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Lepiinym

27Ty mopodoa. EpEvva. OEPELVOVTOL 01 YAWOOIKES aTaoels podntawv E’ taéns Anuotikot xou twv
YOVEDY TOVS QTEVAVTI TS OO GUYYEVELS YAWOOIKES TIOIKIALES TTOD OUIAOVVTOL aTHY EAMNVOP@VH
Kbrpo péoo omo na-oounueves aoveviedéels. Ot auveviedEelg v yovéwy E0EICOV OTI TOYIUEVO.
oTEPEOTUTOL TIEPL OPOOTTOS KO OVATEPOTHTAS GUYKEKPIEVIIV YAWTOIKWV TOTWV EUPOVICOVTOL
a0 A0Y0 TOUG KO GUYVC, OVTOVOKAVTOL OTIS OLI0A0YNGEIS TV Taidiwv tovs. Eviomiotkoy
ETONG OVTIPOTIKES TOTELS OO TAEVPAS TV YOVEWY S TPOS T Béon TS UN-TpOTOTTHG TOIKIALOG
ooy exmoiocvon. Or uobntés moredovy omy alio. ™S PNTPIKIG YADOTOS ToUS TOVILOVIaS )
Agrrovpyio. ™S w¢ ekppootn e towtotnTag tovs. Topdinia poivetor 1 emppon oo ™
OLOUDVION OTEPEOTOTWY TEPL OPBOTHTOS KO KOTOMNACANTOS THG TPOTOTTHG TOIKIALGG.

AéCeig-rdeidng.: ylwooues otaoels, ylwoomes 10eotoyies, Komprowny EMnviksy, Koy Néo
EXaviren, ooadercuce, mepyfetlovea.

1 Introduction.

Language attitudes are powerful; they can perpetuate and consolidate linguistic
prejudices, biases and stereotypes. They are also socially constructed. One is not born
with language attitudes. Instead people “shape their linguistic beliefs under the strong
influence of language ideologies circulating in their community” (Papazachariou et
al., 2018: 128). Early in their lives children are exposed to beliefs about the linguistic
varieties in their community through their home environment, their school and the
media. Crucially, beliefs about language acquired early in life are less likely to change
later (Garrett, 2007: 14). Thus, it is important to examine children’s language attitudes
and the attitudes of the people close to them. In this article, we report the preliminary
findings of a study investigating the language attitudes of fourth grade pupils in two
primary schools in Limassol, Cyprus, and their parents.

It is well documented in the literature that the government-controlled part of
Cyprus is a diglossic setting. Cypriot Greek (henceforth CG) is the native variety of
Greek-speaking Cypriots. It is usually associated with sociolinguistically ‘low’
functions (Tsiplakou and loannidou 2012) and characterised by internal variation
(Tsiplakou, Armostis, and Evripidou 2016). Recent studies argue for ongoing
processes of levelling of CG sub-varieties, especially post-1974, and the emergence of
a CG koiné (Tsiplakou 2014). Standard Modern Greek (henceforth SMG) is the High
variety; an official language that enjoys overt prestige and is the preferred code for
formal occasions and the language of education.! However, recent studies speak of a
fast-growing (c)overt prestige that the contemporary CG koine is gaining (e.g.,
Karyolemou and Pavlou 2001; Papapavlou and Sophocleous 2009; Tsiplakou 2003).

! For a detailed description of the sociolinguistic situation in Cyprus see among others Tsiplakou,
Armostis, and Evripidou (2016), Fotiou (2019), Karatsareas (2018).

148



Research on children’s attitudes is growing but studies on both children’s and
their parents’ language attitudes are scarce. To the best of our knowledge, there are no
studies investigating both students’ and parents’ attitudes in Cyprus. Instead many
studies focus on the attitudes of students and sometimes their teachers’ (e.g.,
Ioannidou 2004; Kyriakou 2015; Sophocleous and Wilks 2010). This is in line with a
trend noted in the international literature (Ball and Bernhardt 2012).

