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USAGE LABELS OF TURKISH LOANWORDS
IN THREE MODERN GREEK DICTIONARIES
Evgenia Malikouti'

University of Goettingen, Germany

evgenia.malikouti@stud.uni-goettingen.de

Hepidnyn

H napovoa epyacia mpaypatevetar ovykpitik& 1ovg Aelikoypa@ikos yapakThplopovs
(labels) mov ovvodebovy T AMfjupata Aeéikwv daveiwv and v Tovpkiki o€ Tpio yevikd po-
voylwooa Aebixd e Néag EAAnvixiig: oto “Ae&ixd ¢ Ko NeoeAnvikis” tov I0ptpa-
106 Mawvory TpiavtapuAdidy (1998), oo “Aedikd ¢ Néag EAAnvikiis Thwooog” Tov kaf. I
Mmnapmviwry (1998), kot oto “Xpnotind Aekikd 16 NeoeAdnvixis TAwooag” ¢ Axadnuing
ABnvav (2014). H mo00TIKY Kol TIOL0TIKY AvEAVGN TWY YPHOTIKWY OHUASIDY IOV AvapEPOVTXL
oe Oepatiid media (fields) ko emimedo Aoyov (register) mapéxovy oToLxeiat pior TIG SIXPOPETIKES

Ae&ioypagiés mpaxtiés kou n Oéon Twv TovpKLoUDY 0T0 Ae&IAdyLo THG Néag EAAnvikg.

Keywords: lexicography, labeling, usage labels, Turkish loanwords, Greek dictionaries

1. Introduction

The present paper aims to comparatively examine the lexicographical labels used
for Turkish loanwords in three major general-purpose monolingual dictionaries of

Modern Greek. A quantitative and qualitative approach to the field and usage labels

1 The present paper is part of my PhD research at the University of Goettingen supervised by Prof. Dr.
Jens Peter Laut, to whom I am greatly indebted for his support. I would like to thank the attendees of my
talk for their useful remarks. I am also thankful to Prof. G. Xydopoulos and Prof. D. Chila-Markopou-
lou for their help in bibliographic and methodological issues.
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of the respective lemmas in the selected dictionaries provides insights into the lexi-
cographical practices on Turkish loanwords and the classification of Turkisms into
different levels of “markedness” or divergence from the norm. It sheds light to the
status of these items within Greek vocabulary, as well as to their distribution across
registers. Although lexicographical labels are widely intuitive and subjective, their
investigation reflects speakers’ attitudes towards the denotations and connotations
of these words.

In the present paper, lexicographical labels are firstly defined and tentatively classi-
fied. Some limitations concerning the application of labeling systems are mentioned.
The general characteristics and typology of the selected dictionaries follow. A delimi-
tation of the terms “Turkish loanwords” and “usage labels” precedes the description of
the methodology used to collect the data. Then, statistical information on the lemma-
tized Turkish loanwords, the labeled and unlabeled entries, the field and the usage la-
bels assigned to the entries are presented. A commentary on the findings gives insights
on the different labeling systems of the dictionaries and the status of Turkish loan-
words in their wordlist. In conclusion, the hypotheses of the research are discussed

and pathways for further research are suggested.

2. Definition, Classification and Limitations of Labels

Labels are defined as special symbols or abbreviated terms used in dictionaries to mark
a lexical item or phrase as deviating in a certain respect from the main bulk of items
described, as having a meaning restricted to a particular usage or language variety
(Burkhanov 2003; Hartmann & James 1998: 80; Svensén 2009: 315; Verkuyl, Janssen,
& Janssen 2003). A dictionary entry accompanied by a label represents an element of
some form of marked language usage (Beyer 2011). Absence of label means that a lexi-
cal item can be widely used by every speaker in every circumstance. As a higher-level
instruction and a meta-linguistic device, labels provide important pragmatic guidance
to the dictionary user, thereby promoting communicative success.

Labels have not only become a lexicographical tradition, but also an indispensable
instrument of description for the lexicographer. Despite the superficial similarities
among the proposed typologies of lexicographical labels, there are significant dif-
ferences in deeper classifications and sub-classifications (Beyer 2011). Usage labels

provide specific information about the domain of application of the definitions.
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Verkuyl, Janssen, and Janssen (2003: 299) distinguish two sorts of domain: group
labels and register labels (Table 1). Group labels concern regional, professional or so-
cial domains or a temporal restriction on the application of the word or word sense.
Register labels guide a language user to choose between alternatives with a different

pragmatic load.

