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Abstract

This thesis investigates present-day attitudes of Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers
towards the Arvanitika language in Greece. Speakers of Arvanitika in Greece have
experienced multiple discriminative, oppressive and assimilation policies on the part of
the Greek State in the past, which had led their language to its gradual and long-term
decline. For this reason, during the 1980s, experts in linguistics had predicted that
Arvanitika would most likely die out within the next two to three generations. However,
the Albanian economic migration to Greece in the 1990s seems to have interrupted
Arvanitika’s declining trajectory and to have contributed to its short-term ‘revival’ due
to its mutual intelligibility with the Albanian language; it was this mutual intelligibility
that, during the first years of the Albanian migration, made Arvanitika the basic means
of communication among the Arvanitika speakers and the Albanian migrants. This
socio-historical dimension that had not been investigated to date was one of the main
gaps that this project set out to examine with respect to participants’ attitudes. Data
collection took place in person in three Arvanitika-speaking regions in the north and
the south of Greece, and online in both Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika-speaking regions
throughout the country. The employment of both quantitative and qualitative methods
allowed for safe conclusions to be drawn as regards participants’ attitudes towards
Arvanitika. The former method revealed positive attitudes on the part of most
Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika. The latter method
revealed conflicting, fluid and contradictory attitudes on the part of the elder in age
Arvanitika speakers that were intertwined with participants’ conflicting expressions of
their ethno-linguistic identity and their experiencing of profound stigmatisation upon
being equated with the Albanian migrants, a population that has been harshly
discriminated against in Greece and whose ethnic label bears negative connotations in
the Greek context. This equation and its consequent discrimination and stigmatisation
against Arvanitika speakers led them to, unconsciously, abandon their heritage
language to the point that Arvanitika is now characterised as a(n) (severely) endangered

language.
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Chapter 1. Introduction to the research project

Introduction

Arvanitika is a Tosk Albanian language spoken in Greece for more than seven centuries
(Tsitsipis, 1998)!. The long-term presence of Arvanitika in Greece led to the
incorporation into Arvanitika of many Greek linguistic elements, upon the contact
between the two languages (Tsitsipis, 1998; Sella-Mazi, 2016; Jochalas, 2010). The
Arvanitika language has been undergoing attrition for at least the last five decades,
while its speakers have shifted to the dominant Greek language, which has led to
Arvanitika’s current endangered status. Based on that, about four decades ago, Trudgill
and Tzavaras (1983) predicted that Arvanitika would most likely die out within the next
two to three generations counting from their period. Notwithstanding such predictions,
Arvanitika did not die out in the upcoming years, even though today it is considered as
an endangered language. The fact that appears to have interrupted Arvanitika’s
foreshadowed extinction is potentially the Albanian economic migration to Greece
during the late *80s, beginning of the *90s. Arvanitika and Albanian — specifically the
Tosk varieties of Albanian spoken in South Albania — are mutual intelligible, something
that resulted in Arvanitika being used as a means of communication with Albanian
migrants on the part of Arvanitika? speakers. This must have led to the assumption that,
at least during the first years of the migration, when Albanian migrants were not yet
familiar with Greek, Arvanitika most likely ‘revived’. According to several participants
in this study, this seems to have been the case for the few first years upon the Albanian
migration; yet, today, Arvanitika is endangered and the eldest generation of today’s
fluent speakers is most likely the last generation to speak the language.

The reasons for Arvanitika’s dying status prior to the Albanian migration have been, to
a certain extent, examined (Tsitsipis, 1998; Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983). Indicatively,
some of these reasons include the assimilation of the Arvanitika-speaking community

into the dominant Greek language and culture, the intolerance of the Greek State to

L APA 7t edition referencing style was applied in this dissertation.

2 The terms Arvanitika(-speaker), Arvanite, Arvanitis/-issa (singular masculine and feminine) or
Arvanites/-isses (the former’s plural form) are in many cases interchangeably used, in this dissertation,
to define the person/people of the Arvanitika community. Arvanitika defines the language and the
speakers of Arvanitika (e.g., in front of the word ‘speaker’), while the other three might also be used
mainly to show origin (e.g., in front of the words ‘population’, ‘family’ or ‘origin’).
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linguistic diversity, the lack of supportive language policies on the part of the State,
minoritisation and politicisation of Arvanitika and its speakers as a result of the
language’s oppression in the past, and the gradual interruption of intergenerational
transmission (Tsitsipis, 1998; Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975). However, the scarcity of
recent sociolinguistic studies on the endangerment of Arvanitika and especially in the
post-Albanian migration era is what triggered the implementation of the present study.
More specifically, the research gap upon a potentially impactful socio-historical
development such as the massive Albanian migration to Greece urged for an updated

investigation of the endangered status of Arvanitika.

This study approaches the Arvanitika language from a macro-sociolinguistic
perspective by investigating the current linguistic attitudes towards Arvanitika so as to
provide insights on the reasons why Arvanitika has followed a declining trajectory,
particularly upon the Albanian migration. Most importantly, the attitudes of both the
Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika communities are investigated. The attitudes of
Arvanitika speakers are investigated in order to examine the potential reasons for
Arvanitika’s endangered status that emerge from within the linguistic community;
speakers’ attitudes towards their heritage language have been found to be one of the
most influential factors leading to either linguistic shift and attrition (Tsitsipis, 1998) —
if the attitudes are negative — or preservation of minority languages — if the attitudes are
positive (Derhemi, 2002). The attitudes of the second population, the non-Arvanitika
speakers, are investigated in order to examine the potential reasons contributing to the
decline of Arvanitika emerging from the wider (monolingual) Greek community, as it
has been found that non-speakers of minority languages are likely to maintain negative
attitudes towards those languages (Huguet and Janés, 2008; Ytsma, 2007), and that
attitudes are also dependent on the wider community’s perception on a language

(Schmid & De Bot, 2004), something that could have an effect on its trajectory.

Investigation of the two aforementioned sample groups’ attitudes towards Arvanitika
took place over a period of four years (2018-2022) with the employment of
triangulation by means of both qualitative and quantitative methods in both the data
collection and the analyses. Qualitative data collection methods included interviews and
focus groups, the latter being a type of group interview (see section 4.5.2.), — for the
Arvanitika-speaking participants —, while quantitative data collection methods included

questionnaires (and the pilot Matched-Guise Technique, that was then excluded from

10



the main study) — for both the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants.
Two pilot studies were carried out in order to put together valid questionnaire and
interview protocols for the main study. Data collection took place both face-to-face and
online, upon the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak. The analysis of the quantitative data
was conducted using the SPSS statistical tool to run Chi-square tests in order to
examine the potential relationship between several demographic variables and
participants’ attitudes. Qualitative data was analysed by means of a three-level
discourse analysis, namely (a) content-based approaches, (b) turn-internal semantic
and pragmatic approaches, and (c) interactional approaches. In this way, attitudes
were analysed from a holistic perspective that included both verbal and non-verbal
language, while also considering the impact of the external environment contributing
to the shaping and negotiation of participants’ attitudes (e.g., socio-historical context,
interaction between participants themselves and participants with the researcher at the

time of the interview).

1.1. Aims and research questions

The study lies in the field of sociolinguistics and aims to provide important insights on
the current attitudes towards Arvanitika on the part of speakers and non-speakers of the
language. The exploration of the attitudes is implemented in reference to the perception
of participants on the reasons why Arvanitika has been brought to its extinction, their
use of Arvanitika, their perception on whether the Albanian migration has affected
Arvanitika’s declining trajectory, as well as speakers’ feelings for their heritage

language and its endangerment state.

More particularly, the aims of this study are: (a) to deliver insights on the updated
sociolinguistic background of the Arvanitika language and community, (b) to
investigate today’s attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika and compare
them with those of the past findings, (c) to investigate, for the first time, the attitudes
of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika, thus, the wider Greek community’s
attitudes, (d) to examine the reasons why Arvanitika has been brought to a severely
endangered status after the Albanian migration to Greece in the *90s, which has
potentially contributed to the temporary ‘revival’ of the language, (e) to investigate the

Arvanitika speakers’ feelings towards Arvanitika, and (f) to examine the current use of
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Arvanitika by its speakers and its effect on Arvanitika’s decline. As mentioned above,
the aforementioned aims were methodologically addressed by means of triangulation,
the application of mixed methods (see section 4.5.1.), which further forms an essential
contribution of this study to the contemporary sociolinguistic research on the Arvanitika

language and linguistic community.
The research questions and their rationale are presented below.

1. How do the Arvanitika speakers use Arvanitika today? In which contexts do

they speak it and with whom?

This question aims to reveal the use of Arvanitika by its speakers today on the basis
that the use of a language is an important indicator of its trajectory. For example,
Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983), and Tsitsipis (1998) found that Arvanitika speakers in
their period valued Arvanitika as a useless language when it comes to pragmatic
purposes (e.g., seeking employment) which was one of the reasons why they considered
their language as inferior. Furthermore, the solidarity use of Arvanitika, meaning
Arvanitika’s use among speakers to foster closeness in their relationship with their close
ones, is something that triggered speakers’ positive attitudes towards Arvanitika
(Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983; Liosis, 2007). Therefore, speakers’ use of Arvanitika is
indicative of the value they attribute to their language and, as a result, on the future of

the language.

2. What factors do the Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers think that have
contributed to the declining trajectory of Arvanitika? What other contributing
to Arvanitika’s decline factors emerge from Arvanitika speakers’ discursive

practices?

This question aims to reveal Arvanitika speakers’ perception on the reasons why
Arvanitika is under extinction. On the one hand, this question includes reasons overtly
expressed by the speakers as contributing to the decline of Arvanitika. On the other
hand, it aims to elicit reasons, which might be influential to Arvanitika’s loss through
participants’ covertly expressed attitudes emerging from their discursive practices.
Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983), and Tsitsipis (1998) had identified several reasons for
Arvanitika’s loss in the past, among which some were related to the language
oppression, which has potentially affected speakers’ attitudes. This study not only

investigates whether the same or further reasons are given by participants today as well,
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but most importantly it provides new insights on the potential connection of
Arvanitika’s decline with the Albanian migration of the '90s, of which, also, Liosis
(2007) made a point.

3. Did the Albanian economic migration to Greece have an effect on the trajectory
of the Arvanitika language towards its extinction according to Arvanitika and
non-Arvanitika speakers? What reasons for do speakers think that the
Arvanitika language has followed a declining trajectory in the post-migration
period, even though it had initially served as the basic means of communication

between Albanians and Arvanitika speakers?

This question aims to examine the potential effect that the Albanian economic migration
to Greece during the *90s had on the declining trajectory of the Arvanitika language by
affecting people’s attitudes (Liosis, 2007). Mutual intelligibility between (Tosk)
Albanian and Arvanitika was reported by a lot of participants of the present study, as
they stated that they communicated with Albanian migrants. The assumption one could
make is that mutual intelligibility has, supposedly, led to a (temporary) ‘revival’ of
Arvanitika. Therefore, it is remarkable how the language has reached its current dying
status despite having served as the only means of communication between Arvanitika
speakers and Albanian migrants during the first years of the Albanian migration to

Greece.

4. What are the attitudes of today’s Arvanitika-speaking communities in Greece

towards Arvanitika? Why have they been shaped and negotiated in such way?

This question constitutes the umbrella question of the study and aims to reveal
Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes towards Arvanitika. Attitudes, as will be explicitly
described in the relevant sections (see sections 2.3., 2.4. & 2.5.), have been found to
affect and be affected by several factors, such as social status, societal hierarchy and
the functional load given to a language (Pandharipande, 2002), symbolism of ethnic
identity, the prestige this language enjoys (Holmes, 2012), and language policies
(Karyolemou, 2019; Gorter, Aiestaran & Cenoz, 2012). All these factors seem to play
a major role to the preservation or death of minority languages. As previous
sociolinguistic studies (e.g., Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975; Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007,
Botsi, 2003) have provided insights on the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards

Arvanitika at the time, this question aims to investigate their current attitudes so as to
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compare them with the ones found in the past, while at the same time taking into
consideration today’s socictal context, as well as today’s younger generation of
speakers who did not participate in the past studies. This allows for comparisons
between the attitudes of different generations to be made as it is considered crucial to

the trajectory of Arvanitika.
5. How do the Arvanitika speakers feel about their language?

This question aims to approach the psychological dimensions of (language) attitudes.
Attitudes towards an ‘object’ have been said to entail cognitive and behaviouralt
features (Oppenheim, 1982) or according to Bohner (2001, as cited in Hua, 2016)
cognitive, affective and conative features. Specifically, the affective dimension has to
do with the feelings of the person who maintains the attitude towards an ‘object’. For
example, feelings of shame have been proven to trigger negative attitudes of speakers
towards their language (Bell, 2013) as opposed to feelings of closeness which have been
proven to lead to the solidarity use of that language triggering speakers’ positive
attitudes (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983). Most importantly, the inclusion of the
investigation of participants’ feelings towards Arvanitika was considered important in
the sense that this particular component places participants’ needs at the epicenter of
the study, as feelings not being directly connected to cognition, are not dictated by
external factors and incorporate authenticity. Participants’ feelings whether these are
positive, negative or mixed can provide insights on their attitudes towards Arvanitika
that go beyond the surface.

6. What is the impact of several demographic factors® on the linguistic attitudes
of the Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika? (see section
4.9))

This question aims to reveal the attitudes of Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers
towards Arvanitika in reference to several demographic variables. In fact, attitudes to
language are said to be affected by several demographic factors having as a
consequence the preservation or loss of a language. For example, the place of residence

has been found to be crucial in the retention of languages, as speakers living in rural

3 The exact factors are explicitly mentioned in the 4.9 section. This research question in the 4.9 section
is split into two questions (6 and 8) explaining the factors one by one in the interest of clarity. The reason
for splitting it into two questions is that some of the factors are different for the two groups of participants,
the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika speakers.
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and secluded areas tend to preserve their heritage language and maintain positive
attitudes more than people living in urban centres (Tsitsipis & Elmendorf, 1983;
Kirmizi, 2015). Similarly, mother tongue seems to be another factor interrelating with
speakers’ attitudes (Tsitsipis, 1998; Derhemi, 2002), as well as age (Trudgill &
Tzavaras, 1983; Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007).

The investigation, in this study, of the attitudes of non-speakers of Arvanitika towards
Arvanitika was considered essential as the wider society’s perception on a language
could potentially be influential to its trajectory (Schmid & De Bot, 2004). Furthermore,
as mentioned above, attitudes of speakers and non-speakers of a language might differ
in that the latter tend to maintain negative or less positive attitudes towards that
language (Huguet and Janés, 2008; Ytsma, 2007). Therefore, the inclusion of the non-
Arvanitika speakers allows for comparisons between the two groups of participants.
Most importantly, the investigation of the attitudes of non-speakers of Arvanitika
towards Arvanitika constitutes one of the innovations of the present study as, to date,
they had never been directly investigated. Therefore, it was considered critical to
examine whether and in what way these might have affected the trajectory of the
Arvanitika language. The variables that are investigated in reference to the non-
Arvanitika participants’ attitudes (see section 4.9.) have been chosen for similar reasons
to the ones of the Arvanitika speakers. However, some variables such as the mother
tongue was excluded from the analysis of this group of participants as the
overwhelming majority had Greek as their mother tongue, thus it seemed pointless to
be examined in the analysis. Nonetheless, new variables were included in the analysis
of this group (e.g., their contact with Arvanitika speakers, their exposure to Arvanitika
etc.), in order to see whether these factors have had an impact on the non-Arvanitika

speakers’ attitudes.
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7. What are the attitudes of the Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers towards
Arvanitika with regards to several sociolinguistic dimensions such as language
use, language vitality, Arvanitika’ sociolinguistic status and its use during the

Albanian migration?* (see section 4.9.)