The study on language attitudes we report on here was conducted in 2013 as part
of a larger project on the effects of bidialectal education on pupils’ performance in
CG and SMG (Ayiomamitou 2018; Ayiomamitou and Yiakoumetti 2017). The
language attitudes part of the study involved the conduct of twelve interviews to three
different groups of people (teachers, parents and pupils) and the distribution of 362
questionnaires. Here we focus on the interviews of the parents and the pupils with an
aim to discuss the main themes that emerge from the interviews. Analysis of the data
from the questionnaires along with a juxtaposition of those findings with the findings
from all the interviews is conducted in Fotiou and Ayiomamitou (forthcoming).

The interviews were conducted by the first author of this paper. They had a semi-
structured format and lasted approximately 20-30 minutes each. They were audio-
recorded after written informed consent was given from the participants, before they
were transcribed and analysed following a thematic analysis method. Below we
provide information about the participants’ age and education level.

Child Participants Parent Participants

Child Age | Education | Parent Age | Education

1. Marinos | 10 5" orade Marinos’ mother | 41 BA

2. Niki 10 | 5" grade Niki’s mother 40 | BA

3. Elias 11 | 5" grade Elia’s mother 49 | BA

4. Marina 11 5" orade Marina’s mother | 46 BA
Marina’s father 51 MA

Table 1 | The participants

In what follows, we first examine the pupils’ attitudes towards CG (section 2)
followed by an examination of the attitudes of their parents (section 3) before we
discuss the findings and conclude (section 4).

2 Pupils’ attitudes towards CG

Overall, the pupils show that they value their mother tongue. For all of them, ease and
intelligibility is the main reason why they prefer to use CG at school.

(1) Mapiva: Apa pdd Kovrplokd [0 ddokorog] ag movpe ek@paloduacTte o
KoAd Gpo rAd EAdnvikd tpoomafodpe tlion peig vo piinoovpe EAAnvika tlon
ac TovpE duokolevkodpooTte AAo.?

When the teacher uses Cypriot, we can express ourselves better; when the
teacher uses Greek, we also try to use Greek, and we find it a bit hard to do so.?

2 All names are pseudonyms, and discourse in square brackets is added by the authors.
3 Free translation is provided for all the examples.
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CG is not only easier; it is also a part of their identity. Marina’s comment below is
particularly revealing:
(2) Apéoxetr pov [n xumpraxn] yorl tlddag oo EAANvika évev 1660, ta Sk pog
ev mo evolapépov vopilm [...]. Emedn o kabévag éctel Tov 1poOTO MOV LA,
elpaote oty Kompo opeilovpe va prdovpe tllon m yAdooa pog £vvev; yuott ot;
I like Cypriot because Greek is not that [she can’t find the right adjective here],
ours is more interesting, I think [...]. Because everyone has their own way of
speaking; we are in Cyprus, we have to use our language, don’t we? Why not?

Marina sees CG as part of her identity. It is interesting how she feels so strongly about
the fact that everyone has their own way of speaking and it is their duty to speak their
language even though she is only eleven years old.

However, despite the aforementioned positive attitudes towards their mother
tongue, when it comes to writing, CG poses a problem, as shown below:

(3) IoAn: Av gypdoope 0Tmg plovpe, vopilelg Oa tav mo gvkoro;
If we were to write the same way we speak, would that be easier?

Nikn: Oy, ota Kvrpoxkd va 10 ypdow 6nwg widlo ot ev Ba pe Bodevke yotl og
movpe 10 «TClo, pa AEEN ov ev ota Kumprokd, SusKoAeDKEL e 6TO TAOG Vo T
YPOY®.

No, writing in Cypriot would be an inconvenience because, for example, “and”
[pronounced [tfe], /tJ/ is absent in SMG], which is a Cypriot word would be
difficult to write down.

CG is regarded as an oral variety (Karatsareas, 2018: 414) despite the fact that it is
nowadays used widely in writing in computer-mediated communication albeit in a
romanized form (Themistocleous 2010). Since there are no widely accepted writing
conventions and Greek Cypriots are not taught by anyone how to write in CG, it is no
wonder why the pupils feel this way.

The remaining themes that emerged from the pupils’ interviews demonstrate how
they have been influenced from prescriptive attitudes towards CG and the overt
prestige attached to SMG in Cyprus. SMG is seen as an imposed, dominant and
necessary variety. For these pupils, this is always expressed through imagined future
scenarios.

