This is the final version of the following article:

Garcia-Aragon, Alejandro. 2009. The LEXILOGON Project: a Multilingual
Dictionary of Greek-Spanish-English Literary Terms. In 2nd
International Conference on Literature, Languages & Linguistics. Athens:

' ATINER.
LeXIcon You can find more articles authored by LexiCon Research Group

>searct .
s members at <http://lexicon.ugr.es>.

The LEXILOGON Project: a Multilingual Dictionary
of Greek-Spanish-English Literary Terms

Garcia-Aragon, Alejandro

Junior Lecturer
Department of Translation and Interpreting
Faculty of Translation and Interpreting
University of Granada, Spain

aga@ugr.es

The multilingual specialized dictionary described in this paper focuses on literary terms
in three languages (Modern Greek, Spanish, English). The inventory of terms was
extracted from monolingual and bilingual specialized dictionaries as well as specialized
texts in the field. The main objective of our study is to create an innovative
lexicographic product for users interested in Modern Greek Literature and its
terminology. It goes without saying that there are presently no multilingual specialized
lexicographic resources in this field, particularly for terminological correspondences
between Spanish and Modern Greek.

Our theoretical approach stems from the Functional Theory of Lexicography
(Bergenholtz & Nielsen, 2006; Bergenholtz & Tarp, 2003, 1995; Tarp, 2005), which
conceives dictionaries as texts, based on a series of lexicographic functions. The
resulting dictionary may also vary, depending on the characteristics of potential users.
The macrostructure of our dictionary includes cognitive maps (both mentally and
linguistically motivated) which represent the lexical domain covered by the dictionary.
These cognitive maps are conceived as pointers to the Subject Field Component as well
as to the annexes, which encode encyclopaedic knowledge that cannot be usefully
included in dictionary entries.

The microstructure of the entries and the structure of the definitions in our dictionary
are based on the Functional-Lexematic Model (Martin Mingorance, 1984-1998; Faber
& Mairal, 1994a, 1994b, 1997, 1999). When definitions are elaborated according to the
premises of this model, circularity is avoided, and the definitions have a high degree of
coherence and cohesion.

This article describes how data from primary sources (corpora) and secondary sources
(dictionaries, glossaries, etc.) can be obtained and cross-checked. We also describe the
design of our multilingual dictionary entries.



0. Introduction: a Multilingual Specialized Dictionary of Literary Terms

There is a great need in Europe for high-quality lexicographic resources. European
Union education policies, such as European convergence, call for a wider set of
multicultural educational resources such as dictionaries.

It goes without saying that the literature and the literary traditions of a nation are one
of the most representative manifestations of its identity and its languages within the
diversity of the peoples of Europe. In this sense, the LEXILOGON Project (acronym for
AEZEIk6 AOToteyvikwv 6pQN, Greek for ‘dictionary of literary terms’ or DLT) is a
multilingual lexicographic project which focuses on users with an interest in Modern
Greek literary terms and its literary language and expressions'.

The main objective of this dictionary is to increase the number of modern specialized
lexicographic resources, and more specifically to provide a multilingual specialized
dictionary for terminological correspondences between Spanish, English and Modern
Greek. Needless to say, there is no resource of this type that is presently available. In
our opinion, reasons for this state of affairs include the following:

(1) the lack of high-quality monolingual dictionaries of literary terms written in
demotic Greek;

(i) the lack of consensus between definitions in existing dictionaries of literary
terms;

(iii)  the difficulty involved in compiling corpus of parallel texts, due to the degree of
specialization of the terms and differences in their use;

(iv)  difference regarding literary and religious traditions, which lead to an absence
of translation correspondences;

v) the existence of different alphabets, which make it necessary to use transcription
patterns that become an added source of controversy and confusion;

(vi)  the lack of systematicity in establishing an inventory of terms and the type of
information to be included in entries.