Group labels Register labels
geographical: StadexTixd / dialectal, level of formality: emionpo / formal,
biwpatixd / idiomatic oikeio / familiar

field: totopia / history, Opnokeia / religion kind of text: Aoyoreyvixo / literary

temporal: mapwynuévo / obsolete, attitude: elpwvikd / ironic,
nadaiotepo / older XtovpopioTikd / humorous

offensive use: peiwniko / disparaging,

f : o : 1
requency: onavio / rare, ooviifws / usually \wbaio / vulgar

Table 1 | Examples of Group and Register Labels from the selected dictionaries’ inventory

Hausmann (1985: 377) raises concerns about the lack of theoretical foundations of
marking systems in general language dictionaries. There is neither consensus on the
number of usage labels and the content of pragmatic parameters they represent nor
a theoretical basis for their standardization (Beyer 2011; Burkhanov 2003: 106). The
categories represented by the labels may have different ranges and the boundary lines
between the members of categories are not clear, e.g. familiar/popular, dialectal/idiom-
atic (Svensén 2009: 316). The divergence of dictionaries in respect of labeling is a result
of the lack of theoretically supported empirical principles (Hausmann 1989: 650). Le-
xicographers follow their intuition and overall perception of language (Niebaum 1989:
665). Verkuyl, Janssen, and Janssen (2003) also question the usability of label terms.
Empirical investigations of dictionary use indicate that labels are overlooked, not cor-
rectly recognized and not easily interpreted because of their abbreviated form, typo-

graphical presentation and unclear meaning.
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{Lexical) Reference works

[Linguistic dictionaries]  Encyclopaedias

T

Multilingual

Diachronic

T

Etymological ~ Historical Limited
General  Limited Comprehensive

2

Unabridged| Desk, Pocket, Concise, etc.

Figure 1| Typology of the selected dictionaries

3. Hypotheses, Data and Methodology

The dictionaries examined for their practices about Turkish loanwords are the ‘Dic-
tionary of Standard Modern Greek’ by the Manolis Triandafyllidis Foundation (1998)
of the University of Thessaloniki (hereafter TD)? the ‘Dictionary of Modern Greek
language’ by Prof. G. Babiniotis (1998) (hereafter BD), and the ‘Utilitarian Dictionary
of Modern Greek’ by the Academy of Athens (2014) (hereafter AD). These reference
works are recent, single volume, general-purpose dictionaries of approximately the
same size and address a wide audience.

Labels in all three dictionaries are included in the table of abbreviations of each dic-
tionary and precede the definition, word form or phrase. They are truncated and in
parenthesis. Field labels are presented in small capitals in TD and in capitals in AD.
Only TD offers a detailed description of the content of usage labels used. In AD, labels
are classified according to various criteria (historical-chronological, geographical, sta-

tistical, experiential-emotional, semantic etc.) (Academy of Athens 2014: 15).

2 The electronic form of TD was used here. Available online: http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/
modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/index.html
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According to the dictionary typologies of Zgusta (1971: 198-221) and Landau (2001:
7-42) (Figure 1 on the previous page), the selected dictionaries are linguistic (rather
than encyclopaedic), monolingual, synchronic, general, standard and unabridged (Xy-
dopoulos 2008: 287-294). Dictionaries are hybrid in nature and defy such unambigu-
ous classifications (Swanepoel 2003: 48). Even linguistic dictionaries may have ency-
clopaedic features, e.g. BD contains proper names and some selected encyclopaedic
lemmas (Xydopoulos 2008: 291, 332).

The first hypothesis discussed regards labeling systems. It has been argued that dic-
tionaries widely differ in the scope and consistency of their labeling practices (Hart-
mann & James 1998: 150). Previous research on Modern Greek dictionaries (Anastas-
siadis-Symeonidis 2009; Trapalis 2008; Trapalis & Katsouda 2009) shows that labeling
systems differ in respect to the number and use of lexicographical labels.

