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NEPIAHWYH

H trapouca diatpifr] dlepeuvd TIG YAWOOIKEG OTAOEIS OTA TTPWTA OTAdIA TNG
KOIVWVIOYAWO GOAOYIKAG avaTtrTugng. Metd atmd TToANG Xpdvia £pEuvag, Ol EPEUVNTEG
€XOUV KaTaAngel oto OTI N oTdon €ival Pia a&loAoyIKr ATToWn o€ KATTOIO AVTIKEINEVO
(Garrett et al. 2006). O1 yYAwoOIKEG OTAOEIG £€X0UV dlEpeuvnBei ae OAO Tov KOGUO,
eI0IKA o€ TrEPIBAAAovTa OTTou gpavidovTal TTOANATTIAEG YAWOOIKEG TToIKIAiEG. Ol
TTEPICOCOTEPES ATTO TIG HEAETEG aPOopOUCAV TIG OTACEIG EVNAIKWY, 01 OTTOIEG RTAV TTIO
BETIKEG TTPOG TUTTOTTOINUEVA OTOIXEIA. Mia TETOIQ TTAPATHENON £XEI YiVEl Kal EVTOG TOU
€EANVIKO-KUTTPIOKOU  oKnvikou (Papapaviou 1998, Themistocleous 2007,
Papapavlou & Sophocleous 2009). ‘Epeuveg yia TIG YAWOOIKEG OTACEIG TWV TTAIDIWV
TTOPEXOUV OTOIXEIA TTOU ATTOdEIKVUOUV OTI a1TO TNV NAIKIQ Twv TPIWV Ta TTAIdIA
apxiCouv va oxnuatiCouv YAwooikég otdoelg (Rosenthal 1974, Schneiderman 1976,
Mercer 1977). H €kBeon o€ €va YAWOOIKO KWAIKA TTOU XPNOIMOTIOIEITAlI JEoA OTO
TepIBAANOV divel T duvatdotnTta oto TTadi va aTmmokTAoel yAwood, padi e
OUVYKEKPIPEVEG YAWOOIKEG oTdoelg. H peAéTn Tou Paviou (1999) oe pikpd Traudid
EAANvokuTTpiwy £0¢€1Ee OTI BV ATAV UTTEP OUTE TNG TUTTOTTOINUEVNG TTOIKIAIAG OUTE TNG

OIOAEKTOU.

H mapouca d1aTpIRr ETTIKEVIPWVETAI OTIG OTACEIS EAANVOKUTTPIWYV TTaIdIWY TTPOG TV
Kutrpiakr) EAANVIKA, wg TTEPITITWON VOGS OIOAEKTIKOU/UPOAOYIKOU GUVEXOUG, OTTWG
EMiONG Kal OTIC OUVOECEIC TTOU KAvOuv HETAEU YAWOOAG KAl PN-YAWOOIKWVY
XapakTNPIoTIKWYV. MNMpooTtrdbeia yivetal eTTiong va €€eTaoTEl av HETARBANTEG OTTWG TO
@UAO Kal N nAIKia TTaifouv pOAo OTnV €IKOVA TWV YAWOOCIKWY OTACEWY TWV TTAIBIWV.
‘ET01, péoa atmd TNV UI0BETNON MIag TeXVOAoyikG avapBaBuiopévng ékdoong Twv
‘Magic Boxes’ (Rosenthal 1974), n diatpIB €xel wg OTOXO va pPigeEl pwg OTNV
avaTiTuén Twv YAWOOIKWY oTdoewv EAAnvokuTpiwv TTaidiwv TTpog T1a didgpopa
emimeda TG Kutrpiokig EAANVIKAG atmd TIG nAikieg tévte €wg emmtd. O akpiBig

OKOTTOG €ival va €VTOTTIOTEN av Ta TTaIdIG 0€ aUTA Ta OTAdIA £XOUV ETTIYVWON TWV



Ol0QOpPETIKWY €MITTEdWV TNG KutrpiakAg EAANVIKAG eK@PAlovTag OBIAQOPETIKES
oTAoeIg atmévavTtl o€ KABe eTitTedo. Tautoxpova, KAaTapAAAETal TTPOCTTIABEIA YIa VO
dlepeuvnBei av UTTApXouv dIAPOPEG PETALU TWV QUAWV Kal av Ta TTaidid Kavouv
KATTOIOUG OUOXETIOMOUG HETAEU TwV O1a@OpwV ETTITTEOWV KOl TWV PN-YAWOOIKWV

XOPAKTNPIOTIKWY TTOU aTTodidovTal oTov OMIANTH 1 oTo TTEPIBAAAOV.

H oTtanotiki avdAuon Twv  OTTOTEAEOUATWY  €MIREPAIWVEI  TTPONyoUdEVa
OUUTTEPACHATA OXETIKA PE TNV IKAVOTNTA TWV TTAIBIWV VA BIOKPIVOUV TTOIKINIEG TOU
id1ou KWAIKA Kal va dIaNOPPWOOUV OTACEIG ATTEVAVTI TOUG ATTO TNV NAIKIA TWV TTEVTE
(Rosenthal 1974). Ta taidid TTOU CUPMETEIXQV OTN MEAETN, Kal 1BIQITEPA TA
MEYAAUTEPQ, QAIVETAI VO TTPOTIMOUV TO AKPOAEKTIKO Kal va BAETTOUV DUOUEVWG TO
BaoiAekTIkG eTTiTrEdO TNG KuTrpiakrg EAANVIKAG. O1 0TACEIS TV KOPITOIWY divouv HIa
OoQEOTEPN €IKOVA ATTO  €KEIVR TWV QYOopPIWV, TIOU UQIOTATAI TTEPICCOTEPEG
TPOTTOTTOINCEIG YETA OTTO TTEPAITEPW EUAICONTOTTOINCN OTA YAWOOIKA epeBiouara.
ETtriong, Ta KopiTOIa QaiveTal va €ival aKOPA TTEPICOOTEPO UTTEP TWV TUTTOTTOINUEVWV
oToixeiwv armd Ta ayopia. Autd PTTopEl va oQeEiAeTal OTO yeEyovog OTI, KAaBWG Ta
TTadId peyaAwvouv atrokAioelg apxifouv va e€agaviovrtal (Schneiderman 1976) i
TTPAYMATIKEG DIOPOPEG GUAOU gP@avidovTal JETA TNV NAIKIa Twv déka (Sharp et al.
1973). O evdexOueEVOG @OLOG TNG aAAoiwong TNG €BVIKNG TAUTOTATOG PTTOPEI va
euTrodicel Toug EAANVOKUTIPIOUG va TTAPAdEXTOUV OTI dEV UTTOPOUV TTOTE VA Eival
@uolkoi opIANTEG TNG KoivAg NEag EAANVIKAG. H €AAEIwn €TTIOTAPOVIKNAG €pEUvVAG
0dyno€ 0TN KN avayvwpeion atmo Toug OPIANTEG TNG €VVOIOG TOU OUVEXOUG, Kal KATA
OUVETTEIO TNG QVETTAPKOUG dlaxeipnong 16oo TG Koiviig 600 kal NG KuTrpIaknig
EANVIKAG. Ze K&Be TTEPITITWLON, TO BEPA TV YAWOOIKWY OTACEWV €ival YeEVIKA
OnNUavTikG, a@ou eival aAAnNAévdeTo pe TTaudaywyikd Bfuata  kal  Bépata
OUMTTEPIPOPAG, KABWG Kal BEuaTta diatipnong TNG YAwoodg, YAWOOIKAG TTONITIKAG

Kal oxedlaopou.



ABSTRACT

The present thesis investigates language attitudes at early stages of sociolinguistic
development. Through many years of investigation, researchers have come to
agree that attitude is an evaluative stance towards an object (Garrett et al. 2006).
Language attitudes have been investigated worldwide, especially within contexts
where multiple linguistic varieties appear. Most of the studies concerned adults’
attitudes which were more positive towards standardised forms. Such an
observation has been made within the Greek-Cypriot setting too (Papapaviou 1998,
Themistocleous 2007, Papapaviou & Sophocleous 2009). Research on children’s
language attitudes provides evidence that from the age of three children start
forming language attitudes (Rosenthal 1974, Schneiderman 1976, Mercer 1977).
Exposure to a linguistic code used in the environment enables the child to acquire
language, along with certain language attitudes. Pavlou’s study (1999) on young
Greek-Cypriot children showed that they were not in favour of either the standard

variety or the dialect.

The present thesis focuses on Greek-Cypriot children’s attitudes towards Cypriot
Greek, as a case of a dialect/register continuum, along with their associations
between language and non-language features. An attempt is also made to test
whether variables such as gender and age play a role in the language attitudes’
picture of children. Thus, through the adoption of a technologically advanced version
of the ‘Magic Boxes’ (Rosenthal 1974), the thesis aims at shedding light on the
development of Greek-Cypriot children’s language attitudes towards different levels
of Cypriot Greek from age five to age seven. The actual purpose is to detect whether
children at these stages are aware of the different levels of Cypriot Greek,
expressing different attitudes towards each level. At the same time, an effort is made
to investigate whether there are any gender differences and whether children make



any associations between the various levels and non-language characteristics

ascribed to the speaker or to the context.

The statistical analysis of the results verifies previous conclusions on children’s
ability to distinguish between varieties of the same code and hold attitudes towards
them as early as age five (Rosenthal 1974). Children participating in the study, and
especially the older ones, appear to favour the acrolectal level and disfavour the
basilectal level of Cypriot Greek. Females’ attitudes give a clearer picture than that
of males which undergoes more changes after further familiarisation with the
linguistic stimuli. Also, girls appear to be even more in favour of the standardised
forms than boys. This may be due to the fact that as the children grow older
deviations start disappearing (Schneiderman 1976) or real gender differences
appear after the age of ten (Sharp et al. 1973). Possible fear of decay of the national
identity may prevent Greek Cypriots from admitting that they can never be native
speakers of Standard Modern Greek. The lack of scientific research led to speakers’
non-awareness of the continuum, and consequently to inadequate mastering of both
Standard Modern Greek and Cypriot Greek. Whatever the case might be, the issue
of language attitudes is generally an important one since it is interrelated with
pedagogical and behavioural issues, as well as issues of language maintenance,

language policy and planning.

Vi
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In the initial chapter, the Greek-Cypriot (GC) setting, which is under investigation, is
introduced, uncovering the important linguistic aspects that are to be examined and
discussed throughout the thesis. Subsequently, reference is to be made to the
objectives of the present work, outlining how such a study contributes to existing
knowledge about GC children’s language attitudes and the field of children’s
language attitudes in general, especially the ones found in complex linguistic
settings. The last part of this chapter offers a brief description of what is to be

included in the following chapters of the thesis.

1.1 Thelinguistic setting under investigation

Language is one of the most unique gifts that humans possess over the other
creatures on earth. Language is powerful and with the use of it, one can manage
great things. As Preston (2002) poses it, “everywhere complex and fully articulated”,
language reflects a “universal and species-specific human capacity” (p. 41).
Language is an innate ability of humans that develops according to the environment
in which they grow up. Hence, some people speak one language, some others
speak another language and others speak two or even more languages. Such cases
of mastering multiple varieties are the most interesting ones for the field of
linguistics. Cyprus constitutes such a case. The long history of Cyprus, passing from
one conqueror to the other, contributed to a rich linguistic setting. The most
remarkable historical event that led to the division between the two main

1



communities living on the island is the Turkish invasion in 1974. Each of the two
communities uses its own means of communication: a Turkish variety spoken within
the Turkish Cypriot (TC) community and a Greek variety spoken among Greek
Cypriots. The community which is currently under investigation is the Greek Cypriot

one, thus greater focus will be drawn on the language spoken by it.

As it is widely recognised, Standard Modern Greek (SMG), which refers to the official
language used in mainland Greece, stands as the standard variety of the GC
community, whereas Cypriot Greek (CG) is used among Greek Cypriots in certain
situations. However, CG has never been codified or officially recognised as a
linguistic variety that can satisfy the needs of its speakers in all aspects of their life.
This situation is a result of historical events that have led the two communities in
Cyprus—GC and TC—to attach to their motherland, every time the tension between
the two was intensified. This tension between the two communities started after the
declaration of the Republic of Cyprus. Therefore, in 1963 with Turkish Cypriots’
refusal to conform to the proposed amendments to the constitution, the situation
became even more controversial and the GC educational system mainly followed
that of Greece. In this way, the standard variety used in Greece became the
language of instruction within the GC community, and from that moment it started
entering all official domains of life (Karyolemou 2001). However, the dialect has
never stopped being the locals’ mother tongue which they feel free to use in their
everyday interactions. Additionally, at times the policy aimed at strengthening the
Cypriot state identity over the Greek national identity, the local varieties or even
English were promoted along with the standard variety of Greek (Karoulla-Vrikki
2009).

1.2 Objectives and significance of the thesis

Language attitudes belong to the field of sociolinguistics and become even more
interesting when they are investigated within multilingual or multidialectal settings.
They have been the topic of investigation not only of sociolinguistics, but, of many
researchers who are concerned with the social psychology of language too, since
they affect the behaviour and identity of a person. According to Putz (1995),
negative attitudes towards someone’s language may lead to language deterioration
and aversion towards anything connected to it, like identity, culture, speakers, etc.

2



Thus, attitudes are an important issue for the vitality of a linguistic variety and the
people’s development as speakers. What is also important is that it has been argued
that attitudes are developed through a person’s socialisation and, the earlier they

are acquired in life, the more they will last (Garrett et al. 2006).

The issue of language attitudes during early childhood has been neglected by
researchers in the field of sociolinguistics, due to methodological difficulties and
conflicting views expressed in the literature. Most of the studies that have been
engaged with this issue have been conducted about 30 years ago, when non-
standard varieties seem to have been more stigmatised, marginalised and
underestimated than during modern times, as observed in the literature. Increasing
globalisation has led to the frequent contact—and possibly acceptance—of
culturally, ethnically, racially, socially and linguistically diverse people. For this, it
would be of great interest to examine if the preference of standard varieties over the
non-standard ones prevails among children nowadays. The present study
contributes to this issue and provides answers concerning GC children’s attitudes
from age five to age seven, by making comparisons with an earlier study conducted

by Pavlou over a decade ago, in 1999.

The present thesis can be differentiated from previous similar studies in three
aspects: a) the age range of the participants, b) the linguistic varieties under study,
and c) the instrument used for data collection. The participants’ age ranges from the
time children are attested to be able to distinguish between different varieties of the
same language (age five) until after a whole year of schooling (age seven). All
studies conducted on GC children’s language attitudes (Paviou 1999, Yiakoumetti
et al. 2005, Kounnapi 2006, Sophocleous & Wilks 2010), as well as the majority of
the studies on GC adults’ attitudes, considered the community as a diglossic one
where there is a standard variety for formal contexts and a dialect for informal
contexts. However, the present study considers the linguistic profile of the GC
community as one of a dialect/register continuum. It draws on the following beliefs
that the standard variety spoken in Cyprus is not the same as the one spoken in
Greece since, even in its most acrolectal form, it betrays the influence of the dialect,
and the dialect is not a unified code but different levels exist—either more towards
the standard variety or more dialectal ones (Karyolemou 2000, Karyolemou &
Pavlou 2000, Sivas 2003, Tsiplakou et al. 2005, Arvaniti 2006).



Furthermore, the present study makes use of Rosenthal’s approach (1974) as most
of the studies on children’s language attitudes, although the instrument used is
designed to be technologically up-to-date. Taking into account that modern children
are born and raised into a technologically and electronically advanced world, the
‘Magic Boxes’ have been turned into ‘Magic Avatars’. This method is expected to be
more interesting for the children and can easily motivate them to engage in the tasks
with greater attention. Also, the avatars are thought to be closer to the reality of real
speaking people than the decorated boxes, maintaining at the same time an

animated image that is closer to the children’s world.

As for children’s language attitudes, Pavlou (1999) argues that “children, either in a
multilingual or multidialectal setting, acquire certain attitudes towards languages
and dialects to which they are exposed. These attitudes are consonant with those
of the adult members of their speech community” (p. 883). If this holds true, based
on studies on adults’ attitudes, GC children participating in the present study are
expected to express higher favourability towards a variety closer to the standard
than towards more dialectal levels. For instance, Papapavlou’s study (1998) showed
that Greek Cypriots were more in favour of SMG than CG in most positive attributes
of a matched-guise experiment. However some studies revealed that negative
feelings towards the dialect—at least in its middle level as used nowadays—have

started to diminish (Tsiplakou 2003, Papapavlou & Sophocleous 2009).

It is noted that issues on language attitudes are pertinent to language policy and
planning. Therefore, the findings of the present study can also have an impact on
pedagogical and linguistic-behavioural concerns. Parents and teachers may decide
on what is an appropriate linguistic variety to talk to children, as well as, what is
regarded as acceptable language for children to use. Once this is accomplished, it
will enable children to better externalise their thoughts, avoid confusion and remove
inhibition. These concerns are also related to Critical Language Awareness
(Fairclough 1992) that, once achieved, cultivates respect for the linguistic variety

each speaker feels comfortable with its use.



1.3 Organisation of the thesis

This thesis consists of nine chapters. In Chapter 1, the basis of the present work is
established, by making an introduction to the setting and the topic under
investigation. Further reference is made to how the present study differentiates from
similar ones conducted on the attitudes held by Greek Cypriots towards the linguistic
varieties composing the community. This gives the impetus to explain how the thesis
contributes to already existing knowledge about children’s attitudes, especially
those in a complex linguistic setting such as the GC setting, and expand on the

actual purpose of the work carried out.

In Chapter 2, the researcher sets the ground on which the thesis stands. Therefore,
crucial linguistic issues such as bi-/multi- lingualism, bi-/multi- dialectism, diglossia
and linguistic/dialect continuum are discussed. Then, a connection is made between
language and social factors that breed language variation and determine one’s
identity. These are ethnicity, gender and context. The focus then moves to the issue
of language attitudes, thus Chapter 3 explains what they are, why they are important
and how they can be approached. This analysis brings up the discussion on whether
behaviour is a component of attitude and consequently whether they are related or
not. Furthermore, studies conducted in similar complex linguistic settings as the one
under investigation are outlined, before moving to the stage when language
attitudes are formed, how they are developed throughout years and what factors
may bring change. The literature review part of the thesis is completed with Chapter
4. In this chapter, the discussion is brought closer to the setting under investigation.
After the historical background of the GC community and the debate on its linguistic
profile is portrayed, reference is made to the studies conducted so far on the
attitudes held by Greek Cypriots towards SMG and CG and to the existing research

on GC children’s attitudes on which the current study expands.

Chapter 5 addresses the research questions that comprise the purpose of the study,
as well as the hypotheses made, based on what is reported in the previous chapters.
Having considered several methodological difficulties arising from earlier studies,
the methodology followed in this study is described. First, reference is made to the
preliminary study conducted to define the CG continuum and then to the main study,
including the instrument, the participants and the procedure. Chapter 6 and Chapter
7 present the results. Chapter 6 begins with an explanation on how data were
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recorded and analysed, and then it presents an analysis of the quantitative data in
terms of age and the qualitative data obtained, followed by discussion. Responses
of each age group in each task are presented in separate sub-sections, providing
answers to the development of GC children’s attitudes and associations between
language and non-language features. In a similar way, Chapter 7 presents the
results for each gender group separately. Comparisons are made between males’
and females’ preferences, providing answers on whether gender plays a role in GC

children’s attitudes and associations between language and non-language features.

The final chapter of the present thesis, Chapter 8, summarises what has been done
and what has been found in the study. This summary enables the experimenter to
go a step further to support the value of the study and of language attitudes in
general, within the framework of language development, language awareness,
language in education and language policy and planning. At the same time, the
limitations of the study are noted, in order to propose what else should be taken into

consideration in future research.



CHAPTER 2

The sociolinguistic issue of language variation

2.1 Introduction

On all levels of linguistic analysis—phonological, morphological, lexical and
syntactic—there are features that are distinct from one speaker to the other. These
features constitute a speaker’s idiolect and some of them are shared by other
speakers and therefore they constitute a linguistic variety of a language whose
speakers are part of a certain geographic area or social group. Such varieties can
be dialects or non-standard linguistic varieties that are not officially recognised. The
issue of distinguishing between different linguistics varieties is further determined

by factors other than linguistic ones; political or social.

This chapter draws on the sociolinguistic distinction between standard and non-
standard varieties and makes reference to situations of bi-/multi- lingualism and bi-
/multi- dialectism, diglossia, as well as dialect continuum, as an initial familiarisation
with the terms, before coming to discuss the profile of the GC community. Reference
is made to the common characteristics and deviations between these situations,
bringing forth examples of such cases. Furthermore, the present chapter aims at
raising the issue of sociolect in an effort to talk about the relationship between
language and variables such as gender, ethnicity and context that influence

language use and language attitudes.



2.2  Linguistic variation
2.2.1 Standard and non-standard varieties

Even if its primary use is as a means of communication, language is a political tool,
too. Within this general manifestation, a constant tension exists in distinguishing
between standard and non-standard varieties. Standard varieties are officially
recognised languages, whereas non-standard varieties are anything that deviates
from the standard at any level and they include dialects and regiolects. A dialect
tends to be defined in relation to language as part of it. However, dialect is the
prevailing term and on which the standard variety is defined linguistically. As
Weinreich claimed in 1945, “a language is a dialect with an army and a navy” (p.
13), highlighting the political involvement in the distinction between languages and
dialects. As a linguist, sharing similar views, Trudgill (2000) asserts that “all
languages, and correspondingly all dialects, are equally ‘good’ as linguistic systems.
All varieties of a language are structured, complex, rule-governed systems which

are wholly adequate for the needs of their speakers” (p. 8).

Different criteria have been set in distinguishing between dialects and languages
without universal agreement. Some of them are linguistic, while others are social or
political. First of all, Haugen (1972) focuses on two aspects of the language-dialect
relationship: form and function. According to Haugen, linguistic varieties of different
form are considered distinct languages, whereas varieties that differ but share
similar characteristics on the phonological, morphological, lexical or syntactic level
are regarded as dialects or varieties of a language. According to Petyt (1980),
mutual intelligibility determines which or how many dialects belong to a certain
language. If speakers of different dialects understand each other, then the two
dialects derive from the same language. If not, the two dialects represent two
different languages. Mutual intelligibility constitutes the most common criterion in
distinguishing between languages and dialects. However, there are cases where
varieties are called dialects of a language, despite being unintelligible with the
language from which they are derived (e.g. Mandarin and Cantonese Chinese).

While this is a linguistic criterion, the aspect of the function of a linguistic variety
within a linguistic community raises a socio-political issue (e.g. the case of Swedish,

Danish and Norwegian which are recognised as official languages, regardless



mutual intelligibility). A language has been codified and is used for writing, in
education and in the formal, public domains of a community. It is perceived as
prestigious and superior. On the contrary, a dialect usually has no writing system
and most of the times it is used in the everyday life of a small community of speakers
of lower educational level and geographical and social mobility. Thus, it is regarded
as inferior. Or, in Siegel's (2006) words, the standard variety is the one thought to
be ‘pure’, ‘logical’ and proper for education, employment and formal situations;
whereas the non-standard variety is perceived as ‘incorrect’ and ‘sloppy’ language
which is expected to be used only in casual interactions, in joking and informal

situations.

Thus, function raises the feeling that dialects are inferior, but such a belief does not
receive scientific or linguistic support. For linguists, all linguistic varieties are equal
and standard varieties are “as much dialect as any other dialect” (Trudgill 1992: p.
24). Coupland (1988) adds that in this sense “we are all dialect-speakers” and a
dialect is not a stigmatised form of language (p. 2), but a variety that has a different
“socio-cultural status” (van Marle 1997: p. 29); since the standard is a dialect that
has been preferred for “political, social, religious, or economic” reasons (Wardhaugh
1992: p. 86). Therefore, Trudgill (1992) defines dialect as “a variety of language
which differs grammatically, phonologically and lexically from other varieties” (p. 23)
and, as Coupland (1988) supports, this represents a social phenomenon of
“language varieties (or ‘lects’) distributed across (‘dia-’) geographical or human

‘space’” (p. 2).

Bell (1976) provided a list of seven criteria according to which a variety is classified
as language, dialect, pidgin, vernacular, classical etc. These are ‘standardisation’,
‘vitality’, ‘historicity’, ‘autonomy’, ‘reduction’, ‘mixture’ and ‘de facto norms’.
According to Bell’s typology, the criteria that distinguish a dialect from a language
are standardisation, historicity and autonomy. A language is a variety that has been
codified and politically recognised as the variety that satisfies the speakers’ needs
in any domain. Also, a language carries some kind of (ethnic or social) identity that
is shared by its speakers and it functions independently. Regarding the latter
criterion, Trudgill (2000) introduced the terms heteronomy and autonomy. Autonomy
is a characteristic of independent, standardised varieties, whereas heteronomous
varieties are those that are dependent on a standard one.



What is important for the present thesis is that the co-existence of multiple standard
and/or non-standard varieties may usually signify the appearance of phenomena
such as bilingualism, bidialectism, diglossia or dialect continuum which are

important to be discussed and differentiated.
2.2.2 Bi-/multi- lingualism

Simply defined, multilingualism is “the ability to speak, at some level, more than one
language” (Edwards 1994: p. 33). According to Edwards, “everyone is bilingual”
since everyone knows at least a few words of a language other than their mother
tongue (p. 55). However, the level, or else the degree of mastery of the languages,
has raised disagreement among linguists in defining what bilingualism is. One view
is that expressed by Edwards; that some knowledge of a second language is
enough to be regarded as bilingual. Contrarily, some other experts declare that both
languages must be mastered at an equal, perfect level. Bi- or multi- lingualism is not
an abnormal situation as many people tend to believe, but “a normal and remarkable

necessity” of most people in the world (p. 1).

Bi- or multi- lingualism may appear either on the social level (inter-speaker
characteristic of a community) or on the individual (intra-speaker) level. Multilingual
communities—groups or even entire states—are a result of language contact or
necessity to communicate. Immigration, for example, can foster multilingualism
since people bring their native language with them to a place where a different
language is spoken and which they must learn in order to be able to live there. Or,
different linguistic communities living close to one another, but isolated enough to
be unnecessary to develop a common linguistic code, may become unified as a
result of political circumstances (e.g. Switzerland, where people in different parts of
the country speak French, Italian, German or Romansch). There are bilingual
countries where bilingualism is officially recognised and others where it is a fact

although it has never received accreditation (e.g. Canada versus Taiwan).

At times, opposing views concerning bilingualism (or multilingualism) triggered
linguists to distinguish between different kinds of it. One of these distinctions is
between receptive (passive) bilingualism and productive (active) bilingualism. While
the latter one refers to the state in which a language is understood and produced,

the former one appears when a language is comprehensible, but not spoken.
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Another categorisation is made between additive and subtractive bilingualism.
Additive bilingualism emerges when another language is acquired with no effect on
the already existing one. Both languages stand on the same level and are of equal
value. If one language outbalances and, in cases, replaces the other, then this is
subtractive bilingualism. Furthermore, bilingualism can be primary or secondary.
Whereas the first one concerns two languages acquired naturally, the second one
demands “systematic and formal instruction” (Edwards 1994: p. 60). The final
distinction to be made is between simultaneous and successive/consecutive
bilingualism of children being born in a bilingual environment. This has to do with
the language-learning process where either both languages start to be acquired
from the very first moment of the speech onset, or the acquisition of one of the

languages begins at a later stage, after the age of three (McLaughlin 1978).

Becoming bilingual, a child may undergo different possible processes that are based
on the mother tongue of the parents, the language(s) of the community and the
language(s) used to address the child. Romaine (1995) distinguishes between the
following types of bilingual acquisition: a) ‘one person - one language’ (each parent
addresses the child in their language and one of them is that of the community), b)
‘non-dominant home language’ (both parents use a different non-dominant
language and the child acquires the dominant language only outside the home), c)
‘non-dominant home language without community support’ (the parents speak the
same non-dominant language), d) ‘double non-dominant home language without
community support’ (each parent passes to the child a different non-dominant
language), e) ‘non-native parents’ (although both parents and the community speak
the dominant language, one of the parents speaks to the child in a non-native code),
and f) ‘mixed languages’ (both parents and the community are bilingual, thus the

child is exposed to code-switching and code-mixing).

Through years of research, it has been confirmed that bilingualism is an
advantageous linguistic, social and cognitive state. Edwards (1994) asserts that with
bilingualism “one’s personality broadens” (p. 66). Though, it has been claimed to
bring problems on the national, emotional, moral and mental levels, due to the
splitting of language that consequently leads to the spitting of identity. These views
prevailed back in time, but modern linguistics came to praise the beneficial effects
of bilingualism and show that these are just myths, stemming from social fear of

marginalisation. The only ‘problematic’ aspect of bilingualism is that processing
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language may take longer when someone controls multiple languages and greater
exposure to the language may be needed to perform equally to a monolingual
speaker (Magiste 1985, Thordardottir 2011).

Nevertheless, Peal and Lambert (1962) were among the first scientists who found
that 10-year-old bilinguals perform better in verbal and non-verbal intelligence tests,
as a result of higher mental flexibility offered by the fact that they control two
languages at the same time. A year later, Vildomec (1963) added that multilinguals
have richer vocabulary, especially words that express judgment, in relation to
monolinguals. Multilinguals’ creativity and flexibility in carrying out cognitive tasks
was also confirmed by lanco-Worall (1972). Then, it has further been claimed that
mastering more than one language enables a person to make more complicated
thoughts, be more sensitive in communication activities and develop greater
metapragmatic skills (Jessner 1997). In another study, Foursha-Stevenson and
Nicoladis (2011) confirmed that bilinguals perform better in metalinguistic
awareness tasks, with an experiment on preschool children’s ability to make

grammaticality judgments.

Also, it is claimed that bilinguals, and generally people who master more than one
linguistic variety, are inclined to (situational) code-switching between their
languages, based on context. This is done consciously either as a way of shifting
styles and identity (Thompson 2011), or because the one variety serves better the
purpose of a certain situation than the other variety (Meyerhoff 2009). Studying
bilingualism, Lanza (1992) found that as early as the age of two children can code-
switch between the languages they speak and their choices are based on what is
judged as the most appropriate by the setting. That was found to be more systematic
on the phonological and sentential levels and less on the lexical level. Also, when
the child was not aware of the interlocutor’s language, an effort was made to be
inferred from their physical appearance and to choose the most possible, available
means to communicate. According to Meisel (1989), language mixing, which betrays
the bilingual speaker’s inability to differentiate between the two languages, usually
occurs on the lexical level rather than on the phonological and before the age of
two. On the contrary, code-switching is a ‘relief strategy’ for bilinguals since
sometimes “the necessary linguistic material is more easily available in the other
language” (p. 14). However, this is done consciously and the more competent the
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child becomes in the two codes, the more they code-switch and then correct

themselves.
2.2.3 Bi-/multi- dialectism

Bidialectism (or bidialectalism) is a state very similar to that of bilingualism, with the
difference that bidialectism concerns multiple varieties of the same root language
rather than different languages. Edwards (1994) states that everyone is bidialectal,
having available different speaking styles whose appropriateness is determined by
the social context. The difference from one person to the other is the degree of
his/her ability to use a linguistic variety. “At one extreme we find those who know
only a few words in another dialect, or who can only adopt a rather caricatured non-
maternal accent [...]. At the other we find those individuals who can assume native
coloration” (p. 78). Thus, in a more scientific way, Homel, Palij and Aaronson (2014)
differentiate between bilingualism and bidialectism, by mentioning that “bilingualism
itself may be described as language variation at the interlanguage level and

bidialectism as the study of language variation at the intralanguage level” (p. 7).

Sharing a similar view to that of Edwards, Hazen (2001) claims that “all normally-
developed humans have the ability [at least] to understand multiple dialects of their
native languages” (p.86). This type of bi- or multi- dialectism is called receptive
bidialectism, by contract to productive bidialectism where the multiple varieties are
not only comprehensible, but the person can speak them too. Hazen perceives
bidialectism as part of a continuum. That is switching between two dialects (usually
a standard variety and a vernacular) that appear at the two edges of a continuum of
different speaking styles that serve the purpose of different contexts. (The notion of
the linguistic or dialect continuum is further discussed in the next section.) For Craig
(1976), in most cases of bidialectism, the two varieties overlap in terms of
phonology, lexicon, grammar and syntax in a great extent. However, there are also
cases where the two varieties preserve common characteristics at any language
level, but these are not enough to make the two mutually intelligible. Such cases

resemble bilingualism.

For a speaker to become bidialectal, he/she must fully acquire the features of
another dialect and not replace the features of an existing variety with those of the

new one. Chambers (1992), studying dialect acquisition, reports that a dialect is

13



effortlessly acquired up to age seven. After this stage, the ability to acquire a new
dialect weakens and virtually fades away after the age of fourteen. In his discussion
on L2A (i.e. Second Language Acquisition), Long (2007) reports that “an AO [age
of onset] of 0-6 has been implicated for native-like L2 attainment of complex
phonological rules in a second dialect to be possible [...], although the window for
some learners may close as late as age 13 for simple rules and pitch-accent
features” (p. 49). The same AO applies for L2 vocabulary and collocation, whereas
L2 morphology and syntax can be acquired until mid-teens. However, Long adds
that there are researchers who claim that social or psychological aspects of the
learner, characteristics of his/her linguistic environment and amount of exposure to
it may affect differently one’s AO. Having access to the native and the standard
variety at the same early stage in their life, people will be able to perfectly switch

from one variety to the other (Lippi-Green 1997).

Bidialectism has been claimed to have similar linguistic and metalinguistic
advantages to bilingualism, as the linguistic development such people experience
is similar too. A study that has given support to this statement within the GC context
is that of Papapavilou and Phili (2009). Investigating and comparing the
metalinguistic abilities of four- to seven-year-old bidialectal CG and SMG speakers,
monodialectal SMG speakers and bilingual speakers of SMG and one other
language, it was found that bidialectal speakers perform better than monodialectal
speakers at the ‘phonological awareness task’ and the ‘arbitrariness of language

task’, while their metalinguistic behaviour is similar to that of bilinguals.
2.2.4 Diglossia

When two (or more) linguistic varieties appear within a community, but they have
different social functions and they are used in different domains of life, it is called
diglossia. The term was initially introduced in Greek (diyAwoaia), where it literary
means ‘two languages’, to describe the social status of the Greek dialects, and has
been extended and re-defined by various linguists since its introduction. It was first
used in French as diglossie by Greek linguist Jean Psichari in 1928. But, it was
better accepted as a linguistics term in 1959 when Charles Ferguson studied
diglossia, as a kind of ‘societal bilingualism’ or ‘institutionalised code-switching’, in
Arabic, Swiss-German, Haitian and Greek. As Ferguson claims “diglossia may
develop from various origins and eventuate in different language situations” (1959:
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p. 233). For example, in the case of Arabic, it dates as back as the knowledge of the
language goes and the ‘classical’ variety has been rather stable since then. On the
other hand, in the case of Greek, it was not until the 19" century that diglossia,
between Katharevousa (‘KaBapevouoa’), puristic Greek, and Demotic Greek
(‘Anuorikry’) has not been fully developed. Moreover, Swiss German diglossia
appeared as a result of political and religious events, while Haitian Creole diglossia

derived between a creolised pidgin French variety and standard French.

Ferguson (1959) distinguished between two varieties used within a community: the
High variety (H) and the Low variety (L). The difference between these varieties
concern their function and prestige within society, but also ‘literary heritage’,
acquisition, standardisation, stability, and—purely linguistically—their grammar,
lexicon and phonology. H is regarded as the superior, prestigious, beautiful, logical
and serious variety, it is learned through socialisation, it is used in formal contexts
(e.g. church, government, school and media) and it receives institutional support. L
is thought to be more intelligible since it is acquired as the mother tongue and it is
used in everyday interactions among friends and family members. Both varieties
appear and are maintained in diglossic communities, but each one is associated
with a different situation and their functions are relatively stable while the two
varieties remain distinct. The difference between Ferguson’s description of diglossia

and those of other linguists concerns the divergence between the H and L varieties.

According to Fishman (1967), diglossia may be a case of bilingualism (two
languages spoken in a community), bidialectism (two dialects, either both being non-
standard varieties or the one being standard and the other non-standard), or neither
bilingualism nor bidialectism may be found within a community since its diglossia
may be an inter-speaker characteristic rather than an intra-speaker one. Fishman
exemplifies on the former situation with the Paraguayan setting, where almost all
people speak Spanish and Guarani. Spanish corresponds to the H variety used in
the highly social domains of education, religion and government, while Guarani (L)
is used in situations of high intimacy and group solidarity. On the other hand,
Fishman refers to Pre-World War | European settings where the elite used a
different variety (H) from the one used by the masses (L). In such cases, diglossia
is not associated with bilingualism, but the two speech communities give birth to a
diglossic nation because of political, religious or economic unity. The difference

between Ferguson’s description and Fishman’s description of diglossia lies in the
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fact that Fishman finds diglossia not only in cases of two varieties spoken within a

community, but even in cases of unrelated varieties.

Fishman’s description of diglossia was later shared by Gumperz. That is diglossia
is not restricted only in communities of multiple (classical and vernacular)
languages, but it is also manifested in settings where there are even different
registers, as long as the separation in use is based on their social function. But,
while Fishman refers to any kind of diversity, from the least distinctive stylistic
differences within the same language to the most compound ones between
unrelated languages at the national, societal or psychological level, Gumperz
focuses only on language diversity and the societal consideration behind it
(Gumperz 1962, 1968, Fishman 1972).

Paolillo (1997) refers to two other types of diglossia that are found in the case of
Sinhala in Sri Lanka. Both of these models create a continuum situation with
intermediate varieties between the two structurally related poles of the H and L
varieties. But, while in the one case the H and L varieties are not distinct due to the
presence of varieties in-between (De Silva 1974), in the other case they are distinct
in terms of grammar and the varying code-mixing implies the presence of a
continuum (Gair 1992). On the other hand, in the case of Singapore English,
Leimgruber (2007) claimed that the post-creole continuum with the formal, semi-
formal and colloquial sub-varieties of Singapore English started giving way to
diglossia, with Standard Singapore English standing as the H variety and

colloquial/basilectal Singapore English (‘Singlish’) standing as the L variety.

In another context, studying diglossia in a community of south-western France,
Eckert (1980) argued that “whereas diglossia has been traditionally viewed from a
static, structural-functional perspective, it can be a force in language shift” (p. 1053).
In this area, French has replaced the local dialect of Gascon, an Occitan—
Romance—variety. The Occitan varieties form a continuum and they are mutually
unintelligible with French. Diglossia arose from the imposition of French ‘from above’
as the language to be used in writing. Additionally, at the time of the French
Revolution, in 1789, there was the need to teach French to rural population that
would offer them social mobility and access in governmental issues. Consequently,
abandoning the local varieties, it was thought that they would abandon oppression
too. The language shift from the Occitan variety to French is estimated to have
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happened during the time Eckert conducted her research (1980), since as she
claims it was obvious in the oldest living generations. Their ancestors were
monolingual speakers of the Occitan variety and their descendants were

monolingual speakers of French.

Moreno-Fernandez (2007), in his review of the history of Spanish, describes the way
Spain was led to diglossia by the 19" century. “Spanish experienced a process od
‘dialectalization’ that lent greater geographical personality to the dialects of Castile,
Aragon, and Andalusia” (p. 13-14). For this, people of higher social strata, from
whom diglossia was developed, started using an elaborate version of Spanish that
included neologisms and signified prestige, while lower-class people used the local
varieties of Spanish. The middle class had the option of using any of them or both.
Moreno-Fernandez alternatively calls Spanish diglossia as ‘interlinguistic
stratification’ with the standardised, modernised, cultivated (Castilian-based)
Spanish on the one side and the non-standard Catalan, Galician and Basque on the
other side. Thus, by contrast to the case of the Gascon Occitan variety, Spanish

was promoted as the H variety, but it has never replaced local varieties.

Diglossia differs from bidialectism in that the functional domains of diglossia are
‘mutually exclusive’. This means that the two varieties are used in different domains
and the sum of them draws the language territory of a speech community. On the
other hand, those of bidialectism are ‘overlapping’, since there are domains where
both varieties are used, thus the sum is more than that occupied by a whole
language. Hence, according to Moag (1986), the selection of the appropriate code
to be used within a diglossic community is just based on the situation of the speech
event. If the setting is characterised by formality, the H variety is used, but if it is
characterised by casualness, the L variety is used. In any case, both varieties are
mastered by the interlocutor, therefore the only decision to be made concerns the
most appropriate code to be used according to the situation. Conversely, in a
bidialectal community, people must base their selection of linguistic variety on a
number of criteria other than the context, such as the interlocutor’s repertoire.
Hence, being part of two speech communities, bidialectal people must assure in
advance that the interlocutor knows the code they are intended to use, despite

satisfying context restrictions.
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2.2.5 Linguistic/Dialect continuum

A linguistic or a dialect continuum constitutes a very similar situation to that of
bidialectism. The difference lies in that the oscillation is not between two varieties,
but different ‘versions’ of two dialectal or linguistic varieties called levels. The two
edges of the continuum correspond to the two extremes of the varieties (two
different languages or dialects), spoken within a speech community. In between,
there are middle levels that can be closer to either the one edge or the other,
according to the outstanding features that may belong to the one variety or the other.
There are scientists who claimed that these middle varieties constitute instances of
code-switching. In the cases where the main distinction made is between a standard
and a non-standard variety, the most dialectal variety is called the basilect, the most
standardised variety is called the acrolect and the in-between variety or varieties are
the mesolect(s). These terms were introduced and established by Stewart in 1965
and Bickerton in 1975.

The notion of what was later called a linguistic continuum came into existence
through Jules Gilliéron’s work, the founder of the linguistic geography. Linguistic
geography concerns the geographical distribution of linguistic variation (Trudgill
1975) which is illustrated in atlases. Gilliéron’s seminal work was developed in Atlas
Linguistique de la France between 1902 and 1910 in collaboration with Edmond
Edmont that aimed at investigating French dialects, although his initial project was
conducted in 1880 on Romance varieties spoken across a region between
Switzerland, Italy and Savoy. It was at that time that linguists started using direct
measurement (phonetic transcriptions) in recording geographical linguistic variation.
According to Gilliéron’s theory, the similarities between dialects of a language
enable the inference that dialects of a language are geographically distributed
varieties that compose a linguistic continuum of that language. Following the theory
of linguistic geography, atlases have been later compiled in different contexts of the
world. For instance, Wenker in his Sprachatlas des Deutschen Reichs (1888-1923)
showed the geographical variation of German dialects, setting borders based on the

use of typical dialect features.

As one of the first linguists who engaged with the notion of the continuum, Bloomfield
(1933/1984) described a continuum of different dialectal varieties as a range of such

varieties used along a geographical area and which slightly differ from one another,
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but the two extremes of the continuum may become unintelligible. Whereas this
definition and most of the definitions given to the linguistic or a dialect continuum
involve the notion of geographical distribution of language varieties, one that is
restricted to such linguistic variation observed in different situations inter- and intra-
speaker is more appropriate for the present situation of the community under study
(see Chapter 4). Thus, as Jargensen and Kristensen (1995) defined it, a linguistic
or a dialect continuum consists of “a range of overlapping varieties, together
comprising a series of features that cover the linguistic area between two extremes
- fixed points, both of which are linguistically unequivocal” (p.164). That means that
such a continuum stands as a chain of closely related and mutually intelligible
varieties with no sharp boundaries between them, as opposed to other kinds of
linguistic or sociolinguistic variation (i.e. bilingualism, bidialectism or diglossia).

These varieties can be varieties of a language or a dialect.

