Yan Greub

How to avoid the risk of transforming a great printed dictionary
into a poor digitized one? Some partial answers, for want of more
complete ones.

1. The FEW is a huge dictionary when we consider the sheer mass of data (25 volumes, 16000
pages) and its exhaustive aims. It has indeed the purpose of registering and etymologizing the
whole lexicon, not only of French, but also of earlier stages of the language and of Occitan; of
every Gallo-romance dialect; of every technical or professional genre; of every language
register, including slang. Summing up, the FEW aims to include and describe every single
lexical unit which exists or has existed in the territory of ancient Gaul. The term “exist” here
is used in a very broad sense: you can find in the FEW forms that are hapaxes (i.e. one-off
forms), which means that the dictionary is not solely limited to what belongs to the langue (in
the Saussurean sense), but also includes some part of parole (i.e. what people as individuals
actually do or did with the language, how they used it). The sheer size of this undertaking
means two things:

Firstly, there is a a huge amount of data; secondly, the presentation and organization of the
data is exceedingly complex. Concerning the first point, there are roughly 5 million lexical
units, if we follow existing estimations. Some of this data is quite easily accessed via other
sources, but this is not always the case. The FEW is one of the few dictionaries where one can
find historical documentation on French locutions, for example (even if the situation has
improved more recently). The sheer amount of the material is, though, a fast growing
problem: we are currently working on the new redaction (Neubearbeitung) of the alphabet’s
beginning, and more precisely on the letter B, and the proportion of new inclusions is
increasing continually: for the letter A, we rewrote the first edition of 191 pages to a new total
of 1380 pages, i.e. roughly seven times the original. However, for the letter B, we predict that
there will be more like 20 or 30 times the original matter.

Concerning the problem of the mass of data, we must add the fact that each item has to be
etymologized according to the principles of the etymologie-histoire, that is not only by giving
the “origin” of words, but by writing the complete history of their developments, of the
meaning’s changes and of the modifications of the relations inside the lexical families. So it is
not too hard to understand that, if the FEW is a dictionary of 16000 pages, this is because of
its extreme concentration and the tightness of its presentation. So we come to the second issue
concerning the size of the FEW: the organization of the material’s presentation. The second
part of the dictionary’s full name reminds us that it aims to be a Darstellung des
galloromanischen Sprachschatzes. It is the representation itself which draws the etymology,
or the etymological position of the lexical units within the context in which they appear. This
representation is designed around the organization of the articles, as I will attempt to show in
what follows.



An FEW article puts together, under an entry given by an etymon, its entire descent in the
Gallo-romance varieties, that is a whole lexical family. It can have from 1 lexical unit to 60

pages.

Let us see an example: the article mundus (appendix). The main points you can observe are
the absolute segregation between the commentary and the material; the distinction (I. vs. II.)
between the lexicon borrowed and naturally evolved, and the smaller divisions designing
linguistic units, and more precisely historical units.

By studying a photograph of Wartburg making an article (see appendix) we can see how the
etymologisation and the intellectual activity of understanding the problems exposed in an
FEW article, are inherent in the disposition of the material itself. Wartburgian etymology
relies on the complete exposition of the lexical material. In this sense, it is contrary to the
etymology of Malkiel or Corominas, who present the pertinent material at the most
convenient moment of their etymological discourse. For Wartburg, it is upon the base of the
complete material, given in prime position in the article, that the analysis is constructed; the
analysis being placed in the historical commentary. However, the manner of presentation itself
constitutes a position on the etymology: clearly, and unavoidably, by the choice of the units
which are going to be part of the article; less obviously perhaps by the organization of the
article, which is by itself a discourse on the structuration of the descent from the etymon to
the lexical units.

Thus the organization of the article gives the user the possibility of forming his/her own
opinion: he/she can check the author’s reasoning, since the whole material is made available.
He/she can even check things in detail , since it is possible to return to all the sources, which
are explicitly referred to (it should be pointed out, though, that, in reality, this work can be
quite difficult to undertake). As we see in the article mundus, the final historical commentary
only sketches the main facts, and it is the very setting out of the material which delineates the
more detailed history.

I have underlined, in the article in the appendix, a few particular cases to show it. Col. 220a:
entremonde appears two times in different subdivisions, since the first one is a creation on the
basis of fr. monde, and the second one a borrowing to latin, hence two lexical units completely
separate from an historical point of view. The same way, [ 'autre monde, col. 218a, and [’autre
monde, col. 219b, are not the same locution, with an extension of meaning, but two
independent creations on the basis of completely different meanings of monde. Similar
comments could be made about mondial, 220a, a 16™ Century word, and mondial, 219a, a 20™
Century one, which is not based on the former one.

