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1. Preamble

The aim of this paper is to discuss the pedagogical concerns behind the variationist agenda
advocated in the Cypriot National Curriculum for Language of 2010 (MoEC 2010). The aim is
to explore the various ways in which that curriculum capitalized on the fundamental
constructivist assumption that the fostering of competence in a language variety that is
extraneous to the speech community, in this case Standard Modern Greek, cannot be achieved
in a linguistic vacuum, i.e. without deploying the students’ native variety of Greek as linguistic
capital, as well as linguistic right. Crucially, that curriculum assumed that more effective
language learning and, consequently, higher levels of competence in Standard Greek can be
achieved not through mere ‘tolerance’ of the dialect in the language classroom but through
systematic contrastive teaching of the two varieties, as well as through exploration of hybrid
forms involving code-switching and code-mixing; such teaching and learning practices were
expected to foster high levels of metalinguistic awareness. Secondly, and crucially, the 2010
language curriculum of Cyprus (as well as the 2011 pilot language curriculum of Greece; PS
2011) adopted as its basic premise that the teaching and learning of variation ought to be central
to any critical literacy project: if critically literate students are expected to take on the role of
the sociolinguist and the discourse analyst and to explore critically all aspects of language use
as indexicals of social and cultural identities, but also as tools of meaning-making and the
construction of varying world-views, ideologies and power relations, this pedagogical
objective can only be achieved through systematic critical exploration of language in use,
register, speech-style and their symbolic, social-semiotic import (Halliday 1978). In speech
communities such as that of Cyprus, where diglossia is still prevalent, the issues posed by
diglossia for literacy learning can be overcome via the proposed pedagogy of critical literacy,
which hones the critical understanding and assessment of the contribution of (socio)linguistic
variation, variation in vocabulary, grammar and textual structure, to the shaping of various
meanings as contextualized, social constructs, as discourses. Furthermore, the 2010 language
curriculum implemented aspects of Halliday’s systemic-functional grammar (with special
emphasis on register as an aggregate of tenor, field and mode) and it conversed critically with
extant models of genre literacy (Matsagouras & Tsiplakou 2008; Tsiplakou & Floros 2013;
Tsiplakou 2015). In terms of teaching methodology, a dynamic model of literacy learning was
proposed whereby students bring to class authentic texts of their own choice and analyze
critically their structure and linguistic/stylistic choices and the ways in which these construct
identities and ideologies, the ultimate goal being the cognitive and social empowerment of the
learners through critical literacy and the honing of their ability to ‘converse’ meaningfully with
their social context. The teaching of variation then aimed at the fostering of critical
metalinguistic awareness as a first yet essential step of this pedagogical project.

2. Diglossia and literacy learning
As has been argued extensively in previous work (Tsiplakou 2014; Tsiplakou et al. 2006;
Tsiplakou et al. 2016), the present-day Cypriot dialect is in a state of shift, as the local varieties
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are undergoing leveling and, concomitantly, a pancyprian koine is emerging, which is a
prestige variety because of its structurally mixed character, as it displays phonological,
morphological and syntactic hybridity in innovative structures that approximate Standard
Greek but without fully converging with it (e.g. periphrastic Present and Past Perfect,
exceptional clitic placement, etc; Tsiplakou et al. 2016). This does not mean that the diglossic
situation has been resolved, but that diglossia exists between the Cypriot koine and Standard
Modern Greek, which is supposed to be taught systematically at school.