According to Gumperz (1961), mutual intelligibility between varieties on a continuum
is determined by “geographical distance and are not directly related to political and
standard language boundaries. Rural populations on both sides of such a boundary
usually have no difficulty in understanding each other, while they might be unable
to comprehend geographically distant varieties spoken in their own language area”
(p. 979). However, the more we move from the one edge of the continuum to the
other, as well as the longer the continuum is, it is more likely to find varieties that
are not mutually intelligible. For instance, Germanic dialects (German, Dutch and
Flemish) being spread from the German-speaking area to the west of the Dutch-
speaking area do not face problems of intelligibility while moving across the
continuum, but the varieties at the two ends are so different that the speakers of the
one variety are not able to understand the speakers of the other (Saussure 1983,

Heeringa & Nerbonne 2001, Hammarstrom 2008).

Chambers and Trudgill (1998) referred to two notions that are important in politically
and culturally distinguishing between a ‘language’ and a ‘dialect continuum’:
autonomy and heteronomy. Autonomy means independence, whereas heteronomy
means dependence of a linguistic variety. Giving the example of the West Germanic
dialect continuum, some varieties are dialects of Dutch while some others are
dialects of German since they are related to, consequently heteronomous with
regard to, the corresponding standard languages. This means that people speaking

Dutch dialects believe that “they are speaking Dutch, that they read and write in
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Dutch, that any standardising changes in their dialects will be towards Dutch, and
that they in general look to Dutch as the standard language which naturally

corresponds to their vernacular varieties” (p. 9).

In cases where factors other than geographical distance get involved in the
distinction between the different levels of the continuum, it has been claimed that
boundaries between the areas have the ability to move. These factors can be social,
but time may also lead such a change, as well. Jargensen and Kristensen (1995)
supported this idea, since in the case of Copenhagen, phonetic features that were
perceived to be used by low-class people were used after 1920 by all people
regardless of their social status. A case of a social rather than a geographical dialect
continuum has been observed in Jamaica, where people of high social strata spoke
English while African slaves spoke Jamaican Creole. Because of creole’s social
stigmatisation and the influence of prestigious English on it, the basilectal level of
Jamaican Creole gave way to a variety closer to English, forming a continuum of an

acrolect, a basilect and a mesolect (Chambers & Trudgill 1998).

Since in the case of the CG continuum there are no long geographical distances
intervening in language anymore (due to socio-political modifications), most of the
speakers are able to use, or at least comprehend, all levels of the continuum, which
they use interchangeably themselves according to the situation. Therefore, it seems
that the GC community could be better described as a case of a register continuum
(Tsiplakou et al. 2005), where different levels of CG are apparent in different
contexts (formal vs. informal), that emerged from an earlier dialect/geographical
continuum (Newton 1972), where certain basilectal features overwhelming certain
areas differentiate either much or little from a more standardised ‘koine’ variety.

(Further discussion on the case of CG is made in Chapter 4.)

2.3 Sociolinguistic variation and identity

“Put as simply as possible, your identity is who you are”, Joseph claims (2004: p.
1). Although it sounds simple, identity is a multifaceted term and a complex
characteristic of humans. This complexity lies in the fact that identity is constructed
throughout people’s lives by factors other than the self and most of the times their
imposition is not consciously recognised. ldentity can be initially distinguished
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between personal identity—describing an individual’'s unique personality—and
group identity—as that being shared by people belonging to the same nation, race,
ethnicity, gender, religion or social class. But, to give an answer to which one is
more important and more interesting, it must be noted that “personal identity is made
up in part of the various group identities to which you stake a claim, though you no
doubt believe there is still a part of you that transcends the sum of these parts”
(Joseph 2004: p. 5).

Language is an integral part of one’s personal and group identity. Language is not
simply a necessary tool for communication, but, as Coupland (1988) states, “to

” [

speak is to be judged”, “to speak is to represent” and “to speak is to manipulate
judgments and representations” (p. 96). That is using a certain kind of language
enables the interlocutor to make inferences about the speaker’s identity and the
speaker to make choices according to the image they want to project. Besides, the
fact that language serves as a core symbol of identity is “one of the driving forces

for the preservation of non-standard speech styles or dialects” (Ryan 1979: p. 147).

Without a doubt, language plays a crucial role in the construction of identity and the
connection between the two has already been the topic of much linguistics research.
Language enables a person to get integrated in a group and others to trace their
identity. At the same time, it serves as the means through which people describe a
person’s identity. “Language is both a cause of social evaluation and a primary
vehicle for its expression” (Bradac 1990: p. 403). Tabouret-Keller (1997) mainly
attributes this highly connected relationship between language and identity to the
fact that language has so many features that someone can easily adopt, in an effort
to be identified as a member of a group. Again, these features are imposed by the
group and are shared by its members. As Trudgill (2000) argues, there is nothing in
a language that tells somebody to speak in a certain way because he/she is black
or white. But ‘black speech’, ‘white speech’ or any other kind of distinctive language
is “the result of learned behaviour [that people acquire by] those they live in close
contact with” (p. 43).

What is more, the relationship between language and identity becomes more
complicated in situations where multiple or flexible identities appear. This is the case
in multilingual or multidialectal communities (or individuals). As highlighted by
Pavlenko (2002), the modern world is not overwhelmed only with people with
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multiple languages, but also, with multiple ethnic, social and cultural identities that
they need to manage. A speaker with multiple varieties needs to decide which one
is appropriate based on the specific occasion constraints (interlocutor, topic, etc).
The choice of a variety, or even feature, inevitably entails the choice of place where
the speaker places him/herself. “The ability to switch varieties and languages is a
testimony to the flexibility of multiple hybrid identities” (Chew 2013: p. 106).

2.3.1 Language and ethnicity

Language becomes an even more central ingredient of identity when it comes to
ethnic identity. “Ethnicity is rightly understood as an aspect of a collectivity’s self-
recognition as well as an aspect of its recognition in the eyes of outsiders (Fishman
1977: p. 16). “[It] is seen above all as a matter of belief” (Edwards 1994: p. 127). “It
is a dimension that deals with ‘us’ vs. ‘them’ (Fishman 1989: p. 5). Ethnicity refers
to “macro-group ‘belongingness’™ (Fishman 1997: p. 329). It is “an individual’s
membership in a social group that shares a common ancestral heritage”—biological,
social, psychological, cultural, religious, geographical and linguistic (Padilla 1999:
p. 115). Especially, as far as the latter constituent of ethnic identity is concerned,
Fishman (1977) stated that “by its very nature language is the quintessential symbol
[of ethnic identity], the symbol par excellence” (p. 25). “Language is the most widely
assessed cultural practice associated with ethnic identity” in Phinney’s words (1990:
p. 505), while Trudgill (2000) claims that dealing with completely different
languages, rather than in cases of different varieties of a language, “linguistic
characteristics may be the most important defining criteria for ethnic-group

membership” (p. 44).

History includes many cases where language proved to be crucial in being identified
with a certain ethnic group. For example, Greek called ‘barbarians’ non-Greek
people who did not speak Greek. The Nazis considered the German language an
important characteristic of ‘master race’ that would bring linguistic and,
consequently, ethnic purity (Tabouret-Keller 1997, Trudgill 2000). However, this
does not necessarily mean that people talking alike belong to the same ethnic group,
and itis even less possible that people sharing the same ethnic identity to speak the
same language too. “Ethnic labels are not always good guides to the actual situation
where language is concerned” (Dorian 1999: p. 25). In a study on ethnic identity and
language in Taiwan, Chiung (2001) observed that Hakka people’s language started
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fading away, whereas their ethnic identity is still maintained. But, at the same time,
language maintenance is regarded as a contributing variable in the maintenance of
ethnic identity. Giles, Llado, McKirnan and Taylor (1979) also rejected the link

between language and ethnic identity.

Interest in examining the issue of language and identity brought scientists to the
development of two theories related to this relationship. The first one is
Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) introduced by Giles, Bourhis and
Taylor (1973). According to this theory, people tend to modify (accommodate) their
language in order to pass to their interlocutor a certain identity. Assimilation to the
language of the other party is called convergence and differentiation and
detachment from it is called divergence. On the other hand, Ethnolinguistic Identity
Theory (ELIT), as proposed by Giles and Johnson (1987), emphasised the social
psychological factors in the relationship between language and ethnic identity.
‘Perceived vitality’ (perceived status of the language, demography and institutional
support by the educational domain etc.), ‘perceived group boundaries’ and ‘multiple
group memberships’ strengthen one’s belongingness to an ethnic group and its
language system. All these factors that contribute to the maintenance of an ethnic
group constitute the ethnolinguistic vitality (Giles, Bourhis & Taylor 1977). What is
added by ELIT to previous similar theories (social identity theory by Tajfel and
Turner 1979) is that it has “been extended propositionally to take on board the

domain of language attitudes” (p. 96).

On investigating the issue of ethnic identity and language in terms of bilingualism,
Lambert (1974) proposed a two-fold relationship. One possibility is that of
subtractive bilingualism mentioned earlier, where an ethnolinguistic minority group
learns the language of a dominant group being identified with their language and
identity, and bearing negative feelings towards their original identity (the notion of
linguistic insecurity by Labov 1972). The other case is that of the previously defined
additive bilingualism, where the opposite happens. The dominant ethnolinguistic
group learns the language of the minority group. But, when this happens, the original
identity is not replaced and, thus, the bilingual person ends up with two languages
and belongingness to two ethnic groups (e.g. the case of anglophone graduates

learning French in Canada by Goldberg and Noels in 2006).
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Language attitudes can be used by a group to strengthen ethnic (or any other kind
of) identity or a person’s ethnic identity can lead him/her to hold certain attitudes
towards a linguistic variety. Ethnic identity can serve as the driving force behind
people’s preference or non-preference of a language, the reason for learning it,
using it or letting it die. A striking example is that of the German state’s effort to
awaken people’s nationalism and strengthen their ethnic identity in the beginning of
the 19" century, through spreading negative attitudes towards French within the
masses (Kraemer & Birenbaum 1993). What is more, empirical studies showed that
in cases that language attitudes and ethnic identity are proved to be interrelated,
there are two possible directions that the relationship can take. The one is when
ethnic identity of people influences their attitudes towards a language or any of its
associations. The other direction is when attitudes already held about a linguistic
code serve as a determining variable in the formation, maintenance or death of an

ethnic identity.

The first attempt to show that ethnic identity drives language attitudes was made by
Lambert and his colleagues (Lambert et al. 1960, Lambert 1967). In matched-guise
experiments, they investigated language attitudes towards French-speaking and
English-speaking Canadians in Montreal and showed that people for whom ethnic
identity is considered more important are more in favour of their linguistic variety, in
spite of national standards. Also, White and Li (1991), who tested Chinese and
English people’s attitudes towards non-native Chinese and non-native English,
found out that speakers who sounded more like Chinese or more like English were
perceived more positively by native Chinese and English people respectively.
Furthermore, Kraemer and Birenbaum (1993) conducted an experiment to test the
effect of ethnicity on Jewish and Arab high school students’ attitudes towards
studying Hebrew, Arabic and English. The study provided evidence for ethnicity
playing a role in people’s language attitudes, since students’ willingness to learn a
language was associated with a sense of strengthening an ethnic identity and an
expression of hostility towards the ‘other’. Moreover, Jahn (1999) noted that “ethnic
identity and political consciousness motivate not only attitudes towards language
but even the use of language varieties” (p. 353). Tse (2000), in her analysis of Asian
American narratives, aimed at examining whether the formation of ethnic identity
affects attitudes towards heritage language. The conclusions were the following: a)

association with American language adds prestige while knowledge of the minority
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language raises feelings of embarrassment, b) “the need to assert American identity
was also mirrored in the need to prove English fluency” (p. 198), and c) negative
attitudes to minority culture expressed by society raise parents’ negative attitudes
towards their children’s use of the heritage language. Additional studies that showed
that ethnic identity drives language attitudes include Cross, DeVaney and Jones
(2001) who inferred that “the ethnicity of the speaker plays a part in these [matched-
guise experiment] judgments [...] concluding that members of other ethnic groups
are not as ‘intelligent’ or ‘trustworthy’ as members of their own group” (p. 223).
Finally, O Laoire (2007), in studying language attitudes in Wales, observed that
people hold favourable attitudes towards Welsh—although it is not a language in

use—because it has a “symbolic role [...] in ethnic identification” (p. 181).

An opposite direction of the relationship between language attitudes and ethnic
identity has also been claimed to exist. Experts came to support that attitudes play
a significant role on ethnic identity. Cody (2003) supported that “attitudes speakers
have about the variety of language they speak may be an indicator of the likelihood
of the detachment of that variety from the speaker’s construction of identity” (p. 24).
As Phinney (1990) expressed, negative attitudes or absence of positive attitudes is
a sign of “denial of one's ethnic identity” (p. 505). From a different viewpoint, Tajfel
(1978) referred to the impact of outsiders’ attitudes on someone’s identity. On her
discussion on minority groups, she stated that such communities suffer
discrimination. Therefore, if negative attitudes are expressed towards them or any
aspect of them, then, members acquire negative feelings too and wish for their
integration into a dominant ethnic community. In a piece of research by Phinney,
Romero, Nava and Huang (2001), the impact of parents and peers’ attitudes on
young people’s ethnic identity was investigated. What was noted was that such

attitudes are crucial in the youth’s formation of ethnic identity.

Education also constitutes a crucial factor in young people’s formation of language
attitudes and ethnic identity. Lambert, Giles and Picard (1975), studying bilingual
French American students’ attitudes in Maine, observed that “bilingual education
group rated upper-class French over any variety of English and were thus thought
to aspire to the middle-class French Canadian group. The no-French instruction
group rated English higher than any variety of French and they were therefore
believed to aspire to the English-speaking model” (p. 719).
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2.3.2 Language and gender

The first question one asks when a child is born is whether the baby is male or
female. This shows how important gender is in the formation of one’s social identity.
“Gender is not something we are born with”, but something we do or perform (Eckert
& McConnell-Ginet 2003: p. 10). It is a social construct rather than an innate
property. Linguists have been challenged by three aspects concerning the language
and gender relationship: a) how gender is lexicalised in different languages, b) how
gender discrimination is reflected in language use, and c) how female language
differs from male language. The last issue is the one of the greatest interest to the
present study, since gender differences in language use are likely to be related with

gender differences in language attitudes.

To begin with, Trudgill's discussion (2000) on language and sex offers a list of
examples of how several languages express (or not) gender in the use of a lexical
item referring to the male or female counterpart—Ochs’s direct indexing (1992). In
Greek, there are several ways to indicate grammatical gender: the ‘productive’ way
(e.g. yuuvaornig-yuuvaortpia), the ‘lexical’ way (e.g. koupéag-kouuwrtpia), with a
definite article (e.g. 0 yYAwoooAdyo¢-n yAwoooAdyo¢) and a ‘periphrastic’ way (e.g.
0 avrpag moAITIKOG-n yuvaika moAimikog) (lordanidou & Mantzari 2005). By contrast,
English is a language with poor gender assignment. For instance, it distinguishes
between same occupations held by a man or a woman (e.g. actor versus actress).
This does not happen in Greek with the word nforroié¢, where the only way to
assign gender to the word is by inserting an article before the word (o for the male
and n for the female). However, English does not have two different lexical items for
a male or a female friend, but Greek, French and German do (e.g. @iAo¢ versus
@iAn, Freund versus Freundin). By contrast to English, French also has a different
word for a male or a female cousin (cousin versus cousine). Dealing with
professional nouns, lordanidou and Mantzari (2005) state that in languages with
litle gender assignment, like English, professional feminine nouns have been
discussed in relation to the negative connotation associated with the feminine. On
the other hand, in languages that highly assign gender, like French, feminine
professional nouns have been discussed with the purpose of their promotion and
social recognition, which can be achieved through language. In their investigation
of the feminisation of professional nouns in Greek, the researchers found out that

53% of the professional nouns appearing in dictionaries have a feminine version.
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As for sexist language use, it applies across languages through the use of different
expressions from one language to the other. Concerning the Greek language,
Tsokalidou (2001) lists several items under the categories of grammar, syntax and
semantics. Greek is a gendered language, but in cases Greek-speaking people
want to refer to male and female beings, they merge them into male grammatical
gender. In this way, the male grammatical gender acquires a generic sense. For
instance, the expression 6Aor o1 kabnyntég kai o uabnréc means ‘all students and
teachers’, but although students and teachers include both males and females, the
lexical items used are the ones referring to males. A quite similar case in English is
that of chairman, a term being used for a position held either by a man or a woman
(Trudgill 2000). In terms of syntax, in most cliché phrases where both sexes appear,
the male one is expected to come first; 0 Addu kai n Eua (‘Adam and Eve’), o kUpio¢
kai n kupia lMNamradormrouAou (‘Mr and Mrs Papadopoulou’), avrpdyuvo (‘husband and
wife’), etc. (Tsokalidou 2001).

Semantically, there are many Greek words of female gender that have a negative
meaning with no male correspondence. To exemplify, yuvaikodouAsid and
yuvaikokouBévre¢ mean ‘a woman’s job’ and ‘woman’s chatting’ with a sense of
underestimation, but with no equivalent for reference to men. Also, there are
expressions like yuvaio, yuvn tn¢ amrwAegiag, n yuvaika rou 6pouou which are derived
from the word yuvaika (‘woman’) and they are used to refer to an immoral woman,
but there is no such an expression for an immoral man (Tsokalidou 2001).
Discussing this issue, Pavlidou (2006) distinguishes between the lexical items
avrpdkilavipouAn¢ and yuvaikdkilyuvaikoUuAa, diminutives of ‘man’ and ‘woman’
sharing the same ending. Although avrpdkir has a positive and a negative meaning,
yuvaikaki has only a negative connotation (an immoral, insignificant or unworthy
woman). A similar situation exists between their augmentatives dvrpakAa¢ and
yuvaikapa. While the male one is used to express admiration for a man’s great

physique, the female one carries sexual connotations.

Gender plays a determining role in people’s (socio)linguistic behaviour since certain
language features are usually preferred by males, whereas some others are
associated with female kind of speech. Ochs (1992) has called this distinction as
indirect indexing of gender. As it is widely accepted children acquire the language
of the person they spend more time with. Since most of the times this person is the

mother, from the moment they are born, children start acquiring the mother's
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language (feminine language) which girls maintain and boys abandon later on.
According to Lakoff (1973), these gender distinctions take place during school
years. On the other hand, Nakamura (1996) found that “even 2-year-olds were able
to use gender-appropriate language” (p. 215). The difference between men’s

speech and women’s speech is mainly attributed to social factors.

Labov (1966) studied the use of final or pre-consonantal /r/ by New Yorkers. Uttering
It/ in these positions is considered ‘appropriate’ speech and was found to be mostly
present in higher social strata, as well as more often in female speech rather than
in male speech. Moreover, Trudgill (1972), in his study on Norwich English, provided
evidence that male speakers use the non-standard variant /in/, instead of the
standard /1n/, more frequently than females. It is claimed that women tend to use
more positively evaluated, more conservative, more standard, more polite, older and
more innovative forms than men. Moreover, Vassberg’'s research (1993) on
language attitudes in Alsace showed that female students report lower use of
Alsatian than their male counterparts. This phenomenon is attributed to different
factors: a) women are more sensitive to the distinction between standard and non-
standard forms, b) women target more to a high social status which is associated
with the use of the standard language, c) women feel a maternal duty of passing to
children a more ‘correct’ or acceptable language, or d) males use non-standard
forms because they denote toughness, masculinity and ‘anti-establishment values’
(Edwards 1994, Ladegaard & Bleses 2003, Meyerhoff 2009, Eisikovits 2011). What
is also characteristic about females’ language is the higher use of intensifiers,
‘meaningless’ particles, expressive adjectives and euphemisms, as well as hedges,
tag questions, precise colour terms, indirect requests and emphatic stress
(Andersen 1992, Edwards 1994). However, it must be noted that an opposite
situation inevitably exists in communities where women are oppressed; e.g. Iraq,
Egypt and Syria. Bakir (1986) showed that Iraqgi women, due to lack of education

and social life, use more local variants than men.

As far as language attitudes are concerned, studies on gender differences in
language attitudes have shown that generally females hold more positive attitudes
than males towards standard varieties, while males give higher credibility to non-
standard forms than females. For example, in Trudgill’s study (1972) on Norwich
English mentioned above, male speakers were more in favour of the non-standard

forms more than females, although they never express their positive views overtly.
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However, investigating children’s attitudes towards Welsh and English at the age of
ten to fifteen, Sharp et al. (1973) reported that female participants hold more
favourable attitudes than males towards Welsh. On the other hand, Baker (1992)
attested no significant gender differences between the attitudes held by males and
females towards Welsh at the age of eleven to eighteen. However, two years later,
the same males’ attitudes were less favourable towards Welsh than those of
females. Gender differences in language attitudes have also been reported by Munir
and Rehman (2015), in their study on Pakistani secondary-school students’ attitudes
towards learning English as a foreign language. The results revealed that females

hold more favourable attitudes than males towards learning English.
2.3.3 Language and context

Context has also been proven to give rise to different language use as another social
variable. Context has been extensively studied by linguists in the field of pragmatics
as its purpose is “to ‘place’ [speech] acts in a situation, and formulate the conditions
stipulating which utterances are successful in which situations”. Such a situation is
the context and, in order for an utterance to be pragmatically correct, it must be used
in a context which is evaluated as appropriate (van Dijk 1980: p.190-1). Fetzer
(2007) supports that “context is seen as a dynamic construct which is interactionally
organized in and through the process of communication” (p. 4). Social context,
which has been greatly emphasised by sociolinguists and is of particular interest for
the present study, refers not only to the setting or location in which the speech event
takes place, but it includes other components too, such as the participants and their

relationships, as well as the purpose or topic of the event (Brown & Fraser 1979).

“To give a football commentary in the language of the Bible or a parish-church
sermon in legal language would be either a bad mistake, or a joke” (Trudgill 2000:
p.81). With this statement Trudgill expresses the importance of context in language
choice and use. The same person (monolingual or multilingual) speaks in a different
register in their workplace, at home, in public, when they address strangers or
friends. The factors contributing to the selection of register include the degree of
formality and solidarity of the social context. Registers have nothing to do with
dialectal forms, however normally more advanced registers (e.g. technical
language) tend to be associated with the standard variety in multidialectal
communities. This issue of language choice based on context is interconnected to

29



the earlier discussed issue of diglossia. The difference lies in the fact that while
diglossia presents the social stance of different varieties universally accepted within
a community, the term register refers to linguistic variation in terms of context which

may be unique to a single speaker.

The importance of the context in language use has also been recognised by the
philosophy of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). As highlighted by Fairclough and
Wodak (1997), the idea behind the CDA movement is that language use is a social
practice, and therefore a discursive event is determined by “the situation(s),
institution(s) and social structure(s), which frame it: The discursive event is shaped
by them, but it also shapes them” (p. 258). People’s choice of language to be used
in each case—different registers or different linguistic varieties that serve certain
functions—is based on the particular situation, including the formality or informality

of the setting and the relationship with the interlocutor.

Researchers that have already provided evidence for the important role of the
context in speakers’ language choices include Carranza and Ryan (1975). In a study
on language attitudes of bilingual Anglo- and Mexican- Americans, Mexican-
Spanish was perceived better to be used in the home context, whereas Standard
American-English were more credited in the school context. From a different
perspective, Giles et al. (2006) showed how language attitudes are affected by
language use in certain contexts. Participants in the study appeared to hold more
positive attitudes towards police when they accommodated their speech to the
public. As far as the context of employment is concerned, Hopper and Williams’
respondents (1973) in Texas stated that for executive positions they would prefer a
speaker of the standard variety, by contrast to positions of manual labour. Vassberg
(1993) mentioned that students in Alsace use Alsatian mostly when communicating
with their grandparents and elderly people, and less with their parents. At least some
Alsatian is also used among friends—"as a secret language, or as the ‘in-group’
language?” (p. 139)—whereas French is used in communicating with teachers at
school, police officers and clerks in department stores. As far as the GC community
is concerned, Christodoulidou (2011) highlighted the importance of the context, and
actually the participants in a speech event, in Greek Cypriots’ language use. Her
conclusion was that people accommodate their speech in cases where mainland
Greeks (native speakers of SMG) participate or are just present in an interaction.
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“Accommodation was increasing according to the increase of the role of Greeks in

the conversation” (p. 106).

Concerning the role of the participants in a speech event, Giles and Farrar (1979)
studied the importance of physical appearance in someone’s expression of
language attitudes. In a study in South England, a researcher entered middle-class
houses as carrying out a survey on economy issues. The researcher used RP
(Received Pronunciation) or Cockney English interchangeably and was dressed
either in casual or formal clothing. The results showed that the (female) participants
wrote more words on the questionnaire provided, in the case in which the
experimenter used RP than Cockney. The dress code was not significantly
interrelated with the accent. However, it seems that the RP speaker in smart clothes
created a formal communication style, while the same speaker in casual clothes
gave way to an informal style. The Cockney speaker was found somewhere in the

middle dressed in any way.

24 Summary

The present chapter aimed at referring to different cases of linguistic variation where
social factors make things even more complicated. Hence, reference was made to
the issues of standard and non-standard varieties, explaining the socio-political,
rather than linguistic, debate behind their distinction. Then, the terms bi-/multi-
lingualism, bi-/multi- dialectism, diglossia and linguistic/dialect continuum were
brought to the surface, highlighting the (socio)linguistic difference between them.
This discussion is very important for the present study since researchers engaging
with the GC setting express controversial views on the case of CG. These are to be
raised in a later chapter. Further issues that have been discussed in the present
chapter and are of paramount importance for the thesis include the relationship
between language and ethnicity, language and gender, as well as language and
context. Gender distinctions in children’s language attitudes are investigated in the
current study, along with the role of context in expressing or not different attitudes.

Since the general socio-linguistic background concerning the study has been set,
Chapter 3 deals with the issue of language attitudes that constitutes the topic under
investigation. An effort is made to present all necessary information concerning
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language attitudes. Therefore, after being defined, the importance of attitudes is
highlighted, before moving to the different ways of approaching the issue. The
relationship between attitude and behaviour is also discussed. Reference is made
to attitude studies, especially within settings similar to that of CG. Finally, the
discussion moves to when the children start forming language attitudes, how they
are developed through the life span and what factors may bring change to a person’s

attitudes.
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CHAPTER 3

The issue of language attitudes

3.1 Introduction

It was not until 1960 with Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner and Fillebaum that linguists
started being scientifically interested in people’s views about a language or a dialect
and its associations, which were given the name of language attitudes. Language
attitudes are the central topic of this thesis, therefore it needs to be analysed in
detail. The present chapter introduces this issue by defining the term and explaining
why it is important to study how people feel about a linguistic variety and its
associations. Further reference is made to the several ways of measuring attitudes
proposed at times, along with the criticism that has led linguists to create and follow
different movements. The main driving force behind this disagreement is based on
the question whether attitudes towards a linguistic code lead people to use or
abandon it. This chapter aims at providing answers to important aspects of language
attitudes and preparing the floor for the study, since it discusses the crucial issue of

children’s language attitudes.

3.2 Definition and importance

Attitude is an abstract notion of social psychology that has raised doubts over
research on it in the field of linguistics and other fields. Such problematic
considerations on the issue of attitudes lie in the difficulty of their identification and

consequently their measurement. Despite all the disagreement on what attitude is
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and how it can be captured by experimenters, some conclusions have received
support. Oppenheim (1992) admits that “most researchers seem to agree that an
attitude is a state of readiness, a tendency to respond in a certain manner confronted
with certain stimuli” (p. 174). Similarly, Garrett, Coupland and Williams (2006) argue
that: “We take it as axiomatic, then, that an attitude is an evaluative orientation to a
social object of some sort, but that, being a ‘disposition’, an attitude is at least
potentially an evaluative stance that is sufficiently stable to allow it to be identified
and in some sense measured” (p. 3). Then, as for language attitudes, Baker (1992)
claims that they constitute views about “language groups, a language itself, its

features, uses, cultural associations [and] learning a language” (p. 17).

Throughout the years, the issue of language attitudes has been the topic of many
researchers who are concerned with the social psychology of language, since it may
affect the behaviour of a speaker, but also their identity. If we accept that language
is an ‘intimate part’ (McGroarty 1996) or a ‘symbol’ (Kerswill 1994) of social identity,
then, negative attitudes towards someone’s language may make them feel hatred
towards it and desire to hide or change it. Besides, as Pitz (1995) claims, detesting

a language leads to detest all its associations—identity, culture, speakers, etc.

In the literature there are many cases that give support to the existence of the
interrelationship between attitudes and identity. For example, in the case of Sierra
Leone, Krio is perceived as the ‘proper’ and ‘correct’ variety and, using it, people
appear as a unified ethnic group (Ehret 1997: p. 333). What is more is that, like in
the case of Alsace, language attitudes have been shown to influence people’s
psychology. People are pushed to speak a variety and are prevented from speaking
or learning another (Vassberg 1993). Similarly, Thomas et al. (2004) emphasise on
another effect of language attitudes. Since people associate certain varieties with
certain values, speakers choose a code according to the effect they want to have
on the other party. For Thomas et al., this is apparent even at the first time people
meet someone, as they use the way other people talk to form “an impression about
them [as well as] the situation” (p. 205). In this way, people are more likely to
respond in a more appropriate style. Consequently, if attitudes determine whether
a linguistic variety will be used, where and how, then, they determine the future of
that variety which may be “restoration, preservation, decay or death” (Baker 1992:
p. 9). If people are in favour of a language, they will protect it and pass it from one

generation to another. But, if they do not like it, they will let it die.
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3.3 Approaching language attitudes
3.3.1 Measurement of language attitudes

Based on the agreement that an attitude can be measured and, at the same time,
being challenged by the difficulty in doing so, researchers from different disciplines
have already approached the issue in numerous ways. Each of these has received
credit and criticism as well, and they must be studied analytically by a researcher,
before making any decisions. Scientists have approached the issue of attitudes in
several ways and, from time to time, various distinctions have been made between
the different measures. In 1964, Cook and Selltiz referred to five kinds of them: a)
‘measures in which inferences are drawn from self-reports of beliefs, feelings,
behaviors, etc.’, b) ‘measures in which inferences are drawn from observation of
overt behavior’, c) ‘measures in which inferences are drawn from the individual's
reaction to or interpretation of partially structured stimuli’, d) ‘measures in which
inferences are drawn from performance of ‘objective’ tasks’, and e) ‘measures in
which inferences are drawn from physiological reactions to the attitudinal object or

representations of it’.

Through time, the distinction of approaches to language attitudes that prevailed is
the one proposed by Ryan, Giles and Hewstone (1988). According to it, approaches
to language attitudes fall into three groups: direct measures, indirect measures and
societal treatment. All of them have already been used by linguists all over the world.
However, the indirect measurement which mainly refers to the so-called matched-
guise technique is the most popular one for investigating language attitudes. Each
of the approaches has strengths and weaknesses, but the one who has constituted

the bone of contention is the matched-guise technique.
Indirect measures

Since they are the ones that have been mostly employed and criticised, indirect
measures should be discussed first. Dawes and Smith (1985) distinguished
between three types of indirectly measuring attitudes: a) participants’ observation
without being aware of it, b) observation of aspects of uncontrolled human
behaviour, and c) questioning participants in a deceptive way that does not reveal
the true purpose of the study. However, the most widely used method in measuring
language attitudes—the matched-guise technigue—was introduced in 1960 by
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Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner and Fillenbaum in an effort to examine attitudes of the
community of Montreal towards English and French.

“The matched-guise technique is the use of recorded voices of

people speaking first in one dialect or language and then in

another; that is, in two ‘guises’. [...] The recordings are played

to listeners who do not know that the two samples of speech

are from the same person and who judge the two guises of the

same speaker as though they were judging two separate

speakers.” (Gaies & Beebe 1991: p. 157)
Generally, judgments are based on a semantic-differential scale of bipolar
adjectives (e.g. friendly/unfriendly, educated/uneducated etc). Adjectives are
sometimes collected by conducting a ‘pool study’ where you choose adjectives from
the ones used by previous studies, or a pilot study where participants are asked to
give positive or negative qualities regarding a linguistic variety. Paltridge and Giles
(1984) came to the conclusion that evaluation traits can come under the categories
of ‘superiority’, ‘attractiveness’ or ‘dynamism’ of the linguistic variety(ies) under
investigation. On the other hand, Zahn and Hopper (1985) referred to evaluation in
terms of ‘speaker status’, ‘speaker solidarity’ (or social attractiveness) and ‘speaker

integrity’.

Since 1960, many studies have employed the matched-guise technique. Some
examples are: Lambert, Anisfeld and Yeni-Komshian (1965) who investigated
Jewish and Arab adolescents’ attitudes to varieties of Hebrew and Arabic; Markel,
Eisler and Reese’s work (1967) on Buffalo people’s attitudes towards Buffalo dialect
and New York City dialect; Creber and Giles’ study (1983) on English adolescents’
attitudes towards RP and Welsh accents; Papapavlou (1998) who examined Greek
Cypriots’ attitudes towards SMG and the Greek Cypriot dialect; Dailey, Giles and
Jansma (2005) who tested Anglo and Hispanic adolescents’ attitudes towards radio
announcements of Anglo and Hispanic accents; Bender’s investigation (2005) of the
role of grammatical environment in people’s perception of African American
Vernacular English; Grondelaers and van Hout (2010) who measured attitudes
towards three accents of Standard Dutch. (See also Giles et al. 1983, Cross et al.
2001, Kristiansen 2001, Bokhorst-Heng & Caleon 2009 etc.)

An adapted version of the matched-guise technique that has been used to measure
children’s attitudes was proposed by Rosenthal (1974 )—the ‘Magic Boxes'. Initially,

it was used to investigate three- to five-year-olds’ attitudes towards two talking
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boxes that used Standard English (SE) and Black English (BE). This technique was
later employed by other researchers in different settings—Cremona and Bates
(1977) in Italy, Day (1980) in Hawaii, Pavlou (1999) in Cyprus. Schneiderman (1976)
preferred a puppet-show version of the technique, where two guised puppets were
used as stimuli to assess bilingual Welland French children’s attitudes towards
English and French. Further discussion of these studies will be given in a later

section of this chapter.

The main reason why a researcher should choose an indirect approach to language
attitudes is that since the participants are not aware of the true purpose, they are
free—from social stereotypes or inhibitions—to express their true, inner feelings.
Prejudices and effects of stereotyping are assessed without destroying their natural
form by describing it to the subjects (Ladegaard 1998). Moreover, a matched-guise
experiment takes place in pre-arranged settings, consequently, its results can be
comparable with other similar studies. On the other hand, evaluations of set-up
events based on given attributes cannot stand as representative of attitudes towards
real-life events. Besides, the repetition of the same message may lead the
participants to infer the true purpose of the study, or the pre-prepared speeches may
not sound authentic, especially if they are presented as monologues (Kramer 1964).
Additionally, the evaluation items may be perceived differently by the judges, but
also, there is an ethical consideration behind ‘fooling’ the participants over the exact
target of the experiment. This last limitation can be balanced through debriefing after

the data collection process is completed.
Direct measures

Direct measures are those that ask people what they believe of a linguistic variety
in a straightforward way. Studying the existing literature, one notices that
questionnaires, interviews and polls of direct questions have been a common tool
for measuring languages attitudes. Except for open-ended, multiple-choice and two-
way questions, direct measures make use of two rating scales: Thurstone and
Likert. The former one requires from the participants to divide a number of
statements collected from a pool study or a pilot study, according to their
favourability. In the latter, people are asked to rate the statements, pointing out the

degree of their agreement with them (Garrett et al. 2006).
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In a recent study, Huguet (2006) distributed a questionnaire for bilingual students in
Spain to express their attitudes towards two varieties in contact (Austrian/Spanish
or Catalan/Spanish). Similarly, Lasagabaster (2008) investigated Basque-
Americans’ attitudes towards Basque, Spanish, French and English. The aim of the
questionnaire—followed by interviews—was to unfold both attitudes towards and
use of the languages. Additional studies that used questionnaires include: Blodgett
and Cooper (1973) on teachers’ attitudes towards a black dialect in Alabama,
Haynes (1982) on Barbadians and Guyaneses’ attitudes towards different linguistic
varieties, Papapavlou (2007) on Greek Cypriots’ attitudes towards introducing the
dialect in education, Kouega (2008) on attitudes towards indigenous languages of
Cameroon. (See also Sachdev & Hanlon 2000/2001, Ehala & Niglas 2006, Groves
2010.) Interviews were conducted by Kristiansen (2010) on Nordic communities’
attitudes towards English, Garcia (2005), and Geerts, Nooters and van Den Broeck
(1978).

What is also worth-mentioning is that folklinguistics (or perceptual dialectology), with
Dennis Preston as the leading figure, has recently proposed another kind of direct
measurement of language attitudes. Unlike other direct measures, folklinguistics
emphasises on the presence of context. The context is equally important in other
discourse-analytic approaches discussed below. It studies attitudes as represented
in language use, variation and articulation of perceived difference between varieties
and their geographical distribution, through the use of maps, imitation talk and
discourse analysis (Preston 1993, 1999, Mitobog & Garrett 2011, Kraut 2014).
Preston (1999), on investigating attitudes towards U.S. regional varieties, asked
people to draw maps, illustrating the different dialect regions of the United States
and to evaluate their degree of ‘correctness’, ‘pleasantness’ and ‘difference’ in
relation to their regional variety. Garrett (2009) conducted a study on Chinese and
Japanese people’s attitudes towards Englishes, asking participants to write down
the names of countries where English is a native language and give words that
characterise each of these spoken varieties (e.g. fun, intelligent, irritating and
snobbish).

Studying closely direct approaches to language attitudes, the advantages of
obtrusiveness (the experimenters receive direct answers on the issue, rather than
making inferences that may not represent reality), anonymity, uniformity of

responses and time flexibility come to the surface. At the same time, with direct
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evaluations the experimenter runs the risk of getting accounts that do not match
people’s reality, especially when referring to the behavioural component which is
better grasped in actual language use. Asking direct questions “respondents have
an idea of which answers are socially desirable. Not wishing to appear deviant, they
hide their true feelings and bend their answers to conform to a model of how they
ought to answer” (Henerson et al. 1987: p. 135). Also, the questions are
hypothetical, therefore the answers are hypothetical too. Additionally, in oral
surveys, the language of the experimenter or the phenomenon of the Observer’'s
Paradox could be biasing factors in the respondents’ answers (Knops & van Hout
1988, Garrett et al. 2006).

Societal treatment

Societal treatment entails content analysis of how people treat a linguistic variety
along with its associations within society. This can be achieved through observation,
ethnographic methods and analysis of public documents concerning language
policy, advertisements, literary texts, public signs etc. (Garrett et al. 2006). For
instance, Rickford and Traugott (1985) used newspapers and literary work, along
with sociolinguistic surveys, to reveal attitudes towards pidgin and creole varieties
of English as reflected in them. Recently, Vaish (2008) investigated New Delhi
female students’ attitudes towards Hindi and English in an ethnographic study,
where tape-recorded material, notes and visual data were collected through
interviews, classroom observations, diaries, letters and recipes. Also, Garrett,
Bishop and Coupland (2009) administered questionnaires to different Welsh
communities asking questions related to ethnolinguistic identity (methodology also
employed by Dede 2004). Although such a kind of approach is found to be quite
rare in traditional research of language attitudes, it has started gaining support by

new researchers due to its engagement with discourse-analytic methods.

“Discourse analysts do what people in their everyday experience of language do
instinctively and largely unconsciously: notice patternings of language in use and
the circumstances (participants, situations, purposes, outcomes) with which these
are typically associated” (Trappes-Lomax 2004: p. 133). The importance of context
in attitude research has been pointed out very early. Rokeach (1968) claims: “The
splitting off of attitude-toward-situation from attitude-toward-object has severely
retarded the growth of attitude theory. It has resulted in unsophisticated attempts to
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predict behavior accurately on the basis of a single attitude-toward-object, ignoring
the equally relevant attitude-toward-situation” (p. 119). However, such approaches
have not been widely used. This movement (Potter & Wetherell 1987, Gee 1992
etc.) has shifted from traditional approaches that offer “a view of language as a direct
reflection of what goes on in a person's mind to a means of constructing the social
world, or versions of it, in the course of everyday interactions” (Hyrkstedt & Kalaja
1998: p. 347). Studies that applied societal treatment to measure language attitudes
include: Karyolemou’s work (1993) on Greek Cypriots’ attitudes to language
problems as reflected in articles that appeared in press; Lawson and Sachdev
(2004) who used language diaries in collecting information about Sylheti-
Bangladeshi teenagers’ attitudes towards Sylheti, English and Bengali;
Sophocleous and Wilks’ classroom-observation study (2010) on the attitudes of GC
kindergarten teachers towards the dialect and the standard variety; Zhang's
ethnographic research (2010) on Arizona Chinese people’s attitudes towards

maintenance of Mandarin Chinese.

The main benefit of the societal treatment approach lies in that it may offer a more
complete picture of the status of the linguistic variety within a community. Moreover,
language observations in real situations give more accurate results, since the data
are gathered naturally and not via set-up settings. At the same time, in some cases
the researcher saves time and space. However, problems concerning reliability and
validity of the societal treatment prevent linguists from making use of it. The fact that
it occurs naturally enables neither the replication of the process nor the exclusion of
external variables that could cause troubles to the whole experimental process.
Also, discourse analysis is applied qualitatively, giving general information on
favourability/unfavourability of a linguistic code (Hyrkstedt & Kalaja 1998, Garrett
2010).

Multiple-methodology approach

From what has been already discussed concerning the different approaches to the
issue of language attitudes, one can rightly surmise that they all have drawbacks.
Attitude measurement is not an easy task because “an attitude as such is not directly
perceivable or measurable”. It is “a hypothetical construct which mediates between
stimulus and response” (Deprez & Persoons 1987: p. 125). In order to take
advantage of the benefits each of the approaches offers and avoid as many of their
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pitfalls as possible, a researcher needs to employ a multiple-task methodology.
Nevertheless, such an integrated project must be designed carefully in order to
ensure that all tasks measure the same aspect of language attitudes and smaller

population samples would better suit it (Garrett 2010).

Most research conducted so far on language studies engaged solely with one kind
of measurement. Still, there are researchers who have employed a range of
methods in a single study. Garrett, Coupland and Williams’ research (2006) aimed
at investigating attitudes towards different varieties of English spoken in Wales,
through indirect and direct/folklinguistic measures. Initially, the participants, who
were secondary-education teachers, were instructed to complete a questionnaire.
For the first task, they were asked to draw ‘perceptual isoglosses’ on a blank map
of Wales given to them, in order to identify eight dialect regions of the country and
label them as they like. Then, they should provide characteristics of each dialect,
according to what they feel when they hear it. For the second part, the participants
were given the names of the different Welsh English dialect regions and were asked
to evaluate them on a seven-point Likert scale of different qualities. The
questionnaire was completed after answering an open-ended question, by
identifying the most socially acceptable English dialect in Wales. For the second
task of the experiment, the researchers tape-recorded fourteen male teenagers of
the different dialect regions of Wales narrating a story and presented them to
secondary school students and teachers to evaluate them on seven judgment
scales. Data analysis revealed similar patterns between the two approaches,
leading to one complementing the other and together bringing out stronger
conclusions. “The several strands and methods in this study have collaborated in a
number of ways, then, to provide a more secure and richer picture of language
attitudes in Wales” (Garrett 2010: p. 222).

Another example of multiple-methodology approach to language attitudes was
applied by Ladegaard (1998), aiming at testing the attitudes held by Danish students
learning English as a foreigh language (EFL) towards RP and Standard American
(SA) accents. In the first task of this methodology, students were exposed to a
‘verbal guise’ experiment where they should evaluate five English people talking
with an RP, a Scottish, a Cockney, an Australian and an SA accent and, then, they
were given a questionnaire where they directly expressed their preferences in

closed-ended and open-ended questions. At last, they were asked to read a
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passage aloud, in an effort to check whether the participants’ attitudes match their
language use. Data analysis showed that both in direct and indirect measurement,
Danish students express greater favourability towards RP accent, which they tend

to apply in their English language use too.

