflection and syntax. Usage labels indicate, whenever necessary, the thematic area for
each entry, as well as pragmatic information'”. Entry definitions in DKMEL are synonymic (with
equivalent words in SMG) or sentential (for entries with dialect-specific meaning)'*.

The following examples illustrate two sample entries of DKMEL:

anilippa (Em) /a’'pizirva/ Tloape: mopduepa, mo mépa, amouepa. «Kabovrav anilipPa yio va
pAovv tot va, un 16 PAETVY». [ami-+uov. {epfa «aprotepar» (<fepf(og) (<lappfoc (ue [a>e]
towg amd emdp. Tov [r])<*Cafpoc (ne petad. tov [r])<{afoc «bpvoroc, avontog, Tpehdc,
TaAAPOC, ayKOAOG, KUPTOGH<TOVLPK. sav(a) «apeANS, PAAKAS, avonTog» (LLE NYMNPOT. TOV
apykov [s>z] and cuumpo@. e To ApBpo oV art. [ton-s>ton-z])+-0¢)+-a)].

amovA’(V)t6 (O, ovd) /apuk'to/: e1d.Ae&. amhd oYéd10 HPAVONG GTOV apPYaAELd. «ATOVA’TO val
oav’c, Oy’ PoyldeAov». [OVCIOGTIKOT. OVLY. TOL HGV. €. OTOAVTOS «EAEVBEPOC,
AOEGUEVTOG) <apy. ATOAL- (ATOAV®)+-70¢].

1.3 The etymology in major Greek dictionaries
1.3.1 HD

The ultimate objective of HD was to illuminate the history, folklore and culture of the Greek
people by means of their language'”. So, the scope of HD was the spoken MG language, "both
the commonly spoken one and its dialects". According to G. Chatzidakis, the founder of HD, the
historical overview of each lexical item should be provided. Thus, the investigation of MG
dialects was judged to be essential, since linguistic history is often more easily detectable
through dialectal material, whereas it is obscured in the standard language. Through spatial
linguistic variation it is possible to establish the changes that affect a language, not only on the
level of lexicon and semantics, but also on the phonological and morphological levels.
Consequently, for the compilation of HD a double form of investigation was adopted, both
historical and comparative dialectal'®. Since the content of HD was not reduced only to the
commonly spoken language, it should be considered as a dialectal dictionary. As far as we know,
it is the first of its kind in Greece, where the etymological principles are relatively clearly

' See also Giakoumaki, Karantzi and Manolessou (2004), Xydopoulos (2012).

"' See also Giakoumaki, Karantzi and Manolessou (2004), Atkins and Rundell (2008: 206).

"2 For the advantages of orthographic canonicity of the headwords, see Xydopoulos (2011: 100; 2012).
13 See also Markus and Heuberger (2007: 357-358), Xydopoulos (2012).

' See also Geeraerts (2003: 91), Xydopoulos (2012).

!> Charalambakis (2003: 208)

'6 Bassea-Bezantakou (2010: 10, 12, 13), Giakoumaki, Karantzi and Manolessou (2004)
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described in its introduction'’ and for every headword, data is provided, concerning its
predecessor(s), derivation or compounding, and sometimes the phonological changes which led
to its appearance. This dictionary is important for the Greek lexicography, because one of the
main problems of older etymological dictionaries was the lack of etymological principles.
Besides, the analysis of Modern Greek words was usually either rudimentary or non existent,
though quite often a rudimentary analysis of words inherited form Ancient Greek (AG) was
offered'®. On the contrary, the etymology of every HD word is given, independently from the
period of its formation'”.

1.3.2 DMVGL

DMVGL is a lexicon of the vocabulary employed in the text of vulgar literature of the period
that goes between 1100 AD and 1669 AD. According to Baker (1974: 171), from 1100 AD, the
under-current of “vulgar” Greek slowly comes to surface, even though in the form of writing. E.
Kriaras, the founder of DMVGL, believes that around 1100 AD the Greek language starts
developing into MG and until 1669 AD an important part of the Greek literature reflects the
byzantine tradition®’. Therefore, DMVGL could be related with MG and this relation is obvious
in the etymological section, where the history of the (head)words is tracked down, whenever
possible, to Common MG or to MG dialects. For this purpose, HD and the N. Andriotis’
Etymological Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek, as well as works published after HD, are
utilised.