So can we characterize the FEW etymology as:
* concise
* not very verbalized
* not very explicit
* inherently understated

However, this has changed with current practice: we now set out explicitly and systematically
the various affixes, which means that the number of footnotes is growing; and likewise for the



commentaries. Furthermore, the structure of the articles of the FEW is very flexible: the form
of the articles is comprehensively adapted to the particular configuration of each etymological
problem; the fundamental structure can be organized by morphological or semantic criteria,
depending on the particular situation or the clarity of the resulting exposition. This flexibility
and economy of the exposition, and hence — since it is the same thing — of the etymological
discourse, of the etymologization, are a great virtue of the dictionary as it exists. So it finds it
itself in the position of being able to express nuanced views on matters which, by their sheer
size, would otherwise seem better suited to a more schematic treatment. However, these
virtues of the paper version are, when digitization takes over, very serious impediments
indeed.

2. The first digitization project looked at the possibility of creating a Document Type
Definition in an xml-scheme. But this model, already difficult to implement in any
polydialectal dictionary, proved quite clearly to be unworkable. The thought behind the
digitization undertaking took a lot of time, since the constitution of a model for the
digitization was the object of a PhD thesis, defended last June at the universities of Liege and
Nancy by Pascale Renders. The model she designed and developed, with the collaboration of
a computer scientist, relies fundamentally on the basic idea of making the computer
programme structure comply to the structure of the dictionary itself, instead of imposing a
different one. It consists, then, of an interpretation of the structure of the FEW’s etymological
discourse, rather than an interpretation of the etymologised units. The first difficulty is for the
computer to understand a great deal of information concealed by the typically elliptic way of
writing used by the FEW. In an FEW article, any information (the language, the form, the
meaning, the grammatical category) has not to be given again if it remains the same, so when
you are looking for a particular lexical unit, you can have to go up for a while in the article to
find the complete information.

The simple sequencing of material is also significant for the etymologisation: 219a: it is the
order of sequence which leads us to understand that mondial is the basis for derivation
mondialement, then mondialist and mondialisme, and it is this order, too, which allows us to
see the essential link between the last two. But the FEW does not make any difference
between the relationship of the last two forms (whose formation is certainly interrelated) and
the relationship of mondialement and mondialisme, which both depend on mondial. This
discrimination is of too little importance, and the discourse content itself with presenting the
material in such a way that the etymological analysis is made easy for the reader.

Similarly, the FEW must necessarily confront itself with contradictions in the classification:
the dictionary distinguishes between the attestations of the lexical unit alone and the locutions
in which it is found. But this distinction contradicts, in the § 3.a, the semantic classification,
and, therefore, the different meanings are mixed in both alineas. This allows us to keep the
simple lexical unit in the canonical geographical order of presentation. Nevertheless,
Wartburg chose to allow mixing, in this enumeration, of the substantive and diverse cases of
plurals accompanied by an article or a possessive. Thus he chose to present together some
facts he could have chosen to keep apart: as they are near enough on the page, the reader can
keep them simultaneously present in his/her mind, and can thus have an overview of all of the
significant data. We can consider at the same time ton monde “your parents” and mes mondes
“mes parents”, and also data for which we cannot say if the source discriminated them clearly
from the general meaning “people in general”.



In such cases, the way of exposing data is hard to reconcile with the strict hierarchy of the
complete sequencing that is implied in the tagging of every single unit for the purposes of the
computer programme. And those cases are the absolute normality in an FEW article, where
the alternation of numbered alineas can easily be rationalised and expressed with simple
words, but where the balance of sections discriminated through dashes, dots, semicolons and
commas can ask for much longer explanations. This poses a serious difficulty for the
digitization.

Another difficulty is given by the presence of errors or inconsistencies, the different ways of
presenting similar data, depending on the diversity of the authors and the long time of the
writing of the dictionary. Indeed, it is quite difficult for a computer to cater for these. On the
basis of Renders’ thesis, there is actually a project of digitalizing the FEW, though at the
present time we do not dispose of the financial means necessary to complete it.

3. There is something paradoxical in the FEW’s etymologisation: the etymology, as we have
seen, is largely given by the position of the analysed unit in the dictionary and in the article,
but one has to know—or to guess, rather—this position in order to find the unit. In a sense, we
could say that one only finds in the FEW a confirmation of the etymological hypothesis one
set out to elaborate. Obviously, this is a rather simplistic account, since it neglects the
commentaries, the notes, and the set of lexical units which are placed around the analysed
one, but there is still a problem for searching within the FEW. You can see clearly that this
searching problem can find a precious help, a help otherwise absent, in the computerization of
the dictionary, and will find it. There is anyhow a contradiction as far as searching for isolated
units is concerned since the dictionary never treats them in an isolated manner. In other words,
if we are only looking for the FEW’s article where to place a unit, and we think we have
found something interesting, we are perhaps making the same mistake pointed out by Meillet
when he said “the question vulgarly put to linguists ‘What is the origin of a word?’ has no
precise meaning”.

