THE CYPRIOT DIALECT IN THE GREEK LANGUAGE LESSON:

ITS EFFECTS ON ADOLESCENT STUDENTS’ LEARNING,
IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION AND CRITICAL THINKING

Thesis submitted for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

at the University of Leicester

by

Elena Constantinou
School of Education

University of Leicester

2013



The Cypriot Dialect in the Greek Language Lesson:

Its effects on adolescent students’ learning, identity construction and
critical thinking

Elena Constantinou

ABSTRACT

This research study examined the effects of Greek Cypriot Dialect (GCD) on
bidialectal Greek Cypriot (GC) students in the context of Modern Greek
Language (MGL) lessons at Lyceum B level. GCD is the native variety and
students’ mother tongue whereas MGL is the standard and target variety. This
study aimed to inform opinion on the use and the role of GCD in the MGL
lesson, the influence of attitudes towards GCD on students’ identity
construction, and whether the use or suppression of GCD in class influences
students’ expression of critical thought. The study focused on the spoken
language and examined students’ speech. In order to theorise and deepen
understanding of the effects of GCD on students’ performance and learning of
MGL, social constructivism and Language Awareness (LA) were considered.

Qualitative research was conducted through a case study focused on 7 Lyceum
B level classrooms of two state secondary schools in Cyprus. An interpretive
paradigmatic stance was taken and a combination of methodological tools was
employed. Classroom observations of MGL lessons, group task observations
with students, and group interviews with MGL teachers and students were
conducted.

The findings revealed that GCD appeared to be used frequently in lesson-
focused and non-lesson-focused incidents, by most of the students and some of
the teachers. GCD served as a means facilitating expression but its unplanned
use did not seem to enhance mastery of MGL. It did, however, aid learning of
the subject content. GCD was said to be central in defining students’ identity
and some students claimed that negative attitudes towards it did not influence
how they perceived their identity. The group task observation findings
demonstrated that GCD exclusion and SMG imposition stifled the process of
developing and expressing critical thinking (CT) whereas GCD use enhanced it.
This was also expressed in students’ interviews whereas teachers considered
that excluding GCD might hinder students to express CT but only to some
extent. Overall, the findings revealed the need for implementing a bidialectal
approach rooted in LA for teaching MGL as well as training teachers and raising
their awareness of language variation. The potential role of Ancient Greek in
enhancing Lyceum students’ knowledge of GCD and while at the same time
improving their performance in MGL lessons is discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In this Chapter | present and consider the topic of this research study, its
genesis, the historical background and the linguistic landscape of Cyprus.
Following this, the Cypriot educational context is described, the research
questions stated, and the importance and the purpose of the study discussed.
In the last section of this Chapter a brief outline of the remaining Chapters of the

thesis is provided.

1.1. Topic of the study

This research study seeks to explore and identify the role of the Greek Cypriot
Dialect (GCD) in the context of lessons in Modern Greek Language (MGL) and
its effects on students in two Greek Cypriot (GC) secondary state schools. The
GC educational setting, where the language of instruction is Standard Modern
Greek (SMG) and the students’ mother tongue GCD, is investigated. The
research focuses on two secondary schools, an urban and a rural school of the
same district in Cyprus. More specifically, it investigates whether the use of
GCD enhances or impedes teaching and learning of MGL and how students’
linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change if GCD is allowed. Finally,
this research study looks at the impact of attitudes towards GCD on the
students’ identity construction and the effect of GCD exclusion on the students’

expression of critical thought.



The focal point of this study is spoken language rather than written since
spoken classroom interaction is considered. Written language is not considered
explicitly since the study focuses on students’ oral participation in class and how
GCD might influence their oral performance. In addition, GCD is perceived by
most of its speakers as a spoken language since examples of written GCD
appear to be few and far between. The value and importance of spoken
language in comparison with the written is affirmed by linguists; as Van Lier
(1995: 87) points out ‘spoken language is basic and primary’. Languages
existed before writing was devised and, to an extent, writing was initially based
on spoken language (ibid.). This does not undervalue ‘the tremendous
achievements of literature’ but indicates that spoken and written language must
be explored and analysed each in their own right since they differ significantly
on a number of parameters (ibid.: 87). In short, spoken language is perceived
as ‘less structured, less neat and tidy, less sophisticated and complex’ (ibid.:
87). Moreover, spoken language has been studied less often and, as Van Lier
(1995) claims, it is essential to develop our awareness of its several functions in
our life. For instance, Filmore and Snow (2000: 14) maintain that ‘oral language’
serves ‘as the foundation for literacy and as the means of learning in school and
out’. They argue that although oral language is important for learning ‘many
teachers know much less about oral language that they need to know’ (ibid.:

14).



1.2. Genesis of the study

As a Greek Cypriot born and raised in Cyprus, with GCD as my mother tongue,
and a teacher by profession, | have a strong interest in the impact of the dialect
on education. This interest emanates from having experienced my language
variance being questioned by others and being labelled as improper and
dysfunctional, not only on a personal level but also on a national and political
one. Being a Greek language philologist, who has taught and intends to teach
MGL at the secondary level of education in Cyprus, adds to my interest in these
issues. Teaching MGL, mostly to adolescents, | have observed that most
students have difficulties in expressing their ideas in SMG. They often choose
not to participate in the lesson and appear to be reticent to interact in class. As
a consequence, their disengagement from the lessons becomes common and
habitual. According to Yiakoumetti (2003: 417) ‘it has commonly been
observed that Cypriots underachieve in Standard Modern Greek [...]. loannidou
(2002, quoted in loannidou, 2007: 167) points out that ‘a strong “complaint
tradition™ on the part of the teachers and the policy makers exists in the Cypriot
educational setting, regarding GC students’ competence when they use SMG
orally. More specifically, loannidou (2002) claims that the complaints made refer
to students’ lack of expressiveness in comparison to students in Greece.
Yiakoumetti (2007a: 146) mentions that there is ‘a long history of research on
dialect and education’ which has ‘repeatedly’ provided evidence that ‘dialect
speakers underachieve in the school standard variety’. She argues that the
‘absence of clear strategy’ for creating a connecting channel between ‘the home
mother tongue’ and the ‘systematised and standardised school variety’ might be

a major factor leading to low academic student achievement (ibid.: 146).



My initial idea was to investigate how the MGL lesson could be developed into a
learner-centred class, where all students would have their voice heard. As a
Greek Language teacher my concern was how students could engage with the
lesson, become active participants in class discussions, and express their own
ideas. Besides, the MGL curriculum states that the main objective of the course
rests upon ‘the active participation of the students, through exchanging ideas,
justifying their positions and creative expression, oral and written’ (My
translation; Ministry of Education and Culture (MOEC), 2008 - present. 3).
Subsequently, when students’ oral performance was considered, the issue of
dialect emerged and the dilemma of including or excluding the students’ mother

tongue in language education became salient.

In the following section, brief historical background information is provided to

enable a better understanding of the Cypriot context.

1.3. Historical Background of Cyprus

Its geographic position made Cyprus an important crossroads between mighty
empires, East and West, and is responsible for its turbulent history. In recent
history, Cyprus was a British colony and became independent in 1960.
Tensions between the two communities of Cyprus, the Greek Cypriot majority
and Turkish Cypriot minority, were intensified and in 1963 the Turkish Cypriots
withdrew from their posts in Government. Sporadic inter-communal conflicts
continued throughout the island. Then, in 1974 a coup d’état took place against

the Cypriot government by the Greek military junta and nationalist Greek
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Cypriots. Following this, Turkish troops invaded and occupied one third of the
island, alleging that they had come to protect the Turkish Cypriots. Since then,
the island has been separated into two parts: the southern which is controlled
by the Cypriot Government, and the northern that is occupied and administered
by Turkey (Pantelidou et al., 2002). In 2004, Cyprus became a member of the
EU but the body of common rights and obligations applies only to the areas
which are under the internationally-recognised Cypriot Government and is
suspended in the areas occupied by Turkey. In the following section the
linguistic landscape of Cyprus is presented and then discussion focuses on how

it influences education and the language policy.

1.4. The Linguistic Landscape of Cyprus

Prior to presenting the linguistic landscape of Cyprus, | consider it essential to
explain what linguistic landscape means and how the concept is employed in
this study. In the literature it has been generally used to review the languages
used, namely for describing and analysing the language use in a particular
country or the existence and use of several languages in a bigger geographic
area (Gorter, 2006). In particular, linguistic landscape refers to ‘the social
context in which more than one language is present’ and more precisely it refers
to ‘language internal variation in parts of just one language’ and it may indicate
‘the spread and boundaries of dialects’ (ibid.: 1-2). In this study the concept is
used to describe the parallel use of GCD and SMG in the southern part of
Cyprus. The use of these two linguistic varieties informs the case studied in this

research.



The choice of a linguistic variety as the official language of a nation is based on
economic, social, geographic, political and historical conditions rather than on
aesthetic reasons (Pavlou and Papapaviou, 2004). The Cypriot linguistic
landscape is complex because of the historical background and the political
situation of the island. According to the 1960 constitution, the official languages
of Cyprus are Greek and Turkish. Thus, all legislative and administrative
documents are drafted in both languages, but some are also written in English.
However, in the areas under the Cypriot Government people use only Greek as
the official language, and Turkish is used in the areas occupied by Turkey.
English is used as a lingua franca to enable communication between the two
communities. It is also used widely on the island as a remainder of British
colonialism. McEntee-Atalianis and Pouloukas (2001: 23) maintain that English
is primarily used in Cyprus as an effect of the ‘economic, cultural and symbolic
forces of modernity’. This research study focuses on the linguistic context of
southern Cyprus, where the majority of the population are GC citizens. SMG is
used for official purposes, in education, the mass media and politics whereas
the Greek Cypriots’ mother tongue, GCD, is used in everyday interactions

(Papapavlou and Pavlou, 1998). Further details are provided below.

1.4.1. Standard Modern Greek

SMG is a linguistic code that is neither familiar to Cypriot children nor used by
them before going to school. It is not their usual way of talking and it is identified
as the language of the people in Greece (Pavlou and Papapaviou, 2004;

Yiakoumetti, 2006; loannidou, 2007). GCD and SMG differ in phonology,



morphology, lexicon and syntax. According to Yiakoumetti (2006), the biggest
differences between GCD and SMG are found in the lexicon since a substantial
number of GCD words have no correspondence in SMG due to lexical
borrowing into GCD from other languages, such as Arabic, Armenian, English,
French, Italian, Latin, Persian and Turkish (Chatzeioannes, 1936) whose
speakers invaded or traded with Cyprus at some point. Nevertheless, SMG
cannot be seen as a foreign language in the Cypriot context since GCD is
considered to be a Greek dialect and similarities exist between the two varieties

(Pavlou and Papapaviou, 2004).

1.4.2. Greek Cypriot Dialect

GCD belongs to the southern dialects of MGL (Papapavlou, 2001) and
Yiakoumetti (2007a) more specifically states that according to Newton’s (1972)
categorization it belongs to the south-eastern dialects. It also evolved from the
‘Arcado-Cypriot dialect’ that belongs to the ‘Achaean’ Hellenic dialects
(Panayotou, 2007: 417). GCD is the native variety Greek Cypriots use in their
daily interactions and it is also spoken by the Cypriots of Diaspora, the
Armenians and the Maronites who live in Cyprus (Papapavlou, 2001). It is also
spoken by a considerable number of elderly Turkish Cypriots who used to live
side-by-side with Greek Cypriots before 1974. The island’s geographic position
and unique history influenced GCD to develop in a different way from the rest of
the Greek dialects. This is probably due to the intensive contact with other

languages. Language contact is defined as:



A situation in which language users within a particular geographic area

are exposed to more than one language variety in their daily lives

(Deckert and Vickers, 2011: 43).

The ratio of contact intensity and also its duration are seminal in identifying its
implications (Deckert and Vickers, 2011). In prolonged periods of contact new
varieties can emerge - in cases of extreme language contact pidgin languages
may develop - but in short periods and low intensity the effect is limited to the
adoption of a small number of loanwords (ibid.). As referred to in section 1.4.1,
the result of GCD contact with other languages is that GCD incorporates a large

number of loanwords.

The central differentiations between GCD and SMG as summarised by Pavlou

and Papapavlou (2004: 248-249), lie in:

a) Phonology: a set of consonants and geminates are found only in GCD,
and certain phonemes (i.e. /k/ and /x/) undergo [...] [regular] phonological
alterations that do not occur in SMG

b) Morphology: GCD has an epenthetic e- prefix in the past tense, a
different 3" person plural ending (/usin/ vs. SMG /un/), and uses final —n
in the accusative

c) Syntax: mainly [differences] in the position of clitics

d) Semantics/Lexicon: a great number of words in GCD are of Turkish,

Arabic, French, Italian or English origin.



Some examples are provided in order to illustrate the main differentiations

between GCD and SMG.

Phonology: GCD has preserved the Ancient Greek pronunciation of double
consonants. For example: ‘dilatdoow [Oia'tasso] “to order”, BGAacoa ['Balassa]

“sea” (Varella, 2004: 15). There is a regular gemination, in intervocalic position,
of the following consonants: /p/, 18/, It/, Isl, /I, Im/, In/ (even though this is not
displayed in the historical orthography of the words). For example: ‘yevvéueva
[ylen'nomena], ‘happenings’, éoow ['esso], ‘inside” (Varella, 2006: 14).
Moreover, the phoneme /k/ turns to /d3/ in GCD and the SMG word ‘/keros/’
(weather) becomes ‘/dzerds/’ in GCD (Papapaviou, 2001: 494). Similarly, the
phoneme /x/ turns into /[/ and for example, the word ‘/xeri/’ (hand) becomes
‘/leri’ (ibid.: 494). These two phonemes undergo this alteration in GCD once
they precede the front of vowels /i/ and /e/ (ibid.: 494). Papapaviou (2001: 494)
underlines that ‘the sounds /d3/ and /[/ do not constitute part of the phonological
inventory of SMG’. Another phonological process in GCD is the elision of the

consonants /v/, ly/, 18/ when found intervocalically, for example: ‘p6pog ['fovos]

> poog ['foos] “fear”, Aoyog ['loyos] > Adog ['loos] “word™ (Varella, 2004: 22).

Morphology: GCD maintains certain Ancient Greek features which cause
morphological differences between the two varieties. For instance, it maintains
the ‘syllabic augment’ that is the e- prefix in past tenses, e.g. ‘€paa ['efaa] “I
ate”, emeptrdrnoa [eper'patisa] “I walked” (Varella, 2004: 17). In GCD the 3

person plural ending of verbs is —ouoiv [usin] whereas in SMG it is —ouv [un].
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For example: in GCD ‘ypdagouciv ['yrafusin] and in SMG ‘ypdgouv ['yrafun],
‘they write” (Varella, 2006: 18). GCD also keeps the final —n in the accusative
singular of nouns while SMG rejects it. For instance, in GCD: ‘to oTritiv
[to'spitin] ‘house”, ‘Tnv nuépav [tini'imeran] ‘day” and in SMG: 1o oTTiTI [tOSp'iti],
TNV Nuépa [tinim'era] (ibid.: 16). In addition, final —n is maintained ‘in the first
person plural of verbs in all tenses’, for example ‘ypdgouuev ['yrafumen] “we

write”, eirapev [ipamen] “we said” and ‘in all aorist forms, both active and
passive’, for example ‘€ypawev [‘eyrapsen] “he wrote”, eo1dOnkev [e'stabiken]

“he stood up™ (Varella, 2004: 16).

Syntax: The main difference lies in the position of clitics. For example, the
position of the object pronoun in SMG is before the verb whereas in GCD it is
after the verb, i.e. ‘citra oou [ipasu], ‘I told you”, ‘Gpmragéc 1o [‘arpa’ksesto] ‘you
caught it’, instead of oou citra [su'ipa]’, ‘To dptragec [to'arpakses] (Varella,

2006: 26).

Lexicon: GCD incorporates a large number of loanwords as a result of its
contact with other languages and dialects throughout the history of the island.
These words do not exist in SMG (Varella, 2004). Some indicative examples

are provided below. Words surviving from:

(@) the ‘ancient Cypriot dialect of the Achaeans’: ‘Bapdatoivog [va'vatsinos] <
BaBdmivov < Ancfient] Cyplriot] Bati(v)ov “mulberry’[,] BopTOKOG

['vortakos] < Anc[ient] Cyp[riot] BopTaxog “frog™
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(b) Classical Greek period in ‘Attic-lonic’ dialect: ‘Bawvvw [va'onno] <

BaAavwvvw < BaAavow “to shut’, Aipmmoupog ['limburos] < AitTroupog

(MUppNE) “ant

(c) ‘Attic Koine’: ‘d¢eiAng ['dilis] < &¢€iAng “afternoon”, Bkiakovw [Bkiako'no] <
dlakovw “to beg”

(d) Byzantine period and Latin: ‘aAakdriv [ala'’katin] < nAakdtn “wheelwell”,
BopTo¢ ['vortos] < Bopdog < Bopdwv < Lat[in] burdo “mule™

(e) ‘Franco-Venetian’ period: ‘West Romance words from Old French and
Provencal’: ‘toiuivia [tsimi'nia] < Pr[ovencal] chemineia “fireplace”,
@Aaouva [fla'una] < Fr[ench] flaon “type of pastry”. ‘Venetian or Italian
loanwords’: ‘pdtoa ['matsa] < It[alian] mazza “hammer”, o100 [potsa] <
Ven[etian] bozza “bottle™

() ‘Ottoman occupation’ (Turkish words): ‘axtiv [‘axtin] < Tur[kish] ahd
‘revenge”, TTapdg [ppa'ras] < Turlkish] para “money”

(g9) ‘English occupation’: ‘kkavoeAAGpw [kkansel'laro] < Eng[lish] to cansel,

Tmapkdapw [ppar'karo] < Eng[lish] to park’

(Varella, 2004: 31-33).

Varela (2006: 203) reports that loanwords in GCD are ‘in their majority of

French, lItalian, Turkish or English origin’. Further indicative and randomly

selected examples of these loanwords are provided. French: ‘fougon > goukou

[fu'ku] “chafing dish™, ‘sente > cévre ['se"de] “loft”, ‘cognée > kouvid [ku'nia]

“axe

” ‘

, ‘tacco >

”

(Varella, 2004: 76-77). Italian: ‘picca > Tikka ['pikka] “revenge

TaKKOG ['takkos] “heel™, ‘grappa > kAatrma ['klappa] “tripping-up™ (ibid.: 97-98).
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Turkish: ‘pusula > mmmoucouAag ['ppusulas] “orientation™, ‘gaile > KaiAég
[kai'les] “worry”, ‘masrapa > paoTpammdg [mastrap'pas] “jar” (ibid.: 114).
English: ‘concrete > kouykpiv [ku'grin] “cement™, ‘bypass > maimrmag ['paippas]

“bypass road/surgery”, ‘very good > Bépikov ['verikon] “a variety of grapes”

(ibid.: 129).

Although GCD is considered a non-standard variety, there are a number of folk
songs, poems and literature written in GCD. It is also noteworthy that there is a
recent trend to write in GCD, especially poems and fairy tales, presumably
because these tend to arise from an oral tradition. Despite this, | will refer to
GCD as the non-standard variety since it has not been ‘codified and
standardised to any extent’, for instance ‘a generally accepted orthography’ of
GCD does not exist (Arvaniti, 2006a: 27), and | will use the term standard

variety for MGL.

GCD variation has a regional basis. Sophocleous (2006) identifies four
subvarieties that can be placed on the GCD dialectal continuum: SMG, Polished
GCD, Modern GCD, and Rural GCD. Pavlou (2007: 268) reports that in urban
centres ‘a more acrolectal’ variety is used, which is closer to SMG, while in rural
areas and smaller urban centres ‘the mesolects’ incorporate more dialectal
features. Newton (1972) studied the phonology and morphological variations of
GCD as identified in each district of Cyprus. His study, in which he mapped the
linguistic landscape of Cyprus decades ago, was novel despite the fact that little

attention was paid to GCD syntax. As GCD is my mother tongue, | recognise
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the existence of its subvarieties and regional varieties but providing further

details about them would go beyond the scope of this study.

1.4.3. Cypriot Standard Greek

Nevertheless, investigating the linguistic landscape of Cyprus an emergent term
which Arvaniti (2006b: 2) suggests, ‘Cypriot Standard Greek’, deserves to be
mentioned. Arvaniti (2006b) points out that SMG as used in Cyprus differs from
SMG spoken in Greece and speakers of Cypriot Standard Greek are not aware
of this linguistic form. This is supported by Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010: 294)
who also mention that Cypriot Standard Greek does not conform to ‘what
Greeks around the world call standard’ (SMG). Within Cypriot Standard Greek
the differences between GCD and SMG have become ‘gradually consolidated,
while the users remain unaware of them’ (Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010: 294).
The differences between Cypriot Standard Greek and SMG, as Arvaniti (2006b)
identifies them, exist in phonetics, phonology, syntax, morphology, lexicon and
orthography. She also argues that the hesitation of Cypriot society to recognise
the differences between SMG and GCD have led to the creation of this new

variety (ibid.).

Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010: 294) point out that ‘the spoken classroom
standard’ which GC teachers seem to use in Cyprus is in accordance with
Arvaniti’'s term of Cypriot Standard Greek. It is argued that GC teachers might
think they use SMG in class but what they actually use, without being aware, is

Cypriot Standard Greek (ibid.). As Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010: 294) point out
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Cypriot Standard Greek is ‘the way Cypriots speak in semi-formal and formal
situations’. Since GCD exists in a dialect continuum, it may presumably be
argued that Cypriot Standard Greek relates to acrolectal forms of GCD. The
emergence of the Cypriot Standard Greek variety adds to the complexity of
studying and researching the bidialectal community of Cyprus. Yiakoumetti and
Esch (2010: 294) pinpoint that the appearance of the new variety indicates ‘the
futility of strict categorisation and demonstrates the sort of complexities’ which
exist in bidialectal speech communities. In addition, the researchers critically
suggest that ‘[qJuestions such as “whose standard?” need to be addressed.
Since GCD has not been codified yet, as mentioned earlier, and there is not
explicit and extensive information about what Cypriot Standard Greek exactly is,
neither why nor in what sense this is a standard, the term will not be used in this

study.

1.4.4. Diglossia - Bidialectism - Multiglossia

Several researchers have characterised the Cypriot context as bidialectal
(Moschonas, 1996; Sophocleous, 2006; Yiakoumetti, 2006; loannidou, 2007,
Papapavlou, 2007), and others have considered it diglossic (Karoulla-Vrikki,
1991, Sciriha, 1995; Arvaniti, 2006a). Sophocleous (2006) reports that there is a
current debate among GC linguists whether the Cypriot context can be
characterised as diglossic. Diglossia is defined as the situation where two forms
of the same language, often a standard and a dialect, exist in a speech
community where people use one form for formal purposes, which usually

becomes the High (H) variety, and another form which is labelled as the Low (L)
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variety for oral communication (Ferguson, 1959; Llamas and Stockwell, 2002;
Deckert and Vickers, 2011). In diglossic situations the varieties are used in
distinctly separate domains in everyday life (Deckert and Vickers, 2011).
Papapaviou (2007) considers that in Cyprus there is no distinction between
High and Low varieties as such, even though Greek Cypriots use GCD in their
everyday activities and switch to SMG in official circumstances (Papapaviou
and Pavlou, 1998; Papapavlou 2007). Likewise, loannidou (2007: 166) explains
that the concurrent use of GCD and SMG does not imply ‘a strict dichotomy’
among the two linguistic varieties. Moreover, Moschonas (1996, quoted in
loannidou, 2007: 166) claims that due to the extensive ‘code-switching and
code-mixing in the spoken linguistic repertoire of the Greek Cypriots’ the

specific linguistic landscape cannot be characterised ‘as strictly diglossic’.

The Cypriot context is not considered diglossic but bidialectal because there is
a dialectal continuum of the use of both SMG and GCD varieties (loannidou,
2007; Sophocleous, 2009). According to Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010: 294) in a
bidialectal situation ‘two varieties of the same language are used alongside
each other’. They also point out that ‘the two varieties differ linguistically but
also share a number of features’ (ibid.: 294). Sophocleous (2009: 2) refers to
the description of bidialectism as the situation where ‘both the standard and
non-standard varieties of the same language are used in parallel to each other’.
She also notes that ‘in the same communicative act’ a GC speaker might use a
more basilectal form of GCD and another speaker a more acrolectal form (ibid.:
3). She explains that this situation is influenced by several factors such as: ‘the

setting, the geographic location, the relationship between participants, the topic
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of discussion’ as well as ‘the profession, age and the gender of speakers’ (ibid.:

3).

As aforementioned, GCD is divided into subvarieties. Hence, it might be argued
that the GC community can be characterised as multiglossic. Hary (1996: 69)
defines ‘multiglossia’ as the linguistic situation where ‘different varieties of a
language exist side by side in a language community’ and are used in different
domains. Thus, the complementary usage of GCD varieties and SMG, code-
switching, code-mixing on linguistic continua could be taken to indicate a
multiglossic GC community. However, since the GCD varieties are not strictly
separable and distinct but overlapping, it is difficult to describe the GC linguistic
situation as multiglossic. | will use the term bidialectal as this study will only
distinguish between two varieties: the parallel use of SMG (standard variety)
and GCD (non standard variety), and as there is no intention to explore GCD

varieties further.

1.5. Educational Context

The Cypriot educational system is highly centralised and controlled by the
MOEC. The curricula are fixed and the same for all state schools to achieve
uniformity. Regarding the language policy, SMG is used as the medium of

instruction and GCD did not have a place in education until very recently (2010).
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According to Papapaviou (2004), national, social and political factors are
seminal in rendering a language appropriate for educational purposes. In 1964,
the GC Cabinet decided that public education would be fully identical to that in
Greece, and that school curricula and resources in primary and secondary
education would follow those implemented in Greece (Karyolemou, 2005).
Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004) explain that education in Cyprus is almost the
same as that in Greece, highlighting the close national, cultural and religious
bonds between the two countries. Consequently, the language policy
completely ignored for years the fact that GC students’ mother tongue is GCD
and not SMG (Pavlou and Papapaviou, 2004; Yiakoumetti et al.,, 2005).
However, taking into account the historical and political background of Cyprus,
the inculcation of SMG and the exclusion of GCD are not surprising. The
reasons for using standard languages in schools are to reinforce ‘national unity’,
and in addition to this, in the case of Cyprus, to sustain bonds with the

‘motherland’ and preserve ‘national identity’ (Papapaviou, 2004: 72).

In 2011, an advertisement of a new MGL curriculum was launched on the
MOEC website. In the lengthy brochure of the new MGL curriculum, which is
the same for all levels of state education, it is stated that students should ‘gain
an oversight of the structure of Modern Greek and Cypriot variety’ and in a
subsequent paragraph regarding ‘Language and diversity’ it is stated that

students should:
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= Become acquainted with the structural similarities and
differences between MGL and the Cypriot variety and be
able to identify elements of other varieties/languages in
hybrid, mixed or multilingual texts

= Approach the Cypriot Dialect as a variety with structure and
system in its phonology, morphology, lexicon and syntax

= Be able to elaborate on the variety of hybrid texts which are
produced by the linguistic choices and code-switching
which prevail in a multilingual and multicultural society like

the one in Cyprus

(My translation; MOEC, 2010: 11)

Introducing GCD in the MGL curriculum is an innovative step in the context of
the Cypriot educational system as in previous years GCD was completely
ignored. It also indicates that MOEC has initiated consideration on the role of
GCD in formal education and in particular in the MGL module. The Cyprus
Pedagogical Institute (CPI) in collaboration with the MOEC offered a few
optional seminars informing mainly primary school teachers on the new MGL
curriculum. Specifically, in the seminars’ presentations of CPI (2012) under the
topic ‘Language and diversity’ it is suggested that teachers teach ‘Cypriot
dialect in a comparative way to Modern Greek, in order to enhance language
learning and learning of Greek’ (My translation; CPI, 2012). This means that
teachers should teach students to identify the similarities and differences

between GCD and SMG in order to enhance their learning of SMG. However, it
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seems that teachers were not provided with clear instructions and guidelines as
to how to include GCD in their teaching practices in order to enhance students’
learning. From informal conversations with several teachers, from both primary
and secondary level, it appeared that they had not been well informed, they had
many guestions and also there were disagreements among them regarding the
use of GCD. Most of them claimed that along with all the other changes and
aims of the curriculum, they were just instructed not to correct the students
when using GCD. Time will show whether what is stated in the MGL curriculum
will be implemented in practice, as there seems to be no adequate provision of

formal training nor advice or sufficient explanatory guidelines for the teachers.

1.5.1. Lyceum Education

Cypriot secondary state education is divided into two three-year levels, the
‘Gymnasium’ and the ‘Unified Lyceum’. The higher cycle of secondary
education also includes ‘Technical and Vocational Education’. The Gymnasium
is for students aged eleven to fourteen and the Lyceum for students aged fifteen
to eighteen. The latter is not compulsory. This research study focuses on
secondary education and specifically on the Lyceum level. After finishing the
Lyceum, the majority of students plan to progress to obtaining higher degrees.
The exit award, ‘Apolyterio’, is a prerequisite for access to universities or

colleges. On the official MOEC website it is stated:

General secondary state education offers equal opportunities for
education and aims to disseminate knowledge with an emphasis on

general education and gradual specialisation in order to prepare students
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in their academic or professional orientation. It also aims to promote and
develop a healthy, spiritual and moral personality, able to create
democratic and law-abiding citizens, for the consolidation of national
identity, cultural values, the global ideals of freedom, justice, peace and
the cultivation of love and respect among human beings, promoting a

mutual understanding and cooperation of people and nations

(My translation; MOEC, 2011).

The Lyceum curriculum includes common core, optional stream, and
interdisciplinary subjects, and a variety of extra-curricular activities to enable

students to develop a well-rounded personality.

This study focuses on students aged sixteen to seventeen (Lyceum B level) in
the context of lessons in MGL, which belongs to the common core subjects. The
MGL subject is equally divided into two categories: Literature, which is more
‘content related’, and Expression/Essay, which is more ‘language related’.
Literature consists of ‘Texts of Modern Greek Literature’ which capture most of
the Literature teaching sessions, ‘Anthology of Cypriot Literature’ (including only
GC texts), ‘European Literature’, and a ‘Literary book’, which capture a small
number of the Literature teaching sessions. It should be noted that although
Cypriot Literature forms its own Anthology, MOEC aimed at verifying its
‘Greekness’ by including it in the ‘Modern Greek literature’ and by using in the
Anthology’s preface ‘the inclusive term Hellenism’ signalling the spread of

‘Greek nation beyond the boundaries of the political state’ (Charalambous,
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2009: 9). As Charalambous (2009: 9) points out ‘[iJn the discourse of Hellenism,
Cyprus is regarded as a diasporic Greek cultural center in the Greek periphery’
and GC poets are presented ‘as the ‘Greek poets in Cyprus” whose literature
productions verify ‘their historical roots’ and establish ‘their belonging in the
Greek national community’. The other category of MGL subject is Expression/
Essay, focusing on ‘Different forms of language’, ‘Thematic units’ and

‘Language exercises’.

| have taught the specific subject and am familiar with its structure, contents and
delivery. | have been teaching this age group of students from the beginning of
my teaching career, and thus, this group interests me most. Quite apart from my
personal preferences, this cohort of students is special in that as adolescents
they are at the crucial transitory stage to adulthood. Students at this age start to
think about their future plans and career path. Issues such as identity
construction are especially relevant with this particular age group. Talbot et al.
(2003: 202), in their discussion on how youth culture is defined in modern
society, point out that ‘young people draw on a range of heterogeneous and
fluid practices to articulate their multiple identities’. To foster an understanding
of this it is essential to be aware of ‘how discourse, definitions of self and local

contexts’ relate to each other (ibid.: 202).

Since Cyprus officially joined the EU in 2004, changes in the MGL curriculum
have been made, altering the subject matter and reviewing its aims, without,

however, any reference to GCD at that time. The changes mainly focused on
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introducing the communicative approach in language teaching. It should be
noted that despite the recent developments in the new MGL curriculum (MOEC,
2010), including GCD, there is still no alteration in the current MGL curriculum
of Lyceum B level nor any acknowledgment of the dialectal mother tongue of
the students, who are not treated as bidialectal learners. Perhaps this is due to
the fact that the curriculum is still at its transition stage. The aims and objectives

of the MGL curriculum, for students aged 16 to 17, are as follows:

Aims

Students should:

1. acquire competency in the use of the fundamental tool of
communication (SMG), so as to develop intellectually, emotionally
and socially, acquiring the knowledge of the functioning of the
language system essential for their age and using the language in
a considered manner (in oral and written form) in different
communicative contexts

2. become aware of the importance of discourse for participation in
social life, so as to engage in society either as transmitters or
receivers of discourse, adopting a critical and responsible stance

3. appreciate the importance of language as a basic vehicle of any
nation’s expression and culture

4. identify the structure and particular features of their national

language, so as to become aware of their cultural tradition
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5. learn to appreciate and respect the language of each nation as the
fundamental component of their culture, preparing themselves to
live as citizens in a multicultural society

(My translation; MOEC, 2008 - present)

Objectives

Students should:

1. understand the structure of a factual account, in order to
distinguish fact from comment, by practising the decoding and
interpretation of information

2. cultivate and sharpen their critical skills

3. identify main ideas

4. gain competency of explicit, well-structured and conceptually
dense discourse

5. become acquainted with a variety of biographical genres and
familiarise themselves with those that are useful in serving the
practical needs of everyday life

6. acquire the ability to present an item of discourse or art and

appraise it critically

(My translation; MOEC, 2008 - present)

It can be argued that from an educational linguistic perspective the

aforementioned aims and objectives are sound for teaching MGL. However, the
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socio-cultural context where students belong is ignored. When this study was
developed, designed and conducted, the language policy used was completely

monolingual, inculcating only the use of SMG.

Thus this study, taking into account the above aims and objectives of the MGL
curriculum, investigates the possible effects that ignoring the socio-cultural
context, and specifically GCD, might have on students. More specifically, this
study seeks to explore the effects of excluding and ignoring the students’
mother tongue in education on Lyceum students’ performance in the context of
MGL lessons, and, by extension, on the likely achievement of curriculum aims.
Specifically, | investigate the circumstances under which teachers and students
use or avoid using GCD in class and the impact of this on students’
performance. The influence of attitudes towards GCD on students’ identity
construction is also problematised, as is the effect of GCD exclusion on

students’ expression of critical thought.

1.6. Research Questions

This study explores the following research questions:

1. When, by whom, and why, is GCD used in MGL lessons?
2. What is the GCD role in the MGL lesson in the GC Lyceum?
2.1. Do teachers and students believe that there is a conflict between

SMG and GCD in the MGL lesson?
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2.2. Do teachers’ and students’ perspectives indicate that the use of
dialect enhances or impedes teaching and learning of MGL?

3. What might be the impact of attitudes towards GCD or SMG on students’
identity construction?

4. How might students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change
if GCD is allowed?

5. What might be the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of

critical thought?

Answers to the above questions are sought through classroom observations of
MGL lessons in two Lyceums, group task observations with students, and by
investigating the perceptions of the research participants, MGL teachers and

students, through semi-structured group interviews.

1.7. Purpose

The purpose of this study is to explore the current position in the Cypriot
classroom and to develop an understanding of the bidialectal issues for Lyceum
students. The study investigates whether there are, or not, any effects of GCD
on students in the MGL lesson in Lyceum education. This study does not focus
on developing new curricula or introducing any interventions. It focuses on
producing findings that will inform opinion and improve understanding of the

possible effects of bidialectism on Lyceum GC students.
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1.8. Importance

Research regarding dialect and education in the Cypriot setting began recently,
in the early 1990s (Papapaviou, 2001). Because of the political situation,
‘education has been labelled [a] sensitive, almost untouchable area for
intervention’ (Philippou, 2005: 311). In addition, Paviou and Papapavlou (2004)
claim that the political situation absorbs considerable funds which could be
utilised for education. The authors characterise the lack of extensive research
on bidialectal education in Cyprus as unfortunate, especially considering the
reforms other European countries achieved as a result of research studies
conducted in the 1970s and 1980s. They consider that GC students are
prevented from reaching the ‘full potential’ they might have achieved if GCD had

been productively employed in education (ibid.: 254).

This study investigates the effects that the failure to address formally the
bidialectal issues in education might have on bidialectal Lyceum students’
learning of MGL, identity formation and expression of critical thought. This topic
has not been researched in the Cypriot setting and this age-range of students to
date. Until now, research conducted on the role of GCD has been focused
mainly on primary education in Cyprus. It is hence important to look at similar
issues from the adolescent students’ and their teachers’ perspectives.
Ultimately, this research has the potential to make a small contribution by
revealing new understandings of sociolinguistic issues influencing the Cypriot
Lyceum educational setting and thus contributing additional material to previous

research studies. In addition, the recent developments in the new MGL
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curriculum (MOEC, 2010) add to the significance of this study since its findings
could not only inform opinion on second dialect teaching research but could
also provide to MOEC, along with its implications and recommendations,
suggestions for areas of further development which might prove of great

assistance at this transition stage of MGL curriculum change.

Regarding the wider research field of second dialect teaching and learning, the
originality of this study lies in its focus on exploring the effect of first dialect
exclusion on students’ expression of critical thought. This matter of prohibiting
the students from using their native dialectal variety during the process of
developing and expressing CT has not been investigated as the scope of
previous research studies was centred mainly on identifying factors influencing
second dialect acquisition and fostering bidialectal education. More explicitly,
studies of other bidialectal communities in USA, Australia, and Europe, focused
on the early acquisition of the standard language (Siegel, 1997; Bull, 2002), the
factors influencing the acquisition of standard variety by youth (Malcolm and
Konigsberg, 2001), the use of the non-standard variety as the means of
instruction (Rickfort, 1999; Malcolm, 2013), and the effects of bidialectism on
students’ reading ability and reading comprehension (Osterberg, 1961; Bull,
1984; Rickfort and Rickfort, 1995) (details of these studies are offered in section
2.3.5.: ‘What other countries did and the case of Cyprus’). Thus, this research
study is expected to add to the body of knowledge of second dialect research
(Bull, 1984; Siegel, 1997; Rickfort, 1999; Wolfram, 1999; Malcolm, 2001; Pavlou
and Papapavlou, 2004; Yiakoumetti, 2006; loannidou, 2007; Pavlou, 2007) by

revealing the role of first dialect in developing and expressing CT.
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1.9. Structure of the thesis

Following this Introductory Chapter, Chapter 2 reviews a range of both
conceptual and empirical academic literature, aiming to gain a thorough
understanding of dialect and language education, identity construction and
critical thinking (CT) development. In Chapter 3, the methodology and the
methodological research tools that were used to conduct the research are
presented, explained and justified relative to the core aims of the study. The
process of data analysis is also presented. In Chapter 4 the research findings
are presented and discussed. Then, an in-depth discussion of the main findings
with the most relevant literature reviewed in Chapter 2 is the subject of Chapter
5. In Chapter 6 the contributions and the main conclusions are discussed, the

implications and the limitations of the study, and areas of future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

In this Chapter the theoretical dimensions of the research study are presented
along with empirical findings of some published studies. This study focuses on
the effects that GCD might have on Lyceum students in the context of MGL
lessons. In this review four main issues are explored as relevant to the topic
and the aims of this research. The first section presents and discusses literature
on standard language and the prevailing perspectives on non-standard varieties
in order to investigate current understanding of language variation. Then the
review focuses on the central theme of this study: dialect and education.
Following this, the review examines literature on current theories around

constructing identity and developing as well as expressing CT.

There is ample literature on language education, sociolinguistics and identity,
language and thought. Several search engines and electronic databases
including those of the Modern Language Association (MLA), Scopus, Eric
(Educational Resources Information Center), British and Australian Education
Index, were employed to select the material used in this review. Keywords were
identified and a search of material was performed using these keywords as
guidance. More specifically, some of the keywords used were: ‘sociolinguistics’,
‘bidialectism’, ‘mother tongue education’, ‘social constructivism’, ‘Cypriot
dialect’, ‘language awareness’, ‘language rights’, ‘code-switching’, ‘identity and
language’, ‘language and thought’ and ‘critical thinking’. As a result, several
journal articles, research reports, theses, web pages, encyclopaedias and
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books relevant to the themes of this study were identified and employed for this
review. In addition, hand-searches in certain journals such as Language and
Education, Linguistics and Education, Applied Linguistics, Language Sciences,
International Journal of Multilingualism and Journal of Multilingual and
Multicultural Development, were also performed. A specific search for sources
on sociolinguistic aspects of GCD in the Cypriot setting was also conducted.
Material was searched for in the library of the University of Cyprus where
several books, theses and journals were identified and collected. The
bibliographic software EndNote was used to store, organise manage and

retrieve all the bibliographical data produced.

2.2. Standard & Non-Standard Language

Deckert and Vickers (2011: 38) point out that ‘[s]ociety has created different
values for different varieties of language’ classifying ‘some of them as standard
and some as non-standard’. They point out that such labels do not stand up
linguistically and they refer to standard language as a ‘myth’ employed by
certain people for judging the language of others (ibid.: 39). As this study
examines the effects of GCD, a non-standard variety, on students’ learning of
SMG, a standard variety, what is considered as standard language and what

language standardisation involves is initially explained.

Trudgill (1998: 35) points out that language standardisation entails three
procedures: ‘determination’: that is decision-making of selecting specific

varieties to serve specific principles in society, ‘codification’: that is the ‘public
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acquisition of a recognised and fixed form enshrined in dictionaries and
grammar books’, and ‘stabilisation’, which refers to the process according to
which a former ‘diffuse variety’ becomes ‘fixed and stable’ (quoted in
Hernandez-Campoy, 2007: 50-51). Apart from this, Cheshire (2007: 15)
mentions that the variety named as standard language undergoes ‘extensive
description’. She points out that in the field of dialectology, descriptions of
dialects are commonly made ‘with reference to the standard variety in society’
(ibid.: 15). The existing descriptions are used as a basis with which dialects are

contrasted (ibid.).

2.2.1. Ideology of the standard language

Milroy (2007: 133) examines the ‘ideology of the standard language’ and claims
that the fact that some languages are regarded as standard varieties has an
effect on the way people perceive their language, and language in general. He
points out that standard languages carry significant ideological and symbolic
power that informs people’s attitudes towards language. However, people are
not consciously aware that their attitudes result from ideological positions but
perceive them as common sense and suppose that everyone shares the same
perceptions (ibid.). Language standardisation is based on the principle of
‘uniformity or invariance’, even though total uniformity cannot be accomplished
in practice (ibid.: 133). In other words, language standardisation might not
accept variability but completely invariant languages, especially spoken
languages, do not occur. Even varieties labelled as standard languages are not

entirely invariant or resistant to changes (ibid.).
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[Tlhe notion of correctness, the importance of authority, the relevance of
prestige, and the idea of legitimacy’ frame the ideology of the standard
language (Milroy, 2007: 134). Due to standardisation, speakers perceive certain
forms of language as correct and other forms as wrong (ibid.). In addition,
educational systems are, to some extent, seminal agents in disseminating and
maintaining the knowledge of the standard language, imposed in a normative
way (Milroy, 2007; Deckert and Vickers, 2011). For example, referring to
Standard English, Davies (2005: 6) points out that it is ‘the dialect of English
taught in schools’ and to those who want to learn English; it exists in printed
form and is ‘spoken by the most educated and powerful people’. She also
clarifies that the standard variety might not be considered ‘superior’ by linguists
but as linked ‘with power and success’ it evidently becomes ‘the most important

and prestigious’ variety (ibid.: 6).

Standard language can also be negatively defined, as Mittins (1991) does for

Standard English, namely by what it is not. In this regard:

Standard [...] [language] is not substandard or non-standard language, it
is not a medium for extremely colloquial conversation, it is not slang, it is
not jargon used by an in-group of specialists, it is certainly not

gobbledegook.

(Mittins, 1991: 74)
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Since standard language as a notion is socially conceptualised and constructed
it has social consequences. Deckert and Vickers (2011: 40) maintain that the
standard variety of a language is regarded ‘as the language of the elite and the
educated’ and as a consequence its use in contexts where it is perceived as the
appropriate variety has ‘positive social value’ while the use of non-standard
variety in such contexts reflects ‘a lower social capital’. Similarly, Filmore and
Snow (2000: 19) point out that standard varieties are perceived ‘more
prestigious’ than dialects but they underline that this judgement ‘is a matter of
social convention alone’ since dialects are both ‘regular and ‘useful’ as
standard languages are. Edwards (2007: 46) advocates that codifying a variety
and promoting it ‘as the standard language’ serves to exclude non-standard
speakers and to reify the supremacy of standard language speakers. Referring
to the European context, Edwards (2007: 46) provides some examples of this
kind of ‘heteroglossia’ and classifies it in three categories. She mentions

‘Basque, Frisian and Welsh’ which are “older mother tongues™ ‘spoken only in
small areas of current nation[s]’. She then cites ‘German and Danish’ which are
official languages of certain nations and have ‘minority language status in

others’. Lastly, she refers to varieties related to the official language, for

instance GCD, which are principally used in ‘informal domains’ (ibid.: 46).

2.2.2. Perspectives on non-standard varieties

As this study explores the effects that GCD has on students, perspectives on
dialects and non-standard varieties are discussed. A common perception of a

dialect is that of:
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[A] substandard, low status, often rustic form of language,
generally associated with the peasantry, the working class, or
other groups lacking in prestige

Chambers and Trudgill (1980: 3)

Several researchers point out that there is a tendency to try to eliminate dialects
as they are generally thought to be inferior or erroneous variations of standard
norms (Chambers and Trudgill, 1980; Charalabakis, 1994; Papapaviou, 2001,
Crystal, 2005; Sophocleous, 2006). Papapaviou (2001: 491) mentions that
people often believe that ‘dialects, by their very nature, are ‘“incomplete”
linguistic entities, “inexpressive” systems of communication and “inferior”
versions of standard or official languages’ but he points out that such views do
not receive much scientific support. Linguists affirm that such beliefs, regarding
language inferiority or superiority, have no basis in Linguistic theory (Chen,
1998). Some also argue that it is impossible to ‘rate the excellence of different
languages’ and assess the value of a language according to the economic and
political status of its speakers (ibid.: 46). Several decades ago linguists who had
studied a large proportion of the world’s languages asserted that all languages
are ‘complex systems which are equally valid as means of communication’
(Trudgill, 1975: 24). Likewise, Holmes (1992: 141) maintains that ‘languages
are not purely linguistic entities’ but they serve social purposes. Due to the
several functions languages fulfil and their different usages by social groups,

‘they can be thought of as a collection of dialects’ (ibid.: 141).
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Hence the division into ‘proper’ languages and ‘mere’ dialects is not based on
linguistic facts. Trudgill (1975) states that negative judgements result from
social attitudes that have their basis in social and cultural domains, rather than
in language itself. He responds to arguments in favour of standard languages’
correctness and expressiveness by commenting that ‘there is nothing you can
do or say in one dialect that you cannot do or say in another’ (ibid.: 71).
Likewise, Phillipson et al. (1995: 9) highlight that ‘all natural languages are
complex, logical systems, capable of developing and expressing everything’.
Although negative attitudes towards dialects have no scientific or linguistic
support it should be recognised that they do exist in certain contexts. This is
highlighted by Edwards (2009) who claims that such attitudes resist change
regardless of linguistic evidence. Mittins (1991) suggests if all dialects had
equal status, being linguistically different would not give rise to negative value
judgements. Despite this, he recognises that it is a factual reality that people

commonly regard standard language as socially prestigious (ibid.).

One question that theorists and researchers have asked is what aspect of the
dialect people perceive as unattractive or unpleasant and why its speakers are
often labelled as low-status persons. Trudgill (1975: 37), drawing on the English
dialects and accents, argues that the underlying reasons are not aesthetic but
again result from ‘a complex of factors’ deriving from ‘social, political and
regional biases’. Panayiotou (1996) mentions that GC people ‘are sometimes
“proud” of their “Homeric” language, and at other times are “ashamed” and
“embarrassed” of this same “xorkadid3i”, (heavily accented village) dialect’

(quoted in Papapaviou, 2001: 493-494). In the same vein, Yiakoumetti et al.
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(2005: 257) claim that there is a tendency and belief commonly held by people
on the island to characterise the harsh sounds and basilectal GCD forms, or in

113

other words the speech of people from rural areas as “‘horiatika” (village-tainted
speech)’. This is probably due to the association of the basilectal form of GCD

with peasantry and Cyprus’s agricultural past.

Davies (2005: 6) calls ‘traditional dialects’ those used in ‘the more remote, rural
areas’ along with their accents. She points out that in England there is a notable
decline of those dialects, which are overtaken by ‘modern dialects’ used in
‘urban centres such as London and Liverpool’ (ibid.: 6). This results from
abandoning ‘traditional country life’ which for a long time prevented the impact
of the cities. The change occurred through ‘technological advances, the
expansion of education for all and the growing need for a more mobile and
educated workforce’ (ibid.: 6). Nevertheless, traditional dialects continue to
exist, in particular through ‘older speakers’ who used to live in a certain place

for the most part of their life (ibid.: 6).

In a research study conducted by Yiakoummeti et al. (2005) in an urban and a
rural primary school of Cyprus, research evidence from a pre-test indicated that
there was less GCD interference in urban school students’ speech than in their
rural counterparts’. Interestingly, the overall research results showed that the
location factor was not very important since both urban and rural school
students’ speech contained equivalent amounts of GCD features. Initially one

would expect more GCD features in rural students’ speech. The fact that there
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was no significant difference perhaps means that the social and economic
differences between rural and urban settings on Cyprus are not so significant in
recent times (details of this study are offered in section 2.3: ‘Dialect &

Education’).

The findings of an attitudinal study conducted by Papapaviou (2001)
demonstrate that GC people have more favourable attitudes towards SMG than
GCD. Papapaviou (2001) used the matched-guise technique to investigate
language attitudes by exploring social aspects of GCD phonological features.
The participants consisted of two groups of 66 GC university students (49
female and 17 male), aged from 18 to 21, randomly selected from 14 different
classes of University of Cyprus. The participants listened to 2 stories (in 2
versions) and they were asked to assess the narrator’'s speech without being
aware that they were listening to the same individual. The results indicate that
SMG speakers are considered to be more ‘educated, attractive, ambitious,
intelligent, interesting, modern, dependable and pleasant’ than GCD speakers
(Papapavlou, 2001: 493). Nevertheless, it was also shown that GCD speakers
were considered to be ‘more sincere’, friendlier, ‘kinder’, and ‘more humorous’
in comparison to SMG speakers (ibid.: 493). Papapaviou (2001: 499) taking into
account the findings of his research study concludes that GCD phonological
features are related to a great extent to ‘social parameters such as prestige,

education, etc.” which have an impact on people’s language attitudes.
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Trudgill (1975) also reported on a series of studies that demonstrated how
people’s reactions vary towards speakers according to the accents they used.
The basis of these investigations is that the listeners were not aware that they
were listening to same speaker twice using different accents. The results
indicated that speakers using a Received Pronunciation (R.P.) accent were
evaluated by the listeners ‘more intelligent’ and ‘having more authority’. On the
other hand, listeners considered speakers using a regional accent as having
more ‘personal integrity and social attractiveness’ (ibid.: 56). In a similar
investigation the same speaker argued against capital punishment using R.P.
and regional accents. Although the listeners rated more positively the R.P.
version of the argument, in a later stage of measuring the effectiveness of the
argument the results showed that listeners evaluated the regional accents as
‘more persuasive and more convincing’ (ibid.: 57). Such experimental data
indicate that having a regional accent does not necessarily denote social stigma
or disadvantage (ibid.). Accents seem to be indicators of ‘group membership’
and signal ‘group solidarity’ and that they are related to individuals’ identity

formation (ibid.: 57).

Despite the negative labelling or deprecation that people ascribe to language
variation, probably due to their linguistic unawareness and lack of knowledge,
dialects have value for their speakers, and this is why they continue to exist,
even in contexts where a standard language is imposed and dominates in
domains of education and media (Van Lier, 1995). Crystal (2005) points out that
dialects constitute an important source of information about contemporary

culture and its history. In the same vein, Papapavilou and Pavlou (2007a: 2)
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argue that dialects are ‘the carriers of local cultures and a part of people’s

identity’ and thus they should be respected as much as standard languages.

| have chosen to use the term dialect to refer to Cypriot Greek but since it is the
language of an autonomous country, some may argue that it is a language. For
instance, the three Scandinavian languages, Swedish, Norwegian and Danish,
despite their mutual intelligibility are considered separate languages (Gooskens,
2007). The rationale for calling Cypriot Greek a dialect includes the following
reasons. Dialect, according to Van Lier (1995), is a subdivision or a
recognisable variety of a certain language while Holmes (1992: 144) adds that
dialects are ‘linguistic varieties which are distinguishable in vocabulary,
grammar and pronunciation’. Similar definitions are also given by Trudgill
(1975), Davies (2005) and Edwards (2009), who likewise mention that dialects
incorporate different rules, sounds and lexis than the standard language. This
can be applied to the case of GCD as a variety of Greek language that differs
phonologically, morphologically, syntactically and lexically (as indicated in

section 1.4.2).

Moreover, theorists typically concur in suggesting that dialects are conceived of
as geographically situated, and this explains why every region tends to have its
own dialect (Van Lier, 1995). As already mentioned, in terms of geography,
GCD belongs to the southern dialects of MGL (Papapaviou, 2001) and is the
local dialect in Cyprus where every region has its own dialectal character and its

idioms, as Newton (1972) showed by studying the phonology and morphological
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variations of GCD in each district of the island. Apart from this, Trudgill (1975:
17) points out that the term dialect does not necessarily refer to ‘old-fashioned
or rustic forms of speech’ as may be commonly believed. Dialects may not be
completely formed by regional contextualities but other variables are also
involved such as ‘age, social class, race and education’ (Van Lier, 1995: 93).
Rendering this even more complex, there is evidence to show that dialects are
heterogeneous and they do not have precise and fixed boundaries as they are

continuously variable linguistic realities (Trugdill, 1975).

Moreover, Van Lier (1995) maintains that it is not an easy and straightforward
task to draw a clear line between dialect and language. Historically, it seems
that standard languages developed out of dialects. Mittins (1991) points out that
one of several regional varieties may constitute the standard language and thus
it may be impossible to claim that a standard language is not a dialect or did not
derive from a dialect. Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004) point out that SMG is
primarily based on the Peloponnesian dialect, spoken where the first Greek
autonomous state was declared. Another example, according to Trudgill (1975),
is Standard English that derived from the dialects spoken in the south-east
areas of England. A range of variables may be seminal in legitimising a
language including ‘geographical, social, historical, racial, economic and
political factors’ (Van Lier, 1995: 122). More specifically, as Edwards (2009)
claims, the power and position of standard languages stem from the political
conditions prevailing historically. An example given is that if York instead of
London had been the centre of the royal court, then BBC newsreaders would

probably sound different, and another form of English may have been promoted
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in schools in England (Edwards, 2009). Thus, it can be argued that historical
and socio-political reasons have determined the classification of Cypriot Greek
as dialect which has not gained the prestige of a standard language or the

official language of Cyprus.

2.2.3. Language variation

Davies (2005: 1) maintains that ‘variation is fundamental to how we use
language’ either individually or communally. Watts (2007: 124) points out that
‘[v]ariation is the guiding principle of human language, not homogeneity’ and
explains that in situations where variation exists ‘change’ is expected. In
sociolinguistics it is acknowledged that the language each speaker uses may
differ depending on context and interlocutors. This is what sociolinguists name
variation (Deckert and Vickers, 2011). Even though this might seem
straightforward, in fact, the authors claim, it entails high levels of complexity.
This is due to the fact that human beings are ‘complex social creatures’ and
everything they do ‘with language will be also complex’ (ibid.: 1). Exploring the
bidialectal educational context of Cyprus, one would expect language variation
but it is also important to understand what influences speakers to change the
way they speak and also what effects this might have on them within particular

settings.

Exploring and aiming to understand language variation, Deckert and Vickers
(2011) claim that it is important to take into account that there are two distinct

types of speaker variation: interspeaker and intraspeaker. They define
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interspeaker variation as ‘the ways people speak differently from one another’
(ibid.: 37-38), and as other sociolinguists state interspeaker variation can be
linked with ‘group membership’ and to some extent ‘linguistic features become
social identity markers’ (Hambye and Simon, 2004: 247). On the other hand,
intraspeaker variation is concerned with the variation in the speech of an
individual and is defined as ‘the ways that single individuals speak in different
ways in the various social and linguistic contexts of their lives’ (Deckert and
Vickers, 2011: 37-38). In sociolinguistic research the focal point of investigation
is ‘why individuals speak differently from each other (interspeaker variation)
and further ‘why an individual’s own speech may sometimes vary (intraspeaker

variation)’ (Dyer, 2007: 101).

However, as Davies (2005: 4) points out, when variation is examined ‘in
individual speech’ it may prove problematic to separate the individual from
others. She explains that variation in one’s speech is much more associated
with the specific communities the person is attached to and routinely
communicates within rather than with ‘abstract norms of language’ (ibid.: 4). As
this study focuses on language variation to some extent, and specifically on
spoken language variation in the particular setting, the two types of speaker
variation were involved. Nevertheless, taking into account Davies’s critique on
intraspeaker variation, interspeaker variation is considered more useful in this
study as the influence of the socio-cultural context is considered. In addition, the
effects on GCD are not investigated as focused on single students but on

student groups, in order to foster a comprehensive understanding of how
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adolescent students use GCD or SMG through their interactions in class and

how this influences their performance in the specific settings.

In different situations speakers talk differently and this implies different social
connotations (Bell, 2007). Different ways of talking demonstrate people’s
capacity to engage in different positions and also may influence the way others
perceive them (ibid.). Holmes (1992) points out that any stylistic differences or
registers are shaped by the functional demands of the setting as well as by the
users, the context and the addressee. In short, the most common and persistent

factors determining a speaker’s style can be summarised as follows:

Who the addressee is

What the topic is

The nature of the setting where the interaction occurs

(Bell, 2007: 95)

Seeking to explore when, by whom, and why, GCD is used in the context of
MGL lessons the factors influencing speakers’ style are taken into account in
this study. The variable of style is considered since not only does it enhance an
understanding of the catalysts influencing the subjects to change or adjust the
way they speak, but also casts light on the implications that different language

styles may entail.
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In the following section, discussion is focused on the central theme for this
study: dialect and education. The multifaceted phenomenon of bidialectism is
explored through the literature, introduced and discussed along with its
theorised and empirically demonstrated effects on student learning in various

settings.

2.3. Dialect & Education

Papapavlou (2007: 194) states that ‘the contentious issue of dialect education’
has been extensively discussed on a global scale by researchers from different
disciplines, such as linguistics, education and language planning. Several
researchers point out that the use of dialects or non-standard varieties in formal
education is a controversial and burning issue, which has created heated
debates and serious concerns among researchers and policy makers, and is a
matter of some current concern in the Cypriot setting (Paviou and Papapaviou,
2004; Yiakoumetti, 2006; Papapavlou, 2007; Yiakoumetti 2007a). Pavlou and
Papapavlou (2004) report that the scientific world is divided on this topic, since
there are several researchers who advocate that only one variety should be
used while others have a high regard for bidialectal education. More specifically,
as Yiakoumetti (2007b: 51) points out, this debate is mirrored in the literature of

language policy in education that includes three distinct areas:

(1) the use of the standard variety as medium of instruction
(i) the use of a non-standard dialect as medium of instruction

(i)  bidialectal education, which involves the use of both
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2.3.1. The use of standard varieties

Pavlou and Papapavlou (2004) claim that governments in several cases choose
a monolithic language-use approach based on a standard norm, overlooking the
needs that non-standard speakers might have. As loannidou (2009) points out
the promotion of one language as the national standard variety in every country,
by language policy makers, aims to protect the rights of the majority in power. In
the same vein, Pennycook (1998: 81) highlights that it is assumed that providing
people with access to a dominant language will bestow them with ‘economic
and political benefits’. As a result, in certain contexts the quest for establishing
‘a multilingual society and a multilingual education’ seems to be left ‘a step

behind’ (loannidou, 2009: 263).