1. Theoretical Approach

In order to solve the problems mentioned in the previous section, we used a
methodology based on an innovative linguistic theory. In this sense, the theoretical
underpinnings of LEXILOGON are based mainly on the Functional Lexematic Model,
the Functional Theory of Lexicography, and Corpus Linguistics. The Functional
Lexematic Model (FLM) was developed by Martin Mingorance (1984, 1985, 1987,
1990, 1993, 1995, 1998) and Faber & Mairal (1994a, 1994b, 1997, 1999) from the
Functional Grammar of Dik (1978) and the lexematic theory of Coseriu (1977). The
FLM organizes the lexicon onomasiologically according to semantic hierarchies divided
into domains and subdomains (Faber & Mairal, 1999, p. 57-66). Words are related to
each other by their inherited genus and distinguished by their own differentiae (Faber &
Mairal, 1999, p. 57-58). This model is extremely useful because it provides us with a
highly coherent, circularity-free way of elaborating definitions. Monolingual specialized

' This dictionary, directed by Dr Pamela Faber, is part of a larger project funded by the Ministry of
Culture of Greece, which is being carried out at the Center for Byzantine, Modern Greek, and Cypriot
Studies of Granada, under the supervision of Dr Moschos Morfakidis.



dictionaries are then the cornerstone of the semantic information needed for this
definitional system. Martin Mingorance (1984, p. 229 apud Faber & Mairal, 1997, p.
222) explains the usefulness of dictionary information:

(1) Standard dictionaries contain the body of knowledge gathered
by lexicographic tradition.

(11) Such definitions have the status of referential authority for
users of the language in question.

(ii1))  Generally speaking, dictionary definitions provide a basis for
extracting the stocks of more generic terms, which are
intuitively felt by most speakers to be close the status of
archilexemes.

The Functional Theory of Lexicography (Bergenholtz & Nielsen, 2006; Bergenholtz
& Tarp, 2003, 1995; Tarp, 2005) also provides us with a consistent and well-structured
basis for dictionary making. According to the FTL, dictionaries should be regarded as
teaching tools aimed at specific groups of potential users (Tarp, 2005, p. 7). Our
dictionary target users are laymen and semi-experts with basic notions of Greek,
English and/or Spanish. This profile is always taken into account along with the process
of gathering, presenting, and expressing the information in LEXILOGON, since the
resulting dictionary may vary depending on the cognitive or language skills of potential
users (Tarp, 2005, p. 7).

This theory also conceives dictionaries as texts with a specific purpose, which is very
close to the functionalist theories of Skopostheorie (Reiss, 1989; Vermeer, 1996; Reiss
& Vermeer 1984; Nord, 1991, 1997). Consequently, ‘everything in a dictionary,
absolutely everything, is to a greater or smaller extent influenced by its respective
functions’ (Bergenholtz & Tarp, 2003, p. 177).

The two main lexicographic functions of this theory are communication-oriented and
cognition-/knowledge-oriented (Tarp, 2005, p. 8-9). In this way, LEXILOGON is being
developed according to the cognition-orientated function a specific user profile, so that
we can offer a ‘utility product’ (Bergenholtz & Tarp, 2003, p. 172). Moreover, one of
the most important contributions of the FTL was also included: the subject-field
component, a type of encyclopaedic section on the field, which complements the
information in the entries.

The third cornerstone of our project is Corpus Linguistics. The meaning of a word is
contextual, and any study of meaning should include the contexts in which the word
appears. Defined as “the empirical study of language using computer techniques and
software to analyze large, carefully selected and compiled databases of naturally
occurring language” (Conrad, 2000 in Strazny, 2005), Corpus Linguistics is the most
efficient way to reflect the empirical occurrence of literary terms. For this reason, our
dictionary entries include examples. We also cross checked the information of
monolingual dictionaries with other relevant lexicographic information, such as related
terms, additional defining elements, and synonyms.

2. LEXILOGON

As part of our methodology, we analyzed the macro- and microstructure of a series of
monolingual dictionaries of literary terms and monolingual thesauri. This allowed us to
create a new resource, which is an improvement over existing ones.



2.1. Macrostructure

The structure of our dictionary was meant to be exploited by the largest number of users
possible. In order to do this, the prologue, the user’s guide, and other language-
dependent parts of the dictionary had to be written in Greek, Spanish, and/or English,
and organized accordingly. The macrostructure of LEXILOGON is the following:

Front matter

prologue in Greek about Greek literary terms

prologue in Spanish about Greek literary terms including their

differences with Spanish literary terms

3. prologue in English about Greek literary terms including their
differences with English literary terms