The reasons for digitalising the FEW are the easy searches for units, and the carrying out of
searches using criteria that are not possible to use with the printed version. However, the
fulfillment of these purposes includes some risks, and potentially the cutting of some corners,
especially the temptation of renouncing reading. I have tried to show that the understanding of
the dictionary relies on the reading of the whole article, or at least of the context of the form.
However, with automatic searching or searching for large series of units, there is a risk, that
the need for reading could be removed, the result of which would be that the etymological
discourse is discarded in favour of the few items of information which have been included in
the tagging. The digitization would lead directly to a change in the manner of reading the
dictionary, but also, more importantly, to the loss of the etymological discourse elaborated by
its authors, which would be a disaster.

But there is another problem for users of the digitized FEW to be, and that is the belief that
he/she actually has found the lexical unit he/she was searching for. We are again dealing with
the problems to do with the dictionary’s inherent errors. The double etymologies, when they
are erroneous, often reveal events in the history of lexicon: for example, attraction by another
family or popular etymology. And in all the cases where the classification is correct (which is
the vast majority), some forms may be classified in another article, for reasons which are
made clear only by reading the second one. The sense of doubt experienced by the FEW’s



user, if he/she really found the correct classification, is very useful, and there is some risk that
automatic searching could lead to a false sense of confidence, even in the hypothesis that the
computerization itself would not create any mistake. The act of reading, which implies the
understanding of the dictionary, leads by itself to the critic assessment of the way units have
been dealt with by the FEW.

4. I will turn now to a matter I discussed, a few months ago, in Aberystwyth: the problem of
the corrections made to the dictionary. The FEW, as can be expected of such a big work,
spanning 90 years, is full of mistakes and contradictions. But as the FEW is the reference for
the lexicon of French and the Gallo-romance languages, every new advance is only validated
by comparison with the status quaestioni present in the dictionary. Then the FEW is not only a
discourse upon the history of words, but also a repertory of dated and localised forms, and a
repertory of the bibliography of those forms and their relations. This is a function it has to
assume, as long as nobody thinks of being able to write another repertory to replace it. It is,
then, absolutely necessary to correct and complete the FEW, to keep up its place as a useful
authority. This practice has been going on since the beginning, with the help of errata at the
end of each volume, for example, but the digitization will allow us to use much more
convenient tools for this purpose, and Pascale Renders, the author of the digitization project,
has suggested making a place for the introduction of corrections in the digitized FEW,
signaling them by a versioning system.

We have seen that there is an essential link between the represented material and the
etymological discourse. We can then understand that any modification in the material will
potentially lead to a modification of the etymological discourse. So we are, when we want to
use the FEW as an authority for the history of French lexicon, in a paradoxical situation: any
action aiming to strengthen this authority (new dating, correction of a form, addition of new
forms) can result in undermining the dictionary. It is important to insist on the difficulty of
introducing “addenda et corrigenda” in the FEW: to correct a date means maybe reviewing the
entire chronological scenario of some part of the article; to correct a meaning could lead to a
change in the classification of the unit, the concatenation of the meanings, could maybe lead
to the discovery that a lexico-semantic unit is a regionalism, and this could lead to contest a
derivation which is active only elsewhere, and then to change the etymology, etc. Any
correction of this type can lead to the loss of the historical continuity of the attestations.

Adding a new form to the FEW amounts to a chance modification. And to integrate it in a
correct way, by controlling which modifications this introduction induces means practically to
rewrite the whole article. There is no simple way of correcting or adding to the FEW.

Thanks to the immensity of his collecting work, his admirable knowing of Romance studies
and his personal merit, Walther von Wartburg created a work fundamentally coherent and
correct. We do actually have quite a good idea of the FEW’s contradictions and failures, but
they do not seem to modify the vastness and coherence of the overall conception. Introducing
random modifications in this conception, even perfectly correct at a small scale, would
destroy the unity of each article, and of the FEW as a whole. There would be no benefit for
historical linguistics if there was, beside the FEW, a new FEW-version B. So, are we in a
position of not being able to make corrections necessary to anyone’s eyes? Is it really
impossible for the FEW digitization to allow what is allowed by every electronic dictionary?