The Republic of Cyprus has always used Greece's curricula and textbooks, which it received
gratis until recently, with a few exceptions, e.g. in subjects such as Mathematics (Hadjioannou,
Tsiplakou & Kappler 2011). Besides serving practical purposes, this practice was also symbolic
of national unity with Greece (Ioannidou 2012). Moreover, Cyprus has always followed
ubiquitously the Greek education reforms, e.g. the transition from katharevusa to dimotiki (and
back to katharevusa during the Greek dictatorship, although there was no dictatorship in
Cyprus), the transition from more grammar-centered to more “communicative” and/or “text-
centered” approaches to language teaching advocated in the school textbooks H I'Awcoa pov
from the 1980s to 2006 as well as in the 1999 National Curriculum (PS 1999) and the
Interdisciplinary Unitary Framework for Programs of Studies (IUFPS 2003). The Cypriot
education system has always used some additional, locally produced teaching material, such
as anthologies of Cypriot literature, in which prose texts are however in Standard Greek and
some poems, e.g. by the Cypriot national poets Lipertis and Michailidis, are written in the
particular Cypriot poetic register of each poet and are by no means typical of the contemporary
form of the spoken dialect. The language teaching methodology informally adopted is, in
theory, a form of immersion in Standard Greek (Hadjioannou et al. 2011; Ioannidou 2002,
2009, 2012; Papapavlou 2010; Tsiplakou 2007a, b, 2015; Yiakoumetti 2007, 2015); however,
the language of Greek textbooks is not necessarily representative of the standard variety, due
to the nature of the texts (pseudo-texts, authentic literary or pseudo-literary texts constructed
for teaching purposes) which were frequently linguistically mixed and did not provide any
principled way of distinguishing, for example, between dialectal elements from other varieties
of Greek in a manner that would make sense to the Cypriot student and facilitate the learning
process.

Leaving aside the issue of the target language contained in the Greek textbooks, the
linguistic medium of teaching in Cypriot education is necessarily mixed; a large number of
ethnographic and quantitative surveys has shown that teachers and students constantly code-
switch and code-mix between Cypriot and Standard Greek (Hadjioannou 2009, Ioannidou
2002, 2009, Ioannidou & Sophocleous 2010, Pavlou & Papapavlou 2004, Tsiplakou 2006,
2007a, b, 2015). Interestingly, there is a fairly large gap between teachers’ actual language
practices and their attitudes on the use of the dialect as a medium of instruction or as a target
of instruction. The research findings show considerable ambivalence as regards teachers’
beliefs about the usefulness of dialect in teaching. On the one hand, they construct the dialect
as an essential part of their venerated national heritage and as a sign of Greek national identity,
but on the other hand they express ignorance, embarrassment and even outright refusal when
it comes to implementing the dialect in language teaching (data from Tsiplakou 2007b):

(1) Aevvmapyer mo komprokn. To poévo mwov €xetl amopeivet etvon n Tpo@opd.
There is no Cypriot dialect any more. All that’s left is an accent.

(2) ’'Eyxete vmoOyv cag, LOIKA, OTL M KLTPLOKY €lvanl TANGIESTEPN TPOG T Opyoic
eMVIKd amd o EMAnvikd g EALGSoc.
You are, no doubt, aware that Cypriot is closer to Ancient Greek than the Greek
spoken in Greece. (school inspector, 65)
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(3) Dvoikd ev va JUANGO KVTTPLOKAE otV TAEY, 0pov v EAAnVikd. Aépe oto popd va
HEV AOAOVV «OKVIAPNS» OALAL «TEUTEANG». Mol TO «TEUTEANC TO KOAOUAPIGTIKO
€V TOVPKIKO, EVM TO KOKVIAPNG» TO KO pag etvar apyoion EAANVIKA, «oKvIpoo».
Agv givol TK10 6®MOTO TO «OKVIAPNS», AAOTOG;

Of course I'll speak Cypriot in class, since it’s Greek. We tell the kids not to say
“okniaris” [‘lazy’, Cypriot Greek] but “tebelis” [‘lazy’, Standard Greek]. But the
Standard Greek “tebelis” comes from Turkish, whereas ours is Ancient Greek,
“okniros”. So, isn’t “okniaris” more correct?