1.3.3 DSMG

DSMG was compiled under the supervision of the Institute of Modern Greek Studies of the
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki and it is intended to be a dictionary of MG, as spoken by
today’s average Greek, written in Modern Greek prose and the daily and periodical press, as
heard on the radio and television. Apart from those words making up the core of MG, it includes
all grammatical words, prefixes, suffixes, as well as first and second parts of compound words.
In the etymological part, every headword is annotated, in its phonological, morphological and
semantic aspects. It is always clarified whether the word originates from AG or from the
Hellenistic period or even from Medieval Greek (MedG), and whether it is a borrowing of
Medieval or Modern Greek. DSMG pays particular attention to derivational affixes as well as to
the rules or patterns governing the development of the forms involved, so that the user could
better understand how SMG evolved and continues to develop. There is always the danger of
someone being intimidated by the amount of quite scholarly information provided, but this
information seems appropriate for a dictionary intended not only for medium users who want to
know in a simple, straightforward manner where the words of their language come from, but also
for scholars®'.

7see vol. 1, pp. 1p-1y.

'8 Petrounias (2001: 364)

" For a criticism of the way that the etymological principles of HD are applied, see Charalambakis (2003: 209). See
also Petrounias (1985: 352).

P see vol. 1, pp. U, 10,

! Tzivanopoulou (2003: 201, 204). See also Mackridge (2001: 257-258) and Burke (1989: 160, 162-164).
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1.3.4 Summarizing

The above mentioned Greek dictionaries are characterized by the following basic similarities: a)
the adopted etymological principles which are described in their introductions, and b) the
etymology of every word which is given, independently from the period where the word was
formatted. In the following chapter, we will describe in detail how (b) is applied in DKMEL, and
which elements of these major dictionaries have been used.

2 The etymologies in DKMEL

2.1 Basic elements of the etymological part of DKMEL

For every headword of DKMEL an etymological part is provided, where (i) its predecessor(s),
(i1) derivation or compounding, and (iii) phonological or semantic changes which led to its
appearance, are presented. With respect to the etymological part, DKMEL mainly follows
DSMG. Reference to DMVGL is only indirectly made with respect to (iii), by mentioning works
which provide details about the etymology of certain headwords. HD entries are also taken into
account, also with respect to (iii).

2.1.1 The predecessor(s) of the words

According to Petrounias (1985: 308-309, 378-381), MG vocabulary is made up of words of
popular and learned origin®*. The headword list of DKMEL consists almost exclusively of the
former ones, the majority of them being of AG, Hellenistic Greek (HG) or MedG origin.
Concerning the time limit between MedG and MG, DKMEL follows E. Kriaras’ view that until
1669 an important part of the Greek literature reflects the Byzantine tradition (see ch. 1.3.2).
Consequently, language elements characterized in DKMEL as uov are attributed to the period
after the 15th century and up to 1669.

Following DSMG, if a MedG or MG predecessor does not appear as a headword, its
etymology is listed in the etymological part of the entry where it appears®. Compare the
following examples>*:

arovpovy’(1)kog (E) /apumun ‘kos/ Tape: vropovetkog. «Ti tpafd avtdc-n-y’-dBpimovg €
Aéyrtt. [TovA 0 amovpovv’ koG elvy. [amovuovv(1)+-1kog)
and
mhovp(1)ddrovg (E) /plu'mdatus/: ypopotiotdg kot Aoviovddtog. «Dopyt Eva mAovpuddtov
TKAUGOL» [VeEA. mhovuid(1) «dakoountikd oyédo, ovvnBmg kevintd 1 (oypapiotdr
(<pov. whovu(iov) (VTOKOP. TOV EAVOT. TAODUOV)+-101)+-AT0G].

In amovuovy’(1)xog, there is no etymology of its predecessor, because users can see it in the entry
of amovuovy 5>, while in mlovu(1)ddrove, the etymology of its predecessor mhovuidr is provided,

22 See also Petrounias (1999: 363).

# See Petrounias (1985: 371-372).

** From now on, due to shortage of space, we will not provide full entries as examples, but only those parts related to

the topics under discussion.