4. abrief user’s guide in Greek

a brief user’s guide in Spanish

6. abrief user’s guide in English

N —

N

Nomenclature

7. Greek to Spanish and English
Spanish to English and Greek
9. English to Spanish and Greek

>

Back matter

10. SFC with a general cognitive map of Greek literary terms linked to
the Greek lemmata

11. SFC with a general cognitive map of Spanish literary terms linked
to the Spanish lemmata

12. SFC with a general cognitive map of English literary terms linked
to the English lemmata

As previously mentioned, one of the most important contributions of the FTL is the
subject field component (SFC), which we included in the macrostructure. According to
the premises of the FTL, there are six possible ways of distributing the SFC in a
dictionary (cf. Bergenholtz & Nielsen, 2006, p. 293). One of them is annexing the SFC
in a way that complements the information already included in the entries. In our view,
this option is the most appropriate for our potential user profile.

The SFCs introduce users to literary terms. Each SFC is accompanied by a conceptual
or cognitive map (CM), which is one of the most original implementations of our
project.

It goes without saying that the information contained in this structure had to be
accessible to laymen and semi-experts with an interest in Greek literature and an
intermediate level of Greek. These user characteristics have influenced both the



macrostructure and the microstructure of our project. More information is available on
the latter in section 2.3.

2.2. Sources
2.2.1 Primary Sources

Following Cermédk’s (2003, p. 18) classification, there are two general types of
lexicographic resources, i.e., primary resources such as archives and corpora, and
secondary resources such as fieldwork (interviews, questionnaires), other dictionaries,
and encyclopaedias.

Our primary sources are three synchronous, comparable corpora composed of
complete texts, mainly monographs and articles on the field) in Modern Greek, Spanish,
and English. The subject matter of the texts is related to the diverse aspects of the
literature of these three cultures, relevant to both frequent and rare terms.

Even though “there is hardly any alternative to corpora as the primary and main
resource for lexicographers no” (Cermak, 2003, p. 18), we use corpus analysis to gather
additional and complementary information. This allows us to cross-check it against the
definitions, examples, and contexts obtained during the analysis of secondary resources.
We also use lexical analysis software in order to analyze the key-word-in-context
(KWIC) lists. The resulting information allowed us to:

(1) validate and complement the results obtained from secondary
sources, especially definitions;
(i)  widen the range of paradigmatic usage examples;
(i)  find the most appropriate synonyms of the lemmata;
(iv)  locate other new candidate terms,
(V) and produce semantic markers and notes.
This process is represented in Figure 1: [SEE Figure 1]

2.2.2 Secondary Sources

Secondary sources also provide crucial information, i.e. monolingual dictionaries of
literary terms, followed by glossaries and vocabularies, as well as semi-specialized
lemmas included in other bilingual and general dictionaries.

Even though Faber & Mairal (1997, p. 222) admit that the majority of standard
dictionaries “are not consistent in their methods of defining words, they nevertheless are
a treasure house of information for the factorization of the semantic components of
lexemes”. This is why we use the following dictionaries as the core of our research:

»= Greek sources: Abrams (2005), Mopkaviovatog (Markantonatos) (1996, 2008),
I'cikag (Gikas) et al. (1997), Awpdving (Diamantis) (2003), Kvprokiong
(Kyriakidis) (2002), Moatakibg (Matakias) (1999), [Tapiong & Iapiong (Parisis &
Parisis) (2000).

= Spanish sources: Ayuso de Vicente (1990), Beristain (1998), Bustos Tovar et al.
(1985), Estébanez Calderon (2004), Gonzalez de Gambier (2002), Platas Tasende
(2004), Reyzabal (1998), Shipley (1962).

= English sources: Cuddon (1998), Baldick (2008), Beckson & Ganz (1989), Wahba
(1974), Ruse & Hopton (1992), Vickers (1998), Roberts (2005).

= Other sources: Aritzeta i Abad (1996) DLT in Catalan; Van Gorp (2001) DTL in
French; Gentili (1966) on Ancient Greek metrics in Italian.



= General dictionaries: Maykpidng (Magridis) & Olalla (2006), Buzulaku et al.
(2003), Azkoitia & Magkridhs (1993, 1999) in Greek and Spanish; Pantelodimos &
Kaiteris (1995) and Lust & Pantelodimos (1995) in Greek and French; Stavropoulos
(1996), Stavropoulos & Hornby (2005), Nathanail (1990) in Greek and English;
Pabon S. de Urbina (1994) in Ancient Greek and Spanish; Mrapmvidytng
(Babiniotis) (2002), TpiavtaguAridng (Triandaphyllidis) (1998), and other
monolingual general dictionaries in Greek, Spanish, and English.