Edwards (2007: 34), exploring linguistic diversity and education in Europe and
focusing on resources, points out that ‘[e]ducational materials have traditionally
been based on the standard language’. Governments frequently commission
and regulate materials and this leads in excluding non-standard speakers and
‘consolidating the advantages of the standard speakers’ (ibid.: 34).
Conventionally, pedagogy and curriculum development has centred on aiding
students to ‘acquire the standard language as the route to social mobility’ (ibid.:
34). Edwards (2007: 34) advocates though that using standard varieties in
education has led to undervaluing the significance of the ‘complex interactions

between language and identity’ and has been to a large extent unsuccessful.
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Arguments in favour of the use of standard languages focus on ‘secur[ing]
equality’, providing ‘empowerment for individuals’ and ‘equal employment
opportunities for all citizens’ (Papapaviou and Pavlou, 2007b: 103). In addition,
the adherents of standard language consider that introducing non-standard
languages in education call for ‘large investments in terms of time and money’

(ibid.: 103). Changes involved are:

(a) changing the whole school curriculum,

(b) re-writing material in the nonstandard form,

(c) developing appropriate grammars and dictionaries, and
(d) re-training teachers to teach in the nonstandard form

(ibid.: 103)

Pavlou and Papapavlou (2004: 246) also claim that the requirement of spending
both time and money, given the need of developing new curricula and teachers’
training is often the alleged reason of the authorities who are aware of the
necessity of using the mother tongue in education but seem reluctant to tackle

such an undertaking.

Gupta (1997) claims that it is not necessarily preferable in all contexts to use
the mother tongue in education. She identifies three main reasons ‘militat[ing]
against education in the mother tongue’. (a) problems in predetermining the
mother tongue, particularly in multilingual settings, (b) ‘definition of “a
language’”; typically language is defined as the standard variety and people’s

whose mother tongue is a related variety to the standard ‘may be deemed to be

the standard variety’, and the certain standard variety may differentiate
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substantially from the variety that is the mother tongue (Gupta, 1997: 496).
Gupta (1997: 500) points out that educational systems may not recognise ‘that
children need to learn the standard variety of their own language’ and they may

also be criticised of ‘using the language “wrongly’”. The third reason (c) refers
to ‘social and ethnic divisiveness of mother tongue education’ (ibid.: 496). Gupta
(1997: 496) argues that in contexts characterised by multilingualism maintaining

‘social cohesiveness’ might be more important than the possible advantages

that education in the mother tongue might entail.

More specifically, in situations where certain language varieties are associated
with societal groups, using the mother tongue in education could disempower
disadvantaged groups and individuals (Gupta, 1997). She considers that in
certain contexts the empowerment of people is more important than the
provision of education in the mother tongue, especially where the mother
tongue is not the official language. Gupta (1997) emphasises that students’
future professional, socio-political and economic status should not be hampered
by lack of competency in the standard language. Consequently, in several
contexts education in the mother tongue might be desirable but in others not, as
mastering the official language may be essential in order to access the power
structures. As Gupta (1997: 496) concludes, ‘ideological issues can be resolved

only in the context of the particular social and political situation’.

Reflecting on Gupta’s arguments, it might be explained why MOEC adopted a

monolingual language policy inculcating MGL in GC state schools. In the first
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place this is due to some extent to the unresolved political problem of Cyprus
and identity issues, as will be discussed in section 2.4.2.: ‘Identity issues in
Cyprus’. Secondly, mastering MGL is important for the empowerment of GC
students regarding their future professional status, as MGL is one of the official
languages on Cyprus. As Trudgill (1975) points out speakers of non-standard
dialects are likely to be socially disadvantaged in some situations, for instance if
people do not speak the standard language they might be rejected from certain
occupations. Filmore and Snow (2000: 6), referring to the USA educational
context where dialects such as African American, American Indian and Native
Hawaiian emerge in class, also report that the acquirement of standard
language is ‘an important part of the educational development of all students’.
They point out, though, that standard language should not be promoted ‘at the
expense of the language patterns children already have’ since those patterns
are necessary for effective communication in their communities (ibid.: 6). As
Trudgill (1975) suggests, what teachers need to do to protect students after
they leave school is to teach them which form of speech is appropriate or
inappropriate in certain situations since as Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010)
maintain dialectal varieties will emerge in class regardless of teachers’ or the

authorities’ consent.

2.3.2. The use of mother tongue

A counter argument to Gupta’s claim that education is successful if it empowers
the students by securing their mastering of the standard language can be found

in UNESCO'’s declarations. UNESCO has traditionally declared that ‘education

48



is most successful, when conducted in the Ilearners’ mother tongue’
(Papapavilou and Pavlou, 2007b: 101). In fact in its General Principles of the
Universal Declaration on Linguistic Rights (Article 9) it is stated that ‘[a]ll
language communities have the right to codify, standardize, preserve, develop
and promote their linguistic system, without induced or forced interference’
(UNESCO, 1996). In addition, in the Overall linguistic régime, Section I, (Article
23), it is declared that ‘[e]ducation must help to foster the capacity for linguistic
and cultural self-expression of the language community of the territory where it
is provided’ and also ‘to maintain and develop the language spoken by the
language community [...]' (UNESCO, 1996). UNESCO clearly supports
education in the mother tongue or local varieties indicating interest and
sensitivity in achieving cultural and linguistic equality through education but fails
to justify its conventions. Gupta (1997) does this throughout her arguments, as
shown earlier, that what might determine the usefulness of mother tongue in

education is the context and the very particular socio-political setting.

UNESCO’s conventions are in accordance with the literature of language
human rights. As Phillipson et al. (1995) point out language human rights assert
that every individual should be recognised with his/her mother tongue and have
this recognition appreciated by others. This is also supported by Skutnabb-
Kangas (1998: 22) who emphasises that ‘in a civilized state’ there should be no
call for arguing about ‘the right to identify with, to maintain and to fully develop
one’s mother tongue(s)’ since it is an obvious, ‘fundamental individual linguistic

human right'. Skutnabb-Kangas (1998: 23) considers that a universal
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convention of linguistic human rights in relation to the mother tongue(s) should

also guarantee that everyone can:

e Learn the mother tongue(s) fully, orally (when physiologically
possible) and in writing (which presupposes that minorities are
educated through the medium of their mother tongue(s));

e Use the mother tongue in most official situations (including

schools)

Stroud (2001: 346) argues that the notion of linguistic human rights and
specifically the ‘rights approach to language issues’ can prove problematic. He
claims that problems with the notion arise due to ‘liberal, affirmative
multicultural, and rights oriented remedies more generally’ (ibid.: 346). Similarly,
Pennycook (1998:73) maintains that ‘general liberal pronouncements about
everyone having a right to their mother tongue’ are not helpful. Stroud (2001:
346) also considers that the notion of linguistic rights incites a sense of
discrimination and it has a ‘socially divisive nature’ given that rights declarations
refer to underprivileged groups in need of ‘special treatment’. He states that this
might lead to generating ‘misrecognition’ as this special treatment towards
particular groups could be taken by other people as unfair, too expensive or as
the ‘object of misuse’ (ibid.: 346). However, this is not likely to be an issue on
Cyprus since the majority of population consists of GC people and the GC
community cannot be considered as an underprivileged or disadvantaged group

in its context. As Pennycook (1998) points out there is a need to refer to the

50



right to specific languages and associate such positions to the current political

state of affairs.

Specifically Pennycook (1998: 85) frames this as ‘situated ethics of language
possibilities’. This implies that it is vital to take into account the history and
culture of specific contexts, to think of ‘locally situated ethics rather than globally
framed systems of morality’ (ibid.: 86). It is essential that the concept of
language rights is drawn from a specific community and defined by its local
people and their language needs (ibid.). In this way opportunities for
socioeconomic advancement might be possibly ensured along with the benefits

of using the mother tongue in certain situations.

Moreover, despite the mounting literature on linguistic rights, minority and
endangered languages, language human rights is a topic which encompasses
political sensitivity and directly engages with power structures (Phillipson et al.,
1995) and this makes academic discussions on linguistic rights difficult and
complex. The extent to which linguistic rights are embraced and accorded a
central place in education, or suppressed and ignored, depends on the
government and its official positions. In addition, governmental institutions are
responsible for creating a social and political climate within which linguistic

rights can be discussed openly.
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It is argued that social and cultural benefits are granted to people when they are
provided with the right to their mother tongue (Pennycook, 1998). For example
Watts (2007) drawing on his research conducted in Swiss-German primary
schools, where the mother tongue consists of local dialects, such as Bernese
German, when the standard language is German, clearly indicates the
importance of mother tongues or local dialects. He argues that in the mother
tongue students ‘seek consolation, support and comfort’ (ibid.: 140). It is also
used to organise ‘the social practices’ in Communities of Practice, to ensure
that knowledge is gained and also to explain ‘difficult areas of knowledge’ (ibid.:
140). He refers to Bernese German as ‘the language of real-time learning’ and
to Standard German as the representation of ‘the “outside”, the alien, non-Swiss
world’. Thus, in the Swiss-German primary school classrooms ‘the “mother
tongue” is felt to be close, familiar, expressive, natural and, above all, Swiss’.
Contrastingly, according to Watts (2007: 140), the attributes assigned to
Standard German are ‘distant, non-natural, difficult, formal and, above all, not

Swiss’.

Moreover, Hernandez-Campoy (2007: 54-55) argues that the exclusion of non-
standard varieties from education which has been ‘for many years the official
policy in many countries’ resulted in language death or the current ‘dying out’ of

numerous European languages such as:

Cornish, Dalmatian, Livonian, Manx, Irish, Scots, Gaelic, Breton, North

Frisian, East Frisian, Sami, Sorbian, Kashubian, Ladin, or Romamsch
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As Karyolemou (2008) argues, ‘globalisation and ecology of communication’
influence and tend to convince people that only one language is essential for
communication. Skutnabb-Kangas (2000) points out that if language deaths
continue it is likely that in the next hundred years 90% of the world’s spoken
languages will cease to exist. Similarly, on the official website of UNESCO
(2011), under the theme Endangered Languages, it is declared that half of the
approximately 6000 spoken languages are expected to vanish by the end of this
century. The extinction of ‘unwritten and undocumented languages’ will result in
a substantial loss not only of ‘cultural wealth’ but also of ‘important ancestral

knowledge’ rooted in native languages (ibid.).

Nevertheless, UNESCO (2011) optimistically announces that the extinction of
languages is neither unavoidable nor irretrievable but can be prevented. The
prevention measures lie in ‘well-planned and implemented language policies’
which reinforce and support the constant efforts of speakers to preserve or
revive their mother tongues and disseminate them to the next generations (ibid.)
More specifically, UNESCO'’s project of Endangered Languages aims to provide
support to communities, experts and governments through production,

coordination and dissemination of the following:

e tools for monitoring, advocacy, and assessment of status and
trends in linguistic diversity
e services such as policy advice, technical expertise and training,

good practices and a platform for exchange and transfer of skills.

(UNESCO, 2011)
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Regarding GCD, Karyolemou (2008) mentions that at the end of 19™ century
several researchers declared that GCD would gradually and inevitably cease to
exist. Nevertheless, these predictions were not confirmed and GCD has proved

the most resilient of the Greek dialects (ibid.).

2.3.3. Bidialectism & Language Awareness

Sociolinguists have focused on distinguishing standard and non-standard
dialects in several places around the world, such as the USA, Australia and
Europe, and bidialectism has been the underlying theme of their research
(Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010). In the USA research studies on non-standard
varieties have mainly focused on the African American Vernacular English
(AAVE), in Australia on the English varieties spoken by indigenous communities
and in Europe research has focused on regional bidialectism (Yiakoumetti,
2007b; Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010). It has become clear that bidialectism
cannot be considered as a ‘universally homogeneous phenomenon’
(Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010: 295) but contextual factors inform the dynamics

of each bidialectal community.

This study explores the effects that GCD might have on the bidialectal GC
Lyceum students in the context of MGL lessons. A bidialectal learner has a
dialectal mother tongue that differs from the standard variety used in education
(Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010). Due to the fact that both varieties, standard and
non-standard, are closely related, the standard variety cannot be seen as a

foreign language in the bidialectal community. However, this does not mean
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that the varieties are so close that bidialectal students, in order to learn the
standard variety, do not need to be taught the target variety elements

(Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010).

Bidialectism is an approach used to resolve ‘the dialect conflict problem’ in
schools, and much attention has been drawn to it, particularly in the USA
(Trudgill, 1975: 68). In a bidialectal teaching approach both the standard dialect
and the native dialect are considered worthy and they are studied as separate
varieties focusing on identifying the differences between them (ibid.).
Bidialectism, it is claimed, allows the non-standard variety speakers to learn
how to change their own variety forms to standard forms when this is
appropriate. Through the bidialectal approach the students’ native variety can
be respected and safeguarded while at the same time students become
competent in the standard variety (Trudgill, 1975). Similarly, Crystal (2005)
states that developing students’ understanding of the relationships between the
two varieties and their value aids in resolving the conflict between the use of

dialect and the necessity to inculcate the standard variety.

Trudgill (1975) points out that standard language will not be damaged or altered
by the use and acceptance of non-standard dialects. Reversely, this could lead
to the improvement of literacy rates and expressiveness (ibid.). This is also
supported by Edwards (2007: 47) who explains that ‘a multivariety approach’
does not ignore the need of the students to acquire the standard variety. On the

contrary, ‘the very fact of more accurately reflecting the heteroglossia of
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everyday life in the classroom sends out positive messages’ about the value
and rights of non-standard language speakers and simultaneously challenges
‘the hegemony of standard speakers’ in regard to educational equality (ibid.:

47).

Moreover, as Cook (2003) argues, teaching in the standard language is
inequitable for dialectal students. In such a situation, a student whose variety is
closer to the standard is likely to benefit more and achieve higher performance
than other students. As Trudgill (1975) points out, the extent to which a
student’s dialectal variety differs from the standard depends on the region the
student comes from and also on his/her family’s and friends’ social class. Since
education aims to provide equal opportunities to all students, Cook (2003) sees
no reason why children should not use both their dialectal mother tongue and
the norm, learn to appreciate them differently and use them appropriately
according to the context. As Cheshire (2007: 21) points out in her review on
dialect and education, ‘[lJanguage transfer commonly occurs between narrowly
correlated language varieties, but in cases where the two varieties are taught

language transfer is less recurrent.

The bidialectal teaching approach seems to involve raising of Language
Awareness (LA) which is defined as ‘explicit knowledge about language, and
conscious perception and sensitivity in language learning, language teaching
and language use’ (Association for Language Awareness (ALA)). LA is a

multidisciplinary field covering domains from ‘cognitive to sociocultural’ and
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involving several ‘areas of research and practice’ (Svalberg, 2007: 287).
Svalberg (2007) mentions that the multidisciplinary nature of LA and its broad
spectrum could possibly cause disintegration among its domains, but points out
that this wide stance prevailing in LA research and practice could be regarded
as a strong point not a weakness since the shared aims and cohesion among

its different domains bestow LA with consistency.

Theorists argue that becoming consciously aware of the functional uses of
language, be it standard or a non-standard, is vital (Van Lier, 1995; ALA). LA
work is centred ‘on noticing the language around us and examining it in a critical
manner’ (Van Lier, 1995: 10). Language is one of the most complex structures
in the world; we might know how to use it but at certain times it is hard to use it
in an effective way (ibid.). Thus, fostering a better understanding of language,
raising our awareness ‘of what it is and what it does’, is essential, in terms of
language use in everyday situations, since ‘recipe knowledge’ may not be
sufficient (ibid.: 11). This understanding is not set out in grammar books or
textbooks but in people’s awareness of how they use language and how
language is used in their surroundings (ibid.). By developing our awareness we
stop taking everything that happens for granted but start thinking. In effect,
‘[s]eeing clearly, thinking clearly and speaking clearly are related’ and linked to
good pedagogy which leads to ‘critical, autonomous and responsible thinking

and working’ (ibid.: 114).
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The starting point for LA specialists is that ‘developing a better understanding of
the language and of learning/teaching processes’ will in effect improve
‘language learning/teaching and use’ (Svalberg, 2007: 290). Svalberg (2007:
293) concludes that LA pedagogy prompts the learner to engage with language,
aiming ‘to construct knowledge about the language in any of its domains’.
Namely, enhancing learner's engagement with language in its ‘affective, social,
power, cognitive, and performance’ domains. Developing students’ LA in their
everyday language use, attention is also drawn to fostering a conscious
understanding of the politics, culture and social aspects of language. This is
what Critical Language Awareness (CLA) aims to achieve (Labercane et al.,
1997). To foster CLA ‘a basic knowledge of how language is put together’ is
necessary (Van Lier, 1995: 37). More specifically, Fairclough (1992) mentions
that integrated in the aims of CLA is to teach the learner that language codifies
sociocultural meanings and structures social reality. Svalberg (2007) in
exploring the importance of considering the role of CLA research, among others
points out that one of the themes in CLA research is concerned with the socio-
political influence on language attitudes where issues of dialect awareness can

emerge, focusing on both social and geographical oriented linguistic varieties.

Yiakoumetti et al. (2005: 254) suggest that the Cypriot context is ‘ideal’ for
investigating the implications of LA in bidialectism. Yiakoumetti (2006)
implemented a bidialectal language programme to teach SMG to final year
primary school students by employing GCD to facilitate the teaching process in
two schools in Cyprus. A quasi-experimental design was used to apply and

evaluate this method. An experimental and a control group, involving 92 and 90
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students respectively, participated in this research study. The teaching model
was in the form of a textbook which involved LA activities concerning students’
mother tongue and the target variety. Explicitly, the students were exposed to
both varieties with the target to recognise their differences, and aiming to
develop their awareness of the linguistic features that fall within and outside the
target variety, anticipating that this awareness might be reflected both in their
oral and written performances. Then, they were asked to categorise those
differences in terms of phonology, grammar and lexicon. Subsequently,
students were involved in transferring oral and written production from their
mother tongue to the target variety. After that, data in the form of pictures were
presented to the students who were given the task of describing them by using

the target variety (Yiakoumetti, 2006).

The experimental group was taught within the aforementioned bidialectal model
for 3 months every day for one teaching period. The control group was used
merely for comparative reasons since it followed the traditional language
teaching. After the 3 month-period the students in the experimental group
received traditional language teaching. Three months later the students of both
groups took oral and written tests. Students were also assessed before the
implementation of the intervention programme, halfway through and at the end
of the programme. The performances of both groups were compared through
these four assessments using the Generalized Linear Model. A quantitative
analysis was performed and the findings indicated that there was a distinct
improvement on the experimental group’s oral and written production of SMG

(Yiakoumetti, 2006).
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The researcher explains that progress was achieved because students were
provided with an explicit and conscious comparison of SMG and GCD. She
suggests that introducing GCD in education ‘in a conscious, explicit and well-
planned way’ does not have any disadvantageous influence on students’
linguistic performance; conversely, it has great benefits in achieving SMG
competence (Yiakoumetti, 2007b: 63). However, Yiakoumetti (2007a: 155)
acknowledges that the students’ use of SMG during the implementation of the
programme included some errors and after its completion a deterioration in
SMG performance might have begun, but she suggests that an extensive
‘learning programme based on the model used’ could have long-term positive

effects.

This study is to a certain extent a measure of the LA of the participants on
sociolinguistic issues concerning the use of SMG and GCD. Their level of
awareness is examined through the exploration of their perceptions on the
effects of GCD on students and more specifically through issues such as the
social aspects of language use, the role of the standard and the non-standard
variety and the differences between spoken and written language. In this study
LA is taken as an approach to inform and underline research questions on
whether the participants are aware of the language varieties they used and
whether they believed that developing LA of L1 (GCD) can help learning of L2
(MGL) and in turn contribute to learners’ engagement in the MGL lesson which
could perhaps maximise the creation of new knowledge. In addition, whether
awareness of social language dimensions and cultural awareness lead GC

students to become more aware of identity issues was examined.
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Recent new directions in the MGL curriculum (MOEC, 2010), introducing GCD,
provide the opportunity for an LA approach to language teaching and learning
on Cyprus. The students could be helped to become aware not only of the
grammatical and lexical structures of GCD and SMG as the new curriculum
proposes, but also of the social, political and economic dimensions of their use
at different levels, nationally and individually. For this to happen, the teachers
would however need support to adopt an LA approach in their teaching
practices. Svalberg (2007: 295) points out that movement in the direction of ‘a
sociocultural and discourse perspective on language’ has increased the density

and complexity of knowledge that language teachers should acquire.

2.3.4. The role of the socio-cultural context

Van Lier (1995) classifies context into three levels, the linguistic, the
interactional and the social context. The linguistic context regards language
systems, its various units and features. The interactional context concerns how
people organise their words or speech in social interaction. The social context,
which is central to this study, refers to how people’s language use is determined
or influenced by the ‘institutional, socio-economic, cultural and political’ state of

affairs (ibid.: 39).

Since this study explores the effects that GCD might have on GC Lyceum
students, it takes into account the socio-cultural influence in their learning and
hence, a social constructivist perspective is adopted. Social constructivism

suggests that the social and cultural context to which individuals belong,
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determines the construction of new knowledge (Wallace, 1996; Cook, 2001).
Both Vygotsky and Bakhtin shared the view that ‘learning, including language
and cultural development, begins in our social worlds’ (Jackson, 2008: 16).
Even though Vygotsky and Bakhtin belong to different fields, psychology and
philosophy accordingly, both of them supported the notion that ‘language is
always immersed in a social context’ and its prime aim is to function as a

facilitative tool for enabling people to communicate (Jackson, 2008: 15).

Students do not enter the classroom tabula rasa but bring along with them their
linguistic and cultural competencies. As Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010) suggest,
educational systems should recognise, value, and use these students’
competencies as a resource and not see them as problems. Treating bidialectal
students as monodialectal may stifle their learning and performance and a
monolithic language policy could prove problematic. Deckert and Vickers (2011:
58) point out that ‘[llearning a language is a social process’ and within the
sociolinguistic field, language development concerns both the person obtaining

the language and how society influences that person.

As has been discussed above, a central characteristic of the Cyprus context is
bidialectism. Below, its role in education will be discussed drawing on examples

of several countries and of Cyprus.
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2.3.5. What other countries did and the case of Cyprus

In the USA, the main studies in the area of second dialect teaching and learning
concerned the role and the use of AAVE. The ‘devastating rate’ that African
American students fail at school prompted, in 1996, the ‘Oakland Board School
[in California] to create the Task Force on the Education of African American
Students’ which subsequently led to the ‘Ebonics resolution’ (Rickfort, 1999: 3).
According to this resolution, Ebonics is recognised as the main language of
these students and its facilitating role in acquiring and mastering Standard
English is pointed out (ibid.: 1). The ‘Ebonics resolution’ provoked public
reactions and it soon became the ‘Ebonics controversy’ and a revision of the
initial resolution followed. The initial resolution incorporated statements which
were wrongly interpreted by the public opinion due to lack of linguistic
knowledge (Wolfram, 1998). Some of the issues raised by misinterpretation
were: ‘Ebonics is an African language’, ‘African Americans are biologically
predisposed toward a particular language through heredity units transmitted in
the chromosomes’, ‘Speakers of Ebonics should qualify for federally funded
programs restricted traditionally to bilingual populations’ (ibid.: 112-115).
Wolfram (1998: 110) explains that the Ebonics resolution was considered
‘controversial’ because it brought to the surface ‘foundational beliefs about
language and language diversity’, and presented a different unconventional ‘set
of beliefs about language and language variation’. Hilliard (1999: 126) points out
that the ‘Ebonics controversy’ indicated the ‘deep ignorance’ of public and
practitioners regarding linguistic issues. The Oakland undertaking was based
‘on sound academic and professional footing’, but it ‘never had the opportunity

to present its case’ (ibid.: 126).
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Wolfram (1999: 61), one of the pioneers of studying AAVE, pinpointed the
‘critical role of dialect awareness programs’. He argues that ‘[s]tudying dialects’
develops an understanding of the ‘dynamic nature of language’ and also of ‘the
historical and cultural contribution of various groups to American society’ (ibid.:
64). Wolfram (1999: 78) suggests that the implementation of awareness
programs in education will replace the ‘widespread [and] destructive myths
about language variation’ and subsequently, knowledge will establish equity and
‘contentious debate[s] over natural, inevitable dialect diversity’ will no longer

exist in American society.

Rickfort and Rickfort (1995) investigated the reading problems of AAVE
speakers in elementary and junior high schools of Northern California. The
outcomes of their studies revealed that test passages written in AAVE were
more preferable by the majority of the students rather than those written in
Standard English and that the use of AAVE improved students’ reading
comprehension. The researchers suggest that the dialect reading method is ‘a
viable alternative for teaching AAVE speakers to read’ and linguistic research

on this subject should be continued (ibid.: 107).

In Australia, studies on bidialectism focused on Aboriginal English (AE) and the
acquisition of Standard Australian English (SAE). As Malcolm (2013: 42) states
‘Aboriginal English [...] has a long history in Australia of marinali[s]ation’ and it
was ignored in education until recent times. AE received some recognition in

the early 1990s but as Eades (1995: 43) argues the ‘education system has long
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way to go in recognising the home language of Aboriginal children’ and also in
identifying and fulfilling the needs of these speakers. Harrison (2004: 12) points
out that despite educational policies stating that teachers should recognise and
become aware of AE, ‘their syllabi do little to show teachers how it can be

incorporated in the classroom’ and how it might contribute to students’ learning.

Malcolm and Konigsberg (2001: 1) examined the factors that influence ‘the
acquisition and use of standard dialect by [Australian] Aboriginal Youth’ and
categorised them into ‘historical’, ‘sociolinguistic’ and ‘psycholinguistic’. The
authors argue that in order to recognise and conform to these factors ‘a radical
two-way approach that brings two histories and two dialects into the education
system’ is fundamental (ibid.: 1). Malcolm (2001: 1) also reports on the work
done at Edith Cowan University in Australia and refers to “the ABCs of

bidialectal education™, the three constituents for fostering this kind of education.
These are: ‘A (Accept Aboriginal English), B (Bridge to Standard English), and
C (Cultivate indigenous ways of approaching experience and knowledge)’ (ibid.:

1).

In another study, Malcolm and Sharifian (2005: 512) analysed the discourse of
Aboriginal children in the South-West of Australia in order to collect evidence on
their ‘schematic repertoire’. They concluded that language and cultural schemas
of AE differ from those of SAE. They report that Aboriginal students are not able
to use the schemas of the standard variety efficiently or recognise the

differences between the schemas of the two varieties. They suggest that those
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students should be educated in a way that will allow them to use their own
language ‘cultural schemas’ and at the same time provided the opportunities to

learn the ‘new’ schemas of the ‘broader culture’ (ibid.: 526).

Eventually, in 2012 a ‘two-way bidialectal education’ was introduced in the
‘Western Australian education system’ (Malcolm, 2013: 51). As Malcolm (2013:
51) points out this is a starting point on which both Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal teachers and students may ‘work in two-way teams, showing mutual

respect and receptivity’ and ‘learn in linguistic and cultural partnership’.

Siegel (1999), another major researcher in this field, has conducted extensive
research on Creole and pidgin varieties and their use in education. He points
out that those varieties are often stigmatised and viewed as problems and for
that reason are excluded from education. He argues that research evidence
(Siegel, 1997, 1999, 2005, 2007) shows that when those varieties are employed
in education they contribute to the acquisition of the standard variety. One of his
research studies was ‘part of an evaluation of pre-school program’ and took
place in Papua New Guinea where ‘Tok Pisin (Melanesian Pidgin English)’ is
the local vernacular (Siegel, 1997: 86). The program was called the ‘Tok Pisin
‘Prep-school’ Program’ and it was addressed to 5-6 year-old children (ibid.: 91).
The findings showed that using Tok Pisin to prepare students before they go to
the ‘English-medium community school’ is beneficial and helpful in ‘learning

English and other subjects’ (ibid.: 86).
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Siegel (2007) also argues that the exclusion of dialectal varieties from education
causes high percentages of failure to students who have a dialectal mother
tongue. Despite the efforts of language planners to use Pigdin and Creole
varieties as well as minority dialects in education, ‘the vast majority of the
speakers of these vernaculars still learn literacy in the official standard’ (Siegel,
2005: 157). ‘[O]nly three creoles in four countries’ are used as the means of
instruction in primary education and these are: ‘Seselwa in the Seychelles’,
‘Haitian Creole in Haiti’, and ‘Papiamentu in the Netherlands Antilles [...] and

Aruba’ (Siegel, 2007: 67).

In the European area, one of the first research studies on dialect reader
approaches was conducted by Osterberg (1961) in the Pite district of Sweden.
An experimental dialect group of students was instructed to read first in their
local dialect and a control group was taught in standard Swedish. This
experiment took place for thirty-five weeks. The results indicated that the
students who were taught with the dialect method learned to read faster and
their reading comprehension was also enhanced in comparison to the students

of the control group (Osterberg, 1961).

After two decades, a similar study took place in Norway where Bull (1984: 1)
investigated ‘the effectiveness of teaching young children to read and write’ by
employing their dialect as the means of instruction. Research took place in
three different regions which had their own local variety and involved ten

primary school classes and 200 seven year-old students. At the beginning of
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the year, teachers were instructed to adjust texts to the local vernacular and
treat the orthography of the language ‘as phonemically as possible’ (Bull, 1984
1). Near the end of the year, teachers were instructed to start using the
standard language in the lesson in a gradual but explicit way. After this,
students’ reading performance was evaluated through ‘two standardized
reading measures’ and the students were divided into groups based on ‘general
intelligence and intellectual achievement’ (ibid.: 1). The results indicated that
‘the less able students from the dialect groups’ performed better ‘on the
standardized reading measures’ compared to ‘their counterparts taught by
traditional methods’ (control group) (ibid.: 1). Bull (1984: 1) also concludes that
this method of dialect use ‘may have made illiterate children more able to
analy[s]e their own speech’, and developed ‘their metalinguistic consciousness

and phonological maturity’.

Bull (2002) also reports on the North Sami indigenous variety and its
educational position in Sami districts in North Norway. The Sami variety was not
allowed to be used in schools but after the end of World War Il it was introduced
in primary schools as the means of instruction. Since then Sami was gaining
ground and by 1990 its position in primary education was well established as it
was used as a medium of instruction and it was also a taught subject (ibid.).
Sami is also used as a means of instruction in two secondary schools and a
Sami college was founded in 1989 (ibid.). This college is ‘the only higher
education institution in the world’ which uses an indigenous variety as the

means of ‘teaching’, ‘administration and management’ (ibid.:35).
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In some countries of the European continent, as Cheshire (2007: 21) points out,
dialects are employed in education in support of the ‘early acquisition of
literacy’. In countries such as Switzerland, serious endeavours have been made
to upgrade dialectal varieties constructively and give them the privileged
position that standard languages normally hold (Papapaviou, 2001). In
Luxembourg, Norway and partly in Switzerland (German-speaking), students
are taught in their native dialect rather than in a standard variety (Pavlou and
Papapaviou, 2004). The Norwegian and Swiss authorities clearly feel that
bidialectism should be embraced, as it is a serious issue that influences
students’ learning. In Norway, lessons are conducted in the local dialect, and
legislation prevents teachers from altering the way students speak in the
classroom (Trudgill, 1995; Cheshire, 2007). Cheshire (2007) argues that
students achieve higher levels of performance and learning when their dialect is
recognised and valued. She points out that dialects are highly regarded in
Norway and that Norwegian ‘literacy rates are amongst the highest in Europe’

(ibid.: 21).

Paviou and Papapaviou (2004) argue that the Cypriot educational setting is
different from other similar contexts because of the political situation that
prevails on the island. As the Cypriot government is focused on solving this
problem, education is neglected, and lack of funding has led to limited research
on bidialectal education in Cyprus. Thus, while language issues in other
countries may have been resolved, the issue of bidialectism in Cyprus remained
unresolved and strongly politicised (loannidou, 2007). Several researchers

(Pavlou and Papapavlou, 2004; Yiakoumetti, 2006; loannidou, 2007; Pavlou,
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2007), taking into account research evidence derived from several studies
focused on Cypriot primary education, argued that introducing GCD in class in a
well-planned way has the potential to enhance students’ learning and
performance. However, Pavlou and Papapavlou (2004) emphasise that the
implementation of such a policy would be complex and challenging due to
ideologies persuading Cypriots to maintain strong bonds with Greece because
of the unresolved political situation in Cyprus. Alternatively, the inclusion of
attitudinal content in the school curricula could develop positive attitudes
towards non-standard varieties and defend them against the pressure of

standardness (Pavlou and Papapavlou, 2004; Hernandez-Campoy, 2007).

Until very recently, as Yiakoumetti (2007a) reports, in the entire Cypriot National
Curriculum no reference was made of GCD being the mother tongue of Cypriot
students. However, this is not surprising, as the National Curriculum in Cyprus
was almost a replica of the one used in Greece (Papapavlou and Pavlou,
2007b). This might also explain why in the aims and objectives of Lyceum B
level MGL curriculum no reference is made of GCD. It needs to be
acknowledged, though, that the new MGL curriculum (2010) does mention and
include GCD, albeit not thoroughly, but steps towards a future more systematic
inclusion might have been initiated. As Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004) note
innovative changes in education begin with implementing minor parts of the

whole plan.
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The fact that educational policy favoured SMG may have inhibited the
development of Cypriot linguistic consciousness and awareness (Papapavlou,
2005). The adoption of the educational language policy of Greece may have not
necessarily benefited the Cypriot setting since such policy presented SMG as if
it were the students’ native variety and completely ignored their actual dialectal
mother tongue (Yiakoumetti, 2006; Papapavlou, 2007; Yiakoumetti, 2007a). In
the Lyceum B level MGL -curriculum aims, which this study took into
consideration, students were taught to appreciate and respect the languages of
other nations, while they were not provided with the opportunity to value and
appreciate their own mother tongue. Fostering an understanding of the position
of languages in a multicultural society, as the curriculum aims demand, is
crucial as multiculturalism and multilingual environments occur almost
everywhere. It is reasonable to ask whether GC students will be able to achieve
such an understanding without developing in the first place their awareness of
their native language, culture and expression. Fostering a monolingual tradition
rooted in the superiority of MGL is unlikely to help the students to appreciate the
positive aspects of living in a linguistically diverse society. However, the recent
development in the new MGL curriculum (MOEC, 2010) indicates that MOEC
has initiated considerations on the impact of GCD on language education and
recognised the importance of changing its monolingual positions and

implementing new directions in MGL teaching.

Moreover, the provision and adoption of educational material from the Greek
Ministry of Education constitute another obstacle to students’ learning.

Textbooks provided by the Greek state are often problematic in the Cypriot
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educational setting since they incorporate linguistic codes and concepts that are
unusual or unknown to Cypriot students (Pavlou and Papapaviou, 2004).
Charalambous (2009: 2) argues that the GC and Greek educational settings
need to be approached ‘as two distinct fields with separate social actors,
structures, priorities and agendas’. Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010) point out that
the choice of teaching material is crucial for the success of language
programmes in contexts where there is linguistic diversity. They suggest the
inclusion of language varieties in the teaching materials indicating when and

how these varieties are used in a certain community (ibid.).

Until very recently, according to educational policy in Cyprus, GC students were
expected to master SMG and teachers endeavoured to eliminate any GCD use
by inculcating the standard variety as the only means of teaching (Pavlou and
Papapavlou, 2004; Yiakoumetti, 2007b). Explicitly, as Pavlou and Papapaviou
(2004) mention, teachers were urged to correct the students when using
dialectal words and phonological GCD features. Arguably, such educational
approaches were based on the view that ‘the dialect is inferior to the standard’
(Yiakoumetti, 2007b: 52). Research studies focused on primary education in the
bidialectal community of Cyprus indicated that teachers were adamant that
there is a serious linguistic problem within the Cypriot educational setting
(Yiakoumetti, 2006; Yiakoumetti et al., 2007). loannidou (2007) points out that
the criticisms made regarding GC students’ lack of linguistic proficiency in SMG,
are often made without taking into account that these students are bidialectal

speakers. She also pinpoints the absence of clear-cut strategies to ‘tackle the

72



issue of Dialect “interference™ and add ‘another linguistic variety to the students’

repertoire’ (loannidou, 2007: 168).

loannidou (2007) points out that there was no research evidence to
demonstrate the role of SMG and GCD in class, whether students are able to
use SMG, adjust to it and replace their mother tongue with the standard variety
without difficulties, and whether the two varieties co-exist without being in
conflict. Hence, she conducted an ethnographic study aiming to enhance
understanding on ‘classroom language use’ in the primary educational setting of
Cyprus and explored the several ‘roles and interactions’ between SMG and
GCD in the context of less technical lessons, such as Greek, History and
Geography, and more technical, such as Art and Music (loannidou, 2007: 168).
The research study focused on one classroom of an urban primary ‘average
school’ as most of the students were from ‘middle class’ families (ibid.: 169).
The participants were 24 GC students (except 2 who were Russian), 14 female

and 10 male, aged between 10-11 years old and their 5 teachers.

Since this study explores the effects of GCD in the context of MGL lessons, a
rather theoretical subject, the findings of loannidou’s study presented here
concern ‘the non-technical subjects’ in order to increase relevance to the
current study. The findings illustrated that both varieties were used in classroom
interactions (loannidou, 2007). Regarding teachers’ speech, the findings
indicated that the teachers had ‘their own personal styles of speaking’ and the

use of SMG and GCD varied (ibid.: 171). SMG was mainly used by the teachers
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during ‘the actual lesson’ while GCD was employed for ‘telling students off’
(ibid.: 171-172). However, the evidence revealed that ‘heavy code[-]switching
and code mixing’ was used by most teachers (ibid.: 173). As the researcher
reports, despite the fact that ‘the “actual lesson” was in many aspects Standard
dominated’, the majority of the teachers used GCD variants particularly ‘when
they commented on concepts and tried to explain them to students’ and also
when ‘reacting and responding to a mistake, or repeating instructions’ (ibid.:

173-174).

Regarding students’ speech, evidence revealed that students’ use of GCD and
SMG relied upon ‘the type of communication, the individual student and the
subject taught’ (loannidou, 2007: 174). The evidence indicated that there was a
tendency to use standard variants during ‘the actual lesson’ but ‘a number of
dialect variants’ was identified in students’ speech (ibid.: 175-176). GCD was
used by the students ‘when they protested, complained, reported other
students, asked questions, commented or talked to their classmates’ (ibid.:
186). loannidou (2007: 186) also reported that GCD ‘had a strong presence’ in
the ‘actual lesson’ by a number of students who used it constantly while others
made use of a combination of both varieties. The evidence also revealed that a
minority of students who tended to use mainly SMG when ‘they had to give
lengthier answers [...] or were lacking confidence as to the correctness of their

reply’ resorted to GCD (ibid.: 180).
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The researcher concludes that the co-existence of SMG and GCD in class ‘was
not tension free and did come at a price’, particularly for students who were
often criticised by their teachers for using GCD (loannidou, 2007: 184).
Furthermore, she points out that the inconsistency between language policy and
classroom reality has consequences which ‘from a pedagogical, social and
even democratic perspective, remain a major issue’ (ibid.: 187). loannidou
(2007) suggests that policy makers should consider this issue seriously as GCD
has a dominant presence in the classroom. To some extent, it may be argued
that research findings from recent studies on the role of GCD have not been
ignored by curriculum planners and MOEC, considering the development of the

new MGL curriculum.

In another research study, conducted by Yiakoumetti et al. (2007) in primary
education in Cyprus, the students’ dialectal transference was quantified in terms
of phonology, morphology, syntax and lexicon, in both speech and writing. Final
year primary school students from an urban and a rural school participated in
the research. The oral and written production of the students was analysed. The
research findings indicate that in speech GC students have difficulties mainly in
morphology and phonology, whilst in writing high dialectal transference was
found in lexicon and morphology (Yiakoumetti et al., 2007). More specifically,
the most common GCD features found in students’ oral speech is the use of
final /n/ in the accusative singular and the augmentative /e/ prefix in the past

tense, features which persevere from Classical Greek (ibid.).
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Bidialectal language programmes are likely to resolve the conflict between
standard and the non-standard variety in education; however, they need to
mirror the linguistic settings for which they are designed (Yiakoumetti and Esch,
2010). It may be fruitful to expand research on bidialectism, formulated and
tailored on each sector of education in Cyprus taking into account the needs of
the students according to their age and the educational level they attend. Thus,
this study is undertaken to produce knowledge on the effects that GCD might
have on Lyceum students in the context of MGL lessons. As Cheshire (2007:

31) considers:

[R]esearch on dialect, both ‘pure’ and applied, is essential, because it is only
on the basis of knowledge of the linguistic features of the dialect and
standard, together with the sociocultural aspects of the situations in which
dialect and standard are used, that realistic and effective policies can be

developed.

2.3.6. The teachers’ role

Teachers in contexts where the language policy is monolithic often relate the
use of L1 in class with failure and insist on the use of L2 (Saxena, 2009). In
school and particularly in class, teachers’ negative attitudes to non-standard
varieties could hinder the development of a good relationship between the
teacher and the students and consequently have an effect on the learning
environment. Such attitudes towards students’ language could also influence
students’ attitudes to education generally (Trudgill, 1975). Moreover, students

might perceive the teacher’s language as ‘alien in some way, and come to
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resent the social gulf between them’ (ibid.: 60). In addition, if teachers’ attitudes
are transferred to the students, clearly or in a covert way, students will feel
linguistically insecure (ibid.). As a result, students might become ‘unwilling to

speak, inarticulate, hesitant, and resentful’ (ibid.: 62).

Filmore and Snow (2000: 11) consider ‘socialization’ as the basis on which
people ‘learn the everyday practices, the system of values and beliefs, and the
means and manners of communication of their cultural communities’. They
regard teachers as important ‘agents of socialization’ since despite the fact that
this process might start at home it continues and expands at school. They point
out that in cases where both the culture of home and that of school are alike the
process of socialization is ‘continuous’ but ‘can be disrupted’ when the cultures
differ (ibid.: 11). Filmore and Snow (2000: 11) argue that teachers’ anticipations
on how students should speak and their behaviour towards students’
communicative abilities influence the practice of teaching and the latter's
‘transition from home to school’. In other words, as the authors explain, the
teachers’ stance predetermines students’ successful move ‘into the world of the
school and larger society as fully participating members’ or whether they will
‘get shunted onto sidetracks that distance them from [...] the world of learning’

(ibid.: 11).

Trudgill (1975) argues that for a child to change his/her dialect is not only a
difficult undertaking, but people might not wish to do it. He points out that if

people are asked whether they want to do so perhaps many are likely to
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respond that ‘they would like to speak “better”’ but this might not mean much
(ibid.: 66). If people change their dialect they might be perceived by others in
their environment as ‘disloyal, unnatural and probably ridiculous’ and might

cause the former feelings of ‘being untrue to their background, way of life, and

personality’ (ibid.: 66).

Children can produce consistent standard forms of language when they ‘imitate
their teachers for fun, or when they role-play a middle-class person in a game or
a school activity’ but sociolinguists have argued that efforts made by teachers or
parents to change the vernacular speech of children without their full consent
and cooperation are likely to be unsuccessful (Holmes, 1992: 359-360). Holmes
(1992: 360) claims that ‘motivation and free choice’ are necessary in teaching
standard forms of language successfully. Sociolinguists consider it their main
duty to teach people ‘to accept variation and vernacular forms’ without
stigmatising their users ‘as uneducated and [of] low status’, rather than trying to

teach dialect users to converge to standard forms of speech (ibid.: 360).

Regarding GC teachers’ attitudes on the use of GCD in primary education, a
survey was conducted by Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004), involving 133
teachers from 14 urban schools located in the capital town of Cyprus, Nicosia.
The participants completed a questionnaire of 38 statements using a five-point
Likert scale. The results of the statistical analysis on how teachers react when
GCD is used in class indicated that approximately one third of them did not

encourage students who used GCD as a medium of expression, two thirds
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provided the corresponding SMG form to students who used GCD orally, just
over three quarters made more frequent corrections to students’ writing rather
than in speaking, and more than three quarters were more lenient with oral
GCD use. Regarding the issue of whether teachers concentrate on the linguistic
codes students use or on the content of their responses, one third did not focus
on the codes and one third did, while one quarter revealed uncertainty. It was
also shown that a very small minority of the teachers assessed negatively the
performance of the students who made extensive use of GCD in the lessons
(Pavlou and Papapavlou, 2004). These findings indicate that teachers’ reactions
on GCD use in class varied as there was not a clear strategy to follow in order

to resolve GCD interference in students’ oral and written performances.

Regarding teachers’ linguistic behaviour, almost two-thirds of them stated that
they deliberately try not to use GCD in the classroom and they performed self-
corrections when they became aware of using GCD (Pavlou and Papapaviou,
2004). In addition, most of them seemed to be more lenient with using GCD in
cases of ‘joking, counselling a student, or providing explanations of concepts
that the students have difficulty comprehending’ (ibid.: 251). However,
approximately two thirds of the teachers declared that they use SMG to
reprimand students. The researchers comment that this might happen due to
the fact that standard codes are commonly perceived to stand for ‘officialdom
and authority’ whereas non-standard corresponds to ‘familiarity and intimacy’

(ibid.: 252).
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In another published paper based on the research findings of the
aforementioned study, Papapaviou and Pavlou (2007b: 105) claim that when
using the standard variety a ‘distance’ is instantly established between the
interlocutors. In addition, the researchers conclude that once teachers have a
negative attitudinal stance towards the non-standard variety, they
unintentionally generate an unpleasant environment which ‘restrains students
from expressing themselves freely in their native code’ and in particular, those
students who feel more secure using the local variety (ibid.: 105). They also
argue that such an ‘unfriendly discriminative environment’ influences the
‘students’ communicative abilities’ as they are not encouraged to speak freely or
to participate in ‘unrestricted activities that are intellectually active and creative’
(ibid.: 105). Hence, teachers’ attitudes towards the standard and non-standard
variety can influence the classroom atmosphere, and thereby, students’

performance.

Moreover, how teachers evaluate students when they use GCD in class was
investigated (Papapaviou and Pavlou, 2007b). The results indicate that
approximately three quarters of teachers concur that students are discouraged
when are constantly corrected while using GCD in class and that students from
rural regions have more difficulties in expressing themselves in SMG than
students from urban regions. Over two thirds recognise that students feel more
secure while using GCD rather than SMG and that they have great difficulties
when they have to use only SMG to express themselves. Almost two thirds
agree that when students are admonished for talking in GCD in class their ‘self-

confidence is negatively affected’ (Papapaviou and Pavlou 2007b: 106). In
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addition, half of them oppose the idea that when students use GCD they are
thought ‘to be using unsophisticated and ‘unrefined’ language’ (ibid.: 106).
Lastly, one third does not concede that GCD use in class and in the familial
environment negatively influences ‘students’ scholastic achievement’ (ibid.:
105). The findings of this study indicate that while teachers insisted on SMG
use in class, as the policy demanded, they also acknowledged the detrimental

effects that GCD exclusion might have on students.

To foster bidialectal education successfully, teachers’ training is vital and as
Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010) suggest teachers should be educated and well-
informed about the role of language in education. The authors emphasise the
need for teachers to recognise and appreciate the role that language plays in
students’ identity construction. They also point to the responsibility of teachers
to create conditions where bidialectal students will feel ‘accepted’ and ‘proud of
their dialect’ and to teach ‘standard-speaking students’ to recognise and respect
different dialects and cultures (ibid.: 302). In addition, they point out that in
settings where dialects are socially low status, the focal point of training

programmes should be the social functions of language (ibid.).

Apart from this, Filmore and Snow (2000: 6) argue that it is ‘crucial for effective
teaching’ that teachers know the differences between the standard language
and the patterns deviating from it since this will help them to become effective
communicators. They also point out that teachers may benefit from becoming

aware of ‘the variety of structures that different languages and dialects use to
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show meaning’ as in this way they will be able to ‘see the logic behind the errors
of their students’ (ibid.: 15). Furthermore, Filmore and Snow (2000: 19) state
that being a practitioner, a researcher, or an educator, having ‘a solid grounding
in sociolinguistics and in language behavio[u]r across cultures’ as well as
knowing the ‘social and cultural backgrounds of the students they serve’ is

essential for teaching students effectively.

Yiakoumetti (2011: 195) explains that providing teachers with sufficient training
is crucial as they are ‘among the primary pedagogues of effective language
use’. She argues that even though ‘teacher training in linguistic variation’ is
beneficial, it is rarely implemented (ibid.: 196). Yiakoumetti (2011: 196) points
out that the success of ‘any language-training programme’ lies in addressing
and situating it in the ‘social, cultural, historical and political context’ of the
specific setting. In addition, it is essential to include ‘linguistic and educational
theories on language acquisition, learning and teaching’ as well as ‘examples of
educational practices in various multilingual settings’ (ibid.: 207). Moreover, the
author maintains that in developing teacher training programmes many
constants need to be considered, such as ‘the impact of multilingualism’,
‘language attitudes’, ‘the role of mother tongue in education’ and ‘teachers’
linguistic behaviour’ (ibid.: 207). Lastly, she points out that training programmes

need to be ‘realistic and practical’ (ibid.: 210).

Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004) mention that fostering the conditions that will

inform teachers, particularly those who undertook their training a long time ago,
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about contemporary sociolinguistic theories, is essential. They propose that
teachers attend educational courses on ‘the psychological burdens that dialect
speakers face’ through which they might become aware of language issues, rid
themselves of any negativity towards the dialect and develop their
understanding on what might be the needs of dialectal speakers (ibid.: 253). In
addition, Filmore and Snow (2000: 33) suggest that sociolinguistic training for
teachers should ‘focus on language policies and politics that affect schools,
including language attitudes in intergroup relations that affect students and
language values’. They also mention that issues such as ‘language contact’,
‘language shift and loss or isolation’, as well as ‘the role and the history of

dialects [...] in schools and society’ need to be addressed (ibid.: 33).

Edwards (2007: 47) points out that teachers who behave ‘as arbiters of
knowledge rather than facilitators of learning’ can be expected ‘to feel
uncomfortable’ with any innovative educational material which touches on
implications of language variation. Similarly Cook (2003: 19) claims that people
feel more secure in stable situations rather than in situations of change. Taking
this a step further, Van De Craen and Humblet (1989: 25) argue that
educational authorities tend to ignore the reality of language variation in class
for two reasons: ‘ignorance and fear’, often caused by the authorities’
unawareness of recent research findings. An example of this is the government
ban on the Language in the National Curriculum (LINC) project materials in the
UK in the 90’s. As Carter (1997: 39) mentions the LINC project included
linguistically-based tasks and one important feature was that it treated standard

and non-standard varieties of English as equally valuable. Although the
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government had commissioned the material for the teaching of English in
schools, they banned it. It was much too radical in its approach and as Carter
(1997: 39) points out ‘English teachers and teacher-trainers did not give the

publication of National Curriculum reports an unreserved welcome’.

It may be argued that the lack of the essential understanding of language
variation issues and their influence in education calls for an LA approach which
will enhance policy makers’ and education leaders’ awareness on language
issues and may also be constructive in their decision-making. In addition, Watts
(2007: 142), referring mainly to primary education, points out that if dialects are
to be introduced in teaching, it is essential that authorities have ‘a very good
understanding of the historical and socio-cultural relationship between the
dialect and the standard’. He explains that countries such as Switzerland,
Britain and Cyprus may face reciprocal difficulties in the teaching of standard

language but each case is unique and meticulous study is essential (ibid.).

A section on code-switching follows since it is a recurrent phenomenon in
bidialectal situations where the two varieties are used in parallel with each
other. As loannidou (2007) reports, the findings of her ethnographic study
investigating teachers’ and students’ language use in a primary school
classroom of a GC school revealed that there was intense code-switching and
code mixing in class. This study investigates a bidialectal Lyceum context,
where code-switching between SMG and GCD is likely to occur in participants’

interactions. Students are also interviewed on code-switching issues and its
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potential effects. Thus, providing a brief background on code-switching literature

informs the case of this study.

2.3.7. Code-switching

Initially, the concept developed from studies of bilingualism (Gardner-Chloros,
2009). Nevertheless, the notion has also been used to describe sociolinguistic
phenomena (Kaplan et al., 1990). Gardner-Chloros (2009: 97) argues that
code-switching should primarily be analysed ‘from a sociolinguistic perspective’,
that is to consider that ‘language behaviour and use are related to speakers’
(social) identity and characteristics, or to aspects of their social life in the broad

sense’.

Gumperz (1982: 56) refers to code-switching as ‘the juxtaposition within the
same speech exchange of passages of speech belonging to two grammatical
systems or subsystems’. Scotton (1990: 86) employs a simpler definition of
code-switching that is ‘the use of two or more linguistic varieties in the same
conversation’. The speaker’s ‘intentions’, ‘the need of the speech participants
and the conversational setting’ determine the choice of language varieties to be
used in communicative situations (Bullock and Toribio, 2009). Code-switching
might be employed for several purposes, such as ffilling linguistic gaps,
expressing ethnic identity, and achieving particular discursive aims, among
others’ (ibid.: 2). Although code-switching is considered mainly a feature of
casual communication, in many contexts it may become systematic (Gardner-

Chloros, 2003). The reasons why code-switching might occur are vital for this
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study in order to understand and analyse incidents in which participants might

code-switch between SMG and GCD.

In examining the nature of code-switching, two different types are identified in
the literature, intra-sentential and inter-sentential code-switching. Intra-
sentential code-switching does not infringe the grammar of either variety used
whereas with inter-sentential switching changes take place at clause
boundaries (Bullock and Toribio, 2009). Intra-sentential code-switching is
confined by morphological and syntactic considerations which might or might
not be of a general type (Auer, 1998). Apart from this, as Gardner-Chloros
(2009: 101) points out, there is variation in code-switching as it may come
together with ‘lexical borrowing’ and also with ‘convergence/interference/code-
mixing’. The variation and types of code-switching are taken into consideration
in order to be aware of the nature of code-switches which might occur in

students’ and teachers’ speech.

Code-switching has been studied from different perspectives and using different
methodologies. There are three main approaches: the structural, the
psycholinguistic and the sociolinguistic (Bullock and Toribio, 2009). The first
strand, the structural approach, focuses on what code-switching discloses about
the ‘language structure at all levels (lexicon, phonology, morphology, syntax,
semantics)’ (ibid.: 14). The second strand, the psycholinguistics approach,
examines code-switching to improve the understanding of the ‘cognitive

mechanisms that underlie bilingual production, perception and acquisition’ (ibid.:
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14). The third and last strand, the sociolinguistic approach, considers the social
dynamics that encourage or restrain code-switching and also regards code-
switching as a practice able to accomplish insights ‘into social constructs such
as power and prestige’ (ibid.: 14). The sociolinguistic approach encompasses
the greatest diversity as it deals with a variety of peripheral factors. These
include: ‘age, class, gender, social networks, community norms, identity, and
attitudes among others’, which are frequently interconnected, and the ratio of

their significance is adjusted to the social context (ibid.: 16).

Bullock and Toribio (2009: 4) argue that code-switching does not refer to
‘random mixing of two languages’ as is generally presumed. They mention that
the mixture of speech varieties often has negative connotations and the
speakers using them are perceived as ‘uneducated and incapable of expressing
themselves in one or the other language’ (ibid.: 4). Similarly, Yiakoumetti (2011:
206) reports that many studies indicated that several teachers perceive code-
switching ‘as a sign of linguistic and pedagogical incompetence’. However, as
Yiakoumetti (2011: 206) argues, code-switching should be used ‘as a crucial
communicative resource which leads to pedagogical benefits’. For instance,
teachers may resort to code-switching for ‘explain[ing] difficult linguistic
structures’, giving sufficient instructions to all students for completing tasks as
well as ‘maintain[ing] [their] attention, interest and involvement’ (ibid.: 206). As
Yiakoumetti (2011: 206) suggests teachers need to be informed about the

‘usefulness of code[-]switching as an appropriate pedagogical tool’.
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Numerous research studies have shown that code-switching does not constitute
communication failure but, on the contrary, indicates ‘skilful manipulation of two
language systems for various communicative functions’ (Bullock and Toribio,
2009: 4). Likewise, Gardner-Chloros (2009: 98) mentions that linguists who
studied multilingual contexts concluded that speakers code-switch between two
or more varieties and combine them ‘in socially meaningful ways’. Code-
switching underlines the diversity, either on a community or individual level,
within language interactions as people habitually change their speech in order
to adjust in various contexts and situations (Kaplan et al., 1990). It may signal

‘relationships of social intimacy or of social distance’ (ibid.: 142).

Moreover, in certain situations the pragmatic motives leading the speaker to
switch code lie in internal linguistics, whereby L1 does not have a precise
equivalent for an L2 expression, or an equivalent does not exist in the speaker’s
repertoire; alternatively a meaning which is more adequately expressed in L1 is
needed whilst the person is speaking L2, which causes them to code switch

(Gardner-Chloros, 1990).

Stroud (1998: 321) mentions that ‘the code-switches serve to index the
associations or identities linked to each code’. He points out that ‘the
associations to each code contribute to the rhetorical and stylistic effects of
code-switch’. This might vary ‘from signalling a distinction between direct and
reported speech, to clarifying and emphasising a message, to code-switched

iteration, to qualifying a message or to signalling the degree of speaker
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involvement in the talk’ (ibid.: 321). Stroud (1998: 322) considers language and
code-switching ‘as central material symbolic elements of social action’. Code-
switching is a dynamic phenomenon since by analysing it we gain an
understanding of ‘how speakers through language enact, create, elaborate and
reproduce culturally relevant constructs of personhood, gender, knowledge and
socialization’ (ibid.: 322). Stroud (1998: 323) also points out that code-switching
is ‘so heavily implicated in social life’ that it cannot be analysed separately from

‘social phenomena’.

Another useful notion in relation to this study is ‘indexicality’. Indexicality of
language is defined as the procedure through which language is related to
‘specific locally or contextually significant social characteristics’ (Dyer, 2007:
102). In other words, indexicality is ‘a basic mechanism for conveying social
relations through language’ (Deckert and Vickers, 2011: 122). Dyer (2007: 102)
argues that the ‘indexicality of language’ is ‘crucial’ in discussing language and
identity. This becomes obvious in situations of code-switching, where people
code-switch between languages which entail different social meanings in their

community (ibid.).

Issues of identity are relevant in explorations of bidialectal contexts. The
interplay between language use and identity is also explored in this study.
Specifically, participants are interviewed on the role that GCD and SMG might

have on students’ identity construction and whether any attitudes towards both
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varieties have any impact on this. A review of relevant literature on identity is

provided in the following section.

2.4. ldentity

A considerable amount of literature has been published on identity and the
notion has been given various definitions at different times (Gee, 2001; Dyer,
2007). In this section various viewpoints on identity are presented and how
identity is constructed is explained. The identity model this study ascribes to is
also discussed. Following this, literature on identity issues within the Cypriot
context is reviewed illustrating how educational policies had an impact on
constructing identity. Then discussion focuses on the role of language in identity

formation.

2.4.1. ldentity: what is it and how is it constructed?

Edwards (2009) mentions that the real meaning of identity lies in similarity as
identity comes from the Latin word idem which means the same. However, it
seems that this definition does not encompass the complexity present in identity
formation but provides a rather one-dimensional description. Deckert and
Vickers (2011) illustrate the complexity of identity construction. They view
identity as ‘a flexible fluid’, a ‘multi-aspected co-construction’ which partly
represents a person’s sense of self, and they do not consider identity ‘a static

quality of an individual’ (ibid.: 4). In examining the complexity of identity
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construction, the authors point out that identity is co-constructed through the

ongoing and continuous interactions of people.

Identity can be found under the umbrella of national, ethnic, gender,
professional and many others. Nevertheless, this does not imply that in every
interaction people form identities around all these aspects (Deckert and Vickers,
2011). Researchers maintain that individuals possess numerous identities,
sometimes opposing identities, that are generated by their roles in several
contexts and by what others think of them (Barker and Galasinski, 2001;
Joseph, 2004). Consequently, identity can be considered as the sum of
characteristics an individual might have which are formed or which emerge

within a particular context.