* amovpovv’n (O, On)) /apumun'i/ Hope: vropovy. «H-y’-amovpovy’™f &’ ot Ta OpLa-te». [Uov. amouovii <apy.
umopovn (pe [i>a] amd cuumpoe. pe 10 adp1oto ApHpo Kot avacLAA. [mia-ip>miap>mi-ap])]



480 Simeon Tsolakidis and Angela Ralli

since there is no independent entry wloovuior (as in the case of DSMG). This way of etymological
statement sometimes leads to entries with a relatively extended etymological part, which could
not be considered as user-friendly, as in the following cases:

detvouk®A’(Mm)s (O, apo) /0iynu koAs/: avtdg TOL TOV OPEGEL VO YOPVA HE TOAUNPE PpovYOL.
«Movpn deyvoukmAa, € VIpEMGL A'tyov va yupiy’s youv’'n;». [uov. deiyv(w) (<apy.
oetkvow (pe aldoyn pe Pdon 10 ovvomt. ®)t+-o-+ucv. kwi(og) (EAvoT. oM.
‘TPOKTOS’)<apy. KOAOV ‘HUELOC TOV SOUATOS (e aAloyn pe Bdon v ont.)+-%¢]

and

¢oovva (Em) /'eduna/: ed® mépa. «Edovva matoa tol YA dotpnooy. [Uov. eda (<iocwg EAVOT.
e (apy. ONU. ‘TPOG TAL £5() KOL PETOK. TOV TOVOL QV. TPOC GAAG EMPPLLATO. OTOG TO
£01ov)t+uov. va (<*nva (e amofoAn Tov apyukod ot. ewv.)<apy. jv. Ot petacynuaticpot
7oV odMyNoav amd 10 v 610 va iowg opeihovial 6e avaloyikn enidpoocmn Tov tva (amd To
omoio mponABe 0 cOVdESHOG va, dTaV KATA TN HEGOI®VIKY TEPiodo To Tva giye eEehyDel
o€ 1vd, omoTe Kol amoPAnNOnke to apykd drovo pwvnev). H avaloyia, mov kivntonoince
1660 TN petokivnon tov tOvov *Avo>*nva 660 Kol TV TPocHNKN Tov TEAIKOL —a,
opeidetal 6to 6Tl TOAVO KOWO YOPOKTNPIOTIKO TV Tva Kot fv €lval 0 JEIKTIKOC TOVG
YOPOKTNPOG (oTNV TEepinTon tov tva (mov mpoépyetat amd €va delkTikd/KaTeELOVLVTIKO
TOTIKO EMPPNUAL) EYOVUE EVOOYAMGTIKN/EVO0POPIKT| 0eiEn). Mo dAAN mBovi exdoyn yio
TNV TPOEAEVGT) TOL —at VAL VO OPEILETOL GE EMLOPACT] TOV TOPAKEAEVGLATIKOV Yict)].

However, it serves the purpose of familiarizing users with the processes of language creativity by
which KMEL (or generally MG) evolved. For example, in the case of

ayyapedyov (P) /aga‘revyu/: ayyopevo, emiPadilo oe kamowov epyacic. «Tovtov ToUv pHovpPod
gtvt TovVA’ 0 G&ov, ovAoL T-ayyapedywy Tot de Pydl dyvor. [UoV. ayyapedyw <ehvor.
ayyapedo (ue [w>vyD],

by mentioning data such as the MedG mid-stage ayyapedyw or the development [w>vy], users
obtain a clear view about the developments which led from HelG forms to their MG counterparts
(through MedQG).

Besides, with this kind of etymological statement, the user who wishes to follow the history
of KMEL words does not need a separate etymological dictionary of MedG or MG. On the other
hand, according to dictionaries mentioned in ch. 1.3, there are no data about the formation of AG
or HelG predecessors. For example in the case of

Borovg [...] [apy. BdAog ‘GfoOA0G xdpa’].
and
Bovpdovvap(y) [...] [eAvot. Povpdwvapiov "povhapdxt" (e [o>u] and emdp. Tov [r], -tov>-1v
Kot 0moPoAr Tov TEMKOD V],

the etymology of fdlog and fovpowvapiov is absent.