(primary school teacher, 40)

(4) Dvowkd ayomaue TV KLTPloKn, ivol péoa otnv Kopdd pog. AAAG dev eivan
KATOAANAN Yo TNV exmaidoevon. Eivor gtoym.
Of course we love Cypriot, it’s in our hearts. But it is not suitable for education. It
is impoverished.
(high-school teacher, 57)

Research findings indicate that teachers think that maximizing exposure to Standard Greek
is necessary in order for students to learn the language “correctly” and that they themselves
must somehow be models of “correct” language behavior and sources of language learning for
their students. In practice, of course, this is not the case, as they constantly code-switch between
Cypriot and Standard Greek, which is to be expected, as such linguistic versatility is required
by the multifaceted nature of classroom discourse (as is register / style-shifting in non-diglossic
teaching and learning contexts). Abundant data from ethnographic research in Cypriot
classrooms (Ioannidou 2002, 2009; Ioannidou & Sophocleous 2010; Tsiplakou 2007a, b, 2016;
Tsiplakou et al. 2018) however show that, despite the apparent linguistic versatility, overall
Standard Greek is reserved for what is construed as ‘actual teaching’ while Cypriot Greek is
reserved for more peripheral functions, such as giving instructions, joking with the students,
imposing order, making remarks that are outside the remit of the lesson proper, etc. To give
but one example, in (5) the teacher switches from Standard Greek, which is the code in which
the content of the lesson is couched, to Cypriot Greek to address an individual remark to
Georgia. The same code-switching pattern occurs in (6), where the directionality of the switch
is again from Standard Greek, the language of the lesson, of learning, to Cypriot Greek, the
code reserved for peripheral tasks such as giving instructions (italics indicate Cypriot Greek;
data from Tsiplakou 2007b):

(5) Georgia: éci mpan paragan mikri
Teacher: méni se mpan paraga
kséris jati ta epanalamvano jeorjia
jati en akuese.

Georgia: He has a small shack.

Teacher: He lives in a shack.
You know why I am repeating this, Georgia,
because we can’t hear you.

(6) Teacher: ceitris, ce ta tria tu ta pedja
Ivrete ta ta tria tu pedja
Teacher: All three, all three of his children.
Did you find them? His three children.
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The argument has been made in recent research that such code-switching data do not point
to translanguaging as meaningful alternation and exchange between and beyond linguistic
systems and codes that would allow for new meanings and teacher/learner subjectivities to
emerge (Garcia & Li Wei 2014; cf. Snell 2013); instead, such code-switching practices covertly
index a hierarchical relationship between language and dialect reflecting dominant attitudes
and hegemonic practices outside the school classroom (see Tsiplakou 2016 for extensive
discussion).

3. Curricula and textbooks, paved with good intentions

It is of particular interest that in the context of the purported “communicative” turn in language
teaching, the 1999 Greek Program of Studies for Language and the and the IUFPS (IUFPS
2003), which incorporated the national Program of Study for Language, stipulate
communicative appropriateness, a balanced approach to oral and written language, and the
treatment of language as a social product. Indeed, the IUFPS state that language teaching
should make children competent users of the language, that development of the spoken
language should be given priority, that proficiency in spoken and written language is attained
through use, that students are expected to make appropriate use of language, and, crucially,
that children should be able to recognize and appreciate linguistic variation. Indeed, the
Program of Studies states in no uncertain terms that linguistic prescriptivism is not a
desideratum, and it clearly opts for a variationist agenda for language teaching and literacy
learning (data first discussed in Tsiplakou 2015):

(7) H yAdooa gival Kovmvikd Tpoidv: EKTOPEVETAL A TNV KOWV@Vvio, VINPeTel TNV
Kowovia kot emotpépel [sic] o’ oavtiv. [...] [H] yAooca evdeikvotor va
OAoKeTAL GE GUVAPELL / GXEON LE TOL KOW®VIKA YeYovoTa, [sic], ta omoia TNV
apdyovv kat  Opéeovv [sic] [...] H yAdooa etvar kotvaovikr aAinievépyesia: Me
N YADOOOO TO LEAT HOG YAMGGIKNG KOWOTNTOG 0EXOVTOL KOl 0OKOVV EMOPACELS.
[...] [0 Ty d1daoKalion avTO GHUAIVEL OTL ) YADGOO TPETEL VO TOPAYETOL GTO PVOIKO
TG KOIVVIKO 0AANAEVEPYELOKO TTAGLTIO.