(4) I6An: H daokdia t1 0éAet va pikdre;
What does your teacher want you to use?

Nikn: EAAnvikd apéokovv ¢ napomdve, tlion tpénet va pabovpe EAAnvid.
She prefers Greek, and we have to learn Greek.

[6An: Eine cog moté ywoti;
Has she ever explained why?

Nikn: E ywti propet va pag copPet tirote, av pog met puo AEEN o EAladitng
UTopEl va ey TNV KaTaAGBovLLE.

Um because something might happen to us; if a person from Greece talks to us,
we might not be able to understand.
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(5) I6An: Nou, aArd vopilelg 0tL av pdadelg ta EAAnvikd kohd €xeig kdtt va
KePOIoELG;
Yes, but do you think you have something to gain by learning to use Greek well?

HMog:  Not, 7yttt pmopei va  mog oty EAAGda va  omovddoslg 1
vo noivoope coxvd  otnv EAAGSa omote av  dev  E€peig EAAnvikd kaborov
apa whewg otnv EALGda ev Ba pmopeig va cuvevvoegioat.

Yes, because we may go to Greece for our studies, or we might visit Greece often
in the future, so if we don’t know any Greek, we won’t be able to communicate.

The two varieties are not mutually intelligible. Speakers of SMG cannot understand
CG without prior, lengthy exposure to this variety, while Greek Cypriots can
understand SMG because it is the language of their education. What is interesting in
examples (4) and (5) is how children are convinced for the necessity to learn SMG:
they might need it in the future in order to be understood when interacting with
Greeks outside Cyprus. Interestingly, they do not mention cases where they will need
the standard variety in Cyprus. SMG is seen as an outside variety. However, its role in
the Greek Cypriot linguistic community should be emphasized by both parents and
teachers. It would make more sense for these pupils to understand the usefulness of
this variety in their future everyday lives in Cyprus (e.g., use of SMG in written
communication in professional settings) instead of its usefulness in frightening
imaginative future scenarios of not being understood in another country.

The pupils also believe that SMG is more correct and appropriate to use than CG,
as illustrated below:

(6) Mapiva: [TpoomaBobpe va aroaviovpe EAANvIKA adAAd €611 QOPEG TOV €V OG
oxatvet.
We try to answer in Greek, but we are not always able to do so.

[6An: [Twg avtidpd 1 Kupid;
How does your teacher react to this?

Mopiva: Ev avtidpd.
She doesn’t.

[6An: Ev cag kauvel Topatnpnon;
She doesn’t reprimand you for that?

Mopiva: Ot aAAd ap€oKel TG Topamave vo raodpue EAANViKE, motevkel v mo
cMOTA.
No, but she prefers it when we use Greek, she thinks it is more correct.

Data from Sophocleous (2011) also demonstrate how in many cases teachers do not
directly say that they prefer SMG forms, but praise its use at the expense of CG. It is
clear from examples such as the one above that pupils learn that SMG is considered to
be the correct form of Greek at school, and this is done at the expense of their mother
tongue.

SMG is also seen as appropriate in specific domains and for specific topics.
Below we see that while the (reported) language used by the teacher is CG, pupils are
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expected to use SMG to answer questions related to their lesson (see loannidou 2004
for similar findings).

(7) I6An: Ot ddoKaAol TOG PAOVV;
Which variety do your teachers use?

HMog: E agmobue oy emotiun o kuprog WAd pag mavro Komplokd oArd,
0G TOVLE, Q0L EVVO, TOV OMOVINGOVUE GE L0 EPATNOCT TOL WOG EKOUE TPETEL
VO TOV [MANGOVUE AAIO EMIGTNUOVIKAL.

Um, our science teacher, for example, always uses Cypriot but, when we reply to
his questions we need to speak a bit scientifically.

[6An: Kot avtd onpaivet;
And, what does this mean?

HMog: E EAAnvikd, aALd TOv vo €00V GYECT) LLE TNV EMLOTHUN.
Um, we have to use Greek, but Greek that relates to science.

The idea of appropriateness is also associated with politeness, as shown below.