This question aims to investigate Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes
towards Arvanitika in reference to Arvanitika’s vitality (e.g., preservation & potential
revival), to the value they attach to Arvanitika and their use of it (e.g., solidarity use)
but most importantly in reference to the social dimensions of Arvanitika’s socio-
historical background (e.g., oppression, their contact with Albanian migrants,
stigmatisation). As mentioned above (see ‘Question 1”), speakers’ use of their language
can provide significant insights as regards that language’s trajectory; similarly, the
under-investigated sociolinguistic repercussions of the relevant socio-historical
developments such as the Albanian migration to Greece were considered to lead to
critical new insights concerning speakers’ and non-speakers’ attitudes towards
Arvanitika and, consequently, the trajectory of the Arvanitika language. In a similar
vein, other societal factors contributing to shaping participants’ attitudes such as
speakers’ and non-speakers’ perception of Arvanitika’s societal hierarchy within the
Greek society (e.g., non-official status, social status & education) may be also crucial
to its trajectory (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975; Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007).

1.2.Contribution to knowledge

This project delivers insights that aim to improve the understanding of scholars on
sociolinguistics, anthropology, sociology and heritage studies investigating language
attitudes towards endangered minority languages.

More specifically, the study’s contribution to scientific knowledge lies on (a) the
updated investigation on the current sociolinguistic status of the under-investigated
Arvanitika language and its linguistic community by examining today’s attitudes of
Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika, (b) the investigation of the attitudes of the

wider (monolingual) Greek community towards Arvanitika, which have not been

4 This question, similarly to question 6, is split into two questions (7 and 9) in the 4.9 section. Again, the
reasons for this choice have to do with the few differences in the sociolinguistic dimensions used for the
two groups of participants.

16



directly investigated ever before, (¢) the examination of participants’ perception on the
potential effect of the Albanian migration to Greece during the *90s — that possibly
contributed to Arvanitika’s temporary ‘revival’ — on the trajectory of Arvanitika, (d)
the investigation of Arvanitika communities from various regions in Greece, such as
Florina, which were not included in the previous studies’ field work, and (€) the use of
triangulation, in this case the methodological combination of both qualitative and
quantitative approaches, namely interviews and focus groups for the former, and
questionnaires and the pilot Matched-Guise Technique for the Ilatter. The

aforementioned dimensions are more explicitly described below.

a) The scarcity of recent sociolinguistic studies on the Arvanitika language and
linguistic community led to the urgency for this study’s implementation. Arvanitika
as possibly the most endangered minority language in Greece today having just a
few (fluent) speakers of the eldest generation — now bilingual in Greek and
Arvanitika — speaking the language, has come to a nearly extinction status. This
study delivers invaluable insights on the current sociolinguistic status of the
Arvanitika language and community in Greece, through a macro-sociolinguistic
approach, specifically focusing on attitudes towards Arvanitika. Such investigation
is crucial for our understanding of the reasons why Arvanitika has been under
extinction. The outdated sociolinguistic research of the *70s and the *90s (Trudgill
& Tzavaras, 1975; Tsitsipis 1998) captured the sociolinguistic picture of Arvanitika
at the time, focusing on language ideologies, shift, code-switching, attitudes — to a
certain extent — , and language maintenance; other more recent (socio-)linguistic
studies (Botsi, 2003; Liosis, 2007) have also captured, to a certain extent, the (socio-
)linguistic status of the Arvanitika language and community — including attitudes —
in the way this was shaped nearly two decades ago. For this reason, it was crucial
for updated research to be carried out in order not only to include the younger
generations of speakers, but also to take into consideration the most recent socio-
historical developments that might have affected Arvanitika’s progression towards
its extinction and which were not investigated in the past studies (e.g., Albanian
migration). Most importantly, the present study exclusively focuses on Arvanitika
speakers’ attitudes aiming to explain — through their investigation — their role in the
endangerment of Arvanitika. Furthermore, the inclusion of speakers of three age

groups is considered crucial to the in-depth investigation of the language’s
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b)

trajectory, as the perceptions of three age groups allow for fruitful comparisons

between participants of different generations.

Another innovation of the present study is the investigation of non-speakers’
attitudes towards Arvanitika. Attitudes of the wider community towards a minority
language might have a great influence on this language’s trajectory, as well as on
the attitudes and the use of the language on the part of the linguistic community
themselves (see sections 2.2.3. & 2.3.). Most importantly, taking into consideration
the said minoritisation and demise that the Arvanitika language and community
underwent in the past, as reported in the aforementioned studies, but most
importantly the stigmatisation and discrimination that was overtly and/or covertly
confessed by participants of the present study, the wider Greek community’s
perception and attitudes are key dimensions under investigation in the relevant
sociolinguistic research. In fact, it was these testimonies on stigmatisation and
discrimination during the pilot studies that led to the extension of participants’
sample, the inclusion of non-Arvanitika speakers in the study. The occurrence of
minoritisation of minority languages and their communities is habitual in several
communities (see sections 2.2.3., 2.3. and 2.5.), but, to date, this dimension
involving participants from outside the linguistic community had never been

directly investigated in the case of Arvanitika.

The scarcity of studies on the decline of the Arvanitika language upon and in
reference to the Albanian economic migration to Greece during the *90s constitutes
one of the main research gaps that the present study aims to fill. The potential effect
of the Albanian migration on Arvanitika’s declining trajectory was crucial to be
examined as mutual intelligibility between Arvanitika and Albanian was expected
to aid to the latter’s revival. Even though there are no studies exclusively focusing
on the investigation of the mutual intelligibility between Arvanitika and Albanian,
it is of no doubt that this is the case; this was, clearly, reported by participants of
the present study as they stated that they spoke Arvanitika to communicate with
Albanian migrants in the 90s. However, mutual intelligibility between the two
languages, Arvanitika and the Tosk varieties of Albanian, could be also assumed
prior to this research, only based on our knowledge that Arvanitika is a Tosk
Albanian language (Tsitsipis, 1998). Therefore, the reasonable question of what led

Arvanitika to its current dying status even though it seemed to have ‘revived,” at
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d)

least for a short period, when Albanian migrants moved to Greece, arose. Upon
Liosis’ (2007) assumptions in reference to the potential effect that the Albanian
migration might have had on speakers’ attitudes, this study provides new insights
that could serve as potential justifications for the endangerment state of Arvanitika

with respect to the Albanian migration’s effect on the language.

Previously reported (socio-)linguistic studies on Arvanitika (Trudgill & Tzavaras,
1975; Tsitsipis 1998; Liosis, 2007; Botsi, 2003; Jochalas, 2010) mostly included
field work in the Arvanitika communities of southern Greece (Attica, Boeotia, the
Argosaronic islands, some Aegean islands such as Andros, and the Peloponnese).
However, Arvanitika communities are also found in other regions such as the Epirus
and Macedonia provinces in north-western Greece, and Thrace (e.g., Evros) in
north-eastern Greece. This study includes Arvanitika-speaking participants from
various regions of Greece, while its face-to-face field work prior to the pandemic
outbreak included participants from the prefectures of Florina in north-western
Greece, and Attica and Argolis (the Peloponnese) in southern Greece. Face-to-face
data collection included participants from Boeotia as well, yet the researcher did
not visit the area but the data collection took place in Athens. Nonetheless,
participants from more Arvanitika-speaking regions took part in the study as, upon
the COVID-19 pandemic, questionnaires were distributed online (Google Forms)
to Arvanitika speakers from all around the country. The inclusion of various
Arvanitika communities allowed for a holistic investigation of the sociolinguistic
background and status of Arvanitika. This was important as it provides a broader
sociolinguistic perspective of those communities allowing for comparisons of
speakers’ attitudes in reference to their place of residence/origin to be made. Most
importantly, as many of these communities — especially those living far from one
another — are not in regular contact with each other, the researcher wishes to
disseminate the results of this study in a socio-linguistic event aiming to bring all
these communities together for the first time. In this way, the community will have
access to part of the results but also future efforts for the organisation of actions

involving the Arvanitika community could be undertaken.

The mixed methodological approach of triangulation of both qualitative and
quantitative approaches and particularly the combination of specific methods in the

analysis of the results further adds in this study’s originality. More specifically,
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three different approaches of discourse analysis were used in the analysis of
language attitudes emerging from the qualitative data. These approaches include (a)
content-based approaches, (b) turn-internal semantic and pragmatic approaches,
and (c) interactional approaches. More importantly, these three approaches were
perceived as three different levels of discourse analysis as suggested by Liebscher
& Dailey-O'Cain (2009). As discussed in the relevant section (see section 4.8.2.),
such an approach allows for a holistic investigation of participants’ attitudes based
on the content of participants discourse, their verbal and non-verbal language, their
emotional state as well as the context in which their attitudes were/are shaped and
negotiated (e.g., interaction between participants, the socio-historical setting).
Furthermore, with respect to the quantitative approach referring to the questionnaire
of the study — even though partially based on Schmied’s (1991) study on attitudes
towards English in Africa, and on questions asked in Trudgill & Tzavaras’ (1975)
and Liosis’ (2007) studies — this was eventually made from scratch, constituting a
useful tool that could be applied to future studies on attitudes towards minority
languages found in similar settings. In addition to that, the Matched-Guise
Technique, a direct experimental method for eliciting attitudes, was used for the
first time in the Arvanitika communities of Greece. Eventually, this tool was
excluded from the main study for the reasons described in the relevant section (see
section 4.6.1.3.), yet it provided insights on the application of similar tools on
Arvanitika speakers in the future. More specifically, its pitfalls can serve for the
designing of a similar tool with different characteristics better adjusted to the

Arvanitika-speaking communities.

1.3. Structure of the thesis

In the present chapter, | introduced the research project, the aims and the research

questions of the study, as well as its contribution to scientific knowledge. Below, |

present a brief overview of the following chapters.

Chapter 2. In this chapter, I introduce the field of Sociolinguistics as an interdisciplinary

field, the phenomenon of minoritisation with respect to minority languages and the legal

framework protecting Linguistic Human Rights. The chapter proceeds with the

presentation of the reasons for which endangered minority languages often follow
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declining trajectories and the presentation of several cases of language preservation and
revitalisation. Finally, I approach and describe the notion of ‘linguistic attitudes’,

mentioning results of relevant studies.

Chapter 3. In this chapter, | make mention of the sociolinguistic context in Greece with
respect to the ‘nation-state’ ideology as a catalyst to the sociolinguistic status of
minority languages found on Greek territory. Following that, | introduce the Arvanitika
language and its linguistic community, as well as the Arvanitika’s socio-historical and
socio-linguistic background. Furthermore, | refer to the reasons for which Arvanitika
has followed a declining trajectory and the language’s Degree of Endangerment.
Finally, 1 provide a summary of relevant sociolinguistic studies’ outcomes on the

Arvanitika speakers’ linguistic attitudes towards their language.

Chapter 4. In this chapter, | present the methodology of the study. The chapter describes
the rationale, research design, recruitment methods, all the procedures followed during
the research and ethical considerations. Furthermore, | proceed with the presentation of
the methods employed for the analysis of the data. Researcher’s considerations
throughout the research steps are explicitly expressed alongside the rationale behind the
application of each method. Following the presentation of the ways in which every
methodological step was taken, the research questions are outlined in the end of the

chapter.

Chapter 5. In this chapter, the results and the analyses of the study are presented. In the
very beginning of the chapter, | present the results of the reliability test of the
questionnaires. Following that, the chapter is divided in two sections; Section 1 includes
the quantitative results emerging from the analysis of the questionnaires — of both the
Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants —, and Section 2 includes the
qualitative results — of only the Arvanitika-speaking participants — emerging from the
interviews and the focus groups. Regarding Section 1, this is divided in two parts,
namely part A and part B. Part A presents the results deriving from each of the
questions/statements in the questionnaires and part B presents the results emerging from
the cross-tabulation analysis, meaning the analysis of the ‘Attitudes’ in reference to the
demographic variables. Regarding Section 2, the analysis of the qualitative data is

presented in two ways, that is, with the citation of exact extracts from the transcriptions
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of the interviews and focus group sessions, and by means of a periphrastic description

of the participants’ discourse.

Chapter 6. In this final chapter, I discuss the results and posit the concluding remarks
that emerged from the comparison of both the quantitative and qualitative data aiming
to further show their connection with the research questions. The chapter is divided in
two parts, part 1 and part 2. Part 1 includes the general outcomes with regards to the
attitudes of both the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika-speaking populations towards
Arvanitika for each of the demographic variables of the quantitative analysis. Part 2
presents a discussion on the convergent outcomes of the qualitative and the quantitative

analysis through comparisons between their results and those of past relevant studies.
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Chapter 2. Overview of Sociolinguistics and minority languages

Introduction

In this section, | briefly refer to the field of Sociolinguistics so as to introduce its
research sub-field in question, that of minority languages (see section 2.1.).
Furthermore, the phenomenon of minoritisation within the minority languages’ context
is also approached alongside the legal framework protecting the Linguistic Human
Rights (see sections 2.2.3. & 2.2.1). The chapter further focuses on the reasons for
endangered minority languages’ decline and on cases of language preservation and
revitalisation (see sections 2.3. & 2.4.). Finally, | introduce the notion of linguistic
attitudes, which is at the epicenter of the present study, by means of presenting theories

and outcomes of relevant studies (see section 2.5.).

2.1. Sociolinguistics: a brief overview

Having the relationships between language use and social structure as its primary
concern, sociolinguistics aims to describe language within the context of society whilst
it also aims at answering the questions of how languages create communities and how
communities shape their languages (Coulmas, 1997). These questions germinated in the
mind of social scientists from different academic fields. Similar to other social fields,
linguistics was not ready sooner than the 1960s to develop towards a strict
sociolinguistic direction, as previous 19" century linguistic research was focused on
language change, origins of the languages and etymology, while in the 20" century it
was engaged in the structure of languages (Shuy, 2003). By the mid-20" century, time
was ripe for sociolinguistics to be integrated as a distinct field in the international
research arena. Plenty of researchers and scholars have represented the field of
sociolinguistics all over the world. For the purposes of this introduction, however,
reference will be made to a few — and not all — prominent scholars who have carried out

sociolinguistics research in the USA and Europe.

With regards to the definition of the field, Crystal (1987) defined sociolinguistics, as

‘the study of the interaction between language, and the structures and functioning of
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society’ (p. 412). Furthermore, sociolinguistics research is characterised by the micro-
macro distinction (Coulmas, 1997). Coulmas’s (1997) words on this distinction provide

an explicit explanation on what each of its two parts offers to sociolinguistics research:

micro-sociolinguistics investigates how social structure influences the way
people talk and how language varieties and patterns of use correlate with social
attributes such as class, sex, and age (p.2),

macro-sociolinguistics studies what societies do with their languages, that is,
attitudes and attachments that account for the functional distribution of speech
forms in society, language shift, maintenance, and replacement, the delimitation

and interaction of speech communities (p.2).