Language is a social product: it comes from society, it serves society and returns
[sic] to it. [...] [L]anguage ought to be taught in relation to / consistently with the
social events [sic] that produce and nurture [sic] it. [...] Language is social
interaction: it is through language that members of a speech community receive
and exert influences. For teaching, this means that language must be produced in
its natural social inter-energetic context.

(PS 1999: 7239-7240, emphasis added)

What does the above statement actually imply for language teaching? The 1999 Program of
Studies is eloquent in expressing non-prescriptivism and being in favor of a distinctly
variationist turn:

(8)  Oa amoktTooLV AKOUN KATA TO LAON I TNG YA®GOIKNG d1dacKaAing dGoKAAOG Kot
poOnTNGg cuveidnon TV YAMCOIK®V TOKIAM®Y UE TIS 0moieg Aettovpyet [sic] o
AOy0G. [...] [O] Adyog amhdvetar opilovTia HEGO GTO YMPO Kot Onpovpyel [sic]
YEWYPAPIKES YAMGGIKEG TOIKIMES (101D AT, S1AAeKTOL) 1) dropopileTor kaBeTo Kot
Otvel TIC KOWmVIKES YAMOOIKES TOIKIALEG.

In the course of language teaching the teacher and the student will gain awareness
of the linguistic varieties with which language functions [sic] [...] [L]anguage
spreads horizontally in space and creates geographical linguistic varieties
(‘idioms’, dialects) or it diversifies vertically and yields sociolects. (PS 1999: 7242)
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A few pages down, however, the variationist agenda appear to co-occur happily with a rather
more traditional, prescriptive stance:

©

No. onAaovetar TavTo. Kai TPOTAVIOV KOTA TH OLOOKTIKI TPOLH, GELATUOS TPOS THY
OTOKAIVOVGO, OO TH NOrma YAWeoo. (10IWUa, OLGAEKTOS) UE THV OTOL0. EPYETOL O
nobntng oto ayoleio. Avtiv | YAwoca dev v amoppintovpe. Eivor o dAAn
YADoo [sic] péoa oty eupOTEPT EAANVIKN YADGGA. AEV OOTEAOVV GOAALOTO OL
OLOAEKTIKOU/1O1OUATIKOL TOTTOL TOV YPNGIULOTOLEL KATOTE 0 TOVTIOG, O KOTTPLOG N O
NTEPAOTNG KTA. LadnTc 6tav £pyeTan 6To oYoAeio. Agv gival YAwsG1Kd cQaipata,
etvar GAAeg LOpPEG TOL EAANVIKOD AOYOV. Agv TOVG amoppinTove, AOTdV, AVTOVG
TOVG TOTOVS, OAAG Omd aVTOVS EEKIVOOUE Yol VO, 0OTY{CGOVLE TOV HobnT) otV
KOTOKTNOT TOV VEOEAANVIKOD AdYOov. [...] 'Etol 1 YA®ooa pag Asttovpyet [sic] pe
TAN00G YAOOOIKES TOKIALEG, YE®YPAPIKES (1OIDUOTO, SIAAEKTOL) KOl KOWMVIKEG
(edwég YADOGEC KTA.). KOOGS Hag EIval 1] HEAETH 0LOKANPOD aVTOD TOV YAWOTIKOD
Onoovpod xor n aliomoinon TOL KOTA TIC KOIWVWOVIKEG KOI ETIKOIVOVIOKES
repiotaoels/oovinkes. Mio amd Tic YAMOOIKES aVTEG TOKIAlEG gival eketvn v
omoio. KaAMepyobue oto oyoieio. Eivar n yAwoown mowido otnv omoio
yphpovtor o oyoAlkd PiAia, ot epyaciec/exbiéoelg KTA. TV padntov. X’ avtpv
Yivetal 1 010a0KoLI0. Kol 6OVOPTATAL [Sic] avth ue T YAMOoo. TOD UIAIETOL OTA AOTIKG,
KEVTPO. THG YWPAS KOL TOD YPAPETOL OO TOVS 00KIHovg Elinves avyypapeic. H 10w
YAOOGIKY TOKIAIL KOAAEPYEITOL GTNV EMGTAUN, 0T O10iKNOY, GTO YpappoTa,
OTIg TEXVEG KTA., TPOcOpLOlOpeEVn KADE QOPA OTIS GLYKEKPIUEVES (O10IKNTIKEG
KTA.) EMKOWVMOVIOKEG CUVOTKEC.
Respect is to be expressed, on all occasions but above all during teaching, for the
language deviating from the norm (idiom, dialect) with which the student comes to
school. We do not reject this language. It is another language [sic] within the
broader Greek language. The dialectal / ‘idiomatic’ forms used by the Pontic,
Cypriot or Epirot student when he comes to school are not errors. They are not
linguistic errors, they are other forms of Greek. We therefore do not reject those
forms, but we start off from them to guide the student to the acquisition of the
Modern Greek language. [...] So our language functions [sic] with a multitude of
linguistic varieties, geographical (‘idioms’, dialects) and social (special languages,
etc.). Our aim is to study this linguistic treasure in its entirety and to capitalize on
it it in social and communicative circumstances/situations. One of these linguistic
varieties is the one that we cultivate in school. It is the linguistic variety in which
school books, student projects/compositions, etc. are written. [t is in this variety
that teaching takes place and it is correlated [sic] to the language spoken in the
urban centers of the country and used by canonical Greek writers. The same
linguistic diversity is cultivated in science, administration, letters, arts, etc.,
adapting to particular (administrative, etc.) communicative conditions on each
occasion.