Other cases of integrated methodologies include Saidat (2010). This constituted an
effort to study Jordanians’ attitudes towards their vernacular and Standard Arabic,
through phone calls received in live TV talk shows, interviews and questionnaires.
In another study, Ihemere (2006) investigated the attitudes of an ethnic minority
group in Nigeria towards their regional variety and Nigerian Pidgin English, using
the matched-guise technique and a questionnaire. A similar approach was used by
Zhou (2000) in his study on the attitudes of two ethnic minority groups in China

towards the national language and local dialects.
3.3.2 The mentalist and the behaviourist movements

What is important to refer to is that attitude has given rise to two main movements:
the mentalist and the behaviourist. According to the mentalist approach, the attitude
includes three components: the cognitive, the affective and the behavioural
(Edwards 1982). The cognitive component refers to beliefs or practical functions that
are further embraced by an entity, the affective component concerns feelings, and
the behavioural component is the part that drives an individual’s actions towards a
certain direction. On the contrary, behaviourists claim that attitude can be grasped
only by observing human behaviour (Fasold 1984). From this model and similar
ones proposed (Krathwohl et al. 1964, Kerlinger 1986), two issues arise. On the one
hand, if the attitude has different components, these components are
‘distinguishable’ (Breckler 1984). On the other hand, while the cognitive and the
affective components have received universal acceptance, the behavioural has
brought forth the question on whether attitudes—which are first and foremost

feelings, views and beliefs—lead humans to behave accordingly.

Although Baker (1992) describe the attitudes as a “construct used to explain the
direction and persistence of human behavior” (p. 10), he admits that attitude and
behaviour may or may not match. In some cases, experimental studies have
confirmed a match between what people believe and what they actually do

(McGroarty 1996), but in some other cases, there seems to be a mismatch (Choi
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2003). Surely, since there are studies that have empirically questioned this
relationship, no scientist can investigate attitudes based only on observation of

actions.

3.4 Language use as an indicator of language attitudes

The relationship between attitude and behaviour has been a disputable issue since
scientists have started investigating attitudes. Whether the two are interconnected
or completely unrelated, behaviour has never been excluded from attitude research.
This has been a concern for linguists too, for whom attitudes refer to language
attitudes and behaviour to linguistic behaviour. The most investigated kind of
linguistic behaviour in scientific research dealing with the attitude-behaviour
relationship is language use, but it can also take the form of language learning or

contact with a linguistic community.

As already mentioned, attitude has been claimed to be a combination of feelings,
beliefs and actions (Edwards 1982). The aspect of feelings and beliefs did not bring
any debate, but, the relationship between attitudes and behaviour seems to be
controversial, not only as far as language is concerned. While some researchers
find that attitudes work as predictors of behaviour and an individual’s attitude
towards an object matches the way he/she acts towards it, some others disagree.
They claim that sometimes people do not act according to their feelings, due to
several reasons. They point out that “there is no theoretical reason to expect
congruence between words and deeds, and, in fact, every reason to expect
discrepancies” (Albrecht & Carpenter 1976: p. 1). What is even more interesting
about the attitude-behaviour relationship is the fact that it is not one-directional.
Mummendey (1983) poses the following question: “Predicting behavior from
attitudes, or attitudes from behavior?” (p. 143). According to Mummendey’s review,
there are a number of studies that tried to investigate people’s behaviour in an effort

to unfold their attitudes, but very few managed to do it in the end.

To introduce the debate on attitude-behaviour relationship, it must be mentioned
that this controversy brought further disagreement in determining what an attitude
is. For example, Baker (1992) initially defines attitude as a way “to explain the
direction and persistence of human behaviour” (p. 10). Even though with this

43



definition he argues for a proportional relationship between attitude and behaviour,
going on with his discussion, he doubts the existence of an absolute causal
relationship between the two. “Attitudes OFTEN manage to summarise, explain and
predict behaviour. Knowing someone’s attitudes to alcohol, for example, MAY sum
up likely behaviour in a range of contexts over time” (p. 11). This happens due to
the fact that people ‘disguise’ their true attitudes intentionally, or attitudes are
misleading in depicting a speaker’s language use. Garrett (2010) adds that in order
to achieve a certain reaction from the interlocutor, people ‘fashion’ their language
“to be seen as friendly, as intelligent, as being a member of a particular community”
(p- 21-22). Thus, as Baker (1992) concludes, the best way to capture attitude is that
which refers only to favourable or unfavourable feelings expressed by someone

towards an object or an entity. (See also Ajzen 1988, Garrett et al. 2006.)

Through time, empirical studies and theories on the relationship between attitude
and behaviour brought a parting of the ways between researchers, and doubts
began to raise as early as the 1930s. In this way, two contradicting parties came

into existence.
3.4.1 Attitudes and behaviour are related

Some experts came to support a cause-and-effect relationship between what people
believe or feel and what they actually do. For instance, Faris (1928) says that “an
attitude is a tendency to act” (p. 277) and Allport (1967) claims that “an attitude
characteristically provokes behavior that is acquisitive or avertive” (p. 8). Moreover,
Bain (1930) argues:

“Certainly, ‘attitude’ is not more vague and ill-defined than ‘trait’
[...]. While it must be confessed that most writers use such
terms as attitude, trait, opinion, wish, interest, disposition,
desire, bias, preference, prejudice, will, sentiment, motive,
objective, goal, idea, ideal, emotion, and even instinct and
reflex, loosely, indefinitely, and often interchangeably, yet it
must also be admitted that there is a core of common meaning
in all such usages. These, and other similar terms, refer to
acquired and conditioned action-patterns that motivate human
social behavior.” (p. 356)

As Corey alleges, attitudes—as opinions solely—“are of limited practical value
unless they presage behavior” (1937: p. 271). Evidence for the existence of a

relationship between attitude and behaviour has been provided by DeFleur and
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Westie (1958). On dealing with the attitude-behaviour relationship, the researchers
distinguished between three dimensions: ‘verbal’, ‘autonomic-physiological’ and
‘overt’. DeFleur and Westie’s work constitutes an effort to develop an instrument to
measure “the ‘salience’ of a person’s attitudinal orientations” (p. 667); i.e. a person’s
readiness to turn their verbal expression of attitude into action. Observing the
participants’ willingness to be photographed with a black person and analysing their
answers to oral direct questions on their race attitudes, the investigators discovered
that verbal attitudes (i.e. expression of prejudices) are in accordance with overt

behaviour (i.e. avoidance of being photographed).

Another study that provided evidence for the proportional relationship between
attitudes and behaviour was conducted by Jahn (1999). In examining the Croatian
community of Istria (northern Adriatic), it was observed that people’s negativity in
introducing Croatian as the standard language led to the use of non-standard
varieties which stand as symbols of Istrian identity and linguistic security.
Additionally, Ladegaard (2000) investigated adolescents’ attitudes towards
Standard Danish and different dialects, as well as their linguistic behaviour in the
classroom. Spontaneous discussions and interviews with the teacher were carried
out. Subsequently, the participants went through a matched-guise experiment and,
then, they filled a questionnaire. The results indicated that people who use the
vernacular are those with a positive attitude towards it. Furthermore, Shameem
(2004) studied attitudes towards and use of different linguistic varieties spoken in
multilingual Fiji (English, Fijian and Hindi). “Language attitudes shape language
behaviour” (p. 154) was the researcher’s conclusion from the interviews with
students and teachers. The participants expressed positive stances towards all
linguistic codes and admitted that they use all of them, with a different function as
imposed by the purpose of communication. Also, Garcia (2005) made research on
parents’ language attitudes and behaviour living in Paraguay towards Spanish and
Guarani (indigenous variety). The interviews revealed that both varieties are highly

estimated and used.

Agreement between attitudes and use was also found in even more recent studies.
Loredo Gutiérrez et al. (2007) investigated Galician university students’ attitudes
towards their mother tongue (Galician) and Spanish, along with the use of them, as
reported in questionnaires. In the end, the researchers observed that Galician

people regard their mother tongue as inferior to Spanish and their competence in
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Spanish is higher than in Galician. Similar studies with similar results include
Valencia people’s attitudes and use of Spanish and Catalan, where Spanish is the
most favourable and most used code (Safont Jorda 2007). Also, investigating the
status of Dutch, French and English among people in Brussels, it was found out that
“the higher they rate their competence, the more positive their attitude” (Mettewie &
Janssens 2007: p. 142). Then, studying online written communication,
Themistocleous (2007) reports that Greek Cypriots are in favour of written CG in
computer-mediated communication (CMC), which they use in their online chatting.
Anderbeck (2010), using direct and indirect approaches to language attitudes and
observing the use of Jambi Malay-Sumatra (a minority language), reported positive
attitudes towards Jambi Malay and use of it. Young and educated people are less
in favour of that code and they are the ones who use it less too. At last, Chakrani
and Huang (2012) also provided evidence for the relationship between language
attitudes and language use, in studying Moroccan university students’ attitudes

towards and use of French.
3.4.2 Attitudes and behaviour are unrelated

LaPiere (1934), in his discussion on attitudes and behaviour, argues that existing
definitions of the term ‘attitude’ saw it as a pattern of behaviour within society or a
predisposition that makes human react in a certain way. “But by derivation social
attitudes are seldom more than a verbal response to a symbolic situation” (p. 230).
In this manner, he was the first to restrict attitude constituents into feelings,
excluding actions. Going a step further, he stated that, in measuring attitudes,
people may even report that they behave in a way which, being investigated in actual
life, may be non-existent. LaPiere (1934) conducted an experiment by visiting a
number of restaurants in the U.S., accompanied by a Chinese couple. Whereas only
one of them denied access to the couple, when they were sent a letter being asked
whether they would allow Chinese people entering their restaurant, 90% gave a
negative response. Years later, Kutner, Wilkins and Yarrow (1952) conducted a
similar testing of Negros’ treatment in restaurants, avoiding previous pitfalls. The
same procedure was followed and the same results were obtained. A few years
later, Wicker (1969), taking both views into consideration, came to conclude that “it
is considerably more likely that attitudes will be unrelated or only slightly related to
overt behavior than that attitudes will be closely related to actions” (p. 65).
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Jaspaert and Kroon’s work (1988) is one of the studies that observed a mismatch
between language attitudes and language use. The aim was to investigate Italian
immigrants’ attitudes and language use within the Dutch-speaking community, and
whether the choice of the code used—Italian or Dutch—is influenced by social
factors. The tool administered to accomplish the purpose of the study was a
questionnaire. Correlation analysis of the collected data showed that “attitude
explains 18% of the variance in the dependent variable” (p. 160). In addition, Choi
(2003) distributed questionnaires to Paraguayan secondary-school students to
investigate their attitudes towards Spanish and Guarani and use of them. Findings
confirmed that Paraguayan adolescents hold positive attitudes towards the non-

standard variety, but they do not use it.

In another research, dealing with the relationship between language attitudes and
language use, Kuncha and Bathula (2004) examined the issue of language shift
within the Telugu (an Indian variety) immigrant community in New Zealand. To
achieve this, Telugu children and mothers participated in interviews and
questionnaire-filling, where they reported their attitudes towards Telugu and
English, their proficiency of the two codes, as well as their views on bilingualism.
Generally, two important conclusions were brought to surface: a) 95% of Telugu
mothers and children hold favourable attitudes towards their mother tongue, but, b)
Telugu is used 85%, at home and undergoes a decline from mother to the first child
and then to the second. On the contrary, English is used 100%. Further studies
supporting attitude-behaviour mismatch include Irish people’s attitudes and use of
English and Irish, where although favourable feelings are held towards Irish, it is not
part of people’s language use (O Laoire 2007). “This seemingly strong belief,
however, may constitute more of a passive stance rather than a proactive attitude.
[...] Irish is not considered important when it comes to carrying out the everyday

activities” (p. 181).

Trudgill (1972) claimed that the mismatch between how people view a variety and
its use has to do with overt and covert prestige. Overt prestige is the value attributed
to a variant “that people are highly aware of and which is associated more with the
speech of higher-status speakers”, being evaluated as better. On the other hand,
covert prestige refers to a variant to which people give credit without being aware of
that, by using it. This often relates to non-standard varieties (Meyerhoff 2009: p. 37-

38).
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3.4.3 Attitudes and behaviour are negatively related

Except for studies that provided evidence for a match or a mismatch between
language attitudes and behaviour, there are cases that brought to the surface a
more interesting nature of this relationship. To exemplify, Dede (2004) studied
Xining people’s language attitudes towards the Qinghai dialect and Standard
Chinese. The questionnaire used to collect data measured all three attitudinal
components proposed by Edwards (1982). Analysing the data, the researcher
observed that while the assessment of the affective and the behavioural
components showed negative attitudes towards the dialect, the cognitive
component showed positive stances. These findings are not attributed to failure in
the methodology of the study, but they strengthen Breckler’s view (1984) that each
component is distinguishable from the rest. Even more, Baker (1992) alleges that
“the cognitive and affective components of attitude may not always be in harmony”
(p. 12). Thus, apart from the possibly existent mismatch between attitude and
behaviour that has received immense attention, there seems to be a mismatch

between cognition and affect that brings a dichotomy within the attitude.
3.4.4 Factors influencing the attitude-behaviour relationship

Within this ‘blurry’ situation, some researchers ended up supporting the relationship
between attitude and behaviour, but drawing attention to other influential factors.
Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) stated that attitude may be a crucial factor that
determines a person’s behaviour, although it is not the only one. Byrne and Kelley
(1981) added emotional, informational and imaginative responses, as well as
expectancies. Attitudes are important, but they do not always govern people’s
actions. In this way, an attitude is considered as “evaluation of the entity in question”
(Ajzen & Fishbein 1977: p. 889), rather than a disposition to act in a certain way as

alleged by the opposing movement.

But, for researchers to be consistent in claiming that attitude and behaviour are
related, they must make sure that attitude measurement corresponds to behaviour
measurement in terms of action, target, context and time to the greatest extent
possible. This view was also expressed by Schuman and Johnson (1976) who
claimed that “the most generally accepted hypothesis for improving A-B [attitude-

behaviour] consistency is that attitudinal and behavioral variables should be
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measured at the same level of specificity” (p. 170-171). Support to this comes from
studies where participants reported positive stances towards a linguistic variety and
use of it, but its use is restricted to certain functions associated with it, rather than

in all contexts of communication (Shameem 2004, Gardner-Chloros et al. 2005).

Further, in approaching the issue of attitude-behaviour, scientists supported the
interference of other variables in this relationship and proposed several models in
approaching the issue. DeFleur and Westie (1958) brought forward the ‘contingent
consistency’ approach. According to this view, constraints imposed by society and
the feeling of being under the pressure of the watchful eye of social norms affect a
person’s expressed attitudes and actual behaviour, and consequently the
relationship between the two. After all, attitudes are learned through ‘human

socialisation’ (Garrett et al. 2006), therefore they are always under its control.

Later, Fishbein (1963) introduced the concept of ‘behaviour intentions’. According
to Fishbein’s model, behaviour can be predicted if behavioural intentions are tested
too. Behavioural intention involves the attitude towards acting out certain behaviour,
norms that are associated with that specific behaviour and the individual’s
willingness to conform to those imposed beliefs. Albrecht and Carpenter (1976) tried
to test the effectiveness of the two models, by measuring attitudes, behavioural
intentions, normative beliefs and behaviour, making comparisons. Their experiment
indicated that both approaches are useful in drawing interrelations between attitude

and behaviour.

Mummendey (1983) refers to four kinds of models: ‘simple relation models’
(behaviour serves as expression of attitude towards an object and the situation),
‘interaction models and models of contingent consistency’ (DeFleur and Westie's
model), ‘the Fishbein model’ and ‘structural models’ (use path analysis in predicting
behaviour). Additionally, in 1981, Jaccard suggested the ‘behavioral alternative
model’, according to which an individual has access to behavioural alternatives and
in each case he/she “will choose to perform that [...] toward which the most positive
attitude is held” (p. 303). Finally, Fazio (1990), with his MODE model, argued that
Motivation and Opportunity are Determinants in people’s attitudes leading to overt

behaviour.
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To bring the discussion closer to the issue of language attitudes, linguists
investigating language attitudes and language use share the same concerns as the
ones already expressed about what people believe of a linguistic variety and
whether they make use of it. Since attitude-behaviour relationship constitutes a
problem for psychology, why should not this be the case with language attitudes
and linguistic behaviour relationship for linguistics? Several studies conducted so
far managed first and foremost to bring disagreement among linguists. Whereas in
some contexts empirical evidence revealed that favourability towards a code leads
people to take supportive actions to it—and unfavourability to its avoidance—in
some other cases, the results showed that language attitudes and linguistic
behaviour do not match. McGroarty (1996), as support to her view on the
interconnection between language attitudes and language use, declares that
instances of mismatch between the two appear due to modifications of speech, as
a result of social constraints. Modifications of language use refer to ‘accommodation
theory’ (Giles & Clair 1979). As already mentioned, accommodation can be
convergent, which takes place when an individual holds positive attitudes towards

a linguistic variety, or divergent when unfavourable attitudes are held.

Studying the results of all the aforementioned research and much more conducted
on the doubtful relationship between attitude and behaviour, “we must conclude that
there is no single answer to the question of whether attitudes are related to behavior.
The answer can range from no, not at all, to yes, nearly perfectly, depending on the
act studied or features linked to it” (Schuman & Johnson 1976: p. 170). From
experiments conducted so far by linguists and other experts on the issue of
attitudes, it is assumed that if inconsistency between expressed attitudes and overt
actions are not a matter of unreliable methodology, then truth is found in one—or
both—of the following conclusions. Either “there is a tendency toward such
consistency [...] a probabilistic relation between holding certain beliefs and attitudes
and manifesting certain behaviours” (Insko & Schopler 1971: p. 27), or language
attitudes better work as “predictors of future behavior”, since there will be no current
context bias (Baker 1992: p. 16).
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3.5 Language attitudes in bi-/multi- dialectal settings

Language attitudes have challenged linguists around the world who wished to study
people’s attitudes towards either native varieties or a third language (Vassberg
1993, Echeverria 2005, Hogan-Brun & Ramonlené 2005, Garrett et al. 2006 etc).
Some of the settings that have been investigated for language attitudes and deserve
greater attention are Wales, Jamaica, Alsace, Africa and Kentucky. All of these
cases concern language attitudes towards native standard and non-standard

varieties.
The case of Wales

Language situation in Wales is interesting because three varieties are used: Welsh,
RP and Welsh English. Garrett, Coupland and Williams (2006) studied seven
different varieties spoken in seven regions: Wales’ valleys, north-east Wales, south-
east Wales, south-west Wales, mid-Wales, north-west Wales and RP. The first part
of the study involved a questionnaire for measuring teachers’ awareness of the
different varieties and their attitudes towards them. For the second part, the
matched-guise technique was used, where teachers and students listened to
students’ recorded voices telling stories and filed a questionnaire. The
questionnaire included a seven-point Likert scale and the participants were asked
to state whether they liked the speaker and the story, they laughed, the speakers

sounded like them, and if they could be their friends and good students.

From the questionnaire, the experimenters came up with some interesting
conclusions: a) the participants were mostly able to identify the different dialect
zones (variation) across Wales, and b) RP is perceived as the most prestigious
variety. Additionally, the narratives’ study showed that: a) teenagers give negative
answers that never reach the mid-point of the Likert scale, b) their lowest preference
is for RP, c) RP is selected as the best choice for education by both teachers and
students, and d) teachers consider an RP speaker like themselves whereas
students do not (Garrett et al. 2006).

The case of Jamaica

Being slaves coming from different ethnic groups of West Indies and Africa,

Jamaicans did not have a common language. Along with British colonisation in

51



1655, English became the official language of Jamaica which, being spoken in a
simplified form, gave birth to a dialect that depicted the diversified character of the
people; the Jamaican Creole. Although many people used to attribute ‘the high
esteem’ to the standard variety and considered Creole as the ‘bad’ or stigmatised
variety, scholars observed that this attitude started changing during the last decades

and teachers want Jamaican Creole to enter education (Beckford Wassink 1999).

Beckford Wassink (1999) used an ‘Attitude Interview Schedule’ to measure attitudes
towards Jamaican Creole. Therefore, thirty-five tape-recorded questions were
played to the participants and they should give a multiple-choice-type answer and,
then, analyse it further. The experiment was conducted either individually or in pairs
and lasted one to two hours. The participants were six to over forty-six years old,
men and women, from working and middle class. The study showed that language
attitudes of the participants vary, but: a) in their majority, they called Jamaican
Creole a ‘language’ with regional varieties, b) they found phonological and lexical
differences between Creole and SE, c) “respondents generally seemed more willing
to be addressed in Jamaican Creole than to use it themselves” (p. 81), and d) even
the labels ‘Jamaican English’ or ‘Patois’, on the one side, and ‘broken English’ or

‘slang’, on the other, revealed indirectly the people’s attitudes towards the dialect.
The case of Alsace

Alsace represents another interesting linguistic setting because of the use of three
different varieties: German, French and Alsatian which is a German dialect.
Vassberg (1993) investigated Alsatians’ language attitudes towards the dialect, its
speakers and whether there is a place for it in education. For this, the experimenter
designed a questionnaire and distributed it to students and adults. The most
important results of this study are: a) people—especially the older ones—believe
that the dialect is “part of the Alsatian cultural heritage” and should be passed to
younger generations (Vassberg 1993: p. 148), b) their language use does not seem
to match their favourable attitude since they do not ‘promote’ the dialect, although
they feel that it expresses their feelings better than French, c) the students’
perception does not match their use since they use the dialect very little, only in
addressing older people, d) they do not associate the dialect with national identity
or education, but they connect it with rural life, and e) they do not want the dialect

to be compulsory at school, although they think that learning the dialect does not
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impede learning of the standard variety. However, the standard variety is more

‘correct’.
The case of Africa

Research on the languages spoken within the forty-five countries of the sub-
Saharan Africa has already been conducted and Adegbija (1994) makes reference
to it. First, these countries include Angola, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Madagascar,
Namibia, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Tanzania and Zaire. What is linguistically important
about these countries is that people speak over 1 700 languages of which 450 are
used in Nigeria. Most of these are vernaculars, but one of them is the official
language of each country and this is the language of the European coloniser (usually
English). Thus, most of these people grow up as bilinguals or multilingual speakers
of a European language, an African language and one or more vernaculars. Taking
into account the rich linguistic nature of Africans, it is realised that investigating their

attitudes towards their languages is an interesting issue.

Adegbija (1994) makes reference to studies that have already been conducted
within the African setting, commenting initially on the different methodologies used;
statements to express agreement/disagreement, adjectives to evaluate languages
on a Likert scale, interviews and observations. These studies shed some light on
Africans’ language attitudes towards their languages and showed the following: a)
an ‘attitude of acceptance’ towards the European languages due to historical
reasons, but also, because of the functions they are thought of being able to
perform, b) their use in the official domain due to the high status they are associated
with, and c) that the mother tongue constitutes the symbol of ethnic and national
identity. All in all, in spite of speaking more than one languages, people in African
countries do not pay the same amount of attention to each of them. As Adegbija
argues:

“‘Most indigenous languages in Africa were considered unworthy for
use in official circles. They were regarded as lacking the capacity for
expressing ideas in official domains. Consequently, they were largely
denied use in these areas, with their perceived unworthiness
increasing year after year as frontiers of knowledge expanded.” (1994
p. 20)
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The case of Kentucky

Kentucky is one of the areas of Appalachian mountain range where Appalachian
English is used. Due to geographical reasons—since moving to other places is not
an easy task—the residents of this area developed their dialect which differs
grammatically, phonologically and lexically from SA English. Therefore,
geographical difficulties, in combination with poverty, made Appalachian English a
social, not even regional, dialect that Americans feel negatively about. It has been
associated with ‘negative prestige’ and has been regarded as ‘incorrect’ or ‘quaint’,
by contrast to the standard variety which is the ‘proper’ and its speakers are
‘superior’, as they are characterised by “intelligence, ambition, wealth, success, and
education” (Luhman 1990: p. 332).

After sketching the linguistic profile of Kentucky’s residents, Luhman (1990) moves
to discuss his study on these people’s attitudes towards their dialect and the
standard variety. The matched-guise technique was used and the participants, who
were university students, were asked to listen to and evaluate eight speeches. The
evaluation questionnaire included bipolar adjectives with a seven-point scale
between them to indicate the degree of intelligence, wealth, success, ambition,
education, trustworthiness, etc. of each speaker. In addition, they were asked to
report to what extent the speakers sounded like them or their family members. Thus,
collecting and analysing his data, Luhman concluded that: a) people who do not
identify themselves with dialect speakers regard these speakers—especially female
speakers—as equal to or higher than standard speakers in terms of solidarity, b)
speakers of Appalachian English are considered less intelligent, less ambitious, less
successful and less educated, c) the standard variety is associated with higher

social status, and d) “standard speakers are more respected than loved” (p. 343).

3.6 Language attitudes during childhood

From a sociolinguistic perspective, “a child must first realize that different languages
exist, [and] that the words he uses constitute only one of many different ways of
speaking. The second thing he learns is the social implications of speaking a
particular language” (Aboud 1976: p. 15). The ability to differentiate between

languages or language varieties signifies that the child has possessed language
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awareness. Although initial studies on children’s language awareness concluded
that children acquire this ability not earlier than at the age of five, later studies have
shown that children distinguish between different languages even from the age of
three. Garrett, Coupland and Williams (2006) allege that language attitudes, like all
other kinds of attitude, are learned through human socialisation and if they are
acquired early in someone’s life, they are more likely to last longer. One of the most
crucial aspects of language attitudes that linguists have tried to investigate is how
they develop through people’s life. This is when people start forming attitudes
towards a language and whether these attitudes remain stable during their life, or

they change and due to what reasons.
3.6.1 Onset of language attitudes

According to Nazzi, Bertoncini and Mehler (1998), to claim that infants have
acquired multiple varieties, it is necessary that they are able to recognise which
variety an utterance belongs to, based on prosodic features. This has been reported
to happen before six months of age (Mehler et al. 1988). Despite being an interesting
topic for study, the onset of language attitudes does not seem to have attracted the
interest of many linguists, and especially within complex dialectal contexts. One of
the difficulties most likely preventing researchers from being engaged with such an
issue is that different age groups need to be studied to find what one looks for. And
even more difficult is the fact that children need to be approached in different ways.
On the other hand, for years, it was thought that people become sensitive to social
aspects of a language or a dialect not earlier than at the age of nineteen (Labov
1966). However, worldwide research conducted later on the issue of children’s
language attitudes provided evidence that even pre-school children do express
attitudes towards linguistic codes (Rosenthal 1974, Schneiderman 1976, Mercer
1977, Cremona & Bates 1977, Day 1980).

To begin with, Rosenthal (1974) aimed at finding out when American monolingual
children start discriminating between SE and BE, and expressing preference for the
two codes. For this study, children from three to five years old were involved in three
tasks. The first task consisted of the measurement of similarities/differences
between pictures, sameness/difference between sentence pairs in German and
English and sentence pairs in SE and BE in order to measure grammatical and
phonological sameness/difference, and evaluation of right/wrong on the presence
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of certain characteristics in SE and BE. Then, for Task 2, children should listen to
recorded speeches of speakers of BE and SE, and they should state whether the
speaker is black or white by pointing to pictures. Finally, the third task applied direct
measurement of children’s language attitudes. Two decorated boxes with a hidden
tape recorder—called ‘Magic Boxes’—talked to children each one in a different
variety, but conveying the same meaning. The children were involved in a ‘Taking’
and a ‘Giving’ subtask. In the “Taking’ part, after listening to each of the two boxes
talking, the respondents were asked questions like: ‘Who has nicer presents?’, ‘Who
sounds nicer?’, ‘Who talks better?’, ‘Who do you like better?’, ‘Who do you want to
take your present from?’ and ‘Why do you pick her?’. For the second subtask (the
‘Giving’ part), after listening to each of the two boxes talking again, the respondents
were asked questions like: ‘Who wants it more?’, ‘Who needs it more?’, ‘Who

sounds nicer?’, ‘Who do you want to give it to?’ and ‘Why do you pick her?’.

The overall result of this study was that, even at this age, people form attitudes
towards linguistic varieties. Rosenthal (1974) found out that children attributed
higher socio-economic status to the standard variety, since they expected a nicer
present from the SE speaker and they thought that this speaker talked better than
the other one. However, in expressing their preference, the black subjects preferred
the BE speaker and the white subjects preferred the SE speaker. A further
assumption made in the study is that children’s language attitudes are influenced by
adults (parents, teachers and television) who “condition young children to regard SE

as superior and BE as inferior” (p. 52).

Like Rosenthal (1974), Mercer (1977) aimed at examining children’s ability to
discriminate between their mother tongue and a foreign language (English/French),
between varieties of their language (SE/English with a French accent) and between
two foreign languages (French/Greek). Again, the subjects ranged from three to five
years old and they were monolingual speakers of English. The experimenter used
recorded stories and photographs that supposedly depicted the speakers. After
listening to the stories, the children were given several ‘test items’ which they should
associate with one of the speakers. The results of this study were very similar to
those of Rosenthal (1974). Children by this age are able to distinguish between
different linguistic codes. By the age of three to four, they can differentiate between
their mother tongue and a foreign language and, a year later, they can recognise

different varieties of the same language. By contrast, discrimination between two
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foreign languages appears after the age of six. What Mercer (1977) concludes is
that these results would be stronger if the children’s preference was investigated
too. This would also reveal children’s language attitudes which were not included in

this study.

A study that had the onset of language attitudes as a primary purpose was
conducted by Day (1980). Day’s study was similar to that of Rosenthal (1974), in his
choice of the age groups and the methodology he chose to approach language
attitudes (‘Magic Boxes’). Honolulu kindergarten and first-grade children were asked
to listen to two boxes—a speaker conveying the same meaning first in SE and then
in Hawaii Creole English—and participate in two tasks. The first one was the “Taking
part’ and the children were asked questions about the speakers, including who they
wanted to give them a present. The second task was the ‘Giving part’. For this, the
children were given two paper pads, one for them and one to give it to a speaker of
their choice, after they listened to both guises explaining why they needed the
present. What is interesting about this study is that it showed that children start
forming language attitudes early and younger children prefer the dialect, whereas
older children prefer the standard variety. Again, Day (1980) attributes this to adults
(parents and teachers), like Rosenthal (1974).

3.6.2 Development of language attitudes

Rosenthal’s study (1974) has been an important piece of work since it constituted
the starting point of later researchers. Schneiderman (1976) adopted a puppet-show
version of the ‘Magic Boxes’ technique, where two guised puppets were used as
stimuli to assess bilingual Welland French children’s ethnic and language attitudes
towards English and French, at the age of three to twelve. During the show, the
children should express their preference for one of the puppets, answering
questions such as ‘Which puppet cheated?’, ‘Which puppet was meaner?’, ‘Which
puppet would you invite to your birthday party?’, etc. What was found out is that
“female subjects appear quite stable, preferring the French puppet at all age levels.
Boys in nursery school are pro-English [...]. Males begin to favour the French puppet
from the grade 1 level on. [...] At the grade 2 level and beyond there is little difference
in the degree of French preference exhibited by males and females” (p. 35).
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Another piece of research that engaged with the development of children’s language
attitudes was carried out by Cremona and Bates (1977). The researchers examined
southern ltalian children’s attitudes towards their dialect and Standard Italian. The
difference with the previous studies lies in the participants’ age which ranged from
six to ten years old. The children were asked to take part in three tasks: free speech
production (description of a series of pictures), judgment of the speakers using the
two varieties (matched-guise technique) and imitation of sentences in the two
varieties. Although following a different method in relation to the studies mentioned
above, a similar conclusion was drawn from this study. Children start forming
attitudes towards their languages very early and, by the age of eight, they “reject
their local dialect at close to 100% level”’, which they describe as ‘bad’ and
‘abnormal’ (p. 230). Their language production rejects dialect even earlier, although
some features never stop being used. Another observation is that boys use dialect
more, although they still dislike this code. A similar conclusion was drawn by van
Bezooijen (1994), in his study on Dutch children’s attitudes at the age of seven to

ten. At this age, the standard variety is preferred over regional varieties.

Another more recent study on children’s (and parents’) attitudes was conducted by
Shah and Anwar (2015) in Pakistan, through questionnaires and interviews.
Investigating sixth to eighth graders’ attitudes towards Punjabi (local variety which
is the mother tongue), Urdu (the national variety) and English (the international
language), it was observed that children hold negative attitudes towards the non-
standard variety since they regard it as the language of lower-class and uneducated
villagers. Instead, these children favour the standard variety as it signifies a high
social and educational status and it stands as a symbol of national identity. Similarly
English is perceived as the most superior variety. What is important to add is that
parents share these views and they believe that if their children use the local variety,

they will not be able to master Urdu and English properly.

3.7 Shift and change of language attitudes

“Attitudes change over time—rarely are they static”’, Baker (1992) argues. The
reasons for that vary from social or psychological to political. The latter justifies why
language attitudes sometimes ‘should’ change; for example, “where a language is
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fighting for survival, encouraging positive attitudes becomes crucial” (p. 97). Or, as
in the case of Namibia, the South African administration did not want the indigenous
languages to develop, thus, it cultivated negative feelings towards them (De V.
Cluver 2000). On the other hand, the social and psychological factors are the main
concern of the present section, since they are the ones that play the most important

role in the children’s formation of language attitudes as they grow up.

First of all, Baker (1992) provides four possible driving forces behind language
change which correspond to possible functions that attitudes may serve. The first
one is when someone gets some kind of reward, the second one is the feeling for
the psychological security a language makes you feel, the third one relates to
personal values and the extent to which someone associates language with identity,
and the last one is the change of attitude in order to learn more about a language
or its culture. Apart from personal motives, people may change their language
attitudes due to social reinforcement when supporting a certain code, modelling of
attitudes by parents, peers, teachers and media, or for the sake of harmony between

perception of a code and its use in practice.

Further on, Baker (1992) comes to discuss in more detail the two most important
factors of language attitudes’ change: age and personal environment. The primary
issue to be discussed is how language attitudes’ change takes place through an
individual’s life. What is for sure is that attitudes are different at different points of
someone’s life. Making reference to Celtic languages, Baker claims that teenage
speakers have less favourable feelings towards the non-standard variety, whereas
around forties they tend to go back to ‘past values’. Nonetheless, the shift does not

come suddenly, but it evolves “slowly and gradually” (p. 106).

Then, it is interesting to look how people of the immediate environment can influence
or cause such a change at these different periods. These people are family (parents
and siblings), peers and teachers, but also, institutions and mass media. Among all
these, the most crucial effect comes from ‘home language’. This concerns mainly
children whose attitudes “tend to match, or be similar, to their parents” (Baker 1992:
p. 109). Parents pass attitudes to their children according to their experiences. “Thus
parents who believe that they may have been stigmatized because of their own
language are particularly eager to have their children acquire a standard language”
(McGroarty 1996: p. 19). The next most important influence comes from peers. This
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is more obvious at teenage period, since youth culture, as a current trend of the era
we live, affects language issues. Additionally, school can play a crucial role in
language attitudes’ change at that age, via the language used in the curriculum and
by the teachers, as well as by the mass media. At a later point in someone’s life,
influence may come from the work field or business transactions, and the status a

variety appears to have within a community (Baker 1992).

As a justification to the argument that language attitudes change, two studies were
chosen to be discussed. These were conducted by Linn and Piché (1986) on pre-
adolescents and adolescents’ attitudes towards BE, and by Bangeni and Kapp
(2007) on South African university students’ attitudes towards English. Linn and
Piché (1986) used the matched-guise technique, where two recorded speeches in
SE and BE were played to black and white adolescent and pre-adolescent students
who evaluated them on a semantic differential scale. What the experimenters found
is that while some years ago BE was underestimated, black and white people
respect BE now and blacks are proud of their language. Contrarily, Bangeni and
Kapp (2007) investigated the language attitudes of black university students during
the first two years of their studies. The semi-structured interviews indicated that
South Africans’ attitudes towards English shifts during their studies in an English
university environment. “Home discourses make way for the more dominant
discourses of the institution which are perceived as being socially advantageous”
(p. 266). Also, “English signifies social mobility” (p. 266), “education, culture and

modernisation” (p. 254); primary values of people at this age.

3.8 Summary

Taking into consideration all the arguments presented above, one can realise that
language attitudes towards all linguistic codes around the world are very important
and worth investigating. Different disciplines have proposed a number of ways in
approaching the area of language attitudes. No methodology runs with no risk, but
each of them has its own strong aspects. Psychologists, sociolinguists and any other
scientists dealing with the issue of language attitudes have already shed light
through their work. Questionnaires, interviews, polls, surveys, observations,

ethnography, discourse analysis and the matched-guise technique are key methods
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already been employed. Although criticism has never left behind any of these, they
are all still used nowadays. The purpose of the study is what will drive a researcher
to choose the most appropriate measure in each case. This discussion on attitude
measurement has driven the methodology of the present experimental study and
the discussion on the issue of language attitudes has set the impetus for the present
study. The most prominent technique used for measuring children’s attitudes has
been proposed a long time ago. Since the means offered nowadays to conduct
research are of wider range and driven by modern era technology, it is essential for
researchers to experiment with more innovative, up-to-date and consequently

interesting ways to approach children or any other group of informants.

Nonetheless, before moving to the current study, discussion on the linguistic
community under investigation is necessary, along with their language attitudes
reported so far. As a result, in the next chapter, an effort is made to sketch the
linguistic profile of the GC community, through a historical review of the events that
have led to the present linguistic situation. The main focus of the chapter is the
character that CG ended up with and where the standard variety of Greek stands in

this complex and linguistically interesting situation.
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CHAPTER 4

Cypriot Greek: The community and its language

4.1 Introduction

Cypriot Greek is the language spoken by most people in Cyprus, among other
varieties. Greek and Turkish are recognised by the constitution of the Republic of
Cyprus as the official languages of Cyprus since 1960. Although the two languages
co-appear on some official documents (e.g. passport, coins and notes etc.), Greek
is the means of communication among Greek Cypriots (77%) and Turkish is used
among Turkish Cypriots (18%)—the second biggest community, followed by the
minority groups of Armenians, Maronites and Latins. However, both linguistic codes
differ from the standard varieties spoken in Greece and Turkey. Due to several
historical events, the two communities at times felt like strengthening their identity,
they supported more extensive use of the language of the motherland; whereas
during other periods of tension with the motherland, they turned to their local
linguistic variety. Unfolding the historical background of Cyprus, and specifically of
the GC community, the present chapter refers to linguistic issues of immense value,
including language policy applied, how language affected and was affected by
ethnic identity, the linguistic profile Greek Cypriots ended with, and their attitudes

towards the varieties that compose it.
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4.2  Historical background of the island and Cypriot Greek
4.2.1 The historical emergence of Cypriot Greek

The history of Cyprus is divided in three periods: the ancient, the medieval and the
contemporary. From the 12" century BC, the ancient Cypriot dialect came into
existence. Due to its advantageous geographical position in the Mediterranean Sea,
Cyprus had been moving from one conqueror's hands to another’s. Inevitably,
contact between populations brings in contact all aspects of them: culture, identity,
ideologies, habits and language. The first version of the local language—the ancient
Cypriot dialect known as the arcadocypriot dialect—appeared in Cyprus since the
12t century BC by the Achaeans and lasted until the Hellenistic era in the 4™ century
BC. What is interesting to note is that, at that time, the Cypriot dialect was written in
a local syllabic alphabet, known as the cypro-syllabic script, until the Greek alphabet
and Hellenistic Koine came to the surface. (Hill 1972, Varella 2006a, Kazamias et
al. 2013)

The ancient era (Phoenician, Egyptian, Assyrian, Persian, Macedonian and Roman
rule) was succeeded by the modern era and it was at that time that the Cypriot
dialect developed a form that resembles the present one spoken by Greek Cypriots.
By the end of the 12" century AD, Cyprus was under the French authority since
Richard | of England, who conquered the island, sold it to Guy de Lusignan. A real
diglossic situation existed with the H variety being that of the ruler (the language of
the upper social stratum) and the L variety being that of the masses. However, it
was at that time, with all those present-day Europeans, Syrians, Armenians and
Maronite Arabs’ settlement on the island and the variety of ethnicities, religions and
languages, that the dialect gained strength. The population’s diversity gave way to
the dialect to be used as the only means to communicate with one another (Hill
1972, Varella 2006a). Also, it was “[...] the only vernacular to be used in official
documents and the first one to become established in literary composition” (Varella
2006a: p. 13). Obviously, that code depicted the impact of the French language—
and not only—on the dialect (Hadjioannou 1936).

The Frankish period (1191-1489) was followed by the Venetian period (1489-1571)
which constituted a total submission to the conqueror and brought economic and

cultural devastation to Cyprus. People suffered Venetians’ exploitation through
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trade and heavy taxation, and previous cultural prosperity was definitely harmed and
continued to be, in the next three centuries by Ottoman Turks. The medieval Cypriot
dialect was mainly characterised by the introduction of French loanwords—and then,
Italian too—to the extent that the language spoken by Cypriots at that time seemed
like a mixture of Greek and French. Hadjioannou (1988) gives some examples of
such place names and lexical items still used nowadays; oiuivripiv /simi'ndirin/ which
comes from Provengal cementiri and means a low surrounding wall, and gAaouva
/fla'una/ that is derived from old French fflaon and denotes a kind of pastry-pie made
of cheese, eggs and milk. Loanwords from lItalian include pavrdrov /ma'daton/
‘news’ from mandato, kouppouviv /ku'mmunin/ ‘community’ from commune, and

kaAdpw /ka'laro/ ‘convince’ from calare (Symeonides 2006, Varella 2006a).

Although they offered privileges that were non-existent before (e.g. the re-
establishment of Orthodox Church), Turkish occupiers (1571-1878), in an effort to
‘purify’ the ethnic identity of Cyprus, effaced the remnants of past conquerors and
local people. The Greek and Western population of Cyprus underwent Killing,
starvation, poverty, banishment, isolation and Islamisation. On top of this, the
demographic portrayal of the island started changing since a Turkish minority ethnic
group (known as the TC community) started being formed with the immigration of
Turks from Anatolia. Some locals became Muslims, either Turkish-speaking or
Greek-speaking. Others preferred to act like Turks in order to survive, but they
maintained their religion. Thus, they ended up as bilingual speakers of Greek and
Turkish. Such conditions did not affect only the general ethnic and demographic
picture of Cyprus, but also, the linguistic and social one. Since people hardly
managed to get the most necessary supplies to survive, education and
consequently spreading of the Greek language was far from their concerns. This
further justifies the huge amount of Turkish borrowing in CG. Such examples are
arfaunc ladza'mis/ ‘clumsy’ from Turkish acemi, kkeAA€ /ch:e'l:e/ ‘(big) head’ from
kelle and okeurré /ske'mbe/ ‘belly’ from iskembe (Hill 1972, Symeonides 2006,
Varella 2006a).

In 1878, an agreement brought Cyprus in the hands of British, before gaining
independence in 1960. Unlike previous conquerors, British were expected to apply
some kind of policy that would show greater sensitivity towards people’s needs.