The situation is not entirely helpless. We can find some elements of a solution, I believe, by
considering that the FEW is not only an etymological discourse, but also a repertory of forms.
As a repertory of the entire Gallo-romance lexicon, the FEW presents the best possible basis
for classification, even when we consider its imperfections. If we cannot modify it easily, we
can use it as a pure frame, to give easy access to a great mass of knowledge of the lexicon,
published elsewhere. I propose then to use the digitized FEW as a repertory giving access to
the suggestion of additions or corrections. It will not be a modified form of the dictionary, but
the simple use of its structure. So we will not have to validate or examine the correctness of
the modifications: there will only be simple references to published suggestions, and the
responsibility of the correction will lie with the author and the journal where it is published.
What are the consequences of such a modification for the FEW? The most important one is
that there will not be any new versions of the FEW. The second one is that criticism of the
dictionary will get easier, whilst its use becomes harder, since the use will lead naturally to the
criticim and the user will be guided in reviewing some parts of the etymological reasoning.

The necessity of determining by oneself, on the basis of addenda and corrigenda, if the
etymological discourse of the FEW is still valid, is naturally a great problem. But maybe it is
not such a serious problem: by choosing not to consider, as we can be tempted to, the
etymological discourse of the FEW as an evidence given by the facts, we will see it more
clearly as immanent result of the so powerful conception of Wartburg.

The elaboration of the dictionary’s general digitization is not an impediment to the completion
of partial projects, related to it, such as:

* aprogramme of automatic cartography (soon to be achieved);

» the realisation of an onomasiological index (partially available on our site, being
progressively completed);

* the possibility of searching automatically in the list of etymons;

* a(very) partial tagging of suffixes in the dictionaries



.... DontPerc; Flore; Hem; Renartl; GCoinci Enp;

218 mundificare

— miindus

Lt. mundificare wurde im 6. jh. in religiosem sinn
gebraucht. Es wurde im 13.jh. entlehnt und auch,
wie mlt. mundificare, auf das gebiet der medizin
tibertragen. Z 48, 378.

munditia reinlichleit.

1. Afr. mundesse I. ,propreté" (bap.), mundice
(18.-14.jh.; 1615), mondice (1340), epr. mondeza
(Towlouse 14.jh.), mondicia (1420, Pans). — Ablt.
Mir. mondicité ,,purification (an sens moral)* {1406~
1694), ,,propreté* (Molin-Huls 1596).

2. Nice mondessa ,,propreté™.

1 ist aus It. mundifia entlehnt, 2 aus it. mondez2o.

miindus welt.

1. 1. Afr. mfr. mund m. ,ensembls des choses et
des étres créés* (Passion; Brendan; BeneitTh;
Marie; Mir agn; Beroul), mum! GuernesSThomas,
moni (PhThComp-1530, Gdi; TL; BenSMaure;
GuillPnl; Joufr; SLeoc; RichierSRemi; Conon;

PassPile; Hu), adauph. mont S, apr. mont (SFoy;
Jaufre), abearn. mon, Mirepoix moun Bts 1933, 51,
Gers, Lourdes moun; afr. en un mont ,a la fois* Rei
Flore.

9. Afr, mund ,terre” Passion, mon! (AdamJ-
18.jh.).

3. Afr. mon! ,Je genre humain, les hommes en
général" (ca. 1180-13.7h.), afr. tof lo mons ,.toutes
les gens™ (BenSMaure; RoseL), ful lo muni Guernes
SThomas, fous Ii mons Hem, apr. it lo mon (ca. |
1200, Lv; Kolser 100); fo! Io mon de (+ subst.
désignant un objet) ,tout" (14.jb.); afr. mont
wgroupe de personnes constituant une unité"
Roisin,

4. Awald. mont le sigcle (. relig.)™.

1L 1. Fr. monde m. ,ensemble des choses et des
stres créés™ (seit Cour Louis) 2), apr. munde (1471),
monde (¢a. 1480), mars, mounde A, Alais, bearn.
id. — Nfr. monde ,ensemble des corps célestes dont
le soleil est le centre* (seit Fur 1690), systéme du
monde ,lois qui rézissent les mouvements des corps
célestes™ (seit 1691, Ozan 378); mir. nir. petil monde
.le microcosme qu'est I'homme" (1546, Rab;
D'Aubigné; Fur 1680-Trév 1771) ;{l'awdre monde o
vie aprés la mort" (seit BalzacG), étre allé dans
Tautre monde ,,Etre mort™ (seit Rich 1680); choses
de Pauire monde ,choses étranges, incroyables™
(Molin; seit Ac 1798), s. noch VENIRE, hier 14, 241.
Nir. monde len vasts et trés peuplé” (seit Fur
1690); monde idéal ,idée de monde qui est en Dien
de toute &ternité" (Ac 1694-1878; Lar 1963),
.monde imagiraire meillenr que celui ol nous
existons" (1768-Ac 1878, Roussean; Lar 1863);
monde inlelligible ,type idéal du monde sensible™