Figure 2 shows how the information of these sources was processed:

[SEE Figure 2]

From this process we can obtain well-structured definitions, representative and
recurrent examples, synonyms, usage markers, and illustrations. Logically, due to
anisomorphism, the correspondences are not always perfect equivalents or even
synonyms in the same language:

The lack of equivalence is particularly acute, of course, when the
two languages are used in cultures that differ greatly in cultural
background, but it occurs with surprising frequency even in
cultures with a similar heritage. (Landau, 1989, p. 9).

However, as shown further down, a joint or homogenized system can be established.
In case there is no final agreement on definitions or transcriptions among the resources
available, renowned experts of the three linguistic backgrounds would have the last say.

2.3. Microstructure: Cross-checking Lexicographic Information

As an example of how data was cross-checked between dictionaries and between the
three languages, we chose at first a few representative monolingual dictionaries of
literary terms, four per language. Secondly, we compared the Greek entries of the term
Cevyua with its corresponding entries in Spanish and English (zeugma). The Functional
Lexematic Model was used to identify the genus and the main differentiae of the
lexicographic definitions. Examples, synonyms, sub-types, and related terms were also
gathered in order to include the most relevant information for the final entry.

Greek dictionaries:

A. MATAKIAX (MATAKIAS) (1999)

B. TKIKAX (GIKAS) et al. (1997)

C. MAPKANTQNATOZ (MARKANTONATOS)
(2008)

D. ITAPIZHX & ITAPIXHX (PARISIS & PARISIS)
(2000)

[SEE Table 1]
Different definitions of the same concept often tend to express roughly the same idea

but in different ways. Surprisingly, the three definitions have the same wording and
syntax. This seems to indicate that there was an original definition which was copied by



the different Modern Greek DLTs, and also in other general monolingual dictionaries,
such as TpuavtaeuAridng’ (Triandaphyllidis) (1998).

It is striking that the lemma {edyua, which had its own entry in previous dictionaries
(1984, 1997, 1999), is not included in IMapiong & ITapiong (Parisis & Parisis) (2000), a
dictionary edited by the Ministry of Culture of Greece and used in primary and
secondary schools (see table 1).

We have not included examples in Ancient Greek (édovoi e miova unia oivov t’
éloamov) because they are superfluous since Ancient Greek is obscure to both laymen
and even semi-experts.

Spanish dictionaries:

I. ESTEBANEZ CALDERON (2004)

1. PLATAS TASENDE (2007)

I11. GONZALEZ DE GAMBIER (2002)
IV. AYUSO DE VICENTE et al. (1997)

[SEE Table 2]

The first thing that we observe is that Platas Tasende’s (2004) definition, which is a
recent DLT, is completely different from the rest. The other three definitions state that
the concept is directly or indirectly related to the omission of words and syntax. For this
reason, it was necessary to compare dictionary information with information found in
corpora. For example, corpus information shows that Gonzalez de Gambier’s (2002)
definition is inaccurate.

There is also a general lack of systematization and imbalance in dictionary entries. For
instance, Platas Tasende gives many more examples of zeugma complejo, and only one
of zeugma simple, as does Estébanez Calderon. The third entry gives only one example
in spite of mentioning other subclasses of zeugma.

English dictionaries:

1. CUDDON (1998)
2. BALDICK (2008)
3. BECKSON & GANZ (1989)
4. GRAY (1992)
[SEE Table 3]

In this case, each definition refers roughly to the same concept but with different
nuances. Cuddon’s (1998) and Gray’s (1992) definitions refer explicitly to the various
senses in which the verb is applied, whereas Baldick’s (2008) and Beckson & Ganz’s
(1989) definitions do not mention senses or meanings, but focus on the correctness and
grammaticality of a word or term with respect to others.

Consequently, it is evident that primary sources need to be consulted in order to design
the definitions for our dictionary. The goal would be to have one joint definition per
term that is widely used by users and experts in that language. In this way, rare or vague
definitions (such as Gonzalez de Gambier’s number III in Spanish dictionaries) can be
discarded and new elementary information added.

The elaboration of these definitions would also be related to the SFC and the
conceptual maps which, in turn, complement the information already included in the
entries.