Another recent distinction as regards variationist sociolinguistics, is its recent
classification into three waves by Eckert (2012). According to this distinction, in the
first wave of sociolinguistics research, scholars looked for connections between
language variation and macro-sociodemographic data (e.g., class, gender). Patterns of
linguistic variation were perceived as emerging from social systems and social
inequality (Eckert, 2012). In the second wave, ethnographic methods were introduced
into sociolinguistic research aiming to investigate local parameters forming the broader
social categories. In this second wave, researchers focused on the importance of the
context surrounding their participants in comprehending linguistic variation patterns
(Eckert, 2012). Finally, in the third and current wave, research focuses on the social
significance of variation as much as on people's agency with regard to their language
use, emphasising that variation does not only mirror but, most importantly, creates

meaning, giving, in this way, rise to social change (Eckert, 2012).

2.1.1. Sociolinguistics in the USA

In the USA, sociolinguistics emerged as an antidote to racial segregation, poverty and
intractability of social structures with the US Civil Rights Act of 1964, which later led
to the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 (Paulston & Tucker, 2003). Furthermore, Tucker
(1997), and Paulston and Tucker (2003) highlight that the need for the establishment of
the sociolinguistic field in the USA was further accentuated by the way in which ex
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colonial governments were dealing with language policy® decisions without having
conducted any language-related research and missing the sufficient knowledge to

undertake such actions resulting to a problem-based rather than theory-based approach.

Making its first appearance as a research field in the USA in the mid-50s,
sociolinguistics expanded from the English-speaking world to Germany and the rest of
Europe (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). Fishman conducted research on linguistic behaviour
and attitudes (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011), while he was also the first to teach ‘Sociology
of language’ in 1960 with a special focus on language maintenance and language shift
(Shuy, 2003). Labov carried out a seminal study on variationist sociolinguistics and
language change as he was concerned with the concept of language in its societal setting
(Shuy, 2003). Hymes focusing on the ethnography of communication (Arhakis &
Kondili, 2011) had foretold that the important accomplishments of the future would be
the ones to involve linguistic structures in social contexts, while he coined the term
‘linguistic anthropology’ as ‘the study of languages from an anthropological
perspective’ (Shuy, 2003, p. 6). Bloomfield with his prior study on ‘social dialect and
gender differences’, wrote a ‘chapter on Speech Communities’ (Shuy, 2003, p. 4).
Furthermore, Gumperz’s research spotlighted the linguistic choices and limitations
encountered by member of linguistic communities, Garfinkel and Sacks integrated
courses on the sociology of language and the analysis of conversation, while Goffman
focused on research of social behaviours viewing linguistics as a key factor in his
description of the structure of people’s behaviours (Shuy, 2003). Sapir and Whorf
approached the relationship between language and socio-political organisation in the
field of linguistic anthropology (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). Moreover, Ferguson made
research on language varieties, while, together with Polomé, he taught the course of
Sociolinguistics at two LSA Institutes, Georgetown University, and the University of
Texas, respectively (Shuy, 2003). By the mid-60s, a number of further USA universities
like Harvard, and the Universities of California and Pennsylvania, began offering
sociolinguistic courses. The ethnographic contribution of anthropology, the theoretical
and methodological tools of sociology along with the groundbreaking insights of

linguistics led to the decisive insertion of sociolinguistics in the academic sphere.

5 ‘A language policy is a body of ideas, laws, regulations, rules and practices intended to achieve the
planned language change in the societies, group or system’ (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, p. 2).

25



2.1.2. Sociolinguistics in Europe

Prominent scholars conducting work on sociolinguistics come from Europe. Halliday’s
foremost work on systematic functional linguistics placed social interaction in the core
of second language acquisition (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). In early 20" century,
Gillieron and Edmont produced the Linguistic Atlas of France, which draws on the
linguistic variation concept (Calvet, 2003). In the early 20" century, Firth was the first
to speak of sociological linguistics in Europe (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). In the late
’30s, Sommerfelt’s first effort on the sociolinguistic description of an archaic language
referring to the term ‘sociological linguistics’ as well as his interest on aboriginal
languages in Australia, adopted an anthropological, linguistic and sociological
perspective (Calvet, 2003). The growth of sociolinguistics continued with several
publications on the relationship between language and society, such as Migliorini’s
chapter about language in society and Segerstedt’s chapter titled ‘Sociology of
language’ (Calvet, 2003). In France and lItaly, ideology and linguistic consciousness
questions affected by the Marxist theory and the social psycholinguistics of Vygotsky,
as well as Bakhtin’s philosophy of language took central stage. At the core of European
thought lies Meillet’s historical linguistics highlighting the social side of language
(Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). The Gramscian deliberation and the ‘language issue’
promoted the development of sociolinguistics from the perspective of historical
linguistics and dialectology in the early 1960s (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). Ever since
the early 20" century, there has been a constant interest in the connection formed
between language and society which is encompassed in the ideas of historical linguistics
and ethnolinguistics as expressed by Malinowski (Arhakis & Kondili, 2011). At the
epicentre of European sociolinguistics was a major debate among Meillet and Saussure,
who advocated between two different conceptions: Meillet’s perception of language
being a ‘social fact’ — a notion which he borrowed by sociologist Durkeheim —, and
which is under continuous development and change, and Saussure’ s perception of
language being an ‘abstract structure’ which does not undergo any change but is rather
being examined on a synchronic level (Calvet, 2003). This debate did not end up to a
straightforward confrontation and it was only after Saussure’s death that Meillet

censured the former’s conception (Calvet, 2003).

26



In the aforementioned contexts, the empirical sociolinguistic research found fertile
ground to blossom as an interdisciplinary field created by four major fields: linguistics,
anthropology, sociology and social psychology, while it has appeared in the academic
world within the last, approximately, 70 years (Shuy, 2003).

2.2. Minority groups, minority languages and minoritisation

2.2.1. On Linguistic Human Rights

One of the major issues that sociolinguistic research approaches is that of the minority
languages of linguistic and/or ethnic minorities. When speaking of minority languages,
the issue that comes to the forefront is that of the linguistic rights of their speakers. For
the purposes of the study and, specifically, in order to introduce the present situation on
the legal protection of linguistic and other minorities and their rights, a short overview
on the steps taken by leading international and European bodies are briefly presented

below.

The value of linguistic rights as an inextricable part of human rights was intensely
supported by the leading advocates of Linguistic Human Rights (LHR), Skutnabb-
Kangas and Phillipson (1995) who accentuate that LHR form inalienable, all-embracing
norms for one to enjoy socio-political, economic, civil and cultural rights. The authors
viewed the absence of linguistic rights as one of the reasons for the making of

arguments regarding the unequal distribution of power on linguistic and ethnic grounds.

2.2.1.1. The Universal Declaration of Linguistic Human Rights

A year later, in 1996, the signing of the Universal Declaration of Linguistic Human
Rights declares — among others — the right for linguistic minorities to be taught their
linguistic and cultural heritage, and to be granted the State’s support (see United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, 1996, art. 3, § 2).
Furthermore, the Declaration makes mention of the notion of assimilation in that ‘it
must on no account be forced or induced and can only be the result of an entirely
free choice’ (see United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization,
1996, art. 4, § 2).

Nevertheless, no guarantee is given on the protection of the linguistic rights as opposed

to the implied absolute freedom to nation-states on whether, how and to what extent
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they will or will not act on the protection of the minority languages in their territory,
and include them or not in their language policy and planning (art. 3). As regards the
assimilation notion (art. 4), the word must indicates stringency in the assimilative
policies many nation states apply towards their linguistic minorities. However,
according to Tsitselikis (1999), regardless of its severity, this particular part has not
been taken into account or has deliberately been disregarded by many nation-states,
which neglect and/or violate the rights of their linguistic minorities, one of them being
the Greek State, which I will elaborate on in a following section (see section 3.2.).

The treatment of minorities by political leadership should be seen through the lens of
unequal access to power and the assimilative policies applied. The LHR legal
framework relies on political terms and agreements, which means that they must be
treated by courts with more circumspection compared to how other fundamental rights
are dealt with (Nelde et al., 1992). Furthermore, LHRs need to be approached as being
highly related to sociolinguistic studies allowing for cultural schemes to be involved in
the analysis rather than just mere linguistic patterns (Hamel, 1997), as linguistic and

cultural heritage are intertwined.

2.2.1.2. The European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages

Apart from the Universal Declaration of LHRs, the Council of Europe (CoE) has
pledged its commitment to the protection of a diverse cultural heritage by creating the
European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (ECRML) in 1992. This Charter
coming into action in 1998 was a watershed in legislation, due to its detailed mention
of measures aiming at actively supporting the LHRs by — among others — including
minority languages within the socioeconomic and cultural spectrum (Schmidt, 2008).
For the same reasons, certain States have not yet signed (n)or ratified it (Schmidt, 2008)
with Greece being one of them (see Council of Europe, 1992b).

Even though the ECRML seems to be one of the most important commitments in
Europe towards the protection of minority and regional languages, it has some
weaknesses. First, as Tsigou and Livas (2019) point out, it views minority languages
from only one perspective, as an ‘expression of cultural wealth’ and, thus, in the
framework of protecting Europe’s cultural heritage (see also Council of Europe, 1992a,
pmbl, § 2; Council of Europe, 1992a, art. 7, § 1a). Second, there is no reference of

(minority) languages as cultural actors of ethnic or social groups in order for them not
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to be officially perceived as a group claiming collective rights to the use of their
language (Woehrling, 2005; Tsigou & Livas, 2019). For, a language is not able to claim
for anything as opposed to its speakers (Tsigou & Livas, 2019). Therefore, it seems that
the ECRML has been articulated in a way that the ethnic, historical and social substance
of minority languages is not approached as such. According to Tsigou and Livas (2019)
this is accounted to the avoidance, on the part of the authors, of references which would
provoke ethnic claims in case the linguistic minorities were provided further rights, for
example on an educational and cultural level, as well as their potential aspiration of
self-determination. Third, the ECRML does not refer to minority groups but rather to
users of minority languages (Tsigou & Livas, 2019; see also Council of Europe, 19923,
art. 7, § 2). This determines these people only from the perspective of their existence as
users of their minority language, turning their language into the only protected legal
asset carrying nothing more than just cultural significance (Tsigou & Livas, 2019).
Fourth, there are certain unclear points such as the number of speakers of a language
required for it to be defined as a regional or minority language (see Council of Europe,
19923, art. 1). Fifth, the geographic borders of non-official languages of a State are not
explicitly defined in the text (Tsigou & Livas, 2019). Finally, the distinction between
the different kinds of minority languages remains vague (see Council of Europe, 1992a,
art. 1) as, for example, there are minority languages, which require further or different
protection status than others, such as certain languages in Greece (Arvanitika,
Macedonian, Vlach etc.). The aforementioned weaknesses could be overcome if
minority or regional languages were viewed in ECRML as equal to the States’ official
languages in the light of the cultural heritage of Europe, hence their extinction would
impoverish this heritage (Woehrling, 2005; Tsigou & Livas, 2019).

2.2.1.3. The Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities

Upon the ECRML, an important convention for the protection of national minorities
was the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM),
which became active in 1998 (Schmidt, 2008). The FCNM, which Greece — among
other countries — has signed, yet not ratified (see Council of Europe, 1995b) aims to
secure the inclusion of national minorities in all areas of public life (see Council of
Europe, 1995a, art. 10, §1; Council of Europe, 1995a, art. 14, § 1; Council of Europe,
1995a, art. 14, § 2).
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Focusing on the languages of national minorities — which, at the same time, excludes
other linguistic minorities, such as immigrants or the Roma — the FCNM might be
setting the scene for the freedom of use of these communities’ languages and the
inclusion of their language in education (see Council of Europe, 1995a, art. 10, §1;
Council of Europe, 1995a, art. 14, § 1; Council of Europe, 1995a, art. 14, § 2). Yet, at
the same time, it gives free rein to governments to decide on whether and to what extent
they will implement this commitment. Additionally, the lack of a definition for national
minority leaves the choice of what constitutes a national minority in limbo and,

therefore, open to interpretation by the member-states (Tsigou & Livas, 2019).

In conclusion, the legal steps that have been taken towards protecting the minorities’
rights — including linguistic minorities — are certainly of utmost importance, yet there
are significant weaknesses and/or omissions, as mentioned above, for their protection,

which should be taken into consideration in the future.

2.2.2. The unresolved concept of ‘minority’

In order to approach the concept of minority languages it is important to first take a
closer look at the notion of minority alongside its socio-political connotations. Minority
group is a concept historically attached to the notion of nationalism, which first
emerged through the establishment of nation-states in the 18" century Romantic Era
and the Age of Enlightenment in the 19" century (Appadurai, 2006; Anderson, 1991).
Therefore, it is a concept that cannot be viewed outside its historical context and the
concurrent establishment of majority groups (Costa, De Korne & Lane, 2017).

The concept of minority is complex and its definition is difficult to reach. This
complexity becomes obvious in the international and European conventions. For
instance, in the FCNM mentioned above, the provision of a definition of national
minority is deliberately avoided, as ‘it was decided to adopt a pragmatic approach,
based on the recognition that, at this stage, it is impossible to arrive at a definition
capable of mustering general support of all Council of Europe member States’ (see
Council of Europe, 1995c, p. 3). In other cases, like in Article 1 of the ECRML, the
definition has been vaguely included or it is mentioned in such a way that it excludes
certain minorities (see Council of Europe, 1992a, art. 1). Thus, the criteria under which
a group of people is determined as a minority are related to other aspects, one of them
being the political aspect, as well as the context in which this definition is attempted to
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be articulated, and the difficulty of allocating specific rights to a minority group of
people in a nation-state. Henrard (2000) argues that the difficulty of providing a fixed
definition for minority is due to the intricacy and diversity of the concept, as well as the
fear on the part of nation-states over the repercussions that the recognition of minorities
would have. Concession of rights to these minorities might lead to the appearance of
secessionist movements and even political fragmentation of the State itself. The notion
of the nation-state with regards to minorities will be further discussed below (see
section 3.2.).

Despite the various existing definitions of what constitutes a minority, the lack of a
mandate one still remains an issue to be addressed. The Sub-Commission on Prevention
of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities handed a resolution to the Commission

on Human Rights, giving the following ‘minority’ definition:

(1) The term minority includes only those non-dominant groups in a population,
which possess and wish to preserve stable ethnic, religious or linguistic
traditions or characteristics markedly different from those of the rest of the

population;

(if) Such minorities should properly include a number of persons sufficient by

themselves to preserve such traditions or characteristics;

(i) Such minorities must be loyal to the State of which they are nationals (see
United Nations, 2019, p. 13).