Also, people believed that the British would help Cypriots achieve enosis (union)
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with Greece. However, the British ruler imposed heavy taxation to people, in order
pay the Turks for leaving Cyprus in their hands, and the locals could not participate
in the administrative affairs of their country. However, the population of the island
increased gradually in the years following, especially the Greek community since
the tolerable living conditions did not force them emigrate any more. Education for
Greek Cypriots was delivered in Greek and in 1935 English was introduced in the
school curriculum as a second language. In 1960, after a four-year struggle with the
British colonisers, Cyprus managed to become an independent state with a
constitution composed after the agreement between Britain, Greece and Turkey.
But, this constitution did not manage to establish cooperation between GC and TC
people. Greek Cypriots’ plans to unite with Greece were threatened, in an effort to
protect Turkish Cypriots’ interests. In 1963, modifications were suggested by the
government, which the TC community opposed and people started an
intercommunal fight. After UN’s failure to bring peace among the two communities,
the Greek military’s (junta) coup d’état in 1974 offered the chance to Turkey to
intervene and occupy the northern part of the island (Arnold 1956, Varella 2006a,
b).

4.2.2 Language contact and borrowing in Cypriot Greek

Moving through all these historical stages, change—not only in politics, but in all
other aspects too—was inevitable. Language, as one of them, was highly influenced.
Such influence includes the appearance of bilingualism or diglossia, from time to
time, and borrowing which is still obvious in Greek Cypriots’ language. Borrowing in
CG occurred as a consequent of its contact with the Latin, Turkish and English
language. Arabic loanwords also appear in the CG lexicon as an influence from
Arabs that settled on the island in the 4™ century. Borrowing in CG has already been
studied by Hadjioannou (1936), Kypri (1979), Papapavlou (1988, 1989, 1994, 1997),
Pavlou (1993) and Varella (2006a, b, ¢). Many of these loanwords have also entered
the Greek language and some are indirect loans, since the donor language has
borrowed them from another language. Even more interesting are those cases
where CG borrowed a lexical item that was previously taken from the Greek
language. A number of foreign lexical items that entered CG has already been
mentioned, but, it is interesting to study other ways in which language contact

influenced local language throughout the years.
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Hadjioannou (1936), followed by Kypri (1979), constituted an initial attempt to study
lexical borrowing in CG and compile a list of loanwords. Hadjioannou, through a
historical discussion, presents a corpus of two thousand such loans that have
entered the dialect since Middle Ages. Papapavlou (1988, 1989), engaging with the
modern loanwords that entered the GC repertoire much later, explained that the
need for new terms is the first reason that led Greek Cypriots to borrow from other
languages. Xenomania or showing-off follows—as certain varieties are thought to
signify high prestige—and linguistic adequacy is believed to be the last reason for
borrowing. The results of his research brought to the surface a list of 420 English
loans, mostly nouns, which can be divided into eight categories: industry and
technology, business and commerce, sports, amusement and games, academic
and psychological terms, tourism, food and pastries, clothing and fashion. The
author infers that the influence of Britain and America on language is a sign of their
influence on technology, commerce, sports, entertainment, fashion and academic
life, too. This phenomenon “seems to be world-wide [and] felt more in the
Mediterranean region” (Papapaviou 1989: p. 101). The list of English loanwords in
CG provided by Papapavlou (1989) was enriched some years later by Papapaviou

(1997) with fifty more recent loans.

Pavlou (1993) focused on borrowing from the Turkish language. The central aim
was to examine the semantics of these words and he categorised them into: those
that do not have a Greek equivalent, those that have a Greek synonym, and those
that have a more narrowed sense in the recipient language. Moreover, a book
published one year later (Papapaviou 1994) offers a list of loanwords, drawing their
historical past and the domains they have entered, and explaining the reasons why
such influence may have occurred, as well as the sociocultural implications derived.
This study engaged with lexical borrowing from Turkish, Arabic and English.
Papapavlou divides the Turkish and Arabic loanwords into: a) food and pastries, b)
fruits and vegetables, c¢) domestic items and utensils, d) clothing and dressing, e)
agricultural items and tools, f) trade-related items, and g) names of trades. However,
apart from these items that were necessary to name new things, vividness of some
foreign words led to their adoption by Greek Cypriots. Concerning Arabic and
Turkish, these are either synonyms in kinship, religious attributes, lifestyle and

instruments of punishment, or euphemistic and cacophemistic terms.
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The most recent research on lexical borrowing in CG comes from Varella (20063,
b, c). Varella (2006b) had a similar target to that of Papapavlou (1989, 1997); to
demonstrate the influence of English on CG, as it is evident in lexical borrowing, and
to report on its growing impact both on Cyprus and other nations. Once again, the
answer mainly lies on the universal association of English with technology, business
and commerce. Additionally, Varella (2006c) engaged with lexical borrowing from
the point of the semantic processes that take place when a borrowed item enters
the recipient language. She provides logical reasoning for ‘peculiar’ semantic shifts,
bringing to the surface psycholinguistic notions that constitute driving forces behind
borrowing. Finally, Varella (2006a) offers an extensive account on how Greek
Cypriots’ language interacted with the languages of the different colonizers, from
time to time. She refers to phonological, morphological and lexical borrowing. She
claims that loanwords have undergone semantic, morphological and phonological
adaptation in entering CG. Adaptation was determined by the language system of
the donor; in cases it had a morphological/phonological system that was similar to

that of CG, little or no adaptation occurred.
4.2.3 Differences between Standard Modern Greek and Cypriot Greek

From a political point of view, CG is a dialect of SMG, for this, it is abbreviated by
some people as GCD (Greek Cypriot Dialect). SMG is the Indo-European language
spoken in Greece as the native language officially established in 1975, as a solution
to the diglossic situation between Demotic Greek and Katharevousa. From a
linguistic point of view, CG is not unanimously perceived as a dialect, thus, it is better
referred to as a variety of Greek spoken in Cyprus. The large degree of divergence
between CG and SMG, found on all language levels, is most probably attributed to
the geographical distance and the political independence, along with the rich history
of the island, that brought local language into contact with many others (Terkourafi
2007).

CG differs from the standard variety in terms of phonology, morphology, lexicon and
syntax. First of all, the lexical level seems to be the most ‘problematic’ one, since it
is the one that blocks comprehension between a CG speaker and a monodialectal
speaker of SMG. This is mostly attributed to the loanwords that entered the local
speech through its contact with other languages, as mentioned in the previous
section. Varella (2006a) adds that the ‘variegated’ vocabulary of CG is also “due to
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the maintenance of archaic words”. Despite the comprehension difficulties arising
from lexical ‘peculiarities’, as the same researcher states “the phonology of the
dialect is perhaps what sounds more striking to the ears of Standard Greek
speakers” (p. 20). For example, palatal sounds /3/, /d3/, /[l and /{/ are absent from
SMG and appear in CG in the place of /z/, /k/, Is/ (or /x/) and /ts/ (or /k/) respectively,
in certain environments. For instance, /[/ replaces /x/ when it precedes a front vowel
(e.g. xeAidovi Ixeli'doni/ ‘swallow’ becomes /[eli'onin/). Then, /z/ changes into /3/
when followed by the sound /i/, such as in vadia I'nazia/ ‘coquettish behaviour’ which
is uttered as /'naza/ in CG. As for /{/, it is the CG correspondence of /k/ when found
between a consonant and a front vowel or intervocalically, as in oaki /sa'ki/ ‘sack’
and /sa'tfin/. Finally, /d3/ appears when /k/ is word-initial and a front vowel follows or
intervocalically (@akn /fa'ki/ ‘lentil’ becomes /fa'dzi/). As Newton (1972) states, /d3/
constitutes the most characteristic aspect of GC speech, since “one often hears

remarks such as /mila me to €e/ ‘he speaks with /Ce/’ (/ke/ ‘and’ being standard [...])"
(p. 21).

What is also important to mention is that Greek Cypriots tend to pronounce double
consonants appearing in writing and even geminate single ones that are found
intervocalically. Arvaniti and Tserdanelis (2000), as well as Arvaniti (2001a, b),
observed that geminates are longer than single consonants. Malikouti-Drachman
(2009) distinguished between three categories of gemination found in CG: a)
geminates inherited from earlier stages of the language, as in 6dAacoa /'Oalas:a/
‘sea’, by contrast to SMG /'6alasal/, b) loan geminates, like in the Italian loanword
kamméAo /ka'ph:el:o/ ‘hat’, by contrast to SMG /ka'pelo/, and c) spontaneous
gemination (earlier proposed by Newton 1968), like rroré /po'th:e/ ‘never’, instead of
/po'te/. Moreover, intervocalic sounds /v/, /y/ and /8/ are deleted, such as in /'poin/
instead of /'podin/ ‘leg’, /I and /r/ are often used interchangeably (/xa'rkos/ instead
of /xa'lkos/ ‘copper’), and consonant clusters undergo changes, like in /a'vyo/ ‘egg’,
where the second consonant which is an obstruent becomes a stop and the first one

is devoiced, ending up as /a'fkon/. (Kolitsis 1986, Varella 2006a)

On the morphological level, CG uses inflectional morphemes that are absent from
SMG but are derived from Ancient Greek; for example, the ending /usin/ instead of
/un/ in the third person plural form (SMG piAouv /mi'lun/ ‘they talk’ becomes uiAouoiv
/mi'lusin/) and /asin/ instead of /an/ in the past form (&irav /l'ipan/ ‘they said’ is

eiraaiv l'ipasin/). Furthermore, in past passive, the ending /otan/ is replaced by
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letun/ in cases such as vruvorav /ndi'notan/ (‘he was getting dressed’) which
becomes /e'"dinetun/. In second and third person singular past passive forms like
vru6nkeg I'diBikies/ (‘you got dressed’) and vru6nke /"diBikie/ (‘he got dressed’), the
endings /ikies/ and /ikie/ become /is/ and /in/ respectively (/e'"diBis/ and /e"diBin/).
Additionally, imperative forms ending in /su/ (TAoou /'plisu/ ‘Wash yourself’) end in
/6:u/ in CG (mAUBBovu ['pliB:u/). Regarding CG morphology, speakers also tend to
add /e/ verb-initially to form past tenses. For instance, karaAdBw /kata'lavo/ ‘I
understand’ becomes ¢kardAaBa /eka'talava/ ‘| understood’, instead of the

standardised form kardAaBa /ka'talava/. (Varella 2006a)

Another distinctive characteristic of CG adopted from Ancient Greek is the addition
of a final /n/ sound in the accusative singular form of nouns, as well as in some verb
forms (e.g. uéAiv I'melin/ ‘honey’, nuépav li'meran/ ‘day’, eirrauev l'ipamen/ ‘we said’
etc). Concerning nouns, CG diminutives tend to end in /udin/ or /uin/, whereas their
standard counterparts end in /akii/, like apvou(d)iv /a'rnudin/ versus /a'rnakii/ ‘little
lamb’. On the other hand, /u/ is a productive ending for CG feminine diminutives
(e.g. karrou /ka't":u/ ‘kitty’, karoeAAou /katse'l:u/ ‘young cow’ etc). Furthermore, ev
/en/ is used in CG to form a negative sentence instead of the standard d¢v /den/. At
last, as far as syntax is concerned, the main difference between CG and SMG is
that CG adopted a different word-order in sentences where there is an object
pronoun. That means, while the sentence ‘|l told you’ is delivered as cou &imra /su
'ipa/ in SMG, in CG, itis mostly used as ¢itra oou /'ipa su/ (Symeonides 2006, Varella
2006a).

4.3 The linguistic background of the Greek-Cypriot community

4.3.1 The sociolinguistic situation between Standard Modern Greek and Cypriot
Greek

Cyprus’ complex historical past contributed in the GC community’s development of
its own linguistic communication. On the one side, SMG is officially recognised as
the language used in formal environments such as school, media, administration
and written communication. On the other side, CG is used in casual domains of
everyday life, including oral communication, among friends and family members, in

folk literature, as well as in TV series, especially to create a humorous effect. SMG
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is the language spoken by all Greeks around the world and it is a symbol of national
identity, while CG is the unique code that has been born on the island. It encloses
all the subsequent contacts with a dozen or so other nations and cultures, discussed
earlier. As an addition to the already complex linguistic profile of the GC community,
English comes to occupy a significant position in Greek Cypriots’ language,
especially in tourism, administration and private institutions of secondary and tertiary

education.

An aspect of the linguistic identity of Greek Cypriots that has attracted the linguists’
attention is the form the two native codes—SMG and CG—take within the GC
setting. Historical events constituted determining factors for the linguistic identity of
people. The major one was the Turkish invasion in 1974 that forced 200 000
refugees to move from the northern part of the island to the south. Furthermore, the
trend of abandoning village life and moving to the cities, and the introduction of
legislation for obligatory secondary education that is associated with the pressure
to use SMG, led people to abandon regional varieties which underwent some kind
of levelling and form a homogeneous variety the CG koine (Arvaniti 2006, Tsiplakou
et al. 2006). The linguistic situation of the GC community has been extensively

studied and disputed by many experts and non-experts in language issues.

Some researchers claim that Ferguson’s description of diglossia is observed
(Pavlou 1992, Moschonas 1996, Arvaniti 2006). The two linguistic codes—SMG and
CG—are used, although with a different social status and functions. SMG
corresponds to the H variety which is recognised as the official language of the state
since 1960 and it is used in formal contexts like education and media. On the other
hand, CG, which is the L variety, tends to be used in informal contexts when the
speaker addresses a friend or a family member in their everyday life (Ferguson
1996). Additionally, based on Di Pietro’s definition (1973) of bidialectal speakers,
“as those who possess both a socially stigmatised and a prestige variety of the same
language”, the GC community can be regarded as a bidialectal one. SMG is the
prestigious variety used in the contexts mentioned above and it is associated with
“a national state, a standardized writing system and a body of literature” (p. 5). CG
possesses a lower social status and social stigmatisation may be found within the

sub-varieties of CG.
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As previously mentioned, for political and cultural reasons (the absence of a
standardised writing system), CG is regarded as a dialect of SMG. Christodoulou
(1997) opposes to this statement, claiming that in order to call a linguistic variety a
dialect of a language, it means that both codes are acquired as first languages at
the same time. He explains that this situation does not apply in the case of the GC
setting since no one in Cyprus speaks SMG in natural speech, either because they
do not want to or because they cannot use it. SMG is only used in set-up
environments, but again the interlocutor can discern a Cypriotised version of it. By
contrast to other dialects, CG puts up its distinct dialectal sounds as a ‘shield’, so as
not to be identified with the standard variety. Christodoulou’s conclusion is that in

reality CG functions as a language.

Although many researchers present the state of SMG and CG in Cyprus as a
‘complementary distribution’ of two distinct codes (Moschonas 1996, Papapaviou &
Pavlou 1998), some researchers have claimed that the picture is not so clear.
According to Karyolemou (1994), CG speakers perceive the distinction between
SMG and CG as a dichotomous one, but, in usage, there are no such varieties used
in complementary distribution. Greek Cypriots use a mixture of the two, combining
features to the extent they are ‘allowed’ to by the specific situation, since they are
aware of the differences between the two varieties. Therefore, she proposed the
idea of perceptual diglossia in the case of Cyprus which turns into a continuum in

usage, based on the degree of mixing of the two codes.

In another study, Karyolemou (2000) mentions that salient features of both CG and
SMG are avoided by CG speakers or have faded away, therefore, they mainly use
an urban version of the dialectal code called Cypriot Koine. The same researcher
attributes this situation to the diglossia that appeared in Greece with the shift from
Katharevousa to Demotic Greek (Karyolemou 2006). The structural distance
between CG and Katharevousa protected the former from attrition and with the loss
of local features with the introduction of Demotic Greek, CG was brought closer to
SMG. Additionally, Arvaniti (2006) states that SMG is not a variety used within the
GC community since, even in its more acrolectal level, it is not the same as SMG—
the native language of Greece. In her viewpoint, this may happen because Cypriots
are ‘reluctant’ to recognise the differences between the two codes, since this would

be a divergence from Greek ethnicity. Not sharing the same language with the
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motherland makes the bonds with it become loose. Arvaniti (2006) calls SMG

spoken in Cyprus Cypriot Standard Greek.

For many years, scholars have failed to recognise that CG is not a homogeneous
code used within the GC community, but Greek Cypriots’ language constitutes a
continuum with different levels of the dialect spoken inter-speaker and intra-speaker,
all over the island. As Karyolemou (2006) alleges, the inability of linguists (and
speakers) to recognise the appearance of a continuum led to the disagreement on
where SMG stands in Greek Cypriots’ speech. While initially the situation was
described by Newton (1972) as one of a ‘dialect continuum’ (linguistic variation due
to the appearance of regiolects of the different geographical areas), later linguists
claimed that dialect levelling and koineisation, as a result of geo-socio-political
factors, led to the loss of various marked features and gave birth to a ‘register
continuum’ (Tsiplakou et al. 2005). That means Greek Cypriots’ language ranges
from a heavy dialectal variety (the ‘peasant talk’ called ‘ywpkadrika’), to a more SMG
variety (the ‘pen-pusher talk’ referred to as ‘kaAauapiorika’), with two middle levels
(the ‘correct’ or ‘tidied-up Cypriot’ called ‘cucrapiouéva’ and the ‘polite Cypriot’
called ‘euyevikd’). However, sometimes it is difficult to distinguish between the
different registers since not always there is ‘one-to-one correspondence’, especially
on the lexical level (Sivas 2003, Tsiplakou et al. 2005, Terkourafi 2007).

In earlier studies, Davy, loannou and Panayiotou (1996), as well as Karyolemou and
Pavlou (2000), cut three levels across the continuum: the local varieties, the urban
Cypriot variety and SMG. Similarly, after she provided evidence on the appearance
of a continuum rather than diglossia in Cyprus in her study in 2002, Sivas (2003)
distinguished between a variety similar to SMG used in formal situations and urban
CG used by urban people in everyday communication, while rural people use more
regional varieties of CG. That is how the continuum comes to the surface and puts
an end to the dichotomous relationship between CG and SMG as the varieties
spoken within the GC community. The researcher adds that the speakers
themselves do not realise the presence of different levels of CG, but, they believe
in a diglossic or bidialectal situation, although some of them are able to distinguish

between intermediate levels.
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Figure 4-1. The sociolinguistic situation in Cyprus (Sivas 2003)
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Whatever the case is, existing research has shown that CG is used in different
domains of life, even formal ones such as education, and this has been proven to
be beneficial for the speakers. For instance, loannidou (2007) observed that both
codes are used in a GC classroom. SMG was associated “with issues of formality
and dominance [whereas] the Dialect was the predominant variety in all the other
classroom interactions” (p. 186). Using CG in the classroom has been found to be
beneficial for further explanation (Pavlou & Papapaviou 2004), psychological
reasons (loannidou 2007, Papapaviou & Paviou 2007, Pavlou 2007), the
improvement of writing skills (Yiakoumetti 2007a) and the increase of linguistic
awareness. Being aware of the different features of SMG and CG, students are able
to produce SMG more effectively (Yiakoumetti et al. 2005, Yiakoumetti 2007b). As
said by Papapavlou and Kouridou (2007), speakers of two linguistic codes can “think
more creatively, are not constrained by restrictions [...] of one language and, if
necessary, can recognise and select several grammatical options”. Also, they can

make judgments on linguistic material (p. 224).

The ‘problematic’ character of the GC linguistic setting brought at times ethnic
identity crisis. Since Cyprus’ independence—overloaded by the different historical
events and reinforced by the opposing political ideologies shared by people—people
were led to oscillate between their Cypriot state identity and Greek ethnic identity
(Karoulla-Vrikki 2009). Cyprocentric and Hellenocentric feelings made people focus
more either on their Cypriot identity, as citizens of an independent state, or on the
common identity of the whole Greek nation. As Karoulla-Vrikki explains this is not a
matter of dichotomy between the two identities, but a matter of greater emphasis
either on the one aspect or the other. “The boundaries between the two poles of
identity should be seen as blurred and ambiguous because the two ideologies co-

existed and have often overlapped” (2009: p. 189).
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As Sciriha (1996) claims, on the one hand, CG is the variety widely used in people’s
everyday interactions and ‘it is undeniably the most visible marker of the
respondents’ identity as Cypriot” (p. 99). On the other hand, SMG is the language
of the Greek nation that appears in formal and written communication and it is given
institutional support. In this way, Greek Cypriots have been trapped into an
incessant struggle between their Greekness and Cypriotness, which has been
further cultivated by political parties. Supporters of the Cypriot identity are generally
more in favour of the dialect, whereas those who defend the Greek identity hold
more positive stances towards the standard variety (Karyolemou 2002). However,
there have been cases in the history of Cyprus where people in favour of Greek
identity—the right wing—fought for the use of the dialect and vice versa; e.g. the
Council of Ministers in standardising and transliterating toponyms (see Papapaviou
2006). The ethnic identity of Greek Cypriots has been further affected by English.
The impact of English on the local language as permitted by people’s favourability
brought fears of distortion of identity (Papapaviou 1997, McEntee-Atalianis &
Pouloukas 2001).

According to Christodoulou (1997), SMG could have become the mother tongue of
Greek Cypriots if it was not for the British intervention. During Cypriots’ conflict with
the British colonisers, the locals used the dialect as a means to show their Greek
identity. But, the colonisers regarded the dialect as a ‘corrupted’ version of Greek
which shared similar sounds with English (i.e. /[/, /{f/, /d&3/). Hence, they used the
dialect to deliver the message to people that it is not just the language spoken within
the agricultural society of the island, but a widely accepted means of
communication. For Christofides (2010):

“[...] Greek identity in Cyprus can be described as both graphocentric
and grammatocentric. Demotic does not represent speech in Cyprus,
does not, without agency, represent spoken signifiers. Instead, it
reproduces the speech of the Greek Other, reproduces the signifier of
the Greek Other’s first signifier. This reproduction attempts to
extinguish the trace of the Oriental Other marked in the selfsame by
Cypriot Greek.” (p. 422)

4.3.2 Language policy and planning throughout the years

From what has been said so far, it is inferred that, except for the two main linguistic
varieties that prevail in Cyprus (i.e. CG and SMG), English has always been holding

a distinctive place on the linguistic portrait of the country. Until the early years of the
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establishment of the state’s independence, language planning in Cyprus favoured
English over Greek as a way to opt for the local Cypriot identity, whereas later
historical events made people want to strive for their Greekness. This linguistic
protectionism (Karyolemou 2010) guided language policy practitioners’ decisions
during sensitive periods of historical—and subsequently ethno-political—

reformations.

After 1960 when Cyprus gained its independence and with the co-existence of
different ethnic groups, the official languages of the state were Standard Greek and
Standard Turkish as they were the languages of the two main communities.
However, English never ceased occupying an important place in Cyprus’ linguistic
setting. Even though at that time Cyprus was an independent state and could
develop its own legal system, people kept the British one which was introduced in
1878 and was composed in English. Similarly, the new legislation introduced
allowed for the use of English and although court documents should be delivered in
the language of the people concerned with (if they addressed Greek people, in
Greek, and if they were intended for Turkish people, in Turkish), they were still
written in English. Additional to this, although the provisions of the Constitution
secured people’s linguistic rights, in 1965 a new law was introduced that enabled
the use of any language being used in the court (i.e. English). English was thought
to be a requirement in the court since communication was carried out in English,
until mid-1980s. If someone did not speak English, they should wait until someone
interpreted what was said. And sometimes this was not done until the verdict,
despite of the violation of people’s rights (Karoulla-Vrikki 2009, Hadjioannou et al
2011).

The co-existence of Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots, along with that of their
languages, ceased after the Turkish invasion in 1974. Greek Cypriots and the Greek
language were displaced to the southern part of Cyprus, while Turkish Cypriots and
the Turkish language were restricted to the north. Even after 2003 that the
administration of northern Cyprus allowed the passage of Greek Cypriots to the
areas under their control, communication between the two communities is almost
non-existent (Hadjioannou et al. 2011). Political tension enabled the replacement of
Turkish as a second language within the GC community by English. Official

governmental documents, place names and street names are written in English—
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Romanised spelling—as well as the first foreign language to be learned at school is
English (Sciriha 1996).

Nevertheless, in an effort to revive the Greek identity of Cypriots and the use of the
Greek language in a forgotten native Greek-speaking environment, there has been
a great turn in language policy during 1980s. Place names started being rendered
in SMG, bringing a ten-year disagreement in rendering CG sounds like /{f/ in names
like Aaragid /la'fa/ that ended up being codified as Aakkid /la'ch:a/ (Karyolemou
2010). In 1988, there has been enactment of a law concerning the official languages
of the state, with which Greek and Turkish replaced English as the court language.
Thus, people entering the court should be able to master one of the official
languages, verdicts and decrees were given in Greek or Turkish, and laws started
being translated. As for the civil service, the replacement of English by Greek (as
the official language spoken in the southern areas) in official documents was
completed in 1994. Hence, passports, identity cards, driving licenses and street
names should be in Greek and the English use was restricted to some documents

of governmental and ‘semi-governmental’ organisations (Karoulla-Vrikki 2009).

Concerning the language of education, up until 1976, Katharevousa has been the
language of primary and secondary education in Cyprus, surely for writing and
mostly for instruction by the teachers, which has later been replaced by Demotic
Greek. Recently, teachers have started using the dialect in the classroom for certain
purposes (loannidou 2007). During the struggle against the British rule (1955-1959)
and the years that followed Cyprus’ independence, education in Cyprus—which was
in the hands of two Communal Chambers as the legislative bodies of the GC and
TC communities, until 1965 when the Ministry of Education was created—served as
a means to promote each community’s ethnic identity. As for the GC community, it
was believed that promoting the Greek and Christian identity of the island would
strengthen the bonds with the motherland. Also, that was thought to be the best way
to get rid of any British remnants. English was not taught at schools and, along with
SMG, students studied Ancient Greek, since the Minister of Education Costantinos
Spyridakis regarded it as “the ancestral heritage that ‘had been nurturing’ the entire
world” (Karoulla-Vrikki 2009: p. 198). Private schools whose language of instruction
was English were not officially recognised because they harmed people’s
Greekness. CG had no place in the ideal hellenocentric educational system and in
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any other domain in Cyprus. It was thought to be associated with poor education

and low social status.

But, people’s beliefs and ideals seem to have undergone a change after Turkish
invasion in 1974. When SMG became the officially recognised language of Greece
in 1975, at the same time, SMG became the language of education in southern
Cyprus too. Yet, Greek Cypriots’ disappointment, because of Greece’s backing of
the coup against president Makarios and the subsequent failure to counter the
Turkish invasion, led people turn towards more Cyprocentric views. Initially, an
anthology of GC literature written in CG was published and studied as part of
Modern Greek lessons. In addition, the use of CG in the classroom to ensure
students’ understanding was no more prohibited. Although the replacement of the
archaic variety by the spoken one in Greece offered the opportunity to CG to gain
“some legitimacy in the Cypriot school curriculum [...] no formal attempt was ever
made to introduce contemporary CG as a vehicle for school literacy” (Hadjioannou
2011: p. 530). Up until recently, in studying language in the classroom, Pavlou
(2007) found that teachers correct students and themselves too when they use CG
during the lesson. Teachers have been also observed to correct students when
using CG or ask students to correct themselves, by loannidou and Sophocleous
(2010).

The policy favouring Cypriotisation lasted until the 1990s when the government of
that time returned to the promotion of the belief that Greek identity is over the state
identity, and this would be achieved through the preservation of the (standard)
Greek language. Klairi Angelidou, the Minister of Education, praised the contribution
of the Greek language in the enrichment of the vocabulary of other languages and
wanted the students to believe that the better they could command the standard
variety, the easier they could learn foreign languages. At the same time, Ancient
Greek texts were studied in their original version (Karoulla-Vrikki 2009). According
to the curriculum implemented at present, the textbooks used are published by the
Ministry of Education in Greece, (standard) Greek instruction ranges from six to ten
hours per week throughout school years, English lessons last about two hours per
week (from elementary school), and CG is formally found nowhere in education.
After linguists’ efforts to provide scientific evidence for the beneficial role of the
introduction of Greek Cypriots’ mother tongue (i.e. CG) in the classroom, curriculum

reformations in 2010 recognised the importance of the acquisition of CG, in relation
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to SMG, in the development of students’ metalinguistic and sociolinguistic

awareness (Hadjioannou et al. 2011).

The language policy tension, arousing from identity concerns, was intensified when
the University of Cyprus (the first public university in Cyprus) was to be established.
Before Turkish invasion, the notion of a ‘national university’ whose language of
instruction would be only SMG was preferred. But, after the Turkish invasion, with
the feeling of disappointment towards the motherland, Greek Cypriots envisioned a
‘state university’ whose official languages would be SMG, Turkish and English that
would offer opportunities to all Cypriot and foreign students. The latter option
including English brought fear of corruption of people’s Greek identity and finally, in
1989, led to the decision of the creation of a bi-communal university whose official
languages would follow the provisions of the Constitution. Thus, as for the present
situation in tertiary and higher education, the official languages of the University of
Cyprus and the Cyprus University of Technology are Greek (SMG) and Turkish,
although Greek is the one that is exclusively used, with the exception of the
Department of Turkish Studies. French and English are the languages of instruction
for the Departments of French Studies and English Studies respectively. English is
also used in private institutions, the Higher Hotel Institute and the Higher Technical

Institute—until it ceased to exist in 2009 (Karyolemou 2001).

4.4  Greek Cypriots’ language attitudes
4.4.1 Attitudes towards Standard Modern Greek and Cypriot Greek

Papapavlou (1998) is one of the first linguists who investigated Greek Cypriots’
language attitudes. The study measured attitudes towards SMG and CG and made
use of the matched-guise technique. Five speakers, who were highly competent in
both codes, took part in ten recordings using SMG and CG to talk about an accident,
going on a trip, accepting an invitation etc. Then, the recordings were played to GC
university students who were asked to evaluate the speakers on a semantic
differential scale of bipolar adjectives, like sincere-insincere, attractive-unattractive,
dependable-undependable etc. The findings showed that the participants were
more in favour of SMG rather than CG, since SMG was evaluated more positively
in eight out of twelve pairs of adjectives. Speakers of CG were considered
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completely uneducated, whereas when the same people talked in SMG, they were
characterised as educated by all subjects. Moreover, speakers of the standard were
thought to obtain a higher degree of attractiveness, ambition, intelligence,
interestingness, modernity, dependability and pleasantness. On the contrary, these
speakers were not perceived as friendlier, kinder, more humorous or more sincere
than speakers of CG. Papapaviou explains this by saying that these are
characteristics given to people who are close to the individual and, in this case,
these are people who use the dialect. The admiration towards the standard variety
most probably derives from the fact that it is “something that they have never been

able to master completely” (1998: p. 25).

An attempt to find out what aspect of CG is that which makes it unattractive,
unpleasant, boring and old-fashioned was made by Papapavlou (2001). This study
focused on the phonology of the language and whether sounds /d3/ (e.g. for weather
/dze'ros/) and /[/ (e.g. for hand /'[eri/), which correspond to SMG /k/ (e.g. /ke'ros/)
and /x/ (e.g. /'xeri/), make CG sounds unpleasant to the Greek Cypriots’ ear.
Therefore, university students were randomly selected to participate in the
experiment and were asked to evaluate the speakers of two versions of a story and
the language they used. The two versions were in CG, but while in the first version
/d3/ replaced /k/, in the second version /[/ replaced /x/. After listening to the story,
the participants should indicate the following: the broadness of the speaker’s accent,
the speaker’s educational level and the degree of comprehensibility of the speech.
Although both /d3/ and /|/ are characteristics of CG that phonologically distinguish it
from SMG, /[/ seems to sound harsher than /d3/ according to Greek Cypriots who
find its users less educated and even less comprehensible. The question that
remains unanswered is what makes /J/ less pleasant than /d3/ and whether this
perception leads speakers of CG avoid using /[/ more often than /dz/, in their effort

to accommodate their speech in formal contexts where SMG is expected.

Tsiplakou’s study (2003) comes as a counterargument to the above studies which
concluded that Greek Cypriots hold more positive attitudes towards the standard
rather than the dialect. Again, the aim was to investigate attitudes towards the two
varieties spoken across the island, but, based on what had already been found, this
study’s results were not expected. The population under investigation consisted of
secondary-school, high-school and university students. For the data collection,

questionnaires and interviews were used. By contrast to the previous studies, these
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people not only were not in favour of SMG, but they found CG slightly more superior,
attributing it higher degree of ‘sincerity’ and ‘directness’, as well as equal degree of
‘richness of language’ and ‘attractiveness’, compared to SMG. What is more is that
this probably derives from the fact that they feel they have completely acquired SMG
and they can successfully code-switch between the two varieties according to the
situation and the topic of the discussion. Nevertheless, during the interviews, the
participants revealed that in some cases they cannot say whether they speak in
SMG or CG. Tsiplakou attributes young people’s favourable attitudes towards CG
to the fact that the media use the dialect more and more, although it is in comedies
and satire rather than factual information programmes. Another possible
explanation is that young people do this as a way to resist what is imposed to them

by the language policy; that the official language of the state is SMG.

loannidou (2004) studied GC students’ attitudes and found out that language
attitudes held by people and their ethnic identity are strongly interwoven, although
there is not a straightforward relationship between the two. A linguistic variety may
be favoured or unfavoured, regardless the ethnic identity associated with it. The
investigator’s conclusion was the following:

“Students’ ethnic identities appeared multiple and complex and
language seemed to play an important role in all these multiple layers
of identity. Clearly the Dialect was a major feature of students’
‘Cypriot’ identity; it was the linguistic variety they felt more
comfortable with, their mother tongue speech and their point of
solidarity with the rest of the Greek Cypriots. However, it was
devalued (while the identity was not) [...] Standard was clearly not a
part of their identity, although they held positive values for it in
matters of status and appropriateness. Nevertheless, students did
not reject ‘Greek’ identity, and they adopted it as a complementary
force in their sense of being ‘Cypriots’.” (p. 46)

In 2007, Papapavlou investigated GC university students’ language attitudes
towards CG in relation to language policy and planning and, more specifically, the
possibility of introducing the dialect as the language of instruction at school. The
measurement tool used was a questionnaire where the subjects expressed their
favourability of dialectal and bidialectal education, their opinion on the difficulties the
ministry would encounter if such a measure would be implemented, and their
agreement/disagreement on possible effects this change would bring. Negative
attitudes towards CG were obtained in this study too, as far as the idea of dialectal

education is concerned. The participants in this experiment expressed
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disagreement in the idea of dialectal education, although most of them believe that
CG can satisfy children’s needs. On the other hand, the majority of them support
bidialectal education. Regarding the problems that may arise, people alleged that
these mainly relate to textbooks, grammars and dictionaries. Finally, it was claimed
that such a measure might bring feelings of freedom of oral expression, self-
confidence, belongingness and creativity, as well as “linguistic impoverishment and

cultural isolation” (p. 205).

At the same time, Themistocleous (2007) studied attitudes towards an online written
form of CG. As already mentioned, CG has no standardised writing system of its
own, although it has been traditionally using the Greek alphabet with several
diacritics and occasionally some symbols taken from the Roman alphabet (Armostis
et al. 2014). As for online (informal) communication, GC internet users tend to use
the dialect written in the Roman alphabet (a Cypriotised form of Greeklish). GC
internet users participated in Themistocleous’ study and were asked to answer an
online questionnaire of open and Likert-scale questions. The researcher obtained a
similar picture to that of Tsiplakou (2003); positive attitudes are held towards CG.
Internet users said that they prefer to use CG in online communication rather than
SMG, since it “sounds more natural and because they can express themselves
better” (Themistocleous 2007: p. 482). Although being written, online
communication resembles oral everyday communication and, as the participants
reported, they use CG for their everyday communication, thus, they use it for online
communication too. For this, the more they use the internet, the more competent
they become in this Romanised written form of CG. Moreover, the use of Roman
characters, instead of Greek ones, was justified as easier to use and more accurate
in transferring CG sounds. At last, even this existing form of written CG is not enough
to convince Greek Cypriots that at some time it will be developed into a proper

writing system that can satisfy their needs in all aspects of written communication.

Recently, another effort was made to investigate Greek Cypriots’ language attitudes
towards SMG and CG by Papapavlou and Sophocleous (2009). This study did not
consider the dialect as one cohesive code, but as a dialect continuum with four
different levels: from ‘heavy’ CG (Baperd Kumrpiakd) to the most acrolectal level of
SMG. The questions posed were how Greek Cypriots express their attitudes
towards a code and how they differentiate themselves from the speakers of an

unfavourable code, through the use of deixis. People under investigation were
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university students who were divided in three focus groups, after participating in a
preliminary survey to confirm their awareness of the different registers. According
to the method employed, they listened to eight speakers narrating an experience
using one of the four dialect levels, before evaluating their register with the aid of a
table that contained descriptions of each register. Then, the three focus groups took
part in a discussion for the experimenters to elicit their language attitudes. The
participants expressed negative feelings towards the broadest level of CG and tried
to socially differentiate themselves from the speakers using it, through the use of
‘them’ and ‘us’. “‘Them’ referred to the speakers of the basilect who were thought to
be “construction workers or people who just finished the army and do not attend
tertiary education [or] peasants driving a crew cab or villagers” and ‘us’ referred to
educated people (p. 11). However, they did not seem to be in favour of using SMG,
since they felt “like acting” (p. 13), and they used CG during their discussion with
the experimenter. The ideal for them is a combination of the two varieties which
makes you feel like home on the one hand, and accepted by society on the other

hand, since you do not use stigmatised features.
4.4.2 Attitudes towards other languages

Apart from the studies conducted on the native language used on the island, some
researchers have investigated the role of another language that plays an important
role in Cyprus; that of English. Papapavlou’s study (1994) provided evidence for the
vast number of English loanwords that invaded Cypriots’ speech, due to historical
reasons. On the other hand, Goutsos (2005), analysing Greek Cypriots’ speech,
observed that they switch into English very often for stylistic, argumentative or
narrative reasons. English does not indicate a high social status and such kind of
switching is also done by people who do not speak English fluently. For this, it is

inferred that the identity of Greek Cypriots has been inevitably affected by English.

Additionally, McEntee-Atalianis and Pouloukas (2001) studied Greek Cypriots’
attitudes towards SMG, CG and English. The aim was to examine Greek Cypriots’
perception of their linguistic identity, their attitudes towards the three codes and the
role that the cultural, symbolic and economic value of these codes plays in the
formation of language attitudes and language alteration. Hence, Greek Cypriots
over the age of sixteen were asked to fill a questionnaire, where they should express
agreement/disagreement to a number of statements indicating their attitudes and
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report which code they use in different situations. The findings of this experimental
study revealed that while English possesses a high position in mainly professional
domains, Greek Cypriots support their native codes and wish to protect CG from
English influence since it stands as a symbol of their identity. Those who had less
contact with English throughout their lives find English more necessary and useful
than those who grew up with more English around them. Moreover, younger
generations seem to use English more, since it offers them greater access to
technology, education and travel. However, the authors argue that this must not be
viewed as an alarm, since “GCD/SMG are reported to be predominantly used in all

domains by all groupings” (p. 34).

4.5 Greek-Cypriot children’s language attitudes

The primary investigation of language attitudes in early childhood within the GC
setting was conducted by Pavlou (1999). This effort constituted a pilot study which
tried to investigate GC children’s linguistic preferences towards SMG and CG. A
similar methodology to that of Rosenthal (1974) was followed and children of 4;5 to
5;7 years old participated in three tasks. At first, the researcher checked the
children’s ability to discriminate between two languages and, then, between two
varieties of the same language (SMG and CG) that differ in terms of phonology and
grammar. For the second task, to measure whether children make associations
between language and social status, the children listened to eight speeches and
were asked to associate each speaker with a picture of a rich or a poor child. Finally,
Task 3 consisted of a version of the matched-guise technique adjusted to children’s

needs; the ‘Magic Boxes’ discussed earlier in Rosenthal’s study (1974).

The most important result of Pavilou (1999) is that even at this age children hold
language attitudes. GC children’s attitudes were not found to be more positive
towards the one variety than the other. In the ‘Magic Boxes’, some of them preferred
SMG, but some others preferred CG. What is significant about the results is that
those who preferred the SMG guise liked her voice, whereas those in favour of the
CG guise found this speaker more comprehensible. As far as Task 2 is concerned,
children did not associate the dialect with the poor child and the standard with the

rich child as expected. As Pavlou explains, it might be because of the particular
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pictures used, since the rich child possessed things that most people have

nowadays.

More than ten years later, Sophocleous and Wilks (2010) made an effort to
approach attitudes towards SMG and CG in the kindergarten. Specifically, the aim
of the study was to investigate kindergarten teachers’ attitudes towards and use of
the two varieties in the classroom, as well as the existence of children’s attitudes at
the age of four to six through their language use. For data collection, classroom
observations were conducted taking notes, accompanied by interviews with the
teachers. What was observed is that teachers use the standard variety in teaching
and modeling the ‘correct’ language, but they use the dialect in less formal
interactions with the children to make them feel comfortable with expressing
themselves. Although teachers claimed that they are flexible with the use of the
dialect, “the approaches the latter employ [...] train children to distinguish one
variety from the other and to recognise in which interactions in the classroom the

standard variety is considered more ‘appropriate’ to use than the dialect” (p. 65).

Late childhood attitudes constituted the research topic of Kounnapi (2006). In an
effort to investigate the attitudes held towards the use of SMG and CG by GC sixth-
grade primary-school students (aged eleven to twelve), living in the town and the
district of Limassol, she employed a combination of the ‘Magic Boxes’ and
questionnaires for students to report their perception and preference of the two
codes. At the same time, gender, socioeconomic status, place of residence and
political orientations were tested to detect whether these factors influence children’s
language attitudes. The results showed that children at this age are aware of the
difference between the two codes and they are more in favour of the standard variety
than the dialect, although in less degree in comparison to pre-school children
(Pavlou 1999) or adults (Papapavlou 1998). Also, for most of the traits, “girls, lower
socioeconomic class children, children living in urban areas and students with a left-
wing political orientation [i.e. communism] showed preference for the Cypriot dialect
whereas boys, middle and upper class children, children living in rural areas and
students with a right-wing political orientation [i.e. nationalism] showed preference
for the Standard Modern Greek language” (Kounnapi 2006: p. 696). Kounnapi’s
findings are contradictory to those of Sergidi and Evripidou (2014). In an effort to
investigate GC primary-school children’s attitudes through a matched-guise

experiment, these researchers observed that children at this age are aware of the
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differences between SMG and CG, and they do not favour the standard variety more

than the dialect.

In another study, Yiakoumetti, Evans and Esch (2005) investigated the language
attitudes of children aged eleven towards the standard and non-standard variety
present within the GC community. The actual purpose of this study was to test how
GC students’ language awareness affects their language use and language
attitudes. For this, the experimenters implemented a language-learning programme
to improve students’ oral performance of the standard variety (as a second
language) by abandoning dialect interference and to test changes in the children’s
attitudes towards the two codes. The post-treatment interview revealed that the
students’ oral production of SMG was significantly improved. The questionnaire
measuring children’s attitudes towards the two varieties—distributed both before
and after the implementation of the programme—showed that “prior to the
application of the programme, both groups held negative attitudes towards the CD.
After the completion of the intervention programme, both groups responded
positively towards the CD and SMG” (p. 258). What is also worth-mentioning is that,

in the end, rural children favoured CG more than urban children.

46 Summary

By contrast to other Greek dialects, CG continued to be used through years and
gradually entered different domains of life, even formal ones. The geographical
distance, along with the political independence, let it survive, not be absorbed by
the standard variety and stand as a linguistic code of equal value as all non-standard
varieties should do. Like in any other multifaceted linguistic setting, the association
of language with historical events and identity issues has played a significant role in
the formation and re-formation of the present state of CG. At times GC people aimed
at promoting their Hellenization, language policy strove for the promotion of SMG.
But, at times they wanted to strengthen their Cypriot identity, they shifted to
Cyprocentric views supporting the dialect. In this way, the GC community ended up
with a complex linguistic identity that, in relation to various socio-political ideologies,
affected people’s attitudes towards the linguistic varieties that compose the

community.