inlelligent ,,monde considéré sous les rapports qui
ne peuvent 2tre saisis que par l'intelligence (1748,
Montesquien), monde sniellectuel (seit Roussean),
monde moral (seit 1779); monde physigue ,monde
considéré comme 'ensemble de ce qui tombe sous
les sens” (seit 1748, Montesquien), monde sensible
(seit R n}; pefil de 'k * (Modus;
1668-Ac 1798, La Iont) *); un monde de ,grande
quantité de (seit Chastell) 3), monde ,.ce qui forme
un domaine i part pour certaines personnes™ (La
Font; Voltaire; Lamartine); denmi monde ,hémi-
sphere* {1559). Mfr. monds d'or ,,quartz résinits qui,
en absorbant de 'eau, a le chatoiement de 'opale
(1508), nfr. id. (1868-Lar 1903). — Nir. le mieuz dy
monde ,pariaitement, trés bien* (1636, Corneills;
seit Ac 1836); pas le moins du monde ,,nullément*
(seit 1839, s. Rob). Fr. pour rien du monde A aucun
prix* (La Roch-Trév 1771), pour rien qu monde
(seit Ac 1694); éfre au monde ,exister™ (seit 1608,
Régnier). — Nir. un monds ,gch de irds grang"
(Pascal; seit ThGantier, s. Lar 1931), se fairs un
mende de qn ,donner & gn une importance exagérée
(seit Rob 1959); ¢'est bien du monde ,.c’est beaucoup
d'argent” Fur 1690; vieux comme le monde tris
vienx* (seit ca. 1800, s. Lar 1874), — MEr. nfr. depuis
que Ie monde est monde ,de tout temps" (seit Est
1549), un monde ,tris longtemps* Marct; an du
monde ,,an de lo création éu monde™ (1680-Ac 1878,
Bossuet). — Nfr. machine du monde ,,monde consi-

déré dans le jeu des forces qui I'animent, dans son
mécanisme* (1671-DG). — Vouth. I'bowt daw momis
.Je maximum". — Argot monde renversé , guilloting"
(Delv 1867-Lar 1948).

Zuss. — Nfr. ezira-monde ,.ce qui est en dehors du
monde* (1867, JownGons). - Gonde. médadin
.exclamation de tristesse, de désespoir (= monde
4 Dieu).

2. Fr. munds ,terre, globe terrestre" (Wace;
Marie), monde (seit 13.jh.), ,.séjour des hommes sur
1a terze, ensemble des ftres et des choses parmi Jes-
quels se passe notre vie" (seit 18.jh.), le meillewr,
ete. du monde ,irds bon, ete.* (seit Chrestien);
courir le monde ,voyager beaucoup™ (seit Fur
1690); faire monde mouveaw ,dévastar un poys"
D'Aunbigné; dout du monde ,pays éloigné" (seit st
15638), c'est le bout du monde .c'est le plus haut
prix, le plus long délai, etc. auquel on puisse ar-
river™ (seit 1672, Sév), cest iowd le bout du monde
(seit Fur 1690), loger aw bow! du monde ,dans un
quartier éloigné" (seit Fur 1690); homme de par I
monde ,certain homme" OudC 1640, de par e
monde ,en quelgue endroit* (La Font, s. Beschi
seit Besch 1845); homme, chose du monde ,.quel-
conque, quel qu'il soit* (Amyot; D’Aubigné; Bal-
zacG; Retz; LaRoch; 1676, Sév), Schweiz au monde
Jocution exclamative qui accompagme surtout des
propositions interrogatives®. — Mir. faire un mondé
.accomplir de grands faits, des exploits* Chastell. -
Nir. de guel monde venez-vous? ,,vous ne savez p35

(16741764, Li, Lalands; DG-Lar 1983); monde

ce gque chacun sait" (Ac 1694-1878), ,.on ne vous 2
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pas vn depuis longtemps* (Ac 1718-1798); n'étre
plus de ce monde ,ne plus exister" (seit Ac 1740),
n'éire plus aw monde (1680, Bossust; Sév; seit Besch
1845); n'éire pas du monde ,,n’étre pos instruit de ce
que cbacun sait" (Ac 1694-1762), n'élre pas de ce
monde (Ac 1694-1798). — Nir. monde ancien ,,c¢ que
les anciens comnaissaient du globe terrestre™ (seit
Ac 1835), monde des anciens (seit Ac 1835); ancien
monde ,,Euvrope, Asic et Afrique" (seit Fur 1650),
nouvees monde I’ Amérique™ (seit Rich 1680), ,.va-
riété d’ceillet” (Fur 1701-Lar 1903). Nir. mende
chrétien, oriental, etc. ,ensemble de pays, de so-
ciétés d’une certaine civilisation* (seit Pascal).