The different treatment of the predecessors, on the basis of the era of their formation, reflects
the fact that the immediate predecessor of MG and its dialects (one of them being KMEL) is
MedG, which is based on HelG and is indirectly related to AG. Consequently, in a medium size
dialectal dictionary such as DKMEL, the etymological history of Modern Greek and Medieval
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predecessors should be given priority; the more we diverge to the Greek linguistic past, the less
etymological details should be given™.

2.1.2 Derivation and compounding

Derivation and compounding are the two major processes of Greek word formation®’. According
to Petrounias (1985, 310), in an etymological dictionary, word formation should be clearly
presented and lexemes should be given, as well as prefixes and suffixes. In every compound
headword of DKMEL, etymological information is provided for the whole, as well as for its
components. For example, in the case of fayiop(v)iiov

Bayoe(v)Aiov [...] [ver. payi(o) (ev. tov Payio. TAnO. 10V €AVOT. fdiov, VIOKOP. TOL Saic
‘@OAAO POowIKIAG pe ouvil. Yoo AoeLYY TG YOoU®d.])+-0-tuov. poilo (<apy. pdllov
(ue amop. Tov teA. [n]))]

there is etymology for the components, fayio and pdilo.
On the other hand, since DKMEL is not intended to be a morphological dictionary, there is
no etymology for bound morphemes. For example, in

Babraxog [...] [<pov. pabovi(dg) (apy. fab(vg)+-oviog)+-axag],

no reference is made to the origin of the suffix —axag.

2.1.2 Phonological and semantic changes

Following Petrounias (1985, 309-310), in an etymological dictionary, reference should be made
to phonological rules, and semantic changes should be highlighted. In DKMEL, in accordance
with DSMG, every headword is accompanied by information about the phonological and the
semantic changes. For example,

aykaBovpa [...] [uov. aykad(1) (<axabiv pe nynpon. tov peco@. [k>gl)<apy. dkavOiov (pe
agop. [n6>00], amlom. Tov Sumhov cupe. [86>0] kot —iov>-1v) vrokop. Tov dKovO)+-
ovpa]

is presented as created by combining the theme of ayxd@: and the productive suffix —ovpa.
Moreover, there is reference to the phonological change which led to the development of AG
dravbiov into aykabh (voicing of intervocalic [k] and assimilation of [n] to [0], followed by a
simplification of the double [0:]).

As for

Bulrydvt(r) (O, ovd) /vizi'yad/ Aip/Mooy: €idog pkpod Eumhactpov [...] [Pev. vesigant(e)
"eAvkTovoyovog  ovcia, ekdoplo"+-1. Moptopion Yoo TO €VOWIUESO OTASI0 NG
onuaclohoykng e£EMENG pag mapéyel to kolavitwko pilixaropt (<ut. vescicatorio
«EKDOPLOM) «YOPTO OV YPNOLUOTOLOVTAY TPOKEUEVOD VO TPOKANOEL TANYN G€ TOVEUEVO

2 For DSMG, see Petrounias’ (1985, 390) etymological statement and see also Liberman (1998, 460).
T Ralli (2005; 2013)
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onueio tov coOpATog, 1 omoia miotevay 6Tl B Bonbovoe va eHyel o mdvog pall pe Ta
VYPA oL Ba ETpeyavy],

there is explanation about how the meaning “kind of small patch” came from “vescicant”, i.e.
from its Venetian predecessor vesigante, by assuming an intermediate stage meaning “a weed
used in order to cause blisters on a sore spot of body, because it was believed that the blisters
would also drain out the pain”, like filixatropr (from Kozani), coming from the Italian
vescicatorio “vescicant™®,