(8) IoAn: Av kdmowog ddokarog oty tdén pkovoe Néa EAinvikd vopilelg Oa
elyate Kamolo 6QeLOG;

If a teacher used Greek in the classroom, do you think you would benefit in any
way?

Mopivog: No pidodpe mo  €uyevikd, vo  €lUooTE MO €UYEVIKOL, Vo
LLEV TGOKKOVOVLOGTE TOGO.

It would make us sound more polite, be more polite, not sound as if we are
arguing.

Politeness is an attribute frequently used to describe SMG (see also Tsiplakou 2003;
Kyriakou 2015 and section 3 below). As Papazachariou et al. (2018) note, sometimes
speakers convey their ideas about languages indirectly “through associating specific
language elements with different social characteristics [...], communicative situations
(formality, politeness) and/or social practices (religious, literary, or scientific
activity)” (p. 127). This is what is illustrated in extracts (7) and (8) where SMG is
seen as the appropriate language for specific science-related contexts and a variety
that shapes communicative situations as polite and ones that respect social norms.

3  Parents’ attitudes towards CG

Parents’ negative attitudes towards CG were similar to the ones expressed by their
children, albeit much more elaborate. For parents, SMG is pure, correct and
systematic. These ideas are by no means unusual and unexpected. Folk perceptions of
languages see standard varieties as the only pure forms of language which somehow
pre-existed the other varieties with the latter only seen as deviant and wrong versions
of the standard (Preston 2013). The following extracts are illustrative:
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(9) Hotépag Mapivag: Katapynv n Kuvmpuokn dev elvar yAdooa, eivar pio
OlIAeKTOG TTOL £o1EL T O1kn NS otopia tlion avdmtuén tlon LLEYOADVOVTOG
PAémw 0TL ev o Bovpdota YAdooa g onotag ot pileg g ev  tlopor o
eatvovvtat [...], aAAd ev LIAOVUE Yo YAOOOO. Apa BE®P® TO VO EKPPUCTEIS e
v EAAnvucy v kaBapodopn v moALd KaAAOTTEPO.

To start with, Cypriot is not a language, it is a dialect with its own history and
development and, as I get older, I realize that it is a brilliant language whose
roots are there, you can see them [...], but it is not a language. So, I believe that
expressing yourself in Greek, the pure language, is much better.

(10) Hoatépag Mapivag: Otav frav popd pwéxpt Ty NAKio vo Tov 6To ONUOTIKO
govoa toug EAnvikd EAAnvikd [...] onladn ev éheape «tllow. AnAaon
WAGVTOG TOV HOpOV EAed TOVG Kol EUIAOVGO TOVS COGTA, 0G0 TO dLVOTO 7O
owotd. Ag pmel 10 pUmoOAl dniadn TG ocwotg YAmwocag Tl petd [...] va
pmovv ot facelg [...]

When they were very young, just before going to primary school, I would speak
to them in Greek [...]; that is we wouldn’t use “and” [as pronounced in CG].
When I was talking to them I would speak correctly, as correctly as possible. The
idea was to “plant the seed of” the correct language, to set the right foundations

[...].

Apart from the idea of purity and correctness, the notion of richness of the standard
and the poorness of the non-standard variety were also put forward. Elias’ mother
states:

(11) Ivwwapmov onpaiver Kvmplakd dniadr|, pmopel va otabel n kumplokr yAocco
nmov povn mg; ‘Eotel 1660 mAovto 1 eAAnvikn YAdood, Tmg pmopel va otabel n
KUTPLOKT] YADCGCO, IOV LOVN TNG;

What does Cypriot mean after all, can the Cypriot language stand on its own?
There is so much richness in the Greek language, how can the Cypriot one stand
on its own?

For her, CG is so poor that it cannot ‘stand on its own’ as a language in contrast to
SMG which is a rich variety. Finally, the idea of appropriateness also emerged in the
parents’ interviews, but it was only linked to the notion of politeness.