The second hypothesis refers to the status of Turkish loanwords in Modern Greek. In
his seminal article on the status of Turkisms in the Balkan languages, K. Kazazis argues
that they have been unevenly but gradually relegated to what are commonly regarded

as lower’ styles of speech:

“Turkisms [...] have been considerably lowered on the stylistic scale or become

historical words” (1972: 88)

Despite vigorous puristic movements against Turkish loanwords after the end of the

Ottoman rule and the establishment of Balkan nation states

“the avoidance and replacement in higher styles of a number of Turkisms [...]
did not necessarily push them OUT of the language, but merely DOWN stylisti-
cally” (1972: 95).

In order to examine these two hypotheses, the first step was to manually index all
Turkish loanwords in each dictionary. As Turkish loanwords were considered all lem-
mas with an etymology from Turkish. No distinction is made between words of Tur-
kic origin and Turkish words borrowed from Arabic, Persian or another source, since
Turkish served as the intermediary through which most of these words entered Greek
(Friedman 1990: 138). Reborrowed words (Riickwanderer, avtiddveia) are taken into
account. However, affixes of Turkish origin (e.g. xapa-, -1(¢), derivatives with affixes

of Turkish origin (e.g. ka@nynidixi (jocular, ironic) ‘teaching profession’), derivatives
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and compounds of the root [tovpk] (e.g. Tovpxadds (disparaging, pejorative) “Turk’),
and compound words with a component of Turkish origin (e.g. Aayavovrodudg ‘cab-
bage roll’) are not listed. In most cases only one word for each Turkish root is indexed.
Some derived words are listed as well when the dictionary’s etymology refers to the
equivalent word in Turkish; therefore derivation preceded direct borrowing, like xaikt
‘boat’ - kaifn¢ ‘boatman’ from kayik, kayikgt.

Following the indexing of Turkish loanwords in each dictionary, common entries
of the wordlists were extracted. The present paper focuses on usage labels, as opposed
to formal grammatical labels, such as dxAtto ‘uninflected’. Only labels located before
the main and secondary meanings -not in usage notes or within definitions- are taken
into account. No statistical information is provided for labels about frequency (e.g.
ovvBwg ‘usually’), evolution of meaning (e.g. petagopka figuratively, eldicotepa

‘more specifically’) and use of words with animates/inanimates etc.

4. Statistics and Discussion

There are 700-800 Turkish loanwords listed in the selected dictionaries (see Table 2).

Dictionaries Triandafyllidis Babiniotis | Academy
Total Turkish Loanwords 799 737 698
Labeled Turkish Loanwords 273 329 487

Table 2 | Lemmatized and Labeled Turkish Loanwords

Interestingly many of the words listed as Turkish loanwords in TD and BD have no
etymology or a different one in AD. For 47 words no earlier origin than “medieval

etymology” is given. In the preface it is stated that

“for words attested since the ancient, late ancient and medieval times, no ety-
mology is provided, as it can be searched in exclusively etymological dictionar-

ies” (Academy of Athens 2014: 16, my translation®).

3 All translations are mine, unless otherwise indicated.
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From the total number of Turkish loanwords, 551 words are lemmatized in all three
dictionaries. TD lists most Turkish loanwords (799) but assigns labels to the least of
them (273). In the preface of AD it is stated that

“most headwords are not marked with style-pragmatic labels, as a great part of

the vocabulary is stylistically neutral” (Academy of Athens 2014: 15, translation).

From Figure 2, however, it can be deducted that more than half of the lemmatized

Turkish loanwords are not stylistically neutral.

M unlabeled/unmarked W labeled/marked

50.4%

Triandafyllidis Dictionary  Babiniotis Dictionary Academy Dictionary

Figure 2 | Labeled and Unlabeled Turkish Loanwords in the dictionaries.

4.1. Field Labels

Field labels refer to a specific scientific, technological, artistic or professional field. The
three dictionaries have only two labels in common: history and music (see Table 3 on
the next page). The first denotes the so called “administrative Turkisms” referring to

artifacts and institutions of the Ottoman period. Some of them were eliminated or re-
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placed due to puristic tendencies and the change of historical and social conditions.
Others remained as historical words used in order to lend a more authentic flavor to his-
torical accounts or works of fiction dealing with “the time of the Turks” (Kazazis 1972:
92). The label “music”, as well as those concerning food, sweets, religion and folklore,
allude to the Greek-Turkish cultural contacts due to proximity and the long common
history. It is remarkable that with 152 total labels the field labeling is much more de-
tailed in the most recently published AD. The number of words marked with field labels

is constantly increasing due to scientific and technical progress (Fedorova 2004: 270).