The linguistic choices a speaker makes in any communicative situation
influence other people’s thinking of who that person is (Deckert and Vickers,
2011). Deckert and Vickers (2011: 10) point out that ‘identity is performed’ in
certain interactions and ‘as a performed construct’ identity is contextually
bounded. We do not only create our own identities in a certain interaction but
we also create identities of the other participating in the interaction, and in
addition, identities are also created for those who might not physically attend

the interaction (ibid.).
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Given that people’s linguistic choices influence and are influenced by those they
interact with and by the interaction itself, we can conclude that ‘the speaker’'s
identity is both constructed and co-constructed’ in an interaction (Deckert and
Vickers, 2011: 3). Adding to the complexity, people’s identities might also be
constructed in ways that do not correspond to who they are, and which
misrepresent them (ibid.). The term ‘co-construction’ implies that identity is
constructed with the involvement of more than one person but it does not
necessarily assert that the construction entails cooperation in its positive
meaning (ibid.). People construct and co-construct every particular aspect of
their identities, negatively or positively, during their daily interactions with other
people (ibid.). For instance, when we communicate with people friendly to us we
experience a co-construction of positive identities, but in situations where
people might not know us or might be unfriendly we can perceive the co-
constructed identity as frustrating (ibid.). This is why identity, although it can be
related to concepts of self, cannot fully correspond to them, as it is likely that
identities are sometimes constructed which do not portray individuals as they

perceive themselves (ibid.).

Gee (2001: 99) views that identity serves in ‘[b]eing recognized as a certain
“kind of person”, in a given context’ which implies that ‘people have multiple
identities’ which are linked to ‘their performances in society’. Gee (2001: 100)
developed a perspective around four ways of viewing identity showing ‘what it
means to be recognised as a “certain kind of person™. These are: ‘nature-
identity’, ‘institution-identity’, ‘discourse-identity’ and ‘affinity-identity’ (ibid.: 100).
Gee (2001: 101) points out that these identity perspectives are interrelated and
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are not viewed as ‘discrete categories’ but as ways of explaining how identity is
constructed and maintained. Firstly, people are characterised by their ‘nature-
identity’ that is enacted by the forces of the natural world, such as gender or
‘being an identical twin’ (ibid.: 101). Secondly, ‘institution-identity’ is established
by the authority within an institution. In other words, as Gee (2001: 102)
explains, ‘we are what we are primarily because of the positions we occupy in
society’. For example being ‘a professor in a University’ is a position given by ‘a
set of authorities’ (ibid.: 102). Thirdly, ‘discourse-identity’ is the way other
people recognise an individual, namely the ‘discourse and dialogue of other
people’ gives an identity to a person (ibid.: 103). For example, as Gee (2001:
103) explains, a charismatic person is this kind of a person because ‘other
people treat, talk about, and interact with’ this individual ‘as a charismatic
person’. This process is based on ‘recognition’ since people recognise and
distinguish someone as that particular kind of person (ibid.: 103). However, Gee
(2001: 104) points out that ‘discourse identity’ can be perceived ‘as an
ascription or an achievement’ depending on ‘how much such identities can be
viewed as merely ascribed to a person versus an active achievement or
accomplishment of that person’. Finally, people’s ‘affinity-identity’ is constructed
by the experiences and practices that they share within an affinity group which
is formulated by the shared interests of its members (ibid.). Those ‘distinctive
social practices’ generate and maintain ‘group affiliations’ (ibid.: 105). For
example, ‘a set of distinctive experiences’ determines ‘a Star Trek fan’ (ibid.:
105). The members of the affinity group might also be in different places around
the world but what sustains the group is that they share a common interest,

experience or practice (ibid.).
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Gee’s four ways of viewing identity explain how identity is constructed through
illustrating who, or what source of power, sanctions certain identities and how
they are played out. Gee’s model of identity is considered as it informs this
study which investigates the role of GCD and SMG in students’ identity
construction and how attitudes held towards each variety might influence
students’ identity. In particular, Gee’s contributions on ‘discourse identity’ and
‘affinity identity’ could prove useful in relation to this study. The discourse
identity approach can inform how, for example, a student who uses GCD or
SMG is perceived by others who construct a certain kind of an identity for the
particular student. Affinity identity can also prove useful in understanding
identity issues in the certain bidialectal context as, for example, GCD might
indicate the belonging of students to a certain community which involves
particular practices and experiences, SMG might signal an affiliation to another
wider community, and the use of both varieties might ascribe another kind of

affinity identity to the students.

Relevant literature on identity concerning the socio-political context of Cyprus is
reviewed in the following sub-section in order to provide some background
information on how identity was impacted on by various positions held over

time.

2.4.2. ldentity issues in Cyprus

Along with the 1960 constitution of Cyprus based on the two main communities

of the island, Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots, the educational system of
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each community aimed to sustain inextricable links with the ‘respective
metropolitan country, namely Greece and Turkey’ and in this way to safeguard
‘the cultural, religious and linguistic identity of each community’ (Karoulla-Vrikki,
2007: 82). Hence, ‘Hellenic-Christian Orthodox or Turkish Muslim principles’
were promoted in education and the language of instruction was limited to either
Greek or Turkish respectively (ibid.: 82). As Karoulla-Vrikki (2007: 82) clarifies
‘educational language policies that would be common to both the Greek- and
Turkish-Cypriot students’ were absent. This situation hindered the students of
both communities becoming ‘citizens of an independent [and] self-supporting

republic’ (ibid.: 82).

Deckert and Vickers (2011) point out that the differences between ethnic and
national identities are politically and ideologically complex. They have often
been the focal point of political debates and throughout history and in current
times have sometimes led to conflicts. Such incidents can only underline the
complications and emotional issues inbuilt in these differences (ibid.). Karoulla-
Vrikki (2007: 80), studying education, language policy and identity in Cyprus
diachronically in the period of 1960-1997, reports that educational language
policy was directed by ethnic or civic national parameters, namely ‘by identity
orientations aimed at either Hellenisation or Cypriotisation’ and was closely tied
to ‘the political developments and ideological positions’ prevailing on Cyprus.
The language policy ‘aimed at Hellenization promoted the Greek language
variety’ and the one ‘aimed at Cypriotization’ encouraged ‘Cypriot Greek,

Turkish, English along with Standard Greek’ (ibid.: 82).
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Specifically, as Karoulla-Vrikki (2007) states, the shifts in language policy
occurred at three distinct times throughout this period. In the first place, in 1960,
subsequent to the declaration of independence and formation of the Republic of
Cyprus, the language policy applied in primary and secondary education ‘aimed
at Hellenization and championed Greek ethnic consciousness’ (Karoulla-Vrikki,
2007: 80). Following this, in the period after 1974 the language policy ‘aimed at
Cypriotization and placed an emphasis on Cyprus as an independent state’
(ibid.: 80). In 1993, the language policy changed towards Hellenization and
again ‘aimed at fostering Greek ethnic identity’ enhancing SMG and Ancient
Greek (ibid.: 80). Nevertheless, ‘the relationship between the two language
policies does not suggest a dichotomy’; it was more an issue of ‘emphasis

rather than shifts’ (ibid.: 95).

In 1970 members of the left wing political party, the Neo-Cypriot Association,
stated that educational issues should take into account the Cypriot context and
its two communities (Karyolemou, 2005). As a result of their convincing
arguments, some books proposed by the Greek Ministry of Education were
replaced with local textbooks. The Neo-Cypriot Association tried to build bridges
between the two communities of Cyprus, but this upset the GC Nationalist party.
The Nationalists argued that Neo-Cypriot policies intentionally created a fake
Cypriot identity that would harm the authentic national Greek identity of GC
people (Karyolemou, 2005). Evidently, there were disagreements over what
kind of discourse defines a Cypriot, or for the Nationalists, a Greek Cypriot,

even before the 1974 period.
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Mavratsas (1997) examined the ideological contest between Greek-Cypriot
nationalism and Cypriotism and its influence on social construction of cultural
and political identity, during the 1974 post period in Cyprus. Cypriotism is
defined as the ‘idea that Cyprus has its own sui generis character and
consequently, it should be considered as an ‘entity’ independent from Greece
and Turkey, the motherlands of the two main communities of Cyprus (ibid.:
721). Mavratsas (1997) reports that after 1974 there was a period of nationalism

revival which caused major battles regarding the issue of identity.

The political situation and division of the island contribute to the complexity of
identity issues in the Cypriot setting. As Philippou (2005) argues, identity is a
compound phenomenon in Cyprus due to the political problem that not only
influenced education but also raised doubts about Cypriot identity. Thus,
attention centred on reinforcing national identity which in this case was Greek
identity. Charalambous (2009: 1) who examined the ‘conceptualizations of the
national canon and its pedagogies in Greek-Cypriot educational policy
discourses’ regarding the discourses on GC Literature in the GC secondary
educational setting, concluded that there is ‘an over-accentuation of the criterion
of Greekness’ in the selection of the texts (ibid.: 13). She explains that this is
due to ‘an ‘anxiety’ for an endangered collective identity’ caused by the
unsolved political problem (ibid.: 13). Karoulla-Vrikki (2007: 95) maintains that
as far as the political problem is not resolved, the language policy will promote
SMG and inculcate ‘Greek ethnocultural identity’. If the problem is resolved, on
the other hand, the author predicts a ‘launching of new language policies that

will strengthen the identity of a new federal Cypriot state’ (ibid.: 95). loannidou
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(2007: 167) argues that ‘issues of ethnic identity’ of GC people such as ‘being
more Greek and less Cypriot or the opposite’, and perceiving ‘Turkish Cypriots
as being the enemy, the brothers or an equal ethnic group in Cyprus’ do not
only remain ‘largely unresolved’ but also provoke ‘intense feelings’ among GC

people.

It is interesting to note that recently, in a newspaper article written by Xenis
(2012: 1), an associate professor of Ancient Greek Philology from the
department of Classics and Philosophy of the University of Cyprus, it was
expressed that nowadays in Cyprus there is a small group of Greek Cypriots,
called Neo-Cypriots, who view ‘their ethnic identity as non Greek’. Xenis (2012:
1) claims that the majority of the GC population would express that ‘Il am Cypriot
and thus Greek’ whereas the Neo-Cypriots would say ‘I am Cypriot and not
Greek’. The author argues that Neo-Cypriots are rightly named by some people
‘Cypriot-chauvinists’ (ibid.:1). Xenis (2012: 1) criticises Neo-Cypriots for
identifying themselves as ‘Cypriots and not Greeks’ and for aiming to introduce
GCD in writings and on formal occasions and not restricting its use in casual
communication. He notes that ‘only then the Neo-Cypriot will calm down
because there will be no room for the harmful for the “Cypriot nation” Koiné
Modern Greek’ (ibid.: 2). The author claims that GCD in its current form is
‘inappropriate to function as a language because it presents deficiencies which
are common in every dialect’ (ibid.: 2). Thus, he mentions, an attempt has been
initiated to bestow GCD with the elements which does not have, namely ‘a
formal writing system’, ‘a richer lexicon’, ‘grammars, syntax books’ (ibid.: 2). All

these, he argues, will facilitate GCD writing and teaching as the Neo-Cypriots
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try to incorporate GCD in state education so that the ‘future generations will be
educated accordingly and the “Cypriot ethnic identity” will be further

consolidated’ (ibid.: 2).

Xenis (2012: 2) views the ‘Neo-Cypriot recipe’ as unfeasible because, as he
argues, GC people are ‘not willing to redefine their ethnic identity’ (ibid.: 2). In
addition, he claims that this effort is nothing but a ‘provincial naivety’ as creating
‘a negligible community of 500 thousands speakers of “Neo-Cypriot language”,
isolated from Greek language’ will be an action of ‘self-isolation and rapid
marginalisation’. Xenis (2012: 2) considers that the policy to be followed should
be the ‘exact opposite’. Namely, ‘tightening the relations’ between GCD and
SMG, creating ‘stronger bridges of communication with the rest of the Greek
people (especially now that they come to our island in larger numbers due to
the known problems of Greece)’, and ‘not [building] separation and dividing
walls in order to serve the obsessions of a few fanatical Cypriot-chauvinists’

(ibid.: 2).

Giagkoullis, a well-known researcher of Cypriot literature and poetry and also a
lexicographer of GCD, reading Xenis’s article responded to him by writing an
article ‘About Cypriot Dialect’ in the same newspaper. Giagkoulis (2012)
clarifies that he does not agree with Xenis’s positions towards GCD but he is
not irritated by them. What upsets him is the way Xenis expresses his views
which address issues on which the author is not well-informed. Giagkoullis

(2012) asks Xenis to clarify to whom he refers when sarcastically comments
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that ‘they aim to give Cypriot [dialect] a richer lexicon [...], and they prepare
lexica, grammars, and syntax books’ (Xenis, 2012: 2, quoted in Giagkoullis
2012: 1). Giagkoullis (2012: 1) expresses that those people who ‘tirelessly work
for this purpose without hefty salaries and benefits’ should be honoured and
declares that he is personally proud of the lexicography work he did and
honours the memory of the pioneers in studying GCD who deserve ‘our respect
and appreciation and not ironic comments’. The focal point here is that there is
heterogeneity of opinion regarding the role and use of GCD that can lead to
heated debates. Although this disagreement is expressed through two people it
might reflect on the wider GC society considering that their professional
positions are influential in educating people and informing public opinion. On the
other hand, it can be argued that such disagreements may energise the
conducting of more research studies on GCD in order to substantiate a bigger
picture of its effects not only in education but also in other domains within the

GC community.

Deckert and Vickers (2011) mention that national identities are constructed by
political conventions and rules. Philippou (2005) explains that national identity
serves the purpose of identifying ourselves within a certain national group.
Barker and Galasinski (2001: 124) point out that it is constructed and expressed
by ‘the symbols and discourses’ of a certain nation, and it is also a way of
identification that represents people’s communal experiences and history. For
example, national identity can be perceived as a kind of ‘discourse identity’ and
also of ‘affinity identity’, borrowing Gee’s perspectives of viewing identity. For

instance, mastering SMG can be perceived as a nationalist discourse which
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might help define a Greek-Cypriot. In addition, the cultural affiliations between
Greece and Cyprus might form an affinity identity of GC people. On the other
hand, GCD can also indicate a ‘discourse identity’ helping to recognise
someone as a Cypriot and can form an ‘affinity identity’ indicating the shared

experiences and practices within the Cypriot community.

SMG might have been associated with prestige but it seems that Greek
Cypriots attribute other values to GCD. In the survey conducted by Papapavlou
and Pavlou (2007b) which was mentioned earlier, among other issues,
teachers’ perceptions on the interplay between GCD and ethnic identity was
investigated. Almost three quarters of teachers agreed that the use of GCD
‘contributes positively towards the enrichment of the local culture’ and opposed
to the idea that the encouragement of a Cypriot identity isolates GC people from
their broader Greek identity (Papapavlou and Pavlou, 2007b: 111). In addition,
half of them considered that allowing the use of GCD in class reinforces Cypriot
identity (ibid.). Based on the responses, the researchers conclude that teachers
participating in the study seemed to have a high level of awareness of the

positive outcomes GCD use might entail (ibid.).

Exploring the literature on identity issues in Cyprus, two other issues were
identified: the influence of the English language and how the Turks and Turkish
Cypriots are perceived in the GC context. These issues are briefly discussed as

this study does not explore any of them but they can provide useful information

101



about different considerations of identity within the GC context and enhance

understanding of these issues.

Once a British colony, as previously mentioned, English is widely used in
Cyprus. According to McEntee-Atalianis and Pouloukas (2001:19), in several
post-colonial countries English functions in effect as the ‘language of
modernity’, easing the process of f‘intra- and international administration,
communication and education, business and commerce, diplomacy and
tourism’. McEntee-Atalianis and Pouloukas (2001: 25) conducted an
investigation of attitudes to language using a questionnaire consisting of closed
questions and five-point Likert-scale type questions, completed by 353
residents of Nicosia above the age of sixteen years. The questionnaire was
distributed in six chosen areas of Nicosia to ensure the representativeness of
the sample in terms of socioeconomic structures. This study, according to the
researchers, made possible the ‘interpretation of social conditions affording
status and ‘price’ to products available in the linguistic market-place’ (McEntee-
Atalianis and Pouloukas, 2001: 19). This study casts light on ‘the boundaries of
social division’ and on the reasons for the ‘coexistence of multiple linguistic
codes’ in the GC speech community (ibid.: 19). More specifically, the scores of
a factor analysis indicate that despite the external influences in their lives, GC
people wish to sustain and preserve their ethnic codes as a way of uniting them
as a community (ibid.). It was also demonstrated that English as a second
language in the GC community holds ‘social/economic/cultural and symbolic
capital’, but mainly in ‘professional rather than familial or friendship domains’
(ibid.: 33).
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Regarding how Turks are perceived in the GC community, Spyrou (2002: 256),
in an attempt to demonstrate how ethnic identity is constructed in a particular
setting, examined how GC primary school students ‘perceive, imagine, and talk
about Turks’. The researcher collected data through a one-year ethnographic
study (1996-1997) focusing on two schools, an urban and a rural school in
Nicosia. Apart from the context of the school he also studied contexts outside
the school, such as ‘the home, the playground, the coffee shop, and the
afternoon school’ (Spyrou, 2002: 256). Several methodological tools were
employed for data collection, such as ‘observation, participant-observation,
interviewing, sorting and ranking, drawing, essay-writing, picture and poem
interpretation, photography and video recording’. Spyrou (2002: 257) reports
that “the Turk” has been perceived the ‘principal enemy of Greek Cypriots’ over
the years. The classroom observation data revealed that the negative
characterisations attributed to the Turks are, in most of the cases, instigated by
the teachers. In addition, interview findings revealed that the majority of
teachers consider that teaching students ‘about the “threatening” nature of the
Turks is an imperative’ because they have to inculcate ‘a strong sense of
national identity’ in students and also ensure that students ‘remember what the
Turks did to Cyprus in 1974 and before’ (Spyrou, 2006: 102). Spyrou (2006:
102) concludes that inculcating ‘Greekness’ and a ‘nationalistic model of
identity’ to students, teachers cannot avoid ‘negative constructions of Turkey
and the Turks’. Such evidence underlines the importance of schools and
teachers in creating and sustaining certain kinds of identity concerning either
other people, in this case the Turks, or the formation of Cypriot or Greek

identity.
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Spyrou (2006: 95), in a later article based on his ethnographic fieldwork,
illustrates how ‘national identity is constructed as primordial by teachers and
children at school’. Spyrou (2006: 95) explains that the ‘sense of Self is formed
in opposition to the ‘Other’ who in this case are the Turks. Negative stereotypes,
such as barbarians or enemies, attributed to Turks were revealed but through
in-depth interviews with the students the researcher concludes that
characterisations of the Turks go beyond the stereotypes of the enemy, in
particular when students were encouraged to expand on their alternative
characterisations or ‘to reflect on the Other, rather than simply state who the
Other is’ (ibid.: 104). Students commented ‘that not all Turks are bad, but that
some are indeed good or civilized’ (ibid.: 104). More specifically many students
perceived ‘as the real cause of the Cyprus problem’ not the ‘ordinary Turkish
citizens’ but the ‘Turkish state [...] the Turkish military, [...] the Turkish

politicians’ who oblige people to follow their orders (ibid.: 104).

Spyrou (2006: 104) reports that ‘a more complex picture emerged’ when
students were asked to portray the Turkish Cypriots. Students commented that
Turkish Cypriots differ from the Turks of mainland, they ‘are good people’ and
also ‘victims of the Turkish occupation’ (ibid.: 104). However, some students
were more hesitant in accepting that all Turkish Cypriots are good people due to
their close affiliations with the Turks. Spyrou (2006: 105) points out that Turkish
Cypriots cannot be easily categorised or described by GC students as ‘their
knowledge is limited and fragmented’ while they know many things about the
Turks ‘from school and from sources outside the school’. Spyrou (2006: 105)

concludes that a ‘paradox’ is also formed in students’ minds: ‘how can one be
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both a ‘Turk’ [...] and at the same time be a ‘Cypriot’ [...]?" since Turkish is

mostly perceived negatively while Cypriot is considered positively.

Spyrou (2006: 106) argues that i]f identities were monolithic and fixed’ the
stereotypes regarding ‘Self and the Other would have merely dominated in
contexts like Cyprus. He points out that ‘ethnic stereotypes are convenient
resources’ which people use to ‘construct particular kinds of ethnic Others’
(ibid.: 107). Spyrou (2006: 107) explains that ‘stereotypes aim to concretize that
which is fluid, to purify that which is impure, to make certain that which is
ambiguous’. However, the ethnographic study indicated that identities are “fluid’
and entail ‘a high degree of ambiguity and contradiction’ (ibid.: 106-107). As
Spyrou (2006: 107) explains, students ‘are exposed to the complexity of social
life and a multiplicity of voices’ which allow the emergence of differing

reflections of the Other which arise in respective situations.

Further information about identity issues concerned the Turks and the Turkish
Cypriots will not be provided as the study focuses on issues of identity
construction in the bidialectal community of Greek Cypriots in association only

to SMG and GCD.

2.4.3. GCD & Identity

Trudgill (1975: 67) maintains that ‘language is a very personal thing — part of

oneself and ‘socially symbolic’. It is also argued that language is much more
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than communication; it is not merely a tool for conveying ideas but it is directly
linked with the development of identity as a means through which individuals
understand themselves, society, their past and future (Norton and Toohey,
2004; Joseph, 2010). Even though both Norton’s (2000) and Van Lier’s (2007)
research focuses on the area of second language learning, it is useful to look at
their perceptions on identity. According to them people’s identity enables them
to realise their relationship to the world, understand how that relationship was
developed through time and place, reflect on the present and also identify future
possibilities (Norton, 2000; Van Lier, 2007). This standpoint could be of useful
consideration to this study as the existence of the two varieties in the particular
bidialectal context might signal identity in a way that students will learn who they
are from their past, who are they now and who they want to be in the future.
Reflecting on the role of GCD and SMG in relation to their identity may enable
them to be portrayed and portray or project themselves to others and perform

their identities within a more conscious way.

The way people speak is inherently associated with how they perceive their
roles in different contexts (Meinhof and Galasinski, 2005). In addition, the use of
different varieties indicates ‘group membership and solidarity’ that encompass
perplexing dynamics and values (Deckert and Vickers, 2011: 40). For example
as Crystal (2005: 294) points out ‘it seems totally natural to speak like the other
members of our own group and not to speak like the members of other groups’.
loannidou (2007: 187) reports that GC students interviewed during her
ethnographic study in a primary school classroom in Cyprus, expressed that

‘they felt freer, more comfortable and “at home™ when they use GCD. Whilst
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using SMG, apart from having difficulties and feeling frustrated, students argued
that they feel like being ‘a stranger’ because this is not their ‘real language’

(ibid.: 188).

Crystal (2010a: 24) mentions that the language or dialect people use signal
people’s origins, or what he calls their ‘geographical identity’, which is central in
the formation of the self. Similarly, in sociolinguistics identity is conceptualised
in a way that language conveys ‘important social information about the speaker’
and how particular linguistic features are related to certain ‘local social

characteristics’ (Dyer, 2007: 101).

As Skutnabb-Kangas (1999) argues children’s mother tongue is fundamental for
them to know who they are. It signals their identity and shows where they
belong (Joseph, 2004; Coulmas, 2005; Crystal, 2005). In the case of GCD,
Karyolemou (2008) maintains that dialectal speakers have the capacity to
manage the linguistic means available to them, by making choices regarding
the quality and quantity of the dialectal types they will use, in order to
communicate effectively, to declare who they are and who others are. She
concludes that GC speakers have the potential to use diverse and multiple

features of GCD, ‘unevenly anchored in space and time, but still alive’ (ibid.).

Even though GCD might be valuable in defining GC people’s identity

(Papapavlou and Pavlou, 1998; Yiakoumetti, 2006), educational policy does not
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seem to reflect an appreciation of the significance of students’ mother tongue.
Even in the new MGL curriculum (2010) the role of GCD in GC students’ identity
construction is not mentioned. Research evidence indicates that educators who
criticise the dialect their students use, because they consider it inferior or
inadequate in comparison to the official language, are likely to cause low self-
esteem to their students and affect the way they perceive themselves (Trudgill,
1975; Charalabakis, 1994; Pavlou and Papapavlou, 2004). Yiakoumetti (2011
205) pinpoints that the exclusion of mother tongue from education makes
students ‘believe that their language is simply not good enough’ and this in turn
can generate ‘linguistic insecurity[ies]’ and ‘[low] self-esteem’. She also argues
that policies which exclude mother tongues from education ‘can produce
generations of children who are stripped of cultural values and traditions that
are constitutive of identity’ (ibid.: 205). Whereas, the use of non-standard
varieties in education will contribute to the creation of ‘a positive self-image and
self-esteem’ and to the recognition of ‘one’s cultural values’ (Papapavlou and

Pavlou, 2007b: 102).

One of the benefits of bidialectal education is identity protection. In bidialectal
settings people have ‘a two-fold identity’ which is formulated by the standard
and the non-standard varieties and their culture (Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010:
307). According to Yiakoummetti and Esch (2010) if bidialectal students were
able to become linguistically and culturally aware of their L1 through a
bidialectal language programme, this awareness could safeguard their cultural
identity. In other words, dialectal varieties may be used as resources for

maintaining people’s local identities. Additionally, through bidialectal education,
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teachers aim to generate ‘autonomous learners’, who will be able to cross
cultural and linguistic borders and be ‘aware and proud of their varied linguistic

repertoire’ (Yiakoumetti and Esch, 2010: 307).

In the Lyceum B level MGL curriculum aims, which this study took into
consideration, it is stated that ‘students should respect the language of each
nation as the fundamental component of its culture, preparing themselves to live
as citizens in a multicultural society’ (My translation; MOEC, 2008—present).
However, Phtiaka (2002: 362) suggests that GC people need to learn to live
with themselves before learning to live with others. She also points out that the
construction of a GC identity requires that GC people construct an in-depth
knowledge of their own history in order to understand their roots and how they
arrived at the present. It can be argued that GCD might prove valuable in this
attempt since, as Crystal (2005) points out, dialects constitute an important

source of information about contemporary culture and history.

Rassool (1998: 89) argues that language has strong ‘cultural and symbolic
power since it is not only ‘a carrier of culture’ but also signifies ‘cultural
‘belonging”. Similarly, Yiakoumetti (2011: 210) considers language as ‘an
invaluable and irreplaceable gateway to a person’s culture, heritage and
traditions’ and for that reason needs to be ‘respected, valued and promoted’.
Whilst language gives people a ‘central identity variable’ it also serves as a
means to ‘gain access to power or ‘be excluded from the right to exercise

control over their lives’ (Rassool, 1998: 89). Thus, as Van Lier (2007: 47)
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argues, in order to educate students, teachers should consistently approach
them as ‘people with their own lives, aspirations, needs, worries, dreams and

identities’.

In the following section the interplay of language and CT is examined as this
study investigates how students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes
might change if GCD is allowed and whether the exclusion of GCD might

influence GC students’ ability to express CT.

2.5. Critical Thinking

An overview of critical pedagogy (CP) is firstly provided as the concept not only
has commonalities with CT but also provide a basis from which the latter
emanates. Then the relationship between language and thought is discussed in
order to transition to CT, and its implementation in education. In addition, the
educational practices followed in the Cypriot setting are problematised in terms
of creating the appropriate linguistic environments in which CT might be

developed, enhanced and expressed.

2.5.1. Critical Pedagogy

Guilherme (2002) points out that defining CP is difficult due to its complex
nature. She mentions that CP is ‘an impressive and effective blend of elements

from several theoretical standpoints’ such as ‘Critical Theory and

110



Postmodernism’, ‘Dewey’s progressivism’, and ‘Freire’s theory of education’
(ibid.: 22). Guilherme (2002: 17) views that CP is not ‘a teaching method’ for the
reason that ‘teaching’ is frequently perceived as ‘transmission of knowledge,
and method, in this case, as mastery of teaching techniques’. Instead, it is
considered as pedagogy within which ‘the teaching/learning process’ is formed
‘as the dialectical and dialogical reproduction and production of knowledge’
(ibid.: 17). McLaren (1995) also explains that CP is a process of negotiation
between students and teachers aiming to generate meaning. Guilherme (2002:
18) points out that CP as a task might happen ‘at school’ but goes beyond ‘its
physical limits’. This is because CP ‘has a political purpose for social
transformation’ as it involves ‘a reinterpretation of previous and ongoing

experiences and it entails a vision for the present and for the future’ (ibid.: 18).

CP detached from teaching, as described above, bestows teaching with
‘meaning and purpose’ (Guilherme, 2002: 18). This is because, as Guilherme
(2002: 18) explains, it ‘transforms teaching and learning into a form of cultural
politics’, where teachers and students can ‘construct their views of themselves
and of the world in a proactive attitude that reaches beyond the interpretive
endeavour’. In addition, central to CP is the questioning of ‘dominant cultural
patterns’ and also the exploration of the raison d'étre which makes such
patterns ‘blindly accepted and unquestioned’ (ibid.: 19). CP is also associated
with ‘individual improvement, social solidarity and public responsibility’ as it is
interrelated to ‘multicultural democratic citizenship education’ (ibid.: 19). As
Giroux (1992) also mentions, the cornerstones of CP lie in democratic

education and social improvement.
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Guilherme (2002: 19) points out that ‘CP is [rather] a way of life’ and explains
that there are no straightforward instructions on how to teach CP. Nevertheless,
how educators can implement CP is discussed in order to cast some light on
what this pedagogy can be like. McLaren emphasises that in order to foster CP,
students should be seen as representatives of their own history rather than
passive recipients of a history written for them by others (Pozo, 2006). Dozier et
al. (2006: 168) also point out that is essential to be aware of ‘the social,
historical, and linguistic factors that influence teaching, learning and literate

practice’.

Such approaches seem to be relevant to a social constructivist approach to
learning, as the cultural and social contexts play an important role in
constructing knowledge (Cook, 2001). In addition, developing students’ LA and
more specifically their conscious knowledge about language, and the languages
they speak, or, borrowing Van Liers (1995: 11) words, fostering an
understanding ‘of what it is and what it does’ might also help the implementation
of CP. As Van Lier (1995: 114) argued developing our awareness is linked to
good pedagogy which leads to ‘critical, autonomous and responsible thinking

and working’.

Implementing CP effectively also depends on the teachers’ approach to a great
extent. As Guilherme (2002: 22) suggests CP entails ‘a reformulation of the
teacher’s role into an intellectual and transformative one’. She explains that

‘teachers themselves must be conceptually and critically engaged in the mission
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of empowering their pupils by empowering themselves’ (ibid.: 22). Such an
undertaking involves ‘an informed praxis, by relating theory to practice and vice
versa’ and also ‘deepens [...] [teachers’] commitment to democratic principles
(ibid.: 22). Guilherme (2002: 61) also points out that ‘if teachers are supposed to
teach their learners to be critical, they will first have to find out what this means
and get used to doing it’. Such practices clearly indicate the significance of the

teacher’s role in fostering CP.

Before discussing CT a sub-section is embedded indicating the relationship

between language and thought.

2.5.2. The interplay between language & thought

There are manifestly different kinds of thinking but not all of them are connected
with language; the kind of thinking that clearly necessitates the use of language
is ‘the reasoned thinking’ or as it is also identified the ‘rational, directed, logical
or propositional thinking’ (Crystal, 2010b: 14). One question that needs to be
asked, however, is ‘how close is this relationship between language and
thought’ (ibid.: 14). It seems that there is not a definite answer to this question.
It has been argued that the relationship of language and thought is ‘as puzzling
as it is important’ (Mittins, 1991: 56). As Crystal (2010b) points out there are two
extreme hypotheses, the first one posits that language and thought are
completely detached, with one being reliant on the other; the second hypothesis

considers that language and thought are the same, meaning that it is impossible
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to think without language. The reality, as Crystal (2010b) maintains, may lie

somewhere between the two assumptions.

This study examines the effect of GCD exclusion on expressing CT in the
context of MGL lessons. As Joseph (2004: 185) pinpoints ‘the mother tongue
has a very special role, bound up as it is with representation’, which is reflected
in the way people think. Reflecting this opinion, Skutnabb-Kangas (1999) states
that a child’s mother tongue is fundamental in acquiring skills to think, analyse,
and evaluate. In addition, Pennycook (1998) explains that when people are
empowered or allowed to use a specific language this has consequences on
their ability to express what they want as well as interpret what others say and
write. Papapavilou and Pavlou (2007b: 102) also argued that the use of non-
standard varieties in education will improve learners’ ‘cognitive development’,
help them to acquire literacy efficiently and resourcefully. Hence, it can be
argued that excluding students’ mother tongue from education may have an
impact not only on their linguistic behaviour but also on their thinking processes

and expression of CT.

2.5.3. Critical thinking: what is it and how is it implemented?

One of the objectives of the Lyceum MGL curriculum states that ‘students
should develop and sharpen their critical skills’ (My translation; MOEC, 2008 -
present). CT is not an inborn characteristic of human beings but a teachable
and learned practice that contributes to the accomplishment of particular

undertakings (Smith, 2002; Trifonas, 2003). Thus, education is an important

114



agent in developing CT. In the MGL curriculum CT is used to enable students
become critical, to develop and justify their ideas and arguments through certain

tasks, to teach them to question, to explore and to doubt in a logical way.

Although there seem to be a variety of definitions for CT, most of them refer to
the principle of ‘purposeful, reasonable, and goal-directed’ thinking (Seker and
Komur, 2008: 391). CT is not a synonym of criticising; it is a process of
understanding issues through various viewpoints, which entails logical thinking,
identifying propaganda, analysing, scrutinising and interpreting information so
that a coherent understanding is gained (Page, 2004; Doddington, 2007). It can
be also argued that CT is a process of gaining knowledge. As a result, students
who think critically are not ‘passive vessels of knowledge’ but ‘active performers
of successful tasks’ (Papastefanou and Angeli, 2007: 604). Fostering CT in
education could contribute to preventing students from blindly accepting
information, since it develops by raising questions and seeking answers that will
finally lead to action (Prettyman, 2006; Papastefanou and Angeli, 2007; Seker

and Komur, 2008).

A strategy of promoting CT is to divide students into groups and promote a
critical discussion of texts, by explaining to them that it is reasonable and
essential to have different and opposing views as long as they express them in
a respectful way (Amundsen, 2006; Prettyman, 2006). Hence, CT is not an
individual practice but results from social interaction and can be expressed

through language (Seker and Komur, 2008). Explicitly, Vygotsky (1986: 36)
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maintained that ‘the true direction of the development of thinking is not from the

individual to the social, but from the social to the individual’.

Understanding the process of developing CT is also useful to look at Bloom’s
taxonomy of educational objectives which is divided into three domains: the
cognitive, the affective and the psychomotor (Bloom et al., 1956). Since the
focal point here is what CT is and how it is implemented only the cognitive
domain will be discussed in order to inform the current study. The cognitive
domain involves ‘recall or recognition of knowledge and the development of
intellectual abilities and skills’ (Bloom et al., 1956: 7). It also includes behaviours
such as ‘remembering; reasoning; problem solving; concept formation; and to a
limited extent, creative thinking’ (ibid.: 15). More explicitly, the cognitive domain
consists of the following levels: knowledge, comprehension, application,
analysis, synthesis and evaluation (ibid.). Conklin (2005: 155) explains that the
first three levels (knowledge, comprehension, application) ‘require that learners
know, understand, and use what they know before thinking in the higher
domain’. This is because ‘each level [...] is more sophisticated than the previous

level and requires more cognitive skill to complete’ (ibid.: 155).

Considering this practice in the MGL lesson, one might argue that the exclusion
of students’ mother tongue and the imposition of SMG might stifle students’
ability to conceptualise and develop intellectually and thus constitute an
obstacle to developing critical discussions through social interaction in class.

Research evidence (loannidou, 2007; Papapavlou and Pavlou, 2007b) indicates
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that repeated error correction towards the SMG norm is a frequent phenomenon
in the Cypriot primary language classroom, and that this influences students’
self-esteem and confidence. It is also claimed that ‘repeated correction’ might
influence and discourage students from using GCD (Pavlou and Papapaviou,
2004: 251). Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004: 252), taking into account the
findings of their attitudinal study, also concluded that the use of GCD in class
helps establish ‘an intimate and comfortable learning environment’. As Cheshire
(2007: 22) states there is an agreement between educationists and
sociolinguists that ‘valuing dialect in the classroom makes a real difference to
the educational achievement of dialect speakers’. Despite this, she points out
that it is not evident at all times precisely ‘what kind of information from dialect
research’ is helpful for teachers, ‘nor how the information can most usefully be

presented’ (ibid.: 15-16).

Although Van Lier (1995) refers to the teaching and learning of second and
foreign languages, his contribution is useful and relevant as SMG might be
perceived as a second language in some ways but there is a difference in
context as the use of GCD is associated with situations of mother tongue
classroom and less prestigious colloquial varieties. Nevertheless, Van Lier
(1995) points out that when teachers emphasise correctness excessively,
language teaching loses its interest and becomes a rather non-motivating
activity. Papapavlou and Pavlou (2007b) investigated, among other issues, how
the teachers’ beliefs on GCD use in class influence students’ literacy
acquisition. Taking into account the evidence of teachers’ evaluation of

students’ GCD use, the researchers conclude that if students were allowed to
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communicate their ideas in their instinctive way of talking, without being
constantly corrected, it is possible that they would ‘have much more to say and

would do it in a more heart-felt way’ (ibid.: 108).

Moreover, over thirty-five years ago, Trudgill (1975) pointed out a possible
danger of teachers’ subconsciously judging students’ academic potential
according to the language they use. If their evaluation is in favour of students
whose variety is closer to the standard this could lead to underachievement of
students whose variety is not, as teachers’ expectations are influential towards

students’ academic performance (ibid.).

I will discuss two research studies, loannidou (2007) and Pavlou (2007),
conducted in the Cypriot primary educational setting despite the fact that neither
of them investigated the effect of GCD exclusion on expressing CT but their
findings can prove useful and relevant in considering the educational practice of

expressing CT.

As mentioned previously, loannidou (2007) used an ethnographic approach to
investigate language use, drawing on SMG and GCD, in a fifth-grade classroom
in an urban primary school in Cyprus. The researcher conducted participant
observations for four months, individual and group interviews with students and
documentary analysis of the students’ school notebooks (ibid.). She reports that

SMG was used when the lesson was ‘teacher-directed’ but at times when ‘richer
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and more complex talk’ occurred either among students, or teachers and
students ‘in group work’ GCD was primarily and largely used (ibid.: 187). The
students used SMG hesitantly and unenthusiastically and, in instances where
they had to speak longer, ‘strong Dialect interference’ or code-switching was
noted (ibid.: 187). The interview findings also indicated that students encounter
obstacles in expressing themselves sufficiently in SMG (ibid.). As CT emerges
through discussions and it is perceived as a more complex discourse, it can be

argued that excluding GCD might stifle the process of engaging with it.

Moreover, during the delivery of the lesson, teachers may neglect students’
thinking and instead focus on which language variety they use to express their
ideas. loannidou (2007) reports that it was evidenced in classroom observation
findings of her study that at certain times when students used GCD they were
criticised by their teachers. She illustrates this with examples of MGL lessons.
For instance, as the researcher explains, when the teacher interrupted and
corrected a student who used a GCD variant the student appeared ‘refrained
from expressing her thought and developing her answer’; instead the student
‘just mumble[d] and provide[d] a very short answer (ibid.: 185). Another
example the researcher presents is when a student was criticised for using a
dialect word while the teacher was also making use of GCD variants (ibid.).
Lastly, the researcher comments on an incident where a student offered the
correct answer and the teacher instead of appreciating the correct answer

criticised the student for using GCD (ibid.).
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It can be argued that criticising the students for using GCD variants while
expressing themselves has negative effects on their performance as the
evidence provided above not only indicates that students’ thinking or expressed
ideas are ignored but also that students become more hesitant and inarticulate
during such incidents. loannidou (2007) strongly recommends that policy
makers in Cyprus consider the issue of bidialectism seriously as the findings of
her study indicate that students are being deprived as they feel uncomfortable,
unhappy and reticent with SMG. She maintains that if education aims to
develop all facets of ‘students’ knowledge and character’, then their voices

should ‘not only [...] be heard’ but also listened to (ibid.: 188).

Pavlou (2007) investigated how teachers and students use GCD in the primary
classroom. He collected data through questionnaires, guided interviews and
taped lessons. 98 questionnaires were distributed to teachers from twelve
schools, rural and urban, to gather their views on GCD use. In addition, guided
interviews with 11 teachers were conducted and several lessons from the 3" to
6™ level grade were recorded. Out of 40 taped lessons 21 were analysed. Some
of the key findings of his study indicate that GCD is used by teachers to
encourage student participation despite the language policy. Additionally, when
students were unable to respond in SMG they were allowed to use GCD to
develop and express their ideas. Pavlou (2007: 278) comments that bidialectal
speakers, like GC people, ‘not only have to think of what to say’ but also have to
make great efforts ‘to find the sociolinguistically appropriate form’ to express it
in their second dialect. He suggests that research in this area should aim to

collect data that describe what actually takes place in the classroom in order to
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find ways to promote ‘the creative and productive cooperation and symbiosis of

the two linguistic codes within the classroom’ (ibid.: 279).

The role of GCD in class and more specifically as a tool of aiding students to
express themselves is indicated in the findings of the two aforementioned
studies. Hence, it could be argued that excluding GCD from class can influence
students’ linguistic behaviour and in extent their expression of CT. Expecting
GC bidialectal students to express themselves orally according to the style of
written SMG may be to a great extent unrealistic. The SMG they are learning is
a formal, written variety which they are then expected to use even where SMG
native speakers would presumably use less formal, spoken SMG. The purpose
of this study is to investigate in which conditions GC Lyceum students, at this
point of their development into adults, become articulate, expressive and
communicative thinking persons and whether excluding the variety they use as

means of expression might be at the cost of expressing their CT.

2.6. Summary

The literature review has focused on the issue of bidialectism and its
parameters in education. While any definite conclusions are premature at this
stage, it can be argued that bidialectism, as articulated in this review, is a
multifaceted and multidimensional phenomenon that has potential effects on
students’ learning, identity construction and expression of CT. Additionally, the
social constructivist and LA approach appear to suggest that educational

practices used for teaching MGL may impact poorly on GC bidialectal Lyceum
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students in their MGL classes and may be useful in examining the impact this

language policy could have on their expression of critical thought.

More specifically, this study explores the following research questions:

1. When, by whom, and why, is GCD used in MGL lessons?
2. What is the GCD role in the MGL lesson in the GC Lyceum?
2.1. Do teachers and students believe that there is a conflict
between SMG and GCD in the MGL lesson?
2.2. Do teachers’ and students’ perspectives indicate that the use
of dialect enhances or impedes teaching and learning of MGL?
3. How might students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change if
GCD is allowed?
4. What might be the impact of attitudes towards GCD or SMG on students’
identity construction?
5. What might be the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of

critical thought?

Most of the empirical studies already conducted in the bidialectal context of
Cyprus have focused on primary education. It might be legitimate to ask,
whether bidialectism ceases be an issue when students enter secondary
education. And also, if not, whether the problems are the same or different with
adolescent students. Thus, this study seeks to explore the issues raised above
in order to identify whether there are unresolved issues of bidialectism in

Lyceum education and to what extent its effects influence students’
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performances. It is acknowledged, however, that the answer to this is not
expected to be simple and undisputed due to the complexity of the Cypriot
context and the likely impact of political positions on the issue of bidialectism.
However, it is expected that the research findings will inform opinion and add to
existing knowledge new perspectives and angles of the effects of GCD on

students’ performance.

In the following Chapter, the methodology and the methodological research
tools chosen for conducting this research study are presented, explained and

justified according to the aims and the research questions of the study.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1. The topic of the study

In the literature, it has been argued that ignoring and excluding students’
dialectal mother tongue from education can have detrimental consequences on
their learning and performance. Since there is no previous research evidence
on the effects that GCD might have on Lyceum GC students, this study seeks to
inform opinion as to whether there are bidialectal issues influencing MGL
learning in this particular setting. Specifically, the aim of this study is to explore
the use of GCD in class, investigating under what circumstances teachers and
students use or avoid using the dialect and identifying the impact of this on
students’ performance, identity construction and expression of critical thought.
The study focuses on spoken language and is concerned with the students’ oral

production.

3.1.1. Aims of the research - Research questions
The aims of the research are as follows:

e To investigate the use and the role of GCD in MGL lessons at Lyceum
level

e To explore the influence of attitudes towards GCD on students’ identity
construction

e To identify whether the use or non use of GCD has an impact on

students’ expression of critical thought
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The following research questions reflecting the aforementioned aims were

developed:

1. When, by whom, and why, is GCD used in MGL lessons?

2. What is the GCD role in the MGL lesson in the GC Lyceum?

2.1. Do teachers and students believe that there is a conflict between
SMG and GCD in the MGL lesson?

2.2. Do teachers’ perspectives indicate that the use of dialect
enhances or impedes teaching and learning of MGL?

3. How might students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change
if GCD is allowed?

4. What might be the impact of attitudes towards GCD on students’ identity
construction?

5. What might be the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of

critical thought?

The aims and research questions of the study were central to choosing the
methodology and the research tools used for the conduct of the research. As
Corbin and Strauss (2008) state the methodological choices made for
conducting research are often determined by the research questions. Those of
this study called for a qualitative approach and a paradigmatic stance of
interpretivism since the aim was to obtain information on ‘how’ and ‘why’
regarding the issues under investigation. The research was conducted as a
case study investigating the effects of GCD on Lyceum B level students of two

state Lyceums in Cyprus. The data were collected through classroom
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observations of MGL lessons, group task observations with students, and group

interviews with teachers and students.

In the following section, the paradigmatic stance is discussed drawing on
epistemological and ontological considerations. Subsequently, sections on the
chosen research framework, strategy, sample, methodological tools and

procedures employed for conducting this investigation follow.

3.2. Paradigmatic stance

Researchers employ ‘paradigms or worldviews’ in designing, conducting and
analysing research since they enlighten and outline the research practice
(Creswell, 2007: 30). A paradigm is ‘a perspective, a set of questions that can
be applied to the data’ to provide the researcher with support in order to ‘draw
out the contextual factors’ and discover relations between ‘context and process’
(Corbin and Strauss, 2008: 89). As Corbin and Strauss (2008) point out,
qualitative data may be especially complex, involving a number of notions and

multiple associations, and thus having an approach to reflect on them is useful.

Denzin and Lincoln (2003: 33) maintain that a paradigm is ‘the net that contains
the researcher’s epistemological, ontological, and methodological premises’.
Epistemology is ‘the science of knowing’ and one of its subfields, methodology,
is ‘the science of finding out’ (Babbie, 2008: 6). Bryman (2008: 13) states that

epistemology considers the issue of ‘what is (or should be) regarded as
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acceptable knowledge in a discipline’ and discusses epistemology drawing on

three positions, positivism, realism and interpretivism.

The principles of positivism suggest that knowledge is ‘value free’ and verified
‘by the senses’, theory is used to create ‘hypotheses that can be tested’ and
develop laws, and researchers seek to gather ‘facts’ (Bryman, 2008: 13).
Realism has commonalities with positivism based on the fact that ‘the same
kinds of approach’ to collect empirical evidence should be employed in both ‘the
natural and the social sciences’ and that there is a prevailing belief that there
exists ‘an external reality’ that is ‘separate from our descriptions of it’, and on
which researchers focus (ibid.: 14). Positivism is adopted for an investigation
which will gather measurable and quantified data (Opie, 2004a). It overlooks
‘hermeneutic, aesthetic, critical, moral, creative and other forms of knowledge’

(Cohen et al., 2007: 18).

Post-positivism, a position which emerged after positivism, arose in response to
‘the cumulative, trenchant, and increasingly definitive critique of the
inadequacies of positivist assumptions in the face of the complexities of human
experience’ (Lather, 2003: 186). Post-positivists search for ‘multiple
perspectives from participants rather than a single reality’ (Creswell, 2007: 20).
While positivism perceives knowledge as something measurable and
controllable, post-positivism rejects ‘the view that knowledge is erected on
absolutely secure foundations’; it is ‘a nonfoundationalist approach to human

knowledge’ (Phillips and Burbules, 2000: 29). Post-positivists believe that
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knowledge is ‘conjectural’ and that is ‘not based on unchallengeable, rock-solid
foundations’ (ibid.: 26). According to Creswell (2007: 20) it is still, however,
‘reductionistic, [...] cause-and-effect oriented, and deterministic based on a

priori theories’.

Interpretivism, in contrast to positivism and realism, establishes that there are
fundamental differences between social and natural sciences and the
researcher seeks to capture ‘the subjective meaning of social action’ (Bryman,
2008: 16). It urges the researcher to collect data on people’s beliefs and make
interpretations of ‘their actions and their social world from their point of view’
(ibid.: 16). In other words, the researcher seeks to investigate ‘the subjective
world of human experience’ (Cohen et al., 2007: 21). This study is exploratory in
nature investigating beliefs and understandings of the research participants and
the epistemological position employed for designing and conducting this

research is interpretivism.

Employing interpretivism does not mean that the researcher merely presents
the participants’ interpretations of the world (Bryman, 2008). The researcher
aims to fit the interpretations obtained ‘into a social scientific frame’ and
subsequently ‘a double interpretation’ takes place: the researcher offers ‘an
interpretation of others’ interpretations’ (ibid.: 17). A third level of interpretation
continues since what the researcher has put forward as interpretation needs ‘to
be further interpreted in terms of concepts, theories, and literature of a
discipline’ (ibid.: 17).
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Regarding ontological considerations, Bryman (2008) discusses their drawing
on objectivism and constructionism. He mentions that objectivism is an
ontological position affirming that ‘social phenomena and their meanings are
independent of social actors’ (ibid.: 19). The second ontological position, as
Bryman (2008) points out, refers to constructionism or constructivism. This
ontological position affirms that ‘social phenomena and their meanings are
continually being accomplished by social actors’ (ibid.: 19). It also denotes that
social phenomena are not only generated through social interaction but they are
continually being revised (ibid.). The ontological position adopted in this study
lies in constructivism as this study explores participants’ perceptions on a social
phenomenon, that is, the effects of bidialectism on students, which is generated

by social interactions.

One of the paradigmatic stances in qualitative research is social constructivism
which is frequently allied with interpretivism (Creswell, 2007). In this paradigm,
people ‘seek understanding of the world in which they live and work’ and they
also construct ‘subjective meanings of their experiences’ (ibid.: 20). These
meanings are developed and shaped ‘through [individuals’] interaction with
others’ and ‘through historical and cultural norms that operate in individuals’
lives’ (ibid.: 21). Adopting the social constructivist view, the researcher does not
intend to taper those meanings into a small number of categories but seeks to

understand ‘the complexity of [participants’] views’ (ibid.: 20).
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In addition, the questions put to the participants need to be ‘broad and general’
allowing them to ‘construct the meaning of a situation’ which is formed and
emerges through interacting with others (Creswell, 2007: 21). Creswell (2007:
21) suggests ‘open-ended questioning’, attentive listening to the participants
and focusing on the context, including the socio-historical setting to which
participants belong. Following this, the role of the researcher is to understand
and construe the perceptions that participants hold (ibid.). This stance was
adopted in designing and conducting this research in order to elicit participants’
perceptions on the topic researched. It needs to be acknowledged, however,
that the researcher’s background, knowledge, understanding and practices form

and influence the interpretation of the data (ibid.).

3.3. Research Framework

In qualitative research the glossary is formed by f‘[w]ords such as
‘understanding,” ‘discover,” and ‘meaning” (Creswell, 2007: 18). Qualitative
researchers seek to capture ‘a complex, detailed understanding of the issue’
being investigated (ibid.: 40). This might be a time-consuming process which
generates complex data but it allows the researcher to gain insights into social
phenomena. As Basit (2003: 151) points out, in exploring social phenomena

researchers need to focus on the ‘quality and richness’ of the data.

Many reasons may contribute in choosing to conduct qualitative research.
These stem from the researchers’ need to view ‘the inner experience’ of

participants, establishing an understanding of ‘how meanings are formed
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through and in culture’ and also ‘discover[ing] rather than test[ing] variables’
(Corbin and Strauss, 2008: 12). Its fluid, evolving, and dynamic nature’ draws
the attention of researchers who ‘enjoy serendipity and discovery’ (ibid.: 13).
However, this does not imply rejecting or devaluing quantitative methodological
approaches. As Corbin and Strauss (2008: 13) clarify ‘statistics might be
interesting’ but the ‘endless possibilities to learn more about people’ capture the
interests of qualitative researchers. They also point out that qualitative research
evidence is intrinsically ‘rich in substance and full of possibilities’, specifying that
multiple accounts can be drawn from this kind of data (ibid.: 50). Creswell
(2007: 16) states that in qualitative research ‘the idea of multiple realities’
emerged from the participants’ different perceptions and this is embraced by the

researchers.

The general view is that positivism relies mainly on quantitative approaches and
interpretivism on qualitative ones. Quantitative research focuses ‘on collecting
and analyzing information in the forms of numbers’ (Creswell, 2005: 41). In
contrast, a qualitative framework allows the researcher to gather ‘insights rather
than statistical perceptions of the world’ (Bell, 2005: 7). In addition, a qualitative
framework is appropriate for research that seeks to identify the behaviour of
people within a certain environment and the impact that this environment has on
their performance (Maxwell, 1996). Adopting a qualitative research framework
enables the researchers to interpret ‘what they see, hear, and understand’

(Creswell, 2007: 39).
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Throughout conducting qualitative research, researchers focus on
understanding the meanings that participants attach to the topic under study
(Creswell, 2007). The focal point is to explore the feelings of the participants
and the reasons for their feelings (Basit, 2003). This is the case of this study
since the aim focuses on capturing participants’ perceptions and understanding
their reasoning. Therefore, it was important to allow the participants to express

their own perceptions and beliefs openly, without pre-empting or prejudging.

In qualitative research data collection is performed in the ‘field’, namely at the
place where the subjects face or deal with the issue under investigation
(Creswell, 2007: 37). Explicitly, data are collected ‘by actually talking directly to
people and seeing them behave and act within their context’ (ibid.: 37). In such
a study the researcher makes efforts to come close to the participants to the
extent that is feasible, and take into account the context that is pivotal in
understanding the participants’ perspectives (ibid.). Thus, the research was
conducted at schools and in classrooms where the effects of GCD on students

in the context of MGL lessons could be explored.

3.4. Research Strategy: Case Study

Yin (2009) identifies three conditions which determine research method: the
nature of the research questions of the study, the researcher’s control over the
cases to be researched, and whether the focal point of the research lies in
current or historical events. For instance, as Yin (2009: 2) suggests, the case

study method is chosen to investigate cases which pose “how” or “why”
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questions’, when the control of the researcher over events is limited, and the
focus lies on ‘a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life context’. Through
case study researchers deal with ‘real people in real situations’ and they are
enable to understand that ‘context is a powerful determinant of both causes and
effects’ (Cohen et al., 2007: 253). Seeking to understand in depth the effects
that GCD might have on Lyceum B level students, a current issue operating in

real-life situations, required the adoption of a case study approach.

Nisbet and Watt (1984) stress that a case study can reveal ‘unique features’
that might possibly remain hidden in a survey and that ‘these unique features
might hold the key to understanding the situation’ (quoted in Cohen et al., 2007:
256). Best and Kahn (2006: 259) emphasise that ‘a case study probes deeply
and analyzes interactions between the factors that explain present status or that
influence change or growth’. This is significant, considering that if fundamental
elements remain unexplored, the research findings might be ambiguous and an
in-depth understanding of the particular context may not be achieved. The
research questions of this study called for a case study since this would allow

the collection of data that would answer the questions.

Case studies can be categorised into ‘exploratory, descriptive, [and]
explanatory’ (Yin, 2003: 5). The exploratory type serves to identify ‘the
questions and hypotheses of a subsequent study’ or to verify ‘the feasibility of
the desired research procedures’ (ibid.: 5). The descriptive type entails ‘a

complete description of a phenomenon within its context’ and the explanatory
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type seeks to collect data explaining ‘cause-effect relationships’ which explicate
‘how events happened’ (ibid.: 5). The case study type of this research involves
both descriptive and explanatory types, since the aim of the study focuses on
identifying, describing and explaining the effects of GCD on students within the

boundaries of the MGL lesson.

The case of this study focuses on the effects of GCD on GC Lyceum B level
students in the context of MGL lessons. Yin (2003: 9) argues that choosing the
cases to be explored is ‘one of the most difficult steps in case study research’.
He points out that the selection process should not be based on convenience or
access issues but primarily rely on ‘specific reasons’ explaining why the given
cases are appropriate and steer clear of ‘extensive or expensive’ procedures
(ibid.: 10). It needs to be acknowledged, though, that apart from methodological
considerations, practical factors influence the choice of the cases. In this case
they concerned issues of entry to the field, time constraints and expenses.
Despite this, the cases chosen met the criteria of the study and were

appropriate to be investigated as will be explained below.

Case studies can be classified into ‘single-case study’ and ‘multiple-case
studies’ (Yin, 2003: 5). Multiple case studies can be used for several reasons,
such as ‘replicatling] each other’, ‘predicting similar results’, ‘or contrasting
results’ (ibid.: 5). In this study 7 Lyceum B level MGL classes, with their 7 MGL
teachers, of two state Lyceums were involved. Schools of the same district were

chosen due to time constraints, distance factors, and expenses. Those schools
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were chosen because they were considered to be typical instances of urban

and rural GC Lyceums and the majority of the students were Greek Cypriots.

As Bryman (2008: 56) explains a typical case or more preferably ‘an
exemplifying case’ is not chosen because it is ‘extreme or unusual’ but because
it ‘epitomize[s] a broader category of cases’. Thus the findings of the particular
case can be applicable elsewhere (Denscombe, 2007). Those schools were
considered representative of average urban and rural Lyceums as most of the
students were from middle class families and were of similar socio-economic
status. Information about the characteristics of the schools, such as student
population, students’ family background, and class sizes, was collected from the
Registrar’s office of both schools. The urban school had 89 teachers and 519
students while the rural school 56 teachers and 305 students. According to the
Registrar’'s records there were not any students coming from poor or high
society families and the schools were not considered as elite society schools
neither as underprivileged and poor schools. It was also ensured that in both
schools the majority of the students were Greek Cypriots and the B level MGL

classes were of similar size.

The selection of the schools was relevant to the research design since this
study sought to investigate the effects that GCD might have on GC Lyceum B
level students in a typical school. Choosing typical instances of GC Lyceums a
representative example conforming to this norm was likely to be achieved. In

addition, the research design did not require a large number of participants
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which would involve many schools. It called for a small number of participants
as it was vital for answering the research questions of the study to explore
issues in depth and collect data that would cast light on the effects of GCD on

students.

The urban school was situated in central location of the district while the rural
was approximately 35 kilometres away. The reason for choosing an urban and
a rural school was to investigate whether there are any differences in the
intensity of the effects of GCD on students in MGL lessons because of the
location of the schools, and to triangulate the participants’ perceptions on the
issues investigated. Another reason was to identify if GCD is used at the same
level and in similar instances in both schools and whether there is any need for
different approaches to teaching because of the schools’ location. Choosing an
urban and a rural school was also essential in order that the findings are
relevant to the whole Cyprus school system, although not generalisable. It must
be noted that all state schools in Cyprus use the same curricula and material

sent by MOEC and follow the same instructions and teaching methods.

The purpose of case studies ‘is to illuminate the general by looking at the
particular’ (Denscombe, 2003: 30). This is also reflected in Yin’s (1998: 239)
statement that ‘even your single case can enable you to generalize to other
cases that represent similar theoretical conditions’. Every instance is unique,
but it could be argued that an understanding of similar cases can be achieved

and correlation among them can be established. However, ‘generalization is not
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always possible’ through case study (Bell, 2005: 11). It is acknowledged that
this research has certain limitations regarding the generalisability of its findings
due to the small number of participants and the nature of the study. On the
other hand, the thorough exploration of the topic under study might allow
transferability of the findings to similar contextual cases if the research is

vigorous and profundity is achieved in understanding complex issues.