In fact, the mapping varies depending on the language and culture as shown in Figures
3,4,and 5:

[SEE Figures 3, 4, 5]

As shown in the conceptual maps, each culture/language/literary tradition structures
similar information in different ways. For instance, the Greek figures of speech
(oxnuara Aoyov) are divided into rather vague categories, such as ‘grammatical
cohesion’, ‘word position’, ‘meaning of words and sentences’, and ‘speech
completeness’. These categories do not always apply to every Greek figure of speech
found throughout the DLTs. However, according to this map, the concept of {evyua is
clearly placed into three (sub)categories: figures of speech > speech completeness >
ellipsis.

In contrast, the Spanish figures of speech (figuras de diccion) are firstly included in
‘rhetorical figures’, with three different branches: ‘figures of meaning/tropes’, ‘figures
of speech’, and ‘figures of thought’. The concept of zeugma is thus placed in rhetorical
figures > figures of speech > omission figures. In fact, it even has subtypes. Unlike in
Greek, categories and definitions are fairly well-structured.

Regarding the English figures of speech, these are divided into two main groups, i.e.
‘figures of thought/tropes’ and ‘rhetorical figures/devices or schemes’. The term
zeugma or adjunctio is placed under figures of speech > figures of thought/tropes.
Another subgroup could be included, such as ‘omission devices’, before including
zeugma, which also has subtypes.

These mappings were elaborated according to the definitions and classifications found
in secondary sources. However, they still require a thorough cross-checking against
primary sources because of internal inconsistencies, and lack of information.

2.4. Results: Design of a Preliminary Entry

According to the FTL, the microstructure is “the arrangement of the information
provided in the individual dictionary articles” (Bergenholtz y Tarp, 2005, p. 15). This
means that depending on the nature of the articles, “a dictionary may have one
microstructure or several different microstructures” (p.15).

In this way, LEXILOGON will have several microstructures according to the
characteristics of the lemma, whose number and specific forms are specified in a style
guide. For instance, a complete, high-quality multilingual entry of LEXILOGON (e. g.
Greek into Spanish and English) would ideally include the following items, avoiding the
frequent information deficiencies in bilingual dictionaries:

[SEE Figure 6]

Basic information items can be better understood and accessed by potential users if
written in English, so that the range of people interested can also be widened by using
English as the lingua franca.

All sorts of typographic elements are included so that different kinds of information
can be easily found by users. The symbol (#) is used to determine whether the entry is:
(1) an ad hoc neologism; (2) a non-standardized term; (3) a transcription/transliteration.
The basic characteristics section is completed in case the entry requires historical,
ideological, metrical, or information on authors. The symbol = warns the reader that



there is a slight difference between languages, and the symbol # means that the
difference is very significant. The symbol * warns the reader that a term has its own
entry. We assume that the pronunciation of lemmata is irrelevant to our users, who can
perfectly read Greek; as well as the etymology, which they can find in monolingual
dictionaries.

Then, if we apply the previous structure and the conceptual maps to the information
gathered throughout the different sources on the entry zeugma, it would result in the
following preliminary entry:

[SEE Figures 7, 8]

3. Conclusion

The LEXILOGON project is a multilingual specialized dictionary whose structure and
information retrieval process provide solutions for the problems mentioned in the
introduction.

Firstly, the significantly heterogeneous literary and even religious traditions are both
respected and captured using two types of sources. The secondary sources (mainly
monolingual and bilingual DLTs) allow us to gather and homogenize a great deal of
information available to native users. The primary sources (corpora) provide us with a
consistent way of cross-checking the information obtained from the secondary sources.

Secondly, the FTL and the FLM provide us with a sound theoretical basis for
dictionary making. The FTL focuses on lexicographic functions as well as on a potential
user profile, which influences both the macro- and microstructure. The macrostructure
of our dictionary includes cognitive maps (both mentally and linguistically motivated)
which represent the lexical domain covered by the dictionary. These cognitive maps are
conceived as pointers to the Subject Field Component of the FTL as well as to the
annexes, which encode encyclopaedic knowledge that cannot be usefully included in
dictionary entries.