In such cases, DKMEL benefits from previous works like HD, Andriotis (1974), or other
dialectal sources (mentioned in one of the appendices of DKMEL), where phonological,
morphological and semantic information is detected concerning dialectal data. Thus, for

example, in

avil® (P) /ani‘lo/ [...] [veh. avelow <avaiom (paptupeitoan otn Xteped EAAGSa, T Oeooalio
Kot v ‘Hrepo) (He oynuatiopd evog Kavoupylov EVESTOTA aveim pe Bdon Tov adploto
avéLDoa KOTA TO GYNUOL OUEANTO-oUEL®) <EAVOT. | HOV. AVOAD® (0py. oM. "YoAopdVe,
glevbepdvo") (Le aAlayn -o pe Pdon to cuvont. O],

the MG regional form avale is mentioned, as the intermediate phase between KMEL aviie and
HelG or MedG dvoidw, and a clear picture of the phonological and morphological changes
which led to the appearance of KMEL form®” is given. For this type of etymological statement,
HD and DMVGL are taken into consideration, which often relate the headwords to some of their
MG dialectal counterparts.

Concerning the phonological changes, there is no mention of every single change that led to a
particular KMEL form. For instance, no reference is made to developments which systematically
led to the MG pronunciation of a word of AG or HelG origin®’, such as the monophthongisation
of diphthongs, the shortening of long vowels, the change of aspirates to fricatives, the change of
voiced stops to voiced continuants and that of double consonants to simple ones’'. Following
Petrounias (1985, 312), reference to general rules related to the phonological development of AG
(only the HelG is added) — such as the ones just mentioned above - could be omitted from the
description of the etymological history of a headword. Besides, an etymological statement such
as

avinioug (O, apo) /a'dikus/: pikpd @idl. «Tov ddyKaot AvINAOVG TG-EMIGL GTOV GTPMLOY.
[apy. dvTnAog "oTpappévog Tpog Tov A" (pe [e:>1])]

would probably seem peculiar to the vast majority of Greek users of DKMEL, since (with the
exception of the ending which changed from —og Tov —ovg because of the raising of unstressed
[0]) the form of the word had remained orthographically unaltered and thus, users do not feel the
necessity of being informed about the raising of [e:]. However, in the introductory part, all these
changes are briefly presented, since, as already said, a dictionary should reflect ideas and

*HD, vol. 3, p. 531

% See also Rys and Van Keymeulen (2009, 131).

39 After the Hellenistic period, the evolution of Greek was relatively slow, to such an extent that in 19" century the
fundamentals of MG pronunciation are already found in HG (Petrounias 2007, 601).

3! See Petrounias (2007, 602, 606, 607).
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attitudes that the users develop towards their language system, and it should avoid creating false
impressions about changes from older stages. For instance, there will be reference to three basic
developments which took place after the Ancient or Hellenistic Greek period and appear as
highly systematic in KMEL, i.e. deletion of unstressed high vowels, raising of unstressed mid
vowels and palatalization of [1] and [n]**.

2.2 Hierarchy of the etymological criteria applied in DKMEL

Moisiadis (2011, 46) points out that in order to judge an etymological conjecture, the etymologist
could or should have in his disposal a hierarchy of criteria of his/her etymological research.
Giannakis (2005, 90) considers as very important the principles of: (i) economy (the best
etymological solution is the one which presupposes the simplest developments), (ii) complement
(the best etymological solution is the one which explains the most of the data under
investigation), and (iii) historicity (the best etymological solution agrees with the data
concerning the historical development of the language). We believe that (ii) and (iii) are
hierarchically superior to (i). More specifically, the solutions adopted for DKMEL would not be
the simplest ones if they do not take into account the regularities of the development of KMEL
and MG for the majority of data. A typical illustration of this hierarchy is the entry

o(yyvtipovsiv’(t) (O, ovd) /zdiru'sipn/ (AiB./ Mooy.): avorytd tayi peydiov peyéboug [...]
[o10epo- (pe KOP®OT, NYNPOT. [$>Z] amd emdp. Tov NYMNPOov [8] Kot avop. Tpdmov apbp.
[z6>zd])+o1vi pe petak. TOvou yo Evoeln cuve.].