3.5. Sample
Random sampling is rarely used in sociolinguistic studies since this technique
might produce a large amount of data and create difficulties in managing the
study (Llamas, 2007). A more frequently used strategy is judgement sampling.
This technique allows to the researcher to decide what kind of participants are
required for a certain study and thus, search the type of participants necessary
(ibid.). The participants might be associated with each other, sharing ‘the same
social network or community of practice’, or they might not be related at all

(ibid.: 13).

Teachers and students were considered to be the two crucial groups that could
provide relevant information. The same issues were explored from two different
angles, the teachers’ and students’ perspectives. The participants were all
Greek Cypriots whose mother tongue is GCD, except for one student who was
a British immigrant but fluent GCD speaker. He was included in one of the
underachieving student groups as the rest of the group students were his

friends and he insisted on coming along with them.
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The B level of the urban Lyceum occupied five classrooms and the rural three.
Each classroom consisted of approximately 20 to 25 students. In the urban
Lyceum all MGL teachers teaching Lyceum B level were observed and all of
them participated in the group interview. In the rural school one of the three
teachers refused to participate, thus only the other two teachers were observed
and also participated in the group interview. All the teachers had studied in
Universities in Greece and their age ranged from 53 to 31 at the time of the data
collection. Further characteristics of the teachers are provided in the table

below.

Table 3.1: Teachers’ characteristics

School Urban Rural
Gender Female Male Female Male
Number 3 2 1 1
Age 53 | 53 | 46 47 34 45 31
Teaching Years 20 | 22 | 17 21 10 16 5.5
Teaching Years at Lyceum 20 | 14 | 11 10 8 11 4
Teaching Years at B 2 5 4 8 5 6 3
Lyceum Level

Students, both male and female, attending B level in both Lyceums participated
in the research. The students’ ages ranged from 16 to 17. Purposive sampling
was used to choose the students who participated in the group task
observations and subsequently in the group interviews. As Simpson and Tuson
(1995) argue the sample should be appropriate in terms of the aims of the
study, thus random sampling was not employed. In the initial stages of data
collection, due to the existence and intensity of discipline problems | came

across during classroom observations, it was planned to collect data only from
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disciplined and academically successful students. However, while in the field,
after careful consideration it was decided to collect data from underachieving
students also in order to enhance the validity of the data since collecting data
only from academically successful students might have affected validity and
skewed the data. As Babbie (2008: 343) points out, one of the strengths of
qualitative research is ‘[f]lexibility’ which allows modifications of the ‘research

design at any time'.

Consequently, two different sets of student groups, involving both female and
male students, participated in this research, one of academically successful
students and one of underachieving students who had greater linguistic
difficulties in the school than the former and lagged behind academically. During
the selection process of the students, teachers’ input was required.
Academically successful students were considered those who received grades
from 18 to 20 out of a total of 20 points and underachieving students those who
received grades from 10 to 13 out of a total of 20 points. After explaining to the
teachers the criteria of students’ participation, they looked at their students’
records and identified several students who matched each group’s
characteristics. | then approached them with their teachers and invited them to
volunteer, emphasising my interest in their views and that they would be

provided with the chance to express their thoughts and beliefs freely.

The selection of these two groups of students, underachieving and

academically successful, was relevant to the research design. By choosing
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those two groups the representativeness of the student population in a typical B
level Lyceum classroom was increased. It was also interesting to collect data
indicating the effects of GCD on both academically successful and
underachieving students and also explore how these two sets of students

perceive those effects.

3.6. Methodological Tools & Procedures

During a four-month period in 2009, data were collected from the two state
Lyceums in Cyprus. The following sections present the data collection tools and

the iterative procedures this research followed.

3.6.1. Sources of data

A number of different components of the context explored can be examined
using a combination of research tools (Opie, 2004b; Creswell, 2007). Yin (2003:
4) claims that when the case study approach is used, due to ‘the richness of the
context’, the employment of several data collection methods is warranted. In
this research study the different sources to collect empirical evidence were:
classroom observations, group task observations, and semi-structured group
interviews. The research sequence followed in both schools is summarised in

the following table.
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Table 3.2: Research sequence

N
*45 minutes each
+ 3 pilot observations: 2 in urban school, 1 in rural school
| Classroom *9 observations: 5 in .urban s_,chool, 4 in rural school
Observations | <Data generated: digital audio-recorded speech data )
\

8 groups of students: 4 groups in each school
*4 groups: 2 of academically sussessful students, 2 of underachieving students
*each group: 4-5 students (male & female)

2. Group Task
Observ%tions «Data generated: digital audio-recorded speech data )

N
8 groups of students who participated in the group task observations
2 groups of teachers: 1 in urban school & 1 in rural school

3.Group *Data generated: digital audio-recorded speech data
Interviews y

Classroom observations were conducted first because it was crucial to establish
whether GCD was used in class. | then proceeded to conduct the group task
observations with the students and subsequently the group interviews with the
students and the teachers. The classroom observations familiarised teachers
and students with my presence and thus, the subsequent group task
observations and interviews were eased. It was also vital that group task
observations with the students took place before the interviews so they would
be more aware of the use of GCD and SMG and of the two varieties’ effects.
The teachers were interviewed in order to enable a comparison between their

teaching practice and their perceptions on bidialectism.

Digital voice recorders were used for recording the data produced from all
sources. Audio-recording in observations allows the researcher to collect ‘a

great deal of very rich data’ (Deckert and Vickers, 2011: 179). Delamont (2002),
141



however, suggests that recording observational data should be done as
discreetly as possible. Thus, one of the reasons that observations were not
video recorded was to reduce the researcher’s intrusiveness. In this study
audio-recording was, however, essential as field notes would not produce the
rich data on GCD use in class or students’ speech productions during the group
task observations. Nevertheless, this choice generated some delay in the
research procedures as the teachers were hesitant to be recorded while
teaching. Group task observations took place outside of class time and are

discussed in section 3.6.3.2.

Kvale and Brinkmann (2009: 179) point out that audio-recording interviews
allows the researcher to focus ‘on the topic and the dynamics of the interview’.
They also draw attention to the fact that recording provides the researcher with
the option of listening repeatedly (ibid.). Further advantages of digital voice
recorders are: the provision of ‘a high acoustic quality’, ‘record[ing] for many
hours without interruption’ and the direct transferability of the recorded material
to a computer (ibid.: 179). Efforts were made to find quiet environments in the
schools to enable good recordings of the group task observations and
interviews. The libraries turned out not to be very quiet places and | had to
interrupt the recording process several times. Instead | then used empty
classrooms. Throughout the field research | kept a diary in which | made
thorough notes of the research process and incidents which occurred and were
deemed important. This helped me to reflect on my research practice and keep
a detailed record of all actions taken. At certain points of data analysis those

notes were used to elucidate some of incidents that occurred.
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Audio-recording does not capture everything; for instance, the visual features of
the interactions (Deckert and Vickers, 2011). The rich data that video recordings
generate, however, require a substantial amount of time for analysis (Kvale and
Brinkmann, 2009). Also, in some settings audio-recording might be considered
more appropriate than video and preferable since it provides higher anonymity
(Deckert and Vickers, 2011). In cases where the importance lies in ‘what is
said’, it may not be useful to use video recording (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009:
179). In this research study spoken interactions during observations and the
content of the interviewees’ responses were more important, and so voice
recorders were employed. Where possible | took notes of body language
(mainly facial expressions) in my research diary after each group task
observation and interview as it was difficult to focus on the topics discussed and
take notes simultaneously. As Angrosimo and Mays de Pérez (2003: 107) state,
‘body language and other gestural cues [...] lend meaning to the words of the

persons being interviewed'.

3.6.2. Research Journey: Field relations

In this section the research process and how the practical problems faced were
managed are presented. Since the research took place in two schools, one
urban and one rural, planning and scheduling were crucial in order to conduct
the research within the time constraints. The research process was not a
straightforward one as | came across several challenges. Evidently, it is not

unusual to encounter unexpected obstacles when dealing with human beings.
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| faced high rates of unwillingness or hesitation to participate in the research on
the part of the teachers in the urban school and thus | had several meetings
with them. Their main concern was my observing and audio-recording them
while teaching. Simpson and Tuson (1995: 55) point out that observation is
undoubtedly ‘the most intrusive of all techniques for gathering data’. They claim
that when researchers ask if they can observe people, it is to be expected that
due to nervousness and defensiveness many of them may refuse. However, |
repeatedly negotiated with them explaining that the nature of data needed in
order to answer the research questions of this study demanded this kind of
recording. During the meetings with the teachers, | stressed that | would not
assess or criticise their teaching and that all the recordings would be used for
research purposes only. Borrowing an expression of Simpson and Tuson (1995:
56) | reassured them that | would be a ‘fly-on-the-wall observer’ as | would not
participate in the lessons and | would be ‘as unobtrusive as possible’.
Eventually, being sensitive to their concerns and clarifying my role to them a

relationship of trust started to develop.

Several reasons for the teachers’ reluctance were considered. The fact that |
approached them formally, indicating the official permission granted to me by
MOEC, providing them with the consent forms which required their signatures
and speaking to them in an academic language might have generated feelings
of insecurity. However, at the time | thought that this was an appropriate
approach so that teachers would take the research project seriously, but as
clearly shown it was dysfunctional in this particular context. Being an outsider

and not having extensive knowledge of the micropolitics of the school might
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have added to the creation of this situation. The bureaucratic process of
distributing consent forms and requesting their completion and return may have
hampered the research process but it was necessary and important. As Bell
(2005) points out, informed consent does not only guarantee that the
participants are aware of their rights and the researcher’s duties, but it also

provides the researcher with protection.

Subsequently, a friendlier approach towards the teachers was adopted, to the
extent that this was possible, and | also asked a retired teacher well-known to
them to accompany me to the school and ask them to re-consider their
participation in my research project. In addition, | informed them that they were
very welcome to contact my supervisor, either by telephone or email. Every time
| had a meeting with the teachers | also emphasised that they would all be
anonymised and made it clear to them that the names of all individuals and the
schools or any other details which might identify them would not be mentioned

in the study.

Gradually their stance towards me changed completely, they did not feel
threatened by me, and my presence was not causing them any frustration. By
the time the data collection was finished several teachers said to me that they
enjoyed my presence there and that they had got used to seeing me around the
school. | vividly remember one teacher in the urban school who recited to me an
extract of a well known poem by the Greek poet, Cavafis, ‘Waiting for the

Barbarians’ (‘epiuévovrac toug BapBapoug)) saying: ‘And now what is going to
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happen to us without barbarians?’ (‘Kai twpa 11 6a yévouue xwpic BapBapoug;’).
This verse means that people were waiting for the barbarians to come, conquer
them and make changes that would solve their problems but as the barbarians
did not appear, people were anxious and afraid of remaining alone with nobody
taking responsibility for them. Presumably, the teacher wanted to express that
she became used to seeing me around the school and she was anticipating and

expecting my presence there.

As time for the field research was limited, certain compromises were made.
There was an issue with the conduct of the interviews. The initial plan was to
interview each group of teachers and students three times. The first time |
would have interviewed them regarding the effects of bidialectism on learning
MGL, the second time on identity construction and the third time on expression
of critical thought. The idea was to have short interviews that would have been
more convenient to the participants. Unexpectedly, the participants preferred
one long interview rather three short interviews. However, after explaining to me
their busy schedules and that it was difficult to find three times when all of them
could gather for the interviews, it made more sense to arrange the interviews
differently. Therefore, | respected and accepted their wishes and as this
adjustment would not have any major impact on the data, since the questions
remained the same, | proceeded following the new outline. Practical
considerations are important and in this case changes in the research plan were

unavoidable.
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Rural school teachers were willing to participate in the research, except for one
who refused due to her busy schedule. Regarding the participation of the
students, in comparison to the teachers, the process was more straightforward
and students did not have any objections or concerns about audio-recording
them. The presence of the digital recorders did not seem to cause them any
anxiety; on the contrary they showed interest and curiosity about the recorders’
functions. Presumably, due to their familiarity and wide use of technologies,
such as digital cameras and mobile phones, they were more comfortable with

the recordings than their teachers.

Another factor which added to the complexity was travelling to the rural school.
The distance normally takes 35 to 40 minutes driving. However, it often took me
an hour and a half to reach the school. The rural route is a winding road, with
very limited opportunities for passing other cars, and driving during morning

traffic was especially time-consuming.

Despite the challenges, the research was conducted by making constant efforts,
adequate alterations and compromises. Overall, the research journey was
challenging but at the same time full of valuable experiences and constructive
incidents. The discussion will now focus on the research tools employed in this

research, ethical issues, and how sources of bias were managed.
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3.6.3. Observation

Two kinds of observations were employed, classroom observations of MGL
lessons, and group task observations. Using observation to collect data may
prove ‘difficult and complex’ but at the same time is ‘one of the most versatile
ways of gathering information (Simpson and Tuson, 1995: 3). Observation is a
valuable tool because ‘it is not unusual for persons to say they are doing one
thing but in reality they are doing something else’ (Corbin and Strauss, 2008:
29). Hence, observation is useful to ‘look directly at what is taking place in situ’
(Cohen et al., 2007: 398). It allows ‘direct access to social interactions’ and
provides ‘permanent and systematic records’ of those interactions (Simpson
and Tuson, 1995: 16-17). This enables the recording of meticulous and more
detailed data in comparison with any other methodological tool (ibid.).
Observation is also valuable in providing information on the behaviour of those
being observed who may be hesitant to speak for themselves (Opie, 2004c).
However, it is not possible to record everything that takes place in the setting

observed (Corbin and Strauss, 2008).

Moreover, observation helps the researcher to gain an objective view of the
participants’ actions and behaviours, as ‘the ‘observer’, unlike participants, can
‘see the familiar as strange’ (Opie, 2004c:122). This is also supported by
Simpson and Tuson (1995: 5) who claim that this is ‘an essential factor for
success’. They explain that this is achieved when the researcher ‘observe[s] in
a detached way’, notices things which would not have been noticed before, and

manages to add new perspectives on what is observed (ibid.: 5). However, one
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of observation’s main weaknesses is ‘its susceptibility to observer bias’ (ibid.:
18). As Angrosimo and Mays de Pérez (2003: 112) point out it is a fact that the

observer ‘brings his or her distinctive talents and limitations to the enterprise’.

Observation can be structured, semi-structured or unstructured and allows the
researcher to take a participant or non-participant role. Structured observation is
employed when the focal points are predetermined and fixed rather than
anticipating their emergence (Bell, 2005). Due to its nature this approach may
be negatively judged in terms of bias and subjectivity (ibid.). Structured
observations produce quantitative data, they are often used to quantify
occurrences of specific events, and statistical analysis is the preferred method
for this type of observation (Simpson and Tuson, 1995). ‘A semi-structured
observation will have an agenda of issues but will gather data to illuminate
these issues in a [...] less predetermined [...] manner’ (Cohen et al., 2007: 397).
Unstructured observation is employed in cases where researchers know the
reasons why observation is needed but might lack knowledge of the specificities
(Bell, 2005). In this study two approaches were employed, unstructured non-
participant classroom observations, and semi-structured participant group task
observations. Bell (2005: 188) emphasises that despite the nature and type of
the observations the researcher should ‘observe and record in as objective a
way as possible’. Further details and explanations on the reasons of why these

two approaches were chosen are provided in subsequent subsections.
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3.6.3.1. Why Classroom Observations

Classroom observations were employed firstly to collect evidence that GCD was
present in the Lyceum classroom and therefore, to enable the further conduct of
the research. Another reason of conducting classroom observations lies in what
Simpson and Tuson (1995: 4) refer to as ‘raising awareness’ of the issue
investigated and ‘trying to understand the world of others’. In short, classroom
observations were chosen to identify when, by whom, and why, GCD is used in
MGL lessons. Thus, attention focused on both teachers’ and students’ spoken
interactions. A variety of ‘Literature’ and ‘Expression - Essay’ sessions were
observed in order to gain a well-rounded picture of the use of GCD in the
context of MGL lessons as these are the two main categories of the MGL

subject.

The classroom observational data were not highly predictable or predetermined,
thus structured or semi-structured observations were not conducted. It was
considered unsuitable to devise schedules and categories and then attempt to
adjust the data collected into them. In addition, the lack of previous research
findings on the particular setting added to the decision of conducting
unstructured observations. The intention was not to quantify the occurrence of
specific events, for example how many times was GCD used in class, and
analyse this statistically but to gain an understanding on when, by whom, and

why, GCD is used.
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Conducting observations without any schedule categories places the researcher
in an ‘explicit position of uncertainty’ (Simpson and Tuson, 1995: 11). However,

this kind of observation allows the researcher:

[T]o view social interactions as a series of complex encounters in which
personal meanings, individual perspectives, and dynamic interactions are

the key factors

(ibid.: 11-12)

This observational approach is described as “naturalistic’ or ‘ethnographic” and
is employed in studies aimed at enhancing ‘understanding and insights’ on how
subjects realise and define phenomena, ‘how they behave in specific contexts’
and the ways they communicate and collaborate with others (ibid.: 12). In
addition, the researcher comes into the observation ‘with as open a mind as
possible as to what is going on’ (ibid.: 12). This approach enabled a holistic
view of classroom talk, gaining a general feeling of the context and allowing
issues to emerge and be captured. As | did not have specified types of
behaviour or talk to pay attention to, | was able to identify multiple aspects of
students’ linguistic behaviour which might not have been identified in the case
of conducting structured or semi-structured observations. However, it is
acknowledged that the observations conducted did not capture everything that

was going on in the classroom in great detail.
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Classroom observations were conducted without participating in the lessons as
the aim was to observe as an outsider, in a detached way and distance myself
from classroom spoken interaction. Thus, to borrow the term from Angrosimo
and Mays de Pérez (2003: 113) | acted as a ‘complete observer who conducts
observations ‘without interacting in any way with those being observed'.
However, as Bell (2005: 189) points out ‘observer[s] can never pass entirely
unnoticed’ but they should endeavour to be ‘as unobtrusive as possible’ in order
to minimise the impact on the people being observed and enhance the chances
that the ways they behave remain ‘close to normal as possible’. Nevertheless,
the participants will still know and be conscious that their speech is observed
and recorded; consequently, it is not feasible to erase the researcher’s

presence completely (Llamas, 2007).

Observation is also considered to be a ‘high demand on time, effort and
resources’ but the observational process can be eased to some extent through
piloting (Simpson and Tuson, 1995: 18). | conducted 3 pilot observations, 2 in
the urban and 1 in the rural school. This provided me with an initial picture of
the use of GCD in class, confirmed that GCD was present in the Lyceum
classrooms and gave me good reason to proceed with the research study.
Piloting also allowed me to familiarise myself with the classroom environment
and decide where to sit in order to minimise my impact by discussing this with
the teachers. Simpson and Tuson (1995: 54) point out that questions such as
where the researcher stands ‘physically, professionally and ethically’ are not

unimportant but have to be considered carefully and seriously.
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Piloting also ensured that the recording equipment (two digital voice recorders
with adjusted flat microphones) was working. Placing one recorder at the front
(teacher’s desk) and one at the back where | was sitting was practical since |
was able to check constantly that at least one of the recorders was working.
The urban school was located near a main artery road and some of the
classrooms were disturbed by traffic noise. With the consent of the teachers

and students the door and windows were kept closed.

During the piloting phase of observations, attempts to keep unstructured field
notes as additional information to the audio-recordings were made. However, |
eventually found that this technique did not help me to observe in a detached
way and pushed me into making instant, subjective judgements. As Simpson
and Tuson (1995: 7) point out ‘classroom life is very complex’ and it might prove
extremely hard to set any boundaries on what information is considered
essential and central and hence, recorded. Thus, | decided that in order to
minimise any sources of bias data collection would be only through audio

recordings, and analysis would be based on the transcripts of the recordings.

3.6.3.2. Why Group Task Observations

Group task observations were employed to investigate whether students’
linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change if GCD is allowed and what
might be the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of critical thought.

The purpose of group task observations, borrowing the words of Simpson and
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Tuson (1995: 4) again, lies in ‘raising awareness’ and ‘evaluating, measuring

and comparing’.

The tasks | chose involved the discussion of two texts (Appendix A) which were
chosen from the educational material of MOEC for teaching MGL in Lyceum B
level. The topic of text A was Racism and of text B Unemployment. These two
texts were chosen among a variety of texts after careful consideration. They
were of different length but the topics were well matched. They had similar
conceptual and linguistic difficulties and the topics were likely to stimulate
students’ interests and generate discussion. Those two topics were also chosen
because they were part of the thematic units of the material taught and part of
final examination syllabus. The rationale was that students would engage with
the tasks as it would be useful and constructive for them to discuss topics that
might be in their final examinations. Also, it was considered that the students
would feel more comfortable and willing to discuss topics they know and thus be

more vocal and participate in the task.

The groups received the following instructions:

Table 3.3: Instructions given to students

Group A: Text A — discussion in the native variety/GCD

Text B — discussion only in SMG

Group B: Text A — discussion only in SMG

Text B — discussion in the native variety/GCD

154



Possible designs were considered in order to abut to the above. This design
was considered appropriate as it would produce data indicating how the
imposition of using only SMG versus freedom to use the native variety affects
students’ ability to critically discuss a text as the same text was discussed in
both varieties accordingly. As the table indicates the order of the variety used
for discussing the texts was switched between group A and B. This ensured that
the topics of the texts were not influencing the intensity of students’ expressions
of critical thoughts neither how much they would say. Also, it enabled a
comparison of the groups as the data were produced from both groups on

particular texts under particular conditions.

In each group, the first text was read out loud by the researcher in order to allow
the students to focus their attention on the topic of the text. The group was then
asked to discuss the topic. The same procedure was followed with the second
text. The observations were semi-structured as there was a list of issues to be
explored during the tasks. Namely, in all group task observations the same
structure was followed and similar questions were posed by the researcher
(Appendix B). However, each discussion developed differently as students
expressed their own thoughts and commented on different aspects of the

topics.

The nature of the group task observations required my participation and thus |
acted as a participant observer, in terms of asking questions, facilitating the

discussion between the students and monitoring their interactions. As
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Angrosimo and Mays de Pérez (2003: 113) state, the role adopted in the

observations was that of “active-member researchers™ since | participated and
got ‘involved with the central activities of the group’. Students were allowed to
express themselves freely and | tried to encourage all students to participate in
the discussion. When the discussion was dominated by some students |
endeavoured to include the rest of the students by asking them if they agreed or
disagreed with their classmates or whether they had something else to
comment on. During the tasks | kept an open-ended stance to allow the

development of discussion between the students. Efforts were also made to

promote an inclusive ethos towards students’ expressed thoughts.

The discussions of the texts took place mainly between the students as | did not
express any ideas on the topics and | acted as a facilitator. In the particular
context it would have been dysfunctional to completely withdraw from the
discussion and leave the students alone to discuss the text without any kind of
guidance. However, despite being constantly present the discussions were not
teacher led or similar to those students were used to from class as they were
conducted for research purposes and not for teaching. This format of discussion
was chosen as the intent was to produce data reflecting how students express

critical thinking in SMG and in GCD.

The research sequence was apt since by conducting the classroom
observations in the first place allowed to the students to become familiar with

me which facilitated my role as a participant observer. It could be argued that
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the design of group task observations and the fact that they were conducted
before the group interviews with the students supports an LA methodological
approach. This is because by firstly conducting the group task observations
students might have become more aware of the language use and this might
have influenced their responses during the interview. However, it is important to
clarify that using an LA methodological approach was not the intention but it
should be acknowledged that it might have had an effect on students’ interview

responses.

Group task observations created the conditions where students wondered,
considered and became more aware about the impact that bidialectism might
have on their performance. It was also important to establish if students were
able to distinguish between the differences of GCD and SMG and it was
observed if they were capable of using them. The tasks raised, to some extent,
students’ awareness of their linguistic competencies, gave them the opportunity
to consider and reflect on the role that their dialectal mother tongue might have
or have not on their cognitive level, since their formal education did not embrace
a bidialectal approach. The oral performance of the students was observed and
the level of their engagement with the discussion of each text was also

examined.

A pilot group task observation with a group of 3 students who were originally my
students during the academic year 2005-06 and were currently attending B level

of Lyceum was conducted. The piloting revealed that the texts and the
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questions posed to the students were appropriate and could trigger critical
discussions. Also, it was decided that the duration of discussion would fluctuate

between 15 to 20 minutes.

3.6.4. Interviews

Interviews were conducted to collect evidence of students’ and teachers’
perceptions on the impact of GCD in the MGL lesson, on students’ identity
construction and their expression of critical thought. In educational research ‘the
natural thing to do is to talk to people’ (Drever 2003: 1). Conversation,
nevertheless, is not enough. Interview in research terms is a structured talk
which aims to produce data, helping both the researcher to collect the
information needed, and the participant to develop thinking and ideas
concerning the investigation subject (Denscombe, 2007). As Kvale and
Brinkmann (2009: 47) state interviewing is ‘a knowledge-producing activity’ in
which knowledge is actively generated through the interactions between the
researcher and the participants, throughout ‘questions and answers’.
Oppenheim (1992: 81) points out that interviewing ‘allow[s] the respondents to
say what they think and to do so with greater richness and spontaneity’ (quoted
in Opie, 2004c: 111). A competent researcher is also able to ‘follow up ideas,
probe responses and investigate motives and feelings’ something that cannot

be achieved through the use of questionnaires (Bell, 2005: 157).

In this study semi-structured interviews were conducted. Semi-structured

interviews have ‘a clear list of issues to be addressed’ and allow the interviewee
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to ‘develop ideas and speak more widely on the issues raised by the
researcher’ (Denscombe, 2007: 176). Semi-structured interviews allowed a
deep exploration of the interviewees’ opinions on the impact GCD has on
students’ learning and performances and also the emergence of additional
themes. As Cohen et al. (2007) point out, this type of interview permits the
exploration of additional issues related to the research questions of the
undertaken study. Semi-structured interviews also provide the interviewer with
control since probing explores ‘answers in-depth’ and prompts encourage
‘broad coverage’ of the topic investigated (Drever 2003: 13). Several times | had
to ask the participants to be more precise and explain what they meant. In this

way participants had the opportunity to reflect on their answers and justify them.

There are, however, several criticisms against interviews, specifically regarding
the knowledge generated from them. Kvale and Brinkmann (2009: 168) point
out that a frequently occurring criticism is that interviews are not ‘scientific’, they
encompass subjectivity, they do not test any hypothesis but they are
‘explorative’, they entail biases and less trustworthiness or validity, and they
cannot generate generalisations due to the small number of participants.
Nevertheless, those criticisms can be turned into strengths (ibid.). For example,
subjectivity may not necessarily convey biases but the subjective views of both
the interviewer and the interviewees may lead to ‘a distinctive and receptive
understanding of the everyday life world’ (ibid.: 171). Additionally, the
‘explorative’ nature of interviews can lead to ‘qualitative descriptions of new

phenomena’ (ibid.: 171).
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3.6.4.1. Why Group Interviews

Group interviews were conducted with teachers and students and two sets of
qguestions were used, one for the teachers (Appendix C) and one for the
students (Appendix D) to enable comparison of their responses. Bell (2005)
states that individual interviews are not always preferred and there are certain
cases that call for group interviews. Group interviews allow an assembly of
participants with different views and ideas, assuring a wider coverage of the
topic explored (Denscombe, 2007). During the group interview, participants
have the chance to agree with or oppose to any opinions that emerge through
the discussion (ibid.). The aim of using group interviews was to allow the
participants to interact with each other, to hear what others say and provide

them with the opportunity agree or disagree.

Moreover, group interviews are not as time-consuming as individual interviews
and they can feel less threatening than individual interviews (Cohen et al.,
2007). Efforts were made to manage and balance the asymmetrical power
relationship between me and the interviewees by creating a comfortable and
friendly environment for the interviewees, avoiding any kind of formality or

imposing control on them.

Conducting group interviews requires ‘skilful chairing’ (Cohen et al., 2007: 376).
As Opie (2004c) points out group interviews need to be carefully managed
assuring that all interviewees are involved and avoiding any dominant

participation. Bell (2005: 163) points out that the prevalence of one or two

160



‘strong personalities’ can influence the less talkative participants not to
articulate their views. Therefore, efforts were made to manage any dominance

by certain interviewees and ensure that everybody had an opportunity to speak.

The process of interviewing evolved differently in each group. There were
participants who were extremely talkative, others less talkative and some who
had little to say. Corbin and Strauss (2008: 28) suggest that to encourage quiet
participants the researcher should ‘have backup questions’. Thus, when
necessary, | tried to simplify the question, rephrase it to the extent it was

possible or repeat it at a slower pace.

On a different matter, even though the last question of both teacher and student
interviews asked for further comments, on two occasions participants made
their comments as soon as | turned off the recorder. Specifically, one teacher in
the urban school who was not very talkative during the interview started talking
to me as soon as | turned off the recorder, offering her deeply felt views in
favour of SMG. The second incident occurred with two students in the rural
school who told me after the interview that | had made them think about this
topic which they had never thought about before. In both cases | took note of

these contributions in my research diary.

Although constant efforts were made to have an equal number of students, and

a gender balance, in each group, due to the voluntary nature of the research
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this was not always possible. The duration of the group interviews also varied
due to the number of the interviewees and how much they had to say. In the
following tables the exact date, number of students and duration of each

interview is provided.

Table 3.4: Students’ Group Interviews in Urban Lyceum

Date Number of Students Duration
13.05.09 4 (3F & 1M) 00:26:26
14.05.09 4 (3F & 1M) 00:15:09
18.05.09 4 (4M) 00:20:16
18.05.09 5(1F & 4M) 00:17:21

Total: 17 (7F & 10M) 1:19:12

Table 3.5: Students’ Group Interviews in Rural Lyceum

Date Number of Students Duration
15.05.09 4 (3F & 1M) 00:27:30
15.05.09 4 (2F & 2M) 00:28:54
19.05.09 3 (2F & 1M) 00:21:22
29.05.09 2 (2M) 00:13:54
Total: 13 (7F & 6M) 1:31:40

The interview schedules were also piloted to ensure that the interviewees’

responses provide data that would answer the research questions of the study.
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According to Bell (2005: 147),

all data-gathering instruments should be piloted to test how long it takes
recipients to complete them, to check that all questions and instructions
are clear and to enable you to remove any items which do not yield

usable data.

The teachers’ interview schedule was piloted with a group of 4 MGL teachers
who were not currently teaching MGL in Lyceum B level but had taught in
previous years. The students’ interview schedule was piloted with the group of 3
students who participated in the piloting of group task observations. Pilot
respondents were asked to comment on the appropriateness of the questions.
Some of the pilot respondents commented that at certain points the language
was highly academic and not clear to them. As a result, several questions were
amended, rephrased and simplified. Piloting also informed me about the time
required, enhanced my chairing skills and reduced my nervousness. Moreover,
the pilot phase of the interviews revealed great confusion and contrasting
arguments among the interviewees regarding the role of GCD and this indicated
the need to investigate those issues in depth in order to enhance

understanding.

3.6.5. Ethical Issues

Several actions were taken to ensure that research would be conducted
ethically. In the first place, | gained ethical approval from the School of

Education, University of Leicester. This involved submitting an application with

163



the consent forms intended for the participants, teachers and students, the
parents or guardians of the latter and the head-teachers of both schools.
Permission was then requested from the MOEC in Cyprus. After examining the
proposed research design, the MOEC granted me permission to conduct the
research in both schools (Appendix E). | then visited the head-teachers of both
schools who gave their informed consent to the conduct of the research.
Subsequently, | met the MGL co-ordinators who helped me to arrange the

meetings with the MGL teachers and introduced me to them.

Denscombe (2007) states that the researcher should respect the rights of the
participants, avoid harming them and treat them with honesty. Creswell (2007:

44) summarises the ethical considerations as follows:

seeking consent, avoiding the conundrum of deception, maintaining
confidentiality, and protecting the anonymity of individuals with whom we

speak.

Bearing this in mind, the participants’ wishes were respected and their informed
consent for participating in this research was obtained. Informed consent was
also requested from the students’ parents or legal guardians. Participants were
informed that their participation in the research was voluntary and that they
could withdraw at any time even if they signed the consent form. Although the
consent forms were signed at the beginning of the study, every time that the
participants were involved they were informed again about the process, what

was required from them and how long it would take.
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The participants should be also provided with the essential information of the
topic to be explored (Sikes, 2004). Bell (2005: 156) points out that it is the
researcher’s duty to inform ‘what the research is about’, why they are chosen as
participants, what the process will be and how the data will be used. Hence, in
the meetings | had with the participants, and before conducting research, |
explained to them its purpose and the main aspects to be investigated. This
contributed to enhancing participants’ engagement while further explanations
about the reasons for being chosen as participants and the way the collected
data would be used, established rapport and trust. Additionally, | offered the
participants the opportunity to look at interview transcripts if they wished to do
so, to ensure the truthfulness of the data. However, none of the participants
requested to read the transcripts or indicated any desire to hear the recordings
except for one urban school teacher who asked to listen to the recording of her

lesson.

Finally, | emphasised the fact that the research was strictly confidential and
anonymous and that the collected data would be treated with integrity and
would only be used for academic purposes, such as international conferences
and future publications of the study. When participants are informed that will be
treated as anonymously as possible, their anxiety or insecurity can be reduced
(Deckert and Vickers, 2011). Lastly, everyone who participated in this research

was thanked personally by the researcher.
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3.6.6. Managing Sources of Bias

Corbin and Strauss (2008: 32) claim that ‘objectivity in qualitative research is a
myth’, but steps can be taken to limit effects of subjectivity and bias on the
collection and analysis of the data. In this kind of research, the notion of
‘[s]ensitivity stands in contrast to objectivity’ and this notion entails researchers
‘having insight, being tuned in to, being able to pick up in relevant issues,
events, and happenings in data’ (ibid.: 32). Sensitivity also enables researchers
to demonstrate the participants’ perceptions and distance themselves all the
way through their engagement with the data (ibid.). Despite the fact that the
development of such skills requires time and familiarity with research evidence
and participants (ibid.), this approach was employed in this study during the

conduct of the research and the data analysis.

Bell (2005) points out that there is a variety of reasons contributing to bias,
especially in cases where the research is conducted by one researcher who
might hold strong views on the issues researched. This can be also associated
with what Lincoln and Guba (1985: 39) call ‘human instrument’ where the
researcher acts as an instrument of collecting data and this might affect the
trustworthiness of the findings. As Creswell (2007: 206) points out ‘[s]elf-
reflection’ is a contributory action enhancing the validity of the research study.
Thus, the early identification of the increased likelihood of being biased was
rather turned into strength by being more aware, careful and cautious

throughout the research process. This is also reflected in what Lincoln and
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Guba (2003: 283) name reflexivity, that is, ‘the process of reflecting critically on

the self as researcher’ and involves ‘a conscious experiencing of the self’.

Bell (2005: 166) states during the conduct of interviews there are constantly
chances ‘of bias creeping into [them]'. It is recognised that strong sources of
bias were likely to exist during the interviews, since it is a procedure which
involves personal interaction between the interviewer and the interviewees.
Therefore, interviews were conducted through promoting discussion and
avoiding imposing an interrogative force on the interviewees, so as to allow
them to express their opinions without external influences. | also tried to
minimise my own subjectivity and bias by adopting a neutral stance, avoiding
using leading questions or convincing the interviewees to agree with me.
Reliability in interviewing can be achieved ‘by restating a question in slightly
different form at a later time in the interview’ (Best and Kahn, 2006: 337). This
technique proved useful in the conduct of the interviews, since some questions

needed rephrasing for some interviewees in order to get relevant responses.

The research participants were not informed about the precise topic of the
research study in order to avoid influencing their perceptions and ensure the
truthfulness of the data collected. It is noteworthy that after the conduct of the
interviews many of the participants asked me about my beliefs and my views on
the issue of bidialectism. Therefore, it can be assumed that to some extent |
managed to minimise my own bias and not influence their responses since they

did not know if | was in favour of bidialectism or not. Nevertheless, it is
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recognised that complete detachment from the research study is impossible but
efforts to be systematic and rigorous not only throughout the research process

but also during the analysis were made.

The translation of the findings in English was another issue considered. Every
effort was made for a precise and accurate translation of the research
transcripts which was also reviewed by a qualified translator proficient both in
Greek and English. In addition, a native speaker of English looked at the
translation and ensured that it was anglicised. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged
that there are certain concepts and expressions that have no exact equivalents
in English. In the analysis chapter, extracts from classroom observation and
group task observation transcripts are shown in the original language
accompanied by the English translation in parenthesis. Omitting the original
language was considered to be counterproductive because in these two
particular sets of data much rests on how the participants used the varieties, not
just what their views were. Thus, the reader would not have been able to
appreciate that if the original language text was removed. Whereas in the
interview findings it was not considered essential to present extracts in the
original language since the focal point was predominantly laid on the content of

the participants’ expressed viewpoints.

A way of validating the data is triangulation which is defined as ‘the use of two
or more methods of data collection’ (Cohen et al., 2007: 141). It is, according to

Campbell and Fiske, (1959) ‘a powerful way of demonstrating concurrent
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validity, particularly in qualitative research’ (quoted in Cohen et al., 2007: 141).
Scaife (2004: 72) also emphasises that it enhances the ‘credibility’ of research
and Bell (2005) suggests that it is important to validate the data gathered
through another method when research is conducted within a limited time.
Therefore, the three methods of data collection of this study were used, where
possible, to cross-check the evidence gathered and identify any contradictions

between the participants’ observed actions and their interview responses.

In the following section the process of data analysis generally and specifically in

each set of data is presented and explained.

3.7. The process of data analysis

It is argued that in qualitative research data analysis is ‘the most difficult and
most crucial aspect’ since it is not ‘a mechanical or technical exercise’ but ‘a
dynamic, intuitive and creative process of inductive reasoning, thinking and
theorizing’ (Basit, 2003: 143). In this study, the process of data analysis
involved several stages where the aforementioned features were gradually and

regularly experienced as the analysis progressed.

In the following sections the stages of data analysis are explicitly illustrated and
discussed. Initially, all data gathered were transcribed, then subsequently

coded, and lastly interpreted. Thematic analysis was performed on the interview
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data. In addition, where possible data were cross-checked in order to

triangulate results and enhance the trustworthiness of the findings.

3.7.1. Transcribing the data

All data recorded from classroom observations, group task observations and
interviews were transcribed using Express Scribe, which allows different audio
playback speeds. Considering issues of validity and reliability of the transcripts,
a critical friend was asked to listen to the recordings and look at my transcripts

in order to ensure the quality and accuracy of the transcripts.

Deckert and Vickers (2011) point out that a transcript should include the
necessary details that will allow the researcher to analyse the language used in
relation to the questions asked. The transcripts produced contain details
indicating pauses, sentence interruptions, feelings or expressions and where
necessary the use of GCD was italicised and underlined (see list of transcription
conventions on page XIV). For instance, in the interview transcripts italicising
and underlining GCD was not necessary as the analysis focused on the
interviewees’ perceptions and ideas on the issues discussed rather than the
medium of expression. As Kvale and Brinkmann (2009: 186) suggest, it is
practical to consider ‘[w]hat is a useful transcription’ according to the research

objectives of the study.
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The total database of research evidence took the form of detailed transcripts: 9
of classroom observations, 8 of group task observations with the students, and
10 transcripts of group interviews: 8 of students and 2 of teachers. All students
were given pseudonyms to protect their anonymity. Teachers’ identities were
‘disguised’ as far as possible and in the analysis are referred to as T1, T2 and
so on. The recordings were listened to and transcripts were read many times in

order to increase and enhance familiarity with them.

No matter how detailed a transcript is, it cannot indicate all the elements and
features of the live experience of the interview. As Kvale and Brinkmann (2009:
178) argue, audio recording entails an ‘abstraction from the live physical
presence’ of the interviewees, without any indication of ‘body language’. They
add that by transcribing the interview a further ‘abstraction’ is implemented as
the oral speech is transformed into ‘a written form’ in which ‘the tone of the
voice, the intonations, and the breathing are lost’ (ibid.: 178). Transcripts might
have fragmented and weakened the physical status of data but were an

essential step towards analysing them.

3.7.2. Coding

One of the important steps in analysis is coding in order to ‘organize and make
sense of textual data’ (Basit, 2003: 143). N-Vivo was considered for organising
and analysing the data. Becoming familiar with the software was necessary and
training seminars were undertaken. Initial coding of interview data was

performed on N-Vivo but analysis of the data by this management tool could not
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proceed since the language of my data, a mixture of GCD and SMG, was not
supported by N-Vivo and | could not perform searching and designing models.
In addition, the software created a distance between me and the data, limited
and restrained data interpretation, and it was evident that it affected the analysis
process. For instance, through manual analysis on the same transcripts | was
able to identify more themes in the data than on N-Vivo. Perhaps, the way data
are managed on N-Vivo, shredded and fragmented, may have affected my
analytical and interpretation skills. Taking into account my inclination towards
manual analysis the idea of using N-Vivo was rejected and data were manually

coded and analysed.

Coding is the action of ‘taking raw data and raising it to a conceptual level’ and
researchers perceive it ‘as “mining” the data’, excavating to find out “the hidden
treasures™ (Corbin and Strauss, 2008: 66). At the beginning | performed open
and free coding of the data, which led to the creation of a large number of both
general and specific codes. Simpson and Tuson (1995: 80) state that in order to
decide what to code, it is fundamental to ‘organise the data in categories
representing characteristics, patterns or themes’ and subsequently support
them with evidence. In all three types of data this technique was employed,
having in mind the research questions too, in order to avoid or exclude
irrelevant codes. However, it was essential, as Simpson and Tuson (1995: 81)
point out, to develop ‘exhaustive’ categories which would cover all data and be

‘mutually exclusive’ which ensures that ‘overlapping’ does not occur.
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In summary, coding ‘allow[s] the researcher to communicate and connect with
the data’ enabling an understanding of the emergent themes (Basit, 2003: 152).
This was achieved as after coding and sub-coding the data were reduced so |
could manipulate and explore them more easily. During the coding process
there are two main procedures, ‘the making of comparisons’ and ‘the asking of
questions’ (Basit, 2003: 144). Simultaneously | searched for themes, patterns,
contrasts or anything unexpectedly different. As Creswell (2007: 153) suggests,
coding is employed for developing descriptions and themes which in turn
enables the representation of expected, unexpected, and ‘conceptually
interesting or unusual’ information. Since the database consisted of 3 different
kinds of data the codes and themes emerged from each kind of data are
presented in subsequent sections. The codes were applied to each set of data
through colour-coding by using the text highlighting facility of Microsoft word

and then descriptions were inserted in brackets.

3.7.3. Interpretation

Bell (2005: 167) suggests that being ‘wise[,] vigilant, [and] critical’ while
interpreting data, and frequently questioning ‘our practice’ is crucial. Efforts
were made of being systematic and keeping a critical and sceptical stance. A
useful techniqgue was to pose questions, challenge my decisions and draw

comparisons in the data where possible.

Corbin and Strauss (2008) point out that in order to make feasible the

interpretation the researcher or the analyst needs to understand the results
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derived from participants. They also argue that data interpretation is an endless
process since the researcher constantly considers the data, extends, amends
and reinterprets interpretations as innovative ideas come up (ibid.). It is thus
essential ‘to brainstorm, try out different ideas, eliminate some, and expand

upon others’, prior to making any concluding remarks (ibid.: 46).

Moreover, when analysing qualitative data, different researchers may
concentrate on different facets of the data, produce dissimilar interpretations,
discover diverse implications and even from the same datum extract differing
conclusions (Corbin and Strauss, 2008). In addition, the same researcher may
view the same research evidence in a different way at different times adopting a
different ‘angle’ or ‘prism’ or ‘perspective’ for scrutinizing the data (ibid.: 50). In
order to explore the data to the maximum possible extent within the time
constraints, | occasionally discussed them with two critical friends who pointed
out perspectives | could not see at that moment as | was immersed in the data.
This also aided in expanding my understanding of the topic investigated as well

as enhancing and sharpening data interpretation.

Furthermore, the levels of analysis may vary from ‘superficial description to
theoretical interpretations’ (Corbin and Strauss, 2008: 50). Initially, data were
descriptively analysed which was an essential step in order to interpret them in
depth which was also important as a thorough analysis is expected to ‘generate
new knowledge' along with ‘deeper understandings’ since it ‘dig[s] deeper

beneath the surface of the data’ (ibid.: 50-51). Nevertheless, this does not mean
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that there was great attention paid to every small detail. As Corbin and Strauss
(2008: 51) claim analysts should not seek for ‘[m]inutia’ but that skills of analysis

lie in the following:

knowing what ideas to pursue, how far to develop an idea, when to let
go, and how to keep a balance between conceptualization and

description.

How each type of data was analysed is presented below.

3.7.4. Classroom observation data

The aim of collecting classroom observation data was to document and provide
an overall picture of when, by whom, and why, GCD is used in MGL lessons.
This was considered constantly in order to stay close to the primary aim and
have a controllable focus. In the first place, it was essential to distinguish
between the two varieties used in class. As a fluent dialect speaker with GCD
as my mother tongue and having studied Greek Philology, | made use of my
own knowledge to identify and classify GCD and SMG variants. However, two
critical friends, a GCD and a SMG speaker, were asked to cross-check the
resulting classification of the two codes. GCD variants were identified on the
basis of morphology, lexicon, syntax and phonology. The use of GCD was
italicised on transcripts to ease the analysis process and at a subsequent stage
it was also underlined, as this made incidents where GCD was used stand out

more clearly.
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An attempt to describe GCD variants and categorise them into phonological,
morphological, syntactical and lexical units was made which led to linguistic
descriptions and quantifications of GCD. However, this process aided cross-
checking of the classification of the two varieties, as GCD variants were not

categorised by instant subjective judgements but through a thorough analysis.

The coding system was devised by reading line-by-line the data and describing
every interaction that took place in the lessons observed. The description of
those interactions led to the development of categories. Then a dichotomy was
established which aided the categorisation, that is ‘lesson-focused’ and ‘non-
lesson-focused’ incidents. Classroom data were also categorised in two

separate categories: teachers’ speech and students’ speech.

A process of generating main categories and subcategories of GCD was
undertaken. Spoken data can demonstrate many linguistic variables but, as
Smith (2007: 30) points out, the most significant factor in choosing the variable
is ‘frequency’. Thus, categories were developed taking into account the
incidents which were frequently found in the data. The categories which
emerged from the classroom observation data are presented in the following
tables (See also Appendix F for an illustrative extract of coded classroom

observation data).
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Table 3.6: Teachers’ oral productions: Lesson-focused incidents

Lesson-Focused

Instructing

Explaining facts, key elements, concepts
Activating prior learning

Motivating students to think

Asking questions to confirm that students

Orienting

Presenting lesson objectives
Setting lesson expectations
Giving instructions

understood Critiquing
Asking questions to clarify something to Praising
students Criticising
Assessing Correcting

Asking questions to assess knowledge
Checking homework

Assigning homework

Assigning task

Checking assigned task

Suggesting corrections to students’ answers
Nominating other student to review the answer
Disagreeing

Table 3.7: Teachers’ oral productions: Non-Lesson-focused incidents

Non-Lesson-Focused

Disciplining

Behavioural reprimanding
Behavioural warning
Disciplinary action

Reprimanding for not having done homework/assigned task
Reprimanding for not participating/writing/speaking loud/speaking more

Table 3.8: Students’ oral productions: Lesson-focused incidents

Lesson-Focused

Expressing ideas

Explaining something
Dis/Agreeing

Commenting on what others
said

Asking questions
Expressing query
Seeking confirmation
Expressing challenge

Answering questions
Brief answers

Justifying answers

Adding to previous answers

Table 3.9: Students’ oral productions: Non-Lesson-focused incidents

Non-Lesson-Focused

Other interactions
Making up excuses
Talking back to the teacher
Reacting spontaneously

After the development of the above categories and sub-categories, it was

examined who used GCD variants in their speech and who had a tendency to

use more standard variants throughout the incidents of these categories. This

proccess was eased as the GCD variants were italiced and underlined and
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were noticeable. This enabled the identification of by whom and when GCD was
used. Subsequent to categorising by whom and when GCD or SMG was used,
efforts were made to identify why the participants incorporated dialect or
standard variants in their speech. This process involved an examination of
every incident of GCD use and code-switching. Exploring in detail when the
participants code-switched, it was possible to come to certain conclusions which
shed light on why the participants might have used dialectal or standard
variants in their speech. My dual role as a researcher and as an insider, being a
Greek Cypriot, helped in analysing and understanding incidents of code-
switching. As Bullock and Toribio (2009: 16) point out, in order to investigate
code-switching in certain communities, the sociolinguist should have extensive
knowledge about the community under study and preferably about ‘the socio-
historical situation of language contact’. Apart from the socio-cultural knowledge
needed to analyse code-switching practices, it is also important to take into
account ‘the details of its local production in the emerging conversational
context’ which it forms and counters for (Auer 1998). Acquiring this kind of
knowledge is crucial, considering that when exploring code-switching from a
sociolinguistic position attention is drawn to speakers’ language behaviour and
use which are closely associated with their social identity and facets of their

social life more broadly (Gardner-Chloros, 2009).

The characteristics of the lessons of each teacher are briefly summarised in the

table below as these might have influenced the spoken interactions.
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Table 3.10: A synopsis of teachers’ teaching styles

Teacher 1 (Rural School)

The lessons observed were student-centred. T1 allowed the students to express their
own beliefs, agree or disagree with others, and prompted them to justify their positions.
Even underachieving students participated in class discussions. The teacher listened to
students’ perceptions attentively, guided them to develop logical thinking and facilitated
the discussion in order that students come to their own conclusions.

Teacher 2 (Rural School)

The lessons observed were teacher-centred. T2 allowed the students to participate but
the discussion was teacher-led. The teacher did not allow the students to expand on
what they were saying and become more explorative, but often interrupted them. There
were, however, incidents where the teacher tried to trigger the students to think critically
and motivate them to participate in the discussion but again took the leading role.

Teacher 3 (Urban School)

At the beginning of the lesson T3 attempted to act as a facilitator and let the students
express their views. Then for the rest of the lesson the teacher dominated the
interaction as the students were frequently interrupted when they were expanding and
becoming more explorative. T3 directed the discussion and set the tasks. The students
were laconic and did not say much, except for 3 students out of the 22 who were the
dominant participants.

Teacher 4 (Urban School)

T4 let the students express their beliefs, listened to them and often encouraged them to
expand their responses and come to their own conclusions. The teacher also
challenged the students with provocative statements and they in turn reacted by offering
their views and developing their arguments.

Teacher 5 (Urban School)

T5 led the lesson’s discussion and often interrupted the students. 2 students out of 20
participated actively in the lesson. The few other students who spoke were very
reserved. There were also incidents where the teacher criticised the students for not
being able to find the correct answer.

Teacher 6 (Urban School)

The lesson observed was teacher-centred; T6 led the discussion and interrupted the
students frequently while talking. Attention was paid only to the students who offered
correct answers to the questions posed by the teacher and when students suggested
something else the teacher immediately disagreed and proceeded to the next task.

Teacher 7 (Urban School)

Although T7 asked the students to be explorative and justify their responses, the
discussion was teacher-led, and when students participated they did not say much but
offered brief responses.

3.7.5. Group Task observation data

The two research questions to be answered through group task observational

data were how students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes might
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change if GCD is allowed, and what the effect of GCD exclusion on students’

expression of critical thought might be.

As a first step the discourse produced from discussing the two texts was
compared. As there was a considerable difference in the length of each
discussion, with most of the texts discussed in GCD substantially longer, word
counting was performed. Even though clear instructions were given to the
students to discuss one of the texts only in SMG, in practice the students
subverted this by introducing GCD variants in their speech. Thus, GCD variants
were italicised, underlined and counted in order to identify how much discussion
there was in SMG. Subsequenlty, the uses of SMG were deducted in the
discussions where GCD was encouraged. A comparison of the ratio of GCD
use in each condition was performed to examine whether the use of GCD was
higher in the discussions where GCD was allowed. After this a chi-square test
was performed in order to look at whether any differences were significant
between the observed and the expected values. This kind of analysis
determined word as the unit of analysis, as it was the only element to indicate

the frequency of GCD uses in those discussions.

Seeking to identify whether students express critical thoughts more easily when
they were allowed to use GCD and how the SMG imposition influenced their
expression of CT, their linguistic choices were scrutinised and why they used
each variety at certain times was considered. Critical thought was identified

through characteristics such as independent thinking, logical thinking, when
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students expanded their ideas, examined something from different angles,
provided examples, justified their responses and engaged in the discussion.
Incidents where students engaged in the discussion by responding critically to
what their classmates expressed, for instance disagreeing with them, were also
counted as CT. When critical thoughts were expressed in SMG the
grammaticality of speech was also considered. Critical thoughts were counted
and lists of thoughts were formulated to compare the quality of students’
thinking and also to specify how many critical thoughts were expressed by each
student. Repetitions of words and phrases from the texts were also counted in
order to triangulate the measuring of critical thoughts. The frequency of pauses
was also measured but was not considered in the analysis as | could not
identify the reasons why the students paused. On the contrary, self-correction

instances were identified, counted and considered in the analysis.

The description of the interactions and incidents occurred in classroom
observations aided in devising the coding system applied to this set of data. The
coding system was divided into two categories: ‘When GCD was allowed’ and
‘When GCD was not allowed’ and is provided in the following table (See also

Appendix G for an illustrative extract of coded group task observation data).
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Table 3.11: Coding system: Group Task Observations

When GCD was not allowed When GCD was allowed
o Short answers/contributions o Short answers/contributions
- short expressed thoughts with GCD - short expressed thoughts (no
interference (no expansion, no expansion, no analysis)
analysis)
- unfinished thoughts (rushed to end)
o Expressed thoughts closely related o Expressed thoughts closely related
to segments of texts to segments of texts
- reproduction of text - reproduction of text
- repetition of phrases - repetition of phrases
o - prompted development of critical
discussions
o Expressed CT o Expressed CT
- without GCD variants (simplistic / - analytical / expanded
commonly referred to issue) - well-articulated/completed thoughts
- with GCD variants (justified ideas) - issues discussed in depth
- issues explored from different angles
o Self-correction incidents - logical conclusions
- cause confusion to student - discussion development among
- sounded funny (others laughed) students
- unnoticed
- correction of some GCD variants not
all

Incidents where code-switching took place were identified and the reasons why
they might have occurred were explored. To enhance understanding of code-
switching incidents three types of factors shaping code-switching situations
were considered. According to Gardner-Chloros (2009: 99) these factor sets

might overlap and interact and are as follows:

1. Factors independent of particular speakers and particular circumstances
in which the varieties are used, which affect all the speakers of the
relevant varieties in a particular community

2. Factors directly related to the speakers, both as individuals and as
members of a variety of subgroups

3. Factors within the conversations where code-switching takes place
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3.7.6. Group Interviews

The interview data provided evidence on the GCD role in the MGL lesson in the
GC Lyceum through students’ and teachers’ perspectives. More specifically,
participants’ views were gathered to indicate whether there was a conflict
between SMG and GCD in the MGL lesson and if the use of dialect enhanced
or impeded teaching and learning of MGL in this case. In addition, issues of
students’ identity construction were explored as well as the effect of GCD

exclusion on students’ expression of critical thought.

A set of predetermined codes was used which derived from the research
questions but it was enriched, revised and expanded during the process of
coding the data. For instance the code ‘identity construction’ was subsequently
divided in ‘Cypriot identity’, ‘Greek identity’ and ‘Greek-Cypriot identity’. Through
examining and reading line-by-line the transcripts descriptive codes were
produced. Repeated efforts were made to identify any common links between
codes, aiming to separate the broader and more general codes from the
specific ones that allowed their categorical adjustment into codes and sub-
codes. For example the specific sub-codes ‘GCD: a symbol of culture’ and
‘GCD: a rustic form of language’ formed the more general code ‘Perspectives
on GCD'’. This process was time-consuming and required the adoption of an
open and exploratory stance towards the data. As Corbin and Strauss (2008:
52) claim it is ‘with time and immersion in the data’ that the researcher becomes
capable of grouping and categorising them and identifying their potential

meanings, and any correlations between them.
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After producing and refining the codes from descriptive to more analytical and
theoretical, two coding systems were devised and applied to interview data: one
for students’ and one for teachers’ interview data. These are presented in the

following tables indicating the relationship between coding and interpretation

(See also Appendix H for an illustrative extract of coded interview data).

Table 3.12: Coding system: Students’ interview

Perspectives on GCD &
MGL

MGL & GCD usein class

Does GCD enhance or
impede MGL learning?

e GCD
-Symbol of culture / history
-Rustic language
-Part of MGL

. MGL
-Formal (official, standard)
-Important /prestigious
-International / rich
-Kind / polite

. Relationship
-Similarities
-Differences

. MGL use
-In writing
-Sometimes in speech
-It sounds funny
-Must use

. GCD use
-In speech
-To express themselves
-Class discussion
-Natural way of talking

. Asset
-Similarities to Ancient
Greek
-Similarities to SMG

. Obstacle
-Differences between the
varieties
-GCD extensive use

Students’ difficulties

. Lexicon
. Expression

e Comprehension

Including or excluding
GCD?

Effects of code-switching

GCD & CT Expression

. Including
-Right to use their
language
- Eases expression
- Creates intimacy
-Teachers’ reactions
. Excluding
-Inappropriate for
education
-Need to acquire SMG

e Code-switching to GCD
-Eases expression
-Do not realise it

e  Code-switching to SMG
-Feel strange/confused

e  -Affects clarity

e GCD: afacilitating tool
-Freedom to express their
thoughts
- Express with precision

. SMG: a barrier
-Express less
-Express vaguely
-No expression

Identity construction

Root of the problem

A bidialectal solution

. Cypriot identity
-GCD symbol of identity
-Special/ own identity
-Indicates origins
-Feel who truly are
-Unfair negative attitudes
towards GCD
. Greek identity
-Adopt other roles
-Imitate
-Be more serious
-Uncomfortable identity
. Greek-Cypriot identity
-Dual identity

. Extensive use of GCD

. Current educational
policy

e  SMG imposition

. Become aware of the
differences between GCD
and SMG

. Become aware of GCD
elements

. Inclusion of GCD

The introduction of GCD as
new module

The delivery of MGL lesson

e  GCD Lexicon/Etymology
. GCD Poetry/Literature

Teacher-centred

No discussion

Most difficult module
Imposition of knowledge
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Table 3.13: Coding system: Teachers’ interview

Perspectives on GCD &
MGL

Effects of diglossia

GCD usein class

e GCD
-Local variety
-Heavier variety/sounds
-Foreign lexicon
-Ancient Greek

e MGL
-Official language
-National language
-Written language

e Relationship
-Similarities/common
elements

e  Essay writing

e  Students’ speech
-Poor lexicon
-Hesitancy

. Difficulties in acquiring
MGL

. MGL comprehension

e To provide explanations

. To enhance
comprehension

. To give instructions

e Toteach GCD
literature/poetry

Students’ linguistic needs

GCD & CT expression

GCD & Students’ identity

. Lexicon
e  Expression
. Syntax

. Definitions of CT

e CT Teaching

. Exclusion of GCD causes
difficulties in expressing
CT

. Central symbol of identity
. Element/part of identity

. Local identity

. Special identity

MGL Curriculum

Teachers’ Unawareness

Any solutions?

. Effective
. Problematic

. No seminars
. No training

. No solutions

. Change of language
policy

. Introduction of GCD
module

Qualitative analysis is ‘inductive’ and entails researchers’ ‘working back and

forth between the themes and the database’ in anticipation of the development

and establishment of a complete ‘set of themes’ (Creswell, 2007: 37-39). The

process followed aims to reduce the amount of data by categorising them into

themes. This technique helped to eliminate irrelevant information and establish

the clarity between the themes. The identification of themes facilitated the

development of a structure which included both general themes and more

specific sub-themes. As Corbin and Strauss (2008) state concepts or themes

structure the outline of the analysis as they help the researcher to group and

organise the data since concepts fluctuate on different levels, in terms of

generalisation and specificity.
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Simpson and Tuson (1995: 80) argue that data analysis should ‘generate
explanations as defensible accounts of the situation being investigated’. This
can be achieved by examining and exploring the data, developing categories
and constantly reconsidering the data, searching ‘both confirmatory and
contradictory evidence’ (ibid.: 80). Thus as far as possible | tried to embrace all
participants’ perceptions and present a representative sample of them. Attention
was paid to contradictory opinions and minority views that were put forward by
the participants. Lastly, selecting participants’ quotations was also a strategy

employed in order to enrich and illuminate the presentation of the data.