85



Having set the necessary background on which the present study is based, Chapter
5 gives all the information concerning the experimental part of the thesis. The
research questions and hypotheses are reported first. Then, the discussion moves
to the methodology and procedure followed, taking into account several

methodological considerations which have been raised in previous studies.
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CHAPTER 5

The study

51 Introduction

People’s language attitudes are more sensitive during childhood, since at this stage
bonds with the family, teachers and peers are stronger. Getting older, a person’s
attitudes seem to stabilise and resist external forces, except for cases of social and
political integration. Further, it is believed that “throughout childhood, at different
developmental stages, different aspects of language variation play important roles
[and] subsequently, in adulthood language attitudes remain rather stable” (Raki¢ &
Steffens 2013: p. 52). Based on the relevant literature, the present experimental
study aims at shedding light on Greek Cypriots’ perception of variation in CG and
the development of language attitudes towards different dialect levels at the age of
five to seven. Initial research on the onset of language attitudes showed that children
are able to discriminate between different languages earlier than between varieties

of the same language (Rosenthal 1974).

The aim of the present chapter initially is to report the research questions and
hypotheses that compose the purpose of the study. After taking into account several
methodological considerations derived from earlier similar studies, the experimental
part is analysed. First, the preliminary experiment to define the CG continuum will
be explained and, then, the discussion moves to the main study, where reference is
made to the instrument and its piloting, the participants in the experiment and the

exact procedure followed.
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5.2 Research questions and hypotheses

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the development of Greek
Cypriots’ language attitudes (and possibly the onset) through the stages of age five,
six and seven towards their native linguistic profile. As already mentioned, the
present study considers the GC community as a case of a dialect/register continuum
with different levels of the non-homogeneous variety called CG. Although there is
no universal agreement on the number of these levels—and most probably there
will never be, since lexical items or utterances in CG may appear in three, five or
even seven different versions—the experimenter chose to study the continuum in

terms of three levels.

In particular, the present thesis aims at providing answers to the following questions:

1) Do GC children hold attitudes towards various levels of CG in different stages
of early sociolinguistic development?

2) Do GC children make associations between language and non-language
variables such as physical appearance (different hairstyle, makeup and facial
characteristics), or context (farm, classroom or park)? Do these associations
reveal attitudinal stances?

3) Does children’s gender play a role in the sociolinguistic development of GC

children?

It is believed that as young as aged three children are able to discriminate between
languages, whereas “discrimination between two varieties of the same language
develops between the ages of four and five” (Rosenthal 1974: p.56). Also, by the
age of five, children growing up in bi-/multi- dialectal settings are fully aware of the
varieties used within the community which they are part of. Overall, based on
already existing literature concerning the issues of children’s language attitudes,
attitudes towards standard and non-standard varieties, children’s language
awareness and gender differences related to language discussed in previous
chapters, the following hypotheses have been formed:
a) Older GC children are more in favour of the acrolectal level of CG than
younger children.
b) Female GC children are more aware of the variation in CG, thus they hold
more clear language attitudes which are developed earlier than those of
males.
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c) Female GC children are more in favour of the acrolectal level than males.
d) While the acrolectal level of CG is mostly associated with elegance and
formality, the basilectal level of CG is mostly associated with untidiness and

informality.

5.3 Methodological considerations

As introduced by Rosenthal (1974), the method of indirectly measuring children’s
language attitudes from age three, called ‘Magic Boxes’, includes three tasks with
multiple subtasks. This method has been implemented by several researchers in
different settings, including Pavlou (1999) in Cyprus. The differences between the
original implementation of the methodology and that of Pavlou are discussed in this
section, drawing emphasis on what has been done in the present study to avoid

problems faced by previous experimenters.

Rosenthal’s proposal (1974) is that the first task measures children’s discrimination
ability at different levels with the use of pictures. Similar to Rosenthal’s study on SE
and BE, Pavlou (1999) measured: a) same/different discrimination on a concrete
picture level, b) same/different discrimination between sentence pairs in Greek and
a foreign language (English), c) differences between sentence pairs in CG and SMG
in terms of grammar, d) differences between sentence pairs in CG and SMG in terms
of phonology, and e) rightness/wrongness of CG and SMG sentences based on the
presence/absence of linguistic variables. The problems identified by Pavlou
regarding Task 1 concerned the fifth subtask. The researcher faced problems with
the children’s understanding of the terms ‘right’ and ‘wrong’. “The children had the
notion of correct and wrong in terms of language, but most of them were accustomed
to refer to this dichotomy using a variety of terms” (p. 888). The confusion created
by this and, consequently, the experimenter’s intervention to explain, leave a doubt
about whether the children gave true answers. The present study does not include
a discrimination ability task since it engages with children over five years old, not
from the age of three. Based on Rosenthal’s claims, by this age, children are already
able to distinguish between different languages, as well as between varieties of the

same language.
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Task 2 aimed at making associations between language and non-language
features. Rosenthal’s associations (1974) were between SE or BE and white faces
or black faces, respectively. Pavlou (1999) tried to check if children associate
language with social class. While Rosenthal’s non-language features associated
with the two varieties under investigation were clear (black vs. white), for Paviou
(1999), it was difficult to select the kind of commodities that represent richness
(upper class) and poverty (lower middle class). It must be taken into consideration
that there are wealthy people who do not show off their wealth and people who
possess expensive commodities even though they are not wealthy. The present
study tests whether children at this age make associations between language and
physical appearance of the speaker, as well as between the linguistic code and the

setting where it is used.

Two further methodological problems pointed out by Paviou (1999) concerned the
linguistic varieties under investigation. First of all, from what has been argued in the
literature, there is no clear-cut distinction between CG and SMG in Cyprus. Even
more, it is claimed that SMG does not appear in its original standardised form in
Cyprus (Arvaniti 2006) and CG is not a unified code, but a dialect continuum
(Tsiplakou et al. 2005). Pavlou (1999) chose to investigate SMG and one level of
CG. Then, Pavlou faced the problem about which variety should be used by the
experimenter so as not to affect the results. Therefore, the present study is based
on the belief that there is a continuum within Greek Cypriots’ speech. Since no
studies have clearly defined it yet, a preliminary study helped the experimenter to
decide on the items that should go under each level of this continuum. The possibility
of the language used by the experimenter intervening in the participants’ choices

still remains an unsolved matter.

5.4  Defining the continuum under investigation: The preliminary study

As already mentioned in earlier chapters of this thesis, long discussion and
disagreement has been raised concerning the linguistic profile of the GC community.
Although most of the empirical research conducted in this setting regarded it as a
bidialectal or diglossic one, the present study has been based on the belief that

there is no use of two clearly distinct dialectal varieties inter- and intra- speaker, but
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CG constitutes a case of a dialect/register continuum (Sivas 2003, Tsiplakou et al.
2005, Terkourafi 2007). But, inadequate work on defining the continuum—how many
levels there are and what belongs to which level—led the researcher to carry out a
preliminary experiment on non-expert native speakers for the choice of the linguistic
input to be used in the main study. Additionally, the experimenter consulted the

database of CG of the University of Cyprus (http://lexcy.library. ucy.ac.cy/).

A prior decision made was that the continuum under study must be restricted in
three levels for the ease of the study, since not all lexical items have more than three
versions and the study aims at children who are less sensitive to linguistic issues.
As claimed by Pavlou and Christodoulou (2001), “the most obvious differences
[between CG and SMG] are found in the phonology” (p. 78). Thus, it was decided
to consider the different levels of the continuum only in terms of phonology. Besides,
as Andersen (1992) alleges, “the most detailed evidence of sex differences has

been provided at the phonological level” (p. 41).

The initial matter concerned was to establish a set of criteria which the selection of
the linguistic input to be used in the study would be based on. Karyolemou (2006)
argues that the existence of distinct varieties of a dialect is assured by
‘systematicity’, ‘focusing’ and ‘unlocalizability’. This means that the certain features
are used systematically by the speakers and are not characteristics of a specific
geographical area. Sivas’ research (2002) showed that although Greek Cypriots use
features systematically, there is no evidence of focusing since they do not combine
them the same way. The lack of adequate evidence to affirm that certain linguistic
features (of any language level) belong to a certain level of the CG continuum led
the researcher to conduct a preliminary study on native speakers of CG. The
selection of linguistic input was based on proposed versions of lexical items included
in the repertoire of a native CG speaker, rather than on features that would drive the

compilation of linguistic items.

For this, during the spring semester 2013-14, 37 fourth-year students of the
Department of English Studies of the University of Cyprus, native speakers of CG,
were asked to give their feedback on three CG versions of thirty lexical and phrasal
items. The list was distributed in the form of a questionnaire, where the participants
were asked to express whether they agreed with the three suggested versions of
each item, giving possible alternatives in cases of disagreement (see Appendix I).
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The items appearing on the list could vary either on the phonological, lexical,
syntactic or morphological level. Phonological counterparts are the only ones that
can easily give multiple versions of the same item being distinguished on the same
level. For the rest levels, one of the three versions differed in terms of phonology.
What is worth-mentioning is that differences solely on the lexical level appear to be
mostly cases of bidialectism with two versions, one belonging to the standard variety
and the other one to CG. This constituted the main reason why the experimenter
eventually preferred the linguistic stimuli to be based only on the phonological

variable.

Analysing the data obtained in percentages of agreement per item, seventeen of the
items that differentiated only on the phonological level were used (some of them
more than once) to compose the guises’ speeches, undergoing slight changes such
as in number, case, etc., but maintaining the special phonological characteristics of
the original proposals. From a pool of alternatives created, as the participants made
their own proposals as well, the researcher chose the three phonologically most
distinctive versions of each lexical item to represent the acrolectal, the mesolectal
and the basilectal level of CG. The linguistic input used to trigger the participants’
attitudes in the main study appears in the following table in alphabetical order, under

the categories of acrolect, mesolect and basilect.
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Table 5-1. Linguistic input of the study

Lexical items ‘ Acrolect Mesolect Basilect
adéppla = siblings a'derfja a'derfca a'erca
avbpwTtrol = people ‘anBropi ‘aBropi ‘adropi
avoiyw = (I) open a'niyo a'n:iyo a'n:io
apnoav = (they) left ‘afisan ‘afikan ‘aikan
Byaivw = (1) go out ‘vjeno 'vjen:o ‘fken:o
oaykwvw = () bite da’'ngono da'kh:an:o a'kh:an:o
épyovral = (they) come ‘erxonde ‘erxunde ‘erkunde
ékava = (1) did ‘ekana ‘ekamna ‘ekam:a
K&Bovral = (they) sit 'kaBonde ‘kaBunde ‘kaxunde
Kaivoupyiou = (of the) new ke'nurju dze 'nurku d3i'nurku
kavovrag = doing ‘kanondas ‘kamnondas ‘kam:ondas
Koluéuouv = (I) was sleeping ki'momun ki'mumun d3i' mumun
MATIO = eyes ‘matja 'm:abca a'm:abca
pOTn = nose ‘miti ‘mith:i ‘muth:i
vipemropouv = (I) was shy ndre ' pomun ‘ndrepumun a’'ndrepumun
Tnyaivape = (we) were going pi' jename pi'Jen:amen pi‘en:amen
mNONEW = (to) jump pi‘dikso ph:i'diso aph:i‘iso
ookoAdta = chocolate soko'lata Joko'latan Jokh:o'l:atan

Studying how each lexical item changes from one level to the other, a number of

phonological processes are observed. These include the following:

a) Intervocalic gemination from the acrolectal level to the mesolectal level
maintained to the basilectal level, or it appears from the mesolectal to the
basilectal level:

(1) a'niyo a'n:iyo a'n:io
(2) 'vjeno 'vjen:o ‘fken:o
(3) pi'dlename pi'jen:amen pi‘en:amen
(4) soko'lata Joko'latan  Jokh:o'l:atan

b) Replacing of /k/ by voiced affricate /d3/ word-initially preceding a front vowel,
from the acrolectal level to the mesolectal level and maintained to the
basilectal level, or from the mesolectal to the basilectal level:

(5)  ke'nurju dze'nurku  d3i'nurku
(6) ki'momun  ki'mumun  d3i'mumun

c) Replacing of /s/ by /[/ word-initially from the acrolectal level to the mesolectal

level and maintained to the basilectal level:
(7) soko'lata [oko'latan  Jokh:o'l:atan
d) Loss of intervocalic fricatives from the mesolectal to the basilectal level:

(8) a'derfca a'erca
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(9) a'niiyo a'n:io

(10) ‘afikan ‘aikan

(11) phidiso aph:iiso

(12) pi den:amen pi'en:amen

e) Vowel prosthesis from the mesolectal to the basilectal level:
(13) 'ndrepumun a’'ndrepumun
(14) ph:i‘diso aphi‘iso

f) Assimilation of sounds from the acrolectal level to the mesolectal level and
maintained to the basilectal level:
(15) ki'momun  ki'mumun  d3i'mumun
(16) ndre'pomun 'ndrepumun a’'ndrepumun

g) Dissimilation of sounds from the mesolectal to the basilectal level:
(17)  'mith:i ‘muth:i

h) Labialisation of sounds from the acrolectal to the mesolectal level and the
maintained to basilectal level:
(18) ‘erxonde ‘erxunde ‘erkunde
(19) 'kabonde ‘kaBunde ‘kaxunde

i) Aspiration of /p/, /t/, /k/ from the acrolectal to the mesolectal level and
maintained to the basilectal level, or from the mesolectal to the basilectal
level:
(20) 'miti ‘mith:i ‘muth:i
(21) pi'dikso ph:i'diso aph:i‘iso

(22) soko'lata Joko'latan  Jokh:o'l:atan

All three speeches were exactly the same, but differentiated on the use of the three
versions of each of the lexical items. The speeches were given to one of the three
guises that corresponded to the three levels of the CG continuum. They constituted
28-second recorded narrations of a personal experience of a setting (that of the
beach) and a central object (a chocolate) of interest to the children, with a funny
ending of playing a trick.

ACROLECT: Eipyal n Mia. Mia pépa tnyaivaue pe 1a adéppia Jou oTnv
TTapalia. PTdvovrag, avoiyw Tnv TTOPTA TOU KaIVOUPYIOU HOG
auTokivriTou. Byaivw €¢w. Katoiol davBpwTrol  kdBovrai
Kavovtag @aocapia. Ntpetrépouv va TndONEW oTo vePO. Eixa

MIa OOKOAATa TTOU Agnoav Ta adép@ia pou. MOAG Tn
daykwvw, épxovtal. ‘Ekava TTw¢ KOINOPOoUV. Za@VIKd, EViwoa
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Kam otn putn. Otav avoiyw Ta JATIA, fqUOUV pévn oTnv
TTapaAia.

MESOLECT: Eipai n Nia. Mia yépa trnyaivvauev ye 1a adEp@KIa Jou oTnv
TTapalia. PrédvovTag, avvoiyw Tnv TTOPTA TOU TCaIVOUPKOU PG
QuToKIVTOU. Byaivww £¢w. KaTtrolol aBpwTrol kabouvral
Kauvovtag @acapia. NTpémmoupouv va TITNOACW OTO VEPO.
Eixa pia oiokoAdrav 1Tou denkav ta adEp@kia pou. MOAIg T
OaKkKAvvVwW, €pxouvtal. ‘Ekauva TTwg KoIJoUPOUV. =a@VIKA,
éEviwoa KAt otn puttnv. OTtav avvoiyw Ta PJuAaekia, APouv
MOvVN oTnv TTapaAia.

BASILECT: Eipyai n Aia. Mia pépa TTnaivvapev pe Ta aépKia Jou OTnV
TTapolia. PTavovTag, avvoiw Tnv TTOPTA Tou TEIVOUPKOU HOG
auTokiviTou. ®Pkaivvw €Ew. Kdatmolol adpwTrol KdyouvTal
KAUUovTag @acapia. AVIpETTOUUOUV VA ATTTTNAOW OTO VEPO.
Eixa pia oiokkoAAGTav TTOU dnkav Ta agpkia pou. MOAIG Tnv
OKKAVVW, €pKouvtal. EKaupa TTw¢ TCOIMOUPOUV. =a@VIKA,
éEviwoa KAt otn pouttnv. OTtav avvoiw Ta auudokia, ruouv
MOvVN oTnv TTapaAia.

I’'m ... . One day | went to the beach with my siblings. As soon
as we arrived there, | opened the door of our new car. | got
out. Some people were sitting making noise. | was shy with
jumping into the water. | had a chocolate which my siblings
left. As | bit it, they came. | pretended that | was sleeping.
Suddenly, | felt something on my nose. When | opened my
eyes, | was alone on the beach.

After being composed by the experimenter, the three stories were given to a
preschool teacher—native speaker of CG—to whom the experimenter explained the
purpose and the methodology of the present study, clarifying the difference between
the items under each level of the continuum composed for the study. Then, the
preschool teacher recorded herself, with an Olympus digital voice recorder VN-
5500PC, reading the stories in a way that sounds authentic and attractive to the
children. After the recordings were studied carefully and approved for clearly
containing the features under study, they were transferred on a computer and used

as audio files which were uploaded on the website used to run the experiment.
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5.5 Measurement of Greek-Cypriot children’s language attitudes
5.5.1 Designing the instrument

In an attempt to approach the issue under investigation, it was decided to adopt a
mainly quantitative descriptive method of indirect measurement of language
attitudes by questioning participants in a deceptive way that does not reveal the true
purpose of the study (Dawes & Smith 1985). More specifically, the method used
constituted an adaptation of Rosenthal’s ‘Magic Boxes’ (1974), which encloses the
philosophy of the formerly introduced ‘matched-guise technique’ (Lambert et al.
1960) and it is carried out in the form of a structured interview between the
experimenter and the participants one by one. Also, some qualitative data were
collected, too. Participants were asked to express the driving force behind their

choices.

Despite the disadvantages of such a kind of attitude measurement (evaluation of
set-up events, repetition of the same message, non-authentic speeches, evaluation
items perceived differently and ethical consideration), this kind of measurement was
accepted as the best one for the present experiment. The fact that the participants
were children facilitates ‘deceiving’ them about the ‘fake’ stories, as well as the true
purpose of the study. The latter issue, since it constitutes a matter of ethical
consideration, was solved by debriefing the participants via their parents, who gave
their prior consent for their children to take part in the experiment, after being
informed about both the purpose of the study and the methodology followed. Thus,
indirectly approaching the children’s attitudes enabled the participants express their

true feelings, being free from social impositions.

The experiment was inspired by the Magic Boxes’ philosophy, but, since that
instrument was used a long time ago, the experimenter made an effort to modernise
it and develop an alternative method that would be more up-to-date and,
subsequently, more attractive to children. As Rosenthal’s instrument is rather old, it
was thought to alter the Magic Boxes into a computer-mediated format of guises.
For this, the experimenter used the website www.voki.com to create speaking
avatars called ‘vokis’ that would serve as guises for the delivery of the linguistic

stimuli. This website is used for educational purposes as an interactive tool where
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the students can do projects and the teachers can give instructions or create audio-

visual material of any kind.

The website includes three main services: Voki, Voki Classroom and Voki
Presenter. Whereas the first one can be used for free by simply creating a user’s
account, for the other two, the user must pay subscription fees to become a member.
The difference between the three services is that, with the Voki Classroom, a
teacher can create a kind of community with the students, by offering them access
to the same account, where he/she can prepare the lesson and assign homework
for all students to view and even complete online. The teacher, then, can review the
assignments and have automatically different webpages, corresponding to different
lessons and displaying the students’ work like a language portfolio. On the other
hand, the Voki Presenter enables the user to create presentations and have slide-
show view of them. The slides can be duplicated, the voki’'s speech can be queued
up in different slides and the presentations can be shared. The image the user can
get on the slide-show view is bigger than in the ordinary Voki service, hence the voki
appears in bigger size and one can have a better view of the background, where

colours, headings and pictures are customised accordingly.

Despite the differences, the main idea in all three services is the same. The website
enables someone to create avatar characters which can talk moving their lips, head
and eyes. The creator can add speech either by typing a message and choosing an
accent of twenty-five languages, by making a recording at the same moment, or by
uploading an existing audio file. First, the user selects the character from the list
and, then, it is customised; choice of hair, nose, mouth, eyes, face shape, skin
colour, makeup, clothing and accessories. Also, it is possible to add background to
the scene, by choosing from the list provided or by uploading a picture. Once
finished and given a voice, the voki can be saved in the user’'s account with the

option to be edited later or shared.
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Figure 5-1. The voki website
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For the present study, the experimenter decided that it was better to use the Voki
Presenter, instead of the ordinary Voki service, because of the advantage of bigger
character size and slide-show view. Three vokis were created to correspond to the
three levels of the CG continuum. All characters were female, since it has been
claimed that women sound friendlier than men, therefore they are preferred in
studying children’s language attitudes (Day 1980). All three vokis were given the
same physical appearance, one that was thought to be neutral and represent a
common everyday image of an average GC woman; shoulder-length, brown,
straight hair, brown eyes, medium-sized nose, lips of ordinary shape and thickness,
and no makeup. With this, the participants in the study would be better persuaded
that the speech was an authentic one, coming out of the mouth of a native speaker
in her everyday-life (oral) communication. Additionally, such an appearance would
enable the creation of alternative ones to run Task 2, where associations between
language and physical appearance of the speaker are tested. Since the picture
created is a portrait, the girls were given the same summer clothing (a white strap
T-shirt) which was almost invisible, so as not to raise colour or other favourability
issues. For all the slides, the background was white and only the names of the

characters were written in the left top corner. The three recorded stories were
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uploaded on each character and they were given the following names: Mia

(acrolectal level), Nia (mesolectal level) and Lia (basilectal level).

Figure 5-2. The voki representation of the guises

y

An additional voki was introduced at the beginning of the task, as an initial
familiarisation of the participants with the instrument. That was a boy, with light
brown hair and dark green eyes, thin lips, round nose and winter clothing in blue
and green colour. He was called Nicolas and his familiarisation speech was the

following:

NICOLAS: Teia oou! Eipar o NikéAag!
Hi! I'm Nicolas!
This short greeting was chosen for the familiarisation task, because it revealed
nothing about what was to follow and included no special linguistic characteristics

that are distinctive in each of the levels of CG. This text was transferred to the voki

through typing and was given a young boy’s accent.

Figure 5-3. The familiarisation task
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5.5.2 The pilot study

Once the instrument was completed, it was decided to be piloted for clarity of
language and attractiveness of the instrument, before data collection. Eight children
five to seven years old, three male and five female, were randomly selected to
participate in the pilot study. The main points arising from the pilot study that needed
revising concerned the questions posed for measuring children’s language
attitudes. First, it was observed that the word ‘cuxdpiotn’ [pleasant] was absent from
most of the children’s vocabulary, raising problems such as avoiding or hesitating
to answer due to incomprehensibility. Thus, the question asking ‘Toia (ioTopia) givai
o euxdapiotn;’ ['Which (story) is more pleasant?’] was changed into ‘[loia 10TOpia

oou apéoel o TToAU;’ ['Which story do you like best?’].

Moreover, although asking about attributing positive and negative characteristics to
the speakers interchangeably, the questions were decided to be posed in different
order each time posed to avoid all participants being sensitised to the same first
question—or couple of first questions—and adjust their answers accordingly. In this

way, the results could not be biased by the order of presentation.

5.6 The main study
5.6.1 Participants

A total of 260 children participated in the present study. All participants were native
speakers of CG, born and raised in Cyprus by GC parents, attending pre-primary
and primary schools within the city and district of Nicosia. To facilitate data
collection, entering schools and carrying out the experiment during lessons was
thought to be the best way to obtain an adequate number of children. The schools
that participated in the study were randomly selected from a list of schools provided
by the Ministry of Education (http://www.moecschools.gov.cy/dde/katalogoi
sxoleion.html). These included two primary schools within the city of Nicosia and
two primary schools within the district of Nicosia, along with their corresponding pre-
primary schools. In total, 137 children from the city and 123 children from the district

of Nicosia participated in the study.
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The participants were divided into three age groups: 78 five-year-olds (pre-primary
school students who ranged from 5;0 to 5;10), 89 six-year-olds (first-grade primary
school students who ranged from 6;0 to 6;10) and 93 seven-year-olds (second-
grade primary school students who ranged from 7;0 to 7;10). 132 were boys and
128 were girls. The students who attended those classes but did not satisfy either
age or origin/language criteria were eliminated from the study. All the demographic

information of the participants is presented in Table 5-2 in full detail.

Table 5-2. Demographic features about selected participants

Area City of Nicosia District of Nicosia

pre- pre- pre- pre-
School ord pr1 or2 pr2 or1 pr1 or2 pr2
Age 5 6 | 7 5 6 | 7 5 6 | 7 5 6 | 7

Male 6 [1010] 12 |19 11| 8 713 9 |13 ]24 | =132

Female| 9 8 |6 |13 15|18 | 12 | 6 | 9 9 | 11112 | =128

N 15 |18 |16 | 25 |34 |29 | 20 | 13 | 12| 18 | 24 | 36 | =260

5.6.2 Procedure

Since it was decided to run the experiment in pre-primary and primary schools
during lessons, it was necessary to seek permission to enter schools from the
Centre of Educational Research and Evaluation (KEEA) of the Cyprus Pedagogical
Institute. Special forms were completed and submitted with all necessary
documents on www.pi.ac.cy during summer 2014. By the beginning of the autumn,

the Ministry granted permission to conduct the experiment (see Appendix Il).

The schools selected to take part in the study were approached, informing the head
teachers about the purpose and the exact procedure of the data collection. Once
the administration of the schools permitted participation in the study, letters were
prepared to inform the teachers whose students were selected as participants.
Then, letters of parental consent were distributed to all pre-school, first-grade and
second-grade students attending the particular schools (see Appendix Il for the
letters). After the collection of the letters, the experimenter checked whether the
children satisfied the age and origin/language requirements. About 200-250 letters

were distributed for each age group and about half of them were returned. Some
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children were eliminated as they were younger or older than required, or one or both

parents were not of GC origin.

The data collection process was completed during autumn-winter 2014. The
participants were tested individually in classrooms where there was internet access.
The experimental task lasted about eight to ten minutes depending on the individual.
By entering the room, each child was seated in front of a computer. The
experimenter used a rather mesolectal level of CG in instructing the participants,
avoiding the use of either a kaAauapiorikn [kalamaristiki] SMG accent (‘pen-pusher
talk’) or heavy dialectal features. As prepared on the interview questionnaire, each

child was primarily given the following instructions:

INTERVIEWER:  BA£treig autd ta abpwtrdkia; =€pe€ig Ti Kdvouv; MiAouv!
Akou...”

Can you see these little people? Do you know what they
do? They talk! Listen...

At this point, they listened to Nicolas—the familiarisation voki. Then, they were told

the following:

INTERVIEWER: Twpa 8a akoUooupev Tpia KOpIToakia. H TpwTn €ivail n
Mia, n deutepn eival n Nia kai n TpiTn €ival n Aia. H kGBe
Mia Aéel TRV OIKAV TNG 10Topia. AQOU OKOUOEIG TEG
I0TOpiEG, Ba oou INTHowW va BIOAELEIC auTAV TTOU COU
apeoev TTapaTTdvw. AG akoUuoouuev!

Now, we are about to listen to three girls. The first one is
Mia, the second one is Nia and the third one is Lia. Each
of them tells her own story. After listening to the stories,
| will ask you to select the one you liked best. Let’s listen!

In order for the results not to be biased by the order of the guises presented, the

recordings were played in a different order each time, as illustrated in Figure 5-4:
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Figure 5-4. Order of the guises in the study
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Listening to all three guises, the one after the other, the participants were engaged

in a structured interview. For Task 1, they were asked the questions that follow in a

random order each time.

1. Tlola 1Io0TOopia COU APECEI TTIO TTOAU;
Which story do you like best?

2. MNoia Aégl wépara;
Who lies?

3. Me mroiav Ba ABeAeG va yiveTe @ilol; MNati Tnv ...;
Who would you like to be friends with? Why with ...?

4. MMoia pIAG TTI0 Wpaia;
Who talks the best?

5. Toia gival o TTEUTTEAQ;
Who is the laziest?

6. lMoia gival mmo araxrn;
Who is the naughtiest?

7. TMoia €ivai 1o aoTeia;
Who is the funniest?

8. Tlola gival o £guTTvn;
Who is the cleverest?

9. MMoia gival n KaAuTePN HOBATPIQ;
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Who is the best student?

10.Mola Ba nBeAeg va TTaigel paddi ooou; MNari Tnv ...;
Who would you like to play with? Why with ...?

After the completion of Task 1, the participants were instructed as follows, for the

second task:

INTERVIEWER: Twpa, 1a KopITodkia autd BEAouv €0U va OIOAECEIC O€
TTOI0 XWPOV gival KAAUTEPA va TTEI N KABE Jia TNV I0Topiav
TNG Kal TTola EP@Avion TalpIddel TTAPATTAVW OTnNV KABE
MIa. AG TEG OKOUOOUMEV Eava pia-pia TTpiv OIOAECOUEV.

Now, the three girls want you to choose which place is
the best for each of them to tell her story and which
appearance is the most suitable one for each of them.
Let’s listen to them once more, one by one, before
choosing.

The children listened only to the first story and they were asked first the questions
concerning the setting of the speech event and, then, the questions concerning the
speaker’s appearance, placing printed visual material before them, as options for
the participants to choose one each time. As far as the setting is concerned, they
were given the options of: a) a classroom which is characterised by formality, rules,
quietness and seriousness, b) a park-playground which is characterised by
casualness, friendliness, solidarity, freedom and fun, and c) a farm which is
characterised by casualness, village life and mess (see Appendix IV for the actual
visual material). Regarding the appearance, the participants had to choose
between: a) normal one (the voki was kept as it was and it was characterised by
neutrality and passivity), b) a more ‘beautiful’ one (the voki had lighter skin, hair and
eye colour, a more elegant hairstyle and more intense makeup), and c) an ‘uglier’
one (the voki had darker skin, hair and eye colour, messy hair and braces). First of
all, the participants were instructed as follows, being given the pictures appearing

on the next page.

INTERVIEWER:  Z¢ 1010 XWpOV €ival KOAUTEPQ va TTEl TNV I0TOPIA TNG N
...; 2TNV Td¢n; Z10 TMApPKO; 'H oTnV Q@dpuQ;

Which place is the best for ... to tell her story? In the
classroom? At the park? Or at the farm?

After choosing the most suitable setting for each of the levels, in order to choose the

best physical appearance for each voki, the participants were asked:
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INTERVIEWER:

2€ TTolav gu@avion Ba ABeAeg va deig TN Mia; Na tnv
Kpatiooupe Omwg eival; Na  Tnv  KAVOUMEV  TTIO
OMOP@OUAAQ; 'H TTI0 aoXnNUOUAAQ;

Which appearance do you consider the most appropriate
one for ...? Shall we keep her as she is? Shall we make
her more beautiful? Or uglier?

The pictures shown to the participants to select one appear in Figure 5-5.

Figure 5-5. Visual stimuli for association between language and physical

appearance

The same process was repeated for all three guises, each time collecting the

pictures, for the child’s attention not to be distracted while listening to the other

guises. The pictures were shown in different order to each child for both subtasks,

so as the experimenter did not predetermine any associations. When the second

task was completed, the participants were asked again the questions of Task 1 in

different order. For this task, Task 3, they were instructed as follows:

INTERVIEWER:

Twpa TToU {avaKoUOAUEV Kal TEG TPEIG IOTOPIES, BEAW va
o€ EavapwThow...

Now that we listened to the three stories again, | want to
ask you again...

The whole interview session was recorded with an Olympus digital voice recorder

VN-5500PC to save time during the experiment and facilitate later data recording

and analysis.
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5.7 Summary

In this chapter, having explained the purpose of the present thesis and the
hypotheses drawn, the methodology followed in the study has been extensively
described. The experiment constitutes a modernised, computer-mediated
adaptation of Rosenthal’'s ‘Magic Boxes’ (1974). The quantitative data were
collected through structured one-to-one interviews, triggered by audio-visual
material called vokis which served as guises of three levels of the CG continuum.
An effort was made by the experimenter to develop an innovative approach to
children’s language attitudes and overcome problems faced in previous research
conducted on the same issue. Additionally to previous studies, the experimenter
decided to incorporate in the experimental design the testing of children’s possible
associations between language and non-language features, such as the physical
appearance of the speaker and the setting of the speech event, as well as the testing
of possible switch in the judges’ attitudes after being further sensitised to the

linguistic input and the actual purpose of the experiment.

The following chapter presents the process of data codification and analysis and
demonstrates the results obtained in the experiment from children aged of five, six
and seven. Both descriptive and inferential statistics have been used to analyse the
data and draw conclusions. In this way, an attempt was made to provide answers
to the research questions and verify statistically the hypotheses posed earlier in this

chapter.
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CHAPTER 6

Presentation of results: Age variable

6.1 Introduction

Since the methodological procedure of the present experimental study has already
explained in the preceding chapter, this chapter and the following one present the
results of the study based on the obtained data. Chapter 6 examines whether GC
children hold different attitudes towards their native dialect continuum in different
stages of their life: initial period of pre-schooling —which, according to Rosenthal
(1974), is reported to be the time when bidialectal children are able to distinguish
even between different varieties of the same language—initial period of first grade

and having completed one year of schooling.

Therefore, the chapter begins with reference to how data have been codified and
recorded to facilitate analysis. Then, explaining the procedure of data analysis, the
experimenter proceeds to present the findings in terms of age. The results for each
task appear in distinct tables under different subsections and, with the aid of figures,
several comparisons are made. In the first subsection, the results obtained from
Task 1 concerning children’s language attitudes are presented. The next subsection
demonstrates the findings of Task 2, on the relationship between language and
setting or physical appearance of the speaker. The last subsection presents the
results of Task 3, highlighting how children’s language attitudes undergo a change
from Task 1 to Task 3, after being further sensitised to the linguistic input and the

purpose of the study. Finally, the qualitative data obtained from the experiment is
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presented, in an effort to provide an explanation for participants’ favourability

towards each of the levels of the CG continuum.

6.2 Datarecording and analysis

The recorded data were transferred into written questionnaires to facilitate data
analysis (Appendix V). For the ease of the statistical analysis, the data was codified
in the following way. For Tasks 1 and 3, the answers ‘Mia’ (acrolect), ‘Nia’ (mesolect)
and ‘Lia’ (basilect) were given the codes 1, 2 and 3, respectively. For Task 2a, the
answers were codified as 1 for ‘classroom’, 2 for ‘park’ and 3 for ‘farm’, and for Task
2b, as 1 for ‘more beautiful’, 2 for ‘remain as it is (hormal)’ and 3 for ‘uglier’. Gender
was also codified as 1 for ‘Male’ and 2 for ‘Female’, and age as 1 for ‘5-year-old’, 2
for ‘6-year-old’ and 3 for ‘7-year-old’ to facilitate inferential statistical analyses. All
quantitative data, then, underwent Microsoft Excel processing, so as to be able to
make calculations easily. Each answer (1, 2 or 3) of every participant was inserted
in a separate row after the categories of: number of questionnaire, participant’s
name (e.g. 5UMO001), school name, area of residence (R[ural] or U[rban]), gender
(M[ale] or F[emale]), age (e.g. 5 3/12), task (1, 2 or 3) and question. On the contrary,
the qualitative data were transferred on a Microsoft Word document to be studied
and categorised by the experimenter, in order to facilitate presentation and

discussion.

The Excel and, then, SPSS processing enabled the experimenter to run descriptive
and inferential statistics. The descriptive statistical analysis of all data in sums (%),
percentages (%) and means (m) appear in tabular form for each task, in this chapter
and the following one. Figures also depict the scores for each level in each question
posed, as well as the differences between the three age groups and between the
attitudes obtained in Task 1 and Task 3. Although the data are nominal, three types
of parametric tests were run to draw further conclusions on the results: a series of
one-way ANOVA tests with age as independent variable and all questions as
dependent variables, a series of t-tests with gender as independent variable and all
questions as dependent variables, and an inter-correlation matrix of all the questions
in Task 1 and Task 3.
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6.3

Task 1: Children’s language attitudes

The first section shows GC children’s attitudes towards the three levels of CG and

how they vary along the age of five, six and seven. The data obtained from the ten

favourability questions appear in tabular form below. Table 6-1 presents the

responses of five-year-olds, Table 6-2 illustrates the answers of six-year-olds and

Table 6-3 considers seven-year-olds’ responses. They all depict the children’s

favourability towards the acrolect, the mesolect and the basilect. Both the sums of

responses and percentages appear on each table for each level on each trait.

Table 6-1. Language attitudes of 5-year-olds

TASK 1
Age 5
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi

1. Which story do you like best? 57.‘;59 v 14.1110% 28?221 .
2 Whotles? 26.2912% 21 .1779% 51.4223%
3. Who would you like to be friends with? 512%% 17.194% . 30.2747 .
4. Who talks the best? 46if;% 14.1110% 39?714%
5. Who is the laziest? 25.26(2% 34%72% 39.3714%
6. Who is the naughtiest? 23.10%% 34.2672% 42.3; y
7. Who is the funniest? 30.2747% 32.2055 , 37?1%%
8. Who is the cleverest? 48.3782% 19.1253 " 32?055 .
9. Who is the best student? 37?1%% 28.2221% 34.2672%
10. Who would you like to play with? 50.30%% 24.1396% 25?6(21 .
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Table 6-2. Language attitudes of 6-year-olds

TASK 1
Age 6
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi

1. Which story do you like best? 69%26% 12.1316% 17.19% .
2 Wholles? 20.1282% 30.2374% 49.‘2‘;%
3. Who would you like to be friends with? 65_5187% 13.1428% N .13%%
+- Whotalks the best? 68.6514% 16.1855% 14.16?; %
5. Who is the laziest? 17.1968% 25.2834% 56_5108%
6. Who is the naughtiest? 24.2722% 29?2531% 46.4017%
7. Who is the funniest? 30?31% 31362 . 38.32% .
8. Who is the cleverest? 56.51%% 20.1282 ” 23_2610%
9. Who is the best student? 49.":2% 28.2059 o 22.2407%
10. Who would you like to play with? 56?1(:3% 23.2610% 20.1282%
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Table 6-3. Language attitudes of 7-year-olds

TASK 1
Age 7
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi

1. Which story do you like best? 77;22% 10.1705% 11.1813%
2. Whotles? 16.1 153% 20.1493% 63.5421%
3. Who would you like to be friends with? 77_7422 o 10_17%% 11_1813%
4. Who talks the best? 77_7422% 11.1813% 10.17%%
5. Who is the laziest? 12.1920% 29?07:3% 58%‘:3%
6. Who is the naughtiest? 12.1920% 34.3;21% 52.46%%
7. Who is the funniest? 19.132% 26.28523% 53.5706%
8. Who is the cleverest? 65.6519% 23%26% 10.1705%
9. Who is the best student? 67?73:1% 16.1153% 16.1153%
10. Who would you like to play with? 70?967% 15.10‘:3% 13.19?;3%

One-way ANOVA determined that there is a statistically significant difference
between the three age groups on the following traits: ‘best story’ F(2, 257) =4.55, p
< 0.05, ‘preferred friend’ F(2, 257) = 6.78, p < 0.01, ‘lazy’ F(2, 257) = 3.79, p < 0.05,
‘funny’ F(2, 257) = 3.35, p < 0.05, ‘best talk’ F(2, 257) = 13.78, p < 0.01, ‘preferred
person to play with’ F(2, 257) = 3.81, p < 0.05, ‘best student’ F(2, 257) =7.89, p <
0.01 and ‘clever’ F(2, 257) = 4.91, p = < 0.01. This entails that these questions

brought forth more extreme results.

Consequently, despite the three age groups’ agreement that the acrolectal speaker
is the one who tells the best story, who talks the best, who is the most preferred
friend, the best student and the cleverest person, their assignment of these traits
differ significantly revealing instability in children’s attitudes from age five to age six
and seven. However, these deviations do not change the general pattern of
favourability, instead they make it clearer and stronger among older children than
among the youngest ones. Similarly, the three age groups’ responses differ
significantly in the cases of the laziest and funniest person, who is mostly believed

to be the basilectal speaker. Once again, it seems that despite the children’s highest
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assignment of these traits to the basilectal speaker, the results become clearer
among the older cohort. This does not seem to happen with the characteristics of
lies” and ‘naughty’, whose highest assignment to the basilectal speaker does not
change significantly from one age group to the other. Such rather stable scores may
reveal either earlier decisiveness on who mostly and least possesses these

attributes, or the picture is equally blurry as moving from age five to age seven.

Studying the scores appearing in Tables 6-1 to 6-3, what is observed is that for half
of the questions the three age groups present the same pattern in their responses.
For the attributes ‘best story’ and ‘preferred friend’, the highest score is obtained by
the acrolectal speaker, followed by the basilectal and then the mesolectal one.
Studying the findings obtained from each age group separately, it may be inferred
that the older the children: a) the more they are in favour of the acrolectal level as a
pleasant narration and as the way of talking of a preferred friend, and b) the less
they are in favour of the basilectal and, even less, of the mesolectal narration and
friend. Also, the lower the favourability towards a speaker, the less the deviation

seems to be between the percentages of the responses of the three groups.

The other three questions that seem to present the same pattern in the three age
groups’ responses concern the laziest, the naughtiest and the funniest person. For
these three personality traits, the basilectal speaker scored the highest in all age
groups’ responses, followed by the mesolectal and last the acrolectal speaker. The
children’s highest scores lead again to the previous remark that the older the child,
the more likely it is to perceive the basilectal level of CG as the language of a lazy,
funny and naughty person. Additionally, the older the child, the less likely it is to
regard the acrolectal speaker as the laziest and the funniest one, or the mesolectal
speaker as the funniest one. As for the rest of the questions, the participants’
responses seem to present similarities between some attributes. For instance, for
the questions ‘Who talks the best?’ and ‘Who would you like to play with?’, each
group expressed the same preference for both. The pattern is the following: the five-
year-olds favoured first the acrolectal speaker, then the basilectal speaker and last
the mesolectal speaker. On the contrary, the six- and seven-year-olds favoured the
acrolectal speaker most, then the mesolectal speaker and last the basilectal

speaker.
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Concerning the attribute ‘best student’, the results reveal a very similar picture to
the one discussed so far, since all three age groups claimed that the acrolectal
speaker is the most likely to be the best student. The mesolectal guise is last in five-
year-olds’ choice for this attribute and second in six-year-olds’ responses. Moreover,
the basilectal speaker follows the acrolectal in five-year-olds’ favourability, whereas
she comes last in six-year-olds’ choices. But, for seven-year-olds, the mesolectal
and the basilectal speakers are equally the least likely to be awarded as the ‘best
student’. Once again, it is observed that the older the children, the more they are in
favour of the acrolectal level and the less they are in favour of the basilectal speaker,
for the attributes ‘best talk’, ‘preferred person to play with’ and ‘best student'’.
Favourability towards the mesolectal guise also appears to decrease as the children

grow older, as the best student and a preferred person to play with.

Last to be compared are the results of Task 1 obtained from the three age groups
for the questions ‘Who lies?” and ‘Who is the cleverest?’. Concerning the trait
‘clever’, it is mostly attributed to the acrolectal speaker by all age groups and
appears to increase as moving to older children. For the two younger groups, the
basilectal speaker is the one who follows, while the mesolectal speaker is the last
to be regarded as clever. On the other hand, for seven-year-olds, the mesolectal
guise comes second and the basilectal guise is last in their choice for the cleverest
person. Therefore, for one more positive characteristic, it is observed that the older
the child, the less likely it is to attribute it to the basilectal speaker of CG. On the
contrary, for the negative characteristic of ‘lies’, it seems that the older the child, the
less likely it is to attribute it to the acrolectal speaker. All age groups mostly believe
that the speaker who most probably lies is the basilectal speaker. For the two older
groups, the acrolectal speaker is the least possible to lie, whereas the mesolectal
speaker holds the middle place. By contrast, most of the youngest ones believe that

it is more likely that the acrolectal speaker lies rather than the mesolectal speaker.