Triandafyllidis Dictionary | Babiniotis Dictionary | Academy Dictionary
History (4) History (7) History (18)
Music (1) Music (4) Music (17)
Cookery (5) Cookery (30)
Nautical term (1) Nautical term (2)
Religion (4) Religion (9)
Folklore (1) Folklore (8)
Technology (1) Technology (3)
Chemistry (1) Chemistry (1)

Sewing (1)

Food technology (19)
Botany (14)

Confectionery (11)
Building (6)

Zoology (4)
Ichthyology (3)
Ornithology (2)

Meteorology, Mine-
ralogy, Military term,
Pharmaceutics (1)

12 18 152

Table 3 | Field labels used for Turkish loanwords in each dictionary. Numbers in parenthesis: lemmas marked
with each label.
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4.2. Usage Labels

Usage labels provide lexicographical data of pragmatic nature and are intended to spe-
cify the limitations on the use of lexical items according to time, place, and/or circum-
stances of communicative interaction (Burkhanov 2003: 105). All three dictionaries
use approximately the same number of labels (13 to 20), but the marking is again more
elaborated in AD (534 total labels). From the inventory of usage labels, amapyaiwuévo
‘antiquated, emioypo ‘formal, emoryuoviko ‘scientific, mauduxé ‘child language’ in TD
and apyatompenés ‘archaic;, Aoyidtepo ‘more learned’ in BD are not used for the com-
mon Turkish loanwords. It is not surprising that Turkish loanwords are not marked
with labels pertaining to earlier periods of Greek and to advanced, formal vocabulary

(see Table 4 on the next page).
4.3. Common and Different Labels

The dictionaries use largely different labels, and only seven in common: Aaiké ‘po-
pular; oikeio ‘familiar, peiwnino ‘disparaging, eipwvikd ‘ironic, vfBpiotikd ‘offensive]
Aoyoteyvixo ‘literary, Aéyio ‘learned’ The last one is assigned to the word Tvgékio ifle;
the alternative form of the word tovgéxi, created by hypercorrection and first attested
in 1834 (Babiniotis 1998: 1840). In Table 4, labels referring to the same parameters
are grouped, e.g. yvdaio ‘vulgar, the exclamation mark (/) and Aé&y Taumov ‘taboo
word’. BD and AD have six more labels in common: nadatdtepo ‘older, apyxé ‘argot,
Stxdextixd ‘dialectal, Owmevtind/yaidevtino ‘tender, evpnuLoTIK/KAT eVPrUIOUOS ‘eu-
phemistic;, Aaikdrepo ‘more popular’ The labels mpogopixé ‘spoken’ and mapwynuévo

‘obsolete, common between TD and AD, are respectively assigned to

“words opposed to those used in written language. Spoken is very close to fa-
miliar, they are sometimes interchangeable or coexist, the limits between them

are not always discernible. Their use in written language is not out of question”
“words denoting something that existed in the past; it still exists today but there

is another synonymous word used to refer to it” (Institute of Modern Greek

Studies (Manolis Triandafyllidis Foundation) 1998: i)} translation).
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Triandafyllidis Dictionary (13)

Babiniotis Dictionary (18)

Academy Dictionary (20)

Aaik6 / popular (36 - 215 - 212)

olkeio / familiar (91 -9 - 5)

pewwTiko / disparaging (21 - 16 - 29)

elpwWVIKO / ironic (10 -7 - 17)

vBplotiko / offensive (6 - 9 - 14)

Aoyotexviko / literary (3 - 3 - 9)

Aoyto / learned (1)

xvdaio / vulgar (2)

1(5)

\éEn tapmov / taboo word (3)

ovvaioOnuatiko / emotional (2)

EKPPAOTIKO / expressive (13)

nahatdtepo / older (22 - 54)
apyko / argot (10 - 16)

Stakektiko / dialectal (8 - 7)
BwmevTiko-xaidevTiko / tender (3)
EVQPNILOTIKO-KAT evPNpLopo / euphemistic(ally) (1)
AaikodTepo / more popular (5 - 1)

TPoQopiko / spoken (42)

Tpo@optko / spoken (126)

Tapwynpévo / obsolete (36)

napwynpévo / obsolete (24)

Aaikotporo / widely known
dialectal (69)

y\evaotiko / derisory (2)

kaOnpepwvo / vernacular (29)

Kakoono / pejorative (8)