(12) Mntépa Nikng: Nopilw axodetor mo kadd [to va kg EAAnvikd]. Emeion
pAdG mo evyevikd pe to EAAnvikd 6co tlion vo pev 1o 0éhelg vo pUANGELS
EVYEVIKA TTAVTO. 0KOVYETAL TO KOAQ oto owti vouilw. Eved ta Kurprokd pe to
«tllo «pe» tovTa KAmov gv axoveTon kadd Tl Bewpelg Tov dALOV o modue
OTL &V TTO HOPPMOUEVOC OTL EV TLO €VYEVIKOG [0TOV AL EAANVIKA].

Speaking in Greek sounds better, in my opinion. Because you speak more
politely even when you don’t want to. While with Cypriot, with the “tluon”
[‘and’] and “re” [an address form] you don’t sound as polite, and when you
listen to someone using Greek you assume they are more educated and polite.’

Niki’s mother feels that SMG makes the speaker sound more polite irrespective of
their intentions, because it is an inherently more polite way of speaking. Conversely,
the use of specific CG sounds—the postalveolar affricate /t[/ which does not exist in
SMG— and lexis—here the address form “re” (dude, mate), which is paradoxically

153



also used in SMG—stigmatises someone as less educated and less polite. Another
paradox is the fact that Niki’s mother expresses this view while also using z(ioz
(‘and’) in her discourse (see extract above).

Similar findings have also been reported in the Greek Cypriot community in the
UK in a study examining language attitudes of British-born Greek Cypriot pupils. In
that context, phonological features and lexical items which do not necessarily belong
to basilectal forms of CG (e.g., /tf/ in {ioz (‘and’)) are labelled negatively by the
speakers (Karatsareas 2020: 10). These are usually frequently used features of CG, as
Karatsareas (2020) also notes, and it is possible that they are given as examples in
such evaluations because they are seen as stereotypical features of CG. In fact, /t[/ is
regarded as a trademark of CG (Tsiplakou 2009).

Moving on to the more positive attitudes parents hold towards CG, we see that
for them CG is a marker of the(ir) past, a variety that people need to preserve. This is
illustrated below:

(13) Mntépa Nikng: @vcwd ev 1o ot TapadOGES Hog [...] €V TOAAG Tpdpota
nov av el Tt n Kumprakmn ot ToVTo gv AAlo.

Of course, there are also our traditions [...] there are a lot of things to consider
and if Cypriot is lost this is also somewhat.

This idea is also evident in extract (9) where Marina’s father claims CG is a “brilliant
language whose roots are there, you can see them” alluding to the importance of this
language’s past (see also Fotiou (2009) for similar findings).

Finally, the theme of ease and intelligibility is brought up by some of the parents.
For Marinos’ mother, using CG is easier than using SMG, because when using SMG,
as she claims, one needs to think: “How am I going to say this, which syntactic
structure would I use?” Two parents were also in favour of introducing CG into
schools. Their reasoning for doing so was related to the idea of intelligibility (but each
in a different way). Marina’s father believes that the oral use of CG can help students
understand the lesson better. However, his suggestion also comes with a warning.

(14) IIotedko n mpo@oOpKN YPNON TNG KLTPLOKNG YAMGGOS OTO ONUOTIKE
vat gvva fonnost moAd  koAVTEPO TNV KOTOVONGN TOL  UNVOUOTOC, £iplon
amoAvTog o€ ToVTOo. [Tov TV GAAN, Tpémet va yivel e TOAAE TPOCEKTIKO

TPOTO, ONANON VO LEV OALOTPLOGOVLE TO, TAVTA.

I believe that the oral use of the Cypriot language in primary education would
help in the better understanding of the gist of the lesson. I'm a firm believer
of that. On the other hand, we should use caution; we shouldn’t destroy
everything.

Traditionally schools are sites where the standard language and its link with Greek
Cypriots’ Greek identity and history are promoted and endorsed. As the parent later
explains, while intelligibility matters, one should not “destroy the Greek education we
have in Cyprus for which we must all be very proud of” (see Fotiou and Ayiomamitou
(forthcoming) for a more elaborate discussion on this). That is why, as he says in (14),
one should be careful with the use of CG in education despite the fact that he clearly
supports its oral use.