The final themes of interview data are summarised in the table below.

Table 3.14: Interview themes

Students interview data Teachers interview data

e Perspectives on GCD & MGL e Perspectives on GCD & MGL
e MGL & GCD use in class The effects of bidialectism/diglossia
Does GCD enhance or impede MGL on acquiring MGL

learning? e GCDusein class
e Including or Excluding GCD? e Students’ linguistic needs
e Students’ greatest difficulties in MGL e GCD & students’ CT expression
o Effects of Code-switching e MGL curriculum: problematic or
e |dentity Construction: Cypriot or Greek effective?
or Greek-Cypriot? e GCD & students’ identity construction

e GCD & CT Expression

Emergent themes were also identified. In students’ interviews these were: the
root of the language problem, the introduction of GCD as a new module,
whether a bidialectal solution would be beneficial, and why the way MGL lesson
is delivered might be problematic. In teachers’ interviews the emergent themes
were: the teachers’ unawareness on bidialectism issues and whether there are

any solutions to the language issue concerning Lyceum education.
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In the following Chapter the findings emerged from the analysis are presented

and discussed.

187



Chapter 4: Findings

4.1. Introduction

This Chapter is informed by the research questions of the study and is divided
into three main sections. The first section considers the findings that emerged
from classroom observations, the second section those that emerged from

group task observations, and the third presents interview findings.

4.2. Classroom Observations

When, by whom, and why, GCD is used in the context of MGL lessons was the
research question to be answered through classroom observation data. All
classroom observations in both lyceums provided tangible evidence that GCD
was present in class in both teachers’ and students’ speech. The data revealed
that in some classrooms it was used extensively and in others less frequently.
In addition, the effect of the schools’ location was not significant. It was
observed that both urban and rural school participants had similar dialectal
interference in their oral productions, and the use of GCD fluctuated at similar

levels.

Analysing the transcripts in detail, the complexity of spoken language was
revealed. SMG and GCD existed side by side, coinciding with, and
complementing each other. They were used both on their own and in intense
code-switching, by teachers and students, for a variety of purposes in

classroom interactions. After careful analysis and despite the personal styles of
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teachers and students, some systematic patterns linked to either GCD or SMG

were identified.

Overall, classroom observations in the rural (COR) and in the urban (COU)
school revealed that there was a tendency to use more SMG variants during
lesson-focused incidents in comparison to non-lesson-focused incidents where
GCD variants appeared more frequently. It could be argued that most of the
participants perceived learning and teaching as more formal and made efforts to
use SMG, while in non-lesson-focused incidents they expressed themselves

more informally using dialectal variants.

4.2.1. Teachers’ speech

T2, T4 and T6 used mostly GCD variants during lesson-focused incidents while
T1, T3, T5 and T7 used mainly SMG. It could be argued that the latter group
perceived teaching as a more formal practice or perhaps some of them wanted
to maintain some distance between them and their students. Those who used
GCD might prefer a more informal teaching environment, or aimed to create

more intimacy, or even used it without being aware that they did.

During non-lesson-focused incidents, which concerned discipline issues, all
teachers used GCD extensively, except for T1 and T5 whose speech converged
towards SMG. Conceivably T1 and T5 might have preferred to use SMG since a

more formal style can be used to create ‘distance’ between speakers and they
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might did this to enhance their authority and control students’ behaviour. On the
other hand, the other teachers might have used GCD since a less formal style
creates more intimacy and they might prefer to manage discipline issues by

showing more empathic understanding to the students.

4.2.1.1. Lesson-focused incidents

The most frequent lesson-focused incidents identified in teachers’ speech fell
under five main categories: orienting, instructing, assessing, correcting, and
critiquing. Assessing and instructing were the biggest categories to emerge
from the data, subsequently critiquing and orienting, and the less frequent
category was correcting. The average ratio of frequency of occurrence of these
categories in each classroom observation is presented in the following table as

well as the overall averagio ratio of frequency of those categories occurrence.

Table 4.1: Average ratio of frequency of categories occurrence

Categories Orienting Instructing Assessing Correcting Critiquing
T1 (1st lesson) 12.82% 27.56% 30.13% 11.54% 17.95%
T1 (2nd lesson) 9.29% 37.14% 27.86% 9.29% 16.43%
T2 (1st lesson) 6.29% 31.45% 42.77% 6.29% 13.21%
T2 (2nd lesson) 9.27% 31.13% 40.40% 7.95% 11.26%
T3 6.48% 27.78% 44.44% 5.56% 15.74%
T4 5.69% 47.97% 32.52% 7.32% 6.50%
T5 11.68% 27.74% 42.34% 8.76% 9.49%
T6 13.14% 25.71% 39.43% 5.71% 16.00%
T7 15.96% 29.79% 41.49% 4.26% 8.51%
Frequency of

Occurrence 10.07% 31.81% 37.93% 7.41% 12.79%
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Since some teachers had a tendency to use GCD and others SMG, a general

rule linking those categories either to frequent use of GCD or SMG could not be

formulated.

During orienting incidents which occurred mostly at the beginning of the
lessons, T2, T4, and T6 used GCD variants while T1, T3, T5, and T7 mostly
standard variants. The following extract provides an example of teachers who

used GCD frequently during lesson orientation.

Extract 1: T2 (COR) — Poem ‘Epi Aspalathwn’ (Seferis, G.)

T2: Noimmov evva  va  éekivijoouuev, Oa kdavouue 10 Aemrmd uiav

avaTpo@odoTNoN Yia To dlayWwVIoUa 0ag, Ba oag TO ETTIOTPEYW, KATTOIO!
Exouv AdN TTAPEl TO, MIA yeuon, va Oouue KATTola AGBn TToU EKAUETE
opwe. (Well we'll start, we will provide some feedback on your test for 10
minutes, | will return it to you, some have already had the, a taste, to see

some mistakes you made though)

As can be seen T2 resorted to GCD when orienting to review students’
mistakes in a test. T4 and T6 followed this pattern while the other teachers used

mostly standard variants. An example is provided below.
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Extract 2: T1 (COR) — ‘Faust’, Goethe (Foreign Literature)

T1: Na apyxiooupe Aéw ammd rov PAouocT O OTT0i0g devV gV TTAVW OTA
QUANGOIO cag. ANNG €xoupe epwTACEIG TIG OTToiEG Oev €idAMPE, WOTE,
yupiote oto ®douot, oto PBIBAI0 cag, oelida TTevTOKOOIa €ikool Tpia.
(Let's start from the Faust that is not on your leaflets. But we have
guestions which we have not seen, so turn to the Faust, to your book,

page 523)

Instructing the students involved a large part of the lessons and was one of the
biggest main categories to emerge from the data as instruction incidents
occurred frequently. As in orienting, T2, T4 and T6 used more GCD variants
while T1, T3, T5 and T7 more standard variants. The following extract provides

a sample indicating a teacher’s speech converging towards GCD.

Extract 3: T2 (COR) — Poem ‘Eleni’ (Seferis, G.)

T2: 'Hrav dIimmAwpdtng, otréte néepev 011 Ba yivel €vag aywvag, O aywvag
evavtiov Twv AyyAwv. KoItdgete TO TroINUa gypd@rnke TipIv, E€ival
TTPOPNTIKO, £ypa@rnke tpiv 1o 55-59. [...] (He was a diplomat, so he
knew that there would be a struggle, the struggle against the British.

Look at the poem it was written before, it is prophetic, it was written

before 55-59)
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As can be seen T2 used GCD variants while explaining certain facts to the
students. Another example conforming to this pattern is presented below where
T4 used dialect variants in making statements to motivate students to think and

participate in critical discussion emerging from textual analysis.

Extract 4: T4 (COU) — ‘Kypriaki Symfwnia’ (Pierides, T.)

T4: Kivduveuoupe pe dauéoa oav KpAaTog. Ev ToAAoI o1 Kivduvol TTou Jag
amrelhovv. (We are in danger here as a state. The dangers which

threaten us are many)

[.]

T4: Na Tmepdooupe val, gvva TTEPACOUME AANG av dev UmTdpxouaiv
QVTIOTAOEIG gV pag BAETTW oTo eyyug péEAAov va /@ (To pass yes, we'll

pass but if there’s no resistance | don't see us in the near future to /:)

As previously referred to, most teachers, while instructing, used mostly SMG.
The following extracts show examples of teachers’ speech converging towards

SMG.

Extract 5: TS5 (COU) — Tradition/Culture

T5: H yAwooa. Edw o1 Aativol ApBav 010 vnoi kal pe TI¢ PpaykokpaTieg
TTpooTraBoucav va emBaAouv Tn MaAAIK yYAwooa rdiar ev Ta KATAPEPQAV.
O1 AyyAol TTpooTTdBnoav e 10 (...) oUoTNPA €TTI ayyAoKpaTiag va 1o, va
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10 e€mPBdaAouv, TTANI dev Ta Katdgepav. (Language. Here the Latinos
came to the island and with the Frankish campaigns they were trying to
impose the French language and they did not manage it. The English
tried with the (...) system during English domination to, to impose it,

again they did not manage)

As can be seen very few GCD variants were identified in T5’s speech while
explaining certain facts to the students. Another example following this pattern
is provided in the subsequent extract where T3 tried to activate students’ prior

learning in order to find a certain word.

Extract 6: T3 (COU) — Art

T3: Toug agutrvi(ouv Kal Bupdual TTWG € €va KEINEVO XPNOIUOTTOINCANE
MIa ouykekpIdévn AEEN yiI auTr) TNV oudda avBpwttwy. AtroteAouv; Kai
oag eitra yiav aAAnv iotopia a1rd TN puboAoyia. Na unv cag TTw TN AEEN.
(p) MNa v Ivw 1MOU TNV KUVNyouoe n aAoyopuya. (They awaken them
and | remember that in a text we used a specific word for this group of
people. They are? And | told you another story from mythology. Not to

tell you the word. (p) About Ino who was being chased by the gadfly)

Assessing students was the biggest main category which emerged from
lesson-focused incidents. Once more T2, T4, and T6 used more dialect variants

while the other teachers tended to include more standard variants in their
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speech. Examples of teachers resorting to GCD while assessing students’

knowledge are provided below.

Extract 7: T2 (COR) — Poem ‘Eleni’ (Seferis, G.)

T2: 37 xihadeg Kutrplol miyav ocuppaxol 1ng MeydAng Bpettaviag oTo

AeUTepo Maykoouio MoéAepo. KaAdv, viati eouuyudynoav ue tnv AyyAia;

A@ou n Kutrpog ftav ayyAokpartoupevn 1o '40. MNarti egupyudyxnoav e tnv

AyyAia; Eixauev kdmoiov ou@@épov _ayarrouaauev Toug AyyAoug; [...]

(37 thousand Cypriots were allies of Great Britain in the Second World

War. Well, why did they ally with England? Did we have any interest in or

love the British?)

As can be seen T2 used GCD extensively when posing questions primed to
motivate students to think, with the intention of triggering their participation in
the lesson discussion, and assess them. Another example of frequent GCD use
during assessing is presented below, where T6 assigned a task to the students

and continued assessing their knowledge by posing questions.

Extract 8: T6 (COU) — Book Critique (Varikas, V.)

T6: BiBAiov ouv kpiTik. MTrpaBo. [pdwere 1o maidid. (...) BiBAio ocuv
KPITIKA. Mpiv diaBdooupe omdATTOTE TTAIdIA TI EVVOULEV HE TOV OpPO

BIBAIOKPITIKY. [pdwere TNV eTupoAoyia, BIBAIOKPITIKA wéC oTa TETPAdIA
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0ag, BIBAio ouv KpITiKr. [loiov gv 10 pAua pag TTaidid edw; [1olov v 1O

priua pag; (Book and critique. Well done. Write it children. Book and

critique. Before reading anything children what do we mean with the term
book critique? Write the etymology, book critique in your notebooks,

book and critique. What is our verb here children? What is our verb?)

T1, T3, T5 and T7 used mostly SMG, and GCD variants were rarely identified in

their speech while assessing students. Examples are provided below.

Extract 9: TS5 (COU) — Tradition/Culture

T5: [...] Nwg ekdnAwvetal T100TO0 CAPEPO  UTTOPEIC VA HOU  TTEIG
TTapadeiyuata; BAETTEIC KATTOIOUG VEOUG va QVTIOTEKOVTAI, 2€ OTIONTTOTE
MTTOPOUV Va BewpnBouv, va Bewpouv e¢ouaia; (How does this manifest
today can you give me examples? Do you see any young people

resisting? In anything that could be considered, to consider as power?)

Another example following this pattern is presented where T3 posed questions

to assess the students’ knowledge before assigning a task.

Extract 10: T3 (COU) - Art

T3: [...] Exouuev kdti GAAO va TToUWE yia Tnv Téxvn; TiI onuaivel Téxvn; (...)
Ev cirape. T onuaivel T€xvn; Av o0ag ¢nTouca va POU OPICETE TNV Evvola
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TEXVN, TTWG Ba PTTOPOUCETE £TOI PE AiyeG QPAOCEIS va Pou OWOETE va
KatoAdBw T onuaivel TEXvN. ZUPOWvVA HPE OCQ HOU E€XETE TTEl,

EIONYNONKETE YOU KATTOIO TTPAyUaTA. AV PTTOPECOUNE va ByAGAouue Tov

opiopo TNG TEXVNG. (Do we have anything else to say about art? What art
means? (...) We didn’t say. If | asked you to define the concept art, how
could you like this with a few phrases to make me understand what art

means. According to what you said, you suggested to me some things. If

we could form the definition of art.)

Correcting students is an additional category. As occurred in the previous
categories, T2, T4 and T6 had a tendency to include GCD variants in their
speech while T1, T3, T5 and T7 used mainly SMG. This pattern was followed in
this category, too. Examples of teachers resorting to GCD while correcting

students are shown in extracts 11 and 12.

Extract 11: T4 (COU) — ‘Kypriaki Symfwnia’ (Pierides, T.)

T4: Ox1 pg TaudId. Tourd 1mou AETE v dAAov. O YAwOOIKOG Kal 0 €BVIKOG,

oto TTpwTo Aéue. (No you guys. What you say is something else. The

linguistic and national in the first, we say)
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Extract 12: T6 (COU) — Book Critique (Varikas, V.)

T6: O1. Ev onueia 1mou BéAw, gv Béuata TTou BEAW eyw. NTAgel; Evvev
évag Taudid. OéAw BépaTta, onueia, mpoaééere pe. (No. It’s points | want,
it’s themes | want. OK? [t’s not one, children. | want themes, points, pay

attention to me)

An example of teachers using mostly standard variants when correcting
students’ responses and suggesting the correct answer to them is presented

below.

Extract 13: T1 (COR) — ‘Faust’, Goethe (Foreign Literature)

T1: Oxi. Aev Ba 10 TTOUUE, E€peTe ékaua OecoMoyia aAAd OTO TEAOG
edlamriotwoa Ot n OcoAoyia dev Pou apéoel Kal JETA oTTouddlw NOWIKA
dlamoTwvw OT1 dev pou apéoel N NouikA kai, oxi! Ti ival autd 1o TTpdyua
Tou é€kave o ®Pdaouot; O PdouoTt rBeAe va va tapel 600 1O duvaTod
TEPIOOOTEPEG yvwoelg. (No. We would not say it, you know | did
Theology but in the end | realised that | do not like Theology and then |

studied Law. | realised that | do not like Law and, no! What is this thing

Faust did? Faust wanted to get as much knowledge as possible)

Critiquing students’ performance is the last category identified in lesson-

focused incidents. Yet again, T2, T4 and T6 tended to use dialect variants while
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T1, T3, TS5 and T7 used standard variants. Examples of teachers using GCD

variants while critiquing students’ performance are presented below.

Extract 14: T6 (COU) — Book Critique (Varikas, V.)

T6: Eival avegaptnteg, Pmrpapo rdial 1oUr0 €V €va XAPOKTNPIOTIKO. |...]

(They are independent, well done, and this is one characteristic)

T6: [...] MmpdaBo. NootaAyia. Mmpdpo, nABpere 1o. [...] (Well done.

Nostalgia. Well done, you found it)

Extract 15: T2 (COR) - Poem ‘Epi Aspalathwn’ (Seferis, G.)

T2: H Zooia &xpnouoroinoey _Ttourov ToV TPOTIO, &V N MOV TTOU

XPNOIYOTIOINOEV TOUTOV TOV TPOTIO, VA, E£TQUTIOTNKE ONAAdry HE TOV

ouyypagéa, rdiai nTav kaAurrepn n epiAnwn. (Sophia used this way, she

is the only one who used this way, to, she became as one with the writer,

and the summary was better)

An example of teachers using mostly SMG while critiquing students is provided

below where T5 criticised students for not being able to find the correct answer.
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Extract 16: T5 (COU) — Tradition/Culture

T5: Ti eival; Ti onuaivel n Aégn o nAog; Eiote kKAaooiko. Eival kAaooikd ol
piooi edwpéoa. (What is it? What does the word nail mean? You are

classic. They are classic half of them in here)

4.2.1.2. Non-lesson-focused incidents

The most frequent non-lesson-focused incidents identified in the data regarding
teachers’ speech formed one category: reprimanding. Although many of those
incidents were related to the lesson, they cannot be included in the lesson-
focused incidents, as teaching or learning did not occur during these incidents.
In almost all teachers’ speech the frequency of GCD variants increased
considerably, except for T1 and T5 whose speech converged again towards

SMG.

Extracts illustrating teachers resorting to extensive use of GCD while

reprimanding are provided below.

Extract 17: T3 (COU)

T3: Aev akouoa. Zuyvwpn; (I didn’t hear. Sorry?)

S: TaAévro. (Talent)
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T3: E énya pag 1o, €€ e pia Aégn gv 1dial TNAEYpA@nuUa TTou OTEANOULE,

€W MINGUE, € arel Talévro. Evragel To dExoual, aAAG e€hnya puag Ti EVVOEIG

dev gkaraAaBa. (Uh explain it to us, uh with one word we ain’t sending a

telegram, here we speak, come on! Talent. OK, | accept it, but explain to

us what you mean. | didn’t understand).

S: (...) éxouv TaAévro (...) ((...) they have talent (...))

T3: Maidi pou €paec 10 OlGAEIupa; Nopilw TTPETTEl va QAEIC via va
owvvelC va JINGG. Aéye. Eeg; (My child did you eat during the break? |

think you should eat to be capable of talking. Speak. Uh?)

As can be seen T3 made extensive use of GCD when she told a student to
speak louder yet during lesson-focused incidents she used mostly SMG. The
same pattern of GCD use while reprimanding students is encapsulated in the

following extracts.

Extract 18: T6 (COU)

T6: H oduvn Tn¢ TpayikAG KaTdAngne. Mpdoe, (...) &V _KAUVEIC TITOTE, £V

eypagpeic. [...] (The anguish of the tragic end. Write (...) you do nothing,

you don't write)
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Extract 19: T2 (COR)

T2: Eeg, NIKOAQ, av Ta, av Ta EEPEIG, Evvev avaykn. [pdeouuev vai, T,

ivra_mmou_kauvoupev; (Uh, Nicola, if you, if you know them, there is no

need. We write yes, what, what are we doing?)

T1 and T5, even in such incidents, used SMG. Examples are presented below.

Extract 20: T5 (COU)

T5: Ammavta yia oéva; (Does he answer for you?)

S: 01 kupie AaAw Tou 1a. (No sir, | say them to him)

T5: MaAhioTa. Ytrayopeueig dnAadr. (OK. So you dictate)

Extract 21: T1 (COR)

T1: Aev Ba onkwOeite atmd TI¢ B€ocig oag. (You will not get out of your

seats)

4.2.2. Students’ speech

Students’ oral productions formed fewer categories compared with those of
teachers’ since the maijority of the lessons observed were teacher-led and

students’ participation limited. In some cases, for instance T3 and T5 lessons,
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this might have affected students’ participation as in both cases very few
students (2-3 out of approximately 20) participated actively while others
mumbled and provided short answers. Nevertheless, an overview of the
transcripts revealed that the majority of the students used GCD variants during

lesson-focused and non-lesson-focused incidents.

[The extracts are designated by the students’ academic potential, S for

successful and U for underachieving.]

4.2.2.1. Lesson-focused incidents

The most frequent lesson-focused incidents identified in students’ speech

formed three main categories:

e responding

e questioning

e expressing ideas

Analysis indicated that the majority of students, during lesson-focused incidents,
tried to use standard variants but code-switched to GCD either subconsciously
or because they became stuck and perhaps felt more at ease expressing
themselves in GCD. It can thus be argued that GCD was used as facilitating

tool, helping students to become eloquent and articulate.
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During responding the majority of the students used GCD variants. A very
small minority used mainly standard variants. These students were the
dominant 2-3 participants in T3 and T5 lessons and had the profile of disciplined
and academically successful students. It should be noted that the discussion in
those lessons took place among these students and the other students did not
participate significantly. Responding incorporates incidents of brief answers,

explanatory answers and adding information to previous answers.

e Brief answers

In providing short answers to the teacher, GCD variants were identified in most
students’ speech, perhaps due to the directness and spontaneity of those

incidents. This is evident in the following extracts.

Extract 22: T6 lesson (COU)

Myria(S): Na doupe av gv agidmmoTo, av ég0iEl KAAEG TTNYEG av gival /: (To

see if jit’s reliable, if it has good sources if it is/:)

Extract 23: T1 lesson (COR)

T1: Moiog va armavTtioel oTo @eddoulo; MNati aTto TEAOG BEAEI va @uUyel
padi ue 1o @eyyapr; (Who will respond to Theodoulos? Why at the end

does he want to leave with the moon?)

Elena(S): Ev atmroyonteupévog kupia. (He is disappointed Miss)
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Agathocles(U): MTou tnv avipor Tou. (From embarrassment)

What also emerged from incidents of relatively short answers is that some
students started responding using SMG but then they became stuck and code-

switched to GCD. A representative example of this is provided below.

Extract 24: T2 lesson (COR)

T2: [...] Moiog ATav o Apdiaiog; (Who was Ardiaeus?)

Soteres(U): Hrav évag Tupavvog. (He was a tyrant)

T2: Topavvog. (Tyrant)

Soteres(U): Tng MNau@uAiag, o oTtroiog gmdoav _1ov o1 €X6poi Tou va

mouuev 1lial €€, gmaoav tov /1 (Of Papmhylia, who was caught by his

enemies to say and uh, they caught him /:)

T2: Nai, TTou Tov grrrjpayv; (Yes, where did they take him?)

Soteres(U): Emnpav tov atov Adn 1diar eBdAav tov mmac 1a /: (They took

him to Hades and they put him on the /3)

Akis(U): Zta Taptapa. (To Tartarus)
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e Justification answers

In the case of justification and more explanatory answers the majority of
students used GCD extensively. Most of them started talking with standard
variants and very soon code-switched to GCD which seemed to aid them in
expanding and justifying their answers. An example of this is provided in the

following extract.

Extract 25: T1 lesson (COR)

Theodoulos(S): Ege Atav €vag avAouxog AvBpwITog, O OTTOI0G CUVEXWG
geg, €€, EMOIWKE va PABel KATI mapamavw oUuTwG WOTE VO KATOKTHOEI

OUAAov Tov KOOWO, eV ekaBnouyxaleTouv Ye KATI TO OTTOI0 gudBaive atTAd

eouvéxilev 1dial NBeAev va udabel mapamrdvw. [...] (Uh he was a restless

man, who constantly, uh, uh, was seeking to learn something more in

order to conquer the entire world, he was not reassured with something

that he was learning but he was continuing and wanted to learn more)

As mentioned earlier a minority of students who were the dominant participants
in T3 and T5 lessons used mostly SMG. Analysis indicated that those students’
responses were short in comparison to other students who used GCD, for
instance those observed in T1 lessons, and in cases of longer responses there
was repetition from the texts. After a thorough analysis of their speech it was

concluded that to some extent the use of SMG might have occurred as the
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content of their answers was closely related to the texts they had in front of

them. Examples of this are offered below.

Extract 26: T3 lesson (COU)

Calypso(S): Eival évag xwpog u€oa oTov OTT0io oI AvBpwTTo!I YTTOPOoUV Va
eEKQPAcOUV TIG IBEEG, TIC ATTOYWEIG TOUG, €€ VA KAVOUV, va KAVOUV TTPAg¢n
QUTA TTOU OKEPTOVTAI, JE TN QAVTACia TOUG Kal va dnuioupyrioouyv. (Itis a
place within people can express their ideas, their perceptions, uh to do,

to do in practice those that they think, with their imagination and create)

Extract 27: T5 lesson (COU)

Penelope(S): Eegp cival Kahd va yvwpilelg ¢Evoug Aaoug kal EEva RON Kal
€0Iua aAAG dev eival KOAO va TO OQOMOIWVEIC YIaTi WETA EeXVAG TNV
TTONITIOMIKA Oou TauTéTNTA KOl Xaveoal péoa o' autd. (Uh it is good to
become acquainted with foreign people and foreign customs but it is not
good to assimilate them because then you forget your cultural identity

and you get lost in those)

e Adding information

In incidents of adding further information to previous answers, the majority of

students used GCD variants. The exceptions, again, were the dominant
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students in T3 and T5 classes who used standard variants. Examples of

students using GCD variants are found below in extracts 28 and 29.

Extract 28: T1 lesson (COR)

Maria(S): Om dayyige 160a TTOANG OANG TAAE gvvev XOAPOUMPEVOG EVVEV

euTuxiopévog. (That he touched so many but again he’s not pleased he'’s

not happy)

Extract 29: T2 lesson (COR)

Ages(U): Tdai duav oKOTWVEV TOV TTATEPA Tou 1dial Tov adeppo Arav va

mapel 1dicivoc v e¢ouoia. (And if he Killed his father and brother he

would have taken power)

An example of students who used standard variants while adding information to

previous answers is presented below.

Extract 30: T3 lesson (COU)

Kypros(S): ATTAd va TTpocBécw kAT ¢' autd trou eitre n Kupiakr, ol
TIVEUPATIKOI AvBpwTTol TTPETTEl va kKaBodnyoUv Toug avBpwTToug OTo
owoTd dpodpo, va PBadifouv Tov OpOPO TNG TTPOOdOU, €€€ Kal TTOAU

ONUAvTIKOG €ival 0 POAOG TwV TIVEUHUATIKWY QvOpWTTWY O OTIYMEG
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TToOAépou, 6tTou dnAadn xpeidletar /- (Just to add something to what
Kyriaki said, spiritual people have to guide people to the right path, to
walk the path of progress, uh and the role of spiritual people is very

important in war times, where it is needed /3)

Questioning is another category which emerged. Almost all students who
asked questions used dialect variants, perhaps due to the spontaneity and
naturalness of those incidents which were: expressing queries, seeking

confirmation and expressing challenge.

e Expressing queries

In all incidents of querying GCD variants were identified in students’ speech. A

representative example is presented below.

Extract 31: T6 lesson (COU)

Maria(S): Kupia; (Miss?)

T6: Nai ydva pou. (Yes my dear)

Maria(S): Emeidry gv mAayiomItAog gv_nrav kaAurrepa va 1o LBdAAauev

oaué; (Because it is side title wouldn't it be better to put it here?)

Thanasis(U): Tdaué kupia ivra ummou nrav; (There Miss what was it?)
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e Seeking confirmation

The majority of students who posed questions seeking confirmation

incorporated dialect variants in their speech. An example is provided below.

Extract 32: T1 lesson (COR)

Simone(S): Ekgpddlel Tov TTOVO TOU va @QUYEI ITOU TOUVINV KOTAOTOON

evvey; (...) va 1ael va {noel ue 1o @eyyapl. (He expresses his pain to

leave from this situation isn’t (...) to go to live with the moon)

e Expressing challenge

Analysis indicated that during incidents where students posed questions to

express challenge, their speech converged towards GCD. This is encapsulated

in the following extracts:

Extract 33: T1 lesson (COR)

Theodoulos(S): Tdicivo Tou AaAouoiv Pakdplol o TITWXOi Tw TTIVEUNOTI;

[166¢ev_e@kaiver, (That which they say blessed are the poor in spirit?

Where does it come from?)

210



Extract 34: T3 lesson (COU)

Marios(U): ETriong Kupia kKatrolog Tou égoigl AavBaouéva ouvaiodnuara

rdial épkerail 1dial Ypaeel (...) v owoTo; (Besides Miss someone who has

wrong emotions and comes and writes (...) is right?)

Expressing their own viewpoints, involving incidents mainly of disagreeing
and commenting, is another major category which emerged where most
students resorted to GCD. Perhaps the use of GCD might be explained since
expressing disagreement usually occurs spontaneously in the context of class

discussions, and commenting requires using your own words.

e Disagreeing

While expressing their own views and ideas in the form of disagreeing with the
teacher, many students made extensive use of GCD. This is demonstrated in

the following extracts.

Extract 35: T4 lesson (COU)

Raphael(U): Kupie, Bwpeic kavévav va Tov kOQrer, Ivia mou Pag AaAegic

Twpda; (Sir, do you see anyone to care? What are you saying to us_now?)
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In the following extract while T1 was trying to maintain the flow of the lesson by
reminding the students that Faust had a restless spirit, the students interrupted
her and stated their opposing views using GCD. Their views were in the form of

spontaneous reactions which were freely expressed.

Extract 36: T1 lesson (COR)

T1: E eivan évav avAouyo Trveupa. (Uh he is a restless spirit)

Kyriakos(U): Nouilw mepimrailel yag, va 1ov mapaitioouusev AaAw eyw. (I

think he mocks us, leave him alone | say)

T1: E pakdapi va gixaue tnv avnouyia tou €101 Aiyo Kal PEIG. AEV VOUICETE;
Na unv eTTavaTtauduacTe OTI EEPOUNE auTd To TTPAYMA Kal TeAgiwae. (Uh |
wish we had his concern for a bit. Don’t you think? To avoid the

complacency that we know this thing and it’s over)

(..)

T1: Av avalntouoaue ouvexwg /: (If we sought constantly /:)

Kyriakos(U): Ma Adio kupia 61 w¢ 10 kOkkaAov. (But a little bit Miss, not

to the bone)

T1: MmrpdaBo. Aev gitra va @tdooupe /: (Well done. | didn’t say to reach /:)

Maria(S): Kupia pa moéoa gvva paBoupe, evva meAddvouue! (Miss, but

how much well learn, we'll go crazy')
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loulia(S): Kupia gv ptropeic va 1a ¢Epeig oUAAa. (Miss, you can’t know

everything)

e Commenting

Incidents of commenting occurred when students took the initiative to share
their views. In most of the cases they provided their comments in their own
words. A representative example is the following extract where a student
commented on a topic the teacher had raised using GCD variants to express

and justify her beliefs.

Extract 37: T4 lesson (COU)

Fani(U): Eeg o1 ¢€vol TTou gv dakarw 1dial To OTI N TTAYKOOMIA YAWOOQ £V

N ayyAIKA KAuvel yag va, €€€ QEPVOVTOG ag TTOUPE TN vEQ TEXVOAoyia va
XpnoigoTtroloUue mapamavw 1NV AyyAiki Tapd tnv EAANVIKA, 1diai €101

&ixavoupev tnv, 1diai éixavouev 1dial Tnv YAwooa pag, éexvouuev 1dial TNV

TTapdadoon pag, aAAa rdiar Tnv 1oTopia pag aAAd rdiar TO TTOIOI EiMAOTE.
(Uh the foreigners who are here and that the international language is

English makes us to, uh bringing let's say the new technology to use

more English rather than Greek, and so we forget it, and we forget and

our language, we forget and our culture, but and our history but and who

we are)
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4.2.2.2. Non-lesson-focused incidents

During non-lesson-focused incidents the use of GCD was notable by most
students and standard variants were rarely identified. As conversation was
informal and unrelated to the lesson they spoke in a natural way using their
dialectal mother tongue extensively and almost exclusively. Perhaps students
were more relaxed and thus GCD was embraced. It may be also argued to
some extent that because some teachers used GCD during such incidents, this

might have encouraged students to use GCD excessively.

One main category emerged, interactions, including incidents of making up
excuses, talking back to the teacher, and reacting spontaneously. During these
incidents students’ speech was brief and straightforward, making the point they

wanted freely, and thus GCD was very often used exclusively.

An example of making up excuses is presented below. Here, the student was

late and his excuse was that he did not hear the bell.

Extract 38: T3 lesson (COU)

Marios(U): Ev dkouaoa 10 koudouvl. (I didn’t hear the bell)

T3: Ma 1Tou fioouyv yie pou; (Where were you my son?)

Marios(U): (...) gv 1o dkouoa. (I didn’t hear it)
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Talking back to the teacher incidents frequently occurred, perhaps because of
the students’ age since they might have reacted more spontaneously due to
their youthfulness. In the following extract, students were anticipating hearing
the bell while T1 was trying to conclude the lesson. The students used
exclusively GCD in their speech to talk back to T1 while she continued using

mostly standard variants.

Extract 39: T1 lesson (COU)

T1: Otav Ba xTutrhoel Ba 1o akouoouue Kupidko pou. (When it rings we

will hear it Kyriako)

Kyriakos(U): Ev akouerai v ywvia. (It’s not heard it’s a corner)

T1: Ox1 akouyetal. (No it is heard)

Kyriakos(U): KaAav. (Right)

T1: Naui. MNoiog va pag 1rel; (Yes. Who will tell us?)

Maria(S): Evva xrumnoei twpd. (It will ring now)

Agathocles(U): Emaiev mnAé. (It’s already rungq)

Another incident is presented in the following extract where T6 ordered the
students to write quickly and one student talked back to her, claiming that he

had written everything.
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Extract 40: T6 lesson (COU)
T6: Ipdge. TeAewwvere. pagete. (Write. Finish. Write)

Nicholas(U): Eypawa ta kupia, éypawa 1a oUAAa. (I wrote them Miss, |

wrote everything)

Incidents of spontaneous reactions were also frequently identified in the data.
The students used GCD exclusively perhaps due to the naturalness of those
incidents. In the following extract T7 asked a student to write on the board and

as the marker was empty the student reacted spontaneously commenting on

this.

Extract 41: T7 lesson (COU)

Stavroulla(S): Kupia o papkaddépog ev_eypdper. (Miss the marker’s

empty)

Another example is presented below where students reacted spontaneously to

their teacher’s question on whether they read a text.

Extract 42: T2 lesson (COR)

lasonas(U): Mpiv Aiov 1diaipov. Tpiv Adiov 1diaipdv. (Some time ago.

Some time ago)
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T2: Nai; (Yes?)

Chryso(S): MNMpiv Aiov 1diaipov, vai. (Some time ago, yes)

[Here students are talking to each other]

Demetris(U): Eyw kuUpie gdkiaBaoa 1o. (Sir, | read it)

In the following extract the student reacted spontaneously when, while giving

leaflets to her classmates she realised that there were not enough.

Extract 43: T1 lesson (COU)

Maria(S): Kupia gv ya¢ kavouv! OéAw akopa gvav. (Miss there are not

enough! | need another one)

Overall, the findings from classroom observation data indicated that GCD was
present in the Lyceum MGL classroom, either through teachers’ speech,
students’ speech or the speech of both. Regarding teachers’ speech, it was
shown that some of them had a tendency to use standard variants while others
made use of GCD frequently. Regarding students’ speech there was a tendency
to use SMG variants in lesson-focused incidents but most of the students code-
switched to GCD which they also used extensively in non-lesson-focused

incidents.
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In the following section group task observation findings are presented.

4.3. Group Task Observations

Whether students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change if GCD is
allowed and what might be the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression
of critical thought were the two research questions to be explored through group

task observation data.

Analysis indicated that in group task observations in urban (GTOU) and rural
(GTOR) school, students’ performance was generally similar. However, it was
observed that certain rural school students, both successful and
underachieving, had a more basilectal accent and some of them made use of
basilectal words sporadically. Nevertheless, the data did not indicate that rural
school students used dialect variants more frequently than their urban
counterparts. This was also found from classroom observations. Thus, GTOU

and GTOR data are not discussed separately below.

Considering the variable of academically successful students versus
underachieving ones, the evidence indicated that excluding GCD had an effect
on CT expression on both cohorts. As the findings below will show when GCD
was allowed, both groups articulated well several critical thoughts and there
were incidents where the same thoughts were offered by both successful and

underachieving students. The evidence indicated that underachieving students,
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who tended not to participate much in class discussions, could be talkative, and
develop and express critical ideas when allowed to use GCD. In addition,
analysis revealed that the frequency of GCD variants was generally similar
between academically successful and underachieving students. Only in few
underachieving students’ speech, from urban and rural school, GCD variants

appeared more frequently.

4.3.1. When GCD was not allowed

Most of the students were not able strictly to use only SMG when asked to do
so, but often code-switched to GCD. Whatever the effort to eliminate GCD, this
did not happen in practice. Although they were at an advanced level of
education and throughout their schooling (6 years primary education, 3 years
Gymnasium and in the 2™ year of Lyceum) had always been taught in SMG,

they were still not competent in using SMG fluently and correctly.

Analysis indicated that excluding GCD influenced students’ linguistic behaviour
as they expressed themselves less fully. It should be noted that when students
were instructed to use only SMG almost all of them appeared uncomfortable
and discouraged (facial expressions — notes from my research diary). Few
underachieving students were reluctant to speak at all while many other
students seemed reticent, did not participate much and their contributions were
generally short. An example encapsulating the shortness of students’ expressed
thoughts and in addition an increased interference of GCD variants in their

speech follows.
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Extract 44: GTOU — Underachieving Group B — Text A

Agesilaos: Ti¢ mepigodTTEPEC POPES Val, YIaTi BAEmouuey Tov aAdov 1diai

KPIVOUUEV TOV JOVO TTOU TO, TNV QUAN Tou, 1mo66¢sv évi. (Most of the times

yes, because we see the other and we judge him just by the, his race,

from where he comes from)

Another example where the student shared her thought but she did not expand
it and rushed to end the sentence, despite using GCD variants, is provided

below.

Extract 45: GTOU — Successful Group A — Text B

Alkistis: Apkei va €ipaoTe, qua €ipaoTev O AvoIXTOPUOAOI TTIOTEUW OTI,
ormroiov eTTayyeAPa Kal va BéAoupe gvva etmiTuxoupe. (If only we are, if we
are more open-minded | believe that, whatever profession we want we

will be successful)

It was also revealed that to some extent GCD exclusion might have obstructed
their thinking processes as they focused more on the means of expression
rather than on the idea. This might be explained by the fact that since they felt
restricted using SMG they were not prompted or encouraged to expand on their
ideas. Their thinking might have been to a certain extent constrained and this is

evidenced in the extract below which is a representative example of where
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students did not expand on what they expressed nor analysed it any further

when instructed to use only SMG.

Extract 46: GTOU — Underachieving Group B — Text A

Artemios: Nai, €meIdf) UTTAPXElI PATOIOPOG XWPiG Kavéva Adyo atrd 1e€
TTPOKATOANWEIG TWV TTIO hJEYAAWYV PETa@EpovTal Tdial OTOUG PIKPOUG 1dial
ouveyifovtal a1rd YevIA O€ YeEVIA XWPIG VA €XEl KATTOIO OUYKEKPIUEVO
Aoyo. (Yes, because there is racism without any reason due to the
prejudices of the elders, they are transferred and to the younger and they
continue from generation to generation without having some specific

reason)

In addition, some of their expressed ideas were closely related to segments of
the text and they were not prompted to expand their thinking. An example of this
is provided below. The segment of the text is first presented and subsequently

the extract where the student reproduced part of the text.

Extract 47: Text B

[...] Mbéoeg xINAdEG, TITUXIOUXOI KOl Un, VEOI Kal AlyOTEPO VEOI, BpiokovTal
otnv idia Béon, eival TaciyvwoTo. [...] «Av 0eg va OCuvTtpiyelg, va
e€oubevwoelc évav avopwTro... BAAe Tov va kAvel pia douAeld atroAuTa,

oAOTEAO GxpnoTn Kal TTapdAoyn» (yI' autov), Eypa@e o TTOAAG TTapduoIa
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TaBwv NtooToyiépokl. (How many thousands, graduates and non-
graduates, young and less young, are in the same position, this is well-
known. [...] “If you want to crush, to exhaust a man... make him to do a
job completely, utterly useless and absurd” (for him), as Dostoevsky, a

very much alike suffering person, was writing).

Extract 48: GTOU — Successful Group A — Text B

Alkistis: NopiCw 1O Keigevo WIAG yia Ta TTaidid TTou otroudalouv 1diar 0TO
TEAOG KATOAAyouv va OOUAeUouv KATI TTou Oev B€éAouv, eTTeIdr OTO
ETTAYYEAPA TTOU €XOUV OTTOUDACEI OEV UTTAPXOUV TTPOOTITIKEG I} OOUAEIQ,
MIAG yia TNV avepyia, €TTionNg ava@epel 0TI TTou Aéel 0 NTOOTOYIEQOKI OTI
yld va OKOTWOEIG évav AvBpwTTO va TOV CUVTPIYEIG, €€€ TOU PACEIS va
kapel wa douAeid tmou /: (I think the text talks about the young people
who study and at the end they end up working something they don’t

want, because in the profession they studied there is no future or job, it

talks about unemployment, it also mentions that where it says
Dostoevsky that to kill a man, to crush him, uh you put him to do a job

which /)

Even in such incidents of text repetitions, GCD variants were identified in
students’ speech in most of the cases. Code-switching to GCD indicated the
necessity students may have to use their natural way of talking when
expressing what they understood. An example is presented below where at the

beginning of the discussion the student reproduced a phrase from the text using
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mostly standard variants and subsequently when asked to comment on it he
used GCD variants. As can be seen below, once again, the student’s idea was
not expanded nor analysed any further. The segment of the text is provided first

and then the student extract.

Extract 49: Text A

[...] ETO1 €ival paBnuévol Kal oTov TOTTO TOUG, aTToQaivovTal Ol TTAvooQol
Kal TToAUgepol Kal cupTtroveTikoi vromol. [...] (This is how they are
accustomed in their country too, as the omniscient and genius and

compassionate locals claim)

Extract 50: GTOR — Underachieving Group B — Text A

Ages: Emeidf ornv xwpa Toug gival yabnuévol dla@opeTikd. (Because in

their country they are accustomed differently)

[.]

Ages: ETTe1dn gv kI autoi avBpwirol Pe, €Xouv dIKaiwha va {oouv OTTwWG

Couv ol uttohoitrol avBpwrrol. (Because they are human too with, they

have right to live like the rest of humans live)

There were few examples in the data of students expressing CT in SMG without
the use of any GCD. In the few instances that they did, the thought expressed
was not referring to a complex concept or a multifaceted issue but to a rather
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simplistic and commonly referred to issue. An example is provided below where
the expressed thought of the student was about professional guidance which is

an issue commonly referred to among GC students.

Extract 51: GTOR — Successful Group A — Text B

loulia: Nau, €TTpeTTe va, Kat' apXAag oTa oxXoAgia, va uTTdpXel TTEPICCOTEPOG
ETTAYYEAMATIKOG  TTPOCAVOTOAIOPOG, VO  PAG  EVNUEPWVOUV Y TA
emayyEAuarta TTou gival kopeopéva. (p) Mevikd, va €XOUlE TTEPICOOTEPN
yvwon Tou T yivetalr €€w amd TO OXOAgio, va &Epoupe T Ba
avTigeTwTriooupe oto PéEANAov. (Yes, it should be, first of all in schools, to
have more guidance on professions, to inform us about the professions
which are saturated. (p) Generally, to have more knowledge of what

happens outside the school, to know what we will face in the future)

Although at the beginning of the task many students made a distinct effort to
use SMG, as soon as the discussion was developed they tended to forget that
they were asked to use only SMG. In the extract below a student expressed her
thought using more standard variants as instructed, but as she started justifying

it she used more GCD variants.
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Extract 52: GTOR — Successful Group B — Text A

Myrofora: Baoikd moTteuw 611 oI AANEC XWwpeS TTou géBouvral Toug dIKOUG
TOUG METAVAOTEG TTPETTEI VA ggBOULATTEV KAl WEIG TOUG OIKOUG POG. ZThV
AyyAia €xouv paupoug, oTrolacdATTOTE QUANRG, euEig OTav doupe GANouUg
avlpwTToUG BIAPOPETIKOUG TTOU HAG £V UTTOPOUME VA TOUG OEBACTOUE.
(Basically | believe that the other countries which respect their own
immigrants we have to respect our own too. In England they have black,
from whatever race, we when we see other people different from us we

cannot respect them.)

[...]

Myrofora: QewpoUuev T0UC KATWTEPOUG TTOU Wag, av 1diar gv eival. (We

consider them inferior to us, although they are not)

Some students made great efforts to use SMG as they spoke more slowly and
seemed to think of the linguistic code to be used. Despite this as they were
talking and expressing their ideas, it was in most cases difficult to manage their
speech and avoid using GCD. In the following extract the student spoke slowly
while expressing her thought using mainly standard variants. The few GCD
variants identified in her speech seemed to aid her maintaining the flow of her

expressed thought.
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Extract 53: GTOU — Successful Group B — Text A

Anastasia: Nopilw TIG TTEPICOOTEPEG POPES O PATOIOUOG EEKIVA EiTE ATTO
TO OXOAE€IO, KI €TE ATTO TNV OIKOYEVEIQ, €iITE TTOANEG QOPEG TTOU TA PEOA
MadIKAG €vnUEPWONG TIOU UTTOPOUV va KAANIEPYOUV KArroiov €idog
pPaTOIoNOU. ETTOPéVWG, HTTOPOUV va el0axB0oUv KATTOIO TTPOYPAUMOTA OTA
OXOAgia TTou mBavov va QVTIUETWTTIOOUV T0UTO TO TTPORANUA i Jéow TNG
OIKOYEVEIOG TTOU £V O TTIO ONPAVTIKOG TTAPAYOVTAG TTOU ETTNPEACEI TOV VEO.
(I think most of the times racism begins either from school, and or the
family, either many times from the media which could cultivate some sort
of racism. Therefore, some programmes could be introduced at schools
which may possibly deal with this problem or through the family which is

the most important factor influencing youth)

There were other students, though, especially underachieving ones, who made
extensive use of GCD while expressing and justifying their thoughts. This is

encapsulated in the extract below.

Extract 54: GTOU — Underachieving Group A — Text B

Charilaos: Ag mouuev nrav _va oiaAé€ouuey 10 id10 eTTAyyEAPA, aAAG ag

TToUpE BEAW eyw va oTTouddcw ayyAikny @iAoAoviav ag mouuey, tgg 1diai

BéAW va yivw kKaBnyntic aAAd kaBnyntig &v_éagigl TIPOOTITIKN ATav va

YiVw ag 1moUuey ) HETAQPAOTAGS ) KATI AAAO aAAG va golgl oxéon JE To /:

(Let’'s say we would choose the same profession, but let’s say | want to
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study English Philology let’s say, uh and | want to become a teacher but

teacher doesn’t have any future | would become let's say either a

translator or something else but to have a relation to the /:)

Another example following the above pattern of extensive use of GCD variants
when not allowed is provided below, where the student put forward his thought
reflecting on social reality regarding finding a job relevant to what one wants to

study.

Extract 55: GTOR — Underachieving Group A — Text B

loannis: Eyw moTeUkw OTI Twpd, OTEC MEPEG, OTNV ETTOXN MOG &V
MTTOPOUNE VA OTTOUOACOUNE ATTAPAITNTA KATI TTOU PAG ap£oel AN KATI

ITOU va UTTOPOUME EUKOAQ va va aoxoAnBouuev PHONG TEAEIWOTOUUEV TIG

otoudég pag. (I believe that now, in days, nowadays we cannot study
necessarily something which we like but something that we could easily

find to occupy with as soon as we finish our studies)

[...]

loannis: Tati uttdpxel peEYAAOG avTaywviouog Kal €TTakOAouBov &v n

avepyia. Apa evva OugkoAsutouuev va Bpoupev OOUAEId, OXETIKAV ME

r{ieivov 1TTou oTrouddcapev. (Because there is big competition and the

consequence is the unemployment. Thus it will be difficult for us to find a

job, relevant to what we studied)
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4.3.2. Self-correction Incidents

By self-correction incidents | refer to the occasions where students became
aware of using GCD and replaced it with the equivalent SMG. No self-correction
incidents were identified during textual discussions in GCD as students were
focused on discussing the topic, expressing their perceptions and justifying
them. They did not worry about how to express their thoughts and their attention
was not captured by seeking the appropriate linguistic form to articulate their
ideas. Self-correction incidents were only identified in textual discussions in
SMG. The small number, 17 in total, of self-correction incidents compared to the
much larger number of code switches indicated that students were rarely aware

that they used the wrong code.

During some self-correction incidents students giggled and appeared nervous
when correcting themselves. The following extract demonstrates an example
where the student as soon as she made a self-correction she got confused and
nervous. In the particular incident the student subsequently made an attempt to
use standard variants but as can be seen the frequency of GCD variants

increased. Also, her expressed thought remained unfinished.

Extract 56: GTOR —Underachieving Group A — Text B

Salomi: Ot TToAAOi VEOI duav TEAEILWOOUV TEC OTTOUDEG, OTAV TEAEILWOOUV

TIG OTTOUdEG TOUg, PTTopouv aaa [giggling], kai TTdpouv €va xapTi, Ogv

MTTOPOUV €UKOAQ va Bpouv pia oUAEIdv, va Toug avrikabiora oe rdisivov
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TTou, o€ (That many young people when they finish the studies, when
they finish the their studies, they could aaah [giggling], and take a

certificate, they cannot find a job easily, to reflect to that which, to)

At other times, a small number of students laughed at the student who was self-

correcting. This is encapsulated in the extract below.

Extract 57: GTOR — Successful Group A — Text B
Michael: Eipai, vai! (I am, yes!)
loulia: Tdiar yw. Ki eyw. (And |. And I) [embarrassed expression]

[Other students: laughing]

A number of self-correction incidents, however, went completely unnoticed. The
following extract provides an example of this. In the specific incident this might
have occurred because the students were disagreeing strongly and thus were

more focused on the discussion.

Extract 58: GTOR — Successful Group A — Text B
Andri: Aéel oou, oou Aéel /: (It tells you, it tells you)

[...]
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Michael: Aev Ba utropéow va {Row €101, va KAVW KATI TTou dev ' apéaocel,
yevika! 01, ox1 povo oto emayyeAua. (I could not live like this, to do

something | don’t like, generally! No, no just for the profession)

Maria: Nai aAAd av o€ kdvel va va pionoe€ig IdiEivoV, EKEIVO TToOU KAUVEIS;

(Yes but if it makes you to hate what, what you do?)

The students sometimes self-corrected some, but not all, of the GCD variants

they used. Perhaps they may not have realised that they used several other

GCD variants. The extract below is an example of such incidents.

Extract 59: GTOR — Underachieving Group A — Text B

Themistocles: Zav avBpwTtrol dpwg €ipaoTe 1diar AvEUXOPIOTNTOI, UTTOPEI

Kal TNV KaAUTTEPN, KAAUTEPN DOUAEIG va £xouuEy, ATav va euxXOuaoTav va

uev douAguoupev N va, KATI GANO, atTAG douAcUoupey yia Ta Ae@TA PoOvo
moTelw. (But as humans we are unpleased too, we may also have the
best, best job, we would wish not to work or to, something else, | believe

we just work only for the money)

4.3.3. When GCD was allowed

The set of data, where the students were free to use GCD if they wished to, is

now examined in detail. In all groups, except for one Successful Group B

(GTOU) where students were generally not very talkative in both discussions,
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discussions where GCD was encouraged were longer than discussions where

SMG was imposed. The tables below indicate the amount of words produced in

each discussion and thus demonstrate how ‘talkative’ students were in the

different conditions. The last column presents the word difference between the

two discussions of each group.

Table 4.2: GTOU observed discussions

Students’ Group

SMG Discussion

GCD Discussion

Word Difference

Successful A Text B: Text A: 832
SMG 941+ GCD 84 = | SMG 1432 + GCD
1025 425 = 1857

Underachieving A Text B: Text A: 91
SMG 511 + GCD 130 | SMG 561 + GCD 171
=641 =732

Successful B Text A: Text B: -30
SMG 378 + GCD 29 SMG 331 + GCD 46
=407 =377

Underachieving B Text A: Text B: 138

SMG 915 + GCD 54
=972

SMG 913 + GCD 197
=1110

Table 4.3: GTOR observed discussions

Students’ Group

SMG Discussion

GCD Discussion

Word Difference

Successful A Text B: Text A: 385
SMG 1544 + GCD SMG 1621 + GCD
157 = 1701 465 = 2086

Underachieving A Text B: Text A: 109
SMG 617 + GCD 96 SMG 683 + GCD 139
=713 =822

Successful B Text A: Text B: 51
SMG 684 + GCD 137 | SMG 682 + GCD 190
=821 =872

Underachieving B Text A: Text B: 104

SMG 394 + GCD 47
=441

SMG 403 + GCD 142
=545

The word difference indicates that most students when they knew they were

allowed to use GCD they were more relaxed and thus more talkative. Besides,

most of them had a relieved smile when asked to discuss the text in their

natural way of talking (facial expressions — notes from my research diary).
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In all groups the use of GCD was higher in the condition where GCD was

encouraged. The following tables provide a comparison of the average ratio of

GCD use in each condition.

Table 4.4: Average ratio of GCD use in GTOU

GTOU GCD Not allowed GCD Allowed | Comparison ;ﬁgﬁe‘:se
Students’ Group Text B Text A
Successful A 8.20% 22.89% +14.69%
Underachieving A 20.28% 23.36% +3.08%

Text A Text B
Successful B 7.13% 12.20% +5.08%
Underachieving B 5.56% 17.75% +12.19%

Table 4.5: Average ratio of GCD use in GTOR

GTOR GCD Notallowed | GCD Allowed | COmPason A(\ﬁgv'ee‘as)e
Students’ Group Text B Text A
Successful A 9.23% 22.29% +13.06%
Underachieving A 13.46% 16.91% +3.45%

Text A Text B
Successful B 16.69% 21.79% +5.10%
Underachieving B 10.66% 26.06% +15.40%

As mentioned in section 3.7.5, a chi-square test was performed to examine

whether there were any significant differences between the observed and the

expected values regarding the uses of GCD. In the tables below the observed

232




and the expected values of every group in both

of the chi-square test are presented.

Table 4.6: Chi-square test in GTOU

conditions a

s well as the results

GTou GCD Not Allowed GCD Allowed
Students’ Group
Observed Expected Observed | Expected
Successful A
84 133.07 425 375.92
Underachieving A
130 78.69 171 222.30
Successful B
29 19.60 46 55.39
Underachieving B
54 65.62 197 185.37
Chi-square (x°)
58.12 20.57
Table 4.7: Chi-square test in GTOR
GTOR GCD Not Allowed GCD Allowed
Students’ Group
Observed Expected Observed | Expected
Successful A
157 197.97 465 424.02
Underachieving A
96 74.79 139 160.20
Successful B
137 104.07 190 222.92
Underachieving B
47 60.15 142 128.84
Chi-square (X°)
27.79 12.97

To assess the significance level of the chi-square results the degree of freedom
(d.f.) required in this case is 3. Using the 0.05 probability level the critical value
(x%.) is 7.81. The four calculated x? values exceed the x%,: GTOU: x*>58.12 >
X’ey 7.81, X* 20.57 > %%, 7.81, GTOR: x* 27.79 > x°, 7.81, x> 12.97 > x°, 7.81.
Therefore, there is a significant statistical difference and the null hypothesis

(that there will be no difference between the observed and the expected values)
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is rejected. The marked discrepancy means that variation did not occur due to

chance.

The topics of the texts did not seem to have any major impact on students’
expressiveness as they were more articulate and their contributions longer
when allowed to use GCD. An example of this is encapsulated in the following

extract.

Extract 60: GTOU — Successful Group B — Text B

Anastasia: ®oBdoal oiyoupa dIOTI €g€ pe TNV avepyia épxovral 160
AAAa, T00eg GAAeG ouvéttelieg. Ev Ba éxoupe pIoBO, &gv, Ag TTOUPE O€

KATTOIO ACN EVVA KAUOULE OIKOYEVEID, £V Ba PTTOPOUNE VA CUVTNPOUNE

TNV oIkoyévela. 'H TTOAAEG QOPEC KATTOIO PaIVOUEVQ, €€ Biag 1 OTIBATTOTE,
gee EEKIVOUV TTOU TNV avepyia dIOTI v €Xxouv va acXoAouvTal pe Kat. (You
are scared definitely because uh with unemployment so many others
come, so many other consequences. We will not have a salary, not, let’s
say at some phase we will make family, we will not be able to provide to
the family. Or many times certain phenomena, uh of violence or anything
else, uh they start from unemployment because they don’t have anything

else to deal with)

Text repetitions were also identified in discussions where GCD was allowed.

However, in these cases, students by reproducing segments of the texts were
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prompted to develop critical discussions which led them to draw logical
conclusions. An example of this is presented below where the student repeated
part of the text and subsequently expanded on it and expressed her critical
thought on a cause of racism. The segment of the text is provided first and then

the student extract.

Extract 61: Text A

[...] «MavTwg autd Ta oTriTia dev KAvouv yia EAANVOKUTIpIO», €IiTTE O
KOIVOTAPXNG TOU XwpIouU A...... Kdvouv Ouwg yia Toug EEVOUG ETTOXIOKOUG
epyareg [...] (“However, these houses are not appropriate for the Greek
Cypriot”, said the leader of A village...... They are though [appropriate]

for the foreign seasonal workers)

Extract 62: GTOR— Successful Group A — Text A

Andri: Baoikd B¢Ael, mioTeUkel OTI TOUTOI Ol €PYATEG [...] MTTOPOUV VO

Mévouv o€ €101 ABAIa dwuaTIa evwy o EAAnvVokUTTpIol 61, BEAOUV Ta Ta OAa
1a /: (Basically he wants, he believes that those workers [...] can live in
such poor rooms while the Greek Cypriots not, they want the the

everything /3)

[...]

Andri: TNati n KOmrpog xapaktnpicetal atmo €va veottAouTiopod, 1diar OTI €€€

QPTACQUE OTO ONWEIO Va MIOTEUKOUNE OTI HOVO EWEIC EINAOTE OI KOAOI, €€€
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KQTnYyopOUUEV TOUG €PYATEG OTI 1dI€ivol KAuvouv Ta €yKANPaATa, TIG

AnoTeieg, Baoika o1 1digivol @raioiv yia Ta TTPORAANATA TOU TOTTOU HAG,

€1o1  Opoupe paToIOTIKA Tpog  erdicivouc. (Because Cyprus is
characterised by a new prosperity, and that uh we reached the point to
believe that only we are the good, uh we accuse the workers that they
commit the crimes, the robberies, basically that they cause the problems

of our country, so we act in a racist way towards them)

Allowing them to use GCD enabled the expression of critical thoughts as many
students explored and discussed issues in more depth which led them to
sharpen their thinking. For instance, in the following extract while the students
were critically discussing unemployment, concluding that they would probably
not follow their dreams reflecting on social reality, one student disagreed and

expressed his well articulated message.

Extract 63: GTOR- Successful Group B — Text B

Neoklis: Eyw moreUkw, KAtTou dkouoa éva pnto, o1 pnTo, &v néépw ivia

I: (I believe, somewhere | heard a saying, not a saying, / don’t know what

I2)

[...]