OoKWTTIKO / jocular (5)

apvntikr ovvunodniiwon /
negative connotation (6)

epgatiko / emphatic (2)

tStwpatiko / idiomatic (2)

xtovpoptoTikd / humorous (2)

321

369

534

Table 4 | Usage labels of Turkish loanwords in each dictionary. Numbers in parenthesis: lemmas marked with

each label.
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According to the Style Guide of the dictionaries, the label Aaiko ‘popular’ in TD in-
cludes widely known argot and slang words, words from the jargon and sociolects.
The label Aaixdtpomo ‘widely known dialectal’ refers to words widely dialectal, known
in big cities and used in Greek literature. Words marked with this label in TD are
assigned the ‘popular’ and ‘dialectal’ labels in the other two dictionaries. The label
kaBnuepivo ‘vernacular’ is not used in AD, because its meaning is covered by the labels
Aaikd ‘popular; orkeio ‘familiar, and mpogopiko ‘spoken’ (Academy of Athens 2014: 15).
BD and AD agree on the most common label: Aaiko ‘popular’, and on the frequency of
the labels petwtino ‘disparaging” and nadaidrepo ‘older’. The labels oixeio ‘familiar’ and
Aaixétpomo ‘widely known dialectal’ have a high frequency in TD but are not used in

the other two dictionaries (Figure 3).

Triandafyllidis Dictionary | Babiniotis Dictionary Academy Dictionary

familiar (91)

widely known dialectal (69) vernacular (29)
older (22) older (54)
disparaging (16) disparaging (29)
obsolete (36) emotional/expressive (13) ‘ obsolete (24)

e J —- ﬂ———:; " ®mTriandafyllidis Dictionary
_! ’ o @ /  WBabiniotis Dictionary

T - » Academy Dictionary

Figure 3 | The most frequent usage labels of each dictionary. Numbers in parenthesis: lemmas marked with
these labels.
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Label Groups Examples Tliiar.ldafyllidis Bt'lbi.niotis A?a(¥emy
Dictionary Dictionary | Dictionary
1. Popul
opiar o yropvtévt ,necklace’
[popular, familiar, Lo s
KapvTaong ‘mate
more popular, spoken, kiumdpng largehearted’
vernacular, dialectal, | o oPe (AEEICAL 74.8% 75.6% 65.9%
1 . kalavtilw ‘profit (v)
idiomatic, widely e >
. vtovypov ‘straight ahead
known dialectal, emo- axLovoAfic ‘bleary’
tional/expressive] HAXHODPANS Y
2. Pejorative [dispara- | {ovumndg ,shorty’
ging, offensive, Aamag ‘wuss, wimp’
Vulgar, tabo'o wo.rd, pﬂdT((FOC ‘c?p’ 12.8% 16.3% 15.9%
derisory, pejorative, ovoT ‘shoo
negative connotation, | kolounapdg ‘bugger’
ironic] tooyhavt ‘bastard’
aoképt ,troops’
3.01d oML ‘ball"‘ B
papgovpl ‘fine porcelain 11.2% 6% 14.6%

[older, obsolete]

KaA@ag ‘qualified
workman’

Table 5 | Label groups and percentages of lemmas marked with the respective labels

4.4. Label groupings

To further examine the second hypothesis, usage labels are grouped in three wider

categories: popular, pejorative and old. The first group includes labels marking words

usually not used in the written language and bearing the feature [-learned]. According

to Anastassiadis-Symeonidis and Fliatouras (2004: 4), the distinction [+/- learned] is

wider in common Modern Greek than in other European languages. One of the rea-

sons behind this expansion is the influence of Turkish, from which Greek borrowed

elements marked with the [-learned] feature. The percentage of words marked with
these labels is high in the three dictionaries (Table 5 above).

The second group includes attitude labels with negative connotations. The intention

of the speaker is to show contempt, dislike or disapproval, to convey a low opinion or
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cause personal offense. The first two groupings are eloquently alluded in P. Kyranoudis’

argument that

“there is a remarkably high presence of Turkisms in the speech of grass-roots
classes, often with an expressive, usually negative or ironic meaning” (2009: 36,

translation).

The label apyko ‘argot, common between BD and AD, was not included in either
group, as in TD argot words are assigned the label Aaixd ‘popular’ and the limits be-
tween the «popular» and «pejorative» connotations of this label in the other two dic-
tionaries are blurred.