Marinos’ mother, on the other hand, sees the introduction of CG in schools in a
positive light for another reason: in order to teach pupils what words in CG mean; i.e.,
for the teaching of CG. This suggestion may be linked to the notion discussed above
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regarding the preservation of CG. Finally, it should be noted that for other parents the
introduction of CG in schools is seen as something that will only bring about
confusion (see Fotiou and Ayiomamitou, forthcoming).

4 Discussion and concluding remarks

The ideas of correctness, purity, appropriateness and the overt prestige attached to the
standard language are all characteristics of what Milroy (2007) calls the ideology of
the standard language. Standard languages are seen as the language par excellence
while non-standard languages are seen as corrupt, illegitimate forms of the standard.
Parents’ prescriptive ideas regarding CG incorporate all aspects of this ideology while
pupils’ prescriptive ideas only incorporate the idea of correctness and appropriateness.
This may be because at the age of 10 and 11 their attitudes about CG and SMG are
not fully developed. In fact, adolescence is the period when attitudes towards standard
varieties might become far more positive (Garrett, Coupland, and Williams 2003: 83).
It has also been argued that “[c]hildren who speak a nonstandard variety initially
display a preference or neutral attitude towards the variety they use; however, as they
grow up, they tend to prefer dominant language ideologies, favoring standard
varieties” (Cremona and Bates 1977, Day 1980, cited in Papazachariou et al. (2018)).
However, what is important to highlight here is that even at the age of ten these
children already display prescriptive ideas in favour of SMG (see also Pavlou 1999).

However, a careful look at their discourse shows that the pupils repeat notions
and refer to contexts (such as their future trips to Greece) with which they do not
necessarily relate to “in an experiential way” as (Karatsareas 2020: 9) also notes for
the pupils’ beliefs in his study. This gives one the impression that they are just
repeating ideas they have heard from their parents and their teachers and not
necessarily ideas they themselves hold because of their own experiences in life (ibid.).
One other study that examined the language attitudes of children in Cyprus the same
age as they ones here is loannidou (2004). Despite the fact that loannidou (2004) used
a variety of tools in her study, spend considerably more time with her participants and
reports findings from a group of 29 pupils, her findings are similar to ours in many
respects: the pupils in her study valued positively SMG in matters of prestige,
appropriateness, and correctness and valued positively CG regarding matters of
solidarity, identity and ease of expression. All pupils in her sample marked CG as
easier to use. However, a major difference with our findings is that the vast majority
of them considered CG to be 'rude', 'inappropriate’ and 'peasant’ (Ioannidou 2004: 36—
37). The pupils in our sample refrained from criticizing CG. This might be a result of
the different tools Ioannidou (2004) used to elicit language attitudes, a result of the
small sample in our study or an indication of a change of the attitudes held in Cyprus
towards CG (see Section 1).

Regarding now the positive attitudes expressed in the interviews, the theme of
ease and intelligibility is brought up by all four children (in agreement with data in
Ioannidou (2004)). Clearly, pupils at this age would benefit from the purposeful use of
their native language in the classroom and studies have shown that such bidialectal
educational programmes benefit students’ performance (e.g., Yiakoumetti, Evans, and
Esch 2005). For some parents, using CG in primary schools is justified on the grounds
that it will make it easier for the children to understand the lesson or because it will
improve their knowledge of CG lexis. However, not all parents share this view since
they believe that it will generate confusion. This is of course an opinion that can
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potentially change if parents are shown how non-standard varieties can be used in
education to enhance students’ skills in the standard variety.

Finally, when it comes to the theme of social attractiveness and CG functioning
as an in-group marker and a marker of identity, the pupils’ ideas are more about their
current identities while for their parents this idea is linked more with the past—CG as
a symbol of one’s culture, tradition and history which needs to be preserved for the
future generations. This difference is interesting and one that needs to be further
examined. Why do the adults feel the need to stress the importance of this variety’s
past when they do not stress enough its value in their lives today?

Due to space limitations, this paper only reported some preliminary findings from
the examination of the pupils’ and their parents’ interviews. A more comprehensive
analysis and discussion of the attitudes of both the pupils and their parents with the
use of both the results from the interviews and the distribution of a large number of
questionnaires is under way (Fotiou and Ayiomamitou, forthcoming).
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