Regarding the microstructure of the entries and the structure of the definitions, based
on the FLM, circularity is avoided, and the definitions have a high degree of coherence
and cohesion. In fact, definitions and information pertaining to lemmas come in an
almost ultimate and intralinguistically cross-checked, joint form. This is useful even for
the same target culture because it avoids differences in quality and information. The
information items of the microstructure also follow the same structure in three different
languages and cultures; thus facilitating their contrast. This is also made explicit
through meaningful observation and interlingustic example sections, which show how
similar concepts differ from one language to another. Thus, misinformation or lack of
information, typical of general bilingual dictionaries, is avoided. The same can be said
of the traditional lack of systematicity in monolingual entries.

Finally, these information items are linked to their own cognitive maps, which
highlight anisomorphism, and encyclopedic information in the annexes. These
conceptual maps are extremely useful for limiting our literary terminology and
elaborating definitions. They also show how each culture structures the cultural
knowledge in this specialized field.
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Figure 1 Data elaboration from primary sources (Modern Greek vs. Spanish corpora)
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Figure 2 Data elaboration from secondary sources (Modern Greek vs. Spanish
corpora)
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Table 1 Data cross-checking of (ebyna from four Greek DLTs

EL ZEYTIVIA

A, definition: Figure of speedh [GEMNUS] in whidh the verb of a sentence has two complements of the same
knd —objeds or prepositons when, nomally, only one of these corresponds with the verb and the other with
ancther verly orwith the same verls but with another meaning

. .

examples: Ne 7oV TOTITW KOUS VECS KL [va Tov Taiew] Jooaepd yoprdm ff ESoval T misw uiAa olbv T
Efamov [mivou s T aivoy].

B. definition: Itis a figure of speech [GEMLE] in whid the verb of a sentence has two complements of the
same kind -objecs or preposiions- when, logclly, one of them applies to this verb and the other one applies to
another verl.

examples: N Tow ToTITwW Ko0o vEed kel [wa Tov Tdlow)] Spoaeed yoordo /f ESoval g miowe Lgha oy T’
Efamov [Mivoud TE oivoy].

C. definition: Figure of speedh [GENUS] in whidh the verb of a sentence has two complements of the same
kind —objeds or prepositions- when, logiG@lly, one of them applies to this verls and the other one applies to another
verk which means something similar, of course, but different, or it applies o the same verb but with another
mMeaning

examples: Ne Tow ToOTITW KoUo 1w od gl [va Tov Tdlew] dpodend yoordo (tradiional ) T
kL GoovTony, [PhEnel] amadid Acumoromdue (traditonal) S Efoval T miouwr pida oldy T Efamov [Mivoud TE

oivoy] (Homer).

0. [ne lemmal




Table 2 Data cross-checking of zeugma from four Spanish DLTs
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ES ZEUGMA

l. definition: Syntactic procedure [GENUS1] and stylistic resource [GEMNUS2] similar to elipsis, in
which a term which relates to two or more statements in a sentence is only mentioned in one of them and
deduced in the rest.

examples: Porgue verg Io folto el que en tanta [falta] me hace wivir (Lazarillo de Tormes) /¢ Tras ef
invierno [vieng] el verano, / tras lo noche [viene] el dio claro / tras lo enfermo [vieneg)] o sano, / tras el mal
viene el reparo (D. Hurtado de Mendoza) /f 5e fue muy contento, dejgndome @ mi mas (Lazarillo de Tormes)
I

related terms: elipsis, protozeugma (if the term is mentioned in the first statement), mesozeugma
(if it is placed in the middle), hipozeugma (if it is placed at the end), zeugma simple (when the deduced
word is in the same form of the menticned word), zeugma complejo (when the deduced word varies
maorphologically from the mentioned term).

Il. definition: Rhetorical figure of speech [GENLUS]. It is produced by the omission of a word, generally
a werb, which is mentioned once in a series of statements —in the first place, in the middle or at the end-
and is understood in the rest.

examples: De manera gue la soledad, el sitio, la escuridad, el ruido del agua, con el susurro de las
hojas, todo causaba horror v espanto (Cervantes) /f (a) Yo soy aguel para guien estan guardados los
pelieros, las grandes hazafias, los valerosos hechos (Cervantes) f/ (b) ¥ asi dejé la casa y la paciencia
[Cervantes) ff ..

related terms: enumeracion, elipsis.

classes: zeugma compuesto (zeugma which needs some kind of morphological variation) (a),
zeugma complejo (when semantically different terms are related throwgh omission: abstract/concrete,
straight/figurative meaning, etc.) (b).