Ablt. — Etivey mondé adj. ,,qui donne des signes
de vie (se dit d'un enfant qui remue dans le sein
de sa mére, des graines qui se lavent)", —Nir. mondial
wqui est répandu sur toute la texre; qui intéresse le
monde” (seit Lar 1903); mondialemant adv, ,par le
monde entier* (seit Rob 1989); smandiglisme , doc-
trine qui vise & l'unité politique du monde* Lar
1563; wmondiglisle m. ,partisan du mondialisme™
Lar 1963.

Zuss, — Alr. enmonder ,,v.2. avoir ou inspirer de
I'attachement pour les biens de ce monde; v.71.
concevoir de l'attachement pour les biens de ce
monde* RenartN.

3.a. Fr. de ,genre | in; les h en
gén,, l2 plupart des bommes" (seit 13.jk.), apr. id.
(1461), fr. ,grande quantité (de personmes)* (seit
Montaigme), ,.certain nombre de personnes" (seit
18630, Palsgr 207), pile monne ,multitude, foule";
nir. monde ,geéns qui sont sous les ordres de qn"
(seit 1608, Régnier), ,les domestiques de gn* (seit
1668, LaFont), ,équipage, partie de I'équipage”
(Fourn 1667, s. Jal; scit Besch 1845), , famille, gens
qu'on a autour de soi* (BalzacG; Racine; Fér 1787;
Lar 1863), nfr. monde, .les gens, vous, nous, le
Premier venn* (seit 1658, Scarr), Paris id. B, nfr. |

monde ,gens’ RD, mondes ,parents”, Iss, monde
»gens*, Charost , homme", Prenilly ,,personne", pl.
ogens“ Mél 8, 7, Franchesse, morv. St-Benin sg.
ngens”, Micon (sg. pl), ton monde ,tes parents",
GrCombe lu mod ,les gens", Savidse mide
whomme*, aost. monde, Aussols mudnde’), Ruff,
mdd, lo du mdd ,les 2 persomnes™, Ain, Rhéne,
mbds ,gens", Couzon monde:, Lant. méd, Lyon
mondo, Loire mod, Coutouvre monde ,une per-
sonne™, mos mondes ,,mes gens” Merc 1, 78, stéph.
mondou ,gens” V, Tridves minde ,gens”, mdauph.
HAlpes, BAlpes miinde, mars. mounde A, Alais id.,
lang. minde, Toulouse mounde G, HGar. TamG.
Tarn, aveyr. Lozire, Ardéche miinds, HLoire
minds, Cantal ménde, PuyD. Vinz. mddas, Creuse
minds, Chav. mounde, lim. pérg. LotG. gask.
minde. ALF 639; 1613; ALLo 1774, 2303.

Fr. fout le monde 'universalité des hommes, cha-
cun* (seit CourLouis)®), BanR. (6t lo méne; nir. loul le
monde , le premier venun'' (1736, Voltaire; Beaumar-
chais; seit 1863, Andersson 104), monsieur lonut le mon-
de (5eit 1905, Andersson 104). — Gonde. ¢ 56 di m&d
eséf s sont assez nombreux". — Pipriac élre sorls @
bo mid ,avoir des parents honnétes”, Sologne du bor
monde ,.de braves gens“, — Toulouse le mounde gros
nles gens dimportance” G; nfr. le pauvre monde
wles pauvres* (seit Lar 1874); le pelit monde | les
gens du commun, les petits bourgeois, ceux gqui ont
les manigres peu élégantes” (seit Ac 1798), centr.
wgens de la campagne”, nir. , ]2 monde des enfants*
(seit 1868), pelsl monde ,poisson du genre des
¢unatre-dents" (,en Asie et Egypte' Valm 1791-Lar
1874), argot ,.lentille” (1837-Ds 1896), Chablis id.;
nfr. grand monde ,sortc de papier dune grande
dimension" (SavBr 1723-Lar 1903); LoirCh. @
vye mod un vieux mendiant" ALFSuppl p 204. —
Nfr. gens de 'aulre monda i i

présent™ (seit 1680, Sév). ~

monde ,un certain nombre de personnes qu'on
Tecoit" (seit 1689, Sév); monde relizieux, savant,
etc. ensemble des personnes rapprochées par les
relations, la profession, les habitudes* (seit Rich
1680); monde ,se dit aussi d'une seule personne
{Fur 1850-Ac 1935), Gonde. m&d ,les gens", St-Pol
mén, Dém. monne, norm. havr, monde, hbret. lo
miz, Pipriac 55 mdd ,ses parents" ABret 16, 376,
nant, monde pl. ,.gens", bmanc. mad ), Pail s5 mod
583 parenls”, hunanc. monde ,gens; parents, amis",
Daug. mon monde ,ma parenté”, Vendée Iz méd
e gons®, DSévres le mad pl. (p 513), Niort les
tionde, Chatell. monde sg., seint. SeudreS. , quantité
de gens*, St-Seurin ,,personze” M 3, 618, loch. des
uondes | des gens, des parents, des invités", centr.
mende ,egens honnétes, raisonnables*, des mondes
seuls  gens sans enfants®, ses mondes , ses parents®,
Monde sg, ,une personne, mondes pl. , domestigues,
8ens de 1a maison", mondes de bouche ,.commensanx;
Tune ferme, ouvriers et domestiquss, nowris 4 la