Neoklis: Ag mouuev va yiveig n dlagopd Tnv otroia BEAEIC va &EIG oToV

KOOuov ag mouuev. Ev_ToUTO TTOU va O€ KAUEl VA, VO KAUEIC KATI TO

OI0POPETIKO, KATI TTOU VA PAVEIG TTIO TTPOODEUTIKOG, KATI TTOU VA TTETUXEIG
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Qg Iouuev, KATI TTou BEAEIS va deIg va To KAueiC €0U ag rmouuev. Na
TTpooTTabnoeIg, o1 va, vidgel. (Let's say be the difference you want to see

in the world let’'s say. This is what will make you to, to do something

different, something which will make you look more progressive,
something which you will achieve let's say, something you want to see

you do it let’s say. To try, not to, OK)

The linguistic environment was more comfortable and students’ thinking
processes appeared enhanced as many of them were engaged with the
process of exploring different angles of the issues and expressed CT. A
representative example is encapsulated in the extract below where the student
expressed her critical thought which resulted from the explorative discussion
developed among the students after analysing several possible ways on how to

overcome feelings of racism.

Extract 64: GTOU — Successful Group A — Text A

Penelope: Xwpi¢ va Tov &poupev 1dial XwpPig va TOV YVWPIOOUUEV TOV

&€vov, gv Ba pTTopécoulE OUTE va TO, VO OOUNEV T PEIOVEKTIUATA KAl TA

TTAcovekTUaTa 1dIal OUTE VA TO ATTOPPIWYOULEV ) VA TO ATTOOEXTOUNE. AV

OEV YVWPICEIG KATI gV UTTOPEIC va goreic yvwun yia 1digivo. (Without

knowing him and without becoming acquainted with the foreigner, we will

not be able neither to, to see the disadvantages and the advantages and
nor rejecting or accepting it. If you don’t become acquainted with

something you can’t have an opinion on it)
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Another example following this pattern is provided in the subsequent extract.

Extract 65: GTOU — Underachieving Group A — Text A

Charilaos: NpokatdAnwn, moreukw /: (Prejudice, | believe /:)

[.]

Charilaos: Etre1dn 1axa gdnuioupynbnke wa @oia, €meidry £pkouvral, ag

ITOUuEV TAvouVv TeC OOUAEIEG pag, 1dial avaykaloUuaoTey €UEIG va

ekouuev Eéw va  yupéwouuev OoUAeld ot AGAN\eg  xwpeg, 1diai

e0nuIoupynbnke 1oUTN N TIPOKATAANWN Yyia Toug &€vous. (Because

supposedly a phobia was created, because they come, let's say they

take our jobs, and we have to go abroad to find a job in other countries,

and this prejudice was created about the foreigners)

The following extract demonstrates the importance of discussion development

among students, an essential step in developing and expressing CT.

Extract 66: GTOU — Underachieving Group B — Text B

Artemios: A¢ mouduev 0 AvBpWTTOC £V KOIVWVIKOV OV 1dial TIPAKTIKOV OV
rdiar BéAel ag mouuev KATI va atracxoAcital. Na pev_ev adpavrg, va
KABeTaI OTTITI CUVEXEID XWPIG va kauvel TiTroTe. (Let’'s say man is a social

being and a practical being and he wants let’'s say to be occupied with
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something. Not to be inert, to stay at home all the time without doing

anything)

Hermione: E¢&GANou 6Tav kaBsoal oTriTi 1dial v kduveic Titrote /: (Besides

when you stay at home and do nothing /3)

Artemios: Evtdagel. Z1nv apyxn eviagel vvav wpaia eviagel aAAG HETA vva
BapeBei. (OK. At the beginning it would be nice, ok but then he/she will

get bored)

Hermione: Tdiar guav k&dBeoal oTriml 1{iar v KAUVveIC TITTOTE €MOIdECAI O€

GAMa mpduara 1o kakd. (And when you stay at home and do nothing

you begin doing other things more bad [things])

The analysis demonstrated that GCD facilitated students in expressing CT since
during discussions in which they were allowed to use GCD almost all of them
expressed more critical, abstract thoughts. In addition, they engaged deeper
with the discussion in comparison to the textual discussions in SMG. The data
showed that not only did they develop solid arguments and justified their views
with confidence but the quality of the CT expressed reached a higher level as
they were expanding and developing their ideas in a more relaxed environment.
However, it needs to be acknowledged that certain thoughts were more
complex and others less. Some were expanded on and extensively justified

while others were only briefly explained.

In the following section interview findings are presented.
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4.4. Interviews

The interview data provided evidence of students’ and teachers’ perspectives
on the GCD role in MGL lessons in the GC Lyceum. Participants’ views were
gathered to indicate whether there is a conflict between SMG and GCD in the
MGL lesson and if the use of dialect is thought to enhance or impede teaching
and learning of MGL. Issues of students’ identity construction were explored
and the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of CT. Findings from
students’ interview data are first presented, and those from teachers’ interviews

follow.

4.4.1. Students’ Interviews

Analysis revealed that the variable of schools’ location was not significant.
Overall, students did not have differing views on the issues explored because
they were from an urban or a rural school; they rather held comparable
perceptions. In addition, there was no considerable deviation between the views
of academically-successful and underachieving students on the issues
explored. In cases where there was variation in students’ viewpoints the
analysis revealed that this was due to their personal beliefs and experiences

rather than the two aforementioned variables.

The analysis explored the following main themes:

e Perspectives on GCD and MGL
e MGL and GCD use in class
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e Does GCD enhance or impede MGL learning?

¢ Including or Excluding GCD?

e Students’ greatest difficulties in MGL lessons

e Effects of code-switching

¢ |dentity construction: Cypriot or Greek or Greek-Cypriot?

e GCD and SMG: Tools for expressing CT

In addition, four emergent themes were identified in the data:

e The root of the problem
e GCD: A new module
e A bidialectal solution?

e MGL lesson: a problematic delivery?

[The extracts are designated by the students’ academic potential, S for
successful and U for underachieving, and by the schools’ location, R for rural
and U for urban. Thus an underachieving rural school student will be designated

as UR/]

4.4.1.1. Perspectives on GCD & MGL

The majority of the students perceived GCD as an important symbol of their
culture. For instance, Andri (SR) stated that [...] The Cypriot dialect is [...] part
of our life, is part of our culture and we have to honour it, [...] and | believe that
it is a privilege to know the dialect of your country’. loannis (UR) commented:

‘it’s the language we will continue, [...] we will deliver it to the next generation,
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where our roots lie, we transmit something which was left to us’. It was also
widely held that GCD survived through the ages and that it encompasses
elements of the island’s history. This is reflected in what Neoklis (SR) stated:
1...] The Cypriot dialect is created through [...] what Cypriots lived, through the
history, they took words from the Turkish who were in Cyprus for a long time,

from the English, from all nations which passed through here".

Regarding MGL, the data indicated that all students consider it more important
and prestigious than GCD. Michael (SR) said: T...] OK, now about MGL, my
personal view is that it is the most significant language that exists. [...] And |
really believe that it is very rich and interesting. [...] you can never get bored
with it, you learn continuously’. In addition, loannis (UR) commented: 7...] it’s
the Greek language; the rest of the countries relied on it to create their
language. Namely, many Greek words [...] were used for the creation of some

English, or other, vocabularies’.

The majority of the students linked MGL with authority, officialdom and success.
Alkistis (SU) described it as ‘something official’ and Ariadni (SU) as ‘something
sophisticated’ while Penelope (SU) noted that is ‘something which will open
doors for us, if we know it correctly’. The data also revealed that MGL is more
aesthetically preferable for many students since they associated it with
elegance and correctness. As Anaxagoras (UU) stated: ‘It is the one they speak

in Greece. It is more refined’. Many of them commented that it sounds ‘more
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mellifluous’ and ‘more polite’ than GCD. For instance Smaradga (SU) stated:

l...] generally it is more kind, Greek is nicer as a sound than Cypriot, | believe’.

Considering the GCD and MGL relationship, some students commented on the
commonalities between the two varieties while others on their differences. For
example loulia (SR) commented: ‘I don’t separate the Greek language from the
Cypriot dialect because | believe they are one [...]’ and Themistocles (UR) said:
‘they evolved from Ancient Greek, both of them’. Ariadni (SU) stated: 7...] the
dialect originates from the language. They are not the same, it is [...] how to say

this? Like a branch of the language, the dialect’.

Michael (SR) described them as ‘distant cousins’. Maria (SR) characterised
them humorously as ‘friends’ and elaborated on this: 7...] they might have the
same thinking but they have a different personality. [...] the Cypriot dialect
differs in, uh from Greek, in the sense that it has some more things than Greek
[...]. For example, the culture, we take some components from people who
once lived in our place. In this way we inherit the components in our times. It’s

something that distinguishes us from others’.

Certain students pointed out that GCD is rather a spoken than a written
language while others disagreed stating that GCD exists in written form and
provided examples of GCD poetry and literature. Ariadni (SU) commented: ¥...]

firstly, a language can be written, like Greek, while the Cypriot dialect cannot be
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written, it’s an unofficial language [...] it’'s not even a language, it’'s a dialect..
Alkistis (SU) however, disagreed, and questioned: ‘Why can't it be? [...] it can

be! We have so many [poems]..

4.4.1.2. MGL & GCD use in class

Analysis revealed that students use both varieties in the context of MGL
lessons. MGL use is often restricted to writing since asking the students when
they use MGL, their first reaction referred to the written language. As Mathaios
(SV) stated: ‘generally in writing, tests and essays, such things, we use Greek’.
Similarly, Myrofora (SR) commented: ‘we use it at certain times, [...] we prefer
always [to express ourselves] in our own way’. Some other students doubted
whether they actually use MGL, for instance Aikaterini (SR), wondered: ‘Do we

use it?’

Analysis also indicated that some students believe that they should only use
SMG in class in order to acquire it fully and become fluent speakers while
others considered it essential to use GCD in order to be able to express

themselves and also to protect GCD from disappearing:

Extract 67: SR

Andri: | believe we shouldn’t speak Cypriot.

Maria: Me too.
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Andri: | believe, uh because we go to Greece let’s say, and our
weakness in spoken Greek becomes obvious. It’s not that we don’t know

Greek or we cant speak it [...], we just learned this way.

Michael: But the same happens in England too. You can’t speak English

fluently.

Andri: Yes but you were not taught [...] English like you were taught
Greek, it's very different. Greek is your language. Let’s say we go to
Greece [...] and there’s a difficulty in speaking it, as if it wasn't our
language. But it is our language! We have to speak Greek at school, |

believe.

loulia: Yes, but in the end [...] our own dialect will be consumed.

Maria: Ohhh!ll [expressing disagreement]

Andri: It will not be consumed! [...] Not so simple. How, at home, outside,
[...] everywhere, you speak Cypriot. What will hurt you, if you speak
Greek for seven hours at school? Just for not having some imperfections

when we go to uh uh uh uh.

Michael: You wouldn’t be able to express yourself though [...].

However, almost all students pointed out that using SMG sounds strange, and
funny, and seems out of place in a Cypriot class or in conversation among

Cypriots:
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Extract 68: SR

Andri: [...] when you speak Greek your voice is softer, and it seems

funny, and you can’t go on /:

Michael: It's because we’re not used fto it!

Andri: You stop, uh (p) you get stuck.

[...]

Maria: You feel uncomfortable because if someone hears you speak /:

loulia: He will laugh.

Maria: Yes, he’'ll pass out laughing.

Andri: He’ll make fun of you.

Another example indicating student’s beliefs on why SMG is not widely used

orally is provided below.

Extract 69: SU

Alkistis: [...] When a certain student speaks Greek, the others might look

at him strangely. Supposedly? He speaks like a Greek.

[...]

Ariadni: He’s all pride.
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Alkistis: It's funny, [...] | consider it funny when Cypriots speak like

Greeks, | don’t know, it sounds somehow different /:

Ariadni: Because they change their voice, they pretend and /:

Alkistis: Or because the Greeks of Greece speak quickly while the

Cypriots, more slowly, it’s like singing, this is what they tell us.

Regarding GCD use, analysis revealed that GCD is widely used in students’
speech. Almost all mentioned that they use it nearly all the time when
discussing with classmates and teachers. As Michael (SR) claimed: ‘I even use
it [...] in the lesson, uh there | discuss things with the teacher, | talk to him and |
want to say what | really feel’. GCD helps them, they explained, to express their
thoughts better because they feel better when using it. For instance Neoklis
(SR) commented: ‘But | prefer to express myself like | express myself all the
time, let’s say. [...] As | speak, normally’. GCD is the language of freedom’ and

Jjoy’ as Themistocles (UR) claimed and by using it you express yourself directly.

The majority pointed out that they use GCD spontaneously as it comes naturally

to them and helps them express themselves more accurately and easily:

Extract 70: SU

Alkistis: | think we use the Cypriot dialect spontaneously.

Ariadni: | think because we like it more.
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Penelope: [...] when a teacher or a student says something and we want
to disagree strongly, the Cypriot dialect comes out spontaneously, for
saying, ‘No | don’t agree!’ for instance. [...] Uh when we feel something

strongly let’s say, | believe we use the Cypriot dialect instinctively.

[...]

Penelope: This way we express ourselves better, | think.

[.]

Alkistis: And there are words which, certain things which we know the

words in Cypriot.

Penelope: We don’t know them in Greek.

[.]

Alkistis: Or a certain situation which might be named in Cypriot and we

know what we mean, while in Greek we’re not able to say it.

It needs to be acknowledged that many students pointed out that they do not
use any basilectal form of GCD, or the same variety they use with their friends,
to talk with the teacher. They clarified that in class they use a more ‘polite’

version of GCD:
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Extract 71: UR

loannis: Uh, it’s not the heavy Cypriot which they spoke in the past, no,
that we use in our free time. We try somehow to formalise our answer in

speech but with the /:

Themistocles: With the Cypriot dialect.

Researcher: You're telling me that in class you use the Cypriot dialect? /:

Themistocles: But more polite.

[.]

Themistocles: Something in between very formal and informal.

loannis: Like a new language.

Exploring why students use GCD in class several students commented that
using GCD is unavoidable, or they feel pressured. Michael (SR) explained that
GCD is used ‘to express what we feel, because this is the way we learned [...]
[and] we can’t do it differently’, while loulia (SR) added: ‘otherwise they
pressurise us’. In addition to this, Michael (SR) argued: ‘When the teacher asks
us to answer a question in written form, I'll write it in the Greek language and
read it in the Greek language, but when the teacher asks me to explain it, 1'// do
it in the Cypriot dialect (p) and | don’t think that this is unreasonable because if
I'm able to explain my answer in the Cypriot dialect it means | understood what

I've written’.
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4.4.1.3. Does GCD enhance or impede MGL learning?

Analysis revealed that students’ perceptions can be classified in three groups:
those who believe that GCD is an asset, those who consider it an obstacle, and

those who view it both as a benefit and as an impediment.

The majority of the students considered the fact that they speak GCD as an
advantage and they justified its usefulness by referring to its commonalities with
Ancient Greek. As Andri (SR) said: ‘/ believe that it's more an asset because uh
when we are taught Ancient Greek and we see Cypriot words we use [...], oh,
you say, this thing comes from here! That’s nice!’. Others commented that GCD
is not an impediment due to similarities between GCD and SMG. For instance,
Themistocles (UR) noted: ‘/ believe that it helps because by learning Cypriof,
automatically you learn Modern Greek, namely they don’t have such a big
difference [...]°. Similarly, Myrofora (SR) stated: ‘because when we do Modern
Greek lessons | believe that [...] we can adjust, learn the things they say to us,
understand them, regardless of if we speak Cypriot in our everyday life (...) it'’s

easy’.

Some students held dual views on GCD, as Agni (SU) commented: 7...] OK,
there’s ease, and difficulty’. Alkistis (SU) explained: 7...] on the one hand it
helps us because they’re similar languages, they’re almost the same except for
some differences, some words. Uh, on the other hand it inhibits us because uh
OK, we use more Cypriot, and we can'’t learn Greek well [...]. Similarly

Anastasia (SU) commented: ‘It depends, because uh many words which come
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from the Cypriot dialect, [...] we might let’s say associate them [with Ancient
Greek], but sometimes it's more difficult | think [...] because we’re used to this
way, Greek is more complex and because we express ourselves differently

orally, differently in writing, this is difficult’.

Analysis also revealed that a small minority regard GCD as a barrier to
acquiring SMG. Most students commented that GCD is their dominant variety
and because they use GCD extensively on a daily basis, this causes difficulties
in acquiring and using SMG correctly. Smaradga (SU) said: ...] in my opinion it
inhibits us [...], OK, yes, it depends on our family too, and on the school,
because let’s say if we constantly speak in the Cypriot dialect at home then it’s
somehow difficult to speak Modern Greek, to express ourselves’. In addition,
they believed that the differences between the two varieties make the
acquirement of MGL more difficult. For instance, Steven (UU) stated: ‘because
you think in Cypriot and you can’t think to write in Modern [Greek], you think a
word in Cypriot and you sit there and you say ‘what’s this in Greek?’ to write it

because you’re not allowed to write Cypriot..

4.4.1.4. Including or excluding GCD?

The majority of students felt that they should be allowed to use GCD in class,
for a variety of reasons. For instance Anaxagoras (UU) argued: ft's our
language, why should we speak Modern Greek?’ Similarly, Smaragda (SU)
commented: T...] the Greeks [...] don’t speak Cypriot, they speak their language,

which we have to speak too, their language, uh we should be allowed because
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it’s our language [...]. In addition, Penelope (SU) thought that they should use
GCD ‘at least in the classroom orally’ because as Alkistis (SU) argued ‘it’s like
saying to us [that] you’re not in Cyprus’ and Ariadni (SU) added: that] you’re

not free’.

It was also widely expressed, especially by underachieving students, that by
using GCD they feel more secure and their ideas are better articulated, while in
SMG they have to find the appropriate linguistic forms to communicate their
ideas and feel less comfortable. Aristedes (UR) noted: ‘The Greek language
can’t come out of you, you’re not used to it’ while Charilaos (UU) explained:
‘with Modern Greek we have difficulties not because we can’t talk, [but]
expression wise, we can’t express our ideas in Modern Greek like we can in
Cypriot’. Eftychios (UU) commented: ‘you feel more comfortable when you
speak Cypriot’. Salomi (UR) stated that GCD helps 7...] when we want to say
something to say it much better [...] while with Greek sometimes you might be
reserved and you can’t say exactly what you want’. Salomi (UR) also added:
‘me personally when | speak Modern Greek | feel a bit stressed about whether
I'm going to speak well [...] and Themistocles (UR) stated that he fears: ‘saying
something stupid, [...] using the combination of words wrongly, [...] saying

something we don’t mean’.

Furthermore, students were questioned about whether their teachers had any
reaction towards GCD use in class. Rural school students commented that their

teachers never reprimanded them for using GCD in class and that they let them
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express themselves freely. For example Andri (SR) commented: ‘they don’t
have a problem with the fact that we’'ll express ourselves in Cypriot’. In addition
loulia (SR) noted: ‘besides the teacher doesn’t speak Greek, she speaks [the
dialect]” and Neoklis (SR) said: T...] I think that our teachers [...] because [...]
they grew up with the Cypriot dialect, it's more comfortable for them too, and
more familiar to hear it [...]. However, Michael (SR) commented: ‘If we use such
words [basilectal] [...], yes my teacher will correct me. But the teacher,
personally me, I've not observed anything else, he’ll let us express ourselves as

we wish’.

Certain rural school students, however, argued that the fact that their teachers
allow them to use GCD in the classroom freely hinders them from improving
their performance in SMG. For example, Andri (SR) stated: ‘They don’t help us
to express ourselves in Greek [...] they let us speak so freely that they don’t give
us room to speak [Greek] so we go on and don’t have any problem’. [...] It's a
pity because it's our language [Greek]. Whatever the Greeks do, we do it, too,

since our books are the same’.

Some of their urban counterparts had a list of such incidents. For instance
Penelope (SU) described an incident where the T6 reprimanded a student for
using GCD: T...] the teacher told him please speak Greek, we're Greek, [...] and
we, of the classic [section], we have to speak correctly, so we have to use the
Greek language in class - yet at the same time the teacher was speaking

Cypriot!’
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Analysis revealed that incidents like the above might undermine students’
confidence and implant feelings of linguistic insecurity as certain students,
especially underachieving ones, might become discouraged from speaking at

all:

Extract 72: SU

Penelope: We felt disadvantaged.

Mathaios: Yes, bad.

Penelope: Disadvantaged. Namely we [...] completely overlook the

Cypriot dialect, even in class where we feel more let’s say, we are not /:

Alkistis: There might be students who want to express their opinion but
because they can’t speak Greek fluently or say the appropriate words,

then they don’t express their opinion and they stay silent.

Penelope: They can't, they don’t raise their hand [...].

Penelope (SU) explained: T...] when someone speaks to us in Greek it's like
keeping their distance from us, [...] and you feel a bit uncomfortable in
expressing your view, and your opinion on any issue, you feel him to be, like,
very detached’. Ariadni (SU) also added: ‘he’s not a warm person let’s say,

that’s how you see it’.
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Nevertheless, the same students subsequently stated that they understand why
their teachers urged them to use SMG and commented that they should use it
more widely because mastering it would help them to become more successful
in the future. For instance Ariadni (SU) commented: ‘/ believe that uh let’s say
that the Cypriot dialect is [...] not appropriate [...] for education, that it can help
us to do something, and this is right, and | believe that they encourage us to use
more Greek to expand our vocabulary [...]. Penelope also added (SU): T..]
when we go to study for example, [...], we’'ll not use our Cypriot dialect, that’s
why our teachers make efforts to encourage us uh to speak Greek [...] to
expand our vocabulary and get used to a way, the way we will talk in our life

later, for our studies basically’.

4.4.1.5. Students’ greatest difficulties in MGL

Analysis revealed that difficulties lie in expression, as presented in section
4.4.1.4., and in lexicon. All students pointed out that they lag behind in lexicon
and most of them described it as ‘poor’ and fnefficient’. Penelope (SU)
commented: 7...] in class we use poor vocabulary, simple, in Greek, and maybe
uh this is the most difficult thing, to learn new Greek words and to integrate
them in your vocabulary’. As Alkistis (SU) explained: ‘it is like learning a new [...]
language’. [...] This is why we can’t do it. Like English we have to be better
prepared’. Ariadni (SU) said: ‘[...] many times let’s say we do lexical exercises,
there are so many words, so many verbs with the same meaning and we have

to put them in the right sentence, they’re all of similar meaning, you can't
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distinguish what will determine, let’s say, this word [...] to put it in the right

sentence because they are so similar, [...] that is hard’.

Moreover, lexical difficulties and unfamiliarity with the words, they claimed,
hinder their understanding and comprehension of texts. Hermione (UU) noted:
‘Uh, there are a million words, and [...] someone might say a sentence to me
and | won't understand at all what he wants to say to me, because uh there are
certain words which have prefixes at the beginning, like epi-, pro-, and they
have a whole bunch of meanings, yes, prepositions, uh and | cannot
understand, and in the articles which we have you don’t understand what the
person who writes it wants to say exactly’. In addition, Neoklis (SR) commented:
l...] when the books changed in the second [class] of Gymnasium, we all had

difficulties, let’s say, in understanding the meaning'.

Several students pointed out that they have greater linguistic needs than their
Greek counterparts. Neoklis (SR) said: T...] first and foremost if you compare a
Greek with us, his vocabulary is much richer, there are words we don'’t even
know. We can see this in the tests where we do synonyms — antonyms. You
can show, let’s say, 10 words to the Greek and he will find 9 and it’s hard for us
to find 3 or 4’. Neoklis (SR) added: {...] the first class of primary school for us is

the kindergarten in Greece [...].
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4.4.1.6. Effects of code-switching

Many students commented that in class they usually try to use SMG when they
start talking but after a while, when they want to expand, or be more explorative
and explanatory, they code-switch to GCD as it is easier and they feel more
secure or because they cannot recall the appropriate Greek word. For instance
Anastasia (SU) commented: ‘At the beginning we might answer a question and
because we're focused there we’re more reserved, we start answering it in
Modern Greek, then, afterwards we relax and go deeper, and because we
express ourselves more comfortably in Cypriot, we use Cypriot’. This finding is

in accordance with what the group task observational data revealed.

Students were also questioned on how code-switching between GCD and SMG
makes them feel. The majority of them commented that most of the time they do
not realise, or do not pay attention to it because they are more focused on what
they want to express. They do it so often that they are not aware that they code-
switch as they speak. As Aikaterini (SR) stated: ‘uh, most of the time we don’t
realise it. [...] because we are focused on what we want to say, we don’t think
now how we’re going to say it, how we’re going to express it’. Similarly Maria
(SR) explained that ‘you don't realise it that at that time [...]’. This finding is also
in accordance with group task observational data and specifically with self-

correction incidents.

Only a small minority of students commented that code-switching affects them.

For example Michael (SR) commented: ‘when a teacher assigns us homework,
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specifically in Modern Greek, to answer [a question] on the texts, we’ll answer it
in Modern Greek, uh in the classroom I'll read it in Modern Greek. When he
asks me to explain it though, I'll explain it in Cypriot. [...] Uh, it seems strange to
me. [...] it’s like using something different’. Penelope (SU) stated: {It’s like] we
don’t know who we are’ while Alkistis (SU) explained: ‘I think that when you start
talking to someone and you talk to him in Cypriot you feel he understands you,
that you become understandable let’s say, then when you turn it to Greek, | feel

that I'm not genuine’.

Some underachieving students commented that code-switching made them feel
confused, specifically when they code-switch to SMG because they search for
the appropriate form to express what they want to say. For example Charilaos
(UU) commented: T...] because we don't feel comfortable go on, let’s say, |
speak Greek, we go on changing it into Cypriot because we can't find the words
to go on in Greek, or we don'’t feel good [...] or comfortable to talk [...].
Hermione (UU) stated: 1 don’t feel good, because the teacher looks at me and
laughs. [...] Uh, let’s say when | begin the sentence well and then | finish it in
Cypriot, uh he laughs. He understands that | got confused. And | understand it

too [...] and | don’t feel good'’.

Artemios (UU) commented: ‘you start with Modern Greek, then let’s say you
might start talking Cypriot without understanding it and then when you
understand it [...] you correct it and then you start again’. Hermione summarised

the result of this: ‘that the other person doesn’t understand what you want to
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say to him. Since [...] you constantly change it [...]. And it's a mess! A vicious

circle!l’

4.4.1.7. Identity Construction: Cypriot or Greek or Greek-Cypriot?

GCD is the ‘hallmark’ of being Cypriot as Neoklis (SR) stated. Similarly
Mathaios (SU) commented: ‘[...] for me it’s the proof that I'm Cypriot, that | am
totally Cypriot, this is what it means to me’. Several students commented that
GCD signals their identity since when they use it they feel Cypriot, closer to
their culture, and they realise where they come from. As Anastasia (SU) argued:
T...] by using the Cypriot dialect we feel that we have a special identity, that we
are Cypriots after all, we are the only ones who speak this dialect. While
Modern Greek is spoken in many places [...] thus we wouldn’t have our own
identity’. Many students argued that GCD is what distinguishes them from
Greek people. For example Stamatis (UU) commented: ‘We are distinguished
from the Greeks, let’s say, who just speak Modern Greek’ while Anaxagoras
(UU) added: ‘if someone hears us he will say OK he’s Cypriot’. While many
students stated that GCD is what they inherited from their ancestors and is a
part of their culture, a minority of them pointed out that SMG has a role to play,

too, in their identity:

Extract 73: SR

loulia: When we speak Cypriot, uh it reminds us of uh our culture, /:

Andri: Our Cyprus.
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loulia: The customs. While when we speak Greek, let’s say, we forget

who we are.

Andri: We don’t forget who we are with Greek, why, don’t you have

Greek culture in Cyprus?

loulia: Yes, but /:

Andri: Or don’t you speak Greek in Cyprus? Aren’t you Greek-Cypriot?

loulia: Yes but think, when you speak Cypriot don'’t you feel more that

you’re Cypriot?

Michael: [...] when you speak Cypriot you remember words, you
remember situations in your culture, or some words your grandfather or
grandmother taught you, that you learned from them, and you remember

where you come from.

Questioning students about how they feel when they speak GCD, many of them
confidently stated that it feels like being who they truly are. For example
Mathaios (SU) stated: ‘we’re ourselves’ while Penelope (SU) explained: ‘when
we speak to someone Cypriot let’s say, whoever he/she is, uh we feel
comfortable, like at home, and we feel that whoever we talk to is a familiar

person, and we can tell him everything, and express our opinion freely’.

Certain students critiqued the negative attitudes towards GCD held by certain

GC people. For example Ariadni (SU) argued: ‘1 don’t understand something
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[...] why all liken, let’s say, the dialect to something rustic [...], as something
inferior, | don’t understand, let’s say, this is its root. [...] Why do you
underestimate your language? Do you underestimate your identity?’ As Neoklis
(SR) noted it is ‘the new prosperity and richness’ in GC people’s life that
developed such attitudes ‘because if you see in other regions of Greece, Crete
or Thessaloniki where they speak in a particular way, they’re proud of this while

[...] most of us think aaahh he speaks Cypriot, let’s say he’s uncouth [...].

In addition, some students pointed out that certain negative attitudes held

towards GCD are unfair:

Extract 74: SU
Penelope: Aaa! And this, Greek equals politeness, Cypriot equals /-
Alkistis: Rudeness!
Penelope: Yes, vulgar supposedly, the person who speaks Cypriot.

Mathaios: Yes, it's considered that he’s vulgar. But they [teachers] say to

us that there are some words which are Ancient [Greek], like hen.
Penelope: Yes.

Alkistis: We'll say them because they’re Ancient!
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Moreover, analysis revealed that SMG influences students’ identity in a different
way than GCD. The data demonstrated that many students when expressing
themselves in SMG say they adopt several roles, they act more seriously and
they mimic. For instance Themistocles (UR) noted: 7...] when we have to
express ourselves in Modern Greek | feel more serious, that | have to be more
serious when | speak Modern Greek’. Aristedes (UR) commented that it feels
‘that you are someone else’ while Ages (UR) added that ‘you try to show you’re
someone else’ and Hermione (UU) stated: ‘simply you don’t feel comfortable!

You're not you! It’s like someone else talking’.

This identity change is also encapsulated in the following extract, where a
student shared a personal experience she had in a play, impersonating a Greek

woman.

Extract 75: SU

Penelope: Al In a [theatrical] play, um | was speaking Greek, uh my role
was Greek and the way | was speaking my teacher told me that “you
were speaking like a Greek and it didn’t sound good”, that supposedly |

wasn’t speaking /.

Alkistis: Naturally?

Penelope: Yes, naturally.

Alkistis: Normally.
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Penelope: That | was using the Greek language and | was speaking like
a Greek woman. And this thing isn’t right because we have to speak

MGL but indicate that we’re Cypriots. That is, use our colour.

Many of the students not only commented that they feel uncomfortable and
stressed when speaking in Greek, but they also worry how the others would
perceive them. For instance Hermione (UU) commented: ‘whenever | speak
Modern Greek I'm anxious. [...] | have difficulties. [...] And there’s another
reason, you feel uncomfortable because all your classmates hear you and they
say he/she speaks like a Greek’. Michael (SR) commented: ‘Now is it funny
when | speak? Because it seems funny to me, to others, though, | don’t know
how it looks and that’s why | feel weird’. Similarly Aikaterini (SR) noted:
‘personally when | speak in Modern Greek, | listen to myself and | say [...] is it

me? Am | talking? [...] We can’t get used to it..

Some students thought they have a dual identity, that is Greek-Cypriot, and
they referred to the common bonds that Cyprus has with Greece. As
Themistocles (UR) commented: ‘I believe that we’re partly Greeks but that we're
always special. [...] Uh! [sighing] That is, we're Greeks, we speak Greek, we
have the same religion, we say we’re Greek-Cypriots, uh, but again we have
something special, we're not Greeks, we’re Greek-Cypriots, we always feel it
that we’re aaahh like a separate nation, yes indeed, Greeks, but a separate

nation, | can’t explain this differently’.

263



Some other students discussed their dual identity in a more polemic manner,
disagreeing about whether they are firstly Greeks or Cypriots which led to this

political discussion:

Extract 76: SR

Neoklis: [...] | think because we are firstly Greek and then Cypriot, first

and foremost.

Researcher: [to others] Do you agree?

Aikaterini: No!

Neoklis: We have supposedly the same religion, similar language, | think

these are the most important.

Researcher: Why don’t you agree?

Aikaterini: OK, yes, certainly, uh we belong to Greece, we are Greek but

first | believe were Cypriot.

Researcher: What do you believe?

Myrofora: | believe that, too, that we’re first Cypriot. Because | believe,
regardless of having Greek or if we know how Greeks live, some part of
us might get influenced by Greek (...) anyway, but | believe that we have
our own identity and we know the stories of the past and we follow some

things.

Neoklis: Yes, but who supported us supposedly in hard times?
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Myrofora: OK, they supported us, the Greeks, but sometimes. The

Greeks didn’t support us at all times.

4.4.1.8. GCD & CT Expression

1 believe that thinking development is based on freedom. Thus when they take
from me the right to choose which language | use to express what | choose, |
believe that they immediately take from me the right to express what | choose,

not to choose myself’ (Themistocles, (UR)).

The majority of students commented that using GCD facilitates them in
expressing CT and this is in accordance with the findings that emerged from the

analysis of group task observational data.

Many students agreed that SMG not only creates barriers to expressing what
they really want but it also leads them to express something else, not what they
thought of, and in a superficial way. For instance Aristedes (UR) stated: ‘I
wouldn’t be able to express my thought just like | have it in my mind. [...]
Because [...] you express yourself easier with the dialect that you know, while
you try to use some other words in Greek, you might not express it like you
want. [...] you might think that you expressed [it] but it wasn’t communicated to
the other person’. Similarly, Agni (SU) commented: T...] if you go to say it in
MGL uh | think you'll shrink more, and you’ll say less, you'll not say what you

feel’.
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The majority of the students argued that expressing CT in GCD helps them to
be more precise, to express their ideas as they form them in their mind and to
articulate their messages well and exactly. As Hermione (UU) stated: T...] if you
say it in your dialect [...] you'll possibly say it more [...] correctly, like how you
think of it, transmit it more easily to others. While when you try to transfer it into
Modern Greek you might not be able to transfer it exactly the way you think of it,
and the other person won’t understand’. Anaxagoras (UU) noted: ¥...] we might,
let’s say, think of something and not to be able to say it in Modern Greek

because I'm not used to it, it might come out of me only in Cypriot’.

The analysis also indicated that students acknowledged that they cannot use
only SMG. As Eftychios (UU) commented: ‘if they tell us to speak only Greek
there’ll be a certain reaction. We'll try to speak in Greek but some phases we
won’t manage. [...] It won’t come out of us. We'll speak Greek but at some point
we turn it in Cypriot, too’. Charilaos (UU) also added: ‘we might not find the
words to put what we think of in order, expression-wise explicitly’. Anastasia
(SU) argued: ‘we might not state it in the way we want it to be heard. [...] It's a
matter of vocabulary | think, this is our biggest problem because [...] we use
different words in the Cypriot dialect and we might not choose the right [word] to

express it in Modern Greek, so our view will not be heard correctly’.

Moreover, the data showed that students believe that when they have to use
SMG they focus on the means of expression and usually the quality of their

thinking is neglected. For instance Penelope (SU) explained: [...] with Cypriot

266



we can express ourselves comfortably, say ‘no | don't like this, it’s not nice’, uh
with Greek as soon as we start talking Greek automatically [there is] like a
mechanism functioning inside us which tells us we have to develop it, we have
to say nice words, we have to say that we like it let’s say. It is not something

that must be done [...] but we feel like this, it's something instinctive’.

Several students also commented that sometimes they chose not to participate
in the lesson discussion and express their thoughts because they were afraid of
making mistakes and humiliating themselves. For example Evagoras (SU)
commented: ‘we’re afraid whether, because often we do make mistakes in
expression, when we try to go from the Cypriot dialect to Greek we make
mistakes [...], grammatical mistakes but syntactical too [..]. In addition,
Smaragda (SU) explained: 7...] sometimes we might say | don’t want to speak,
let’s say, in Modern Greek, because | want to say something in a way that

expresses me [...], and this [...] somehow makes you not want to speak’.

The data indicated that among the more underachieving students there was a
higher proportion who do not feel confident with SMG than among academically
successful ones. Many of them pointed out that they consciously choose not to
participate in the lesson and prefer to remain silent as they feel that they cannot
express themselves in a way that would satisfy the teacher. For instance
loannis (UR) commented: [...] Most of the time | prefer not to talk rather than

say what I'm thinking. [...] it's some kind of phobia. [...] If you do it right, if what
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you will say will be right’ and as Dafni (UR) added: ‘If the others will understand

J

you’.

Only two students, Andri (SR) and loulia (SR) argued that they express CT in
SMG without any difficulties. However, they referred to essay-writing rather than
speech. They claimed that they think in SMG while the rest of the group
disagreed, arguing that they need to think of certain Greek expressions and

words in order to articulate their thoughts.

Extract 77: SR

Andri: [...] my thoughts come out in Modern Greek, since | make use of

syntax in Modern Greek and | go on and write.

Maria: Personally, me, | translate them, I think of them in Cypriot and |

translate them.

Andri: In the way | think of them [Greek] | write them.

loulia: Me too.

Michael: You'll use some words in Modern Greek, though, that you have
to think of, while a Greek won't think to write the ‘undoubtedly’, the

‘undeniably’.

Andri: No.
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loulia: Yes, but if you have a rich vocabulary, [...] when you read
literature and you knew for instance, [...] will that bother you let’s say?

Me, it doesn’t bother me let’s say.

[...]

Michael: But what | want to say, you will think to write [the expression]

‘few [people] would be opposed’.

loulia: Leave the [expression] few [people] would be opposed..

Maria: Yes, this is what Michael means, yes! We [...] think Cypriot. This is

it! Our thought is not developed. [...]

4.4.1.9. Emergent themes

Discussion is now focused on four emergent themes from students’ interviews,
highlighting the unpredictability of research outcomes. These are classified as
follows: the root of the language problem, the introduction of GCD as a new
module, whether a bidialectal solution would be beneficial, and why the way

MGL lesson is delivered might be problematic.

The root of the problem, as a minority of the students commented, lies in the
fact that they learn to speak with the dialect which they use extensively. They
believe that if from primary education they were instructed in how to use the
codes correctly they would have been in a better position now. As Michael (SR)

pointed out 7...] we start from an early age to learn the Cypriot dialect, and we
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learned to use only the Cypriot dialect. Namely, if from primary school there was
a more correct education and we learned that OK this is not wrong but the

correct way is like this, uh then things would’ve been better’.

Some other students identified the way SMG is imposed on them as the root of
the problem and argued that if they were using only GCD they would not have
any problem in expressing themselves. For instance Alkistis (SU) stated: 1..]
the problem basically starts from the fact that we have to, we are obliged to
learn Greek, too. [...] if it was Cypriot though | don't think that we’'d have a
problem speaking comfortably in the classroom [...] | consider it [Greek] as a

foreign language which we learn, which we have to know’.

The introduction of GCD as a new module in Lyceum education was
suggested by several students. Some of them pointed out that it would be
beneficial for them if the scope of such module focused on lexicon and the
etymology of words so they could learn to use them correctly. This, they
claimed, would make them feel more comfortable and help them to use the
varieties properly. Students’ views indicate that they consider their dialect
worthy of exploration. For example loulia (SR) commented: 7...] | believe that
we have to be taught the Cypriot Dialect too [...] to have a specific lesson [...]’
and as Andri (SR) added, to be taught fts roots’ [...] the words, where they
come from [...]’. Similarly, Themistocles (UR) suggested: ¥...] we shouldn’t deal
with so many grammatical phenomena, to deal more with lexicon in order to

learn where the words come from and to be able to use them correctly. [...]
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more on where the word comes from, not how it sounds now [...] To feel, we
young people, more comfortable, to be able [...] to use the language more

easily’.

Others suggested that the introduction of the new module should include
Cypriot poetry which would highlight artefacts of the dialect. They believed that
this would keep GCD alive and help disseminate it to the next generation. For
instance Evagoras (SU) suggested: 7/ believe they have to put one extra hour in
the programme where we would do the Cypriot dialect so it’'s not forgotten,
because from generation to generation we see that [...] the use of dialect is
reduced. [...] to be taught poems in the Cypriot dialect, like those of

Michaelides, something like that’.

A bidialectal solution was also identified in some students’ suggestions.
Certain students pointed out that they need to become aware of the differences
between the two varieties and enhance their knowledge of their dialectal mother
tongue. For instance Michael (SR) commented: 7...] The Cypriot dialect is
helpful because as we learn Ancient Greek in order to know Modern Greek, like
this we have to know, in my opinion, some dialects. Uh what’s the difference of
Modern Greek from the Cypriot dialect? What is there to know about the Cypriot

dialect? [...]".
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Some other students suggested the inclusion of GCD in the MGL lesson since
they perceived the parallel use of both varieties as beneficial. Stamatis (UU)
suggested: ‘not to stay like it is, [...] to be together, the Cypriot and the Greek’.
In addition, Anastasia (SU) stated: to allow us to speak in the Cypriot dialect’
and Smaradga (SU) proposed: ‘the teachers should be a bit more lenient, a bit,

let’s say. As everyone expresses himself/herself..

The delivery of the MGL lesson was also discussed by many students,
especially underachieving ones, who commented that it is neither motivating nor
stimulating. Their statements indicate that they feel there is a need to develop
student-centred lessons which will allow them to become active participants
since most of the time they are not given the opportunity to talk in class. This
was also concluded from classroom observational data where it was found that

most of the lessons observed followed a teacher-centred approach.

For instance Neoklis (SR) suggested: 7...] not be teacher-centred, to be
student-centred, like they try to do it. [...] Most of the students in Cyprus are
passive receivers [...]'. Similarly, Aikaterini (SR) stated: ‘The educational system
here in Cyprus and in most modules, not just in Modern Greek, basically
suggests sterile memorising, it doesn'’t offer us something that you’ll learn,

perhaps practically’.
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Students who perform more poorly argued that the way the MGL lesson is
delivered is problematic. As Charilaos (UU) pointed out: the way they teach it
let’s say, that loses my interest. [...] It’s monotonous’. In addition, Anaxagoras
(UU) suggested: 7...] to have themes which concern us more’. Charilaos (UU)
explained that the lessons are uninteresting because ‘you go into the
classroom, [...] and you will listen to the teacher what he has to say and the time
will change (...) it ended up very monotonous [...] it's more the teacher’s way [of
teaching]. Because he studies it the previous day at home, let’s say, he comes
and he knows, he has an outline and it follows it [...] he doesn’t take the lesson
with us the students [...] he knows the outline to follow, he writes it on the board
and finishes’. As Stamatis (UU) argued: 7...] understanding it not understanding
it, he wrote it for you there, you have to learn it, there will be no discussion’.
Instead as Anaxagoras (UU) suggested: ‘He could give us a leaflet, to work

alone. [...] discuss the topic [...], more discussion’.

They also pointed out that it became the most difficult module for them and
there is a tendency to fail or get low marks in the final examinations. As
Eftychios (UU) commented: 7...] the Modern Greek module now ended up being
the most difficu/t’. Stamatis (UU) pointed out: 7...] we ended up going to [private]
lessons to learn our language. | don’t consider it reasonable let’s say to go
Modern [Greek]. [...] Because it is our language. We speak it for so many years
and we have to go to the institution to understand some things? It means uh

school doesn’t count [...]".

273



Another belief that some underachieving students held is that their teachers do
not encourage them to express their own thoughts but impose on them
predetermined and fixed answers which they should follow. For instance Steven
(UU) commented: ‘The way some teachers face [...] the texts we do and they
teach their messages, and you go and say but | understand it this way. And
they tell you this is what it means. [...] As if they went and asked the writer and
he told them that this is what | wanted to do’. Hermione (UU) also stated: ‘That’s
ridiculous to tell us this [...]. Steven (UU) explained: ‘From what | know [...]
about the Ancient Greeks who wrote their texts, they wrote them and the
messages could be understood by anyone in any way. [...] And they [teachers]

insist that it’s not [...].

Moreover, Artemios (UU) pointed out: ‘in the essay many times let’s say if you
don’t put [...] the point the teacher wants [you fail] [...] while normally it shouldn’t
happen like this. The student should put his own ideas’. Hermione (UU)
commented: ‘they use the handbook and whatever the handbook says they tell
us’. Instead, students’ ideas should be appreciated, she believes, by the

teachers and ...] if the justification has depth, we should get the marks’.

The following section presents findings on similar topics from teachers’

perspectives.
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4.4.2. Teachers’ Interviews

The variable of schools’ location was not major as similar findings emerged on
most themes. However, there was a difference in perceptions between urban
and rural school teachers regarding two themes, GCD use in class and
curriculum effectiveness. Additionally, while rural school teachers’ viewpoints
were in agreement on all themes, there was variation in urban teachers’
viewpoints regarding GCD effects on students. Analysis revealed that this was

due to their personal beliefs.

The analysis identified the following main themes:

e Perspectives on GCD and MGL

e Effects of bidialectism/diglossia on acquiring MGL
e GCD usein class

e Students’ linguistic needs

e GCD & Students’ CT expression

e MGL curriculum: problematic or effective?

e GCD & Students’ identity construction

Two emergent themes were also identified:

e Teachers’ unawareness

e Any solutions?
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[The extracts henceforth are designated by the schools’ location, (R) for rural

and (U) for urban.]

4.4.2.1. Perspectives on GCD & MGL

The analysis revealed that while almost all teachers were voluble in describing
GCD, they were laconic when referring to MGL. The majority of teachers
described MGL as the national and official language of Cyprus. As T2(R) stated:
‘Koiné Modern Greek is our national language, the language in which we write

our books, the language we teach’.

Regarding GCD, analysis showed that each teacher’s perception prioritised a
different angle. For instance, T2(R) commented: ‘Cypriot Dialect is the local
variety which is more our geographical language rather than our national, this
doesn’t mean that Cypriot Dialect must be gone, uh it must be protected but not
to function against Koiné Modern Greek’. T1(R) noted that GCD ‘is heavier’ and
added that it ‘has foreign lexicon [...] because of all the conquerors who passed

through Cyprus, it has like this distinctive quality [...]

Moreover, T7(U) commented on the ancestral knowledge incorporated in GCD,
stating: T...] if we adhere to Babinioti’s speech too, especially where he says
Cypriot [...] has to be safeguarded as the pupil of the eye because is closer to
Ancient [Greek]. It’'s not a new language’. In addition, T4(U) mentioned: ‘If we

take Cypriot, Homer speaks about it’. Furthermore, T5(U) stated: ‘I believe that
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the Cypriot language is more difficult than Dhimotiki [Greek], regarding
someone learning it. Thus, for someone who learns the Cypriot Dialect well, |
believe it’s easy to learn the Dhimotiki [Greek] too [...] rather than for a Greek to

learn Cypriot, from the perspective of the structure of the language’.

Furthermore, the majority of the teachers commented that GCD and MGL have
many similarities and share common elements. For instance, T2(R)
commented: ‘they mutually complement each other. T1(R) despite
characterising the two varieties as ‘two problems’ subsequently stated: / think
that the one contains the other, that is, uh if we look at, if we paid attention to
the vocabulary of the Cypriot then we would have ended up in Ancient Greek,
and certainly it has relationship with Modern Greek’. In addition, T5(U)
commented that GCD might not be completely incomprehensible to Greek
people as ‘a Greek can hear a Cypriot, speaking to him a bit slowly, and [the

Greek] will understand almost everything'.

Furthermore, analysis indicated that rural school teachers did not express any
attitudes towards SMG or GCD but held a neutral stance throughout the
interview while almost all urban school teachers expressed positive attitudes

towards GCD except for T6(U) who showed a strong preference for SMG:

Extract 78: (U)

T3: [...]  even consider that [GCD] is more important to me [...]
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T6: Which one? Greek?

T3: Of my village let’s say.

T6: Really?

T3: Cypriot. | am very happy, | hear it in the street, let’s say, some old

ladies who talk, honestly /:

T6: | prefer SMG.

T3: And | appreciate it very much and | would like, something ideal, that

[...] the students could write [in GCD].

4.4.2.2. The effects of bidialectism/diglossia on acquiring MGL

The term diglossia rather than bidialectism was used in the interview questions
in order that teachers could feel more comfortable since they were not familiar
with the latter term and | did not want to confuse them or make them feel
insecure. All teachers pointed out that there exists a diglossic situation that
mainly influences students’ oral productions since GCD is used more
intensively. For instance T2(R) commented: ‘there is of course diglossia, the
Cypriot dialect predominates over Koiné Greek in schools and this influences
mainly MGL lessons and patrticularly the essay’. In addition, T1(R) noted: ‘in
speech it is very much evident that they use Cypriot Dialect and that it
influences them in writing too, this is also known. Of course because these are

Lyceum classes, the phenomenon has been a bit averted but it still exists’.
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T5(U) commented that the phenomenon is ‘more intense in speech, in writing
they distinguish the differences many times, although there are students who
again don’t distinguish the differences and they write [...] Cypriot words’. T7(U)
added ‘that it influences Cypriots in general, not just the students, everyone, so
they don’t have eloquence or the readiness to talk’. For instance, ..] if
suddenly someone wants to interview them [...] in the street randomly [...]

[he/she] has difficulties in speaking’ (T7(U)).

The majority of urban school teachers viewed that the current diglossic situation
considerably influences the students in acquiring MGL while T5(U) fervently
argued that students might have some expression problems but the education
provided to them offers them the opportunities to acquire MGL efficiently.
Similar perceptions to those of T5(U) were held by both rural school teachers.
For instance T2(R) commented: ¥...] reaching Lyceum though, diglossia | think it
doesn'’t influence the acquirement of Greek too much. It’'s easier for the

students at Lyceum’. As T1(R) stated: ‘they already learned it

Similarly T5(U) noted: 7...] | don't think [that GCD influences the students]
because in primary [school] they’re taught correctly, | believe. The student can
distinguish Greek [...] from his dialect, the fact that he uses the dialect, is
because it helps him to say the things he wants faster, [...] and | believe that yes
if you put a microphone in front of him or interview him, certainly he will dry up
because in his effort to speak correctly he‘d prefer to say nothing’. Hearing TS’s

viewpoints T3(U) stated: 7 personally disagree, | believe that it is a restraining
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factor the fact that uh there is this diglossia in acquiring the language, because
it’s different to speak and write in the language you speak daily, and it’s different
to be compelled to think, some words might be unfamiliar, it’'s not a vocabulary

which they use daily, so there’s a problem’.

T5(U) continued arguing that since the same curricula are used both in Greece
and Cyprus, Cypriot students should not have difficulties in acquiring MGL. As
T5(U) commented: ‘but the lexicon according to the curriculum, which demands
that a student of a Greek school, | mean on the Greek mainland, who studies
the same books as the students of the Cypriot school, is the same, so again
there would be this word in front of him which has to learn. Not learning it, the
Cypriot, and his vocabulary being poor, is based on other factors [...] social’. For
example, as T5(U) argued, the reason a student might not use SMG fs to stop

the others making fun of him’.

T3(U) who disagreed with T5(U) gave examples indicating that even when
Cypriots are in contexts where SMG is obligatory they cannot use it fluently like
their Greek counterparts. The other teachers agreed with T3(U) that contextual

factors influence the acquirement of the language:

Extract 79: (U)

T3: Uh how is the eloquence let’s say that Greek students have in Greek

universities explained?
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T5: The Greeks say the same about us when we use our dialect /:

T3: And the Cypriots lag behind?

T5: And the Greek when he hears us speaking Cypriot he'd say, ‘oh, my
God, how quickly he talks!’ like me when | hear a Cretan. | wouldn’t

manage to understand him.

T7: And T5, this is where we stand exactly, on the use of Koiné Greek

that we’re not so good as the /:

T3: That’s the problem.

T7: Greeks of metropolitan Greece. On this issue, because it’s not, the

acquirement of language, not only through the school /:

T3: Of course!

T7: There are other factors, environmental, outside school, which

influence us.

T3: This is exactly what | wanted to say.

T5: What influences us?

[...]

T3: The family, society, the environment in which you live, talk, express
yourself, [...] acquiring a language is not only the knowledge provided
through education, it’s spherical, it’'s how to say this, how to name it, it'’s a
spherical acquirement. It's through the family, through society and

through the school.
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T3’s statements regarding language acquirement seem to be in accordance to a
social constructivism approach, that the socio-cultural context to which the
students belong determines the construction of new knowledge. However, T5
insisted on a different perception while the rest of the group agreed with T3. For
instance, T5(U) commented: 7...] | accept that the parents influence negatively
whether someone will learn his language but | consider though that through the
educational system, from kindergarten up to Lyceum, in the classroom, the
Cypriot student has the same opportunities as the Athenian has. [...] | can’t say
[that it is] restrictive, | would say that it’'s dependent, what you say, on the family

factor, but not that it’s prohibitive’.

The disagreement became strongly intensified between T3 and T5, and other
teachers tried to intervene and conclude the issue. For instance, T7(U)
commented: ‘fo finish with this issue and go further [...] we all agree that it
influences to a certain extent, and we speak more for comprehension, for word
interpretation. This is where the student lags behind in comparison with the

student in Greece’.

4.4.2.3. GCD use in class

Rural school teachers openly said that they use GCD in class and they also
allow their students to use it to express themselves. They pointed out that GCD
is employed when they want to explain something to the students to enhance
their comprehension. As T2(R) commented: ‘mainly when | want to simplify

something’ while T1(R) added: ‘so that they [students] understand it better’.
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On the other hand, urban school teachers were more hesitant in declaring that
they use GCD. A minority of them admitted that they might use GCD in class
but clarified that this does not happen regularly. For instance T3(U) commented
that GCD is used ‘when we teach Cypriot literature and poetry’ while T7(U)
noted: ‘we might use it in speech [..] not in writing’. T5(U) added: T...]
sometimes when they don’t understand the word in SMG | will explain it to them
in Cypriot so they can understand [it]. [...] It happens sometimes. When giving
instructions sometimes’. T6(U) stated that GCD is not used yet subsequently
very hesitantly commented: ‘you might use 2 to 3 Cypriot words while talking

with the students. Not constantly though’.

Some data revealed why urban school teachers might have been hesitant
admitting that they use GCD in class. As T7(U) commented: ‘in previous years
clear recommendations were made not to [use GCD]’ while T4(U) pointed out
that ‘they are made now too’. In addition, T6 noted: ‘Yes, my dear. The
inspector came and saw a teacher and told her off because she was speaking

Cypriot’.

On questioning the teachers as to whether they allow students to use GCD in
class orally, only rural school teachers and T3(U) responded positively. For
instance T2(R) commented: fit's something though you can’t forbid, by any
means, no matter how much you insist, they will use it. But we use it many
times too, even though we know we should speak to them in SMG. Truth to be

told, if we have a visitor in our classroom, the inspector for instance, [...] we'’re
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influenced by his presence and we’re more careful. When we’re alone with the
students, though, the use of Cypriot dialect increases. In addition, T1(R) noted:
T...] it's also annoying to constantly correct the [student], that is, uh you forbid
him to think when you constantly try to correct his language in speech. [...] If he
says a certain word of the dialect you can correct him, if they’re some words,
but constantly correcting him means that you’ll stop him constantly, you don'’t let

him think’.

Moreover, T3(U) commented: / even show that I'm pleased that some of them
use Cypriot words during the lesson. [...] | don’t say it openly but in my way |
show it, | make them feel comfortable when they speak. [...] | don’t let them feel
disadvantaged when they speak Cypriot’. T3(U) also explained: / don’t of
course try to make this happen, but if it happens | don't let the other students
make fun of them or mock them, let’s say. | make them feel comfortable when

they talk’.

The other urban school teachers clarified that they insist that students use
SMG. For instance, when students use GCD T6(U) commented: ‘/ correct them’
while T7(U) noted that students are allowed to use it fo a limited extent’. In
addition, T5(U) stated: ‘if the student answers either orally or in writing and says
a Cypriot word which has an equivalent in SMG | immediately correct him. [...]
In leisure time | might speak more Cypriot than any student. But when he gives
me an answer, | want him to answer me in Dhimotiki [Greek], because

according to the curriculum, this is the language | teach’.
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It should be acknowledged that T6(U) was murmuring against the use of GCD
during the interview, and as soon as the interview was over a strong preference
for MGL was expressed. However, classroom observational data showed that
T6(U) was one of the teachers who frequently used GCD during lesson-focused

incidents.

4.4.2.4. Students’ linguistic needs

Analysis revealed that lexical and expression deficiencies were classified as the
most important areas in which students need improvement in the context of
MGL lessons. This was also indicated by students’ interviews where expression
and lexicon were classified as their greatest difficulties. In addition, many
teachers’ perceptions indicated that the extensive use of GCD leads to poor

MGL lexicon which in turn raises difficulties in students’ self-expression.

Initially, many teachers described the students’ lexicon as ‘poor’ and some of
them ‘diseased’. T2(R) characterised lexical deficiency as ‘the disease of
students’. Similarly, T3(U) stated that ‘the lexicon is diseased because there is
this [diglossia], it’s not rich’. T1(R) explained that 7...] perhaps the poor lexicon
[...] originates from the fact that they don’t use it [SMG] in speech [...] widely’.
Some urban school teachers pointed out that improving students’ lexicon is
essential. T6(U) commented that students 7...] need [help] in vocabulary too, in
defining the words’ and T5(U) suggested ‘enriching their vocabulary’ is
necessary ‘because you put in [...] 4 to 5 synonyms and they have difficulties

finding one’.
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Regarding expression, several teachers pointed out that although students are
at Lyceum level they still have difficulties in expressing themselves fluently and
adequately in SMG. Many teachers commented that students show hesitation in
speech and they need to improve their expression concerning both the oral and
written language. T2(R) commented: ‘the biggest needs are to improve their
expression firstly [...] because often we see that they write like they talk. The
syntactical sequence of the words often is the same as the syntactical
sequence of Cypriot Dialect’. Moreover, T7(U) added that there must be more
clarity and accuracy in the language they write’ because as T5(U) explained:
T...] sometimes it doesn’t have sequence. They jump from one theme to

another; there’s no overall coherence’.

Nevertheless, while urban school teachers were commenting on the difficulties
a Cypriot student encounters in MGL lessons, T5(U) disagreed once more and
couched his arguments in strong terms despite the fact that he was commenting
on students’ lexical and expression deficiencies. As analysis revealed T5(U)
considered that students’ difficulties are not significant and that the education

they receive is perfectly suitable:

Extract 80: (U)

T6: They have great difficulties /:
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T5: But after 12 years at school? Why do they have difficulties? [...] Here,
students go abroad to study and [in] 6 months they do [the] foundation

and pass the language /:

T3: But can | ask you a question?

T5: Yes.

T3: How good are the grades in MGL you give the students?

T5: From 10 up to 20.

T3: | mean in proportion, that is, uh the majority are very good to

excellent? Or the opposite?

T5: The average ratio?

T3: Yes.

T5: The average ratio, what'’s the average ratio got to do with anything?

T7: But if you look at the average ratio in introductory exams which is

below the base /:

T3: Uh! That’s why | am asking this!

T7: It means that /:

T5: But we said this about expression, but we said that at the beginning
that they don’t express themselves easily but it doesn’t mean that

because they don’t express themselves that they don’t know it.

T6: But the fact that they don’t express themselves easily, | believe they

didn’t learn to /:
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T3: It means that they fail, they don’t have the background, it means that

there’s difficulty in learning the language.

4.4.2.5. GCD & Students’ CT expression

Teachers were also questioned about whether they believe that excluding GCD
has any effect on the students’ expression of CT. In order to elicit their
perceptions on this issue they were firstly asked to define CT and how they

teach it to students, since it is an objective of the MGL curriculum.

Most of them defined CT as independent thinking, non-descriptive and
exploratory. As T7(U) noted: ‘Not to describe, to be able to compare, to critique,
[...] to draw conclusions [...] [and] not to be a parrot’. T2(R) commented: ‘Uh to
have his own view about issues concerning not only himself but also society
generally, the world’. In addition, T1(R) stated: ...] not to stop at mere
knowledge, that is, | learn something and that’s it, it should pass through uh a
process, if it’s right or wrong, what is my own opinion on this issue?’. Moreover,
T5(U) explained: “To develop his critical quotient, to find solutions to problems,
to be able to develop an abstract concept, an idea, to escape from the

descriptive essays of Gymnasium. This is what it means’.