1. definition: Syntactic figure [GENUS] consisting of the lack of concordance between a verb and its
subject.
examples: Los jovenss somos osi.

V. definition: Figure [GEMUS] -produced by the omission of words- which happens when a term is
mentioned once and understood in the following sentences.

examples: t= gquisro referir una glosa que hizo un pisoverds /o quien vo di cuenta muy de roiz del
caso, v/ haozig [cuenta] gue sirve de epitaphio del tumuio (Lope de Ubeda).

synonyms: adjuncion, detractio parentética.
related terms: detractio, brevitas.

classes: protozeugma (when the word is placed in the first sentence), mesozeugma (in Case it
appears in the central statement), hipozeugma (if it appears in the final statement), zeugma simple (the
word that is omitted is the same as the word menticned), zeugma compuesto (if the omitted word would
need a morphological variation), zeugma no complejo, zeugma complejo, zeugma sintacticamente
complejo, Zeugma semanticamente complejo.




Table 3 Data cross-checking of zeugma from four English DLTs
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EN ZEUGMA

1. definition: & figure of speech [GENUS] in which the same word (verb or preposition) is applied to
two others in different senses.

examples: she fooked at the object with suspicion and @ magnifwing giass /¢ Miss Bolo went home
in o ficod of tears and o sedan chair (Charles Dickens) /¢ Circled with his royal dicdem and the affections of
his people.

related terms: syllepsis.

2. definition: A figure of speech [GENUS] by which one word refers to two others in the same
sentence. [..) zeugma may be achieved by & verb or preposition with two objects (a) (...). Or it may employ a
verb with two subjects (b).

examples: (a) Give them thy fingers, me thy lips to kiss (Shakespeare) [/ (b) Not marbie nor the
gilded monuments / OF prices shall outlive this powerful rhyme (Shakespeare).

synonmyms: syllepsis [a special kind of zeugma in which the yoking term agrees grammatically with
only one of the terms to which it is applied, or refers to each in a different sense. [...) some rhetoricians
have reserved ‘zeugma’ for the ungrammatical sense of syllepsis).

3. definition: & rhetorical figure [GENUS] in which a single word, standing in relationship to two
others, is correctly related toone. |...) @ zeugma inwolves a failure of the single word to give meaning to one
of the pair with which it is connected.

examples: Kill the boys and the luggoge! (Shakespeare).

related terms: syllepsis (grammatically correct).

4, definition: & figure of speech in which words or phrases with widely different meanings are ‘yoked
together with comic effect by being made syntactically dependent on the same word, often a verb.

examples: Miss Bolo rose from the table considerably agitated, and went straight home, in a flood
of tears, and @ sedan-chair (Dickens).

synomyms: syllepsis.




Figure 3 SFC: Greek CM of Lebyua (based on Greek secondary sources)
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Figure 4 SFC: Spanish CM of zeugma (based on Spanish secondary sources)
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Figure 5 SFC: English CM of zeugma (based on English secondary sources)
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Figure 6 Information structure in a complete entry of LEXILOGON

Greek lemmai(#): grammatical info [gender, number].

1. Definition [GENUS* + differentiae] + basic characteristics. * Observations:
[alternative meanings, learned uses or subtypes*]. Usage example: [nofural
language occurrence extrocted from corpora]. Synonyms: [without article].
Reloted terms: [with article®]. #Further reading: [reference to book or
article].

ESM(=/#)Spanish(#): grammatical info [gender, number]... Definition
[GENUS* + differentiae] + basic characteristics. *Observations: [alternative
meanings, learned uses or subfypes®]. Usage example: [natural language
occurrence extracted from corpora]. Synonyms: [without article]. Relafed
terms: [with article*]. #Further reading: [reference to book or article].

EM M (=/z]English(#): grammatical info [gender, number]. Definition
[GENUS* + differentiae] + basic characteristics. *Observations: [alternative
meanings, learned uses or subfypes*]. Usage example: [natural language
occurrence extracted from corpora]. Synonyms: [without article]. Relafed
terms: [with article*]. #Further reading: [reference to book or article].

EXAMPLES:
Greek Spanish English

(") () ()

ESh . .
ENM



Figure 7 Preliminary entry for the lemma (e0ypo.

{eOypen. s.