6.4 Task 2: Associations between language and non-language features
6.4.1 Association between language and setting

In this subsection, as well as the following one, the participants’ responses for Task
2 are presented in tabular form for each age group separately. Tables 6-4 to 6-6
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illustrate children’s association between the language used by the speaker and the
setting in which each of the proposed levels of CG (acrolectal, mesolectal and

basilectal) is used.

Table 6-4. 5-year-olds’ association between language and setting

TASK 2a
Age 5
Questions Responses (/%)
Class Park Farm
1. Which place is the best for Mia [acrolect] to 38 25 15
tell her story? 48.72% 32.05% 19.23%
2. Which place is the best for Nia [mesolect] to 24 28 26
tell her story? 30.77% 35.90% 33.33%
3. Which place is the best for Lia [basilect] to tell 25 21 32
her story? 32.05% 26.92% 41.03%

Table 6-5. 6-year-olds’ association between language and setting

TASK 2a
Age 6
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Class Park Farm
1. Which place is the best for Mia [acrolect] to 40 36 13
tell her story? 44.94% 40.45% 14.61%
2. Which place is the best for Nia [mesolect] to 28 37 24
tell her story? 31.46% 41.57% 26.97%
3. Which place is the best for Lia [basilect] to tell 30 26 33
her story? 33.71% 29.21% 37.08%

Table 6-6. 7-year-olds’ association between language and setting

TASK 2a
Age 7
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Class Park Farm
1. Which place is the best for Mia [acrolect] to 48 33 12
tell her story? 51.61% 35.48% 12.90%
2. Which place is the best for Nia [mesolect] to 26 45 22
tell her story? 27.96% 48.39% 23.66%
3. Which place is the best for Lia [basilect] to tell 22 17 54
her story? 23.66% 18.28% 58.06%

Studying the results obtained, it is evident that all age groups make the same
associations: a) the acrolect is mostly preferred for the most formal setting, that of
the classroom, b) the mesolect is mostly thought to be suitable for a friendly

environment, that of the park/playground, and c) the basilect is mainly regarded as
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the language of the least formal setting, that of the farm. The participants’
preferences seem to present further similarities in that for all age groups: a) the
acrolectal level is regarded more suitable to be used in the park than at the farm,
and b) the basilectal level is associated more with the setting of the classroom than
with that of the park.

What is further inferred from these percentages is that the seven-year-olds are the
ones who express higher homogeneity in their responses, especially as far as the
levels found at the edges of the continuum are concerned (acrolect and basilect).
Also, the participants’ answers reveal some patterns. Regarding the mesolect, the
older the child, the more likely it is to prefer the use of the mesolectal level of CG in
the setting of the park. As for the acrolect, the older the child, the less likely it is to
associate the acrolectal level of the continuum with the least formal setting, that of
the farm. What is statistically significant is that the three age groups’ preferences
appear to significantly differ only in the case of the basilectal speaker, at the level of
F(2, 257) = 3.46, p < 0.05. Although all three age groups believe that the basilectal
level of CG is mostly suitable for the farm, the scores obtained at age seven for each
option are more extreme than at the age of six or five and compared to the three

age groups’ answers concerning the acrolectal and the mesolectal speaker.
6.4.2 Association between language and physical appearance

As for children’s association between language use and the speaker’s physical
appearance, the results are found in Tables 6-7 to 6-9 below, as they have been
obtained from Task 2. Each of the three tables corresponds to the responses of
each age group—age five, six and seven—separately. This enables inferences on

the differences along the investigated age span.

Table 6-7. 5-year-olds’ association between language and physical appearance

TASK 2b
Age 5
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Beautiful Normal Ugly
1. Which appearance do you consider the most 53 19 6
appropriate one for Mia [acrolect]? 67.95% 24.36% 7.69%
2. Which appearance do you consider the most 35 25 18
appropriate one for Nia [mesolect]? 44 .87% 32.05% 23.08%
3. Which appearance do you consider the most 30 30 18
appropriate one for Lia [basilect]? 38.46% 38.46% 23.08%
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Table 6-8. 6-year-olds’ association between language and physical appearance

TASK 2b
Age 6
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Beautiful Normal Ugly
1. Which appearance do you consider the most 59 20 10
appropriate one for Mia [acrolect]? 66.29% 22 47% 11.24%
2. Which appearance do you consider the most 35 29 25
appropriate one for Nia [mesolect]? 39.33% 32.58% 28.09%
3. Which appearance do you consider the most 34 28 27
appropriate one for Lia [basilect]? 38.20% 31.46% 30.34%

Table 6-9. 7-year-olds’ association between language and physical appearance

TASK 2b
Age 7
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Beautiful Normal Ugly
1. Which appearance do you consider the most 58 31 4
appropriate one for Mia [acrolect]? 62.37% 33.33% 4.30%
2. Which appearance do you consider the most 25 51 17
appropriate one for Nia [mesolect]? 26.88% 54.84% 18.28%
3. Which appearance do you consider the most 16 37 40
appropriate one for Lia [basilect]? 17.20% 39.78% 43.01%

Compared to the previous subtask, children’s associations between language and
physical appearance at different age stages present less similarities than the
associations between language and setting. What is generally noticed is that the
majority of the participants in all three age groups associate the acrolectal level of
CG with a beautiful appearance of the speaker, then with a normal one and last with
an ugly person. In addition to this, it seems that the younger the child, the more likely
it is to associate the acrolect with the most beautiful person. As for the mesolectal
speaker, it is the least likely to be associated with an ugly appearance at any age,
although she is mainly associated with a more beautiful appearance at the age of
five and six. But, at the age of seven, it is thought to be the language of a person
with an ordinary, everyday appearance. Finally, the basilect is thought to be
accompanied by an ugly look, at the age of seven, although at the age of six it is
mostly regarded as the language of a beautiful person and, at the age of five, it is

equally associated with a beautiful and a normal appearance.

Further worth-noticing remarks that can be made from children’s responses in the

second part of Task 2 include the following. As the child grows older, it is less likely
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to associate the mesolectal level with a beautiful person, whereas it is more possible
to associate such a speaker with an ordinary appearance. Additionally, the older the
child, the less likely it is to link the basilect with a beautiful appearance, while the
more likely it is to associate this level with an ugly person. Once again, the difference
between the three age groups’ assignment of appropriate appearance is statistically
significant only in the case of the basilectal speaker, F(2, 257) = 6.98, p = < 0.01.
As the children grow older, they make a significantly stronger association between

the basilect and an ugly person.

6.5 Task 3: Language attitudes after repetition

At this point, the analysis of the participants’ responses in Task 3 may reveal
important findings on whether the children’s attitudes towards the three levels of the
CG continuum differ if measured again after repetition of the task, at different stages
during childhood. For this, it was preferred to present the children’s responses in
Task 3 in tables of sums and percentages, as it was done with Task 1 previously,
and draw figures that facilitate the comparison of the results obtained in the two

tasks.
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Table 6-10. Language attitudes of 5-year-olds after repetition

TASK 3
Age 5
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi

1. Which story do you like best? 61.4; " 11.24% 26?912%
2 Wholles? 23.1033% 33.23%% 43.35‘:9%
3. Who would you like to be friends with? 55.41:;% 14.1110% 30?7";%
+- Whotalks the best? 61.45%1% 17.1945% 20.1561 %
5. Who is the laziest? 20.1562% 29.2439% 50.3090%
6. Who is the naughtiest? 15.1328% 41.3023% 43.352%
7. Who is the funniest? 33.23%% 25.26(31% y .3023%
8. Who is the cleverest? 48.3782% 25%(21% 25_26(21%
9. Who is the best student? 50?0%% 11.24% 38.:1%%
10. Who would you like to play with? 53.4825% 19.1253% 26.2912%
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Table 6-11. Language attitudes of 6-year-olds after repetition

TASK 3
Age 6
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi
66 10 13
. . o
1. Which story do you like best? 74.16% 11.24% 14.61%
8 33 48
ies?
2. Who lies 8.99%  37.08% @ 53.93%
3. Who would you like to be friends with? 70 8 1
' y ' 78.65% 8.99% 12.36%
66 9 14
2
4. Who talks the best? 74.16% 10.11% 15.73%
9 32 48
. ot
5. Who is the laziest" 10.11% 35.96% 53.93%
11 31 47
. et
6. Who is the naughtiest” 12.36% 34.83% 52 81%
26 28 35
. et
7. Who is the funniest? 20.21% 31.46% 39 33%
61 18 10
; 2
8. Who is the cleverest” 68.54% 20.22% 11.24%
54 20 15
; 2
9. Who is the best student? 60.67% 22 479% 16.85%
69 5 15
. PN
10. Who would you like to play with? 77 53% 562% 16.85%
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Table 6-12. Language attitudes of 7-year-olds after repetition

TASK 3
Age 7
Questions Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi
67 13 13
. . o
1. Which story do you like best? 72.04% 13.98% 13.93%
9 22 62
ies?
2. Who lies? 9.68% @ 23.66% @ 66.67%
3. Who would you like to be friends with? 4 14 8
' y ' 76.34% = 15.05%  8.60%
82 5 6
2
4. Who talks the best? 88.17% 5 38% 6.45%
6 32 55
. et
5. Who is the laziest? 6.45% 34.41% 59.14%
9 26 58
. I
6. Who is the naughtiest” 9.68% 27 96% 62.37%
15 20 58
. et
7. Who is the funniest? 16.13% 21.51% 62.37%
63 17 13
; 2
8. Who is the cleverest” 67 74% 18.28% 13.98%
66 15 12
; 2
9. Who is the best student? 70.97% 16.13% 12.90%
67 12 14
. PN
10. Who would you like to play with? 72 04% 12.90% 15.05%

Comparing the three age groups’ responses in Task 3, the inferential statistics show
that the difference between the age groups’ favourability and disfavourability is
highly significant for: ‘clever’ F(2, 257) = 5.15, p < 0.01, ‘best student’ F(2, 257) =
7.31, p <0.01, ‘preferred friend’ F(2, 257) = 9.10, p < 0.01, ‘funny’ F(2, 257) = 6.26,
p < 0.01, ‘best talk’ F(2, 257) = 7.28, p < 0.01, ‘preferred person to play with’ F(2,
257)=4.52, p < 0.05 and ‘lies’ F(2, 257) = 5.81, p < 0.01.

Although the acrolectal speaker is favoured the most as the cleverest person, the
best student, the most preferred friend and person to play with, as well as the one
who talks the best, the degree of the participants’ favourability of the acrolectal level
of CG differs at a significant level from age five to age six and seven. As observed
in Tables 6-10 to 6-12, and as further discussed below, favourable attitudes towards
the acrolect increase as the children grow older. Compared to the results obtained
in Task 1, it appears that the three groups’ scores differ significantly on one more
trait in Task 1 than in Task 3. This can be explained by the fact that the three age
groups’ responses towards favourability of the acrolectal speaker become slightly

more unified after repetition of the task. ‘Funny’, which is mainly assigned to the
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basilectal speaker, also reveals significant deviations between the three groups’
responses, as in Task 1, mainly because of the high score of the seven-year-olds
(see Table 6-12). The same is noticed for ‘lies’ which reveals statistical significance
too. ‘Lazy’ and ‘best story’ appear to be more uncertain before further familiarisation
to the linguistic input, by contrast to what has been reported in Task 1. The

characteristic of ‘naughty’ raises less unified patterns of favourability as in Task 1.

Studying the above tables closer, it is noticed that for half of the questions the three
age groups present the same pattern in their responses. For the attributes ‘best talk’
and ‘preferred person to play with’, the acrolectal speaker comes first, followed by
the basilectal and then the mesolectal one. In Task 1, such a pattern was observed
in the attributes ‘best story’ and ‘preferred friend’. Studying the scores obtained, the
conclusion drawn is that the older the children: a) the more they are in favour of the
acrolectal speaker’s way of talking, b) the less they are in favour of the mesolectal
speech, and c) the less they are in favour of the basilectal speaker as talk and

preferred person to play with.

Other questions that seem to follow a similar pattern in the three age groups’
responses concern the laziest person, the naughtiest person and the one who lies.
For these traits, the basilectal speaker scored the highest, followed by the
mesolectal and then the acrolectal speaker. In Task 1, such a pattern was drawn in
the participants’ responses for the laziest, the naughtiest and the funniest person. It
seems that the older the child, the more likely it is to think of the basilectal speaker
of CG as a person who is lazy, naughty and tells lies. Moreover, the older the child,
the less likely it is to attribute the trait ‘naughty’ to the acrolectal or the mesolectal
speaker and ‘lazy’ to the acrolectal speaker. Although it presents the same pattern
from one age group to the other, the trait ‘funny’ was attributed at a higher degree
to the basilectal speaker by all age groups in Task 3. It appears that the older the

child, the less likely it is to think of the acrolectal speaker as the funniest one.

As for the rest of the traits, the participants of all age groups mostly attributed them
to the acrolectal speaker, as in Task 1. Thus, the acrolectal story is the one most
liked, while at the same time the acrolectal speaker is regarded as the cleverest
person and the best student, and she is the most preferred friend. For the attributes
‘best story’ and ‘preferred friend’, the basilectal speaker comes second in the
participants’ preference at age five and six, followed by the mesolectal speaker. At
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age seven, the mesolectal and basilectal speakers scored the same for the
characteristic ‘best story’, but for the ‘preferred friend’, the mesolectal speaker
received higher favourability than the basilectal speaker. Additionally, the
mesolectal speaker was chosen by more participants aged six and seven as the
best student and the cleverest person than the basilectal speaker. On the other
hand, the basilectal speaker received a higher score than the mesolectal speaker in
the five-year-olds’ attribution of ‘best student’. What is more, the five-year-olds
expressed equal favourability towards the mesolectal and the basilectal speaker for
the quality ‘clever’. Therefore, it appears that the older the children, the more they
are in favour of the acrolectal story and the less they are in favour of the mesolectal
and basilectal stories. Also, the older the child, the more likely it is to consider the
acrolectal speaker as the best student, as well as the less likely it is to associate the
basilectal level with the best student, the cleverest person and the most preferred
friend. The link between the mesolectal level and a clever person also declines as

the child grows older.

From what has been discussed so far regarding Task 3, it is obvious that the
participants’ attitudes as measured in Task 1 and then in Task 3, after being further
sensitised to the actual purpose of the experiment and the linguistic stimuli,
somehow differ. Such differences better arise in the figures that follow which
juxtapose the data obtained from the same question in the two tasks, depicting at
the same time how each age group behaves. Figures 6-1 to 6-6 refer to the
questions in which the acrolectal speaker was generally favoured most (i.e. best
story, preferred friend, best talk, cleverest person, best student and most preferred

person to play with).

Figure 6-1. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 1

Which story do you like best?
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Figure 6-2. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 3

Who would you like to be friends with?
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Who talks the best?
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Figure 6-3. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 4
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Figure 6-4. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 8

Who is the cleverest?
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Figure 6-5. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 9

Who is the best student?
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Figure 6-6. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 10

Who would you like to play with?
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Comparing the three age groups’ responses in Task 1 and Task 3, it is observed
that as for the attributes ‘best story’ and ‘preferred friend’, preference towards the
acrolectal speaker increases at age five and six when asked the same question for
the second time, whereas it decreases at age seven. The opposite happens with
the acrolectal and mesolectal speakers; favourability decreases at age five and six,
and increases at age seven. The same pattern appears in the favourability of the
basilectal speaker for ‘clever’. On the other hand, the belief that the acrolectal
speaker is the cleverest person remains stable at age five, although it increases at
age six and seven. Then, the corresponding results of the mesolectal speaker
present a rising pattern at age five, a falling pattern at age sevenand remain stable
at age six. Concerning the questions on ‘best talk’, ‘best student’ and ‘preferred
person to play with’, the acrolectal speaker is increasingly favoured from Task 1 to
Task 3 by all age groups. The mesolectal speaker is favoured less from one task to
the other by all age groups as the best student and preferred person to play with,

but as for the person who talks best, decrease between the two tasks is observed
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at age six and seven, while at age five, it increases. ‘Best student’ and ‘preferred
person to play with’ are increasingly attributed to the basilectal level at age five and
decreasingly assigned to it at age six. At age seven, the pattern is a decreasing one
concerning the best student and an increasing one concerning the preferred person
to play with. At last, the basilectal level is decreasingly thought to be the best talk at

age five and seven, and increasingly believed to be the best talk at age six.

In a similar way, the findings of the rest of the questions posed in Tasks 1 and 3, in
which the basilectal speaker generally received higher scores, appear contrastively
in Figures 6-7 to 6-10.

Figure 6-7. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 2

Who lies?
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Figure 6-8. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 5

Who is the laziest?
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Figure 6-9. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 6

Who is the naughtiest?
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Figure 6-10. Children’s attitudes before and after repetition: Question 7

Who is the funniest?
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What is mainly noticed in the above figures is that the assignment of the negative
traits ‘lies’, ‘lazy’ and ‘naughty’ to the acrolectal speaker decreases from Task 1 to
Task 3 by all age groups. As for the characteristic ‘funny’, it appears to have an
increasing value at age five which again presents a falling pattern at age six and
seven. On the contrary, the basilectal speaker receives higher scores in Task 3 than
in Task 1 as being the naughtiest and the funniest person in all age groups’
perception. It is also increasingly believed at age six and seven that the basilectal
speaker is the one who lies, but the opposite happens in the five-year-olds’
responses (i.e. the results obtained decrease from one task to the other).
Furthermore, the basilectal level appears to increase in five- and seven-year-olds’
selection of the laziest person, although less six-year-olds attribute the trait ‘lazy’ to
the basilectal speaker in Task 3 than in Task 1. As far as the mesolectal speaker is
concerned, the patterns that come to the surface from these four figures are far from
unanimous. She is more expected to lie in Task 3 than in Task 1, by all age groups.

An increasing pattern in the mesolectal speaker’s scores is also revealed in the
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responses in Tasks 1 and 3 for the trait ‘lazy’ at age six and seven, while at age five
the scores decrease. The mesolectal speaker’s scores for funny’ decrease too at
age five and age seven, and they remain stable at age six. As for the naughtiest
person, more five- and six-year-olds believe that this is the mesolectal speaker in
Task 3 than in Task 1, although the seven-year-olds’ responses for this trait for this

speaker show a decreasing pattern.

6.6 Analysis of qualitative data

Two of the questions of Task 1 asked the participants to provide reasons for their
choice: ‘Who would you like to be friends with? Why her?’ and ‘Who would you like
to play with? Why her?’. Analysing the qualitative data obtained, it was observed
that a large number of children did not give an answer at all. This is may be due to
the fact that the children’s metalanguage skills have not been developed yet to an
extent that enables them to make such judgments. As claimed by many researchers
this happens after age seven or eight (Edwards & Kirkpatrick 1999). However,
examining the arguments given, it was realised that some referred to linguistic
variables, but some others to non-linguistic aspects or irrelevant arguments—like
ones that related to distinctive features of the content of the certain speaker’s story
or her physical appearance. Still, there were children who produced statements
taken from previous questions posed by the interviewer and others who were able

to provide valid linguistic argumentation that related to the guises’ way of talking.

For the question ‘Why would you like to be friends with ...?’, 61.54% of five-year-
olds, 78.65% of six-year-olds and 70.97% of seven-year-olds gave an answer. For
the question ‘Why would you like to play with ...?’, 58.97% of five-year-olds, 68.64%
of six-year-olds and 69.89% of seven-year-olds justified their choice. Figure 6-11
below illustrates the percentages of children who justified their choice linguistically,
those who based it on non-linguistic variables, and those whose argumentation was
a reproduction of already asked questions by the interviewer. Argumentation in
favour of the acrolectal, the mesolectal or the basilectal speaker claiming that she
talks in a nice way, she is clever or a good student, she did not lie or they liked her
story best, as reproductions of questions previously posed to the participants (‘Who
talks the best?’, Who lies? etc.) is not further discussed. The reason for this is that

it is assumed that the participants’ answer might have been affected by the
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interviewer’s attributes mentioned in the questions, which might have been
perceived as set criteria by the interviewee. Linguistic criteria that the children

referred to are reported below.

Figure 6-11. Children’s justification of favourability
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Five-years-olds who chose a certain speaker based on linguistic criteria claimed that
they chose her because she told the story in a nicer way, she talks more nicely,
clearly, correctly or differently than the others, and they liked her voice. Moreover,
from those who preferred the acrolectal speaker, some of them reported that this
speaker is more attentive (‘ouykevrpwpuévn’), while the other two speakers did not
talk in a kind way or they talked in an angry way. Five-year-olds’ main argumentation
in favour of the three dialectal levels appear in Table 6-13 below, grouped under the
evaluation criteria of: pleasantness, superiority/dynamism and correctness
(proposed by Poropat Jeletic 2013). As it is evident, most of the children used
support that is related to the pleasantness/attractiveness of the speaker, very few
arguments that referred to the varieties’ superiority against the rest, and even less
that have to do with correctness. This observation is stronger in the case of
favourability towards the mesolectal and the basilectal speaker, whereas the
acrolectal speaker is more favourable because of using a more superior or correct
level of CG.
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Table 6-13. 5-year-olds’ support for favourability of linguistic variety

Acrolect Mesolect Basilect
Pleasantness
, . Kduvel wpaieg 10Topieg. Apeoev pou TCEivov TTou
'[Al\ﬂizgvhiorustrg) 'I,GT]OPIG me. [She creates beautiful EiTTEV.
Y- stories.] [l liked what she said.]
TE'mV Ta mo wpaia Ta Adyia Eitrev Ta Mo wpaia. Apeoev Pou N ewvA TNG.
ne: [She told it more nicely.] [ liked her voice.]

[She used nicer words.]

‘Hrav AAiov 1m0 wpaiov 110U
ApeoeV You n wvr TnG. TEG AAAEG.

[I like her voice.] [It was a little more beautiful
than the rest.]

N€égl TTOAU wpaia
TTOPANUBAKIA.
[She tells beautiful fairy tales.]

Apeoev You n ewvA TNG.

[l liked her voice.]

‘Eviwoa va JIAG TTI0 wpdaia.
[l felt that she speaks more
nicely.]

Superiority/Dynamism

O1 dUo gpihouoay 6xi
EUVEVIKA.

[The two did not talk kindly.]
Ev o ouykevipwuévn.
[She is more attentive.]
MiAG €101 KaBapd Xwpig va
Kapvel Ta Adyia TnG €101 oav
TOUG AAAOUG BupwTA.

[She talks clearly without
making her words ‘angry’ like
the rest.’

NaAei Ta €101 M0 KaBapd. Eitrev Ta Mo kabapd.
[She tells it clearly.] [She told it clearly.]

Correctness

NaAei TEG CWOoTd TEG AEEEIG.
[She pronounces the words
correctly.]

However, there were five-year-olds who preferred the acrolectal, the mesolectal or
the basilectal speaker and gave irrelevant justification for their choice, such as
because: it was the first time they met her, they knew a girl with the same name or
they liked her name. Also, because they liked the chocolate, they liked the fact that
she opened the car door or that she was alone at the beach, she is beautiful or kind,
she was the first or the last speaker, or the other speakers made fun. A child said

that she liked the speaker because she resembles his mother.

As for six-year-olds, the children said that they preferred one of the three speakers
(acrolectal, mesolectal or basilectal) because she talks in a nice, clear or correct
way, she has a nicer voice than the rest, or they liked the way the certain speaker
talked. As for the participants who preferred the acrolectal speaker, they also did it
because: she talks in a normal way, she uses nice words, she speaks correct or
nice Greek, or the other two speakers talk ‘weirdly’, ‘child-like’, ‘something like CG’
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or ‘ywpiarikalywpkara’ (i.e. village-like). On the other hand, one of the participants

claimed to like the fact that the basilectal speaker had a ‘village-like’ accent,

because he comes from a village himself. Also, the basilectal speaker was preferred

because she talks CG and because her language sounds more Greek. The general

picture obtained is similar to that of five-year-olds: most arguments are driven by the

pleasantness of the speaker and less by the superiority or correctness of her

language. Such arguments are even less visible in the cases of the mesolectal and

the basilectal speaker.

Table 6-14. 6-year-olds’ support for favourability of linguistic variety

Acrolect Mesolect Basilect

Pleasantness

MiIAG 1110 wpaia eAANVIKAE.
[She talks nicer Greek.]

EuiAnoev wpaia.
[She talked nicely.]

EuiAnoev TTOAU wpaia.
[She talked very nicely.]

Eitrev pe mo wpaia Adyia Tnv
IoTOpIa.

[She told the story with more
beautiful words.]

Apeoev pou TTIo TTOAAG N

Qwvn TNG.
[l liked her voice more.]

Ev mo wpaia n pwvr) TnG.
[Her voice is more beautiful.]

MIAG 110 KOAGL.
[She talks more nicely.]

Apeoev pou €101 TTOU
EMIAOUCEV.
[l liked the way she talked.]

Apeaev ou N Gwvn TnG.
[l liked her voice.]

Superiority/Dynamism

Ev gpiAovoev xwpIdTika.
[She didn’t talk village-like.]

MiIAG AAiov kaBapd.
[She talks a bit more clearly.]

MiA& 1m0 EAANVIKA.
[She speaks more Greek.]

O1 GAAeg pIAOUV TTI0
MwpIioTIKA.

[The others talk in a child-like
manner.]

Ev epiholdoev 0TTwg TeG AAAEG
€101 TTapdéeva.

[She didn’t talk weirdly like
the others.]

O1 dA\eg dUo ¢ Ba
kataAdaBBaivva T Ba éAeyav.
[l wouldn’t understand what
the other two would say.]

MiIAG kaBapa.
[She talks clearly.]

O1 dA\eg epihovdoav kaT oav
KUTTPIOKA.

[The other two spoke
something like Cypriot.]

MiA& éto1 xwpkaTika. Karyw
gipal TTou To XWPKO.

[She talks village-like. | am
from a village too.]

Correctness

AuTr piAnoe 1o cwaoTd
eAANVIKA.

[She spoke more correct
Greek.]

MIAG KavoviKd.
[She talks normally.]

Eitrev TTOAU owoTd Ta Adyia

™G.
[She used correct words.]
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Further support that the six-year-old participants gave for their choice of the
acrolectal guise included irrelevant arguments like because: she used more words,
she said something different, she behaved in the right way, she closed her eyes or
she went to the beach, she is first, she is nice or friendly, she has a beautiful face
or she plays well. Irrelevant argumentation in favour of the mesolectal speaker
included the fact that: she has beautiful hair or she did not eat the chocolate, by
contrast to the other two girls. At last, the basilectal speaker is preferred because:
she tells a nice story, she is kind, beautiful and she has a nice body, she has the
chocolate, she was frightened, she was smiling, she pretended that she was
sleeping, her name sounds either familiar or different to the participant. Also, some
of the participants mentioned that they prefer the basilectal speaker to play with,

because she is crazy or to see what kind of naughty behaviour she will act out.

Finally, the seven-year-olds claimed to be in favour of the acrolectal speaker
because her way of talking is kind, beautiful, sweet, serious, clear and correct, and
she speaks ‘Greek’ or ‘more Greek’, by contrast to the other two guises. It is not
village-like speech and she does not say ‘bad words’ or ‘insults’. She says
/'m:atja/—although it was /'matja/—instead of /'m:aBca/ and /d3e/. The mesolectal
and basilectal speakers’ language is considered CG or ‘fake CG’, weird, village-like,
ugly, rude and incomprehensible. On the other hand, those who prefer the
mesolectal speaker reported that she talks the best, or she is the one who speaks
CG or both Greek and CG. An additional reason for preference is that she talks in a
funny way. The basilectal speaker is favoured by some participants because of her

village-like, clear, perfect CG language.

What is obvious in Table 6-15 below is that correctness argumentation raised is little
like in the other two age groups. Seven-year-olds favour the acrolectal speaker for
more superiority/dynamism reasons than five- and six-year-olds. Also, it is worth-
mentioning that the basilectal speaker is favoured by none of the seven-year-old

informants due to her pleasantness.
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Table 6-15. 7-year-olds’ support for favourability of linguistic variety

Acrolect Mesolect Basilect

Pleasantness

MIAG wpaia. MiIAG TTI0 wpaia.

[She talks nicely.] [She talks better.]

EuiAouoe yAuka. . . .
. Eitrev T0 AAiyov 1110 KOAG.

L‘:’gr?nt:ik]ed in a sweet [She told it a little better ]

H &elTepn ev epiIAoUaeV KaAd
101 N TPITN aKOMA TTIO
daoxnua.

[The second one wasn't
talking nice and the third one
was talking even worse.]

‘Ectl xadiv Twg YIAG TCai ev

Va YEAW.
[The way she talks is funny
and | will laugh.]

Ev 6a pou piAG doonua.
[She won't talk to me in a bad
way.]

Superiority/Dynamism

Auav £€0eAa va TTaiw évav
TTauyvidlv 1¢al piAav pou
KUTTPIOKG, EyW €V 6a TO
KataAdBpaivva.

[If | wanted to play a game
and she talked to me in
Cypriot, | wouldn’t
understand.]

MiA& 1o eAAnvIka TCal
KUTTPIOKA.

[She speaks both Greek and
Cypriot.]

MiA& TéA€I0 KUTTPIOKA TCQI £V
MO KOAR.

[She speaks Cypriot fully and
she is better.]

O1 dAA\eg pIAOUV YeUTIKO
KUTTPIOKG.

[The others speak fake
Cypriot.]

Ev 6a pou AaAei oguvéxeia

Bpioiég.
[She won't say insults to me.]

MiA& coBapd.
[She talks seriously.]

O1 dAAeg ev pihouoIv kaBapd.
[The others don'’t talk clearly.]

Ev AaAei atagieg AEEeis.
[She doesn’t say naughty
words.]

O1 GAAEG PIAOUV XWPKATIKA
EVW N TTPWTN MIAG EAANVIKA.
[The others talk village-like
while the first one speaks
Greek.]

Ev Ta AaAouoev KUTTpIOKG.
[She didn’t tell it in Cypriot.]

O1 dAAeg BUo €xouv £TO1
TTEPiEPYNV TTPOPOPA.

[The other two have a weird
accent.]

Euilovoev guyevikd.
[She was talking in a kind
way.]

Eitrev 1o Mo xwpidrika.
[She told it more village-like.]

=épel va JIAG KaBapd.
[She knows how to speak
clearly.]

Correctness

MiAoUoev cwaTd.
[She talked correctly.]
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The irrelevant support provided by seven-year-olds for their favourability towards a
particular speaker included statements like the following. The acrolectal speaker is
nicer, calmer and more beautiful than the others, she ate the chocolate, she plays
better and she has a nice name or better manners. Whereas the other two guises
are not preferred over the acrolectal one because they come from another country.
The mesolectal guise is claimed to be favoured because she is beautiful, while the
basilectal guise is preferred for being tall. Further argumentation on why to play with

the basilectal speaker is that the child believes that she will beat her all the time.

Although not all the participants were able to justify their choices in linguistic terms,
interesting observations have been made from asking the participants to explain
why they want a certain speaker as their friend or to play with. Many of them based
their views on the speaker’s nice, clear or correct language use or voice. The
associations that can be made between the three levels of the CG continuum and
how the children described the speaker or the speech are the following. The
acrolectal level is normal, nice, kind, beautiful, sweet, serious, clear, correct and
Greek, whereas the mesolectal and basilectal levels are weird, child-like, village-
like, rude, ugly, incomprehensible and are used to express anger or to say bad
words and insults. On the contrary, the mesolectal speaker is considered to be
privileged since she speaks both Greek and CG, and she is funny. Although the
basilectal speaker is negatively characterised as village-like by some participants,
some others like the fact that this speaker probably comes from a village and it is
believed that she is the one who speaks clear and perfect CG. The fact that the
more dialectal levels are described as incomprehensible contradicts Pavlou’s
results (1999), where the children preferred the dialectal variety because it was

more comprehensible for them than the standard variety (see Chapter 4).

What is worth-noticing is that many of the participants contradict their own attitudes,
by using a level of the continuum that is far from the acrolectal edge to disfavour the
mesolectal and basilectal speech. The opposite was also attested; i.e. the acrolectal
level was used to express favourability of the basilectal speaker. Moreover, it is
important to note that one of the children seems to distance herself not only from
the CG speech, but other aspects of the GC culture too (‘dAAov ra maixvidia uag
euag r¢ar dGAAov ra kutrpiakd’, our games is one thing and Cypriot games is another
thing). This remark agrees with Papapavlou and Sophocleous (2009), where the

participants used ‘them’ to refer to basilectal speakers of the dialect and differentiate
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themselves (see Chapter 4). Also, it affirms Tajfel and Turner’s claim (1979) that, in
stereotyping, people tend to exaggerate concerning the differences between two
groups. What is more, it was noticed that many children distinguish between Greek
(‘eAMAnvik@’), which is regarded as what the acrolectal speaker uses, and CG
(‘kutrpiakd@’), the language of the mesolectal and basilectal speaker, as two distinct
entities. Even more, a child regards the mesolectal and the basilectal speakers as

foreigners.

6.7 Discussion

The findings presented in this chapter reveal how GC children’s attitudes towards
three levels of the CG continuum develop at the age of five, six and seven. The
above presentation brings patterns to the surface that enable to answer the research
question on whether GC children hold attitudes towards various levels of CG in
different stages of early sociolinguistic development. Additionally, it is enabled to
provide answers on whether the same children make associations between
language and non-language variables, such as the physical appearance of the
speaker (hairstyle, makeup, facial characteristics) or the context of the speech event

(farm, classroom, park), that further reveal attitudinal stances.
6.7.1 The development of Greek-Cypriot children’s attitudes towards Cypriot Greek

On investigating GC children’s attitudes towards the three proposed levels of CG
during age five to seven, it was hypothesised that older GC children are more in
favour of the acrolectal level of CG than younger children. Based on previous
experimental studies (Rosenthal 1974), it was taken for granted that children by the
age of five express favourability towards different linguistic varieties. Since the
present research does not deal with different varieties of the same language, but
different levels of the same dialectal variety, children’s possible expression of
linguistic (un)favourability may also verify that children by the age of five are able to
distinguish between levels of a dialect continuum and hold attitudes towards them.
The participants’ assignment of different traits (of similar nature—positive or
negative), that are in agreement with the findings of similar studies, seem to provide

support for the first hypothesis.
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From the analysis of Tasks 1 and 3, it was found that all three age groups mostly
attributed all of the positive traits to the acrolectal speaker, except for ‘funny’ which
is mainly assigned to the basilectal speaker, along with the negative traits. For the
characteristics ‘best story’ and ‘preferred friend’, the highest score in Task 1 was
achieved by the acrolectal speaker, followed by the basilectal and then the
mesolectal one. In Task 3, although these traits were again mostly assigned to the
acrolectal speaker, seven-year-olds’ preference of the mesolectal level increased,
reaching higher or equal scores to the basilectal level. For the questions ‘Who talks
the best?’, ‘Who would you like to play with?’, ‘Who is the best student?’ and ‘Who
is the cleverest?’, the acrolectal speaker was the one favoured most in both tasks
by all age groups, although the other two speakers brought disagreement among
the three groups. Then, the results of Tasks 1 and 3 obtained for the person who
lies, the laziest, the naughtiest and the funniest person revealed that the basilectal
speaker scored the highest in the three age groups’ preferences. For ‘lazy’ and
‘naughty’, the basilectal speaker is followed by the mesolectal and, last, the
acrolectal speaker in both tasks. The same appears for all groups in Task 3 and for
six- and seven-year-olds in Task 1 with the question ‘Who lies?’. The trait funny’
was last attributed to the acrolectal speaker by all groups in Task 1 and six- and
seven-year-olds in Task 3, whereas in Task 3, the acrolectal speaker scored higher

than the mesolectal one among five-year-olds.

From both attitude measurement tasks of the present study—Task 1 and Task 3—
itis inferred that the older the children: a) the more they are in favour of the acrolectal
level as a pleasant narration and pleasant talk, as the way of talking of a preferred
friend or a person to play with and of a good student, b) the less they are in favour
of the basilectal speaker for the same traits, and even less of the mesolectal story,
speech and friend, c) the less likely it is to attribute ‘clever, ‘best student’ or
‘preferred friend’ to the basilectal speaker of CG, d) the more likely it is to perceive
the basilectal level of CG as the language of a lazy, naughty, funny and lying person,
e) the less likely it is to attribute ‘lies’, ‘lazy’ and ‘funny’ to the acrolectal speaker,
and f) the less likely it is to regard the mesolectal speaker as the funniest, cleverest

or naughtiest person, the best student and a preferred person to play with.

Previous studies on Greek Cypriots’ attitudes revealed similar findings, although
they dealt with older people and regarded the linguistic profile of the population as

a bidialectal one. For example, the adult participants in Papapavlou’s study (1998)
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perceived the SMG speaker as pleasant, attractive and intelligent, and the CG
speaker as humorous. But, additionally, they associated the CG speaker with
sincerity, friendliness and kindness. In the present study, in both Task 1 and Task
3, the majority of the children preferred the acrolectal speaker as their friend, while
they thought that it was more likely for the basilectal speaker to lie. Being asked why
they preferred the acrolectal speaker as their friend or to play with, many children
claimed that this speaker is kind. As for the role of the age factor in children’s
attitudes, Kounnapi (2006) claimed that sixth-graders (age eleven to twelve) in her
study were more in favour of the standard variety than the dialect, but in less degree
in comparison to pre-school children (age five) or adults (Papapaviou 1998, Paviou
1999). However, the findings of the present study support that older children express
more positive attitudes towards the acrolectal speaker, as well as more negative
attitudes towards the basilectal speaker than younger children. This agrees in a
great extent with Day’s conclusion (1980) that younger children favour the dialect

more than older children who prefer the standard variety more (see Chapter 3).

6.7.2 The development of Greek-Cypriot children’s associations between language

and non-language features

Along with approaching GC children’s language attitudes, it was investigated
whether the children’s sociolinguistic development at the age of five to seven
enables them to go a step further and associate a certain linguistic code with non-
language factors of the speech event. Pre-experimentally, it was hypothesised that
while the acrolectal level of CG is mostly associated with an elegant appearance
and a formal setting, the basilectal level of CG is mostly associated with untidiness,
ugliness and informality. The obtained data provided support to this hypothesis in

the following way.

Concerning the setting, all age groups mainly associated: a) the acrolect with the
most formal setting, b) the mesolect with the friendly environment, and c) the
basilect with the most casual setting. Also, the acrolectal level is regarded more
suitable to be used in the park rather than at the farm, while the basilectal level is
associated more with the classroom rather than with the park. Then, it appeared
that the older the child, the more likely it is to prefer the use of the mesolectal level
in a friendly setting, and the less likely it is to associate the acrolectal level with the
least formal setting. As far as the physical appearance of the speaker is concerned,
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the majority of the participants associated: a) the acrolectal level with a beautiful
appearance, then with the normal one and last with the ugly person at all age levels,
b) the mesolect with a beautiful appearance at the age of five and six, but with an
everyday appearance at the age of seven, and c) the basilect with an ugly
appearance at age seven, a beautiful one at age six and at an equal degree with a
beautiful and a normal appearance at age five. It seems that the younger the child,
the more likely it is to make an association between the acrolect and the most
beautiful person. Moreover, the older the child, the less possible it is to associate
the mesolectal or the basilectal level with a beautiful person, whereas the more
possible it is to associate the mesolectal speaker with an ordinary appearance or

the basilectal speaker with an ugly person.

Taking all factors together, GC children’s associations of the three levels of the CG
continuum with the context to be used are clearer than with the physical appearance
of the speaker. Although it can be thought that the selection of the distinct facial
features of each appearance was not the appropriate one to correspond to different
degrees of beauty-ugliness, it may be well the case that children develop language-
physical appearance links later than language-setting. This is evident in that seven-
year-olds’ responses present a more cohesive pattern than the blurry picture in five-
and six-year-olds’ choices for the mesolect and the basilect, compared to the
acrolect. For seven-year-olds, the acrolect denotes beauty, the mesolect denotes
an everyday look and the basilect denotes ugliness. Such results come in
accordance with the attitudes expressed in the previously discussed tasks; the
acrolectal level is the one associated with positive characteristics, while the

basilectal level is given negative attributes.

6.8 Summary

In Chapter 6, an effort was made to portrait GC children’s attitudes towards three
levels of the CG continuum at the age of five, six and seven, as they were
investigated in the present study, and as they were presented and discussed in this
chapter. Additionally, it was attempted to shed light on these children’s ability to
associate each of the dialectal levels with certain physical appearance or setting. In

particular, it has been shown that children at these age stages generally hold the
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same attitudes. They mostly favour the acrolectal level of CG and this attitude
becomes stronger as the child becomes older. Furthermore, the basilectal speaker
is assigned all the negative traits and it is considered the funniest speaker of all, at

a greater extent at later stages in a child’s life.

Since the age factor is not the only crucial one in the formation and differentiation of
language attitudes, the aim of the following chapter is to deal with the gender factor
in GC children’s attitudes towards the CG continuum. Thus, the three experimental
tasks will be presented and discussed for males and females separately, drawing

comparisons between the attitudes expressed by the two genders.
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CHAPTER 7

Presentation of results: Gender variable

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the role of gender in GC children’s language attitudes will be
examined. Many researchers around the world have been engaged with how gender
influences people’s language development, use and perception. What is important
to be kept in mind is that females have been found to be more sensitive to the
distinction between standard and non-standard varieties, target more to a high
social status which is associated with the standard language, and feel that a

standard variety is more ‘correct’ or acceptable (Chapter 2).

A different analysis of the obtained data, distinguishing between male responses
and female responses, is presented in Chapter 7 that enables the comparison
between the two gender groups at the age of five, six and seven. The results of each
task are illustrated in tables of sums and percentages of responses that correspond
to males’ and females’ favourability towards the different levels of CG on certain
attributes, separately for each age cohort. Thus, the first part of Chapter 7 presents
the results of Task 1 which measures language attitudes, the second section
concerns Task 2 that engages with the children’s association between language and
non-language features, and the last section includes the results of Task 3 comparing
the attitudes measured before and after further familiarisation with the linguistic

stimuli.
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7.2

Task 1: Children’s language attitudes

This first section of Chapter 8 presents GC children’s attitudes towards the three

levels of CG, as obtained in Task 1, in terms of gender. The data obtained from the

ten questions appear in the tables below. Table 7-1 presents the responses of 35

male and 43 female participants aged five, Table 7-2 presents the responses of 49

male and 40 female participants aged six, while Table 7-3 includes 48 male and 45

female participants’ responses aged seven. In this way, each gender group’s

favourability of the acrolectal, the mesolectal and the basilectal level of CG is

depicted, revealing gender differences at different age levels. Both the sums of

responses and percentages appear on each table for each level on each trait.