(PS 1999, 7244-7245, emphasis added)

As discussed extensively in Tsiplakou 2015 (see also Kostouli 2002; Tsiplakou 2007a),
these statements on the one hand make the 1999 Program of Studies a non-prescriptive project
oriented towards the use of dialectal varieties for educational purposes; on the other hand, in a
rather inaccurate and contradictory way, the Program simultaneously stipulates that the
language of school literacy is the standard language, as it is akin to the language spoken in
urban centers. Such inherent contradictions in the formulation of teaching objectives for
linguistic diversity ultimately come as no surprise, as they are consistent with a number of other
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contradictions and inconsistencies regarding the ways in which the communicative approach
is perceived (see Tsiplakou et al. 2006 for discussion), leaving many questions unanswered:
no concrete proposal is made as to how linguistic diversity in the classroom should be
addressed, or what ‘respecting’ and, crucially, ‘studying’ in its entirety the ‘linguistic treasure’
of dialects actually implies in terms of teaching practices. In effect, the problem is solved by
the availability of centralized, compulsory textbooks, whose serial order of chapters of texts
and language drills provides the absolutely, unyieldingly linear language syllabus observed in
all schools in Greece and Cyprus. Interestingly, the textbooks were produced in 1981-1982, i.e.
long before the Study Program of 1999, and were replaced in 2006, but the new ones, which
are still the ones used in 2019, were designed presumably following the dictates of the Program
of Studies of 1999, which is also still the one in use, despite the fact that a pilot Program of
Studies with a strong orientation towards critical literacy was produced in 2011 (PS 2011).
Textbooks, at least those used until 2006, effectively contradicted the Program of Study as they
did not feature authentic texts from different genres appropriate for different communicative
situations, but instead showed a strong preference for literary or pseudo-literary texts, the non-
contextualized, non-functional teaching of grammar and the unsystematic treatment of
linguistic diversity. Indeed, elements of geographical dialects, sociolects and even different
registers and styles were present, especially in literary texts as part of literary style, but without
systematic instructions as to how such variation should be dealt with in language teaching.

4. The Cyprus Language Curriculum of 2010

The Cyprus Language Curriculum of 2010 (MoEC 2010) defines itself as a critical literacy
project (cf. Bayham 1995; Clark & Ivani¢ 1997; Cope & Kalantzis 2000; Gee 2015; Kalantzis
& Cope 2012; Muspratt et al. 1997). Critically literate students are expected to take on the role
of the sociolinguist and the discourse analyst and to explore critically all aspects of language
use as indexicals of social and cultural identities, but also as tools for the construction
ideologies and power relations.