EXHMA AOTOY* FYETIKAL e TV minpdTnTa. Touw  Adyou®. Eibog
Edsupnc* Ppoyuioyiog® Kord To omolo To pRpo piog mpdTasng el dio oposdei
MpoFdlopLEUol; < TIKELEY A (| EUmpaBETo, &vid, AoyLKd, ¢To pripo auTd TopLalsl
pévo o &vag am auTol ¢ KoL o o ¢ Tapudlel of o pripa (] oTo o pRpa pE
SradopeTied dpwe onpacia). ¥ Obssrvations: aiso o lsomed term for {pontoon) bridge.
voke, {conljunction. Usogs exompls: I8 aumjy m v T IMTwan E0ULE Ty Loy oTd = (o
ope mow EVvoolUilEs ovoUaleTa o na KaTd < ato gdn umdoroy ol Synonyms:
AP Komd < Relpted terms: ~ oTn PETpLR ®. # Further reoding: Toomasdun g A T
(1994), Meosddnvaed fpopgomecd, ABnvas EoTio (méunmto vegdlono, duyodopiéc
kompopisc

ESM:zeugma: m. s. FIGURA RETORICA® de diccién®. Omisién® de una palabra,
generalmente un verbo, que se menciona solo una vez —en primer lugar, en &l medio o
al final- de una serie de enunciados v que se sobreentiende [ omite en el resto.
* Observotions:  sublypes  protozeugma®,  prasiunctie  (Lat), mesczeugma®,
hipozeugma®, ~ simple®, ~ no complgjo®, =~ complegjo® =~ compuesto® Usogs
exgmple: Es controno o lo distincion entre ~sintdctico v semantico, v propone odscrbir
gl sintdctico o lo silepsis v reservar gl semontico poro 2 ™~ propiomentes dicho.
Synonyms: ceugma, adjundan, detractio parentética (Lot). Reloted terms: elipsis®,
detractio®, brevitas®, enumeracian®. Further reoding: Canovas, M. (15998). “Elipsis y
zeugma en ‘El Buscén' de Queveda”, en Boletin de lo Siblioteco de Mengndez Pelovo,
72,1996, p. 17-35.

EMM =Zeugma: s. FIGURE OF SPEECH®. Trope® in which the same word {verk or
prepaosition) relates to two others {objects) in the same sentence and is correctly
related to one or is related to them with different meanings. ® Obssrvations: often
colled ond confused  with syllepsis®; collsd prozeugma or synezeugmenon or
praeiunctio (Lot) when o verb in the first port of o0 ssntence govens severnl loter
clowses in @ 5Eres; Mello-Zeugma of mesozeugma or synzeugma when o verb in the
middle of the ssntence govemns severnl porollel cousss on either sids; hypozeugma or
adfunctio (Lot.) when o verb folls ot the end of o sentence ond govemns severnl paralls
clouses thot precede it diazeugma when o noun govems two or more verbs, Usoge
exgmple: Outside the door of my hotel room wos @ copy of US4 Today. The front page -
using that lovely zeugmatic US headline style that we dont hove - announced: “Search
on for bodiss, onswers”. Synonyms. adjunctio, syllepsis®. Reloted terms: syllepsis®,
gpizeuxis®, subjunctio, hypozeuxis®, parallelism®, ellipsis®. +Further reading: Burtan,
. 0. (Brigham YOLUng Liniversity) “Hilva Rhetoricoe”

<http Airhetoric byu. edw/Figures/Z zeugma. htm >,
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Figure 8 Preliminary examples of (eVypo, zeugma and zeugma

EXAMPLES:

EL
"N ToV TOTicW KoUo vepd ¥ ow [vatow Talew] dpocspd yootdp: (traditional ).

oapous rowedriar ol Soovrouy, [pAarel] oradid Ao moromdye (traditional ).

ES

Tros &l inviemo [viene] &l verono,
tros lo noche [viene] el dio cloro,
tros lo enfermo [viene)] lo sano,

tros el mol viene el reporo (D . Hurtado de Mendoza).

£l nifio Roul tenio manios, [tenia) uno biciclsto v [tenia] disz o docs ofos (Camilo José Cela).
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EM
Give them thy fingers, [give] me thy lips to kiss (Shakespeare).

w{iiss Bolo went home in o food of tears ond o sedon chair (Charles Dickens).