wsavolr bien déméler le caractire des gens 4 quil'on
a affaire" (seit 1655, Molidre); ainsi va le monde
nC'est ainsi que les hommes agissent, se conduisent™
(seit OudC 1640); ne devoir gu'd deux, & Dieu el cu
monde ,étre trds endettéd” OudC 1640, devoir & Dicu
el au monda (Fur 1690-Lar 1903); 4l y a du monde au
balcon ,cette femme a une forte poitrine” (Villette
1888; Hob 1959).

Ablt. Afr. monder v.o. ,peunpler (1265). Bress.
mondié v.n. ,faire comme le moode". — Zuss. St-
Fargeau tire-meonds f. ,sage-femme", Chablis ma-
dame fire-monde. Sologne emmonder v.a. ,peupler".

b. Mfr. nfr. monde ,société des hommes, consi-
dérée surtout sous ses aspects de luxe et de diver-
tissement™ (seit Brantéme), kan. ,gens bien née,
honnétes et raisonnables*. Nir. homme du monde
whomme qui vit dans le monde et qui en sait les
usages* (seit Retz); le grand monde Ja société dis-
tinguée par les richesses, par les dignités de ceux
qui Ja composent” (seit OudC 1640), le beau monde

aison*, Saue. nos mendes |, nos parents”, berr.

wla société la plus brillante™ (seit 1653, Liv), ,per-
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sonnes bien mises, dlégantes” (seit Ac 1768). — Nir.
savoir Son monde ,savoir bien la manitre de vivie

dans lu société" (seit 1612, Régnier); avoir du

monde (seit 1671, Sév); n'ére plus du monde ,ne
plus fréquenter la société" (Ac 1694-1878); homme,
femme du monde ,Jhomme, famme qui vivent dans
1a meillenye société" (seit 1660, Retz).

Nir. demi-monde ,ensemble des prostituées™
(1804, Benj. Constant, Journal intime 156) ?), .s0-
ciéts des femnmes de meeurs légeres” (seit 1865) %);
quart de monde ,société tout A fait dévergondde,
mais qui affecte certaines prétentions & I'élégance”
(Larch 1861-Lar 1908). — Nir.|eniremonda , société
ambigué des arrivistes* (1885, Maup, Bosson 42).

4. Fr.monde ,vie du sitcle” (seit Ruteb, s. Doch).

Ablt. — Mir.\mondial adi. ,.du monde (par oppos.
A spirituel, divin)" (ca. 1608-1545); mondialité 1.
»mondanité" (ca. 1608).

1il. Mir.\enlremonde m. ,ce qui est entre les
mondes" (Amyot-1E06).

1t xiwpus ,das weltall, das universum" lebt

weiter in it. mondo, logud. mundu, cbeng. muond,
f1l. mond, kat. mon sowie im gallorom. (oben I 1).

4) Die tatsache, dass monde ein kollektivum ist,
fishrt dazu, dass sich die 458&5%8.«" mehrzah)
damit verbindet, woraus dann verschiedentlich sich
wieder der gebranch von 'monde fiir eine einzelns
person. ergibt. Aus diesem hin und her zwischen
iollektivum, sing. und plural ergibt sich mancher.
orts ein gemischter gebrauch, indem das subst. im
sing. mit dem verbum im plural verbunden wird,
S0 pop. que ds monde gui vont per ld ,,que de monde
qui va par 12* Desgr 1821, bmanc. }'mdd v3 Jes
gens vont“, Ahnlich hmanc. Chitell Couzon. So
auch WMF tout le monde diseni Platt 1835.

) Hierher wahrscheinlich auch Amnnecy mondj,
Thbnes mandd, Pois. mondow, die aber nur mit
,monde" definiert sind.

6) Die bed. e monde entier”, die fowd Iz monde
seit dem 12.jh. auch hatte, weicht seit dem 18.7h.
vor der bed., die es im rahmen der bed. ,gens” hat,
Andersson hilt fou? le monde , tous les hommes" fiir
eine neuschip! des franzésischen. Doch zeigt
Bambeck Z 74, 365, dass schon im spatlh. fofus
mundus in beiden bed. gebraucht wird. Vgl Vul-
mw_mmhdkhﬁ. 26, 13: ubicumgque praedicatum fueril

evangelium in fofo mundo ,.... dans le monde
entier”, neben EvJoann, 12, 19: ecce mundus fofus
post ewm abiit ,tout le monde court apris lui".