Table 7-1. Language attitudes of male vs. female 5-year-olds

TASK 1
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi Acro Meso Basi
1. Which story do you 20 6 9 25 5 13
like best? 57.14% 17.14% 25.71% | 58.14% 11.63% 30.23%
. 9 9 17 12 8 23
2. Who lies? 2571% 2571% 48.57% | 27.91% 18.60%  53.49%
3. Who would you like 18 7 10 22 7 14
to be friends with? | 51.43%  20.00% 28.57% | 51.16%  16.28% 32.56%
18 1 16 18 10 15
4. Whotalksthe best? | o 120, 2.86%  45.71% | 41.86%  23.26% 34.88%
. . 8 12 15 12 15 16
5 Whoisthelaziest? | ) g50.  34.20% 42.86% | 27.91%  34.88%  37.21%
6. Who'is the 9 9 17 9 18 16
naughtiest? 2571% 2571% 48.57% | 20.93% 41.86% 37.21%
. . 6 15 14 18 10 15
7. Whoisthefunniest? | 1o 110 42.86%  40.00% | 41.86% 23.26%  34.88%
8. Whois the 21 3 11 17 12 14
cleverest? 60.00% 857% 31.43% | 39.53% 27.91% 32.56%
9. Who is the best 11 11 13 18 11 14
student? 31.43% 31.43% 37.14% | 41.86% 2558%  32.56%
10. Who would you like 18 9 8 21 10 12
to play with? 5143% 2571% 22.86% | 48.84% 23.26% 27.91%
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Table 7-2. Language attitudes of male vs. female 6-year-olds

TASK 1
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi Acro Meso Basi
1. Which story do you 34 6 9 28 5 7
like best? 69.39% 12.24% 18.37% | 70.00% 12.50% 17.50%
. 6 16 25 10 11 19
2. Wholies? 12.24%  32.65% 51.02% | 25.00%  27.50% 47.50%
3. Who would you like 30 9 10 28 3 9
to be friends with? | 61.22%  18.37%  20.41% | 70.00% 7.50% @ 22.50%
34 8 7 27 7 6
4. Whotalks the best? | o6 390,  16.33%  14.29% | 67.50% 17.50% 15.00%
. . 10 14 25 6 9 25
5 Whoisthelaziest? | 4 100 2857% | 51.02% | 15.00%  22.50%  62.50%
6. Whois the 9 12 28 13 14 13
naughtiest? 18.37% 24.49% 57.14% | 32.50%  35.00% 32.50%
. . 14 15 20 13 13 14
7. Whoisthefunniest? | o 7o 3061% | 40.82% | 32.50%  32.50%  35.00%
8. Who'is the 28 8 13 22 10 8
cleverest? 57.14% 16.33% 26.53% | 55.00% 25.00% 20.00%
9. Who is the best 23 17 9 21 8 11
student? 46.94% 34.69% 18.37% | 52.50% 20.00% 27.50%
10. Who would you like 28 12 9 22 9 9
to play with? 57.14% 24.49% 18.37% | 55.00% 22.50% @ 22.50%
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Table 7-3. Language attitudes of male vs. female 7-year-olds

TASK 1
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi Acro Meso Basi
1. Which story do you 35 4 9 37 6 2
like best? 72.92% 8.33%  18.75% | 82.22% 13.33% = 4.44%
9 8 31 6 11 28
iag?
2. Who lies? 18.75% 16.67% 64.58% | 13.33%  24.44% 62.22%
3. Who would you like 35 6 7 37 4 4
to be friends with? 72.92%  12.50% @ 14.58% | 82.22% | 8.89% 8.89%
32 7 9 40 4 i
?
4. Whotalks the best? | oo oro | 14.58%  18.75% | 88.89% 8.89% = 2.22%
7 12 29 5 15 25
. -
5. Whoisthelaziest? |,/ sa0r 2500%  60.42% | 11.11% 33.33%  55.56%
6. Who s the 8 17 23 4 15 26
naughtiest? 16.67% 3542% 47.92% | 8.89% @ 33.33%  57.78%
11 13 24 7 12 26
. -
7. Whoisthe funniest? | ) o500 | 27.08%  50.00% | 15.56%  26.67%  57.78%
28 13 7 33 9 3
i ?
8. Whoisthe cleverest? | po 450 | 27.08%  14.58% | 73.33% 20.00% 6.67%
9. Who is the best 31 8 9 32 7 6
student? 64.58% 16.67% 18.75% | 71.11% 15.56% 13.33%
10. Who would you like 31 9 8 35 5 5
to play with? 64.58% 18.75% 16.67% | 77.78% 11.11% 11.11%

The t-test run on the data to detect gender differences showed that males’ and
females’ responses significantly differ in one question among five-year-olds (‘best
talk’ t(76) = 0.06, p < 0.05), in none question among six-year-olds and in three
questions among seven-year-olds (‘best story’ t(91) = 1.68, p < 0.01, ‘best talk’ t(91)
=2.92,p <0.01 and ‘clever t(91) = 1.63, p < 0.05). This is because females’ scores
in the reported questions are more extreme towards favourability of the acrolectal
speaker and disfavourability (of any) of the other two. Such results are more
apparent in the case of seven-year-olds than among five- and six-year-olds. Thus,
it seems that seven-year-old girls express the firmest positive attitudes towards the
acrolectal level and the least positive ones towards the mesolectal and the basilectal
level of CG. Most probably this group is the one with the most developed linguistic
awareness and attitudes, showing that not only as the children grow older, they are
more able to express attitudes, but either this happens earlier in females than in

males, or females’ pro-acrolectal views are more absolute.

In Tables 7-1 to 7-3, it is observed that the highest favourability for most of the traits

is attributed to the same speaker by both males and females of all age groups.
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Particularly, there is not a case of disagreement between the two gender groups in
the most preferred speaker among the participants aged seven, whereas there is
only one among children aged six (‘naughty’) and three among those aged five
(‘naughty’, funny’ and ‘best student’). Once again, this provides evidence that
around this age children start holding language attitudes that seem to stabilise by
age seven. The same conclusion cannot be drawn concerning the level least chosen
for each trait, since for all age groups, on about half of the traits, there has been

disagreement on the speaker who is the least favourable.

In detail, five-year-old males and females mostly believe that the acrolectal speaker
tells the best story, she talks the best, she is the cleverest person and they would
like to play and be friends with her. On the contrary, they think of the basilectal
speaker as being the laziest person. Despite the agreement in their responses, it
seems that the percentage of male children who attributed ‘clever’ to the acrolectal
speaker is much higher than that of females. A note-worthy deviation is also
observed in the two scores relating to the ‘best talk’. As for the negative
characteristic ‘naughty’, male children mostly attribute it to the basilectal speaker,
whereas female children mostly attribute it to the mesolectal speaker. Male
participants also attribute the positive trait ‘best student’ to the basilectal speaker at
most, while females assign it to the acrolectal speaker. Then, most of the boys
perceive the mesolectal speaker as the funniest one, while most of the girls perceive
the acrolectal speaker as the funniest one. For this, it appears that female five-year-
olds are even more in favour of the acrolectal speaker than male five-year-olds,
since they assign to her all the positive traits, whereas males mostly attribute ‘funny’

to the mesolectal speaker and ‘best student’ to the basilectal speaker.

Examining the lowest favourability, it is observed that for all age cohorts there is
disagreement between males and females on half of the traits. The majority of five-
year-old boys and girls expressed the lowest favourability towards the mesolectal
speaker—lower than that towards the basilectal speaker who holds the middle
place—in the questions concerning the ‘best story’, ‘preferred friend’, ‘best talk’ and
‘clever’. On the other hand, they least assigned ‘lazy’ to the acrolectal speaker and
then to the mesolectal one. As for the positive traits of ‘funny’, ‘best student’ and
‘preferred person to play with’, females assign them less to mesolectal speaker than
to the basilectal speaker. Males consider the acrolectal speaker as the least funny,

the basilectal speaker as the least preferred person to play with, and the acrolectal
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and mesolectal speakers as equally worse students than the basilectal speaker. As
for the negative traits of ‘naughty’ and ‘lies’, they are equally least attributed to the
acrolectal and the mesolectal speaker by males, whereas the female participants
perceive the mesolectal speaker as the least possible one to lie and the acrolectal
speaker as the least naughty one. Similar to what has been discussed earlier
concerning five-year-olds, females seem to disfavour the mesolectal speaker more
than males since they least assign to her all the positive characteristics, although
they mostly attribute only one of the three negative traits to her (while boys assign

none of them to her).

Concerning six-year-olds, the majority of both male and female participants assign
all positive characteristics, except for funny’, to the acrolectal speaker of CG. She
tells the best story, she is the most preferred friend and the most preferred person
to play with, she talks the best, and she is the cleverest and the best student. By
contrast, the same participants regard the basilectal speaker as the one who lies,
the laziest and the funniest one. As it is obvious, the percentage of females who
prefer the acrolectal speaker as their friend and perceive the basilectal speaker as
the laziest one is notably higher than that of males. As for the trait ‘naughty’, males
mainly assign it to the basilectal speaker, while females assign it mostly to the
mesolectal speaker, noting considerable deviation between the two scores. Thus,
six-year-old boys’ attitudes do not differ much from those of girls. The only difference
observed is that males believe that the basilectal speaker is the naughtiest one
(being assigned all other negative characteristics by both groups), while females

think that the mesolectal speaker is the naughtiest one.

Six-year-olds’ unanimous lowest favourability is expressed towards the mesolectal
level of CG on the traits ‘preferred friend’ and ‘best story’, leaving the basilectal
speaker in the second place of preference. As for the person who talks the best, the
basilectal speaker received the lowest favourability by both boys and girls. Further
agreement between the two age groups’ attitudes is noticed in the questions about
the person who most likely lies and the laziest one. The least possible to possess
these characteristics is the acrolectal speaker. Differences are detected in males’
and females’ responses in the positive traits of ‘funny’, ‘clever’, ‘best student’ and
‘preferred person to play with’. The last two are least assigned to the basilectal
speaker by males, while ‘clever’ is last attributed to the mesolectal speaker and

‘funny’ to the acrolectal speaker. Females last assigned ‘clever’ to the basilectal
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speaker who is also the least preferred friend too, along with the mesolectal
speaker. The mesolectal speaker is the worst student and the least funny person
too, along with the acrolectal speaker, according to females’ view. The acrolectal
speaker is also thought to be the least naughty for boys and equally naughty to the
basilectal speaker for girls. All in all, it can be said that girls at the age of 6 may
disfavour the mesolect a bit more than males for whom it is somehow more

favourable than the basilect.

Regarding seven-year-olds, both gender groups mostly followed the overall
favourability pattern reported so far. The acrolectal level is the most favoured one
since it corresponds to the best story, the language of the most preferred friend, the
best talk, the language of the cleverest person, the best student and the most
preferred person to play with. Compared to what has been mentioned about all age
groups’ results, it is inferred that seven-year-old males’ and females’ results deviate
the most on all these traits attributed to the acrolectal speaker. Female participants
seem to attribute them to the acrolectal speaker at a higher degree than male
participants. This further reveals higher favourability. As for the negative traits ‘lies’,
‘lazy’ and ‘naughty’, they are mainly assigned to the basilectal speaker by males
and females. But, it appears that males attribute the most negative characteristic
(that of ‘naughty’) to the basilectal speaker at a lower degree than the other—less
negative—characteristics and at a lower degree than females do. ‘Funny’ is similarly

mostly possessed by the basilectal speaker for both males and females.

At last, seven-year-olds’ expression of disfavourability seems to be the most
interesting one, although their favourability pattern mentioned is the most
unanimous between males and females. The acrolect seems to signify the least
lazy, naughty and funny person. Additionally, both gender groups support that the
basilectal speaker is the least clever person. At this point, it is observed that females
assign the aforementioned negative attributes and ‘funny’ to the acrolectal speaker
at an even lower degree than males, as well as they assign the positive trait of
‘clever’ to the basilectal speaker at a lower degree than males. For the rest of the
questions, males and females seem to hold different attitudes concerning the
speaker least associated with each of the traits. For the traits ‘best story’, ‘best talk’
and ‘best student’, the mesolectal speaker is the least favourable for males, while
the basilectal speaker is the least favourable for females. This does not only reveal

males’ preference of the basilect over the mesolect and females’ preference of the
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mesolect over the basilect, but it also shows that females’ disfavourability towards
the basilect is higher than males’ disfavourability towards the mesolect. Males’
lowest preference of the mesolectal speaker is obvious in the question about the
‘preferred friend’ too, where females expressed equal disfavourability towards the
mesolectal and the basilectal speaker. Similar negative attitudes are expressed by
female participants in the question about the ‘preferred person to play with’, where
males expressed the lowest favourability towards the basilectal speaker. Finally,
males regard the mesolectal speaker as the least possible to lie, whereas females
believe that the acrolectal speaker is the least possible to lie. This last observation

strengthens more females’ positive attitude towards the acrolectal level of CG.

7.3 Task 2: Associations between language and non-language features
7.3.1 Association between language and setting

The first part of this section deals with males’ and females’ associations between
the language used and the setting in which it is used, as approached in Task 2 of
the study. Tables 7-4 to 7-6 demonstrate the participants’ associations at the age of
five, six and seven respectively, in sums and percentages, distinguishing between

males’ and females’ responses.

Table 7-4. Male vs. female 5-year-olds’ association between language and setting

TASK 2a
Male Female

Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Class Park Farm Class Park Farm

1. Which place is the best 15 11 9 23 14 6
Logr'\é'tiir[;‘?cm'ecﬂ totell | 4o86% 31.43% 2571% | 53.49% 32.56%  13.95%
2. Which place is the best 9 12 14 15 16 12
Logr':i;r[geso'ecﬂt"te” 2571%  34.29% 40.00% | 34.88% 37.21%  27.91%
3. Which place is the best 11 10 14 14 11 18
Logr'ifOE?/gSi'eCt] totell | 34439 2857% 40.00% | 32.56% 25.58%  41.86%
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Table 7-5. Male vs. female 6-year-olds’ association between language and setting

TASK 2a
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (2/%)
Class Park Farm Class Park Farm
1. Which place is the best 22 18 9 18 18 4
for Mia [acrolect] totell | 44 900, | 35.73%  18.37% | 45.00% = 45.00% = 10.00%
her story?
for Nia [mesolect] totell | 54 490, 45.04% = 28.57% | 40.00% = 35.00% = 25.00%
her story?
forLia [basilect] totell | 4 g50, | 28.579% | 30.61% | 25.00% = 30.00% = 45.00%
her story?

Table 7-6. Male vs. female 7-year-olds’ association between language and setting

TASK 2a
Male Female
Questions Responses (/%) Responses (/%)
Class Park Farm Class Park Farm

1. Which place is the best 27 15 6 21 18 6
for Mia [acrolect] to tell | 55 950, 31059,  12.50% | 46.67%  40.00% @ 13.33%
her story?

2. Which place is the best 13 22 13 13 23 9
for Nia [mesolect] to tell | 7 ha0, 45839,  27.08% | 28.89%  51.11%  20.00%
her story?

3. Which place is the best 10 11 27 12 6 27
for Lia [basilect] to tell | 5, 300 05 909, 56.25% | 26.67%  13.33%  60.00%
her story?

Comparing the three tables, it is observed that seven-year-old males and females
are the ones who totally agree in their preferences. The acrolectal level is thought
to be the most suitable variety to be used in the classroom, the mesolectal level is
properly used at the park and the basilectal level suits the farm setting. Therefore,
whereas females are more firm than males concerning their choice of setting for the
mesolectal and the basilectal level, males are more sure than females on their
choice on the proper setting for the acrolectal level. For both gender groups, the
farm is the least associated with the acrolectal speaker. However, as for the
mesolect, the girls least associate it with the farm, while for boys the farm and the
classroom are equally the least suitable settings for the mesolect to be used. The
classroom is also perceived by males as the least suitable setting for the basilectal
level, whereas the girls place it in the middle place, leaving the park last in their

selection with an even lower percentage than that of males.
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Five-year-old males and females expressed contradictory views concerning the
mesolectal level of CG. Similar to the seven-year-olds, they prefer the acrolectal
level to be used in the classroom and the basilectal level at the farm, noting that
females’ percentages are higher than those of males. At the same time, the acrolect
is the least preferred variety to be used at the farm and the basilect is the least
preferred to be used at the park, with females’ results being stronger than those of
males once again. As for the mesolectal level, the male participants believe that it
is more suitable for the setting of the farm, then for the park and last for the
classroom, whereas females believe that it is more proper to use it in the setting of
the park, followed by the classroom and then the farm. Therefore, while female five-
year-olds follow a pattern of preference similar to that of the older cohort, male five-
year-olds seem to associate the two more dialectal levels with casualness. This
indirectly corresponds to negative attitudes that are more apparent in the case of

the mesolect which is the least associated with a formal setting.

At last, the six-year-olds are the ones who present the highest deviation between
males’ and females’ responses. According to males, the classroom is the most
suitable setting for a speaker to use the acrolectal and the basilectal level of CG.
The park and then the farm complete males’ pattern concerning the acrolect,
whereas the opposite order is observed in the case of the basilect. As for the
mesolect, the boys prefer its use at the park, then at the farm and last in the
classroom. On the other hand, female participants regard the classroom and the
park as equally the most suitable environments for the acrolect. The classroom is
also the most suitable setting for the mesolect, followed by the park and leaving the
farm again in the last place. The basilect is best used at the farm, as it was claimed

by the rest of the age groups too.

Running the inferential statistics, it was revealed that the two gender groups’
responses do not differ significantly for any of the associations of each of the
speakers with the proposed settings. This reveals that the two genders’ assignment
of appropriateness of language according to the setting resemble, as found in this

task.
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7.3.2 Association between language and physical appearance

In the second sub-section concerning children’s association between language and

non-language features, the results of males’ and females’ association between

language and physical appearance of the speaker are presented. Tables 7-7 to 7-9

depict whether gender plays a role in making such associations during children’s

age five, six and seven.

Table 7-7. Male vs. female 5-year-olds’ association between language and
physical appearance

TASK 2b
Male Female
Questions Responses (/%) Responses (Z/%)
Beaut. Normal Ugly Beaut. Normal Ugly
1. Which appearance
do you consider the 20 10 5 33 9 1
most appropriate one | 57.14% | 28.57% | 14.29% | 76.74% . 20.93% | 2.33%
for Mia [acrolect]?
2. Which appearance
do you consider the 15 12 8 20 13 10
most appropriate one | 42.86% | 34.29% | 22.86% | 46.51% | 30.23% = 23.26%
for Nia [mesolect]?
3. Which appearance
do you consider the 8 16 11 22 14 7
most appropriate one | 22.86% | 45.71% | 31.43% | 51.16% | 32.56% = 16.28%
for Lia [basilect]?

Table 7-8. Male vs. female 6-year-olds’ association between language and
physical appearance

TASK 2b
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Beaut. Normal Ugly Beaut. Normal Ugly
1. Which appearance
do you consider the 28 13 8 31 7 2
most appropriate one | 57.14% | 26.53% | 16.33% | 77.50% . 17.50% | 5.00%
for Mia [acrolect]?
2. Which appearance
do you consider the 21 15 13 14 14 12
most appropriate one | 42.86% | 30.61% | 26.53% | 35.00% | 35.00% : 30.00%
for Nia [mesolect]?
3. Which appearance
do you consider the 21 14 14 13 14 13
most appropriate one | 42.86% = 28.57% | 28.57% | 32.50% | 35.00% = 32.50%
for Lia [basilect]?
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Table 7-9. Male vs. female 7-year-olds’ association between language and
physical appearance

TASK 2b

Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)

Beaut. | Normal Ugly Beaut. | Normal Ugly

1. Which appearance
do you consider the 28 16 4 30 15 0
most appropriate one | 58.33% | 33.33% | 8.33% | 66.67% | 33.33% | 0.00%
for Mia [acrolect]?

2. Which appearance
do you consider the 17 23 8 8 28 9
most appropriate one | 35.42% @ 47.92% | 16.67% | 17.78% | 62.22% = 20.00%
for Nia [mesolect]?

3. Which appearance
do you consider the 7 17 24 9 20 16
most appropriate one | 14.58% @ 35.42%  50.00% | 20.00% @ 44.44%  35.56%
for Lia [basilect]?

Examining carefully the above tables and comparing them to the previous subtask,
it may be inferred that children at the age of five and six make clearer associations
between language and context, rather than between language and physical
appearance. But, at the age of seven, it seems that they better distinguish between
language-appearance links. Explaining further, female five-year-olds mostly
associate the acrolect, the mesolect and the basilect with a beautiful face and least
with the ugly one. Quite similarly, with lower percentages, males mainly associate
the acrolect and the mesolect with a beautiful speaker, and the basilect with an
ordinary appearance. The acrolectal and the mesolectal speaker are the least
expected to be ugly, while the basilectal is the least expected to be beautiful. What
is worth-mentioning is that while for females appearance does not seem to be
connected to someone’s language use, males make some distinctive associations
between the two. Moreover, these associations and dissociations appear stronger
in the case of the acrolectal speaker, than the basilectal and last the mesolectal one,

especially among the female participants.

At the age of six, males follow a similar pattern as at the age of five and it is exactly
what five-year-old females express; a beautiful physical appearance can be a
characteristic of an acrolectal, a mesolectal and a basilectal speaker as well. The
lowest association is found between the acrolect or the mesolect and an ugly
person, and between the basilect and an ugly or ordinary appearance. On the other
hand, six-year-old females’ views resemble those of five-year-old males. That is, the
acrolect is mostly associated with a beautiful appearance and the basilect with an
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ordinary one. Nevertheless, the mesolect is equally regarded as matching either a
beautiful speaker or an ordinary one. An ugly face is the least acceptable for a
person who uses the acrolect or the mesolect and it is equally unacceptable with a
beautiful face for a person who uses the basilectal level. Once again, it is important
to highlight that the strongest association made by both boys and girls is between
the acrolect and a beautiful person, and the strongest dissociation is made between
the acrolect and an ugly person. The scores are even higher in the case of girls than

boys.

At last, seven-year-old males and females make the same associations between
two levels of the CG continuum and the physical appearance of the speaker: the
beautiful face is the most suitable one for the acrolectal speaker and the ordinary
one is the most suitable for the mesolectal speaker. Again, these associations are
expressed in a higher degree among girls than boys. The ugly appearance is
considered by both groups the least appropriate one for the acrolectal speaker.
Males also support that such an appearance is the least appropriate one for the
mesolectal speaker, although females believe that the least appropriate appearance
for the mesolectal speaker is the beautiful one. Regarding the basilectal level, male
participants mainly associate it with an ugly person and last with a beautiful one.
Female participants also dissociate the basilect with a beautiful appearance, but

they mostly prefer this variety to be used by a person with an ordinary appearance.

What is highly statistically significant from the children’s association between
language and physical appearance is the difference between males’ and females’
responses concerning the acrolectal level of CG. Concerning the group of the five-
year-olds, the significance is at the level of t1(76) = 2.25, p < 0.01, for the six-year-
olds is at the level of t(87) = 2.20, p < 0.01, and for the seven-year-olds is at t(91) =
1.40, p < 0.01. The interpretation may be that both gender groups highly associate
the acrolectal speaker with a beautiful appearance and at the same time they
dissociate her with an ugly one. And this is more evident among females who
provide more extreme scores. Thus, the acrolectal speaker seems to have raised
clearer associations among the groups. Additionally, seven-year-olds’ males and
females appear to differ significantly in their choices of the mesolectal speaker’s
appearance too, t(91) = -1.52, p < 0.05. Females’ associations seem stronger since

they associate this speaker with a normal appearance at a much higher degree than
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males, while at the same time they dissociate her with a beautiful appearance more

than males do.

7.4

Task 3: Language attitudes after repetition

The final section of Chapter 7 presents the participants’ responses in Task 3. The

repetition of the questions posed initially in the experiment enables the comparison

and juxtaposition of language attitudes obtained before and after further

familiarisation that brings out differences and offers a more complete picture of the

attitudes of the population under investigation. The tables that follow distinguish

between such attitudes expressed by males and females at the age of five, six and

seven.

Table 7-10. Language attitudes of male vs. female 5-year-olds after repetition

TASK 3
Male Female
Questions Responses (/%) Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi Acro Meso Basi
1. Which story do you 23 4 8 25 5 13
like best? 65.71% 11.43% 22.86% | 58.14% 11.63% 30.23%
5 12 18 13 14 16
ies?
2. Who lies 14.20% 34.29%  51.43% | 30.23%  32.56% 37.21%
3. Who would you like 18 6 11 25 5 13
to be friends with? 51.43% 17.14% 31.43% | 58.14% 11.63%  30.23%
20 8 7 28 6 9
?
4. Whotalks the best? | 1o/ 25 869%  20.00% | 65.12%  13.95%  20.93%
5 10 20 11 13 19
. ,
5. Whoisthe laziest? |, 590 | 2857%  57.14% | 25.58%  30.23%  44.19%
6. Who is the 5 14 16 7 18 18
naughtiest? 14.29% 40.00% 45.71% | 16.28%  41.86% 41.86%
10 10 15 16 10 17
. o
7. Whois the funniest? | g o270, 58579,  42.86% | 37.21%  23.26% 39.53%
17 10 8 21 10 12
i ?
8. Whoisthe cleverest? | /o o7o | 28.57%  22.86% | 48.84%  23.26%  27.91%
9. Who is the best 16 4 15 23 5 15
student? 4571% 11.43% 42.86% | 53.49% 11.63% 34.88%
10. Who would you like 16 10 9 26 5 12
to play with? 4571% 28.57%  2571% | 60.57% 11.63% 27.91%
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Table 7-11. Language attitudes of male vs. female 6-year-olds after repetition

TASK 3
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi Acro Meso Basi
1. Which story do you 35 7 7 31 3 6
like best? 71.43% 14.29% 14.29% | 77.50% 7.50% @ 15.00%
. 5 17 27 3 16 21
2. Wholies? 10.20%  34.69% 55.10% | 7.50% @ 40.00% 52.50%
3. Who would you like 37 5 7 33 3 4
to be friends with? 75.51% 10.20% 14.29% | 82.50% @ 7.50% @ 10.00%
36 5 8 30 4 6
4. Whotalks the best? | 24 470, 10.20%  16.33% | 75.00% 10.00% 15.00%
. . 5 18 26 4 14 22
5 Whoisthelaziest? | 14500  3673%  53.06% | 10.00%  35.00%  55.00%
6. Whois the 9 18 22 2 13 25
naughtiest? 18.37% 36.73%  44.90% | 5.00% @ 32.50% 62.50%
. . 12 15 22 14 13 13
7. Whoisthefunniest? | o/ 190,  30.61%  44.90% | 35.00%  32.50%  32.50%
8. Who'is the 31 10 8 30 8 2
cleverest? 63.27% 20.41% 16.33% | 75.00% 20.00% 5.00%
9. Who is the best 29 12 8 25 8 7
student? 50.18% 24.49% 16.33% | 62.50% 20.00% 17.50%
10. Who would you like 36 2 11 33 3 4
to play with? 73.47% 4.08% 22.45% | 82.50% 7.50% @ 10.00%
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Table 7-12. Language attitudes of male vs. female 7-year-olds after repetition

TASK 3
Male Female
Questions Responses (Z/%) Responses (Z/%)
Acro Meso Basi Acro Meso Basi

1. Which story do you 30 7 11 37 6 2
like best? 62.50% 14.58% 22.92% | 82.22% 13.33% = 4.44%

. 6 14 28 3 8 34
2. Wholies? 12.50% 29.17% 58.33% | 6.67% @ 17.78% 75.56%

3. Who would you like 32 9 7 39 5 1
to be friends with? | 66.67% @ 18.75%  14.58% | 86.67% 11.11%  2.22%

40 2 6 42 3 0
4. Whotalks the best? | oo 330 417%  12.50% | 93.33% 6.67%  0.00%

. . 4 15 29 2 17 26
5 Whoisthelaziest? | g a30. | 3125%  60.42% | 4.44%  37.78%  57.78%

6. Whois the 6 17 25 3 9 33
naughtiest? 12.50% 35.42% 52.08% | 6.67% @ 20.00% 73.33%

. . 11 10 27 4 10 31
7. Whoisthefunniest? | o) go0,  20.83% | 56.25% | 8.89% @ 22.22% @ 68.89%

8. Who'is the 33 7 8 30 10 5
cleverest? 68.75% 14.58% 16.67% | 66.67% 22.22% 11.11%

9. Who is the best 30 8 10 36 7 2
student? 62.50% 16.67% 20.83% | 80.00% 15.56% 4.44%

10. Who would you like 31 6 1 36 6 3
to play with? 64.58% 12.50% 22.92% | 80.00% 13.33% 6.67%

Although the descriptive analysis of the results revealed that the difference between
the two gender groups is higher among younger children than older ones, the t-test
carried out on the mean values bring forth the following. Similar to Task 1, there are
more cases of significant difference between males’ and females’ responses at the
age of seven than at the age of six and five. As previously mentioned, in Task 1,
significant statistical difference has been observed between male and female five-
year-olds, in terms of ‘best talk’ and among seven-year-olds in terms of ‘best story’,
‘best talk’ and ‘clever’. In Task 3, males’ and females’ responses differ significantly
among six-year-olds in terms of ‘clever’ t(87) = 1.58, p < 0.01 and ‘preferred person
to play with’ t(87) = 1.33, p < 0.01. As for seven-year-olds, the two genders’ scores
differ at a significant level in the questions of ‘best story’ t(91) = 2.61, p < 0.01, ‘lies’
t(91) = -1.69, p < 0.05, ‘preferred friend’ t(91) = 2.56, p < 0.01, ‘best talk’ t(91) =
2.08, p <0.01, ‘naughty’ t(91) = -1.98, p < 0.05, funny’ t(91) = -1.71, p < 0.01, ‘best
student’ t(91) = 2.35, p < 0.01 and ‘preferred person to play with’ t(91) = 2.09, p <
0.01. This happens because seven-year-olds’ preferences and dispreferences
appear at more extreme scores (very high and very low percentages), thus their

attitudes are clearer and express higher intergroup agreement.
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More detailed analysis of the data in Tables 7-10 to 7-12 reveals that generally the
five-year-olds are the ones who switch more their views from Task 1 to Task 3,
followed by the six-year-olds and then the seven-year-olds, as also noted in the
previous chapter. First of all, as far as the five-year-olds are concerned, in two of
the three questions (‘preferred friend’ and ‘lazy’) that their favourability pattern
remains the same in Task 1 and Task 3, it is observed that the highest attributes
become even higher and the lowest ones get even lower. Therefore, the acrolectal
speaker is even more preferred as a friend and the mesolectal speaker is more
disfavoured after further familiarisation to the language, while the basilectal speaker
is thought to be even lazier and the acrolectal speaker even less lazy. For the ‘best
story’, the boys again render their highest preference—towards the acrolectal
level—a higher score in Task 3 and their lowest one—towards the mesolectal
level—an even lower score. But, girls’ (dis)favourability towards the two remains
stable. Moreover, it is observed that favourability towards the acrolectal speaker is
increased more among females. In Task 3, males expressed even higher preference
towards the acrolect than in Task 1 on the ‘best story’, ‘best talk’ and ‘best student’.
Females expressed higher preference to the acrolect on the ‘preferred friend’, ‘best
talk’, ‘clever’, ‘best student’ and ‘preferred person to play with’. Decreased attribution
of positive traits to the basilectal speaker is equally observed among boys and girls.
Females’ give higher percentages to the basilectal level only on the traits ‘funny’
and ‘best student’, while males’ corresponding percentages are increased on the
‘preferred friend’, ‘funny’, ‘best student’ and ‘preferred person to play with’. As for
the mesolect, girls’ attribution of positive traits to this speaker decreases in almost
all cases, except for two that remain stable, whereas boys expressed higher
attribution in the cases of ‘best talk’, ‘clever and ‘preferred person to play with’.
Therefore, males appear to accept the more dialectal levels more than females who

prefer the acrolect more as they become further sensitised to language.

As for the traits that undergo an important increase from Task 1 to Task 3 and
change the participants’ favourability, it is noticed that female five-year-olds, who
mostly attribute ‘naughty’ to the mesolectal speaker, in Task 3, the mesolectal and
the basilectal speaker receive equal scores. Males’ mostly attribute ‘naughty’ to the
basilectal speaker in both tasks, but while in Task 1 the mesolectal and the
acrolectal speaker received equal scores, in Task 3 the acrolectal speaker is

perceived the least naughty one, deviating much from the mesolectal speaker.
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Additionally, the characteristic ‘funny’ switches from males’ attribution to the
mesolectal speaker to the basilectal one, and from females’ attribution to the
acrolectal speaker to the basilectal one. In Task 3, the mesolectal speaker is
regarded by male participants as equally the least funny with the acrolectal speaker.
In addition, the acrolectal speaker becomes primary in males’ preference for the
‘best student’ in Task 3—a place that was previously occupied by the basilectal
speaker. The mesolectal speaker who was least considered by males as the best
student in Task 1, in Task 3, she shares the last place with the acrolectal speaker.
Additional switches from Task 1 to Task 3 include males’ decreased favourability
towards the basilectal level that further increases their favourability towards the
mesolectal level, since they least associate ‘best talk’ and ‘clever’ with the
mesolectal speaker in Task 1 and with the basilectal speaker in Task 3. At the same
time, both groups dissociate ‘lies’ with the acrolectal speaker in Task 3 which were
previously least attributed to the mesolectal speaker by females and equally least
attributed to the mesolectal and the acrolectal speaker by males. Thus, from what
has been said concerning five-year-olds, it can be inferred that five-year-old boys
change their attitudes towards the three levels of CG more than girls, after being

further sensitised to the actual purpose of being tested and to the linguistic input.

Concerning six-year-olds, on three of the traits (‘lies’, ‘preferred friend’ and ‘lazy’),
boys and girls maintain the same pattern of favourability as in Task 1. Males attribute
the two negative characteristics mostly to the basilectal speaker and least to the
acrolectal speaker. The highest scores get even higher in Task 3 and the lowest
scores become even lower. Males’ favourability towards the acrolectal speaker as
‘preferred friend’ is also increased, while their disfavourability towards the
mesolectal is increased too. Females’ association between the basilectal speaker
and ‘lies’ is increased, while the acrolectal is increasingly dissociated with this trait.
The acrolectal speaker is considered even less lazy in Task 1 than in Task 3 and
the basilectal speaker, who is thought to be the laziest person, receives a higher
score in Task 1 than in Task 3. Additionally, in Task 3, the female participants prefer
the acrolectal speaker as a friend at a higher degree than in Task 1 and
disfavourability towards the mesolectal speaker remains stable. Comparing the
highest attribution of positive characteristics, it is observed that both groups’
favourability towards the acrolectal speaker is increased from one task to the other.

Males render higher scores to the basilectal speaker in Task 3 than in Task 1, in the
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cases of ‘preferred person to play with’, ‘funny’ and ‘best talk’, while females either
keep the same or reduced preference. Regarding the mesolect, the males’
attribution is increased on some of the traits and decreased or remains stable on
the rest, whereas that of females is mostly decreased or remains stable. Hence,
although both groups are negative towards the basilectal and the mesolectal level,
six-year-old males hold more positive attitudes towards the basilectal and the

mesolectal level than females.

The most important change in six-year-olds’ attitudes concerns the trait ‘funny’.
While males’ highest preference is towards the basilectal speaker, then the
mesolectal and last the acrolectal in both Task 1 and Task 3, females’ initial highest
attribution to the basilectal speakers and then to the other speakers changes. In
Task 3, the acrolectal speaker is the one who is thought to possess this positive
characteristic the most too. The rest of the questions posed in Task 3 reveal
switches in the participants’ attitudes from Task 1 to Task 3 in terms of the lowest
scores. In Task 1, males consider the mesolectal speaker as the least clever and
her story as the worst one narrated, whereas in Task 3, the basilectal speaker is
regarded as the least clever person and, along with the mesolectal speaker, she is
the least associated with the ‘best story’. On the other hand, males’ least preferred
person to play with and least favourable talk in Task 1 is the basilectal one. But, in
Task 3, this negativity is turned to the mesolectal level. Females’ lowest attribution
of ‘best talk’ also switches from the basilectal level to the mesolectal level, although
their least preferred person to play with is again the mesolectal speaker, who earlier
received equal disfavourability with the mesolectal speaker. Furthermore, female
participants least perceive the mesolectal speaker as the best student in Task 1 and
the basilectal speaker in Task 3, although the percentage of responses for the
mesolectal speaker remains stable. Finally, while the acrolectal and the basilectal
speaker are equally least attributed the trait ‘naughty’, then the acrolectal speaker
is regarded as the least naughty by females in Task 3. Generally, both gender
groups seem to doubt the least favourable level of CG, before and after

familiarisation, which is sometimes the mesolect and sometimes the basilect.

As already mentioned in the previous and the present chapter, seven-year-old boys’
and girls’ language attitudes are more stable from one task to the other. Neither
boys nor girls changed their views much from Task 1 to Task 3, thus the greatest

favourability is expressed towards the acrolectal level of CG and the least
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favourability towards the basilectal level. For half of the questions, the patterns
arising from Task 3 are the same as in Task 1, although in most of the cases
favourability or disfavourability is increased. In more detail, both males and females
attribute ‘best talk’ to the acrolectal speaker, but at a higher degree in Task 3 than
in Task 1. Females also increased their favourability towards the acrolectal speaker
in terms of the ‘best student’. Increased disfavourability towards the basilectal
speaker is noticed in the cases where males attribute ‘naughty’ to her at a higher
degree and females attribute ‘naughty’ and ‘lazy’ to her at an even higher degree.
As for the ‘best story’, although it is mostly attributed to the acrolectal speaker in all
cases, males’ preference towards this speaker decreases from Task 1 to Task 3,
while that of females remains stable. Furthermore, in many cases it is observed that
favourability towards the mesolectal level in Task 3 decreases; for males, in the
cases of ‘best talk’, funny’, ‘clever’ and ‘preferred person to play with’, and for
females, in ‘best talk’ and ‘funny’. Females’ favourability towards the mesolectal
level increases in the cases of ‘preferred friend’, ‘clever’ and ‘preferred person to
play with’, while males’ favourability towards the mesolectal level increases only in
the cases of ‘best story’ and ‘preferred friend’. At the same time, favourability
towards the basilectal level increases in the cases of ‘best story’, ‘funny’, ‘clever,
‘best student’ and ‘preferred person to play with’ among males, and only in the case
of ‘funny’ among females. But, it decreases for males on ‘best talk’ and for females
on ‘preferred friend’, ‘best talk’, ‘best student’ and ‘preferred person to play with’.
These results lead to the inference that females are even more in favour of the
acrolect and even less in favour of the basilect than males, especially as they

become more sensitive to language input.

In addition, there are changes in seven-year-olds’ lowest attribution of half of the
traits from Task 1 to Task 3. For instance, in Task 1, males support that the
mesolectal speaker is the least possible to lie, but in Task 3, ‘lies’ were least
assigned to the acrolectal speaker. Also, they switch from the acrolectal to the
mesolectal speaker as being the least funny. Females least attribute both of these
characteristics to the acrolectal speaker from the beginning. As for ‘clever’, both
gender groups perceive the basilectal speaker as the least clever person in Task 1,
whereas in Task 3, male participants believe that the mesolectal speaker is the least
clever one. For the ‘preferred friend’ and ‘preferred person to play with’, both groups

appear to switch their negative attitude that corresponds to the lowest percentage.
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Girls equally least assign both traits to the mesolectal and the basilectal speaker in
Task 1, but in Task 3, both traits are least attributed to the basilectal speaker. This
reveals an effort to express more negative attitudes towards the basilectal level than
the mesolectal one. On the other hand, male participants least assign the two traits
interchangeably to the mesolectal and the basilectal speaker. In Task 1, the
mesolectal speaker is the least preferred friend and the basilectal speaker is the
least preferred person to play with, whereas in Task 3, the basilectal speaker is the
least preferred friend and the mesolectal speaker is the least preferred person to

play with.

7.5 Discussion

In this chapter, analyses of the results obtained in the study shed light to an
important aspect of language attitudes, and language in general; that of gender.
That is, whether there are gender differences in GC children’s attitudes towards
three levels of the CG continuum at the age of five, six and seven. The above
findings demonstrate clearly that gender plays some role in the sociolinguistic
development of GC children. It serves as an important factor in the formation of
different attitudes towards various levels of CG. Moreover, answers can be provided
on whether male and female children at the age of five to seven make different
associations between language and non-language variables, such as physical

appearance and context.
7.5.1 Gender role in Greek-Cypriot children’s attitudes towards Cypriot Greek

On studying the gender role in children’s language attitudes, it was hypothesised
that female GC children are more sensitive to variation in CG and thus they hold
more clear language attitudes which are developed earlier than those of males.
Also, the direction of these attitudes was hypothesised to be more in favour of the
acrolectal level among females than males. Although tremendous differences have
not been detected between males’ and females’ general favourability, some
interesting observations come to the surface that verify the above hypotheses. Such
conclusions provide support to Schneiderman’s work (1976), where the
experimenter found that females are more stable in their preferences than males,
females are in favour of the prestigious variety from an earlier stage than males and
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by Grade 2 there is little deviation between males’ and females’ highest preference

towards the prestigious variety.

As already mentioned, children’s highest favourability is towards the acrolectal level
of CG since it is attributed the most positive traits, and highest disfavourability is
towards the basilectal level since it is attributed the most negative characteristics.
However, in Task 1, while seven-year-old boys’ and girls’ highest attributions are
homogeneous, six-year-old boys and girls express disagreement concerning the
naughtiest person and five-year-olds disagree on the naughtiest person, the funniest
person and the best student. Additionally, it is observed that at all age levels males
and females express disagreement in their lowest favourability on half of the
questions. What is also important is that the patterns that arise in Task 1 undergo
some interesting changes after further familiarisation to the linguistic stimuli (Task
3) that bring to the surface more differences in males’ and females’ sociolinguistic

development.

As can be seen in Task 1, while five-year-old males believe that the basilectal
speaker is the naughtiest one, five-year-old females mostly attribute this
characteristic to the mesolectal speaker. As for ‘funny’, boys mostly associate it with
the mesolectal speaker and girls with the acrolectal speaker. Also, male participants
of the same age group support that the basilectal speaker is the best student,
whereas for females the best student is most likely the acrolectal speaker.
Therefore, it seems that female five-year-olds are even more in favour of the
acrolectal level than male five-year-olds. Meanwhile, five-year-old females seem to
disfavour the mesolectal level more than males since they associate it with the least

of all positive characteristics.

As for age six, the same pattern of preference is followed by both gender groups,
but males and females disagree on the following traits. Males mainly assign
‘naughty’ to the basilectal speaker, while females assign it mostly to the mesolectal
speaker. Differences are also detected between males and females in that for males
the basilectal speaker is the worst student and the least preferred person to play
with, while for females the basilectal and the mesolectal speakers are equally
unwanted to play with and the mesolectal speaker is the worst student too. On the
other hand, boys least attribute ‘clever’ to the mesolectal speaker and girls to the
basilectal speaker. ‘Funny’ and ‘naughty’ are least attributed to the acrolectal

160



speaker by males. Females consider the acrolectal and the mesolectal speakers as
equally least funny, and the acrolectal speaker equally least naughty with the
basilectal speaker. For this, six-year-old females may disfavour the mesolect slightly
more than males for whom it is more advantageous than the basilect. But, in general,

six-year-old boys’ attitudes do not differ much from those of girls.

Concerning children at the age of seven, both genders favour the acrolectal level
the most and disfavour the basilectal level of CG. However, females seem to be
even more in favour of the acrolect since they attribute it the positive characteristics
at a higher degree and the negative ones at a lower degree than males. Negative
traits like ‘naughty’ are attributed to the basilectal speaker by males at a lower
degree than females, while the same speaker is assigned the positive trait of ‘clever’
at a lower degree by females than males. Furthermore, females believe that the
acrolectal speaker is the least possible to lie, whereas males regard the mesolectal
speaker as the least possible to lie. In addition, the mesolectal speaker is the least
favourable for males in terms of ‘best story’, ‘best talk’ and ‘best student’, while
females least associate these characteristics with the basilectal speaker. These
observations show that seven-year-old males favour the basilect more than the
mesolect, whereas females of the same age favour the mesolect more than the

basilect.