Subsequently, all teachers stated that they teach CT through discussions,
dialogues and certain tasks, allowing the students to express their own

positions and justify them, and also encouraging them to compare and evaluate
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different aspects of a topic. For instance, T2(R) commented: ‘Through dialogue
and without giving them our position [...] about something we want them to
critique. If you give them your own position then usually they will agree with you.
But if you give them only the data [...] you give them the topic comprehensively,
or both sides, then you leave them alone to decide [...]. T5(U) also stated: ‘[by]
giving them freedom of speech. [...] Without avoiding them when they answer
incorrectly, you try to convince them fo argue’, while T3(U) commented: 7...] /
usually try to teach them to question, not be nihilists of course, but to question
even the views in their books, everything, and through the discussion to be led

[...] to conclusions’.

Teachers were then questioned whether GCD exclusion has any effects on
students’ CT expression. All teachers, except for T6(U), agreed that excluding
GCD from class influences to some extent the students’ expression of CT. For
instance T1(R) commented: 7...] they might not be able to express it [CT] clearly
when we ask them to express [it] only in SMG while it would have been easier
for them to express it in GCD’. As T5(U) explained: ‘because they express
themselves easier with the Cypriot Dialect [...] [and] some students express
themselves better [...] because the Dhimotiki [Greek] doesn’t help them’. On the
contrary, T6(U) noted that it doesn’t have [any effect]’ and commented: ‘Why?

Irrelevant! Regarding critique?’
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4.4.2.6. MGL curriculum: problematic or effective?

Teachers were asked whether they believe that the current MGL curriculum
helps students to achieve their maximum potential. Analysis revealed a distinct
difference between rural and urban school teachers’ perceptions. Rural school
teachers appeared to be less satisfied with the curriculum while most of their

urban colleagues were keen to identify its advantages.

T1(R) commented: ‘that it’'s [...] uh big, the amount of the material [to be
covered], it is. So there are difficulties in this sector, that is, to cover all the
themes well. T2(R) argued: ‘The book Expression-Essay at Lyceum B [level]
isn’t a great help in acquiring language skKills, if it's a primary aim, because it's
compiled from very indifferent texts for the students, so the teacher often resorts
to his own solutions to gain and trigger the interest of the students’.
Furthermore, T2(R) pointed out: ‘since our students fall behind in lexicon, the
lexical exercises of the book are neither good nor valuable for the students’.
T1(R) also mentioned: [...] many hours uh are spent doing theoretical things
which are neither pleasant for them, nor really help the student, | don’t know
where he will find let’s say, like my colleague said, biographical genres and we
deal [with them] so many hours. Instead there could be articles, two to three
unfamiliar articles which we’ll analyse, there could be tasks et cetera, and we’ll

be doing our job".

Yet urban school teachers seemed to be satisfied with the current curriculum to

a large extent. They pointed out that the curriculum has been improved in
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comparison with what they were teaching years ago. As T7(U) commented: ‘Uh,
compared with previous curricula, now with the Expression-Essay, [things] are
better [...] communicative speech is introduced’ which as T6(U) explained ‘helps
[students] express themselves’. In addition, T3(U) mentioned: ‘there is plenty of
time and additionally the most important thing is that we were given the initiative
too, namely to use parallel texts too, and additional material, something that
didn’t exist before’. As T4(U) mentioned: ‘there is a variety of themes’ to be

explored.

Moreover, T6(U) noted that the book Expression-Essay is very nice. [...] There
are many unnecessary things, there’s a lot of chatter but it helps. [...] And they
have time to speak, the students, and develop their view’. As T5(U) explained:
‘previously we only had literature [books] [...] and in the Gymnasium the
Language book’. [...] Did we do paragraph development with contrast 15 years
ago? [...] Or did we do reference letters or curriculum vitae?’ As T6(U) noted:
‘they were giving us only one theme [...]'. Nevertheless, as T5(U) pointed out:
‘these things help you acquire the language’ but ‘up to a point’ and as T7(U)
agreed ‘not the maximum. ‘Things are better’ but the Expression-Essay book

‘needs improvement’ (T5(U)).

4.4.2.7. GCD & Students’ Identity Construction

The majority of teachers commented that GCD is a symbol of students’ identity.
For instance T1(R) commented: ‘it is a characteristic of their identity [...]. If you

forbid its use [...] it’s like saying to them ‘you’re not Cypriot’. | look at it this way’,
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while T2(R) noted that ‘nobody has the right to deprive another of this’.
Similarly, T5(U) stated: ¥...] if we speak in Dhimotiki [Greek] and you erase
these elements of the traditional, your own, you lose an element of your identity
too. [...] We have a different shade from the average Greek, why shall we lose

it?’

Only T1(R) and T2(R) commented that MGL symbolises the ethnicity of GC
people and indicates their association to a wider context while GCD serves as a
more local and special identity. As T1(R) stated: ‘I believe that uh, | agree with

my colleague, that it’s our national identity, Modern Greek, and our special

identity [giggling] Cypriot’.

Moreover, no teacher stated that any existing attitudes towards GCD or SMG
influence students’ identity construction. For instance T1(R) commented:
‘regarding their identity | don’t think they see it in such depth. [...] That is, the
students don’t worry about if it [GCD] gets lost, or I’'m Cypriot why do you forbid
me to [use it], let’s say. | don't think they see it like this’. T5(U) also noted: ‘/
don't see that in society there are [attitudes], they’re distinguishing features, the
local population accepts the Cypriot Dialect and the Greek. There is no
problem, [...] the average Cypriot knows when he will use Cypriot and knows

when he will use Dhimotiki [GreeK]..
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4.4.2.8. Emergent themes

Discussion is now focused on two emergent themes: the teachers’
unawareness on bidialectism issues and whether there are any solutions to the

language issue concerning Lyceum education.

Most teachers appeared to have little knowledge and very limited awareness on
the issue of bidialectism and no formal sociolinguistic training. Questioning them
as to whether they attended any seminars on diglossia or GCD, none of them
responded positively. T7(U), reacting spontaneously, commented: just a
minute, | have attended a seminar but | think it’s irrelevant. The teaching of
Greek as a second language but [...] it's somehow different’. As T5(U) stated
this concerns ‘the repatriated’ students and as T4(U) clarified: those who don’t
know the language’. This could indicate another level of unawareness or
confusion since T7(U) did not immediately distinguish that she was referring to

a different topic.

Teachers were also asked whether they think they could benefit if such
seminars were organised. Some of them expressed that organising such a
seminar may be complex since this a topic which can raise heated debates and
strong disagreements. As T3(U) stated: {...) organising such a seminar, [...]
divergent opinions always exist and problems will always exist, that’s why they
didn’t dare until now, nobody, neither the Ministry nor any other body, to

organise such a seminar’.
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Moreover, T1(R) and T2(R) commented that such a seminar would not be
useful for them. As T1(R) noted: 1 would say that they’d have been useful for
primary [school], because I've worked at primary [school] and | was informed of
some things only practically and verbally. Uh but at Lyceum B level | think they
would have been useless. This work has to be done at a [...] younger age. And
colleagues in primary education need to be better informed’. T2(R) humorously
noted: ‘the damage has already been done’ and agreed ‘that this has to be

done to younger age, it doesn’t help us much’.

On the other hand, all urban school teachers, except for T5(U), commented that
seminars would be useful in enhancing their knowledge, since they
acknowledged that there is a language problem affecting students’
performance. T5(U) strongly disagreed commenting: 7 believe that the average
educator today knows what’s happening regarding the use of language and
whether there is diglossia or not. | think that the answer covers us’. Hearing this
T3(U) reacted immediately: ‘What will help us? It would have been helpful to us
if the Ministry changed the policy regarding its position!” T5(U) in return asked:

‘But why? Regarding what?’ The rest of the conversation continues below:

Extract 81: (U)

T6: It will help us. Wouldnt it help us attending a seminar?

T5: You can’t manage the diglossia in class? [sarcastically]

294



T3: From the moment we know that the students should express

themselves in SMG we manage the situation accordingly.

T5: We adjust.

T3: Every time in a classroom things are different, so we’re flexible.

T4: But we are open to some seminars to be arranged by the university

[...] for consolidation [of knowledge].

T5: OK, training is positive for everyone, every element of your job.

T3: There you go! Not being selfish /:

T5: But it’s not something we could draw on /:

T3: [Thinking] that we know everything. It’s nice to learn continuously.

Furthermore, the majority of teachers were not keen to identify any solutions to
resolve the bidialectism effects on students. T5(U) commented: 7/ believe that
from the moment that you teach Modern Greek, since the name says it, it will be
Modern [GreeK] [...]. A different module on Cypriot Dialect could be introduced’.
In addition, T3(U) suggested that GCD should be upgraded to standard
language while T6(U) who held an opposing view reacted sarcastically to T3's

suggestion:
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Extract 82: (U)

T3: [...]  would like the language, Cypriot, to be a language, not a dialect.
To be established as a language because it has such a vast wealth [...]

that when someone deals with it, | don’t know /:

T7: Not to establish it as a language, but as a second language /-

T3: This is my position.

T6: Ha! Very funny. | prefer Koiné Modern Greek. [...] And Greek as

normal.

T5: | consider myself lucky to know the vernacular [Greek] [...] and one
idiomatic version. [...] Rather just knowing the Dhimotiki [Greek] of the

News.

T7(U) suggested that the MOEC policy could be changed and some measures
should be taken to resolve the language issue and that students should ‘be
helped’. As T7(U) commented: from the moment that it's recognised that
diglossia exists and this has an effect, it influences students, some measures
should be taken [...] [and] never be absolute - | teach only SMG and hearing a
single word in Cypriot is not allowed’. Hearing this, T6(U) and T5(U) disagreed
as they did not share the same view. T6(U) stated: ‘but not to use GCD in class.
Not to use GCD throughout the duration of the lesson’ because as T5(U)
argued ‘we need to give the lesson’. T7 responded to them: 7 saw on TV that
right now students should be encouraged [...] about Cypriot! Something which |

hadn’t heard previously’.
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T1(R) and T2(R) appeared to accept the current policy and status quo and they
did not identify any possible change in the curriculum. As T2(R) commented: 7
believe that whether it changes or not, the same thing will continue because the
power of the Cypriot Dialect is so big that to exclude it from uh the classroom
with a circular, any circular, either it comes out positive or negative | don’t
believe it to be harmful’. T2(R) also explained: ‘since the parents at home use
the Cypriot Dialect it means that diglossia will always exist in schools. Even if
the teacher, from the time he enters until the time he exits the classroom,
speaks in Koiné Modern Greek the student will continue speak Cypriot since he

speaks it at home’.

In addition, T1(R) noted: Y/ think that the policy of the Ministry is helpful to the
students up to a point, since in their examinations and everywhere they have to
use in writing, Modern Greek, trying let’s say to limit it [GCD] is helping them but
like my colleague said [...] whatever the policy is, both of them will exist’. T1(R)
also commented that the language issue Wwill not be resolved radically, the
problem will always exist’ and ‘in order to help the students [...] it would be good

to be more lenient regarding Cypriot students’ [self-expression]..

Only T5(U) suggested the introduction of GCD as a separate module insisting
on avoiding a parallel use of both varieties in class simultaneously. ‘Maybe this
could be a module, [...] even one hour per week, only on GCD and literature,
because | believe that the student will be able to distinguish completely and

discern, to classify, to say this is completely Cypriot, this is a clear [element] of
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SMG. To have in Gymnasium and in Lyceum only some periods for Cypriot
literature [doesn’t help], things would be better because in Lyceum they could
distinguish what is Cypriot and what isn’t’. T5 argued that Lyceum students can
better understand and distinguish the characteristics of GCD since they have
already been taught Ancient Greek. T5(U) did not suggest a bidialectal
approach in teaching MGL to Cypriot students but a complete separation of the
two varieties. ‘Why should the existing status quo change? [...] | believe it
shouldn’t change. To be supported, [...] to introduce [...] folk songs in all classes

of Lyceum, and on C level, not just in A Lyceum [level]'.

In the following Chapter the main findings of the study are discussed with the

most relevant corpus of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

5.1. Introduction

This Chapter focuses on unfolding what lies behind the data presented in
Chapter 4. The research findings are discussed in light of the most relevant
literature discussed in Chapter 2. In this way a comparison of the current
findings and of previous studies is achieved. This also allows the identification
of new information that this study contributes to knowledge in the field of second
dialect teaching and learning. The findings are discussed within the framework

of the five research questions of the study which are:

1. When, by whom, and why, is GCD used in MGL lessons?
2. What is the GCD role in the MGL lesson in the GC Lyceum?
2.1.Do teachers and students believe that there is a conflict between
SMG and GCD in the MGL lesson?
2.2.Do teachers’ and students’ perspectives indicate that the use of
dialect enhances or impedes teaching and learning of MGL?
3. How might students’ linguistic behaviour and thinking processes change if
GCD is allowed?
4. What might be the impact of attitudes towards GCD or SMG on students’
identity construction?
5. What might be the effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of

critical thought?
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This thesis sought to explore several aspects of the effects that GCD might
have on GC students in the context of MGL lessons at Lyceum B level. The
empirical evidence collected through classroom observations demonstrated
when, by whom, and why, GCD is used in MGL lessons. Subsequently,
evidence from group task observations indicated how students’ linguistic
behaviour and thinking processes change if GCD is allowed and what is the
effect of GCD exclusion on students’ expression of critical thought. In addition,
teachers’ and students’ perceptions provided evidence on the role of GCD in
the MGL lesson. Specifically, it was indicated whether participants believe that
GCD inhibits or helps MGL learning, and whether GCD or SMG have any
perceived effects on identity construction and on the expression of critical
thought. In this way the effects of GCD on students were explored through
several methods and sources that aided cross-checking the evidence and

enhancing the trustworthiness of the findings.

5.2. The use of GCD in class

Classroom observation evidence indicated that GCD was present in every
classroom either through teachers’ or students’ speech or the speech of both, in
a variety of incidents, despite MOEC’s monolingual policy. Thus, even at higher
levels of education, such as Lyceum B level, and in the MGL lesson where in
comparison to other more technical lessons one might expect a dominant use of

SMG, there was GCD interference in most subjects’ observed speech.
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The evidence demonstrated that there was no significant difference of GCD
frequency between urban and rural school participants. This finding is
consistent with Yiakoumetti's et al.’s (2005) research evidence which indicated
that the location factor was not very important since both urban and rural school
students’ speech contained equivalent amounts of GCD features. Perhaps, as
Davies (2005: 6) explains, abandoning ‘traditional country life’, the
‘technological advances, the expansion of education for all and the growing
need for a more mobile and educated workforce’ caused a decline in the
traditional, in this case a basilectal form of GCD associated with rural areas. In
addition, evidence from students’ interviews revealed that students do not use
basilectal GCD to talk in class but a more ‘polite’ version, which means a more

mesolectal or acrolectal form of GCD.

5.2.1. Teachers’ speech

Some teachers used mostly GCD variants during lesson-focused incidents
while others used mainly SMG. Lesson-focused incidents formed five
categories: orienting the lesson, instructing the students, assessing their
performance, correcting and critiguing them. Teachers’ linguistic choices were
mainly determined by each teacher's style and also by the type of
communicative interaction. As Holmes (1992) points out any stylistic differences
or registers are shaped by the functional demands of the setting as well as by
the users, the context and the addressee. Similar conclusions are drawn by
loannidou (2007: 171) who provides evidence that GC primary school teachers

had ‘their own personal styles of speaking’ and the use of SMG and GCD in the
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classroom varied. Teachers who used mainly SMG, despite their personal style,
might have perceived teaching as a more formal practice or perhaps some of
them wanted to maintain distance between themselves and their students.
Those who used GCD possibly preferred a more informal teaching environment,
or aimed to create more intimacy, or even used it without being aware that they

did.

Cross-checking the above evidence with teachers’ interview findings, it
becomes evident that there is some inconsistency between what some teachers
actually did and what they said they do. Contradiction was found between T4’s
and T6’s teaching practices and their expressed views, as they did not admit
that they used GCD frequently while analysis of their lessons indicated that they
used GCD variants recurrently. T6(U), especially, was against the use of GCD
during the interview, and as soon as the interview was over expressed a strong
preference for MGL. This contradiction could be explained by the fact that those
teachers may not have been aware of using GCD variants during the lesson, or
perhaps they were hesitant to admitting it during the group interview where they
were in the company of others. They also viewed SMG as being more socially
acceptable, hence aspirational, and this might influenced them to express that

they did not use GCD.

The teachers who admitted using GCD explained that they mainly resort to it
when they want to explain a concept or a situation to the students to enhance

their comprehension and sometimes when giving instructions. Although
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teachers did not cover all the categories that emerged through the classroom
observation analysis, there is some consistency between the two sets of data.
In addition, these findings are similar to loannidou’s (2007: 173-174) results as
she reports that despite the fact that ‘the “actual lesson” was in many aspects
Standard dominated’ the majority of the teachers used GCD variants particularly
‘when they commented on concepts and tried to explain them to students’ and

also when ‘repeating instructions’.

During non-lesson-focused incidents, which concerned discipline issues, all
teachers used GCD extensively, except for two teachers whose speech
converged towards SMG. loannidou (2007: 172) reports that all the teachers
observed in her ethnographic study resorted to GCD when ‘telling students off’.
Most teachers might have used GCD since a less formal style can help create
more intimacy, and they might prefer to manage discipline issues by showing
more understanding to the students. Those teachers who used SMG might
have aimed to create ‘distance’ between speakers and they might have done
this to enhance their authority and to control students’ behaviour in a more
formal way. As Pavlou and Papapaviou (2004: 252) comment teachers might
use SMG to reprimand students because standard codes are commonly
perceived to stand for ‘officialdom and authority’ whereas non-standard

corresponds to ‘familiarity and intimacy’.
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The fact that there was heterogeneity in teachers’ speech in lesson-focused and
non-lesson focused incidents suggests that a general rule linking teachers’ use
of GCD to specific patterns cannot be constructed but indicates that each

teacher’s personal style determined the use of GCD or SMG.

5.2.2. Students’ speech

The majority of the students used GCD variants during lesson-focused and non-
lesson-focused incidents. The intensity of GCD variants in their speech
depended to some extent on the topic discussed and much more on their style.
Such evidence is consistent with loannidou’s (2007: 174) findings that primary
school students’ use of GCD and SMG relied on ‘the type of communication, the

individual student and the subject taught’.

The most frequent lesson-focused incidents identified in students’ speech
formed three main categories: responding to teachers’ questions, asking them
questions, and expressing their ideas. The majority of students during those
incidents tried to incorporate standard variants in their speech but they soon
code-switched to GCD either subconsciously, or because they became stuck
and felt at ease expressing themselves in GCD. The evidence is consistent with
loannidou’s (2007: 175-176) results which indicated that there was a tendency
to use standard variants during ‘the actual lesson’ but ‘a number of dialect
variants’ was identified in students’ speech. Code-switching to GCD was also
confirmed by interview findings as many students commented that in class they

try to use SMG when they start talking but when they want to expand, or be
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more explorative and explanatory, they resort to GCD as it is easier, and they

feel more secure, or because they cannot recall the appropriate Greek word.

For many students code-switching became so habitual and embedded in their
speech that they did not realise when it happened. As Gardner-Chloros (2003)
points out, code-switching might be considered mainly a feature of casual
communication, but in many contexts it may become systematic. For a minority
of students, though, evidence showed that code-switching made them feel
strange and confused, since the process of switching from one variety to
another complicated what they wanted to say, and they felt that their ideas were
not fully communicated to the others because there were constant changes in
their speech and feel like ‘it's a mess!” (Hermione (UU)). This seems to be
associated with what Bullock and Toribio (2009: 4) mention, that the mixture of
speech varieties can have negative connotations and the speakers using them
might be perceived as ‘incapable of expressing themselves in one or the other

language’.

The frequent use of GCD served as a facilitating tool, aiding students to
become eloquent, articulate, and exact. This was also confirmed by students’
perceptions that SMG is rarely used on its own while GCD is employed widely
as it helps them express their thoughts better, more accurately and easily,
because they feel better when using it. This, they claimed, was the way they
learned to express themselves and they could not do it differently because they

would feel pressured. These particular Lyceum GC students expressed a need
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to employ their mother tongue for the above specific reasons. Thus, this study
casts some light on what Pennycook (1998) considers essential; that the
concept of language rights is drawn from a specific community and defined by

its local people and their language needs.

SMG was not widely and frequently used by the majority of students in class
interactions but its use was limited and restrained and thus a traditional
monopoly of SMG was not the case in the classroom speech of the majority of
MGL lessons observed. This was also confirmed by the majority of students’
perceptions that SMG is used mainly in their writing. In addition, students
explained that using SMG sounds strange, and funny, and seems out of place
in a Cypriot class or in conversation among Cypriots. As Crystal (2005: 294)
points out ‘it seems totally natural to speak like the other members of our own

group and not to speak like the members of other groups’.

A very small minority of students who had the profile of disciplined and
academically successful students used mainly standard variants. Incidents
where such evidence was found were only in the responding to teachers’
questions category. Analysis indicated that those students’ responses were
short in comparison with other students who used GCD. It was also concluded
that to some extent the use of SMG might have occurred as the content of their
answers was closely related to the texts they had in front of them. Thus, this

finding once more confirms the limited use of SMG by the students in class.
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During non-lesson-focused incidents the increase of GCD variants in students’
speech was notable and standard variants were rarely identified. One main
category emerged named ‘other interactions’, including incidents of making up
excuses, talking back to the teacher, and reacting spontaneously. As
conversation was informal and unrelated to the lesson, students spoke in a
completely natural way, using their dialectal mother tongue extensively and
almost exclusively. Perhaps students were more relaxed, and thus GCD was
embraced. To some extent, this might have occurred because some teachers
also used GCD during such incidents and this might have encouraged students

to use GCD excessively.

The findings revealed that compared with their teachers, the majority of
students made more frequent use of GCD in both lesson-focused and non-
lesson-focused incidents. This indicates that despite the policy inculcating SMG,
GCD interfered with their speech, and this is also an indication that GC Lyceum
students feel that they need to employ GCD in order to express themselves

properly and participate in class interactions.

5.3. The role of GCD in the MGL lesson

Whether there is a conflict or a peaceful co-existence between GCD and SMG
in the MGL lesson and, whether GCD enhances or impedes the teaching and
learning of MGL were the two sub-research questions concerning the role of

GCD in the MGL lessons in the GC Lyceum. The answer to this question was
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not straightforward but complex, as participants’ perceptions varied and

contradictions emerged.

In the first place, all teachers considered that the bidialectal situation influences
students’ oral productions since GCD is used more intensively. ‘The Cypriot
dialect predominates over Koiné Greek in schools and this influences mainly
MGL lessons and particularly the essay’ (T2(R)) so that students ‘don’t have
eloquence or the readiness to talk’ (T7(U)) in SMG. It was also expressed that
dialectal interference in students’ speech is sometimes transferred to their
writings, too, as ‘there are students who again don'’t distinguish the differences
and they write [...] Cypriot words’ (T5(U)), even though they are at Lyceum
level. As Cheshire (2007: 21) points out in her review on dialect and education,
‘llanguage transfer’ commonly occurs between narrowly-correlated language
varieties, but in cases where the two varieties are taught, language transfer is
less recurrent. Thus, the fact that students were not taught both varieties, GCD
and SMG, GCD interference was not reduced in their speech and their

knowledge, as well as the mastery, of SMG was not enhanced.

Some teachers fervently argued that this situation affects students’ performance
significantly, confirming previous findings concerning GC primary school
teachers’ perceptions that there is a serious linguistic problem within the Cypriot
educational setting (Yiakoumetti et al., 2007). However, some other teachers
considered that the education provided to students offers them the opportunities

to acquire MGL efficiently. One of the main arguments put forward that students
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should not have difficulties in acquiring MGL was that the same curriculum is
used both in Greece and Cyprus. What this argument does not take into
account, however, is that GC students are bidialectal, with a different mother
tongue, and a different knowledge background from mainland Greek students.
Thus, by merely implementing the same curriculum used in Greece in the
Cypriot context does not necessarily benefit the GC students and does not
mean that this provides them with equal opportunities; in fact it may even
suggest the opposite. Native Greek-speaking students may be privileged by this

curricular decision.

The teachers who considered that the bidialectal situation influences students’
learning of MGL argued that contextual factors influence the acquirement of the
language such as ‘the family, society, the environment in which you live, talk,
express yourself’ (T3(U)). This seems to be in accordance with social
constructivism, that the socio-cultural context to which the students belong
determines the construction of new knowledge (Wallace, 1996; Cook, 2001). It
is also consistent with Vygotsky’s and Bakhtin’s view that ‘learning, including
language and cultural development, begins in our social worlds’ and that

‘language is always immersed in a social context’ (Jackson, 2008: 15-16).

It is worth noting that there was strong disagreement on how far the bidialectal
situation influences students’ performance in MGL, especially between T3(U)
and T5(U). T5(U) repeatedly insisted that the education provided to the students

is perfectly suitable. This not only shows a lack of knowledge of bidialectism
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and its effects on students but also reveals a limited understanding of what
actually happens since, as other teachers pointed out: if you look at the
average ratio in introductory exams [...] is below the base’ (T7(U)), and this
indicates that f...] they fail, they don’t have the background, it means that
there’s difficulty in learning the language’ (T3(U)). Similar findings emerged from
the analysis of students’ perceptions, indicating that MGL is the most difficult
module and there is a tendency to fail or get low marks in the final
examinations. ‘We ended up going to [private] lessons to learn our language.
[...] It means uh school doesn’t count [...]' (Stamatis (UU)). This finding is
consistent with what Yiakoumetti (2003: 417) states, that ‘[iJt has commonly
been observed that Cypriots underachieve in Standard Modern Greek [...].
However, the aforementioned findings not only indicate that students tend to
underachieve in the MGL module but also suggest that even at Lyceum level, a
step before getting their Graduation Certificate, ‘Apolyterio’, the majority of them
are not competent in SMG. It may be said that the MGL curriculum aim

demanding that students should:

acquire competency in the use of the fundamental tool of communication
(SMG), so as to develop intellectually, emotionally and socially, acquiring
the knowledge of the functioning of the language system essential for
their age and using the language in a considered manner (in oral and

written form) in different communicative contexts

(My translation; MOEC, 2008 - present)

seems unlikely to be achieved under conditions that ignore bidialectism and its

effects on students’ performance. It seems that those students are likely to
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develop intellectually, emotionally and socially by using their own language,
GCD, and the imposition of SMG seems to stifle their development and their
learning. This is also consistent with the argument made by Papapavlou and
Paviou (2007b: 105) that the exclusion of the local variety influences the
‘students’ communicative abilities’ as they are not encouraged to speak freely or

to participate in ‘unrestricted activities that are intellectually active and creative’.

Moreover, teachers and students’ views did not suggest homogeneity of the
GCD role in the MGL lesson. For instance, the students’ perceptions of the
GCD role varied, ranging from those who believed that GCD was an asset, to
those who considered it an obstacle, and those who viewed it both as a benefit
and as an impediment. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the majority
considered the fact that they speak GCD as an advantage in acquiring SMG,
justifying the usefulness of GCD by referring to its commonalities with Ancient
Greek and also its similarities with SMG. Similar findings emerged from some
teachers’ perceptions that the varieties complement each other due to their
similarities. It needs to be acknowledged, however, that there is no evidence
from students or teachers, except T5(U), showing that they have any
conception of GCD being more ‘complex’ or ‘sophisticated’ than SMG. The
evidence indicated that most of them just notice GCD similarities to Ancient
Greek. Most of the evidence shows that they perceive SMG as superior; a belief
socially-constructed, presumably by society and the educational system. As
Filmore and Snow (2000: 19) note standard varieties are perceived ‘more
prestigious’ than dialects but this judgement ‘is a matter of social convention

alone’.
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Interestingly, T5 (U) claimed that GC students are privileged by having GCD as
their mother tongue since the GCD structure is more complex than that of SMG.
Thus, in the case of GC students learning the grammar, syntax and lexicon of
their dialectal mother tongue might help them to acquire more easily the simpler
language structure of SMG. However, for this to happen an LA teaching
approach is required as this finding suggests that developing LA of L1 (GCD)
can help learning of L2 (SMG). This was also evidenced in the results of
Yiakoumetti’s (2006) LA programme where progress in SMG performance was
achieved because students were provided with an explicit and conscious

comparison of SMG and GCD.

A small minority of students regarded GCD as a barrier to acquiring SMG and
considered that ‘we shouldn’t speak Cypriot’ but ‘we have to speak Greek at
school’ (Andri (SR)). This finding suggests that those students assumed that by
using SMG or being required to use it, they will acquire it. Those students also
expressed that they understand why their teachers urged them to use SMG, as
mastering it would help them to become more successful in the future. As
Davies (2005: 6) points out the standard variety is ‘spoken by the most
educated and powerful people’ and is therefore linked ‘with power and success’.
Some teachers also expressed that they accept MOEC’s monolingual policy,
understanding the necessity of mastering SMG, as this is the official language,
and students need to acquire it. This finding seems to be consistent with one of
the arguments made in favour of using standard languages in education, that
this approach is for ‘providing ‘empowerment for individuals’ and ‘equal

employment opportunities for all citizens’ (Papapavlou and Pavlou, 2007b: 103).
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GCD was a reality in MGL classrooms and, as most students commented, it is
their dominant variety. Using GCD extensively on a daily basis, and since there
are differences between the two varieties, causes difficulties in acquiring and
using SMG correctly, as some of them explained. This perception was also
expressed by the majority of teachers who considered that the co-existence of
both varieties causes difficulties to students in mastering SMG, since there is
much dialectal interference in students’ speech. This evidence supports what
Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010) call attention to, that despite the fact that both
varieties, standard and non-standard, are closely related, this does not mean
that the varieties are so close that bidialectal students, in order to learn the

standard variety, do not need to be taught the target variety elements.

Moreover, the majority of students felt that they should be allowed to use GCD
in class, for a variety of reasons. Comments on GCD such as ‘it’s our language,
why should we speak Modern Greek?’ (Anaxagoras (UU)) and ‘we should be
allowed [to use GCD] (Smaragda (SU)), ‘at least in the classroom orally’
(Penelope (SU)) because ft’s like saying to us [that] you're not in Cyprus’
(Alkistis (SU)) seem to be consistent with the conventions of Language Human

Rights which assert that everyone can ‘use the mother tongue in most official

situations (including schools)’ (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1998: 23).

Apart from this, the majority of students expressed that they need to use GCD
because they feel more secure and their ideas are better articulated, while in

SMG they have to find the appropriate linguistic forms to communicate their
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ideas and feel less comfortable. Comments such as ‘the Greek language can’t
come out of you’ (Aristedes (UR)), ‘you feel more comfortable when you speak
Cypriot’ (Eftychios (UU)), ‘with Greek sometimes you might be reserved and
you can’t say exactly what you want’ (Salomi (UR)) indicate the need that
bidialectal students have to use their dialectal mother tongue. If the MGL
curriculum aim demanding that students ‘become aware of the importance of
discourse for participation in social life, so as to engage in the society either as
transmitters or receivers of discourse, adopting a critical and responsible
stance’ (My translation; MOEC, 2008-present) is to be achieved, perhaps
students’ voices like the above need to be heard and taken into serious

consideration by their teachers and policy makers.

Even though during classroom observations none of the teachers criticised
students for using GCD, interview findings with the urban school students
revealed that such incidents do occur while rural school students commented
that their teachers never reprimanded them for using GCD in class. This was
also confirmed by rural school teachers who seemed to have a high awareness
of students’ need to use GCD, as they commented: ‘it’'s something though you
can't forbid, by any means’ (T2(R)) and ‘it’s also annoying to constantly correct
the [student], [...] you forbid him to think when you constantly try to correct his
language in speech’ (T1(R)). However, the majority of the urban school
teachers claimed that they insist that students use SMG and they correct them
when using GCD, despite the fact that some of those teachers used GCD

recurrently during their lessons.
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Considering whether teachers’ criticisms on students using GCD have any
detrimental effect on the latter, analysis indicated that such incidents made
students feel ‘disadvantaged’ (Penelope (SU)) and ‘bad’ (Mathaios (SU)). As
Trudgill (1975) pointed out, over thirty-five years ago, if teachers’ attitudes are
transferred to the students, clearly or in a covert way, students will feel
linguistically insecure (Trudgill, 1975). Teachers have an influential role and
their reactions towards students’ language affect certain students, especially
underachieving ones, who might become discouraged from speaking as ‘they
don’t express their opinion and they stay silent’ (Alkistis (SU)). This is also
consistent with what Trudgill (1975: 62) pinpointed that students might become
‘unwilling to speak, inarticulate, hesitant, and resentful’. Some teachers might
have alienated and created distance between themselves and their students
and this might come at a cost of affecting students’ performance as they
participate less in the lesson since the appropriate communicative environments
are not created to enable them to express their thoughts. Similar findings are
drawn by Papapaviou and Pavlou (2007b: 105) who argue that once teachers
have a negative attitudinal stance towards the non-standard variety, they
unintentionally generate an unpleasant environment which ‘restrains students
from expressing themselves freely in their native code’ and in particular, those

students who feel more secure using the local variety.

5.4. Students difficulties

Most of the participants considered that Lyceum students’ greatest difficulties in

the MGL module lie in expression and lexicon. As already discussed, despite
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being at Lyceum level they cannot express themselves fluently in SMG. This
indicates that the current curriculum and the way students are taught are not
effective and it does not help students reach their maximal potential. Their
‘poor’, ‘diseased’ and ‘inefficient’ lexicon confirms that the teaching approach is
unsuccessful. In addition, the extensive use of GCD and the limited use of SMG
contribute to lexical inefficiency and lack of expressiveness in SMG. Students’
linguistic needs as bidialectal learners are not fulfilled. Instead their knowledge
gaps remain; causing them difficulties in understanding the texts they are

taught.

Students were aware of their difficulties and they also recognised that they have
greater linguistic needs than their Greek counterparts; ‘the first class of primary
school for us is the kindergarten in Greece’ (Neoklis (SR)). Similar views were
also expressed by many teachers. Such evidence not only shows that GC
bidialectal students need to be treated differently but it also signals the
significance of the socio-cultural context in students’ learning since in the
particular case where the contextual factors are not taken into consideration

students’ construction of new knowledge is affected.

Some students’ perceptions revealed that the policy to adopt the educational
material used in Greece does not seem to be beneficial in the context of
Cyprus. As Hermione (UU) stated: T...] in the articles which we have you don’t
understand what the person who writes it wants to say exactly’. This finding is

consistent with what Paviou and Papapaviou (2004) report that textbooks
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provided by the Greek state are often problematic in the Cypriot educational
setting since they incorporate linguistic codes and concepts that are unusual or
unknown to Cypriot students. As Yiakoumetti and Esch (2010) point out, the
choice of teaching material is crucial for the success of language programmes

in contexts where there is linguistic diversity.

Many students expressed that the delivery of the MGL lesson is problematic
and commented that it is neither motivating nor stimulating. Their statements
indicate that they feel there is a need to develop student-centred lessons that
will allow them to become active participants since most of the time they are not
given the opportunity to talk in class. This finding reflects the initial concern of
this project, namely how the MGL lesson could be developed into student-
centred one where all students could have their voice heard. What students
suggested is also reflected in the main objective of the MGL curriculum that
rests upon ‘the active participation of the students, through exchanging ideas,
justifying their positions and creative expression, oral and written’ (My

translation; MOEC, 2008-present).

On the other hand, teachers’ perceptions regarding the MGL curriculum’s
effectiveness varied, and opposing views were expressed by rural and urban
school teachers. For example rural school teachers argued that the amount of
material to be covered is extensive enough and they do not have the time to
cover all themes sufficiently while urban school teachers commented that ‘there

is plenty of time’ (T3(V)). In addition, rural school teachers expressed that ‘the
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book Expression-Essay at Lyceum B [level] isn’t a great help in acquiring
language skills, [...] because it’'s compiled from very indifferent texts for the
students’ (T2(R)) whilst urban school teachers pointed out that ‘the book
Expression-Essay is very nice’ (T6(U)). Rural school teachers expressed that
‘since our students fall behind in lexicon, the lexical exercises of the book are
neither good nor valuable for the students’ and that [...] many hours uh are
spent doing theoretical things which are neither pleasant for them, nor really
help the student’ (T1(R)). Yet urban school teachers considered that ‘these

things help you acquire the language’ (T5(U)).

Such findings indicate that perceiving something as effective or problematic
might be subjective but also indicate that perceptions are socially constructed.
Teachers expressed their beliefs based on their personal experiences, i.e. how
their students might have reacted towards the curriculum and also how they
believe their own viewpoints should be seen. The rural school teachers view the
curriculum as problematic as their students are not aided to reach their maximal
potential. The urban school teachers view it as more effective as they may be
more inclined to a socially-constructed and accepted line that SMG is more
prestigious and appropriate for education. This was the product of the interview
approach which focused on understanding participants’ views. However,
students’ grades and performance may be more reliable pointers to whether the

curriculum and its delivery are effective or not.
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5.5. GCD & SMG impact on identity construction

Interview evidence revealed that both GCD and SMG influence students’
identity construction but each variety does so in a different way. As the
evidence revealed, GCD has multiple roles in students’ identity construction.
First, the majority of students commented that GCD signals who they truly are.
Comments such as GCD is the ‘hallmark’ (Neoklis (SR)) of being Cypriot and
‘we’re ourselves’ (Mathaios (SU)) when using it are consistent with Skutnabb-
Kangas (1999) argument that the mother tongue is fundamental to knowing who
we are. The majority of the students perceived GCD as an important symbol of
their culture, a language that survived through the ages and encompasses
elements of the island’s history. Similar views were also expressed by the
teachers indicating the ancestral knowledge incorporated in GCD, its richness,
and its importance as the local and distinctive variety on Cyprus. As the
evidence indicated, GCD is an important element of students’ cultural and
geographical identity signalling their roots and origin. This is consistent with
Crystal’s (2010a: 24) viewpoint that the language or dialect people use signals

their ‘geographical identity’, which is central in the formation of the self.

Moreover, most students’ perceptions pinpointed the special role that GCD has
in defining their identity. Many students expressed that GCD makes them feel
special and is what distinguishes them from the Greek people of the mainland.
As Anaxagoras (UU) commented ‘If someone hears us he will say OK he’s
Cypriot’. This finding is clearly linked to Gee’s (2001: 103) ‘discourse-identity’,

one of his four ways of viewing identity, which refers to the way other people
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recognise an individual. Thus, a GC student can be ‘recognized as a certain
“kind of person”, in a given context’, borrowing Gee’s (2001: 99) description,
because other people by hearing his/her speech ascribe an identity to him/her
which in this case indicates the person’s origins. In addition, students’
comments such as ‘we are the only ones who speak this dialect’ (Anastasia
(SU)) and as T5(U) expressed: ‘we have a different shade from the average
Greek, why shall we lose it?’ indicate an ‘affinity-identity’ which according to
Gee (2001: 105) is constructed by the experiences and practices that people
share within an affinity group. It seems to be the case that GCD is one of the
elements creating and sustaining affiliations between GC people as GCD might
not only be associated with shared experiences and practices, but it might also

be used as the means of creating and sustaining them.

As far as negative attitudes held towards GCD were concerned, some students
critigued them. They argued that labelling GCD as something ‘inferior’ and as
‘vulgar’ speech, or in other words, considering GCD speakers rude and SMG
speakers polite is unfair and as Ariadni (SU) critically questioned: ‘Why do you
underestimate your language? Do you underestimate your identity?’ Negative
attitudes did not seem to influence students as at their age they could
appreciate and value their mother tongue. More specifically, Lyceum students
were able to recognise GCD similarities to Ancient Greek and stated with pride:
‘we’ll say them [GCD words] because they’re Ancient!” (Alkistis (SU)). Such
statements indicate that students are not willing to stop using GCD; on the
contrary, they wish to protect and sustain their mother tongue and negative

attitudes do not seem any obstacle to them. Similarly, T5(U) stated: ‘if we speak
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in Dhimotiki [Greek] and you erase these elements [...] the traditional, your own,
you lose an element of your identity too’. These findings are reflected in the
arguments of Papapavlou and Pavlou (2007a: 2) that dialects are ‘the carriers
of local cultures and a part of people’s identity’ and thus they should be

respected as much as standard languages.

However, most teachers believed that any existing attitudes towards GCD or
SMG do not influence students’ identity construction. ‘Regarding their identity |
don't think they see it in such depth. [...] That is, the students don’t worry about
if it [GCD] gets lost, or I'm Cypriot why do you forbid me to [use it]’ (T1(R)).
However, as the evidence indicated above, these students do worry and wish to
maintain their dialectal mother tongue and even disseminate it to the next
generations. Some teachers also expressed that there are no attitudes towards
GCD or SMG in society; ‘the local population accepts the Cypriot Dialect and
the Greek. There is no problem [...]' (T5(U)). Cross-checking such evidence to
students’ perceptions, the strong discrepancy between teachers’ and students’
perceptions becomes evident. This indicates that they have different personal
viewpoints, perhaps due to different experiences from their positions as
teachers and as students accordingly. It may also show that teachers have lost

touch with their students.

Regarding the impact of SMG on students’ identity, most students felt that when
they used SMG, an artificial identity is constructed. This finding is exactly

opposite to the Nationalists’ argument that Neo-Cypriot policies promoting GCD
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intentionally created a fake Cypriot identity that would harm the authentic
national Greek identity of GC people (Karyolemou, 2005). The majority of
students expressed that when they use SMG they feel uncomfortable, a
different person, and that they imitate someone else while when using GCD
they stated that they ‘feel comfortable’, ‘like at home’ (Penelope (SU)) and
express themselves more freely. These findings are similar to loannidou’s
findings (2007: 187-188) where GC primary school students expressed that
‘they felt freer, more comfortable and “at home™ when they speak in GCD and
when using SMG, apart from having difficulties and feeling frustrated, they feel

like being ‘a stranger’ because this is not their ‘real language’.

Many students were also concerned about how others perceive them when they
use SMG as it feels unnatural to them. Several students expressed that the use
of SMG denotes aspirational and snobbish characteristics of the speaker, ‘he’s
all pride’ (Ariadni (SU)), and the ‘others might look at him strangely’ (Alkistis
(SU)). As Trugdill (1975: 66) pointed out if people change their dialect they
might be perceived by other people in their environment as ‘disloyal, unnatural
and probably ridiculous’ and might cause the former feelings of ‘being untrue to
their background, way of life, and personality’. This finding is also linked with
Gee’s (2001) ‘discourse identity’ but in this case with what Gee (2001: 104)
names ‘as an ascription’ rather than as ‘an achievement’ since in this particular
case students do not aim to take on this kind of identity, as it is a negative social
construction, but it is ascribed to them by other people because of the variety

they use.
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At this stage it is vital to consider the above findings as it seems that there is
some inconsistency between students’ perceptions since the majority of them at
different phases of the interviews expressed that they consider SMG more
important and prestigious than GCD and linked SMG with authority, officialdom
and success; ‘something which will open doors for us, if we know it correctly’
(Penelope (SU)). In addition, they considered it more aesthetically pleasing and
associated it with elegance and correctness. The discrepancy in students’
perceptions, on the one hand expressing the importance of GCD in defining
their identity and the frustration SMG causes them, and on the other hand
positioning SMG as the more important and correct language, seems to be
associated with the ‘ideology of the standard language’ which is framed by ‘the
notion of correctness, the importance of authority, the relevance of prestige, and
the idea of legitimacy’ (Milroy, 2007: 134). As Milroy (2007: 133) explains, the
fact that some languages are regarded as standard varieties has an effect on
the way people perceive their language and language in general. The reason
why students expressed those perceptions extolling the virtues of SMG but also
commenting that with SMG ‘simply you don’t feel comfortable! You're not you!
It’s like someone else talking’ (Hermione (UU), shows that SMG by simply being

the standard and official language makes it more prestigious than GCD.

It is also worth noting that only a minority of students and no more than two
teachers referred to a Greek-Cypriot identity, i.e. a dual identity. This might
indicate that the majority of them were not influenced by Nationalism or the
promotion of the ‘Greekness’ of the island and that some stereotypes might

have been overcome over the years. Those who shared the view that SMG
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signals the national and wider identity of GC students might still hold those
stereotypes, perhaps because, as Spyrou (2006: 106) states, ‘stereotypes are
convenient resources’ especially in the socio-politically complex context of
Cyprus or because they have experienced different situations than the other

participants, which might have influenced their perceptions.

What is also striking, despite being a minority finding, is the political influence
on certain students’ perceptions. This indicated that identity issues in Cyprus
might become complex and provoke conflicts when brought into discussion with
particular interlocutors holding opposing views. More specifically, certain
students disagreed on whether they were more Cypriot or more Greek. This
was encapsulated in comments such as: ‘we are firstly Greek and then Cypriot’
(Neoklis (SR)), ‘we are Greek but first | believe we are Cypriot’ (Aikaterini (SR)),
and also in statements such as: ‘we know the stories of the past’ (Myrofora
(SR)), ‘yes, but who supported us [...] in hard times?’ (Neoklis (SR)), ‘the
Greeks didn’t support us at all times’ (Myrofora (SR)). Deckert and Vickers
(2011) point out that the differences between ethnic and national identities are
politically and ideologically complex. They have often been the focal point of
political debates throughout history and in current times have sometimes led to
conflicts. As loannidou (2007: 167) also argues ‘issues of ethnic identity’ of GC
people such as ‘being more Greek and less Cypriot or the opposite’ do not only
remain ‘largely unresolved’ but also provoke ‘intense feelings’ among GC

people.
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5.6. The effect of GCD exclusion on expressing CT

One of the most consistent findings was that most of the teachers appeared to
have little idea of how the students actually felt about GCD and SMG, how each
variety influences their learning and performance and their identity construction.
It appeared that there was a gap in understanding of how bidialectism
influences their students. Group task observation and students’ interview
findings revealed that GCD exclusion significantly influences students’ linguistic
behaviour and thinking processes as well as their expression of CT. The
majority of teachers, however, considered that excluding GCD from class
influences students’ expression of CT only to a minor extent and some of them
argued that it does not influence students’ at all. Their comments were also
limited and dismissive in comparison with the students’ contributions explaining
the considerable effect of GCD exclusion on expressing CT. Most teachers
argued merely that students might have difficulties in expressing CT ‘clearly’ in
SMG and that ‘it would have been easier for them to express it in GCD’ (T1(R)).
Considering that the teachers’ role is significant in fostering CP and hence CT
perhaps teachers need to be encouraged to listen to their students’ voices, and
to become better informed of ‘the social, historical, and linguistic factors that

influence teaching, learning and literate practice’ (Dozier et al., 2006: 168).

Group task observation evidence indicated that when SMG was imposed on
students as the only means to express their thoughts they immediately became
reticent, hesitant and felt uncomfortable. They also expressed themselves less

fully and their contributions were short, despite the GCD interference in their
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speech. This was also expressed in students’ interviews: ‘if you go to say it in
MGL uh | think you’ll shrink more, and you’ll say less, you'll not say what you
feel’ (Agni (SU)). Such findings are consistent with arguments put forward by
Papapaviou and Pavlou (2007b: 108) that if students were allowed to
communicate their ideas in their spontaneous way of talking, it is possible that
they would ‘have much more to say and would do it in a more heart-felt way’.
This evidence can be associated with the emotional aspects of language, i.e.
that language enables the expression of emotion, and it therefore indicates that
the MGL curriculum aim demanding that students should ‘acquire competency
in the use of the fundamental tool of communication (SMG), so as to develop
intellectually, emotionally and socially [...] (My translation, MOEC, 2008-
present) is not likely to be achieved. As the evidence indicated SMG does not

help these students to express their emotions and what they really feel.

Group task observation evidence also revealed that where GCD was excluded
students’ thinking processes were obstructed as students focused more on
using the instructed variety rather than on expanding and sharpening their
thinking. This was also confirmed through students’ interviews and it is evident
in comments such ‘as we start talking Greek automatically [there is] like a
mechanism functioning inside us which tells us [...] we have to say nice words’
(Penelope (SU)) and ‘our thought is not developed’ (Maria (SR)). These findings
revealed that when students have to express more complex concepts they have
to stop and think or they might struggle to find the appropriate words and

expressions to make a good impression on the teacher while the gist of the

thought might be neglected and not expressed. Under these conditions, the

326



levels of cognitive domain: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis,
synthesis and evaluation (Bloom et al., 1956) cannot be followed sequentially in
order to reach a higher level of thinking. Thus, it can be argued that these
students by being denied this crucial means of self-expression as they have to
speak in a language which is not comfortable for them are not aided ‘to cultivate
and sharpen their critical skills’ as is stated in the MGL curriculum objectives

(My translation; MOEC, 2008-present).

Moreover, in SMG observed discussions some of the ideas the students
expressed were closely related to segments of the texts and even in such cases
they code-switched to GCD in order to explain what they understood. It was
also indicated that when SMG was used without any GCD, students were
referring to a simplistic idea or a commonly referred-to issue and their argument
became superficial. It seems that SMG restricts students’ thinking as they are
not prompted to deepen their understandings or expand on their thoughts. In
addition, in cases where students made efforts to use SMG to justify their ideas,
they finally resorted to GCD. This finding is similar to loannidou’s (2007: 187)
research results that when ‘richer and more complex talk’ occurred either
among students, or teachers and students ‘in group work’ GCD was primarily

used.

Several students, especially those classed as underachieving, also commented
that sometimes they chose not to participate in the lesson discussion and

express their thoughts because they were afraid of making mistakes and
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humiliating themselves. Comments such as: ‘we’re afraid’, ‘we make mistakes’
(Evagoras (SU)), ‘1 prefer not to talk’ and ‘it’'s some kind of phobia’ (loannis
(UR)) illustrate why students might not engage in lesson discussions. Yet these
are a practice to aid the development of CT which, as Seker and Komur (2008)
explain, results from social interaction and can be expressed through language.
Vygotsky (1986: 36) also maintained that ‘the true direction of the development
of thinking is not from the individual to the social, but from the social to the
individual’. Adolescent students are in the transition stage to adulthood and
issues such as the development of CT become even more crucial to learning.
However, the findings indicate that GCD exclusion hinders the development of
CT since students are not engaged with the analytical process of expressing

and sustaining their arguments but prefer to stay silent as they fear making

mistakes.

The analysis of textual discussions where GCD was allowed demonstrated that
GCD facilitated students’ CT expression since almost all of them expressed
more critically-developed thoughts. Even underachieving students became
more confident and their participation more active. In addition, many students
engaged more deeply with the discussion in comparison to textual discussions
in SMG. Similar findings emerged through students’ interviews as the majority
of them argued that expressing CT in GCD helps them to be more precise, to
express their ideas as they form them in their mind and to articulate their
messages well and exactly. These findings are consistent with the argument
made by Papapaviou and Pavlou (2007b: 102) that including non-standard

varieties in education will improve learners’ ‘cognitive development’.
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Regarding repetitions of text segments, it was indicated that in the cases where
GCD was allowed, students used it to expand their thinking whereas in the
discussions where students had to use SMG there was no development or in-
depth reflection on the segments of the texts. Allowing them to use GCD
prompted them to reflect on the information provided to them and reflexivity
enhanced their CT development. The data showed that when GCD was
allowed, the majority of the students not only did develop solid arguments, and
justified their views with confidence, but the quality of the CT expressed
reached a higher level as they were expanding and developing their ideas in a

more relaxed environment.

Some underachieving students’ felt that their teachers did not encourage them
to express their own thoughts but imposed on them predetermined and fixed
answers which they should follow. ‘If you don’t put [...] the point the teacher
wants [you fail] [...] while normally it shouldn’t happen like this. The student
should put his own ideas’ (Artemios (UU)) and T...] if the justification has depth,
we should get the marks’ (Hermione (UU)). This finding seems to be in contrast
with the MGL curriculum objective demanding that students should ‘cultivate
and sharpen their critical skills’ and also with the main objective of the course
that rests upon ‘the active participation of the students, through exchanging
ideas, justifying their positions and creative expression, oral and written’ (My
translation; MOEC, 2008-present: 3). It could be argued that apart from how
students’ thinking is expressed some teachers’ narrow expectations of what are
valid ideas also hinder students from expressing their thoughts. The evidence

suggests that some teachers do not allow the students to express what they
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really think and want. Writing or expressing your ideas to satisfy the teacher
does not equate with the development and cultivation of CT but serves the

opposite purpose.

This highlights the importance of teachers’ approach to implementing CP
effectively and also the significance of teachers’ reflecting on their practices. As
Guilherme (2002: 22) suggests, CP entails ‘a reformulation of the teacher’s role
into an intellectual and transformative one’ and also ‘deepens [...] [teachers’]
commitment to democratic principles. Students appeared to believe that this
approach, fundamental in fostering CP and in turn CT, is not embraced by some

of their teachers.

5.7. The need for LA

Overall, the findings of this research study call for an LA approach for teaching
MGL in the particular setting and more specifically, on paying attention to the
value of developing teachers’ and students’ awareness of language variation.
The findings, as discussed in previous sections, indicated the effects that the
bidialectal situation has on students’ learning and performances in the MGL
lesson. Thus, developing strategies to tackle those effects seems extremely
important. As Svalberg (2007: 290) points out, the starting point for LA
specialists is that ‘developing a better understanding of the language and of
learning/teaching processes’ will in effect improve ‘language learning/teaching
and use’. Since GC students tend to underachieve in the MGL module perhaps

adopting a different approach in teaching it and delivering it to the students may
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prove beneficial. A bidialectal approach rooted in LA would be perhaps a better
solution, rather than ignorance, unawareness and the polarisation of beliefs
between teachers and their students, as the findings of this study revealed. It is
acknowledged, however, that the recent development in the MGL curriculum is
a step towards this direction and that MOEC took into account the role of GCD
in education, since the new curriculum considers language and diversity and

declares that students should:

= Be acquainted with the structural similarities and
differences between MGL and Cypriot variety and be able
to identify elements of other varieties/languages in hybrid,
mixed or multilingual texts

= Approach Cypriot Dialect as a variety with structure and
system in its phonology, morphology, lexicon and syntax

» Be able to elaborate on the variety of hybrid texts which are
produced by the linguistic choices and code-switching
which prevail in a multilingual and multicultural society like

the one in Cyprus

(My translation; MOEC, 2010: 11)

The new MGL curriculum does not refer separately to primary and secondary
education but is the same for both sectors. This study revealed that Lyceum
students may need to be treated somehow differently, taking into account their
knowledge of Ancient Greek and its similarities to GCD. Most students

throughout the interviews showed an awareness of GCD’s similarities with
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Ancient Greek. At Lyceum level they have already been taught Ancient Greek
and identified by themselves resemblances between their local variety and
Ancient Greek. The evidence revealed that students become aware of the
similarities between GCD and Ancient Greek in a random manner, by just
relating familiar GCD words to the Ancient Greek ones they encountered.
Fostering a teaching model combining students’ already existent knowledge of
Ancient Greek, SMG and GCD, might prove even more beneficial, since it will
take advantage of students’ knowledge and thus the construction of new
knowledge would be facilitated. Such an approach would enhance their
awareness of the similarities between the three varieties rather than following
the current approach within which students become acquainted with such
similarities by chance. This finding adds significantly to knowledge since
previous research studies focused mainly on the effects of bidialectism on
primary education where students are not taught Ancient Greek. Thus, the
possibility of implementing a different approach in teaching which might be

more beneficial at Lyceum level was revealed.

Interview findings indicated that a minority of the students felt that if from
primary education they were instructed in how to use the codes correctly they
would have been in a better position. Thus, what this suggests is that a
bidialectal approach rooted in LA to develop students’ awareness and
knowledge on the two varieties’ functions might have been beneficial for them
throughout the years of their education. What students suggested is reflected in

the new MGL curriculum and was also confirmed by Yiakoumetti’'s (2006)
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bidialectal language programme implemented in primary education which

involved LA activities concerning GCD and SMG.

Some students’ perceptions also indicated that the introduction of a bidialectal
teaching approach at Lyceum education would have been advantageous too as
they pointed out that they need to know: ‘what’s the difference between Modern
Greek and the Cypriot dialect? What is there to know about the Cypriot dialect?’
(Michael (SR)). Some other students perceived the parallel use of both varieties
as beneficial: to be together, the Cypriot and the Greek’ (Stamatis (UU)) and to
allow us to speak in the Cypriot dialect’ (Anastasia (SU)). This evidence does
not only suggest fostering bidialectism to reduce the GCD interference in
students’ speech but it shows that Lyceum students wish to continue using
GCD as they value their mother tongue but also they are aware of the necessity
to use it in order to express themselves. In addition, the evidence indicated that
learning of the subject content is enhanced by the use of GCD. This finding can
be related to what Watts (2007: 140) found in the Swiss-German primary school
classrooms that the “mother tongue” is felt to be close, familiar, expressive,

natural’ and also ‘the language of real-time learning’.

Cross-checking the findings, it emerged that a very small minority of teachers
expressed that MOEC should take some measures since the bidialectal
situation exists and influences students’ performance in the MGL lesson. In
addition, it was suggested that teachers should be more open-minded and

‘never be absolute - | teach only SMG and hearing a single word in Cypriot is
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not allowed’ (T7(U)). On the other hand, some other teachers did not seem to
support a bidialectal approach: from the moment that you teach Modern Greek,
since the name says it, it will be Modern [Greek]’ (T5(U)). The existence of
opposing viewpoints in the teachers’ interviews shows the absence of a definite
and effective strategy by the MOEC on how to deal with the situation. What is
also striking is that T7(U) who expressed that measures should be taken to help
bidialectal students argued: / saw on TV that right now students should be
encouraged [...] about Cypriot! Something which | hadn’t heard previously’.
What this confirms is the absence of guidance, information and directions by the
MOEC since the teacher randomly heard something on TV, whereas as a MGL
teacher should be formally informed and guided by clear-cut strategies on how

to manage this situation or at least be informed about the bidialectism.

Several students would welcome an introduction of GCD as a new module in
Lyceum education as they considered their dialect worthy of exploration
especially regarding its lexicon. As some of them pointed out, it would be
beneficial for them if the scope of GCD module focused on the etymology of
words in order to enrich their knowledge of lexicon. On the other hand, only few
teachers considered GCD worthy of study. As T3(U) suggested ‘I would like,
something ideal, that [...] the students could write [in GCD]’ and ‘%o be
established as a language because it has such a vast wealth’. T5(U) also
recommended the introduction of a GCD module explaining that Lyceum
students can better understand and distinguish the characteristics of GCD since
they have already been taught Ancient Greek. The findings revealed a belief

that introducing GCD in Lyceum education as a new module would not only
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capture students’ interests by enhancing their LA of GCD and its Ancient Greek
roots, but would also be valuable for them as they are likely to improve their
lexical skills. This is important because such lessons would make them feel
more comfortable as they could become aware of the value of GCD, would

eliminate any confusion and this in extent might help them to use both varieties

properly.

Moreover, some students considered that the introduction of the new GCD
module should include Cypriot poetry which would highlight artefacts of the
dialect. They believed that this would keep GCD alive and help disseminate it to
the next generation. Thus, the importance of GCD for students becomes
evident once more as they considered it as something valuable and wished to
maintain it and pass it on to the next generation. Those students’ perceptions
seem to be consistent with UNESCOQO’s (2011) declarations of safeguarding

native languages in order to protect ‘cultural wealth’.

Most teachers’ perceptions revealed their limited awareness and lack of
knowledge as none of them had any formal sociolinguistic training or any
guidance on how to manage the effects of bidialectism. Yiakoumetti (2011: 195)
explains that providing teachers sufficient training is crucial as they are ‘among
the primary pedagogues of effective language use’. It might be also argued that
the prevalence of ignorance led many of teachers to identify no solution to the
current situation as very few of them made some suggestions. What is also

worth noting is that some teachers considered organising a seminar on the
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effects of GCD on students as complex since this is a topic which can raise
heated debates. This was also evident during the interview with the urban
school teachers as opposing views led to strong disagreements. As several
researchers argue the use of dialects or non-standard varieties in formal
education is a controversial and burning issue, which has created heated
debates and serious concerns (Paviou and Papapaviou, 2004; Yiakoumetti,

2006; Papapavlou, 2007; Yiakoumetti 2007a).