7) ,Ayant eu occasion d'avoir quelques détails

Seit dem 1.jb. vor Chr. wird Mimpos auch mit bezog | intimes ‘de 1'existence des filles du demi-ntonde, je

auf die erde allein verwendet (so bei Horaz), daher 2.

me suis convainen que le roman de Justine n'est

Darans entsteht weiterhin die bed. ,.gesamtheit der | point une exagération de la vie humaine. Quells

menschen”, vgl. Horaz quem mundus & supers (i

espace que la notrel' Justine ist ein 1791 erschie-

ment (3). Die chuistlichen schriftsteller stellen | PCOCE TOMAT des Marquis de Sade.

MUNDUS in gegensatz zum geistigen, religitsen leben,

8) Das wort ist in dieser bed. zuerst von Dumas
fils gebraucht worden, der 1B85 eine komddie

so in der Valgata Joh. 18, 36 regnum meum non &5t | 1o Demi-monde* iber die bithne gehen liess; darin

de hoc mundo; Hieronymus Ep. 38, 2 mundo mori,
Diese hed. ist in 4 belegt. — Seit dem 12. jh wird afr,
mont allmihlich durch monde ersetzt, das neu aus

werden frauen dargestellt, die sich hingegeben
haben, aber den schein noch bewahren mdchien.
Die bed. des wortes hat sich dann aber rasch nach

dem J&. entlehat ist. Dieser ersatz ist notig geworden | der nuance entwickelt, dic es heute hat (so schon

wegen der mebrdentigheit von mont (s. Moxns,
atrToM). Im apr. scheinf er spater erfolgt zu sein,
als im fr. Die semantische entialtung entspricht

Delv 1867). ~ Damach such demi-mondaine, s
MUNDANUS.

derjenigen von I.-Bei 8 und 4 scheint der ersatz von | mimndus sauber.

mont durch monde etwas spiter eingesetzt zu haben
ls bei 1 nnd 2. Es gibt.auch texte, dic mont tnd
mende neben einander brauchen, so ContPere, Best(
(mon! 1074, monde 1075). Bei 3ist noch eine seman-
tische sonderentwicklung eingetreten: gegen ende
des 16.jbs. bildet monde aus der bed. ,leute” her-

1. Apr. mon, -da adj. ,pur, net* (13.-14jh). -
Ahlt. Cr. ot mondamin ,,tout doucement, Craponns
mondamint, Riverie ,un tant goit peu. Apr. de-
mondar v.a. .souiller* (ca.1280).

I1. Afr. munde adj. ,,pur, sans souillure, vertuenx"

ans noch die von ,.gesellschaftliches rusammensein | (Wace-13.7.), afr. mir. monde (Chrestien-Oud 1660,
der menschen® (b, gegeniiber 2). Der nach der be- | Gaf; TL; Jeh Bouche; HuonAbe, MéHe 312;

endigung der religionskriege einsetzende drang nach
gemeinsamem genuss des lebens hat wohl viel dazu

PassPik; GuillMach; Comm; CohenRég; Hu; Salel;
FrdeSales), mund Mouam, Apt mounde ,net” M,

beigetragen. Im 16.jh. wird voriibergehend auch | SalleSP. mende ,pur* RLR 26, 60. Afr. monde de
1t. sntermundia”, rwischenriume zwischen den wel- | ., dépouillé, privé de* (13.jh., mfr. id. Desch,.Bires

ten" entlehnt (I1I). — Berger; ML 5749,

munde, -0 ,faible* Castet 52; mifr. monde ,dont oo
peat se nourrir et qu'on peut offrir en sacrifics,

1) Vielleicht aunch schon 1135 bei Wace, doch | selon 12 loi juive (animal)” (cz. 1850), nir. id. (Fur
kann ¢s sich auch um eine etwes spitere handschrift | 1680-Lar 1949). — Ablt. Afr. mondement adv. ,.d'une

. handeln.

2) Ubersetzung von gr. pexpdxoouog Kleine

welt; mensch".

facon pure, vertueuse (au moral)* (13.jh.), mi-
| ,d'une fagon propre, nette* Huls 1636; for. fowd

~3)’ S0 3 monde d'or Chastell, un monde de vices | Mondament ,fxés peu”. Mir. mondain udj. 250
Calvin, un monde d'effaires Diderot. Geblicben in altéré (de la viande); bien fourbi (de I'épée)” (lit=

un monde d'illusions, d'idées.

ca. 1380). Mfr. monding m. ,homms propret
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