The third group has a temporal character and it includes the labels maAdaiétepo ‘older’
and mapwynuévo ‘obsolete’ assigned to historical words no longer in current use (see

Table 5 on the previous page).

5. Discussion

The data supports both hypotheses tested. As expected, labeling systems in Modern
Greek dictionaries differ in the number of labels, the inventory, their content and the
treatment of each label. This finding is consistent with previous research. The dictiona-
ries use largely different labels for the Turkish loanwords with a few common ones
among them. Variation of etymological information provided in the three dictiona-
ries inevitably restricts the number of common labels. Different labels have the same
content in different dictionaries, e.g. mpogopixd ‘spokern’ in TD and oikeio ‘familiar’
|/ kaBnuepvé ‘vernacular’ in BD, kaBnuepivo ‘vernacular’ in BD and Awixo ‘popular’
/ oweio ‘tamiliar’ / mpogopixd ‘spoken’ in AD. No labels are used in one dictionary
for words labeled in the other two. Different labels describe the same entries. The
spectrum of meaning of every term and the limits between usage labels are not clear
(Dubois & Dubois 1971: 24).

Differences are due to social heterogeneity, absence of scientific definitions for usage
labels, and imprecise definition of the norm according to which labels are defined. The
language is constantly evolving and the norm is changing as well. Vocabulary is always
in a state of flux, with new terms being coined or borrowed while others fall into disuse

(Norri 2000: 73). The lack of a corpus or a large-scale sociolinguistic study, however,
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deprives labels of any empirical grounding that could make them an authoritative re-
source, or provide practical advice for those learning Greek (Tseronis & Iordanidou
2009: 175). Lacking an internationally accepted labeling system scientifically defined
and based on a socio-linguistic theory, lexicographers rely on their intuition and sub-
jective judgement. Accumulating more than one usage label under one lemma may
be indicative of lexicographers” insecurity and precautious position (Anastassiadis-
Symeonidis 2009: 609).

As for the status of Turkisms, K. Kazazis’ statement formulated in 1972 is confirmed.
“Popular” is by far the most frequent label. As the high percentage of the label group
“popular” testifies, many Turkish loanwords are assigned labels pertaining to lower
styles. The fact that labels designating high, formal and scientific vocabulary are not
used for Turkish loanwords is also indicative of the stylistic demotion most of these
vocabulary items have undergone in Modern Greek. Despite discrepancies in label
frequency, there is a high percentage of words of everyday spoken language and with

negative connotation.

6. Conclusion

The present paper aimed to describe the treatment of Turkish loanwords in three
Modern Greek dictionaries in terms of lexicographical labels. The selected dictiona-
ries were comparatively examined in respect to the Turkish loanwords included in
their wordlists, the labeled and unlabeled lemmas, the field labels and the usage labels
assigned to their common loanwords.

According to the results of the present study, the dictionaries under question exhibit
differentiated lexicographical practices. There is neither unanimity on the name and
number of used labels, nor uniform treatment of each label, as the width of meaning
and the limits between labels are unclear. The more recently published AD features
the least unmarked lemmas and the most elaborated labeling system both in terms of
field and usage labels. The data suggests that the most frequent usage labels assigned
to Turkish loanwords bear the [-learned] feature. Most stylistically marked Turkisms
of the dictionaries are labeled with terms such as “popular”, “spoken”, “vernacular”,
“familiar”, sometimes with pejorative connotations (ironic, offensive, vulgar etc.).

The abovementioned approach of Turkish loanwords through major general Modern

Greek dictionaries covers the standardized aspect of their position in the Greek lan-
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guage. Further research on the same topic could examine the combination of labels,
the labels indicating the evolution of meaning, as well as labels in derivatives, com-
pound words and words with affixes of Turkish origin. The study of dictionaries may
be complemented by a corpus-based analysis in various spoken and written styles to
examine the diffusion and role of Turkisms in different registers, and by a sociolinguis-
tic survey aiming to account for the speakers’ stance, usage preference and evaluation
of Turkish loanwords in Standard Modern Greek. Despite variations in the degree of
acceptability and use in different registers, their divergent stylistic profile and multi-
level relations with their native counterparts, Turkisms not only form a well anchored
part of Modern Greek vocabulary, but also offer a distinctive expressive and stylistic
potential, whose usability and productivity comprise an additional factor in their sur-

vival and vitality.
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