In Task 3, it is noticed that the five-year-olds switch their attitudes more than six-
and seven-year-olds, after being further sensitised to the actual purpose of the
experiment. In all age groups, being asked the same questions again, both males
and—even more—females expressed even higher preference towards the acrolect
than in Task 1. Concerning five-year-olds, girls’ favourable attitude towards the
mesolect decreases in most cases or remains the same, whereas boys express
higher attribution of positive characteristics to this speaker. Females give higher
percentages to the basilectal level only on the traits ‘funny’ and ‘best student’, while
males’ corresponding percentages are increased on the ‘preferred friend’, ‘funny’,
‘best student’ and ‘preferred person to play with’. Therefore, males appear to accept
the more dialectal levels more than females do. Also, it can be inferred that five-
year-old boys change their attitudes towards the three levels of CG more than girls,

after being further sensitised to the purpose and language.
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The most important change in six-year-olds’ attitudes from Task 1 to Task 3
concerns ‘funny’. While males’ highest preference is towards the basilectal speaker
in both tasks, females’ initial highest attribution to the basilectal speaker moves to
the acrolectal speaker in Task 3. Comparing further the two tasks, despite the
negative attitudes, it is noticed that males express a more positive attitude towards
the basilectal speaker in Task 3 than in Task 1, in a number of positive traits. By
contrast, females either keep the same scores or their preference is reduced. As far
as the mesolect is concerned, the males’ attribution is increased on some of the
traits, but that of females is only decreased or stabilised. Thus, although both male
and female six-year-olds are negative towards the basilectal and the mesolectal
level, the two levels appear to be more acceptable by males than females. What is
for sure is that both groups seem to be indecisive on the least favourable level of

CG; the mesolect or the basilect.

Seven-year-old boys’ and girls’ language attitudes are more stable from one task to
the other; most favourable towards the acrolectal level of CG and least favourable
towards the basilectal level. But, the scores obtained in both tasks lead to the
inference that females are even more in favour of the acrolect and even less in
favour of the basilect than males. In Task 1, males support that the mesolectal
speaker is the least possible to lie, but in Task 3, ‘lies’ were least assigned to the
acrolectal speaker. This may constitute an effort for males to ‘adjust’ their attitudes
towards greatest favourability towards the acrolectal level, since they also switched
from the acrolectal to the mesolectal speaker being the least funny. Females least
attribute both of these characteristics to the acrolectal speaker from the beginning.
Girls equally least assign positive traits to the mesolectal and the basilectal speaker
in Task 1, which in Task 3 are least attributed to the basilectal speaker. This reveals
an effort to express more negative attitudes towards the basilectal level than the
mesolectal one. On the other hand, males least assign traits interchangeably to the

mesolectal and the basilectal speaker.

7.5.2 Gender role in Greek-Cypriot children’s associations between language and

non-language features

The present chapter constituted an effort to check whether male and female GC
children at the age of five to seven make different associations between language

and non-language features. It has been generally hypothesised that the acrolectal
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level of CG is associated with elegance of the speaker and formality of the setting,
while the basilectal level is associated with untidiness of the speaker and informality

of the setting. Gender was not expected to play a role in these associations.

As far as the context is concerned, seven-year-old males and females are the ones
who expressed full agreement in their associations. The acrolectal level is thought
to be the most suitable variety to be used in the classroom, the mesolectal level is
expected to be used at the park and the basilectal level at the farm. Five-year-old
males and females prefer the acrolectal level for the classroom and the basilectal
level for the farm. As for the mesolectal level, males believe that it is more suitable
for the farm, while females believe that it is more proper for the park. Therefore,
female five-year-olds follow a pattern of preference similar to that of the older cohort.
On the other hand, six-year-old males and females experience the highest deviation
between their responses. According to males, the classroom is the most suitable
setting for the acrolectal and the basilectal level of CG. As for the mesolect, boys
prefer its use at the park, like the other age groups. On the other hand, female
participants regard the classroom and the park as equally the most suitable
environments for the acrolect. The classroom is also the most suitable setting for
the mesolect and the basilect is best used at the farm, as it was claimed by the rest

of the age groups too.

As for the association between language and physical appearance of the speaker,
at the age of seven, it seems that the children make clearer association between
the language a speaker uses and how she looks. Seven-year-old males and females
both associate a beautiful face with an acrolectal speaker and the mesolectal
speaker with the ordinary one. Boys mainly associate the basilectal level with an
ugly person, but girls mostly prefer that this variety is used by a person with an
ordinary appearance. On the other hand, female five-year-olds mostly associate the
acrolect, the mesolect and the basilect with a beautiful face, while males mainly
associate the acrolect and the mesolect with a beautiful speaker and the basilect
with an ordinary appearance. But, at the age of six, males associate a beautiful
appearance with an acrolectal, a mesolectal and a basilectal speaker. For six-year-
old females, the acrolect is mostly associated with a beautiful appearance and the
basilect with an ordinary one. The mesolect is equally regarded as being the
language of a beautiful speaker or an ordinary one.
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7.6 Summary

Chapter 7 analysed the data obtained from the present experimental study in order
to enable the investigation of gender role in GC children’s attitudes towards three
levels of the CG continuum at the age of five, six and seven. Similar gender
differences were studied in children’s association between language and non-
language features. Although the attitudes expressed by both gender groups at any
age are the same, it is observed that the pattern of preference is much clearer in the
case of seven-year-olds when attitudes seem to be stronger, steadier from one
measurement to the other and more reinforced in the case of girls. Thus, female
five-year-olds are even more in favour of the acrolectal level than male five-year-
olds, five- and six-year-old females seem to disfavour the mesolectal level more
than their male counterparts, six-year-old males and seven-year-old females favour
the mesolect more than the basilect, while seven-year-old males favour the basilect
more than the mesolect. Also, it is noticed that the five-year-olds—boys more than
girls—switch their attitudes the most, after being further sensitised to the actual
purpose of the experiment. But, most of the scores obtained after repetition lead to
the inference that both groups—females even more than males—favour the acrolect
and disfavour the basilect even more. Then, the younger the children, the less they
seem to be capable of associating language and non-language features, especially
in the case of males. Similar conclusions drawn in other studies reinforce gender

differences in children’s language attitudes.

Having presented and discussed the results from the experimental part of the study,
in terms of age and gender, it is now possible to move to a general discussion of
what has been done and what has been found in the present thesis. Hence, the
purpose of Chapter 8 is to provide the reader with a review of what has been found
on how GC children’s attitudes towards the CG continuum are developed and
differentiated at the age of five, six and seven, among females and males. An
account of the implications, innovations, contributions, as well as possible limitations
of the thesis, will be presented, in order to pass the baton to future experimenters

on this issue, such as educators and language planners.
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CHAPTER 8

General discussion and conclusions

8.1 Introduction

The aim of the last chapter is to draw general conclusions that arise from the
presentation and discussion of the results of the present thesis. Therefore,
summarising what has been reported in the last chapters, further inferences are
made on how the language attitude profile of Greek-Cypriots is developed through
age five, six and seven. Then, an effort is made to highlight the important aspects
of the thesis, explaining the contribution and practical implications of it in the local
and international framework that gave the impetus to the experimenter to conduct
this research. This evaluation brings also forth the limitations of such an
experimental piece of work. In this way, Chapter 8 closes this thesis and sets the
floor for future research by giving suggestions on what still needs further

investigation.

8.2 Summary of the findings

The present thesis investigated GC children’s language attitudes at early stages of
sociolinguistic development. The purpose was to study the attitudes held, if so, by
GC children towards three levels of the CG dialect/register continuum at the stages
of age five, six and seven. At the same time, it was attempted to detect possible
associations between the language used by the speaker and non-language features

such as the speaker’s physical appearance and the setting in which the speech
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event takes place. Gender and age variables were taken into account as possible
factors that may influence the picture of children’s attitudes. Based on the existing
literature, it was hypothesised that older children are more in favour of the acrolectal
level than younger children, that females express more clear attitudes and are more
in favour of the acrolectal level than males, as well as that the acrolectal level is
associated with elegance and formality while the basilectal level is associated with

untidiness and informality.

The analysis of the data obtained verifies and expands on the conclusions of
previous studies that children by age five are able to distinguish between different
varieties of the same language (Rosenthal 1974, Mercer 1977). The gap that the
present study fills in the local and international literature relates to the fact that it
was found that children by this age are able to express attitudes towards different
levels of the same (native) linguistic variety. Despite the preferences expressed, the
low deviation between the scores received by each level of CG enables the
experimenter to infer that the onset of language attitudes towards a continuum is
around age five and children at this age are still in the process of becoming aware
and expressing preferences of so similar varieties. On the other hand, by the age of
seven, children’s preferences are more homogeneous, and thus more extreme
scores reveal a clearer picture of attitudes. Higher agreement possibly reveals
stabilisation of attitudes and maybe conformity to social norms since linguistic
sensitivity, as well as social membership and acceptance are more cultivated after
a whole year of schooling. This inference becomes stronger, considering the fact
that gender differences have been found to be more apparent at age five than at

age seven.

Replicating past research conducted by Pavilou (1999)—although including a wider
age range—the present thesis drawn clearer conclusions on the onset and direction
of GC children’s attitudes. Generally, it was found out that children mostly favour the
acrolectal level rather than the basilectal level of CG. Such a conclusion is in
accordance with earlier studies conducted within the GC community, where adults
(Papapavlou 1998) and teenagers (loannidou 2004) were found to be more in favour
of SMG than CG , or more in favour of the acrolectal level than the basilectal level
(Papapavlou & Sophocleous 2009). The preference of the standard variety has also
been attested by other researchers worldwide who engaged with the children’s

language attitudes (Rosenthal 1974, Cremona & Bates 1977, Mercer 1977,
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Kounnapi 2006, Shah & Anwar 2015). However, there are studies that indicated that
such preferences do not appear at all stages of sociolinguistic development in
childhood. For instance, kindergarten children have been reported to be more in
favour of a non-standard variety than first graders who favour the standard variety
(Day 1980). What is of paramount importance is that all of the researchers attribute
children’s ‘inclination’ towards a variety to the influence by adults’ views in the

immediate environment in which they grow up; family and school.

More specifically, the present thesis revealed that children from age five to seven
attribute almost all positive characteristics to the acrolectal level and all the negative
characteristics, along with ‘funny’, to the basilectal level. The mesolectal level, most
of the times, is found in between, although there have been cases where it came
last in the children’s preference. These findings contradict those of Sergidi and
Evripidou (2014) who claimed that GC primary-school children are not in favour of
the standard variety. If it is to sketch the development of GC children’s attitudes
towards the native linguistic profile between age five and seven, it must be noted
that as they get older, children’s preference of the mesolectal speaker seems to
increase after further familiarisation to the linguistic stimuli. Familiarisation also
brought changes in the youngest group’s preference in that while ‘lies’ and ‘funny’
were initially ascribed to the basilectal, then the mesolectal and last the acrolectal
speaker, the last two speakers shifted positions after repetition of the task.
Therefore, the first hypothesis is verified, as well as Day’s conclusions (1980) seem
to gain support. What was inferred from the study is that older children favour the
acrolectal level and disfavour the basilectal and the mesolectal levels more than
younger children, as found in most of the questions of positive traits. Moreover, older
children are less likely to attribute positive characteristics and more likely to attribute
negative characteristics to the basilectal speaker than younger children. At the same
time, the less likely it is for the older children to attribute negative traits to the
acrolectal speaker and some positive (‘clever’, ‘good student’, ‘preferred person to

play with’) or negative ones (‘naughty’) to the mesolectal speaker.

The children’s language production on justifying their answers reveals again that
children by age five are still in the process of becoming aware of variation within
their mother tongue as a case of a dialect/register continuum, therefore they are
less capable of forming attitudes towards the different levels than children at the age

of six and seven. Older children provided more linguistic explanations on their
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preference or dispreference of a level than younger ones. It is crucial to keep in mind
that children regard the acrolectal level as normal, nice, kind, beautiful, sweet,
serious, clear, correct and Greek, whereas the mesolectal and basilectal levels are
characterised as weird, child-like, village-like, rude, ugly, incomprehensible and are
used to express anger or insults. However, a mesolectal speaker is regarded as

privileged since she can speak both Greek and CG.

As for the second hypothesis on gender differences, although no crucial differences
have been noticed between males and females, it seems that females’ attitudes are
clearer from such an early stage. Also, the existing belief that females start favour
standard forms more than males (Labov 1966, Trudgill 1972, Vassberg 1993)
seems to receive some support. What was found is that the oldest males and
females both follow the same pattern of attributing the negative characteristics and
‘funny’ to the basilectal level of CG and all the positive traits are assigned to the
acrolectal level. After familiarisation, their attitudes remain rather stable. However,
the two younger groups present some gender differences; six-year-olds on a single
trait and five-year-olds on three traits. Such a conclusion provides further support to
Schneiderman (1976) whose participants in the study express little gender
deviations by the same age. Also, it is given credit on that females are even more
in favour of males since this is more obvious in the case of seven-year-olds. Males
at this age appear to favour the basilect more than the mesolect, by contrast to their
female counterparts. Also, while five-year-old females attribute ‘funny’ and ‘best
student’ to the acrolectal speaker, males attribute them to the mesolectal and
basilectal speaker respectively. Additionally, the same girls seem to disfavour the
mesolectal level more than males. After familiarisation, boys’ responses undergo
more changes and they become more positive towards the basilect, while the girls’
favourable attitude towards the mesolect decreases. As for the six-year-olds, the
basilectal and the mesolectal level, although disfavoured by both genders, appear
to be more accepted by males. Even higher disagreement between males and

females was found on the lowest attribution of a number of traits.

As for the associations that children make between language and non-language
features, the present thesis adds to knowledge in the following way. By contrast to
Pavlou’s participants (1999), who did not make any association between language
and non-language features, children in this study associated the basilect with a very

informal setting, the acrolect with a formal one and the mesolect with one in the
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middle. However, studying gender differences it was observed that the mesolectal
level is associated with a more informal setting by five-year-old boys than girls, and
the basilectal level is associated with a more formal setting by six-year-old boys than
girls. Concerning the association made between the three levels and the
appearance of the speaker, it was found that there are age differences. Universal
agreement was noticed among the age groups as far as the acrolectal speaker is
concerned. All children expect that this speaker has a beautiful appearance. On the
other hand, the mesolectal speaker is associated with a beautiful appearance at the
age of five and six, but with an everyday appearance at the age of seven. Finally,
the basilect is considered to be used by an ugly person at the age of seven
(especially among males), a beautiful one at the age of six (especially among males)
and a beautiful (by females) or a normal one (by males) at the age of five. Although
the associations made between language and non-language features are quite
loose, as they grow older, children make more distinctive associations, especially
on the relationship between language and context. This may lead to the conclusion
that children develop language-physical appearance links later than language-

setting.

Such results strengthen the earlier conclusion that the acrolectal level is more
favoured by the older children than the younger ones. Besides, as Cremona and
Bates (1977) found, by the age of eight, children totally reject the local dialect.
According to Giles et al. (1983), this happens at the age of ten, when children’s
attitudes present the same pattern to that of the adults. The fact that no strong
gender differences were detected lies in the fact that they develop later in a child’s
life. As Sharp et al. (1973) claims, real gender differences appear by age ten

onwards.

8.3 General discussion and implications

The general framework within the present thesis was conducted concerns the
current sociolinguistic situation of the GC community and the place where the
mother tongue stands in the mind of the speakers. The revealed tendency of people
favouring a variety nearest to the standard and disfavouring dialectal forms verifies

earlier studies conducted in the same setting and in worldwide similar ones
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(Papapaviou 1998, loannidou 2004, Papapaviou & Sophocleous 2009). As the
children grow older, these attitudes become even stronger, especially among
females, while males seem to accept the more dialectal levels more than females
do. What is also important in the findings of the present study is that the younger
children, especially males, switch more after being further sensitised to the linguistic
stimuli. From this, it can be inferred that at the age of five, children’s ability to
distinguish between different levels of a dialectal variety, make judgments on them
and, even more, associate them with social factors is still being developed. And this
process seems to be completed at a later stage in males than females, or males’
spontaneous preferences deviate more from what is socially accepted than those of

females.

As argued in the existing literature, children carers, who are mostly women, feel the
obligation to pass to children ‘correct’ language; that is standardised forms. On the
other hand, boys’ tendency to perceive dialectal forms more favourably than girls
may well serve as an indication that they start wanting to express signs of
masculinity and toughness (Edwards 1994, Ladegaard & Bleses 2003, Eisikovits
2011). Such a situation may be a result of awareness and the desire to become
socially integrated, thus the findings could imply what Garrett, Coupland and
Williams (2006) called social-desirability bias; “the tendency for people to give
‘socially appropriate responses’ to questions”, especially in interviews (p. 28). If this
is the case, the results then support both Giles, Bourhis and Taylor's CAT (1973)
and Tajfel and Turner’s Social Identity Theory (1979). In the light of CAT, the in-
group bias developed through children’s socialisation made them accommodate
their attitudes in order to pass to the experimenter a certain identity. This may have
been further reinforced by the experimenter's language and made them express
convergent attitudes. In the light of Social Identity Theory, the children may have
expressed certain attitudes, in order to enhance their belonginess to a (social,

political or ethnic) group and discriminate against the out-group.

Rosenthal (1974) alleged that children by the age of three are able to distinguish
among different languages and by the age of five they can distinguish among
different varieties. Neither Rosenthal nor later studies conducted on the issue of
children’s language attitudes engaged with the onset of attitudes towards a
continuum of a single linguistic variety. The notion of the presence of a

dialect/register continuum within the GC setting has been brought to the surface by
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linguists in the last decade (Tsiplakou et al. 2005). Most linguists and other scientists
dealing with language issues have always been claiming that the GC community is
diglossic (Pavlou 1992, Moschonas 1996, Arvaniti 2006), bidialectal (Papapaviou
2007) or rarely a case of a dialect/ geographical continuum (Newton 1972). Probably
the fear of decay or loss of the national identity shared with the motherland prevents
Greek Cypriots to admit that SMG is not, and can never be, the mother tongue of
people who are born and raised in an environment of non-native speakers of real
SMG. In an effort to reach the officially recognised variety and show their admiration
and respect (Luhman 1990, Papapaviou 1998), Greek Cypriots produce an
acrolectal variety and in cases people prefer the use of more dialectal features, they
produce a basilectal variety of CG or a mesolectal one, according to their choice
and number of features. But, the lack of scientific research and consequently of
people’s awareness of this continuum, maybe in an effort to avoid the use of
dialectal features, led the people to focus on an urban version called ‘Cypriot Koine’
(Karyolemou 2000).

Further attention needs to be paid on the issue of a dialect/register continuum that
will enable people from an early stage to develop better awareness of both CG and
SMG, and better mastering and switching between the different levels of the code
that constitutes their mother tongue, away from prejudices. This will also solve
problems related to language teaching. Besides, as Jgrgensen and Kristensen
(1995) claim, understanding variation is very important in language learning and
teaching, even in communities that do not face mutual intelligibility problems.
Reporting on a case of a continuum in Denmark, the researchers highlight that “by
the time they begin school, practically all children command a variety that is readily
understood by all other native speakers of Danish. This is the cause of much regret
as the classical dialects are disappearing or have died out” (p.165). Similarly, salient
features of CG have been disappeared and others are in the process of being
abandoned. For this, younger generations face problems of comprehensibility of CG
in cases where a basilectal or a mesolectal level is used, negatively characterising
such speech as village-like, ugly, rude or weird (see Chapter 6). These negative
feelings are then expressed towards people who use dialectal forms, and thus
making them want to abandon the dialect. In this way, people get trapped in a vicious
circle. Changes in the language policy are what is needed to offer opportunities for
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CG and SMG to develop equally in all domains of people’s life and for people to

cultivate more positive attitudes towards their linguistic heritage.

The age of the participants in the present study is among the most crucial points in
children’s sociolinguistic development since, by entering the school, children are
required to adopt their language use and attitudes according to the ones imposed
by the new environment. School years constitute the time when children officially
and systematically come to learn the standard variety and hopefully expand on, and
not abandon, their home language. As detected in the present study, by age seven
children are becoming more discriminatory between the three levels of CG and pro-
acrolect. In order to avoid discrimination between the different levels of the
continuum that make people pro-acrolect and the basilect or the mesolect become
stigmatised, language awareness courses should be introduced at school that would
enable children develop full awareness, mastering and respect of what constitutes
their mother tongue and culture. Phinney, Romero, Nava and Huang (2001)
highlighted the important role of education in young people’s formation of language

attitudes and, consequently, of identity.

Before the educational reform in 2010, the Interdisciplinary Unitary Study
Framework (IUSF) implemented in Greece and Cyprus was supposed to emphasise
on the development of the spoken language, the use of appropriate language and
children’s recognition and appreciation of linguistic variation. But, SMG was still the
target language and the language of instruction, keeping non-standard varieties and
variation outside of the classroom. In 2010, the new national curriculum for language
came to “focus[es] on deploying the naturalistic acquisition of CG as a means of
fostering metalinguistic knowledge and sociolinguistic awareness with regard to the
two varieties of Greek spoken on the island” [...] Not only does the dialect acquire
‘visibility’ within the language classroom, but it also becomes an object of instruction”
(Hadjioannou et al. 2011: p. 532-533). Though, as the researchers mention the
effects of this recent study on the linguistic situation in Cyprus will be detected only
longitudinally. In any case, children’s views of the dialect have not undergone any
great shift yet, as seen from the present thesis. What is hopefully not done by then
is the attrition of CG, as Kounnapi (2006) claims, because of “consistent SMG
language use [through media and education] affecting the speech of young

generations and mostly younger children” (p. 697).
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8.4  Contributions of the present thesis

The major contribution of this thesis is the fact that it sets up a platform for bridging
the gap between what is happening, in terms of the attitudes of growing generations
towards their mother tongue, and the need to cultivate awareness of and respect
towards the native dialect/register continuum during the sensitive period of early
sociolinguistic development. This thesis brings further insights on how to effectively
approach modern children’s linguistic perception and get information about what
has been already passed in children’s mind by the first years of schooling. The fact
that a methodological, up-to-date alternative on how to approach children’s attitudes

is proposed constitutes an innovation in itself.

Moreover, it undoubtedly sets an added value to the local and international
framework to have an insight on the onset and quality of language attitudes in cases
of multiple varieties, with the purpose of not only preventing language loss, but also
with the purpose of fostering full awareness and positive attitudes towards all levels
of the continuum. Hence, a major contribution to the field of language attitudes, and
sociolinguistics in general, is the fact that the present work ‘warns’ parents,
educators and policy makers about the impact their beliefs of and actions towards
a linguistic variety may have on future generations and the need to take measure in
the light of the present findings. At last, this work shows the progress of language

attitudes’ development through socialisation.

It is anticipated that the outcomes of this thesis can be of use to policy makers and
educators in Cyprus, who are concerned with promoting language use, language
awareness, as well as the importance of the establishment through education of the
use of the mother tongue in every domain of life. Furthermore, the promotion and
protection of CG becomes even more important, especially if the danger of language
loss and the emergence of a single koineised variety are considered. In communities
with multiple varieties, the choice of the language of people in the immediate
environment needs to be carefully made, in order to ensure the formation of desired

attitudes that will accompany a person during his/her entire life.
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8.5 Limitations of the present thesis

Based on the studies conducted on children’s attitudes by Rosenthal (1974) and
Pavlou (1999), great effort was made to avoid weaknesses in the experimental part
of the study considering the difficulties they faced (Chapter 5). However, there are
still limitations in regard to the methodology followed. First of all, as another version
of the matched-guise technique, the ‘Magic Boxes’ or ‘Magic Avatars’ present the
same negative aspects with it. Already discussed in Chapter 3, these include the
evaluation of set-up, rather than real, events on certain attributes, the possible
inference of the actual purpose of the study through the repetition of the same
message that may bias the participants’ responses, and the non-authenticity of the
speeches/stories. However, the fact that the present study focused on children
ensured better fooling’ of the subjects. As an alternative proposed to Rosenthal‘s
‘Magic Boxes’, vokis appear to be a more suitable way to approach modern
children’s attitudes than the anachronistic original methodology. The combination of
sound, vision, special effects and technological means enables the creation of a
virtual world that resembles reality, while at the same time it looks more interesting
and attractive to children. The only negative aspect of using this method to measure
attitudes is the fact that it demands internet access which is not feasible any time
any place and the it runs the risk of destroying the experimental process if a problem

appears unexpectedly.

An important weakness of such a matched-guise experiment is the language used
by the experimenter. The choice of which level of the continuum to use in the
interviews may have been an intervening factor in the participants’ choices. It was
decided to stay somewhere in the middle of the continuum, but again this remains
an unsolved issue. In addition, the fact that the guises were female, since they sound
friendlier to the children than males (Day 1980), may also be a limitation of the study.
As discussed in Chapter 2 on language and gender, females generally use more
standard forms than males, thus the participants may have expected from the
female speaker/voki to use an acrolectal rather than a basilect variety. If the guises
were males, the results may have been different. The male voki chosen for the
familiarisation task may have also raised gender issues.

Another aspect of the present study that may be regarded as a limitation is that the

focused only on the phonological differences between the levels of the CG
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continuum. Taking all language levels into consideration (phonology, morphology,
lexicon and syntax) would make the definition of the continuum more complicated,
especially in a study engaging with children, since there would be cases where an
item would give many different versions and some others that would give only a
dichotomous rather than a continuum distinction (e.g. kar /ke/ and rlai /d3e/ ‘and’).
Thus, it would be even more difficult for the experimenter to select the linguistic
material under study. The difficulty in including all language levels, along with the
lack of scientific research on defining the CG continuum, may have made the
language used as a whole, delivered in the three stories, sound like ‘weird’ CG to

the participants’ ears.

Last, the visual stimuli used to trigger associations between language and physical
appearance may not have been the appropriate one to fulfil the purpose of the task.
To some of the participants, the selection of the specific facial features for each
proposed appearance may not correspond to different degrees of beauty/ugliness.
The selection of the features should have been based on a pilot study. This may
also be the case with the selection of setting options in the other part of Task 2.
Since the visual stimuli used were animated, in an effort to ensure attraction of
children’s attention, the pictures chosen may not constitute typical representations
of places GC children are used to. However, the results obtained let the
experimenter believe that the visual stimuli concerning appearance differences may

have been more problematic than the one used to raise context differences.

8.6 Future research

The present study may have eliminated the problems that aroused from earlier
studies, however there are still issues that need to be considered further by future
experimenters. The problem of investigating attitudes towards a non-unified
dialectal code in a diglossic/bidialectal environment pointed out in previous studies
was solved through the idea of the continuum and the preliminary study that defined
it. However, extensive research is still needed for a complete definition of the CG

continuum.

Additionally, future studies on the issue of children’s attitudes within the GC setting
may do well to investigate children’s attitudes through multiple methodology that
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would combine indirect measurement with ethnography that will reveal attitudes as
detected in real life (e.g. in the classroom). Furthermore, such an experiment can
combine measurement of language attitudes and language use. In this way, the
possible bias from the experimenter's language use is excluded as well. The
instrument proposed in this thesis with the avatars narrating life experiences is
closer to real life than the ‘Magic Boxes’. But, again, it does not constitute a real-life

event.

What is more, since the existing literature is not enough to determine the onset of
sociolinguistic awareness and language attitudes in cases of a dialect/register
continuum, further research is of paramount importance to claim when the
metalinguistic awareness of children growing in such a setting develops to an extent
that enables them to consciously form language attitudes. The thesis was based on
Rosenthal’s claim (1974) that, by age five, children are aware of variation between
different linguistic varieties of the same language and it was expected that around
this age—or a bit later—they are aware of variation among different levels of the
same dialectal variety and able to express attitudes towards them. Also, since
attitudes are not stable through a person’s life, it would of great interest to study the
development of children’s attitudes through all years of primary education. Then,
parents’ and teachers’ attitudes could be also measured to make comparisons with
those of children and detect how adults’ views affect children’s attitudes towards a

linguistic variety.

Finally, differences in terms of place of residence and socio-economic status could
also give interesting results. As a result, taking all these into consideration, future
research could give safer conclusions and a clearer picture of GC children’s

language attitudes.

8.7 Summary

The present chapter offered an overview of the important findings of the thesis,
highlighting the issues that need to be taken into account by language experts.
Then, an effort was made to point out possible limitations of the experimental study
that need to be further considered by future researchers. At the same time,
suggestions were made on crucial aspects that need additional investigation for the
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clarity and vitality of the linguistic setting of CG, thus preparing the floor for future

research.
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Preliminary study on the Cypriot Greek continuum
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UTTOOEIETE AV CUPQWVEITE PE TIG TTPOTEIVOUEVEG EKPOPEG KABE AEENG/ppdong otnv KABe
KaTtnyopia, onueiwvoviac M. Omou dlapuwveite, TrpoTeiveTal Tn OIK 0AC €VOAAOKTIKN

ETTIAOYA.

TAwoOIKO ouvexEC

NeoAAnvikA ek@opd  MeooAekTIKN ekpopd Akpwc Kutrplakn EK@opd

TOETTN TCETIN TToUYKa O.............. > STV
KATW o170 TO... KATW TTOU TO... TTOU KAO’ TO... O, D
epxopouV £PXOUMOUV £PKOUPOUV O L JVT
KAVEIG KAMVEIG KAUMEIG O D
KOldual KolJoUual T¢OoIMOUal O D
TO £Qaya épaya 1o ¢pa(a) 1o O.............. > STV
THya ETTAYQ ETTAQ O.............. > STV
Oev PIAoUv dev pihouaiv ev(M) pihouoiv O D
TPWUE TPWUEV TPWHEVTE O............. i ST
PIXVW/TTETAW TTETAOOW oUupvw O e STV
016G APOE; TTOI0G APTEV; TTOI0G €utTou ApTev; O ............ .. D
KpatHoape KpatHoapev EKPATAOAPEV O............ i STTT
aepnoa apnka £pnka O D



dev Ba
avapw
avoiyw

TO AEW
Kaivoupylo
avepwTro
pUTN
oOKOAdTa
adéppia
{nAelw
pdaTIa
VTPETTONAI
TNOW
KAEIVW
dayKwvw
yaidoupi

Oévw

2a¢ euxapiorouue!

Avopéac lMNamramravAou, Kabnyntrig, & MeAavhi Zarpdkn, Ymowrneia S10GKTopag

ev Ba
AVAPKW
avvoiyw

Aw 1O

T{aIvoUupKov

avepwTrov
MUTTN
oloKoAdTa
adépeKia
{nAeUKW
MudGBKIa
VTpETTOUHAI
TTTTNOW
KAEiW
OAKKAVVW
yadapog

ogivvw

€0 Ba

apTw
avvoiw
AaAW TO
1{ivoUupKov
adpwtrov
MOoUTTN
OIOKKOAAGTO
agpKia
alOUAEUKW
(o (VI¥]o(SI{[ot
QvTpETTOUMAI
amTnw
Bawvvw
AKKAVVW
yapog

yeivvw

Tunua AyyAikwyv Zmmoudwy MNavemiornuiou KUtrpou
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Appendix Il

Permission for conducting research at schools

W

KYTIPIAKH AHMOKPATIA
— YROYPTEIQ MEVEYHEH
MALATIAZL KA MOAMIMOY AHMOTIKHE EKNAIAEYZHZ

Ap Pax. 7.45.01.25 55
Ap Toh @ 22800685

Al OoF 1 22809513
E-mail:

1 Zcmepfplon, 2014

Kupia
Moo Zatpérn

Qiua: Adaa yia Sicfaywyd £peuvag Pt pabnric SnpoOTIKWY eryoheiwy Mg
errapyiac Avukwoog

Ayormn xupia Zarpaxn,

Eyes 0BNyies vo avag:pS) o1 oxenxi pe 10 o Trivie 8Eda QTN 00S TTPog
16 Kévrpo Exraideunxig Epeuvas kan ASIohdynong, mou umoBABNxE aTig 25 lowhiou
2014, Kl ¥o 0ag TANPoPoplicw 6T eykplverar To aitnpd oag yio Sizfaywyr épeyvac
pe uaBri¢ Bnpomkuv SXOALiLY TG Emapylag Acuxwolag Tou otk Ba emAt{ETE, pe
Bépa ~The development of children’s language altitudes towards linguistic varation; A
study on & dialect continuum”, v Tapovoa oychid xpowd 201 4.2015. H amavtnar
Tou Kévipou ExmaiSevnikis Epsuvag kol ADohdynong aag amooTEMETQ) auTppEtva
yia GIKA 00g evpépwon. Ga Tpémel, eniong, va MAPOUIGEETE FO AvOAUTIKG ExEdio
Epewvac, T& TMEpiTTWOT oL outd iz {nmeel,

2. Mociva, BéBa, on Tpéws va efaggaMorsi n Gbe wov HeuBuviiow
BIUBUVTOILIV Twy oYOoMEiwy, £K TV TIROTEPUIV, WOTE va Anglolv GAa T aTapai T
péTpa yia va pnv emnpeagtel n opadl Acroupyia Toug, H £peuva 80 MRETEN va
SicayBei pe Diodiepa wpooEyUive TROTO, QOTE VO PN Biyeras 10 £pYD TV
ERTHIBEUTIKLOY, TO OXOAKD TEMBAMov iy O OIKOYEVEIES Ty HOBNTLY xai QAL O
BpacTEISTRTES Mou Ba avamTuxBody TRETE! va epmimTouy péda gra whaigio Tou
raBopiltral awd o Avaiutikd Mpéypappa. H épevva Ba Siefaxdeci voouvpivou o1 n
QTACKE Tou SBOKTIXOD Xpovau Twy Ladnrin Ba mEpopioTEl aTov EAGXITTO Tuvartd
BaBYG, EVth YHI YN QUEHETOXA TOUG XPEIGlETon 1 YPaTITh ouyKGTEBETT Hav YOVHUY
Toug, O1 yovels TPETTE: W yviupilouv OAES TG OXETIREG ACTITOREPEILG YKI 1A Sieforyuyry
g Epsuvag, KaBax ko Ta ovdfia piod amd 1a omolo Ba cfehyBei. Inpewdvers,
smioneg, 6m T WOpioUGTd CGa¢ Kpiveral amgpaitnre va £iva avVivupa Kal o
whnpopopice Tou Ba culE{eTe va TapnBov aTrdAuTa EPTICIELTIKES KOE TTOKASIONRG
Kkl pdve Yo 1O oKOTHd TG EPEUVAC,

":B' riowpyERe Mhariein xon Meluneped, 1434 Avuieroia
@@ T, ZZB00600 Sk, 22426277 torootARir: TRk I0eC. Qv .CY
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3. H mopodog £ykpion Topaywpet@ pe TRy mpoldmdBeen 4 ora mopispare
M¢ £pyaaiag, Ba KovoTroBoly pbMe qurl ochokAnawssl. o fuedBuvon Anponkrg
Exmoideuang yix SXEDKA gghiTn kan kaTd@MANAN aéiomoinom.

Me exripnon,
3
._-ﬁ-':"'.‘_' -P-rj}-’ 'G'_’I

(Exmdopdpos Neorhioug)
yict Fevikr SieuBavToIs

Kom.. [LAE. Asurkuwsciog

Ewapoand Cpapeio Nadelos
1 EAE. Ayylcav

Enapyxd Mpageio Noabeig ALvrasoiag

ATIAT EREVHES
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Appendix Il

Letters of consent

Shgh [Navemotripio Komnpou

Tpnpa Ayyhkav Enouvdamv

AyatTnToi eKTTAIOEUTIKOI KAl dIEUBUVON TOU OXOAEiou,

‘Epeuva: H avdmmTuén Twv YAWOOIKWY OTACEWYV TWV TTAISIWYV TTPOG TN YAWOTIKA
TOIKIAOTN T

Metd amd éykpion Tou Kévipou EkmaideuTiknc ‘Epeuvag kai Afiohdynong (KEEA) tou
YTtroupyeiou MNMaidegiag, ExeTe TMIAEYEI WG OXOAEIO/TUANA Yia va AGBETE HEPOG O€ €peEUva TTOU
EXEl WG OTOXO TN MEAETN TWV OTACEWV TWV TTAIDIWV ATTEVAVTI OTO YAWOOIKO TOTTIO TNG
KUTTpou Kal 00G EUXOPIOTOUUE €K TWV TIPOTEPWYV YIO TN CUVEPYAOIia OaG.

H €épeuva «H avamruén Twv YAWOOIKWY OTACEWYV TwV TTAIBIWY TTPOG TN YAWOOIKA
TTOIKINOTNTO» OTOXEUEl OTNV  €KTTOvNon OIOAKTOPIKAG dIaTpIBiG oTov  TOPéa  TNG
MA\waoooAoyiag Tou TUAUATOS TwV AyyAIKWY ZTToudwy Tou lMaveTmioTnuiou KuTtrpou.

H £peuva Ba diEaxBei atrd Tov OKTWRPIo €W To AekéUPBpio 2014, Ta epeuvnTIKA TTEIPAPOTA
oTa oTroia Ba euTTAOKOUV T TTAISIA ATTOTEAOUVTAI OTTO OUVEVTEUEEIG E TNV EPEUVATPIA
Baoiouéveg o€ OTITIKOOKOUGTIKO UAIKO péow uttohoyioTh (www.voki.com) kai xpeidgovtal
mepittou 10 AeTtTd yia k@Be TTaidi yia va OAOKANpwoOei n ouAloyr Twv dedopévwy.
O1 TAnpogopieg TTou Ba TTapaxwpendouv Ba xpnaoiyotroinBouv Pévo yia TNV €peuva Kal n
EUTTIOTEUTIKOTNTA KAl N ac@AAeid Toug Olao@alietal. Kavéva dtopo, TUAPO N
ox0oAegio &€ Ba gival avayvwpioipo. ETriong, avayvwpiletal 6T Ta oXoAgia gival TTOAUGTXOAOI
Xwpol, yia autd Ba kataBAnBei kaBe TTpooTTdBbeIa yia va dlaagpaAioTel 0TI N AvaoTATWGN TTOU
Ba TTpokANnBei Ba gival n eAdxiotn duvarth.

MoTetoupe 611 o110 TNV £pguva Ba TTPOKUWOUV EUPHUATA agiag TTOU apopouV TN YAWOOIKN
AVATITUEN KAl EKTTAIGEUCN OTN OXOAIKN Kal TTPO0XOAIKN NAIKia. Ta epeuvnTiKé atroTeAECUATA
Ba koivotroinBouv oTnv IoTooeAida Tou KEEA o010 www.pi.ac.cy JeTd TNV oAOKANpwON TNG
épeuvag yia 81K 0ag evnuépworn.

Av €XeTE OTTOIEOONATTIOTE EPWTACEIG, TTAPAKAAOUPE va un dioTdoeTe va amoTabeite otnv
EPEUVATPIQ.

EkTigoupue 181aitepa 10 XPOVO Kal TNV UTTOOTAPIEN CAG.

LN
A '
S | ' e
-/\' S \ Ao
dddc AR e

Mc?\avﬁ Zarpaxn, Ynopnoua diddxropag KaB. A‘v&p,a
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SY& ‘ [NTavemotrpio Kunpou
Tpnpa Ayyhik@v Erouddv

AyatnTté yovéa/kndeuova,

‘Epeuva: H avdmmTuén Twv YAWOOIKWY OTACEWY TWV TTAISIWYV TTPOG TN YAWOCIKA
TTOIKIAGOTNTA

Me autr TNV €TTIOTOAR, Ba BEAQUE VO 0AG EVNUEPWOOUUE OTI HETA aTTO £YKpIoN Tou KévTpou
ExmraideuTtikng ‘Epeuvag kai AgioAdynong (KEEA) Tou YTroupyeiou MNaidgiog 10 TAUA TOu
TTadI0U oag £xel TTIAEYED yia va AGBel yépog oe pia €pguva, n otroia dlECAyETal VIO EKTTOVNON
O16aKkTOPIKAG BIaTPIBAG. H épeuva €xel wg OTOXO TN MEAETN TWV OTACEWV TWV TTAISIWV
ammévavtl 0To YAwoaoikd Totrio Tng Kutrpou. Ta epeuvnTikd Treipduata oTa oTroia Ba
EUTTAOKOUV Ta TTAIOIA ATTOTEAOUVTAI ATTO CUVEVTEUEEIG WE TNV EPEUVATPIO BACIOUEVES OF
OTITIKOOKOUOTIKO UAIKO péEow uttoAoyioTh. Katd Tn didpkeia Twy Teipaudtwy, 8a yiveral
HayvnToewvnon yia SIEUKOAUVGN TNG KATAYPAPAS TWV ATTAVTHOEWY Kal e TNV OAOKARpwOoN
TO NXOYPOAPNUEVO UAIKO Ba KOTAOTPAPEI.

H €peuva Ba oAokAnpwBei oTo oXoAcio kata Tn didpkela OkTwRpiou-AckepBpiou 2014 Kai
xpeldovral trepimou 10 Aemrtd yia kKABe TTaidi yia va oAokAnpwbei n oulhoyl Twv
Oedopévwy. H ouppetoxn otnv épeuva gival €BEAOVTIKN] KOl OI CUPMETEXOVTEG £XOUV TO
OIKaiwpa atréoupong ToUug aTTd TNV €PEUVA OTTOIAdNTTOTE CTIYMN TO €mBUPoouv. Kavéva
ATOMO, TUNAMA 1] OXOAEi0 dEV UTTOPEI VA avayvwPIOTEN ATTo TIG ATTAVTACEIC, OTTWG £TTiIoNG O€
Ba ouykevTpwBoUv guaiadNTEG TTANPOYOPIEG.

MoTtedoupe 6T Ta armroteAéopata Ba eival TTOAUTIUA TOOO yia TO TTEPIBAANOV OTO OTTOIO
peyaAwvouv Ta TTaidIid 600 KAl yia TNV EKTTaidEUch Toug. Oa AuacTav, CUVETTWG,
EUYVWHOVEG av CUPTTANPWVATE KAl JOG ETTICTPEPATE TO TTAPAKATW £VIUTIO OUYKATABEONG

VL8 (o] .

206 EUXAPIOTOUME EK TWV TTPOTEPWV YIA TNV UTTOOTHPIEN OOG.

I/ . '
Me exrip r]c'?, "I

/\ \ \ \ f T
( (/\/\-s-_,\\. _\}\—- j'-. Q, SV s &I/{/ .

MeAavi Sarpaxn, Yropndra Siddxtopac Ka#. Avap,a

‘Epeuva: H avamTuén Twv YAwWooIKwV OTACEWV TWV TTaISIWV TTPOG Th
YAWOOIKA TOIKIAGTNTA

‘Evrutro yovikAc ouykatdBeonc

Aivw oto maudi pgou TNV Gdeid pou va CcuppeTdoxel oTnv épeuva «H avamTuén Twv
YAWOOIKWY OTACEWV TWV TTAIBIWY TTPOG TN YAWOOIKH TTOIKINGTNTAY.

OV OUA TTAUOIOU: . ettt et e ettt e e e e et e et e et et et e e e e e e e e e e e annns

Huepopnvia yévvnong: ........... T Lo,

EAAnvokuTTpiol yoveic/kndepdveg (M): Kai ol o O Oévag O Kavévag O

YTTOVOOMA VOVEQ KNOEUOVA . ettt et et e e et e e et et e e e e e e e e e aenns
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Appendix IV

Visual stimuli for association between language
and setting

Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LIWbUjHZFTw
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Appendix V

Questionnaire for recording data

‘ University of Cyprus

The development of children’s language attitudes towards linguistic

variation: A study on a dialect continuum

Melanie Satraki, PhD candidate

GENDER: ..o

AGE: .

TASKS 1 & 3: Language attitudes

TASK 1 TASK 3
1 2 3 1 2 3
acro | meso | basi | acro | meso | basi

Which story do you like best?

Who lies?

Who would you like to be friends with?
WY ? o

Who talks the best?

Who is the laziest?

Who is the naughtiest?

Who is the funniest?

Who is the cleverest?

Who is the best student?

Who would you like to play with?
WY 2
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TASK 2:

a) Setting

1 2 3
classroom park farm
Which place is the best for Mia to tell her
story?
Which place is the best for Nia to tell her
story?
Which place is the best for Lia to tell her
story?
b) Appearance
1 2 3
beautiful | normal ugly

Which appearance do you consider the most
appropriate one for Mia?
Which appearance do you consider the most
appropriate one for Nia?
Which appearance do you consider the most
appropriate one for Lia?
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