Actually, a simple solution is suggested by Kretschmer (1905, 443), who argues that
o(1)vupovaiv(l) comes from aidnpoovvy (maybe from aidnp(ovg) “iron”+-ocdvy). However,
Andriotis (1958, 37) proposes a better solution, which has been adopted by DKMEL, according
to which o(y)vripovoiv(y) is formed by combining aidepo- “made by iron” and owvi “a kind of
pan” (o(yvupovoiv(y) is an iron pan). Andriotis’ proposal is more accurate because it
presupposes a formation which regularly appears in Greek, both synchronically (e.g. SMG
o1oepofepya “a kind of iron bar” (<aidepo-+fépya), and regional MG o(1)viipovyodd(1) “an iron
mortar” (<o1depo-+yovdi)) and diachronically (e.g. HelG aionpotpdravov “iron borrer” (<oidnpo-
+rpomavov), and MedG aidnporédn “iron fetter” (<oidnpo-+réon)). Note that a noun denoting an
object could not be based on the combination of aidnp(ovg) and -ocdvy, because the suffix —
oovvy is used for the formation of nouns denoting an attribute (e.g. AG ddanuocdvy “ignorance,
unskillfulness”, HelG aidvpocdvy “modesty”, MedG ayprocvvy “savagery”, MG voixoxvpoaivy
“domesticity, housecraft”) or a job or art (e.g. AG and HelG pavrooovy “the art of divination”,
MedG (o)wapadoaivny “the job of fisherman”, MG uopayrxosivvy “the job of carpenter”).
Furthermore, the creation of DKMEL is based on a hierarchy of criteria related to different
levels of linguistic analysis (phonology, morphology, semantics)”. In the etymologies of
DKMEL, morphology is given priority over meaning and phonological similarity. For instance,
as already shown for a(1)vripovaiv(i), the etymologies adopted in LEKMAL should follow the
regularities of the morphological evolution of (M)G, i.e. those of derivation and compounding,
and there is an effort to make users be aware of these regularities by presenting the formation of

32 See Kretschmer (1905, 65-80, 84-87, 155, 156), Sakaris (1940, 79, 81, 84, 85-86)
3 See the relevant discussion in Moisiadis (2005, 237-240; 2011, 46-49)
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every headword, even in cases where the formation is so apparent that there is no need to be
mentioned. For example, in

afting (O, apo) /av'dzis/: mord é&umvoc. «E pmovpeig va tovv Eyihdy’s, to-givt afting
aOpumovgy. [tovpk. aver «kvuvnyoc, yapdont+-c],

the user could argue that mentioning the addition of the inflectional suffix —¢ is superfluous,
since it constitutes an obvious inflectional ending.

As far as the meaning is concerned, we believe that sometimes, it should be given priority
over the pure form (presupposing that there is no deviation from the morphological regularities).
For example, in

natovov (P) /pa‘tonu/: mdve whto, akovun® otov mato. «I[IovA’ v Babed givi TodTivia M
fdrlacco. Kovd’ und, KOLA’ Um® T6° akOpo Vo ToTdcovy. [Uov. mdr(og) (apy. onu. ‘Prua,
TATNUEVOS OpOUOG ) H-vew (Slop. TO UOV. TATOV® «KOADTTO, CTPOVE HE TAUKES TO
£00.pogy)],

it would be better to propose that the verb “to touch bottom” derives by combining the MedG
mazog “bottom” and —wvw, than to consider MedG matwvw “cover the ground with plates” as the
predecessor of warwvov. Although we agree with Szemerényi (1996, 16) that “if two forms
correspond exactly or according to the rules, this compensates for some degree discrepancy in
meaning™”, we also believe that a different etymological solution should be invoked if a
discrepancy in meaning cannot be explained™.

3 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we presented the etymological principles applied in DKMEL. For the formulation
of these principles, we took advantage of previous works, such as HD, DMVGL, and mainly
DSMG. For building DKMEL our main goal has been that for every headword an etymology
should be provided, obeying the same rules as all the other etymologies of DKMEL with respect
to its content and appearance. We believe that this is of crucial importance for the future users of
DKMEL (and of every dictionary with an etymological part), since they are influenced by the
way the history of certain words is presented. In fact, this constitutes the basic principle on which
the design of the etymological part of DKMEL was based: “treat all headwords in the same
objective and scientific way, independently of their origin”.
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