This definition has been criticised as one that excludes a number of minorities, such as
the non-territorial minorities (e.g., the Roma and immigrants), while it also limits the
term ‘minority’ to non-dominant ‘nationals’ who are willing to preserve their traditions
of any kind while being loyal to the nation-state they belong to. Moreover, it implies
that for a language to be characterised as a ‘minority language’ this must be spoken by
a minority group, which is not numerically smaller but is surely non-dominant
(Pandharipande, 2002). Interestingly, what has been observed in the different
definitions given, at times, is the imbalance owing to the propensity of advantaging
autochthonous groups against their relegation and even a complete absence of
immigrant groups and those descending from them (Jackson-Preece, 2014).
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Nonetheless, there is a generally accepted definition of minorities as given by Capotorti
in the Study on the Rights belonging to Ethnic, Religious or Linguistic Minorities
destined for the UN Sub-Commission in 1977. According to Capotorti,

aminority is a group numerically smaller than the rest of the population of
the State. The members of this non-dominant group have ethnic, religious or
linguistic characteristics different from those of the rest of the population
and show, even implicitly, a sense of mutual solidarity focused on the
preservation of their culture, traditions, religion or language (United Nations,
2010, p. 2).

Another problem to consider when referring to a ‘minority’ group or language is the
negative connotation this term bears. ‘The stem of the word minority, minor-, refers to
an “entity” that is accounted for as “less than” (others)’ (Academy of Athens, 2014, as
cited in Tsigou & Livas, 2019, p. 50). As Tsigou and Livas (2019) point out, although
this could bear connotations regarding that ‘entity’s’ quantity (fewer in number), it can
also be used metaphorically, meaning ‘less than’ in terms of its quality or status, thus,
‘referring to its negative component(s) or its disadvantage(s)’ (p. 50). Under these
terms, the word ‘minority’ might not be considered as just a numerically smaller group
of individuals but also as a socially, politically, linguistically, economically or
culturally marginalised group, which often lacks specific rights. For this reason, in this
context, the term minoritised groups seems to be more accurate. The term ‘minoritised’
can be adequately justified in the sense of explaining what this minoritisation is and
creating a more specific context to explain the conditions under which a group is

considered to be minoritised.

In view of all of the above, the inadequacy of each definition given to describe ‘minority
groups’ seems to always lack at least one basic aspect, that is, excluding certain groups
from the articulation of the term. One of the main aspects that should play a key role to
the formation of a definition of a minority would be how each group self-identifies,
namely whether they wish or not to hold a distinctive identity in order to become
eligible for claiming specific rights to protect their cultural, religious or linguistic
heritage (Schmidt, 2008). In the case of linguistic minorities, regardless of whether their

language has entered a status of extinction, the right towards the legal protection of their
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linguistic and cultural heritage should still be in effect, and action should be taken on
the part of the State(s) (Schmidt, 2008).

2.2.3 Minoritisation

‘Demographic numbers cannot explain the political violence that separates majoritarian
social formations from the groups they seek to diminutise or exclude. Liberal discourses
on minority groups conceal processes of minoritisation’

(Laurie, & Khan, 2017, p. 2).

Taking into consideration the ambiguity and vagueness of the several definitions of
‘minority’ as well as the actual difficulty to articulate a fixed term, the term
minoritisation appears to be accurate when referring to certain linguistic minorities
bearing ‘minority’ status — compared to the linguistic majority’s dominant status —

within a nation-state.

With regards to defining ‘minoritisation’, this has been described by Cowan (2001) as
the scheme aiming to reshape the identities of a distinct group of people as well as their
sense of its cultural doings in order to be classified as a minority morally and legally.
Thus, it is a discrete strategy similar to nationalising schemes, while also being of global
proportions, not restricted to specific borders but rather developed within the nation-
states (Cowan, 2001).

When it comes to minoritisation, this usually is irrelevant of the number of people a
group consists of or — concerning linguistic minorities — their competence and fluency
in their heritage language. For example, in South Africa under apartheid we can see the
case of a minoritised majority group, as, at that time, a vast majority of people were
liable to paramount minoritisation practices (Atkinson, 2000). This example directly
interrelates an excluded minoritised group with a powerful majoritised one, while it
involves the dynamic aspect of an entire procedure of marginalisation of the former.
The minoritised group becomes cast aside and is classified as a distinct group of
individuals, hierarchically lower in the grand scheme of society (Lane, Costa, & De
Korne, 2017; Léglise & Alby, 2006).
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Lucassen (1991) points out that minoritisation is usually prompted by stigmatisation.
In fact, Ter Haar’s (1990) study shows such an example through the case of the
autochthonous Japanese Burakumin who after having suffered strong stigmatisation for
centuries as supposedly descending from Koreans, they ended up being convinced of
it, even though there is substantial evidence of their Japanese autochthonous status.
Therefore, when minority groups or individuals are subject to assimilation,
stigmatisation or dislocation practices, minoritisation takes place (Lane, Costa, & De
Korne, 2017).

In light of the aforementioned points on minoritisation, it could be safely concluded
that its process is one related to socio-political and socio-historical developments and/or
changes under which certain groups of people are being marginalised and often
stigmatised as bearing a ‘low’ status within a specific socio-political setting. For, a
group being subject to minoritising practices — including linguistic minorities — is,

largely, a political issue.

2.2.4. Minority languages as minoritised languages: a political issue

‘The concept of “minority” with respect to language is dynamic rather than static.
“Minority” is the expression of a relation, not an essence. The relations can assume two

forms: diachronic and spatial’ (Cronin, 1995, p. 86).

Pertaining to languages, even though the term ‘minority languages’ evokes languages
of a statistically low number of speakers, it actually, and usually, refers to minoritised
languages regardless of the demographic data of their speakers. This is connected to
those languages being burdened by functional adversities ascribed to historical or/and
socio-economic state of affairs, such as in the case of Catalan versus Danish (Pueyo,
1992, as cited in Aguilar-Amat & Santamaria, 2000). Therefore, a minority language
rather refers to a language that bears minority status, after this language and its speakers
having been constantly subject to minoritisation practices, which suggests that it is a

dynamic process (Aguilar-Amat & Santamaria, 2000; Cronin, 1995).
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Nevertheless, the process of minoritisation has not always been clear-cut as illustrated
in the example of Catalonia. Atkinson (2000) draws attention to the covert
minoritisation that Catalan has been experiencing not only within Spain but also within
Catalonia itself in spite of the high socio-economic and cultural status the language
maintains in Catalonia. According to the same author, this becomes apparent by the
speech accommodation to Castilian instead of Catalan in cases of language contact
between the local Catalans and the migrants moving to the region. Apart from the
demographic ‘inferiority’ of Catalans as a minority in Spain, the position of Catalan is
what puts it in a state that is far from being characterised as a dominant language
(Atkinson, 2000).

Aguilar-Amat and Santamaria (2000) identify some distinct categories of language
minoritisation, one being the diachronic, which occurs as a consequence of historical
developments, and a second one being the spatial minoritisation emerging from
territorial rearrangements among States. A third kind identified by Aguilar-Amat and
Santamaria (2000), and Pueyo (1992, as cited in Aguilar-Amat & Santamaria, 2000) is
found in colonialism, in which a majority group could incur minoritisation, as
mentioned above in the South Africa example under apartheid laws. Therefore, as much
as many minority languages suffer from minoritisation, Aguilar-Amat and Santamaria
(2000) point out that ‘although many minority languages are or have been minoritised

languages, not all minoritised languages are minority languages’ (p. 104).

Kasbarian (1997, as cited in Léglise & Alby, 2006) defines minoritised language as ‘the
language whose lack of autonomy, status, diffusion, functional distribution and
standardisation makes up objective characteristics derived from macro-linguistic
description’ (p. 69). As regards the micro-linguistic aspect, Kasbarian (1997, as cited
in Léglise & Alby, 2006) argues that:

languages whose value is not recognised on the interactional scene by speakers
of a sociolinguistically dominant language (official language, written language,
contact language, language of schooling, backed by regulating and prescriptive
norms), and that speakers of the minorised language conform to the usage and

interactive norms set by their interlocutors (p. 69).
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Combining the macro-linguistic and micro-linguistic approaches under Kasbarian’s
definitions of minoritised languages from both scopes it might be sufficient for one to

understand how minoritised languages come to a status of extinction.

In accordance with the aforementioned definitions and perceptions on minorities and
minoritisation in the language spectrum, it can be argued that the notion of (minority)
language has been politicised since it is found at the heart of definitions related to the
nation-state (Schlyter, 2001). Nevertheless, politicisation of languages is not a merely
theoretical but rather a practical issue embedded in the concept of minoritised

languages.

A typical example of a(n) (ethno-)linguistic minority and its minoritised language being
politicised is the Macedonian language and its speakers in north-western (and north-
eastern) Greece; this politicisation process has included questioning speakers’ ethnic
identity, for example, with the Politis-Kalfov Protocol of 1924 — among other instances
—which saw the Greek State recognising Macedonian speakers as a Bulgarian minority
(Gounaris, 1994). Cowan (2001) argues that this form of minoritisation which she calls

‘minoritisation of culture’ lies partially on an unfairly denial of rights and recognition.

Another characteristic example of politicisation of languages is that of the 1991 break-
up of the Soviet Union. With the emergence of new nation-states, the rising of the
nationhood brought the matter of the language to the foreground (Schlyter, 2001). The
Federal RSFSR Language Law launched in 1991 by the Russian Federation (Grenoble,
2003) made the language matter the epicenter in the newly created States, with Russian
acquiring different statuses depending on the State (Zabrodskaja & Ehala, 2015).
Therefore, while in Lithuania and Estonia Russian acquired the status of a minority
language, Grenoble (2003) and specifically Zabrodskaja & Ehala, (2015) report that:

In Latvia, Ukraine, Moldova and Turkmenistan, both the official titular
language and Russian were recognised as languages of inter-ethnic
communication. In five other laws, in Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, only Russian was granted the status of the language

of inter-ethnic communication (p. 162).

In conclusion, minoritisation of languages is a dynamic and multidimensional political
issue with diachronic and historical parameters as it often puts minoritised languages

and their speakers in a further minoritising status, this of their politicisation. As a matter
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of fact, the conception of nation-state and minoritisation that several languages have
been subject to seem to be inseparably intertwined. As shown with the indicative

example of the Macedonian language, Greece is not an exception to this.
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2.3. Reasons for language shift, attrition and death of endangered minority languages

2.3.1. An introduction to language shift, attrition and death

Linguists have come to the consensus that approximately 7.000 languages and dialects
are spoken in the world today, more than half of which hold a minority status. These
minoritised languages and dialects are expected to extinct within the next generations,
mainly due to the interruption of the intergenerational transmission within their
linguistic communities (Grenoble, 2011). Half of the world’s population speaks twenty
major languages, such as Spanish and Chinese, while most minority languages existing

in the world have only a few hundreds or thousands of speakers each (Grenoble, 2011).

This imbalance in distribution of the number of speakers to different languages is
connected to the extreme power that few major languages hold, while at the same time
speakers of minority languages tend to leave their languages and replace them by the
majority language of their region, a phenomenon known in linguistics as language shift
(Grenoble, 2011; Tsitsipis & Elmendorf, 1983). More specifically, language shift can
be broadly described as the process during which ‘speakers cease to speak their own
native tongue in favour of the language of what is usually a politically and/or
economically dominant neighbouring culture’ (Grenoble, 2011, p. 27) or the process in
which ‘one language displaces another in the linguistic repertoire of a community’,
while ‘It also refers to the result of this process’ (Holmes, 2012, p. 72). Language shift
in research is investigated mainly with regards to language use and the domains where
languages are used as well as through comparisons on the preference of a language over
another (Coulmas, 1997; Fishman, 1966).

Language shift constitutes one of the main reasons leading to what is called language
attrition. In the same vein, Coulmas (1997) points out that ‘language attrition paradigm
is concerned with measuring the loss of language skills in the individual’s first
language’ (p. 303). Language shift and attrition are not only directly connected to the
power of a language within the sociopolitical, economic and historical setting but also
to the notions of status, identity and assimilation (Schmid & De Bot, 2004). In the same
vein, Derhemi (2002) proposes the thorough investigation of various external

parameters contributing to attrition, such as sociopolitical and economic factors as well
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as historical, cultural and religious ones, the linguistic community’s ethnicity and the

constitution of the region where the latter resides.

A first sign of a language becoming obsolete is the decreasing number of its speakers.
This could subsequently result in the modification of certain structures and discourse
patterns as well as in the adoption of loanwords from a dominant language (Brenzinger
& Dimmendaal, 1992). Tsitsipis and Elmendorf (1983) further argue that socio-
economic issues often force speakers of a native language to opt for another in order to
better adapt and belong. Indeed, inequality of power distribution is a widespread
phenomenon playing a key role in language shift and attrition as the majority languages
of nation-states across the world often overrule minority languages. For instance, in
Greece the dominance of the Greek language is furthered by the non-recognition of any
linguistic minorities — something that also subverts the subsistence and preservation of
identity — with the only exception being the Muslim minority in western Thrace, north-

eastern Greece, though, as a religious one (Tsitselikis, 2008).

Language shift and attrition could further lead to what is known in linguistics as
language death. ‘Language death has occurred when a language is no longer spoken
naturally anywhere in the world’ (Holmes, 2012, p. 72). Tsigou and Livas (2019)
elaborate on the loss of a language occurring not only when speakers of a language no
longer exist but also when the latter consciously shift to speaking other languages. ‘The
extinction of a language when its speakers go extinct due to external factors, such as
wars or natural disasters — thus occurring deliberately — is described as linguicide’
(Tsigou & Livas, 2019, p.66-67). The difference between language death and linguicide
is that while language death mostly refers to the unintentional extinction of a language,
such as the physical death of its speakers, linguicide might take place due to political
reasons, such as the obligatory mobility of populations, genocides or deliberate
epidemics, all of the above driven by political expediency (Tsigou and Livas, 2019).
Another example of linguicide is when political expediency against certain populations
leads to language extinction as collateral damage caused by political strategies that
create stigmatisation, discrimination and marginalisation of the speakers of minority
languages by the nation-state (Tsigou & Livas, 2019). On the contrary, language death
often follows physical death of a language’s speakers, or the conscious or unconscious
abandonment of the language on the part of its speakers. The latter condition has been

described by Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) as creolisation in reverse which is ‘the loss
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by a language of its native speakers’ (p. 109). This term was used by the same author
to describe the gradual loss of the Arvanitika language, as a result of being abandoned
by its speakers. The opposite process, creolisation, is what Sankoff & Laberge (1974)
call ‘the acquisition of native speakers by a language’, thus, when a (pidgin) language
used between groups of speakers of different languages for the purposes of

communicating with one another starts acquiring native speakers (p.73).