(10) Q¢ kprrikd eyypdupoto opilovpe T0 ATOUO TOL KATAVOEL Kol xepileTal EXTUY®S T
YADOGO, TNV 10€0A0YIKN TNG Otdotact. Atepguvd, dniadr|, T0 TAOG To dAPOPO
YAOOGIKA oTOotXEl0 (YPOUUOTIKA Qotvopeva, Ae&hdylo, KEWEVIKA €i0n, opydvmon
TANPOPOPLOV e Keipeva) cuuBdAlovv ot cHVOYN KOWOVIKOV GYECEMV, GTNV
KOTOOKEVT] TOATIKAOV KOl TOATIGUKAOV a1V, GTNV OVOTUPOY®YT CTEPEOTVTMV N
OTNV OVATPOTT GYEGEDV EE0VGI0G KOl AVIGOTTOV HETAED KOWOVIKAOV Opadmv. Ot
KPLTIKA €YYPAUHOTOV-£G LoNTéS/-Tpieg Yvopilovy OTL 01 KOW®VIKES OXEGELS, Ol
EUPLAEG TOLTOTNTES Kol Ol 10€0A0Yieg dev kaTaokevdlovTor povo péca omd 1o
TEPEXOUEVO TNG YADCTOG/TOV KEWWEVMV ALY Kol LEGO OO T LOPPT| TS YADGGOC,
TOL KEWEVIKA €10 KaB®G Kot pEGa amod T1g GLVNOELES 1) TIG TPUKTIKEG TAPOUYWYNS KO
KATOVAA®ONG KEWEVOV G Ui 0£d0UEVT] KOWVOTNTAL.

A critically literate person understands and handles successfully the ideological
dimension of language. S/he explores the ways in which various aspects of language
(grammatical phenomena, vocabulary, genres, the organization of information in
texts) contribute to the establishment of social relations, the construction of political
and cultural values, the reproduction of stereotypes or the subversion of relations
of power and inequality among social groups. Critically literate students know that
social relationships, gender identities and ideologies are constructed not only
through linguistic/textual content but also through linguistic form, genre, as well as
through habits or practices of textual production and consumption in particular

communities.
(MoEC 2010: 10)
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A constitutive premise is that language is part of social practice and as such it reflects, but also
shapes, attitudes, positions, views, aspects of the cultural and social context, “identities”,
stereotypes and ideologies, dominant and non-dominant alike. Language is not ‘innocent’; it
can turn into a vehicle for disseminating and establishing specific ways of viewing the world,
but also into a mechanism for social change. Methodologically this entails that at the micro-
level of the classroom and in the context of school literacy aspects of linguistic theory as well
as sociolinguistics and Critical Discourse Analysis are deployed, while elements of the
“communicative” and “text-centered” approach are incorporated into the curriculum in
theoretocally enriched ways (for example, the vague concept of “communicative situation” is
recast in the Hallidayan contextual terms of field and tenor (Halliday 1978), while genre is
treated in a dynamic way as an expression, or, rather, as an indexical of these contextual
parameters (Matsagouras & Tsiplakou 2008; Tsiplakou & Floros 2013). The same dynamic
functional approach is proposed for understanding the structure of the language and the
accompanying metalanguage (Tsiplakou 2013 a, b). Critical literacy involves

(11) [...] va cuvd€ovV CUYKEKPIUEVES TTUYEG TNG OOUNG TNG YADGGOGS LLE TNV EMTEAECT
OCLYKEKPIUEVOV YAOOCIKAOV Agltovpyldv. No Katavonoovv Ott ta dtdpopa
YPOUUOTIKA GTOLYEID EMTEAOVV GUYKEKPIUEVES YAMGGIKEG AELTOVPYIES, AVALOYOL LE
TO KEWEVIKO €100¢ kat v mepiotaon emkowmviag. [...] Na katavorcovuv tov
10€0A0Y1KO POLO TOV Ae&IA0YIOL KO TNG YPOUUATIKNG, OTL, ONAadn, ot AEEELS Kot Tl
SLPOPa YPOUUATIKE GTOLYElD KOIKOTOOUY £va BEpa HEcH Omd GUYKEKPLUEV
OTTIKY, LTOONADVOLV oyxéoelg petald atouwv Kot mpoPdAilovv 1 dopovv
TAVTOTNTEG.