Moreover, some teachers did not consider that seminars on bidialectism and its
effects would be useful for them. They justified their perceptions by stating that
‘at Lyceum B level | think they would have been useless’ (T1(R)) because ‘the
damage has already been done’ (T2(R)) and measures need to be taken for
students of primary education and their teachers. Such viewpoints might not
only indicate unawareness but also a predetermined belief that nothing can be
done to resolve the language issue at Lyceum level or at least improve
students’ performance and learning. It might also indicate that teachers feel
secure in continuing the same practices rather than becoming familiar with any
innovative change. This can be related to what Edwards (2007: 47) points out
that teachers who behave ‘as arbiters of knowledge rather than facilitators of
learning’ can be expected ‘to feel uncomfortable’ with any innovative

educational material which touches on implications of language variation.

On the other hand, the majority of teachers commented that seminars would be

useful in enhancing their knowledge, since they acknowledged that there is a
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language problem affecting students’ performance. As Filmore and Snow (2000:
19) state being a practitioner, a researcher, or an educator, having ‘a solid
grounding in sociolinguistics and in language behavio[u]r across cultures’ as
well as knowing the ‘social and cultural backgrounds of the students they serve’

is essential for teaching students effectively.

Most teachers were in a state of ignorance and unawareness. The study was
conducted just before the launch of the new MGL curriculum yet they had
limited awareness of language variation. Thus, it might be worthwhile to spend
time informing and educating them on issues of bidialectism and also allow
further time to reflect on those issues rather than introducing curriculum
changes which teachers do not have the knowledge to implement. As Paviou
and Papapaviou (2004) mention fostering the conditions that will inform
teachers, particularly those who undertook their training long time ago, about

contemporary sociolinguistic theories is essential.

In the following chapter the contributions and main conclusions of this research
study are discussed as well as its implications, limitations and potential areas of

future research.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions

6.1. Introduction

This chapter considers the original contributions of this study to knowledge
regarding the field of second dialect research and the bidialectal GC Lyceum
setting. The main concluding remarks drawn from the key findings are
discussed as a reflection of the aims of this study and its research design.
Subsequently, the implications of this study are brought into the discussion.
Then, the limitations of the study are considered in terms of its qualitative nature
and the case study approach used. Despite this, the possibility of transferability
of the findings to other similar contexts is considered and lastly, areas of further

research in the particular setting are presented.

6.2. The contributions and the main conclusions

This study explored the effects of GCD on GC bidialectal Lyceum B level
students in the context of MGL lessons. More specifically, it investigated the
effects of GCD on students’ learning and performance, on identity construction,
and on expressing CT. The originality of this study lies in the fact that this
research addresses the role of the native dialectal variety in the development
and expression of CT. Therefore, this research adds to the corpus of literature
and knowledge (Siegel 1997; Rickfort 1999; Wolfram, 1999; Bull, 2002;
Malcolm, 2013), by revealing that the first dialect is vital in the process of
developing and expressing CT. In the Cypriot setting the effects of GCD have

not been researched in this age-range of students. Previous research
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conducted on the role of GCD in education focused mainly on the primary
sector (Pavlou and Papapavlou, 2004; Yiakoumetti, 2006; loannidou, 2007;
Pavlou, 2007; Papapaviou and Pavlou 2007). Thus, the findings of this study
can inform knowledge on similar issues from the adolescent students’ and their
teachers’ perspectives, and hence contribute additional material to preceding
research studies. It makes a contribution by revealing new understandings of
sociolinguistic issues influencing the Cypriot Lyceum educational setting such
as the role of GCD in the practice of expressing CT, and also revealed the
potential role of Ancient Greek in enhancing knowledge about GCD and

perhaps SMG.

The aims of this study were:

e To investigate the use and the role of GCD in MGL lessons at Lyceum
level

e To explore the influence of attitudes towards GCD on students’ identity
construction

e To identify whether the use or non-use of GCD has an impact on

students’ expression of critical thought

The above aims were used to develop the research questions and subsequently
formed the research design within which the study was conducted. Data were
collected through various methodological tools, classroom observations of MGL

lessons, group task observations and semi-structured group interviews, which
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involved the participation of MGL teachers and the students of two state
Lyceums. Despite the small scale of the research, the specific research design
allowed an in-depth exploration and an investigation through multiple
expressions of beliefs on the effects of GCD on these students. The use of
several investigative methods and a variety of informants enhanced the
trustworthiness of the findings as data were cross-checked and compared. In
addition, this process allowed an in-depth engagement with the data and the

findings that in turn deepened the understanding of the issues explored.

The main conclusion which emerged from reflecting on the key findings was
that excluding or ignoring students’ mother tongue from education has negative
effects on students’ learning and performances. This study confirms that the
approach to bidialectism, or how bidialectism is ignored, has a negative impact
in education, as is indicated in the existing literature and in the research findings
of previous studies (Pavlou and Papapaviou, 2004; Yiakoumetti, 2006;
loannidou, 2007; Pavlou, 2007; Papapaviou and Pavlou 2007). It was also
confirmed, as several researchers pinpointed (Yiakoumetti, 2006; Papapavlou,
2007; Yiakoumetti, 2007a), that the adoption of the educational language policy
of Greece may not necessarily benefit the Cypriot setting, since such policy
presents SMG as if it were the students’ native variety and completely ignores

their actual dialectal mother tongue.

GCD was never absent in the Lyceum MGL classrooms on both lesson-focused

and non-lesson-focused occasions throughout the study. Overall, GCD was
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used as a facilitating tool of expression. These teachers, who invariably used
GCD during lesson-focused incidents, employed it to orient the lesson, instruct
the students, assess, correct and critique their performance. As some teachers
explained, GCD is mainly employed to explain concepts and situations to the
students in order to enhance their comprehension. It was also found that when
teachers allowed its use, students’ oral participation in class discussions was
enhanced and encouraged, as a more comfortable linguistic environment was

created, enabling students to express their ideas and develop higher thinking.

On the contrary, the majority of students used GCD widely to respond to
teachers’ questions, ask questions, and express their ideas. By using it they
said they felt more at ease and were able to articulate more clearly and
accurately what they wanted to say. SMG use was limited, because students
claimed that it made them feel pressured as most of them had not mastered it
sufficiently and could not express themselves fluently, particularly, when more

complex speech was demanded.

Considering whether there is a conflict or a peaceful co-existence between
GCD and SMG in the context of MGL lessons, it is concluded through
examination of the expressed views of the participants that at certain times the
parallel use of the varieties causes problems and at other times is
complementary. More specifically, some of the participants expressed that the
instinctive, spontaneous and unplanned use of GCD does not help in SMG

acquisition. This was also evidenced in the classroom observations and group
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task observations as most of the students were not fluent in SMG, thus the
learning of SMG was not achieved efficiently. Regarding learning of the subject
content, however, some teachers considered GCD a useful linguistic tool for
explaining difficult terms and concepts to the students. In addition, the majority
of the students, apart from viewing GCD as the primary means of expressing
themselves, expressed that it enhanced their comprehension as it enabled
better understanding of SMG concepts and literature, for instance the texts,
poems and articles, when GCD is employed. Moreover, it was concluded that
the imposition of SMG does not result in SMG acquisition as it reduces
students’ participation in class and creates an uncomfortable linguistic
classroom environment for them. It also stifles their learning of the subject
content as most of them have lexical difficulties. Since students have to learn
SMG as it is one of the main aims of MGL lesson and as it was also articulated,
by both teachers and students, that mastering SMG is important and essential
for the future socio-economic and professional status of the students, GCD
should be used in an explicit way, scaffolding the process of SMG acquisition as

will be further discussed in the ‘Implications of the study’ section.

It was also concluded that GCD was thought to be by most of the participants
and proved to be from group task observational findings, an essential tool for
students to express CT. Both sets of findings indicated that GCD exclusion
affected students’ linguistic behaviour and expression of critical thought and to
some extent obstructed their thinking processes as they could not expand on
their thinking nor deepen their understandings. These are central steps in

developing CT. When GCD was allowed students were able to sharpen and
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expand their CT as well as convey more thoughts and be more talkative.
Students also claimed that SMG does not help them to express their thoughts,
and thus many times they chose not to participate in class discussions, a
practice aiding the development of CT. Hence, it is concluded that the use of
GCD, according to the viewpoint of these participants and the group task
observational findings, contributes to achieving the MGL curriculum objective
that ‘students should develop and sharpen their critical skills’ (My translation;
MOEC, 2008-present), whereas the imposition of SMG stifles the process and

practice of developing and expressing CT.

Regarding students’ identity, the main conclusion which emerged is that GCD is
felt to be the central element of GC students’ identity. SMG may signal GC
students’ ethnicity but the findings revealed that GCD is believed to be the
dominant component of their identity that also indicates their membership of
their community. Some students also associated SMG with the creation of an
artificial identity because when they use SMG they said that they felt
uncomfortable, a different person, and that they were imitating someone else.
GCD, they claimed, made them feel special and unique as they are the only
ones who use this dialect which also distinguishes them from Greek people of
mainland. Even negative attitudes towards GCD did not influence most Lyceum
students as to how they perceived their identity as, at their age, they expressed
that they could value and appreciate the importance of their dialectal mother

tongue.
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What this study adds to knowledge is that the use of the native dialectal variety
is vital in developing and expressing CT. It also revealed that the effects of
bidialectism cannot be ignored in Lyceum education. A step before finishing
school, the majority of these students and their teachers viewed that the former
cannot use MGL efficiently and fluently, and claimed that they also tend to
underachieve in the module. The current study has bridged, to some extent, the
empirical gap of understanding the effects of bidialectism on Lyceum students
and provided evidence of the interplay of GCD and expression of CT, an area
which was not explored in previous research studies. Previous studies indicated
what the effects of ignoring bidialectism are on primary school students and this
study demonstrated how those effects impact on their later education and
aspects of higher level thinking. In addition, as it will be discussed in the
following section, it has revealed the role that Ancient Greek could play in

raising students’ awareness and enhancing their knowledge in GCD.

6.3. Implications of the study

The benefits of allowing Lyceum students to use their mother tongue were
identified in this research study and particularly in the practices of developing
and expressing CT as well as the significance of GCD in students’ identity
construction. Taking into account the conclusions of this research study, several
implications and recommendations for improvement are proposed which could
prove useful in dealing with the perceived effects of GCD on Lyceum students

in the context of the MGL lesson.
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The monolingual policy inculcating only SMG does not help GC bidialectal
Lyceum students to acquire SMG. Analysis revealed that the MGL module is
believed to be the most difficult for them; its delivery in class is problematic and
in examinations students usually fail since the average ratio is often below
baseline. Thus, developing an understanding why students tend to
underachieve in MGL lesson is essential. The influential role of GCD in
students’ SMG learning and performance appears to implicate the need to offer
bidialectal students a different approach. This approach does adhere to a
monolingual policy and also may not merely include GCD in the curriculum as
an isolated aim of language and diversity practice as in the new MGL curriculum

(MOEC, 2010) but could call for an active inclusion of the variety in the lesson.

A clear-cut strategy for strengthening GCD in the curriculum appears to be
important for dealing with the situation effectively. Namely, to allow the students
to use GCD in class in their oral productions, to express what they really want to
say, and feel more comfortable in articulating their messages. In addition,
teachers could be allowed to use this variety in order to create an encouraging
linguistic environment for the students, and also for instructing students, and
particularly for explaining complex areas of knowledge. Such an approach

would be likely to enhance students’ learning of the subject content.

However, since mastering SMG is essential in the particular context, attention
should be drawn to what needs to be done to help bidialectal Lyceum students

acquire it efficiently and use it in a considered manner. As a first step, there is a
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need to cultivate a culture of recognition and understanding of the bidialectal
situation and its effects on students’ acquiring of SMG to the maximum extent.
Therefore, serious considerations towards new directions and changes in the
teaching of MGL should be embraced. A bidialectal teaching model rooted in LA
could prove beneficial, as shown in Yiakoummeti’'s (2006) study, and reduce
GCD interference in students’ speech which will enhance mastery of SMG. In
addition, at Lyceum B level, as the evidence suggests, the choice and inclusion
of materials and teaching strategies which will enrich students’ lexicon as well
as activities to enhance their expressiveness and eloquence in SMG is
essential. Moreover, choosing teaching material closer to students’ linguistic

background is vital if effectiveness is to be achieved.

In the current situation students and teachers would also benefit from actively
working on their LA which suggests ‘developing a good knowledge about
language, a conscious understanding of how languages work, of how people
learn them and use them’ (ALA). In an LA approach to classroom teaching the
students would be language investigators and would do consciousness-raising
tasks. For example, students could be instructed to identify all the adjectives in
an SMG text by underlining them and then discussing in groups what the
grammatical rule is for adjectives; in this case the rule refers to morphological
features. In addition, other tasks might be more related to language in context,
for instance the choice of appropriate wording in particular social situations, an
example in Lyceum B level MGL curriculum might be ‘The news and the
comment’ (My translation; MOEC, 2008-present). The common feature of the

tasks is that the students would be made to focus on something specific in the
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language, talk about it, and come to some conclusions of their own. Such
talking-about-language, explicitly talking about SMG, can take place in GCD as
the point would not be language practice but conscious understanding of how

language works.

Moreover, the findings indicated that the absence of a definite strategy to deal
with the effects of the bidialectal situation is believed to cause a state of
confusion and uncertainty which complicates even more the existing linguistic
climate for both teachers and students. This suggests that there may be an
unmet need for clarification. Organising a series of regular seminars addressed
to policy makers, inspectors, head-teachers, teachers and also students, could
help develop and cultivate recognition and awareness of language variation in
order to stop viewing it as a problem but accept it as a reality. Specifically, the
findings indicated that some crystallising of the multiple roles of each variety
might be helpful not only in the MGL lesson but also in the wider socio-political
Cypriot context. In addition, such seminars could focus on fostering an
understanding of the value that non-standard varieties have for their speakers,
and on informing about the benefits of bidialectal education, drawing on findings
from recent research projects conducted either on Cyprus or in other similar

contexts.

After this cultivation of understanding of language variation and of the effects of
GCD on students, some attention could be given to the provision of teachers’

training. There appears to be a need for intensive training for MGL teachers on
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how to implement new policies and approaches in teaching, and enhancing
their knowledge on new curricula, syllabus and materials. That most teachers in
this study did not deliver the lesson from a student-centred approach but
followed a traditional and somewhat out-dated teacher-centred approach
denotes that there may be a need to develop, enrich and update their teaching
practices. Thus, MOEC should consider providing teachers with adequate
support to acquire new teaching approaches through more intensive training
and also ensure that those are implemented successfully in class by more
regular supervisions by inspectors and the MGL co-ordinators. Intensive
teachers’ training and more consistent preparation might perceived as utopian
considering all the responsibilities and multiple duties teachers have, but on the
other hand it seems to be necessary and crucial for instructing students more

effectively.

Regarding language and identity, the findings of the study revealed that GCD is
the central element of students’ identity and that SMG is linked with the creation
of an artificial identity. Those findings suggest that curriculum planners and
teachers need to recognise the central role of GCD and allow the students to
feel comfortable with their ‘special’ Cypriot identity. Teaching students and
explaining to them why and how Greek identity is considered part of who they
are is essential. This could involve an awareness programme, embedded in the
MGL curriculum, on identity construction and how historical facts have
influenced it. The role of education in reinforcing Greek identity and why this
was considered essential at certain periods of time deserves to be clarified to

the students. Through such identity awareness raising lessons students will be
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able to understand the nature of their identity, raise their conciouness of who
they are and of their origins, and also maintain the balance between Greek and
Cypriot elements of their identity. This will also develop their awareness of the

fluidity and multiplicity of identity.

Regarding the process of developing and cultivating CT in class discussions,
those who plan the curriculum could take into serious consideration the effects
of GCD exclusion on students’ CT as evidenced in the group task observational
findings and in the viewpoint of students in this research study. The use of GCD
appeared to be vital to them, and the imposition of SMG was a major
impediment. Thus, the MOEC might consider allowing the use of GCD and
embracing it as a tool for enhancing students’ participation and engagement in
class discussions in order to revitalise the practices of developing and

expressing CT.

The findings of this study suggested some consideration of the introduction of
GCD as a new separate module in the Lyceum level. A specific GCD curriculum
cannot be outlined but possible components of the course can be proposed.
The GCD module could include lexical activities, with a focus on etymology, and
Cypriot poetry. In this module Ancient Greek could be incorporated with a focus
on its similarities to GCD, not only in lexicon but also in syntax, morphology and
phonology, as many of the participants commented on the commonalities
between those two varieties. Taking into account the benefits and knowledge

about GCD that students could gain from such a module, this could also
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enhance both teachers’ and students’ awareness of GCD. The MOEC, the CPI
and curriculum planners might be advised to consider this possibility. In
addition, the introduction of the GCD module could have positive effects on
students in regard to the way they perceive their identity, as the findings of this
study revealed that they considered that GCD is the central element in defining

themselves.

Taking into account the implications of the findings, it can be argued that this
research study was worthwhile since its findings contribute to knowledge
regarding the perceived effects of bidialectism in language education for GC
Lyceum bidialectal students. If the aim of state education in Cyprus is to raise
the educational standards in MGL lessons and help students to acquire and
master SMG proficiently, perhaps the implications of this study are that the
initiation of certain changes are felt to be needed but in a well-planned way
involving experts and stakeholders such as sociolinguists, researchers,

curriculum planners and policy makers.

6.4. Limitations of the study

It is acknowledged that this research study has certain limitations regarding the
wider applicability of its findings due to its qualitative nature and the case study
approach used. Qualitative research was chosen to conduct this research study
as the aims and the research questions called for discovering viewpoints and
attitudes as well as understanding the effects of GCD on students. As Corbin

and Strauss (2008: 12) state, the researchers’ need to view ‘the inner
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experience’ of participants, establishing an understanding of ‘how meanings are
formed through and in culture’ and also ‘discover[ing] rather than test[ing]
variables’ determine the conduct of qualitative research. Thus, in this specific
case which had not been previously investigated, the research was exploratory
and the methodology employed was fit for investigating the particular setting

under the specific research aims and questions.

Research was conducted through a case study of 7 Lyceum B level MGL
classes of two schools. Both schools were chosen as they were typical
examples of an urban and a rural state Lyceum in Cyprus. The choice of an
urban and a rural Lyceum increased the relevance, although not the
generalisability, of the findings to the whole Cyprus school system. A universal
law cannot be developed from the findings when the case study approach is
used. As Lincoln and Guba (1985: 124) point out ‘[lJocal conditions [...] make it
impossible to generalize’. Nevertheless, this research study did not intend to
provide generalisable findings but to enhance understanding and inform

knowledge about the effects of GCD on Lyceum students in the specific setting.

Yet, the purpose of case studies ‘is to illuminate the general by looking at the
particular’ (Denscombe, 2003: 30). Yin (1998: 239) also claims that ‘even your
single case can enable you to generalize to other cases that represent similar
theoretical conditions’. It is recognised that every instance is unique, but, to
some extent, an understanding of similar cases can be achieved and correlation

among them can be established. The thorough exploration of the topic under
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study, which the case study approach allowed, raises the possibility of
transferability of the findings to similar contextual cases. Therefore, there is a
possibility that the findings of this research study, apart from informing the
Cypriot setting, may also inform other bidialectal communities in terms of the
effects of non-standard varieties on the particular age of students and some of
the implications mentioned in the previous section may also apply to other

contexts.

The extent to which the findings of a study conducted in a specific context are
transferable to another context depends on the similarities between the contexts
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Obtaining ‘information about both [‘sending and
receiving’] contexts’, is essential in order ‘to make a judgement of transferability’
(ibid.: 124). A researcher is not expected to ‘indicate the range of contexts to
which there might be some transferability’ of the findings of his/her study but
he/she should give extensive and adequate information of the context in which
the research was conducted (ibid.: 124). This will allow to someone who is
interested ‘in transferability’ to make an effective judgement and decide which
findings might be applicable in another context (ibid.: 124). Therefore, it
depends on the readers and also on other stakeholders, for instance language
policy makers, Ministries of Education, curriculum planners and schools, to
decide whether some of the findings this study yielded are transferable to

another context.
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6.5. Areas of Future Research

The impact of GCD, or of the bidialectal situation, on Lyceum GC students is an
area that raises opportunities for future research studies. This study
investigated the effects of GCD only on students’ oral productions. Thus, a
future research project may involve an exploration of the GCD effects on
Lyceum students’ writing, too. This will enable a comparison of the impact of
GCD between students’ speech and written productions, providing a well-
rounded picture of GCD effects on students’ performance. Apart from this, the
effects of GCD could be investigated in the context of other modules, both of
theoretical and of practical nature, in order to gather findings that will
substantiate a bigger picture of the influence of bidialectism in Lyceum
education. Then, a comparison could be made whether the effects of GCD on
students are more or less intense, or similar, to those that emerged in the

context of MGL lessons.

Moreover, the effects of GCD on students’ learning and performance in the
context of MGL lessons could be investigated at all levels of both Gymnasium
and Lyceum, since those levels have not been researched extensively until
now, as the primary sector has been. This will provide a wider picture of the
effects of GCD on secondary education in the context of MGL lessons. Further
studies may also be conducted on a wide scale involving a large sample of
students and MGL teachers, as well as policy makers and inspectors, and thus
produce more generalisable results for the GC state secondary educational

setting. For instance, a survey approach investigating the extent of applicability
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and transferability of the findings that emerged from this study to the whole

secondary school system of Cyprus might be of great assistance.

The findings of this study proposed a consideration of the introduction of GCD
as a new module in Lyceum education. Designing such a module, which would
involve awareness-raising on the similarities between Ancient Greek and GCD,
testing its implementation and measuring whether it has positive effects
regarding students’ knowledge, could be a future research possibility. In
addition, investigating students’ feelings, beliefs and attitudes towards GCD
after participating in such a module could be part of this, or form an upcoming
study. Teachers’ perceptions of teaching such a module could be also
investigated and thus provide a well-rounded picture regarding the possible

implementation of this module.

Furthermore, the findings of this study indicated the need to design and
implement a bidialectal LA teaching model addressed to Lyceum education in
order to enhance MGL teaching and learning in the specific setting. Emphasis
should be given on enhancing students’ lexicon and expressiveness as the
findings in regard to teachers’ and students’ viewpoints revealed that Lyceum
students’ greatest difficulties in MGL lesson lie in those two areas. A future
research possibility may focus on measuring the effectiveness of the
implementation of a language programme involving LA activities combining
SMG and GCD to teach MGL in Lyceum level. In addition, another language

programme could involve, along with the two varieties, Ancient Greek also, in
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order to investigate if students make a further progress in the target variety
through such an approach or whether Ancient Greek should only be
incorporated in the GCD module to improve learners’ awareness of the

similarities between GCD and Ancient Greek.

Further research studies are essential for investigating ways of developing and
implementing effective teacher training in order to enrich, reinforce and update
their knowledge and awareness of language use and sociolinguistic aspects
that may influence their students’ learning. In addition, the development of
specific teaching strategies to be employed in MGL lessons could be explored
and thus, form a corpus for providing efficient guidance and support to teachers
in order to improve students’ mastery of SMG. In other words, help teachers to
pass from theory and fuzzy curriculum aims to specific and clear teaching

practices.

The findings of this study revealed that allowing students to use GCD enhanced
their CT expression in oral productions. Future research could investigate
whether the use of GCD as a tool in aiding the development and expression of
CT in class discussion has any effect on students’ written expressions of CT. To
be more specific, measuring Lyceum students’ CT in their writings, to compare
whether there are similar or different results to those that emerged from this
study, and whether the exclusion of GCD from oral discussions has an effect in

what they express in written form, could be a future research possibility.
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6.6. Afinal point

The value of GCD has been shown in this research study, as well as the
possible significance of enhancing teachers’ knowledge on the effects of
bidialectism and of what were believed to be the detrimental consequences of
excluding GCD on students’ learning and performances. Recognising those
effects and valuing the importance of GCD constitute the foundation of any
innovative change. It is concluded that bidialectism affects both primary and
secondary school students. What remains is to see in the near future whether
bidialectism in the Cypriot setting will be resolved effectively or will remain a
perennial subject of debate among researchers and policy makers. It could be
argued that initiatives have started considering the recent developments in the
MGL curriculum (MOEC, 2010) which includes GCD. However, time will show
whether the new curriculum will make any change in students’ progress and be

implemented effectively or if its aims will remain vague.

The main conclusion of this research study is that the exclusion of mother
tongue from education does not only affects students’ eloquence and
expressiveness but it also has an impact on cognitive development. This study
confirmed the argument made by Papapavlou and Pavlou (2007b: 102) that the
use of non-standard varieties in education will improve learners’ ‘cognitive
development’, help them to acquire literacy efficiently and resourcefully. For GC
bidialectal students, education provided only in the standard variety seems to
be somewhat unsuccessful. Therefore, the findings of the study may challenge

governmental actions for implementing monolingual policies and also those
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views which support the notion that education in the standard variety is more
successful, regarding the socio-political Cypriot context. Reaching the end of
this thesis and reflecting on the findings, it is concluded that fostering
recognition and developing awareness of language variation is crucial, as well
as embracing new approaches to teaching that consider the socio-cultural
context in which students operate in order to develop and implement effective

practices and adequate for the learners’ needs curricula.
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Appendix A: Texts involved in Group Task Observations
Text A:

E@. «H Znuepwn», 30/8/2000
ApbBpo tov M. Anuntpiov ot othin «Emonpaveecy

Ymitie mohd ond mabapt (mAivBo). [ldve amd ekatov ypovév. Micoykpsiucpéva kat
eTodppona. Tapakopaymjéva. Driaypéve yia T1g avaykes avipdnov mov élncav Tpv and
éva amdva. dIdvtog avtd ta onitia dev kavouy yio EAANvokdmpion, eime o KowvoTdpyng Tov
yopov A Kévouv dpmg y1a toug Eévovug emoytakols epydres, mov croifdlovrot mévie-
mEVTE Ko 0€K0-0EK0 68 KAOe dOA10 SwpdTio Yo TEPO60VE OV UTOPEL VU SIIPKEGOVY A £E1
INVEG LLEYPL KOt TEGGEPT YPOVIO. — Y10 TOVG «APATNOECy) dNALOT), VOLILLOVS 1] TUPEVOLLOVS TTOV
covodoiviol oto yoOpo A...... TNV Tehentoio GeKOETIO KATL OV Y1 Te OIKA LOg VYN AL
OTAVTAPT, givol YOUNAOTEP®OV TPOCOMIKAOY, KOWGVIKOV KUl TOAMTICTIKOV OTUITI|GEMV KOl
mpodoypae@v ... I'a mapddetypa, dev yperdletan Kapékha 1) TPAmECL, VIOVAGTL Yo Ta podya
1) kuBpépTn. T va yiver, Etot eivon pobnuévol kol 6Tov TOTO TOUG, OTOPUIVOVTAL 01 TAVGOPOL
Kol ToAEepot Kal GUUTOVETIKOL vidmol. OTdvel va £xovv Qayntd va TPOVE Yo VO AVTEYOLV
1) SOVAELG OTU YOPAPIY KOl OTIC QAPLES — TOV SLUPKel SuYVA amd TG eNTA TO TP®L PEYPL TIG

OKT®M T VOYTH — Kol OAt Tat GAAN EIVOL AETTOUEPEIESY.
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Text B:

Amogottog tov «ABnvnow Iluvemotnuiov sivar o véog. Tov eiya yvopicer kold, oto
TEGGEPU YPOVID. TMOV GTLOLSGHY Tov — (onpd poolo, 1Kovog 6To AOyo Kol GTI] Ypagr), |
yvloelg kot kpion Swdohov tuyoiec. Tig mpodiieg, pe mAnciace kot pov eime, pe v
OUKELITITA TTOL dNpoVPYEL 0 S0 OC SUGKUAOD KUl QOLTNTI):

- Mimmg Ba propovcate va pov Ppeite doviard voyropiiaxa oe kKamolrov Opyaviepé 1
sTalpia;

Asv acteigvotay d10hov. ITadi moidtekvig olkoyEveldg, OToVdACE [le TOALEG dUCKOAIES KO,
tdpa, mpoonabsl va cuveyicsl TIC (LETAMTVYIOKES) OWOLIEC Tov — YyI' avutd Kot {ntdet
OTOWGT|TOTE EPYUCIN, KUl HEAMGTH VOYTEPTVI] — L0 KU1 TO 8QOS10 ToL Eivan &va «yaptin, TOL
LLEVEL yapt Kol povo. .. IToces yiliddeg, TTuyLovyoL Kat [11], VEOL Kdl AtyOTepo VEoL, Ppickovral
omv 8 B&om, eivol Taciyvooto. Ot Tayepol aplOLol TOV GTATIGTIKOV AEVE TMOG TO TOGOGTO
avepyiog ot Avtiki] Evpann etdver 1o 12% - kdrov 20 exatoppipia. Tho «toyepoi» eusic,
dev &yovpe mapd «povon 8% mepimov «eyyeypaplevig avepyloc» - icwc 500.000 dropa;
AAAG, xt o’ Tovg epyalOlevons, TAUTOALOL UGKOVV EXAYYEAILOTY GOYETA [IE TIG EWOKOTITEG
TOVG Kol Td ATLYIC TOVS, OT®E 001 Y0V, EPYATI]. POPTOEKPOPTMTY|, TUTOYPUPOVL, UTOBNKIPLOV
Kot ta wapopot. [lov Ba met, undevicrdc tov podvav Tov crodducHV Kdl EKUNOGEVICUOS TV
TPOYLUATIKOV KEVOTHTOV TOVS... Ao Todld, GTO0 GYOAElo KOl GTO OmiTL, Hoboivope Kot
mamayaAiifovne Tt cmovdaio mpdypa sival 1 epyoacic. ‘Eva an’ ta mpdta «gldolay TV
KOW®VIOV otddnke o avBpdmvog poybog, oo Tipnonke Kot vpvionkKe, G’ OAEC TIC EMOYEC KOl
o GLOTHUUTA. AAAG, dev elvar d1dA0L Alyol Kot Ocot eldav TV epyacio Gov KATApO KoL
I'okyoBd tov avOpdmivov yévovg — mov gpyalopevo actapdmmra yio va {1oel, dev mpo@taivel
va {noel mpaypatikd. Evioyia 1 Katdpa, avaykaio Koké 1] andAavacT), 1| epydcio anékTnoe
GTIV eMOYN UG £va akope «atiypo»: £ywve ampldcutn Yo sKaToppoplo avlpomovs. Xpovia
Kt gpovie, ot véor gpydlovial apicBa (cmovddalovv, pabntevovv ce Téyveg KTA.), Yo v
umopécovv va gpyacBovv éppcla — ki otav Epber 1 dpa va «Bepicovv Tovg Yivkeig
KApmovg» Tov poybov tove, dev Ppickovy mov va gpyacBolv. AAAG 1| AmOYoNTELOT KUl 1)
KATAO Y1) Tovg 0 Aryootevel Kt Otav Ppickovv dovAeld — mov, Opwc, etvor E&vn pe ocd
£naBav Kot dev 0dnyel 810A0v mpog Tovg aTdYoVS oL rioddincav. Kowotatog, PEPouia, o
TOMOG TS 1) EpyAcio Umopel va elvat yapd, 0tav aoyoisical e avtd mov ayamdc kat E€petc,
I avtd mov Taptdlel 6TV KAIGN GOV KUl OTO «UEPUKLY GOV, I’ auTd Omov €yelg «Lunbeix»
KOl OV GPYICES VO TO KOTOKTAC. AMAG T yapd pmopel va vidoel évag @uhdloyos, £vag
LoOnuaTiKde, Evag yemmovos, Tov avaykdleTal vo kdvel To YKapGdvl 1| To VOXTOQUAUKA Yid
tov emovco; Kat Tt Ba mpoceépel 6To MEPIPONTO KKOWMVIKO GUVOAOY», KAVOVTUC epYyOcid
MOV QYVOEl Kol MOV [1IGEl, Kol PV KAvoviog Tnv epyacia mov yvopilst kot Aaytopd;
MetpnOnke 1aya oot Eivol 0uTod ToL EBOVS 1) GTUTAAT EPYOTIKOD SUVOLIKOD OAAL Kol TO
«Olopevyov KEPOOCH amd T1) [11] dEOMoiNGT) YVOGEMY Kol GIOVAAGTIKOD Ypovow; «Av Bec va
covtpiyelg, va eEovbevmoelg evav dvBpamo... Pake tov va kdvel jua dovAeld amdivTa,
oloTEAa aypnotn ko mopdroyn» (YU ovtov), Eypage o TOAAG Topouole Tobdv
N1tocTOYIEQoKL. ADTI) 1] «KATOVAYKAGTIKY) gpyucia» otoidler péca Tov oy OAo Kat
LeyoAbtepn aicOnon amotuvyiog, UmoyoNTELGN|C, HLTOOIKTIPILOY, ATOGTPOPNC Yid TI| OITAL
dyov) 0vAELd TOV, YO TOVS GAAOLS, YU TOV E0VTO TOL GKOWO — OV QTAVEL OTIV OPYT] TNS
etavaotoong. Kor — motog dev 10 E€pel; - 1 W) GMAGYOANCT, 1] LIOUTACKOANCT, 1)
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ETEPOATACYOANGT, 1] CTPEPAY) amacyOAN O GTOLYEIO0ETOVY Ol LOVO «KOTAPM» CAAG KOl LoV
an’ Tic peyoiitepec Opoadiidec ota B TO KOGLLOV [ag.

M, TThwpitn, Avepyiag épya (BLUGKEVAGUEVO OTOGTAG]LLL)
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Appendix B: List of questions posed in Group Task Observations

Text A

1. What is the topic of this text? ([olo €ival To B€pa autou Tou KEIPEVOU;)

2. What does racism mean? (T1 onpaivel patoigog;)

3. Is it an intense phenomenon in Cyprus? (Eivai éviovo 1o gaivépevo auto
otnv Kutrpo;)

4. Why does racism exist? ([Nati utTtTdpxel paToIoPog;)

5. According to your experience, have you seen or heard any racist
behaviour? (ZUp@wva pe TIG EPTTEIPIEG 0AG, £XETE OEl I AKOUOEI KATTOIN
POTOIOTIKA CUUTTEPIPOPA;)

6. How do you feel about this phenomenon/situation? (Mwg viwbeTe yI' AUTO
TO QQAIVOUEVO/KATAOTAON;)

7. Do you know any other kinds of racism? (I'vwpiCete GAAa €idn
PATOIONOU;)

8. Cyprus is a member of EU; we are European citizens; what do you think
should be the characteristics of a Cypriot European citizen, regarding the
issue of racism? (H Kumpog civalr péhog g EE, cipaote Eupwtraiol
TTONITEG, TTOIO VOUICETE TTWG TIPETTEI VA Eival TA XOPAKTNPIOTIKA €VOG
Kutrpiou EupwTraiou 1ToAiTn, 600V agopd 1o {TNUa TOU PATOIUOU;)

9. As young people, what do you think can be done to tackle racism? (Eoeig
w¢g VEol, TI VOMICeTe OTI MTTOPEI va YiveEl yid va QVTIMETWTTIOTEN O
POTOIONOG;)

10.Is there anything else you want to say about racism? (@¢Aete va

TTPOOBECETE KATI AAAO yIa TO BEUa TOU PATOIOUOU;)
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Text B

What is the topic of this text? ([olo cival To Bépa auTou Tou KEIPEVOU;)
What does unemployment mean? (Ti onuaivel avepyia;)

By saying unemployment, what comes into your mind? (Otav Afue
avepyia, TI EPXETAI OTO JUAAO 0QG;)

How do you feel when you hear the word unemployment? (IMwg¢ viwBeTe
OTav akouTe TN AéEn avepyia;)

As young people, who very soon will make decisions for the future, about
your studies, aiming to a good future professional itinerary, do you worry
about unemployment? (Eocig wg véol, ol o1roiol TTOAU ouvTopa Ba TTapeTE
ATTOQACEIG YIa TO JEANOV 0QG, yIa TIG OTTOUDEG OAG, UE ATTWTEPO OKOTTO
MIa KOAr) HEAAOVTIKI) ETTAYYEAUATIKE TTOPEIQ, AVNOUXEITE yIa TNV AvEPYIaA;)
In the future, would you decide to do a job you dislike just to make
money? (210 péAAov, Ba kavaTte pia OOUAEI TTou dev 0OG APECEl aTTAA

Kal HOVO yia va ByAAeTe Ta TTPOG TO CNV;)

. Do you believe that having a job is a blessing or a curse? ([MoTeveTe 6T N

epyacia gival euloyia A katdpa;)

If you decided to study something particular which you like, and you were
told that what you want to study has no possibilities for immediate
employment, what would you do? (Av ammo@acifaTe va oTTouddoETE KATI
OUYKEKPIPMEVO TTOU 0AG OPECEl, KOl 0ag €Aeyav OTI AUTO TTou BEAETE va
oTTouddoeTeE BeV €xEl KOBOAOU TTPOOTITIKEG yIa Aueon pyoddTnon, T Ba
KAVATE;)

Is there anything else you want to say about unemployment? (Q€AeTe va

TTPOCBOETETE KATI AAAO yIO TO BEPA TNG aveEPYIAG;)
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Appendix C: Teachers’ Interview schedule

Information collected before the interview — teachers were given small cards for
answering the following questions and they were provided with envelopes to

enclose the cards:

Sex: Female / Male

How old are you? ........

Nationality: ...............

Where did you StudyY? ...
How long have you been teaching? ........

How long have you been teaching MGL in lyceums? ........

How long have you been teaching MGL to students of the 2" year of lyceum?

How long have you been teaching in this school? .........
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:

1. Teaching MGL to Cypriot students, did you identify the phenomenon of
bidialectism/diglossia? Would you please tell me about this situation you
came across as a teacher?

2. Do you think that the phenomenon of diglossia/bidialectism has an effect
on how Cypriot students acquire knowledge of SMG? Please, explain.

3. According to your experience as a MGL teacher, do you think that
Cypriot students acquire SMG with ease or they have great difficulties?
Please, explain.

4. Do you think that the current curriculum assists students to maximally
achieve their potential in the MGL? Is there a gap between theory and
implementation of the curriculum aims? Please, explain.

5. According to your point of view, which are the greatest linguistic
needs/problems which students have in acquiring SMG?

6. How do you perceive GCD and SMG? What do you think is their
relationship? Please, explain.

7. When is GCD used in class? Do you use GCD in class and for what
purpose?

8. Do you allow to your students to use GCD or not? Why?

9. Do you think that the current language policy of the Cypriot educational
setting should change or not? Please, explain.

10.How do you think that the issue of students’ diglossia/bidialectism could
be resolved in a way that benefits students? Can you think of any

solutions?
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11.Do you think that GCD use or exclusion influences the construction of
students’ identity? Please, explain.

12.To what extent do dominant attitudes, positive or negative, towards GCD
influence students’ identity construction?

13.0ne of the curriculum aims is the development of students’ critical
thinking. What do you perceive as critical thinking? How do you teach
students in order to develop critical thinking?

14.Do you think that the use or exclusion of GCD has an effect on students’
critical thinking development? Please, explain.

15.Did you attend seminars/or did you have any kind of advising-informing
regarding the issue of diglossia/bidialectism? If yes, could you please
report them? If not, do you think that such seminars would be useful or
not for you as teachers of MGL? Why?

16.1s there anything else you want to say about this topic, that | have not

asked you?
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Appendix D: Students’ Interview schedule

1.

8.

9.

How do you perceive GCD and SMG? What do you think is their
relationship? What do you think is their difference? Please, explain.
When do you use SMG and when GCD in class and why?

In cases where you used GCD in class, what was the reaction of your
teacher? If there was any reaction - how did you feel about this?

Do you think that you should be allowed to talk in GCD in class? Why?
Did you ever feel that you couldn’t express your ideas in SMG or in
GCD? Could please you tell me more about it?

Which do you think is your biggest difficulty in learning SMG?

Do you think that GCD helps you or inhibits you in learning SMG?
How do you feel when you use GCD?

How do you feel when you use SMG?

10.How does the situation of code-switching (term explained to the

11. Do you believe that the use of GCD and SMG has an effect on your

students) make you feel?

identity construction (knowing who you are)?

12. One of the curriculum aims of MGL is the development of your critical

thinking. Do you think that the use or the exclusion of GCD has an effect on

your critical thinking development? Please, explain.

13. Is there anything that you think should be definitely changed in the way

you are taught MGL? Why?

14. Is there anything else you want to say about this topic, that | have not

asked you?
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Appendix E: MOEC Permission

[1 ===

KYMPIAKH AHMOKPATIA

YMOYPTEIO AIEYOYNIH

MAIAEIAZ KAI MOAITIZMOY MEZIHZ EKNAIAEYIHZ

Ap. ®ak.:7.19.46.7/12

Ap. TnA.:22800630/631

Ap. ®ag:22428268
E-mail:circularsec@schools.ac.cy

Kupia

28 ATrpiAiou 2009

‘EAeva Kwvortavrivou
MiAtiadou 10
8020 Mdgog

Qéua: Aitnon yia Tapaxwpnon adelag dis§aywyng épeuvag oTa AUKEIQ

Kai oTa mAaioia S1I5akTopIKNG SiaTpIRrig oTo TuHua
Exkmaideuong Tou MavemoTnyiou Leicester Tou Hvwpévou BaoiAgiou, pe Bépa «H
Kutrpiakn AidAektog 010 Ma@npa Twv Néwv EAAQVIKGV: MeAéTn Twv
Emdpdozwy Tng oToug padnTéig ot SGo dnudoia oxoAgia Tng Kutrpou»

Z€ QTTAVINGN TNG OXETIKNAS ME TO TTIO TTAVW BEpQ £TMOTOARG 0ag, nuepopnviag 31 MapTiou 2009,
oag TANPoOPopw OTI TO aimud oag yia TapakoAoudnon mg SidackaAiag Tou paBnuartog Twv
Néwv EMNnvikiwv o B’ 1aén, Sie€aywyn GUVEVTEUGEWY WE POBNTEG Kal KaBnyntéS NEwv
EAANVIKWv

eykpiveral.  Nogital 61 6a AdBete umdyn Tig elonynoeig Tou Kévipou Exmaideunikng Epesuvag
Kai A§loAdynaong, oi omoieg cag ammooTéAAovTal ouvnuuéva yia Sk oag evnuépwon kai Ba
TNPFOETE TIG akOAOUBES TTPOUTOBEGEIC:

1
2.
3

Ba egaoalioeTe T ouykardBeon Tou AlguBuvTr Tou KGBe oxoAgiou,

Ba e§aopalioeTe ) CUYKATABEDN TWY EKTTAIBEUTIKGV,

Ba evNUEPWBOUV €K TWV TTPOTEPWY OI YOVEIG/KNOEPOVEG yia TNV €peuva pE ETTIOTOAR Trou
Ba diavepnBei aToug padnTég, WoTe e TEPITTWON Tou ¢ Ba BeAav Ta Taidid Toug va
OUMHETAOXOUV va EXOUV TNV EUXEPEI Va EVNUEPWOOUV OXETIKG TN AleUBuvon Tou
oxoAgiou, 3

0e Ba emnpeactei o BIBaKTIKOG XPOVOC yia ™ OiEgaywyn ouvevrelEewy  Kai
TapakoAoUBnon Twv HaBnuaTwy,

N CUMPETOXM TWV EKTTCIBEUTIKWY Kai HadnTwv Oa sivar TTPOQIPETIKI,

Yia TN XPRON HAYVNTOQWVOU F OTTOIaodTTOTE GAANG peBGGOU yia TNV KaTaypagr Twv
OUVEVTEUGEWV Ba TTPETTEI TTPWTA Va TTAPETE GBEI0 aTrd Ta atopa Ta omoia Ba TTdpouv
MEPOG OTN CUVEVTEUEN.

Ba XEIPIOTEITE TA OTOIKEIN TWV CUPPETEXOVTWY HE TETOIO TPOTTO, WOTE va BIacPANOTE]
TARPWG N avwvupia Toug Kat

- Ta amoteAéguata MG £peuvag Ba  KovotroinBolv oTo Ytoupyeio Maideiag Kai

MoAmopou.

MapakaAw 6TTwWg ETIKOIVWVATETE PE TN AiglBuvon Tou KABE OXOAEioU TTPOKEINEVOU va
kaBopIioTolv o1 AeTTTOPéPEIEG.

EuxopacTe kaAn emiTuia oToug epeuvnTIKoUg 00G OKOTTOUG. —

2

Koo
Ap. Zrjva TlouAAR
AieuBlvrpia Méong Exraideuong

c

Koiv.: AleuBuvrég Aukeiou Kai

=B

Yrmoupyeio Maideiag kau MoAmopot 1434 Acukwaia
TnA: 22 800 500 @ag: 22 428268 loToosAida: http://www.moec.gov.cy
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Appendix F: Coded extract of Classroom Observation data

[T1 COR, Faust’, Goethe]

T1l: Aev AMw va yivoupe Ohol cav Tov PAEOUOT va, €€€ VO EPAOTE OUVEXWG
AVIKOVOTTOinTO! 6Tl &eV UTTOPOUUE VA TV KATOKTACOUPE aAAd €€€ va avayVvwpIiCOUUE Kal
TNV TTPoOoTIdBEIa, To va {NTOUPE CUVEXWG TN yvwaon gival éva BeTIKO aToixeio atn {wn

pag. {Instructing: explaining key elements}

OesSouhag: Tleivo mou Aahodoiv pakdpiol of TTwxoi Tw TIvedpar; [160ev epKaiver,

{Asking question: expressing challenge}
T1: RUTSIGOUNOIEERVAGEl (Critiquing: criticising}
Oebédouhoc: ERNEUNAIIEI {Other interactions: reacting spontaneously}

71 [N, (Correcting: disagreeing}
@coédouhoc: Bl {Asking question: expressing query}

T1: NMwg 10 KataAaBaivelg €0U; Makdplol ol TITwXoi Tw TveuuarTl; {Assessing: asking

question to assess knowledge}

©eodouhog: TiEivol TOU gv. yvwpiGouv Ta TOAAG gv o euTuxiopévol. ‘ETol To
ESEENEE (Answering question: brief answer}

T1: Opwg auto To €xoupe TTApEl oo Tn Bpnokeia. {Instructing: explaining facts}

Ocbédouroc: INTCICREGHIEBEIEN (Asking question: expressing query}

T1: 'Exel oxéan mwg Ogv €xel oxéon; AIGTI Ta Béuarta, oTta Béuata Ta BPNOKEUTIKA
uttdpxouV kal ddyuata Ta oTroia, BERala afuepa €xouv aAAdEel Ta TTPAYUOTA OTTWG 0OG
Aéel kal n ©goAdyog OTI OAa uTTopoUV va epeuvnBoulv ¢ Tnv Bpnaokeia /: {Instructing:

explaining facts}

Oeb6douhoc: TINIBEEEEICRORAIERIGIRNR (Asking question: expressing query}

T1: Eee eee Opwg n Bpnokeia €xel dlagopd ammd Tnv emaoTAun. {Instructing: explaining

facts}

Oeb65ouhoc: [ICTEUEIRGIIRIEBEINE (Expressing idea: agreeing}

T1: NSBEBESINEI. {Critiquing: praising} To THOTEUE Kal Wn £péuva, T onuocia éxel;
{Assessing: asking question to assess knowledge}

(.)
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T1: Ti; MaiCer peydAo poAo kai n TrioTn, €€ 010 B€Pa TG Bpnokeiag, oTo Béua Twv
EMOTNUWYV OUwWG Ta TTpdyuata eival o ekabapa. {Instructing: explaining facts} Kai
UATTWG €vvoei POvo yia Tn Bpnokeia O@eddouAe pou; Autd To TTPAyua; {Assessing:

asking question to assess knowledge}

(..)

T1: Eivai atré Tn Bpnokeia pag mapuévo. {Instructing: explaining facts}
Kupiaxog: NiGHGIOVIOITIOTSUSIRGIMIISBENNG {Asking question: expressing query}
OeoSouhog; EITIGTEUEIKGNINIEPEUVCIEVIUTIONPEMIIKGN {Expressing idea: commenting

on what others said}

T1: T gival; {Assessing: asking question to assess knowledge}

Ocsédouroc: NGRS (Answering question: brief answer}
71 N (o' recting: disagreeing}
Oeodourog: AMaaol, ev Twpd; Auav TIEIG KT TIPETIEl VO TO TEKUNPILOEIS.

{Expressing idea: commenting on what others said}

T1: MIBERSI {Critiquing: praising} Efmauev 6T 1o eTmixeipnua Tailel ueydAo péo oTta
Aeyopeva yag, oreC MPAgelg pag kai Ta Aoid. {Instructing: explaining facts} Nau.

©esdouhog: EVINOKACIVORTEICRTNNGNICOUIGTNGIVORVMERNNDIVEIS! (=X pressing

idea: commenting on what others said}

T1: NIPEEENGNEUTGIENGR (Critiquing: praising} OTI yia va TEKUNPIWOW GUWG, Kal Va

MTTOPW Va TTW TN YVWWN Jou, TTPETTEN Va EXw Kal yVWaoelS. {Instructing: explaining facts}

louhia: IIGITANPOOPIECNICIGNICIOIOTOUPWOEIG! {Expressing idea: commenting on

what others said}

Tiuwvn: KipoNaIGoUTIGAAGVaNoaNa) {Other interactions: reacting spontaneously}

T1: Nai. [Giving permission]

Tipivn: Auav §EpeiS YAWOOES, ayyAikd, IOTIavIKG §€pw yw, TIOpED va, 6T Eépeig
mapamévw TOGUATA OE YVWOEIS EEE VEWV TIONTIOUQY, VEWV YAWGTWY, UTTOPEIS val
TTGEIC Va TIG EMOKEPTEIS, UTTopeic 1dial va Teic Guwg va Souéyeis. Touto Bonba oe
oTov UNIKG Topéa, of YVWOEIG GUVBEovTal e Tov UAIKS Topga. {Expressing idea:

explaining something}
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Appendix G: Coded extract of Group Task Observation data
[GTOU, Successful Group A — Text A]

Apiadvn: Nopidw éxel va Kavel oxéon WE, G TOUUEV, TIG AVAYKEG UAG OAMEPA VIO TNV
uTTEPKATaVAAWaN, ag moupev Aéel yia éva guvnBiouévov KUTipio, €€€ ag mouuey v Ba
JTTopoUce va Jegivel o€ éva OTIITI QTIOYUEVO €€ ammO mBO6dpI, €TOINOPPOTIO, EVW OG
moUuev GAAOI TTOU gv €xOUV TOOO UWNAEG ATTAITIOEIG TTOU OG TTOUUE ITOU TIG OVAYKEG
TOUG, €€€ OG ITOUUEV OPKEI TOUG OG moUuev. AG TOUNEY, Va 'XOUV évav armapaitniov oTriTl

evvow oou. {Expressed thought closely related to segment of text: reproduction of
text}

E: MaAioTa. Ti vouileTe gival o patolopdg; Ti onuaivel patoiopuog;

MnveroTn: Eival pia mpokatdAnyn, eee pia 1I3€a TTOU pag, Hag SnuIoupynenke eudc
1dial Veviké o' 0UMov Tov K6OHO BaCIKG, OTI AVBPWTIO! OTIG TPITOKOOHIKEG XWPES f OF,
e GMn Bonokeiav, GAO XpUHa, EE€ Eival KATWTEPO! OTTO, Eival KATWTEPO! ATT6 EUAS, EEU
eival Booika pia 15€0. AMG UTTGPXEl QUTH N 15Ea SUOTUXWG Tl OF HEPIKES XWPES EV
ONEISEREENRl (Expressed CT: analytical response, expanded and explained}

E: A6 TIg OIKEC OQG EUTTEIPIEG, EXETE OUVAVTAOEI PATOIOTIK CUPTTEPIPOPE, dnAadn

ETTPOCECATE, AKOUOATE 1) €i0ATE KATTOIOV PATOIOTIKA CUNTTEPIQPOPA; e pou MaTBaio.

MatBaiog: E vval, €ida TTapa TTOAEG QOPEC PATOICTIKEG CUUTTEPIPOPEG, EEE AG TTOUUEV,
MTTOpEl va kaBouuagarey padi Je Toug QIAOUG Pag g€ uiav KaQeTépia 1{ial OTTOTE TTEPVA
évag Apdmmng, ewvadouv tou, € patpo Trou maerc; ElGITOUNSUISUNINOSIRONGIOIGANOG!
aoxéTwg av dev karahaBaiver EAANVIKG, ece vopidw 0T evvev kakd ToUvio mpdua, ev
BREBIE (Expressed CT: expanded on the example given and provided completed
thought}

E: MNarti To kGuvoupev 6pwg;

MarBaiog: ETeid moTedw 6TI pEOQ IToU TOUG QIGMVES, T00TOV TO Odua, VO TEQITaicEig
ag mouuev vav padpo, va Tou QuvaZeg BiGpopa eTTieTa, TPV HECT TTOU TIG YEVIEG
S VSO GNGONMIOUNERI {=xpressed CT: analytical thought,

identified and explained cause of racism}
Apiadvn: Nau.

MNnveAdmin: 'ETa1 pag éxouv peyowoel. Me guriv mv 15€a, 6T, ege o1 UTIGAOITION gival
KaT@TEPOI A6 pag Tdial ENEIS £iAgTEV, TTOU ‘UaOTEV GOTIPOI EilCTE TOMG EEuTIvol,
U e IG GO TEONOUNONGIGABIE] (= pressed CT: expanded thought on

cause of racism}
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Ap1advn: NMoAAEG QOPESG OUWG PTTOPET VA TO TTPOKAAOUV TOUTOV Ol YoVvioi OTa TTaIdI& TOUG

ANoyw [BBEBE oc mouuev.

{Expressed CT: expanded on the cause of racism and added a new angle, provided

examples]

E: MaAioTa.

n

|||>
°©
a
(o4}
<

{Expressed CT: added a new angle of the cause of racism}

E: Nau.

Ahknotis: Byl moredkw OTi ege eidIKG oty Kumpov, emeidn {oduev KaBe pépa pe

{Expressed CT: logical expressed

thought]

E: Narti épwg;

AAknoTig: ‘ETo1 ev 0 AadG, mioTeUkw ol Kutmpaiol. {Short expressed thoughts}

MnveAoTIn: Eiuaarev eBvikioTé. {Short expressed thoughts}

E: Eotig TTou eicaoTev ag Toupev n véa yevid, £0€ig TTwg, dnAadn Ba 1o yeTadwoeTe OTA

Taidid oag;

AAKNoTIG: H vEa yevid 0éxerar 1o TTio KaAd. {Short expressed thought}
E: ‘Exete 10 y€oa oag utroouveidnta dnAadn;

MatBaiog: O

E: 'H evva BéAeTe va TO EETTEPATETE;

MnveAdTn: Ev dUokoAo. {Short expressed thought}
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Appendix H: Coded extract of Interview data

[SR]

Avtpn: Eee ptraivouv 1m0 TTOAAEG vEeG eAANVIKEG AEEEIC OTO, TTIO EAANVIKEG, OI TTWG Ol
KUTTPIOKEG EVVEV EAANVIKEG OAAG /: {Perspectives: GCD & SMG relationship}

MixanA: Tati émmwg €itra 1Cial TTPIV N OIAGAEKTOG €V PEPOG TNG EAANVIKAG YAwooaAg, n
Kutrpiakr) diGAekTog. {Perspectives: GCD & SMG relationship}

louAia: 'Otrwg TNV KpnTikA.
Avtpn: 'O1Twg Toug KpnTikoUg £va Tpdua, val.

MixanA: Ev eyevwABnke 1Tou pévn 1nG. Eival n Néa EAAnviki yAwooa tou 10 (p).
{Perspectives: GCD & SMG relationship}

E: MNMoia vouilete €ival n oxéon tng Kutrpiaknig diaAékTou pe TN Néa EAAnVIKA yAwooaq;

Moia gival n oxéon Toug;

Mapia: ®ileg. {Perspectives: GCD & SMG relationship}

[Students: Laughing]

MixanA: Makpivég EadéA@eg. {Perspectives: GCD & SMG relationship}
[Students: Laughing]

E: Kai 1To1a n diagpopd Toug;

[INTERRUPTION]

E: lMoia vopiCete 611 ev n ox€on Toug TCIal TTola N d10popd TOUG;

Avtpn: Ev oxedov ol /:

Mapia: H &ilogopd TOUG €ival n TPoowTrkoTnNTa. {Perspectives: GCD & SMG

relationship: Differences}

Avtpn: ‘Exouv Tig idleg piCeg. Nai. {Perspectives: GCD & SMG relationship:

Similarities}
E: Meg pou.

Mapia: 'Exouv dIa@OPETIKI) TTPOCWTTIKOTNTA. MTTopei va €xouv TO idI0 OKEPTIKO OAAD
MTTOPEl, £X0UV BIAQOPETIKN TTPOCWTTIKOTNTA. AG TTOUUE N, UTTOpoUuE va TToupe oTl n Néa
EAMnvIKA cival idia pe v Kutrplakr 81dAekTo ammAwg n Kutrplakh SIAAEKTOG BIAQEPEI
oTn, €€ Pe TNV €AANVIKA OTI €X€l KATTOIO TTPAUOTA TTAPATTAVW TTou Tnv EAAnVIKA N

KAtolav TTpoowTKOTATA dnAadr. Ag TO TTAPOUNPE Gav TNV TTApAdoan, TTOU TTIAVOUUE
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KATTOIO OTOIXEIA TTOU TOUG TTPONyoUNEVOUG avBpwTToug TTou {rjoav ota pépn pog. ‘Etol
KANPOVOUOUUE TO OTOIXEID 0TO OTOUG BIKOUG Pag xpovoug. {Perspectives: GCD & SMG

relationship: differences & similarities} | i

{ldentity: GCD mark of Cypriot identity}

E: Xu. Eee.

louhic: Agol Téeig aTnv EAGBa 1101 Aaholv oou gioal Kutrpaiog; Mévo Tou va Treig To
I ((dentity: GCD mark of Cypriot identity}

MixanA: Nvaail.

louAia: Nvaai.

MixanA: O1.

Avtpn: ETTeidn ev mio Bapeth n ewvr) pag. {Perspectives: GCD: heavy voice}
E: Eee 1éTe xpnoipoTroieite TNV Néa EAANVIKA yAwooa oTnv 14¢N;

MixanA: ETIGIEROECEIGIION {Use in class: SMG}

Mapia: Tqian yw T0 id10.

Avron: EVERGGIGTVTGERINEPKECIPOPECHTIGNGTRVIERBESH {Use in class: SMG)
TClo1 6Tav TTAw EAANGSQ.

[Students: Laughing]

E: Tnv KutrpiakA AIGAekTO TTOTE TNV XPNOIUOTIOIEITE HETA OTNV TAEN;

louhia: OTEVIGUCHTGNEIIENOUCIGUNNGBRTECINGE] {Use in class: GCD}
MixoniA: DTCHAGUGHTOUNEIGENIEROVIREBRAVATI {Use in class: GCD)
louhia: ERTOCINGORNCTOCITOINEBIEREVIKIN . {Use in class: GCD}

MixariA: Eyd aképa 1ial oo pénua, e& SnAadi 1giapé ougnTa) pe Tov kabnyntA, WAG
GOSNV CENVORTOUNTPOVIGTIRGIVIGBM {Use in class: GCD}

louia: NT6e1 eyl ev Ba pAAoW Tou kaBnynt 6TTWG WIAD pe pia @iAn pou. {Use in

class: GCD: polite version}

Mixanh: Ee vidge!  EijOUDGINEVINOGIIXPHOINOTOIGUITONMACSACVIONITOUNEG
KenGlcTHeCRINERIPNEIIEE {Use in class: GCD: ‘polite’ version}
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