2.3.2. Reasons for language shift, attrition and death

a) Migration: language community and individuals

One of the reasons for which a language undergoes shift is migration. Certainly,
migration per se could not be accounted for as an adequate reason leading to language
shift. Language shift, however, is to a large extent connected to the notion of identity
that plays a key role on whether migration of certain populations would lead to this
process. In fact, people who migrate are often subject to a re-evaluation of identity since
they are found in a new setting, with their current status being ‘inferior’ compared to
the status they used to have in their homeland (Schmid & De Bot, 2004; Yagmur, 1997).
Their demotion by the local dominant group might lead to a desire on their part for
assimilation, and this might occur by abandoning their L1 over the L2 in order to
become fluent on a native-like proficiency level in the latter language (Schmid & De
Bot, 2004). Breakwell (1983) states that ‘It has been pointed out that while groups
consider themselves as stratified, they are often viewed as homogenous from the
outside’ (p. 191). This conclusion suggests that the host community as well as the new
context they are found at play an important role in migrant groups’ ‘choice’ to speak
their language or not. Indeed, as Holmes (2012) points out, immigrant families moving
to a typically monolingual community, such as England, Australia, the USA or New
Zealand have been obligated to use English in all official contexts like at school with
the teachers or to socialise with their peers. Therefore, mother tongue often ends up
only being used at home within the family members. Choice and opportunity are two
components connected with the contact that a speaker has with other speakers of their
L1 (Schmid & De Bot, 2004). In case ‘opportunity’ is absent, immigrants could find
themselves not having any speakers of their L1 to interact with or that the L1 context

possibilities are limited to a few domains, such as family. This is, however, an objective
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obstacle and not their own choice (Schmid & De Bot, 2004). Nevertheless, in the case
of ‘choice’, an immigrant could choose not to use their mother language even when
surrounded by other speakers of the same L1 (Schmid & De Bot, 2004). This, however,
might have to do with other factors, such as socio-political and socio-economic ones,
and not with the monolingual environment of the host community. Regarding the
process in which migrants shift towards the language of the host country, L2, Holmes
(2012) points out that it usually takes place over a period of two to four generations,
while the typical pattern is that the first-generation immigrants are monolingual in the
(minority) mother tongue, their children are bilingual in both the mother tongue and the

majority language, and their grandchildren are monolingual in the majority language.

The need for identification by adapting to the new environment is expressed in different
ways in each generation and is closely related to their need for belonging. For instance,
migrant children adopt several roles in order to adapt to the different settings and feel a
sense of belonging, often using different codes to communicate with family at home
than the code used at school or with speakers of the dominant language. This shows the
link between linguistic behaviours and the difference in the use of languages depending
on the role an individual has in a certain setting (Schmid & De Bot, 2004; Northover,
1988). Even though migration is a common context in which language shift and attrition
occur, De Bot & Clyne (1994) argue that immigrants who keep their mother tongue
alive during the first period of their migration have more chances to remain competent
in L1.

Therefore, the processes of language shift and attrition differ depending on the language
community and the individuals. However, the main similarity in most cases is that the
minority mother tongue is always displaced by the majority language of the wider
community. This process is usually rapidly forwarded to an individual and/or
community level, since it is viewed as related to language change (Schmid & De Bot,
2004).

b) Historical, socio-political and socio-economic context
Other reasons for which a language undergoes shift are socio-political, economic,
historical or/and demographic changes that often provide fertile ground for the gradual

adoption of a dominant language over the speakers’ native (minority) language (Tsigou
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& Livas, 2019; Holmes, 2012). A characteristic example of such case can be found in
the Austria/Hungary border. According to Holmes (2012), certain regions of this
border, such as the town of Oberwart that belonged to Hungary in the beginning of the
20™ century, were annexed by Austria after the end of WWI. The Hungarian-speaking
community of the town, being surrounded by German-speaking villages for many years,
spoke German to a certain extent, but it, gradually, started shifting more towards
German, especially as industry jobs outplaced farming ones (Holmes, 2012).
Furthermore, German became the official language of the region following the
changing of the borders (Holmes, 2012). Apart from enjoying official status, German
became the language of high prestige, professional development and success as
opposed to Hungarian, which was now considered an outdated language of ‘low’ status
(Holmes, 2012). With regards to the relationship between a socio-economically
dominant language and a minoritised language of inferior status, Sella-Mazi (2016)
points out that the latter’s maintenance is also dependent on how stable relationship
between these two groups of speakers is during their language contact. Nevertheless, as
mentioned above, the official recognition of one of the two languages in contact
resulting in this language enjoying official status and prestige seem to play a crucial

role in the language decline of the other language, the minoritised one.

Holmes (2012) argues that another case of language shift occurs when, for instance, a
community is urged to learn the dominant language owing to economic or political
reasons (e.g., Israel). A characteristic example is the need for employment — that also
applies in the case of Oberwart —, in which the minority community believes that its
own language will no longer be useful to their descendants. In many cases, the majority
language is preferred because of its social prestige, widespread use in the political and
economic fields, and beneficial role in professional development for future generations
(Tsigou & Livas, 2019). Since the abandoning of the minority mother tongue is often
an unconscious process, speakers do not always realise that their language is
endangered and do not take action towards its preservation (Holmes, 2012). In
accordance with what was mentioned above about the intergenerational trajectory of
language shift (see section 2.3.2.a), young people are usually those leading the way in
shifting towards the socio-economically dominant language for the sake of their
professional development (Holmes, 2012). This being said, urbanisation involving the

move of linguistic minorities to large urban centres for economic reasons or the ousting
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of certain populations from their place of origin form a further reason why languages
come to a dying status (e.g., in the case of deforestation in the Amazon region) (Tsigou
& Livas, 2019). Therefore, when urbanisation takes place, the place of residence factor
adds in the languages’ declining trajectory. In fact, it has been shown that rural
populations living in remote areas tend to serve their needs by using the mother tongue,
resisting in this way the linguistic shift and attrition more than the communities living
in the urban regions (Holmes, 2012; Tsitsipis & Elmendorf, 1983). When there is
external interference and connection with the urban centre, linguistic shift towards the
dominant language occurs (e.g., road networks, use of TV in rural houses).
Furthermore, when the L1-speaking networks turn out to be limited or reduced, such as
in the case of linguistic minorities in urban centres, the degree of L1 maintenance is

low, thus encouraging linguistic attrition (Hulsen, 2000).

Other reasons affecting the declining trajectory of languages are related to the
intertwining of power and utility of those languages. For example, Pandharipande
(2002) argues that the power hierarchy of languages in India is attached to the functional
use of each language. In this sense, minority languages are the ones to be the least
powerful in the social hierarchy, being charged with the lower functional load. By
power is meant the political, economic and cultural position, which is bound to play an
important role in such a multilingual environment as that of India. In this context, this
is understood as follows: the increase of the functional load of a minority language

equals its ascent to the next level of the power hierarchy.

Finally, the intertwining of a language’s power, population of speakers and location
also play an important role to the future of that language. For instance, if the use of
Cantonese was interrupted in the Chinese communities of New Zealand, the language
would not die out since it is spoken by millions of native speakers in China and South
Eastern Asia (Holmes, 2012). Contrary to Cantonese, if Welsh was to stop being spoken
in Wales, this would definitely lead to its death (Holmes, 2012).

c) Domains of language use
According to Holmes (2012) the choice of the spoken language depends on the context
and the social network in which speakers are found. In the case of the Austria/Hungary

border, Hungarian gradually started being used in only a few contexts and mainly as a
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solidarity code serving emotional and socialising purposes such as at home among
family members or during interactions among locals, while its use was, eventually,
limited to the religious domain (Holmes, 2012). One thing that has been found to be
impactful on languages’ decline or maintenance within the family domain is the gender
parameter. Yet, the role each gender plays in the shifting process highly depends on
the socio-economic context. For example, in environments where women benefit
professionally by learning the dominant language — like in the case of Oberwart, due to
its industrialisation — they are the ones to actively take part in the language shift towards
the dominant language (Holmes, 2012). Yagmur (1997) further highlights the impact
that the socio-cultural context has on the linguistic behaviour of each gender by pointing
out that in a cultural environment where women mostly stay at home, thus, not having
regular contacts with people outside their family or the speaking community — as
opposed to the case of Oberwart above —, tend to preserve their L1 more than men. In
the same vein, Kargakos (2008) points out that during the past two centuries Arvanitika
was mostly preserved by women who stayed at home and did not attend school to learn
the Greek language, while men learnt Greek at school and in the military. These women

when becoming mothers, later on, were the ones to transmit Arvanitika to their children.

Even though the aforementioned domains have served as environments in which
minority languages are often preserved, in other cases they seem not to be adequate for
the language maintenance. For instance, Stoessel’s (2002) study shows that a key factor
contributing to language maintenance is the number or quality of interactions in
secondary environments rather than for example within the family. This suggests that
shift could possibly be hindered when the minority language is used not only within the
family but also in other domains of social life. For example, Irish revived after being
used in the domains of music, theatre, education and work (Fishman, 1991). This further
confirms what was mentioned above (see 2.3.2. b), that is, whether a language
undergoes shift (and/or attrition) or is maintained is dependent on the functional load

of this language in the public domain (Pandharipande, 2002).

d) Value speakers attach to their language & symbolism of ethnolinguistic identity

Another factor that appears to be crucial for a language’s trajectory is the value that
speakers attach to their language when the latter is viewed as a symbol of their ethnic

identity. Indeed, the prestige that a language might or might not have as a symbol of
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ethnic identity appears to be crucial for the linguistic choices of its speakers (Holmes,
2012). The symbolism of ethnic identity — which in migrants’ cases also represents the
bonds with their homeland — play(s) an important role in speakers’ perception of their
own language. For example, speakers of French in Canada or Greek immigrants in the
USA and Australia recognise the global prestige of their minority mother tongue, feel
proud of their ethnic identity, and often hold positive attitudes towards it (Holmes,
2012). Such a perception of a (minority) language on the part of its speakers results in
its preservation even in environments where the dominant (majority) language also has
some level of prestige (Holmes, 2012). This being said, it is noteworthy that ‘only 3%
of Australians of Greek origin in Australia make regular use of English’, as opposed to
those of Dutch or German origin (Clyne, 1982, as cited in Sella-Mazi, 2016, p. 124).
Sella-Mazi (2016) further argues that the use of several languages in multilingual
environments (e.g., Canada and Spain) and speakers’ long-term stay in these can be
indicators of how much speakers value their language as an inextricable feature of their
ethnic identity. This suggests that speakers who maintain their heritage language in the
host environment (e.g., in migration settings) or in a region where their mother tongue
is not the dominant language (e.g., for socio-political reasons) for a long-term period
are more likely to perceive their language as a strong symbol of their ethnic identity,
which is usually intertwined with feelings of pride in their origin. The feeling of pride
in one’s origin might lead to their desire of belonging to the community of the same
origin or/and lack of competence in the dominant language (Giles, Bourhis, & Taylor,
1977), something that implies that the minority mother tongue is likely to be preserved.
Nevertheless, Holmes (2012) underlines that, even in cases where the language is a
strong symbol of ethnic identity, language shift could only be delayed or combated if
there is a supporting environment within the linguistic community the members of
which take action to maintain their language. Taking all the above into consideration,
an assumption to be made is that in cases when a language is not viewed as a symbol
of ethnic identity by the members of its linguistic community, its shift would most likely
be facilitated.
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e) Colonialism

Colonialism constitutes one of the factors preventing speakers from using their mother
language. However, it is important to note that this factor does not apply in the Greek
context, yet it forms one of the leading reasons for language decline occurring in other
countries. This phenomenon can be seen mostly in communities subject to colonialism
by the Spanish, the French, and the English (Holmes, 2012). Apart from imposing their
political occupation, they have also imposed their languages to the local or aboriginal
people of the occupied regions (Holmes, 2012). For more than 400 years, Europeans
and other colonists contributed to the endangerment of the languages of indigenous and
local populations (Connell, 2015). Similar examples can be found in North America,
where out of the estimated 600 indigenous languages of pre-colonial America hardly
half have survived to date; in a gloomier scenario in Australia approximately 15
minority languages are estimated to survive by 2088 out of a total of 250 spoken before

colonialism (Connell, 2015).

However, this is not always the case; what primarily urges certain speakers of colonised
areas to abandon their native language for a more ‘powerful’ one and other speakers to
preserve it is whether their communities are monolingual or multilingual (Holmes,
2012). More specifically, in regions where monolingual communities were subject to
colonialism, they were more likely to lose their mother tongue and adopt the language
of their occupiers. Such an example is the Maori community in Australia and New
Zealand where the formerly monolingual aboriginals until the 19" century became
prone to the colonial political and economic power of the dominant occupiers or were
decimated by wars and diseases (Holmes, 2012). On the contrary, in countries like
India, Papua New Guinea or certain regions of Africa and South America — multilingual
communities par excellence — the displacement of the local communities’ languages by
the inserted language was not successful (Holmes, 2012). Therefore, multilingualism
seems to be one of the deterrents to language shift and quintessential to language

preservation.
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2.4. From language endangerment to language maintenance and revitalisation

‘... nothing benefits a country more than to treasure the languages and cultures
of its various peoples because in doing so, it fosters intergroup understanding
and realises greater dividends in the form of originality, creativity and

versatility’ (Holmes, 2012, p. 64).

Studies on minority languages constitute a fundamental property of the sociolinguistic
field and provide valuable insights on the preservation and revitalisation of Endangered
Minority Languages (EMLS), as well as of their heritage history and culture. As Sasse
(1992) points out, ‘the extinction of a language is in fact a distressing matter, since the
cultural tradition connected to it and the socio-cultural or even ethnic independence of

the group that speaks it very often perish together with it” (p. 7).

Several factors contribute to the maintenance and revitalisation of EMLs. Before
proceeding to taking a closer look at some of them by means of giving indicative
examples — the ones considered as more relevant with the present study — a brief

mention of the total factors of what is called Language Vitality will be made below.

2.4.1. Language Vitality

The UNESCO ad hoc Expert Group on Endangered Languages shows nine fundamental
factors, which contribute to the vitality of endangered languages (Brenzinger et al.,
2003). Nonetheless, the sociolinguistic state of endangerment of a language is unique
and dependent on the community and the wider environment to which it belongs.
Therefore, it would not be wise to consider these factors as exclusive indicators for
assessing all endangered languages under the same criteria. These factors are indicative
of the vitality of a language, yet, depending on the context, part of them might appear

to a greater or lesser extent within the linguistic community/-ies in question.

The nine factors contributing to language vitality are: (a) Intergenerational language
transmission, (b) Absolute number of speakers, (c) Proportion of speakers within the
total population, (d) Trends in existing language domains, (e) Response to new domains
and media, (f) Materials for language education and literacy, (g) Governmental and

institutional language attitudes and policies, including official status and use, (h)
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Community members’ attitudes toward their own language, and (i) Amount and quality
of documentation (Brenzinger et al., 2003, p. 17). It is important to note that when a
language lacks a series of these factors, then this could be accounted for as justification
for its loss.

Drawing on a range of sources, | attempt to set out the different ways in which research
on endangered minority languages provides a valuable pool of sources and results,
aiding in and contributing to the preservation and revitalisation of EMLs. As this sub-
chapter aims to focus on the language policies and their impact on speakers’ attitudes
towards preserving their language, the examples of language preservation and
revitalisation provided below will refer to the relevant factors d, e, f, g, h and i. These
factors are often intertwined with one another, which is why it was considered more
suitable to present them alongside by means of several examples of language

preservation and revitalisation.

The factor of Intergenerational transmission is to be discussed in two following
chapters (see sections 2.5. & 3.3.5.). Factors Absolute number of speakers and
Proportion of speakers within the total population’ will be also discussed in a different
chapter for the reasons explained in the relevant chapter (see section 3.3.4.).