[...] linking particular aspects of linguistic structure to the performance of particular
language functions. Understanding that the various grammatical elements perform
specific language functions, depending on the genre and the communicative
situation. [...] Understanding the ideological dimension of vocabulary and
grammar, i.e. that words and the various aspects of grammar encode content
through a specific point of view, imply particular relationships among individuals
and project or construct identities.

(MoEC 2010: 11)

This pedagogical objective can only be achieved through systematic critical exploration of
language in use, register, speech-style, geographical dialects and sociolects and their indexical,
social-semiotic import. The emphasis on linguistic diversity is therefore a natural outcome of
the core philosophy of the curriculum. In dialect-speaking communities such as the Greek
Cypriot one, it is understood that students need to explore and analyze the dialect as one of the
various linguistic/semiotic resources at the disposal of the linguistic community for producing
meanings; students are expected to examine and evaluate critically the use of the various
aspects of diversity in particular social contexts of production. The objective of the curriculum
therefore was to cultivate awareness of the concept of linguistic diversity, the understanding
that language is not a static system confined only to standard forms, but a dynamic living
organism marked by diversity, both geographic and sociolinguistic or stylistic, and used in
flexible ways to encode social and cultural meanings. A more specific goal was to abstract
away from negative attitudes regarding the use of the Cypriot dialect, not through the
cultivation of emotive attitudes regarding its ‘aesthetic’ value or its value as ‘heritage’, but
through the knowledge that the dialect displays systematicity in its phonology, morphology,
syntax and vocabulary. An equally important goal was to hone the ability to deploy creatively
diversity within the native variety but also to develop awareness as to the roles and functions
of this variety in relation to other languages or varieties that may coexist in the school
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community as well as in society at large. In the context of critical literacy, a basic aim was to
cultivate the metalinguistic awareness that different registers and styles in Standard Greek or
in the dialect are used in different communicative contexts and in different genres to convey
different meanings. Also, true to its philosophy, the curriculum did not suggest any kind of
rigid separation of the “two” varieties, but rather it provided for critical examination of hybrid
forms of language production as semiotic capital and as resources for literacy learning (see
Tsiplakou & Hadjioannou 2010; Papanicola & Tsiplakou this volume).

As was shown in the above discussion, a fundamental principle of the curriculum was that
the two varieties of Greek spoken in Cyprus are not in a competitive but in a dynamic
complementary relationship; that metalinguistic awareness of the structural aspects of the
native variety is essential to the conscious learning of Standard Greek; that children’s pre-
existing linguistic knowledge is valuable linguistic capital to be deployed for further successful
language learning. Diglossia was therefore not treated as a problem; rather, principled ways
were suggested for capitalizing on diglossia to generate higher metalinguistic awareness, not
only of the extent of geographical, sociolinguistic and stylistic diversity but, crucially, of the
relationship of aspects of variation to extralinguistic, social categories such as age, gender,
status, etc. Such critical metalinguistic awareness was shown to lead to the honing of critical
attitudes towards language use, to addressing different manifestations of linguistic diversity as
indexicals of attitudes, identities, ideologies, as ways of representing and constructing different
social realities.

4. Conclusions

This paper presented the pedagogical approach advocated in the short-lived Cypriot National
Curriculum for Language of 2010, which focused on deploying the naturalistic acquisition of
Cypriot Greek as a means of fostering metalinguistic/sociolinguistic awareness with regard to
the two varieties of Greek spoken on the island within a radical critical literacy perspective.
Contrastive analysis between Cypriot and Standard Greek was deployed in order to foster
higher levels of metalinguistic awareness, not only at the structural/grammatical level, but,
crucially, at the textual and communicative level; further, the aim was for the Cypriot Greek
dialect to be capitalized on as a means of fostering awareness of
sociolinguistic/register/stylistic variation depending on genre and community of practice and,
ultimately, as a means of honing critical language awareness and critical literacy skills.
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