An interesting and recent example of language revitalisation efforts is that of Cypriot
Arabic (CA), the moribund language of the limited number of Maronites living in the
northern part of Cyprus (Kormakitis village) in the Turkish-occupied area of Cyprus.
According to Karyolemou (2019), revitalisation efforts have taken place by means of
documentation as well as educational efforts such as the establishment of the first
primary school for Maronite children and teachers in 2002 in a suburb of Nicosia, and
the Summer Camp in the area of Kormakitis. These education initiatives have rounded
up this revitalisation attempt successfully leading to the attraction of the members of
the CA speaking community as well as others who showed interest in learning the
language (Karyolemou, 2019). In fact, Maronites who resided around the Republic of
Cyprus gradually started returning to Kormakitis for either summer of winter.
Revitalisation efforts of CA seem to have had positive impact on the language attitudes
of the CA-speaking community, most specifically on the attitudes of both older and

younger speakers, the former by perceiving that their language could be instructed as a
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part of an official educational program and the latter by becoming interested in learning
it (Karyolemou, 2019).

Another example of language preservation is that of the Basque language. The strong
language policy that has been undertaken in the Basque Autonomous Community —
Spanish side — for the past 30 years includes the promotion of Basque in education,
government services, the media or private companies. This policy has succeeded among
others in reversing language shift as a considerable amount of people has started using
Basque more than Spanish in certain contexts (Gorter, Aiestaran & Cenoz, 2012). Many
thousands of adult learners have registered to take Basque lessons annually, which is
important since it suggests that the written form of the language can be read and
understood by the majority of the total population. It is worth mentioning that in the
case of Basque, the policy relies on the support of both the political and public
authorities (Gorter, Aiestaran & Cenoz, 2012). Additionally, the population holds
positive attitudes towards linguistic diversity, which could explain why the policy
applied in the form of a strong and present linguistic landscape has proved to be

successful (Gorter, Aiestaran & Cenoz, 2012).

In their comparative study in Leeuwarden and Donostia-San Sebastian, two areas in
Friesland, the Netherlands, and the Basque Country, Spain-France, respectively, Cenoz
and Gorter (2006) found that the linguistic landscape® is linked to the official language
policy regarding minority languages. The outcome of the study was that in Friesland,
Dutch is by far the most prominent language in the linguistic landscape of Leeuwarden
with English being the second language and Frisian the last one to appear on the signs
of the city. On the contrary, in Donostia, the Spanish language came first, but Basque
came second and English was the third language on signs. Another observation made
by the researchers was that in both Leeuwarden and Donostia the majority languages —
Dutch or Spanish — were depicted with a larger font size as opposed to the other
languages (Cenoz & Gorter, 2006). However, as regards the two minority languages
Frisian and Basque their use on the signs was different, since more signs included the
Basque language than the Frisian language, something that is attributed by the authors
to the impact of the language policy the two regions adopted for the protection of their

& Linguistic landscape of a given territory, region, or urban agglomeration is defined ‘the language of
public road signs, advertising billboards, street names, place names, commercial shop signs, and public
signs on government buildings” (Landry and Bourhis, 1997, p. 25).
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minority language on a linguistic landscape level (Cenoz & Gorter, 2006). Interestingly,
while Basque appeared to be more prominent than Frisian in language signs, the latter
appeared to be stronger as a living language, at the time, therefore, at an oral
communication level (Cenoz & Gorter, 2006). These results not only indicate the effect
a strong language policy could have on the presence of a minority language in a region,
but also show that this might not tip the scale of the prominence of a minority language
in oral communication. Furthermore, they highlight that a strong policy, represented by
organised actions on the part of the State, language experts and policy makers, seems
to affect the attitudes of the linguistic community towards the preservation of their

heritage language.

Another critical contribution to the preservation of minority languages is offered by the
field of language documentation through the description and codification of minority
languages lacking a written form. Batibo (2009) reports the successful long-term efforts
on the revitalisation of the Naro language spoken in Western Botswana and Eastern
Namibia. The Naro Language Project initiated in the 1980s by the Reformed Church in
D’kar village contributed to the description of the Naro language and eventually its
promotion to the local community. Batibo (2009) highlights the success of the
documentation efforts, which he attributes to the collaborative activities among
language experts, several institutions, non-governmental organizations and Church
groups. The author additionally points out that the successful outcome of the project in
terms of attracting the interest of people and securing funding was precisely due to the
joint efforts of all parties involved. This effort led to publications in Naro something
that attracted L2 speakers as well (Batibo, 2009). Furthermore, the Naro language
acquired powerful status in Botswana and it is now partially used in the public domain
(Batibo, 2009). Possibly the most crucial point of this successful revitalisation attempt
was the engagement of the relevant communities, which were assigned with different

tasks and maintained an active role throughout these efforts.

Therefore, the documentation of endangered languages might contribute to its
preservation. Even though it is not guaranteed that a language is more likely to survive
or revive by acquiring a written status, documentation is bound to preserve important
parts of the culture and the language threatened by extinction due to a limited number

of speakers or for plenty of other reasons; yet the engagement of language experts and
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most importantly of the linguistic community itself are paramount for the preservation

of those languages.

The aforementioned examples of preservation and revitalisation efforts of EMLSs
outline the critical role of language policies in the protection of these languages as well
as the contribution of sociolinguistic research to this effort. Most importantly, they
highlight the impact of successful language policies on speakers’ attitudes towards their
heritage language. In the same way that language policies affect speakers’ attitudes, the
investigation of the language attitudes can also provide sociolinguistic research with
important insights in order for the latter to contribute to the implementation of future
language policies.

2.5. Linguistic attitudes

2.5.1. An introduction to linguistic attitudes

When we talk about attitudes, we are talking about what a person has learned in
the process of becoming a member of a family, a member of a group, and of
society that makes him react to his social world in a consistent and characteristic
way, instead of a transitory and haphazard way
(Sherif, 1967, p. 2).

Before taking a closer look at what is called linguistic attitudes, it is of importance to
see what the notion of attitudes alone represents. Several scholars have attempted to
describe attitudes — not just within the sociolinguistic field. One of the most prevalent

definitions has been provided by Oppenheim (1982); that is, of attitudes as

A construct, an abstraction which cannot be directly apprehended. It is inner
component of mental life which expresses itself, directly or indirectly, through
much more obvious processes as stereotypes, beliefs, verbal statements or
reactions, ideas and opinions, selective recall, anger or satisfaction or some

other emotion and in various other aspects of behavior (p. 39).

As Garrett (2010) points out, Oppenheim’s definition of attitudes entails the
psychological aspects of cognition and behavior. Thurstone (1931) further views

attitudes as a condition in favour of or opposing a psychological object. Indeed,
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attitudes incorporate the psychological parameter which according to Bohner (2001, as
cited in Hua, 2016) consists of three separate constituents: (a) a cognitive component,
which is understood as ‘the beliefs held about the attitude object’, (b) an affective
component, which concerns the non-cognitive aspect and entails ‘the feelings elicited
by the attitude object’, and (c) a conative component, which encompasses ‘the
behaviour directed at the attitude object’ (p. 197). Therefore, being vital to the
intergroup cooperation and conflict, attitudes are agreed to affiliate with ‘stereotypes
(beliefs), prejudices (affects), and discrimination (behaviours)’ (Bourhis & Maass,
2005, as cited in Hua, 2016, p. 197). Allport (1935) further argues that

Attitudes are never directly observed, but, unless they are admitted, through
inference, as real and substantial ingredients in human nature, it becomes
impossible to account satisfactory either for the consistency of any individual’s

behavior, or for the stability in any society (p. 839).

In sociolinguistics, linguistic attitudes are closely related to the notions of language
shift, attrition, death, ideologies, cultural and language preservation and revitalisation.
Therefore, linguistic attitudes can be crucial to the trajectory of languages, as shown in
previous sections (see sections 2.3.2. d & 2.4.). In fact, the way a language is viewed
and treated by its speakers, as well as by other members of the community could

severely predict the fate of that language.

In accordance with the above psychological dimensions of attitudes, linguistic attitudes
are defined by Ryan et al. (1982) as ‘any cognitive, affective or conative index of
evaluative reactions towards different varieties and their speakers’ (p. 7). The inclusion
of the speakers according to this definition reveals the strong bond between language
and social identity; social identity refers to those features of one’s self that emerge from
their group identity as part of a whole (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Regarding the
connection between language attitudes and the social dimensions of a language variety,
its speakers and the social context in which this applies, language attitudes have been
also defined by Edwards (1982) as ‘the expressions of social convention and preference
which, in turn, reflect an awareness of the status and prestige accorded to the speakers
of these varieties’ (p. 21). Under these terms, language is perceived as a symbol of social

identity rather than just an index of pure linguistic or aesthetic attributes.
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With respect to the cognitive parameter of (language) attitudes, another important
observation made by Eagly and Chaiken (1998) is that ‘the structure of an individual’s
attitude towards an object could be quite different at different points at time even in the
absence of new experience with the object’ (p. 271). This suggests that attitudes are not
static but rather dynamic, something that makes their diachronic research insightful.
From a sociolinguistic perspective, a further assumption to be made based on the
aforementioned definition of linguistic attitudes is that diachronic research on the
attitudes of different age groups of speakers towards a language — including those who
have and those who do not have recent language-related experiences of the language in

question — could be also fruitful.

Finally, it is important to briefly mention language attitudes in the way they are
reflected in the third wave of variationist sociolinguistics (see section 2.1.3) (Eckert,
2012). Attitudes, in the third wave, can be understood in the context of larger social
change(s) (e.g., urbanisation or social mobility) and are crucial to sociolinguistic
change that is expressed through the use of specific linguistic elements (McKenzie &
Carrie, 2022). Furthermore, ‘speakers choose which specific linguistic (and non-
linguistic) features to employ in order to create and negotiate their social identities in
interaction” (McKenzie & McNeill, 2022, p.41; Eckert, 2012). The point regarding the
study of attitudes within the third wave of sociolinguistics was considered essential to
be mentioned as it is closely related to the method chosen for the analysis of the
qualitative data, employing — among others — interactional approaches (see section
4.8.2.3.).

2.5.2. Factors interrelating with linguistic attitudes

Attitudes towards a language become an issue and prove to be crucial in the cases of
endangered minority languages. Sasse (1992) points out that attitudes emerge because
of pressing political, social, and economic factors that are at play within the specific
historical setting surrounding a linguistic community. Trudgill (2000) also argues that
‘Attitudes towards non-standard dialects are attitudes which reflect the social structure
of society’ (p. 12). Therefore, language attitudes towards minority languages mirror the
way society is constructed. In this sense, language attitudes are interrelated with the
hierarchy of languages within society and the repercussions of their position in this
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hierarchy. For example, Pandharipande (2002) highlights that the power hierarchy of
languages in India is crucial to the functional use of each language. In that vein,
minority languages are the ones to be the least powerful in the hierarchy, being charged
with the lower functional load. By power is meant the political, economic and cultural
position, which is bound to play an important role in such a multilingual environment
as that of India. In this context, this is understood as follows: the increase of the
functional load of a minority language equals its ascent to the next level of the power
hierarchy and consequently the trajectory of that language.

Language attitudes are of paramount importance in language maintenance and
revitalisation (Derhemi, 2002; Karyolemou, 2019; Errihani, 2008), — as much as in
language attrition and death (Pandharipande, 2002). Therefore, the way a language is
contemplated and valued by its speakers, as well as by other members of the wider
community could seal the fate of that language. More specifically, attitudes are
dependent on both the perception of the speakers of the context on an individual level
and on how the community of the majority language views the minority group (Schmid
& De Bot, 2004).

Several factors appear to have an impact on speakers’ attitudes — as well as on attitudes
of non-speakers of a language. One of these factors is the symbolism of ethnic identity
and the prestige that a language enjoys (Holmes, 2012). This applies to certain linguistic
communities around the world such as the speakers of French in Canada or Greek
migrants in Australia and the USA. Similarly, the Indian and Pakistani immigrants in
the UK, considering their language as a symbol of their ethnic identity, have formed a
community and neighbourhoods in the cities, where one can hear the Punjabi and

Guijarati languages spoken in the middle of the street or in the shops (Holmes, 2012).

As mentioned in the relevant section above (see section 2.4.), attitudes are also affected
by language policies and vice versa. For instance, Lasagabaster and Huguet’s study
(2007) showed how in the case of Catalan positive attitudes led to a strong language
policy in education. Kristiansen (2003) confirms that when attitudes are expressed by
authoritative groups properly and dynamically, they can lead to the adopting of policies
that reinforce positive linguistic attitudes among the people, too. Moreover, Schiffman
(1996, as cited in Errihani, 2008) strongly underlines the importance of changing

people’s attitudes and stereotypical beliefs about an endangered language in order for a
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language policy to prove successful in saving it. Along similar lines, Bell (2013) argues
that a language revitalisation programme must always take the negative attitudes of
speakers towards their language into consideration and adapt accordingly to avoid their
spreading. Such negative attitudes are sometimes the result of historical events of
deprecation experienced by their speakers, who end up feeling ashamed for using the
language and possibly transmitting it (Bell, 2013). Concerning this discrimination,
Fasold (1984, as cited in Errihani, 2008) further claims that language attitudes often
reflect the attitudes towards people of different ethnic background, implying thus, a

strong correlation between ethnic groups and their linguistic identity.

Mother tongue is one more factor that has proved to play an important role in peoples’
attitudes in minority language contexts. As Huguet and Janés (2008) illustrated in their
study on the Latin American students in Catalonia, the attitudes of these monolingual
Spanish-speaking population towards Catalan were more negative that the attitudes of
the students whose mother tongue was Catalan. It is evident that the transmission of the
language used within the family has a strong influence on the language attitudes
towards that language (Huguet & Janés, 2008). As Gardner (1968) argues, this is
obviously connected to the influence exerted by previous explicit or implicit attitudes
expressed by the family members, as much as to the active or passive engagement of
the parents to motivate their children to learn the language. Moreover, Ytsma (2007) in
his study on language attitudes towards Frisian found that there is a considerable
difference between language attitudes of students with Frisian as L1 and of students
with Dutch as L1 in the sense that both groups attached the highest value to their mother

tongue, Frisian and Dutch, respectively.

Another factor that seems to have an impact on minority language speakers’ attitudes
is their place of residence. Tsitsipis and Elmendorf (1983) state that ‘there is
increasingly more Arvanitika language retention as one moves from the urban through
the semi-urban to the rural level’ (p. 293). This suggests that urbanisation has
contributed to the decline of the Arvanitika language, and, thus, speakers living in rural
areas possibly hold more positive attitudes towards the language than those who have
resided in large urban centers (see section 2.3.). In the same vein, Kirmizi’s (2015)
study on the attitudes of the Gagauz speakers towards Gagauz indicates that language
attitudes towards Gagauz are more positive in the villages compared to those in the

cities.
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The familiarity that speakers of minority language experience speaking their heritage
language as well as the value they attribute to it by using it as their solidarity code is
also an essential factor linked to their attitudes towards their language. Hill (1983)
argues that the Nahuatl language in Mexico is used as a solidarity code — to a certain
extent — because the Nahuatl community has experienced the wider community’s views
of Nahuatl as an outdated language, which led the minority language community to
strengthen their mutual solidarity by means of using their heritage language as a shared
secret. By the same token, Arvanitika has served as a solidarity code for telling jokes,
secrets, and for excluding outsiders from a secret conversation (Trudgill & Tzavaras,
1983; Tsitsipis, 1998). Dorian (2010) draws similar conclusions about the attitudes of
East Sutherland Gaelic speakers as they pay value on solidarity function of Gaelic by
accounting the joke as more enjoyable when expressed in this language. From all the
above, it is shown that attitudes of speakers towards their language can be related to the
solidarity and familiarity among the members of the linguistic community, yet it should
be highlighted that this does not necessarily translate to positive attitudes towards that

language nor to the latter’s viability.
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2.6. Conclusion

In this chapter, | provided an introduction of the interdisciplinary field of
Sociolinguistics that studies interaction between language and society, mentioning the
distinction between micro- and macro- sociolinguistics and placing linguistic attitudes
in the latter one. | also presented a further distinction into three waves of variationist
sociolinguistics, the third and current one of which is focusing on people’s agency

regarding their language use, maintaining that language variation constructs meaning.

| further introduced the notion of endangered minority languages, briefly referring to
the legal framework through which these are protected by relevant international and
European bodies and pointing out the latter’s weaknesses that allow for the
minoritisation of these languages and their speakers. In this way, | made a point about
the need to view minority languages through the scope of minoritisation, as languages
that are minoritised in status, something that is related to sociopolitical and
sociohistorical factors leading to marginalisation and stigmatisation of a language and

its community.

I also attempted to highlight the type of reasons leading to minority languages’ 10ss,
namely sociohistorical, sociopolitical and socioeconomic context, domains of language
use, the value speakers attach to their heritage language, the symbolism of

ethnolinguistic identity and colonialism.

Alongside a brief mention to Language Vitality and its nine factors, a crucial one being
the intergenerational transmission that has also been discussed in several parts of the
present chapter, | also pointed out the importance of language policies and of other
factors leading to language preservation and revitalisation.

Finally, I introduced the central notion of this dissertation, namely language attitudes
and their cognitive (beliefs), affective (feelings) and conative (behaviours) components,
referring to relevant theories and research outcomes on the factors shown to have a
strong impact on them. Such factors include the sociopolitical, sociohistorical,
socioeconomic context, the symbolism of ethnolinguistic identity and the languages’
prestige, language policies, mother tongue, place of residence, the familiarity of
speakers with their heritage language and the value they attach to it especially when

they use it as a solidarity code.
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All the aforementioned theory and research-related points of discussion are considered
as necessary and a good stepping stone towards the next Chapter, which focuses on the
sociolinguistic context of Greece and the sociolinguistic and sociohistorical status of
the Arvanitika language and community within the Greek context.
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Chapter 3. Minority languages in Greece: the case of Arvanitika

Introduction

In this chapter, I introduce the sociolinguistic background of Greece in reference to the
minority languages found on Greek territory (see section 3.1.), the notion of ‘nation-
state’ within the Greek setting and the impact of the Greek State’s language policy on
minority languages (see section 3.2.). Moreover, | introduce the Arvanitika language
and its linguistic community’s background, providing their socio-historical and socio-
linguistic framework, as well as the reasons for which Arvanitika, eventually, became
an endangered language (see sections 3.3.1. - 3.3.5.2)). Finally, | focus on the
Arvanitika community’s language attitudes towards Arvanitika as these were reported

by some sociolinguistic studies in the past (see section 3.3.6.).

3.1. Greece’s linguistic map and minority language protection status

According to the census of 1951, which was the last to include questions on the spoken
languages in Greece, the total population of Greece was 7.632.801. This number
included the linguistic minorities residing on the Greek territory; specifically, 92.443
Turcophones, 41.017 Macedonian speakers, 39.885 Vlach/Aromanian speakers, 22.736
Arvanitika speakers, 18.671 Pomaks, 8.990 Armenians, 7.429 Romani speakers, 1.218
speakers of Judaeo-Spanish and 15.158 speakers of other languages (e.g., Russian,
French, German, Italian, Romanian, English, Spanish) (Sella-Mazi, 2016).

Following the Greek State’s abstention from signing and/or ratifying the ECRML and
FCNM, the majority of the aforementioned minority languages do not enjoy legal
recognition, while only the Turkish language has been under protection status due to
the Treaty of Lausanne signed in 1923 (Tsitselikis, 2010). This treaty set the legal
framework for the protection of religious minorities residing in Greece and Turkey,
binding both countries to equal commitments towards them. With the criterion of
religion being the only one taken into account, section 111 on the protection of minorities
(art. 37 to 45) limits these religious minorities to ‘non-Muslims’ in Turkey and

‘Muslims’ in Greece (Tsitselikis, 2010). Any other linguistic minorities residing in
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Greece have not experienced, to date, any linguistic and/or cultural protection nor the

promotion of their languages in education, the media and other domains of public life.

The reasons why linguistic minorities’ rights in Greece have been neglected and, to a
certain extent, combated are related to what was described in the previous chapter
regarding language loss versus preservation. More specifically, the intolerance of
linguistic diversity on the part of the wider population residing in Greece and of the
Greek State per se, as well as the lack of protection of minority languages by the latter
have significantly contributed to their current endangerment state. As shown in the
section regarding language policies and their impact on language preservation and
revitalisation, the answer to this question can be found in the lack of such a policy
within Greece and/or — at times — the hostile language policy towards minority
languages and their linguistic communities. The establishment of the Greek nation-state

was what marked the fate of minority languages in Greece and that of their speakers.

3.2. ‘One language-one nation’: linguistic nationalism and the Greek nation-state

The ideal of such a state [an ‘imagined community’] is represented by an
ethnically, culturally, and linguistically homogeneous population. We now
know that this standing invitation to ‘ethnic cleansing’ is dangerous and
completely unrealistic...Moreover, it would have surprised the founders of the
original nation-states. For them, the unity of the nation was political and not

socio-anthropological
(Hobsbawm, 1996, p. 1066).

The establishment of the Greek nation-state in 1830 and the declaration of Athens as
the Greek capital in 1834 foreshadowed the nation-centred direction to follow, in which
language was the centre of attention while it also spanned the concept of the ancient
Greek ideal (Gefou-Madianou, 1999). The ‘one language-one nation’ notion describes
the ‘imaginary model’ of a common language, religion and origin denoting the Greek
language as the only official language of the State. Greece’s territorial expansion in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, however, begot the diversification of its
ethnic, religious and linguistic map. Greek citizens who were either alloglossi —

speaking other languages than Greek — or bilingual (in both Greek and their mother
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tongue) were targeted by the assimilative policies of the Greek State (Tsitsipis, 1998).
Such policies align with the ‘internal cohesion-external distinction’ ideal, which boosts
a separatist strategy (Haugen, 2003, p. 416). In languages, this can be viewed as urging
people to speak the same language, the language of the nation, while it also stands
against the idea of international contact between language communities (Haugen,
2003). The monolingual Greek Orthodox ideal was gradually developed, leading to the
marginalisation of everything that did not coincide with its ideas, religion, ethnicity or
language. As Pollis (1992) argues:

Greece is attempting to preserve a static organic notion —a nexus of state, nation,
religion, and Greekness — as formulated in the early nineteenth century; The
most formidable task confronting Greece as it integrates into the European
Community is precisely this reconstruction, a process that will necessitate the
deconstruction of the currently prevailing myth of an homogeneous organic

entity embodied in the éthnos (p. 191).

The ‘imagined community’ of the nation-state exalting the ancient Greek past and the
folk tradition started arising in Greece as early as the 19" century. This coincides with
the end of the Ottoman Occupation in certain Greek territories — such as the central and
southern regions, as northern Greece gained its independence in the early 20" century
— and the establishment of the Greek nation-state. The main aim after the Greek
Independence was the establishment of an homogeneous population, which meant the
unification of the culturally, linguistically, and ethnically diverse populations who
resided on Greek territory before, during and after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.
The ideal homogeneity described people who would speak the same language, have the
same religion, the same traditions and a common ancient past (Gefou-Madianou, 1999;
Anderson, 1991; Herzfelf, 1987).

The mission of putting the ancient Hellenic past on the spotlight of the establishment
of the Greek nation-state was undertaken by the Greek intelligentsia. Greek scholars
and intellectuals, known as Fanariotes, and other educated Greeks of the diaspora who
flourished in Western Europe during the Ottoman Occupation, supported the
development of nationhood urging the Greek people to ‘reminisce’ the glorified ancient
past and ‘a glorified version of the “folk” * (Gefou-Madianou, 1999, p. 417). Fanariotes
were educated Greeks from Fanari in Constantinople whose ideas were stirred by the
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French Revolution and the Enlightenment. Some of them held leading positions in the
Danubian Principalities and others living in Europe transmitted the idea of the ancient
Greek spirit (Dimaras, 1989, as cited in Gefou-Madianou, 1999). These initiatives
promoted the idea of an assimilationist newly born Greek nation-state and the
establishment of pure Hellenism, something that directly targeted and affected the

linguistic minorities and their languages’ in Greece (Tsitsipis, 1998).

The solution found by the middle-class scholars and leading figures of the Greek
intelligentsia was to assimilate the small linguistic and/or ethnic minorities, who spoke
languages other than Greek, into the dominant Greek language by teaching it to them,
part of the process known as Hellenization (Tsitsipis, 1998). The Greek language was
at the epicentre of this procedure, while there was, also, a tendency towards linguistic
‘purification’, meaning that apart from homogenising the non-Greek-speaking
populations into a Greek unified whole, there was an idea of ‘purifying’ the Greek
language from elements originating from other languages, such as Turkish, Arvanitika,
Macedonian or Vlach/Aromanian. The ideal language for the nation to speak was the
so-called ‘katharevousa’ [‘purified’], a version of the Greek language that would be
closer to ancient Greek, different from the vernacular Greek spoken across the Greek
territory — let alone languages of origin other than Greek, such as Arvanitika and
Macedonian (Gefou-Madianou, 1999). The rise of the Greek nationalism created the
ground for the questioning of linguistic minorities’ (ethnic) identity/-ies, which possibly

led to the adoption of a strong need for proof of people’s Greek identity®.

The nation-centered trajectory of Greece carried on throughout the 20" century, when
significant socio-political and historical changes occurred in the Balkan region. The
end of the Balkan Wars was followed by two population exchanges, the Voluntary
Population Exchange Convention between Greece and Bulgaria in 1919, as a result of
the Treaty of Neuilly, and the Mandatory Population Exchange Convention between

7 As Kordatos (1973, as cited in Tsitsipis, 1998) argues: ‘...the elements of the Greek middle class that
were developing national consciousness understood the seriousness of the problem and tried to offer a
solution which would help assimilate the other-language ethnic groups by teaching the Greek language
to them...” (p. 11).

& About Arvanitika speakers, Gefou-Madianou (1999) points out that ‘Many of these groups identified
with the Greek nationalists and actively participated in the 1820s War of Independence not as separate
groups, but as Greeks, clearing distinguishing themselves from the non-Orthodox (Muslim) Albanian
populations...they were not identified nor did they identify themselves as Albanians, calling themselves
“Arvanites” instead...these populations were Greek, nothing more, nothing less’ (p. 420).
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Greece and Turkey in 1923, as a result of the Treaty of Lausanne (Grigoriadis, 2008;
Robou-Levidi, 2017). Both events caused a substantial upsurge of the ethnic, religious
and linguistic homogeneity, which culminated during the WWII and the Greek Civil
War (1946 to 1949), when — among other rights violations — several ethnic and

linguistic minorities were exiled (Grigoriadis, 2008).

These socio-political changes made it easier for the Greek State not to attend to its
commitments towards the officially unrecognised minorities whose ethnic
identification was, though, denied. This should not be, simply, seen as a policy of
neglecting the minorities in the Greek territory, but rather as the continuation of
organised assimilative policies from 1830 onwards, which culminated during the socio-
political upheavals of WWII, the Greek dictatorship of loannis Metaxas (1936-1941),
the Civil War, as well as the military regime (1967- 1974). During the Metaxas
dictatorship, linguistic minorities were subject to assimilation policies aiming at
creating a ‘pure’ monolingual Greek society (Tsitsipis & Elmendorf, 1983). The
violation of human and linguistic rights of the minority groups occurred by means of
assimilative tactics, including the ban on using any language(s) other than Greek at

school, or publicly speaking them.

Evidence for the violation of people’s rights at the time is the former Article 19 in the
Greek Nationality Code® (Legislative Decree [Law], 3370 G.N.C., 1955) which came
into force in 1955 and was abrogated in 1998. According to Sitaropoulos (2004),
article 19

provided for the denationalisation of ‘citizens of different [non-Greek] descent’
who left Greece ‘with no intent to return’...It was a provision that followed a
long relevant historico-legal tradition in Greece by which this relatively young

State attempted to rid itself of a host of members of ethnic or ‘politico-

% Ex Article 19 in Greek
aAloyevig eyKaTaAMTAV T0 EAANVIKOV £€00.90¢ Gvev Tpobicemg ToAvooTHoE®S dvvatal va
knpvyxBel amorécog v EAAnvikniy Bayéveiav. Tovto 1oyvel kot S Tov GALOYEVH TOV
yevyn0évta kot Katotkobvo v tn aAlodonr]. Ta ev oAlodann eyKaTeoTNUEVO OVAAIKO TEKVO.
ToVTOoV dHvVavTaL v KnpuyBdoty amoiécavta v EAAnvuciv WBayévelav, €dv apeodtepot ot
Yoveig avtdv 1 0 emlmv To0TOV andiecav Tavtny. Ilepl TovtmV arogaiverolr o Ymovpydc twv
Eocwtepikdv petd coupmvov yvapuny tov Xvpfoviiov [0ayévelag.

(Legislative Decree [Law], 3370 G.N.C., 1955).
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ideological’ groups viewed by the State as dangerous to the country’s wished-

for homogeneity, or even its territorial integrity (p. 205).

During the military regime in Greece, from 1967 to 1974, ‘human and minority rights
protection were brought to the lowest point’ (Grigoriadis, 2008, p. 25). Nonetheless,
the end of the military regime in 1974 ushered Greece towards democratic and
economic progress, which contributed to its readmission in the CoE, as well as to good
relations with the European Economic Community (EEC) (Grigoriadis, 2008). With the
Constitution of 1975 and its revision in 2008, the protection of human rights was to

increase. As stated in Article 5 of the Constitution,

All persons living within the Greek territory shall enjoy full protection of their
life, honour and liberty irrespective of nationality, race or language and of
religious or political beliefs. Exceptions shall be permitted only in cases
provided by international law (Constitution of Greece, 1975/2008, art. 5, § 2).

In 1995, the access restrictions to the Bulgarian border regions, where the Muslim
Pomak population resided, were lifted for all Greek citizens, and the government at the
time took the initiative of improving education in minority schools and establishing a
university quota for students belonging to the Turkish minority (Human Rights Watch,
1999).

Between 1996 and 2000, the situation further improved with the abrogation of Article
19, as mentioned above. Nevertheless, essential escape clauses concerning the minority
rights protection existing to date have undermined the resolution of the issue at hand
(Grigoriadis, 2008). Legal and political protection of minority languages is inextricably
linked to the foreign policies a State carries out, as well as to its relations with the
neighbouring countries. For instance, the Vlach/Aromanian language enjoyed legal
protection after the Treaty of Sevres in 1920. It is noteworthy that until 1948 Vlach was
taught in certain schools and a number of churches also conducted mass in the Vlach
language fostering the Vlach identity (Tsitselikis, 1999). On the contrary, during the
last 70 years, the individualistic separatist actions on the part of both countries along
with the suspension of these schools’ funding from Romania resulted in neglecting this

linguistic minority and their language in Greece (Tsitselikis, 1999).

Therefore, the protection or dereliction of linguistic minorities is, largely, defined and

regulated by political attitudes, decisions, and actions. For the majority of its minorities,
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the Greek State refrains from approaching the issue of their formal recognition or

protection, as well as from participating in any kind of debate on the matter.

3.3. Arvanitika’s sociolinguistic and historical background

Following the presentation of the sociolinguistic setting in Greece | will now approach
the endangered minority language in question, namely Arvanitika; first, the Arvanitika
language and community as well as its sociolinguistic and historical background will
be presented, followed by further insights from relevant sociolinguistic studies.

3.3.1. The Arvanitika language

According to Tsitsipis (1995), the Arvanitika language is the Tosk variety spoken by
the population who moved to Greece in different time periods. However, it is generally
accepted among scholars that the massive influx took place in the 14™ century
originating from contemporary Southern Albania (Valakopoulos, 1961; Tsitsipis &
Elmendorf, 1983). Arvanitika as a Tosk Albanian variety, evidently, has many
similarities with the Tosk varieties of South Albania (Hamp 1970; Gjinari, 1989, as
cited in Liosis, 2007). Furthermore, Liosis (2007) argues that Arvanitika combines
archaic and neoteric elements; ‘morphophonological elements and syllabic structure
have remained the same during the last millennium (Hamp, 1973, as cited in Liosis,
2007), yet the introduction and phonematicisation of /x/, /y/, /¢/ from Greek loans, as
well as the consonantisation of the semi-vowel /i/ are characteristics that make the
phonological system of Arvanitika a neoteric one, and comparable to its Albanian
counterpart’ (Liosis, 2007, p. 195). According to Liosis (2007), neoteric characteristics
also appear in the morphology, syntax and vocabulary of Arvanitika (e.g., the loss of
the gerund and the introduction of Greek loan words etc.). Arvanitika has some unique
characteristics of its own such as — among others — the maintenance of the Tosk

diphthong /ua/ and the presence of the toneless central /o/ in all positions (Liosis, 2007).
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Sasse'? (1991, as cited in Liosis, 2020) has provided evidence on the morphology of
Arvanitika variety of Attica and Boeotia, that is, a) ‘the type ja (3" present indicative)
of the auxiliary jam “to be”’, b) ‘the particle dot as proclitic future marker’, c) ‘the i-
grade in the 3" person imperfect of verbs that show paradigmatic vowel gradation’, d)
‘the ending -ma (1% plural) in both present and past tenses’, and €) ‘the n-conjugation
of verbs that normally belong to the so-called zero class, according to Haebler’s (1965,
as cited in Liosis 2020) terminology’ (Liosis, 2020, p.2). Tsitsipis (1988) classifies
changes occurring in Arvanitika — mostly within its grammatical system — into three
categories, namely completed (e.g., ‘loss of the Albanian admirative mood and loss of
the productivity of the optative mood”), continuous (e.g., ‘in syntactic structure the
progressive shrinkage in the use as well as in the contexts calling for the use of the
Albanian gerundial construction’) and discontinuous changes (e.g., ‘morphological

leveling, loss of suppletive variants, and neutralization of phonemic oppositions’)
(p.65).

Whilst the linguistic roots of Arvanitika stem from Tosk Albanian, all past centuries of
settlement and mobility around the Greek territory led to the language being an
amalgam of Tosk and Greek including some Turkish words as well*! (Tsitsipis, 1998;
Gefou-Madianou, 1999). For many centuries, the Arvanitika community resided on
Greek territory and was surrounded by monolingual Greek speakers (Trudgill, 1992).
Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) point out that ‘Influence from Greek is considerable, and
the language of younger speakers is rather radically different from that of older
speakers. It remains, however, to a certain extent, mutually intelligible with Albanian’
(p. 112). It is important to note that mutual intelligibility between Arvanitika and Tosk
Albanian — the language spoken in today’s South Albania, as opposed to Geg'?
Albanian, its Albanian counterpart spoken in North Albania — was also reported by

participants of this study.

10 Sasse’s (1991) preeminent work on the description of the Arvanitika varieties spoken in Attica and
Boeotia could not be studied from the original book as it is written in German, a language that is not part
of the researcher’s linguistic repertoire.

11 Some Arvanitika-speaking regions hardly included any Turkish words. Jochalas (2010) argues that
the variety of Arvanitika spoken in Andros incorporated very few Turkish loan words, since no Turkish
populations has settled in the Arvanitika-speaking villages of the island. These few Turkish words were
indirectly incorporated into Arvanitika of Andros through the dialect of Andros or through the Greek
language, which included Turkish loans.

12 The names ‘Tosks’ and ‘Gegs’ started being used after the Ottoman Empire. In the Byzantine Empire,
Geks were knows as ‘Illyrians’ and Tosks as ‘Albanians’ (Biris, 1998).
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After being in contact with the Greek language for approximately seven centuries,
today’s Arvanitika incorporates a large amount of Greek loan words as seen in its
simplified and reduced structures (Sella-Mazi, 2016). According to Hymes (1971), the
difference between simplification and reduction is found in that the former term refers
to ‘the outer form’ of a language whereas the latter refers to ‘the inner form’ of the
language. Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) further explain Hymes’ distinction stating that
‘simplification can be thought of as an increase in regularity’ while ‘reduction can be
characterised, in a preliminary way, as the actual loss of some part of a language’ (p.
110). Arvanitika has been subject to both the processes of simplification and reduction
to a certain degree. More specifically, ‘it has lost the imperfect tense (reduction) and
some synthetic forms have been replaced by analytic forms’, such as ‘the periphrastic
rendering of the admirative and the optative’ (simplification-with-cost) (Trudgill &
Tzavaras, 1983, p, 124; Tsitsipis, 1998, p. 35). Moreover, the loss of the interrogative
particle /a/ and of other similar structures like the loss of gerund suggests the loss of
syntagmatic redundancy (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983; Tsitsipis, 1998). On the one hand,
the functional differences between Arvanitika and Albanian (of South Albania) are
obvious in a lot of distinctive features, such as the loss of gerund, the fossilisation of
the optative or the vowel shifts in the plural of some adjectives (Tsitsipis, 1998). On the
other hand, Arvanitika ‘retains the Tosk diphthong /ua/ as well as the schwa /&/* (except
for some regions in Greece), which is common in other southern forms of Albanian
(Tsitsipis, 1998, p. 22). Additionally, when it comes to its functional use, Arvanitika
also appears to be one of the cases of languages used in the form of restricted codes,
having lost some of its initial forms, which have been replaced by Greek (Tsitsipis,
1998). This became more obvious when comparing the utterances of elder speakers to

those of younger ones (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975; Tsitsipis, 1998).

Trudgill (1992) highlights that ‘Albanian [Arvanitika] speakers of Attica and Boeotia
areas of Greece show little consciousness of ethnic links with Albania or Albanian, and
ethnolinguistic vitality is very low’ (p. 177). The issue of the detachment of the earliest
form of the Arvanitika language (‘mpwtoapBavitikn yA®ooa’) in the Albanian or the
Greek territory as well as the exact timing when it first came in contact with the Greek
language remains unresolved (Liosis, 2007). It can be certainly argued though, that the
Arvanitika language in Greece comes hand in hand with Greek as the eldest generation

of today’s Arvanitika community seems to be — to a certain extent — bilingual, at least,
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according to the present study’s participants. Nonetheless, today only the eldest
members of the community are bilingual in both Arvanitika and Greek — and have been
for more than five decades —, while both languages coexist on Greek territory for more
than seven centuries (Sella-Mazi, 2016; Tsitsipis, 1983; Biris, 1998).

The long-term contact between Arvanitika and Greek in a socio-historical context in
which the latter has enjoyed official status has led to a large number of Greek loans in
Arvanitika — covering semantic gaps or substituting Arvanitika abstract nouns — as well
as to the functional limitation of the Arvanitika language (Sella-Mazi, 2016; Tsitsipis,
1983). Several semantic and morphological categories of Arvanitika have been also
replaced by Greek ones (Sella-Mazi, 2016). For example, Tsitsipis (1998) draws
attention to the fact that ‘Greek nominal forms ending in -a, -ma and -ona are adapted
as loan words in Arvanitika with the substitution of -é for the final —a’ (p. 22). A
classification of the loan words incorporated into the Arvanitika variety of Andros was
attempted by Jochalas (2010) into the following three categories: (a) Greek loan words
that have been passed on to the (south) Albanian language long before the Albanian
migration to Greece; this process took place during the long-term coexistence among
Albanians and Greeks — mainly working in agriculture — in northern Epirus, (b) Greek
loan words in the Arvanitika variety of Andros that incorporate the dialect forms of the
island’s local variety, and (c) Greek loan words that originate from Modern Greek
(‘NeoeAnvik Kown’) reaching the region of Andros progressively before the
Albanian influx; words that do not appear in South Albanian or the Albanian variety
spoken in the South of Italy and Sicily; those loan words were, gradually, adopted by
speakers in Andros after being transmitted to them by populations who moved from
northern Epirus and Thessaly to Attica and Boeotia first, and later on to Euboea and
Andros. It should be noted that Jochalas’ classification of loan words in Arvanitika
refers to the Arvanitika variety of Andros, thus, it might not apply to other varieties of
the language in different regions of Greece.

Sella-Mazi (2016) points out that, in many instances, loan words from Greek allow for
the transmission of idiosyncratic style patterns through the use of ‘pair-words/phrases’
— engaging both the Arvanitika word/phrase and its verbatim translation into Greek or
vice versa —, a phenomenon characterised by Tsitsipis (1983) as ‘coupling’ and by
Gumperz (1982) as ‘reiteration’. More specifically, Tsitsipis (1988) defines coupling

as ‘instances of code-switching at the word, phrase, and sentence levels that consists of
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repeating material verbatim in the language other than that which was used for the
original utterance’ (p. 72). Gumperz (1982) uses the term ‘reiteration’ to refer to the
same phenomenon defining it as the process during which ‘a message in one code is
repeated in the other code, either literally or in somewhat modified form” (p. 78); yet,
coupling is also considered the change in the volume of the speaker’s voice at the exact
moment of code-switching (Tsitsipis, 1998; Tsitsipis, 1988). Interestingly, in Tsitsipis’
(1998) study, couplings occurred when speakers tried to highlight certain pieces of
information related to their community’s (ethno-)history (Tsitsipis, 1998). Finally,
coupling is, rarely, found in cases of bilingualism, yet it occurs in cases of language
contact between a socially ‘weaker’ language, and a more dominant and hegemonic
language, leading to the language loss and progressively to the death of the former, as
in the case of Arvanitika (Tsitsipis, 1998; Bourdieu 1991; Sella-Mazi, 2016).

3.3.2. On the description of the Arvanitika language and culture

Apart from the Arvanitika-speaking popular poetry, such as love and satirical lyrics
studied by Politis, Sotiriou, Weingand and others, Arvanitika does not appear in the
written literature tradition (Sella-Mazi, 2016). Since the establishment of the Greek
nation-state, there have been studies on the origin of the Arvanitika community and

their contribution in the Greek War of Independence.

Biris (1998) quotes various historians and scholars who wrote about the Arvanitika
community or language, such as Simeonis in 1323 reporting on the similarities between
Arvanites and Greeks that their only difference was the language they spoke.
Furthermore, Pouqueville in his work ‘Voyage de la Gréce’ commented on the
personality and the differences between Tosk Albanians (of south Albania) and Gek
Albanians (of north Albania), while Perevos®® in his ‘Memoirs’ (‘ Amopvnpovedpara’)
provided a description of several Arvanitika-speaking communities (e.g., Chams and
Liapides) (Biris, 1998). In 1592, in Rome, Matranga printed his work ‘Dottrina
Christiana’, the first written text in the earliest form of Arvanitika (‘Tpwtoapfavitikn

yAdooa’), which is, also, possibly the first source of written Arvanitika (Liosis, 2007).

13 Christophoros Perevos was a leading figure of the Greek War of Independence, author, scholar,
teacher, military, politician and member of the Filiki Etaireia (‘puuxn etoipeia’) boosting and
encouraging the Greek War of Independence and the overthrow of the Ottomans.
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In 1770, Kavalliotis produced a trilingual dictionary in Greek, Arvanitika and Vlach,
and later teacher Daniel published another dictionary, both aiming at the Hellenization
of the populations speaking languages other than Greek!* (Kordatos, 1973, as cited in
Tsitsipis, 1998). In the early 19™ century, in Greece, Lord Byron collected a series of
lyrics written in Arvanitika and wrote the poem ‘Childe Harold's Pilgrimage’ devoting
some lyrics to the Arvanitika people. The first scholar working on the description of
Arvanitika was Reinhold who, in 1855, published ‘Noctes Pelasgicae’, which, along
with the documentation of words, songs and proverbs, also included a glossary of 1000
lemmas in the Arvanitika variety spoken in Poros, Hydra and Spetses islands; part of
this work was also published by Meyer in 1896 (Liosis, 2007; Embirikos et al., 2001).
Furthermore, Meyer wrote the etymological dictionary ‘Etymologisches Worterbuch
der albanesischen Sprache’ (Biris, 1998). In 1887, Austrian geographer and
ethnographer Waldkampf, and biographer Paganel wrote about the differences between
the Tosk Albanian and the Geg Albanian populations comparing their languages and
religions (Biris, 1998). Scholar Amandos further reported on the differences between
Tosk and Geg Albanians (Biris, 1998).

In the 19" century, the handwritten dictionary of Koupitoris was published. This
dictionary was also ‘a study on the origin of Arvanitika’, while part of it was
republished by Jochalas in 2006 (Embirikos et al., 2001, p. 313; Liosis, 2007). Jochalas
(2010) documented a number of Arvanitika words of the Arvanitika variety spoken in
Andros, providing further insights on the loan words from Greek, Turkish, and Italian.
He also reported on the history of the community residing in Andros as well as on the
Arvanitika culture and tradition. Of great historical value is Botsaris’ Greek-Albanian
‘Dictionary of simple Roman (Greek) and Arvanitika (Albanian)’ (in Greek as written
by Botsaris ‘Ag&ucov g Popdikoig kar ApBavntnroic Aming’), which was published
by Jochalas (1980). Botsaris’ dictionary was handwritten in the Greek alphabet
(Jochalas, 1980). Significant contributions to the description of the Arvanitika language

and culture constitute Sotiriou’s documentation of songs and stories, Weigand’s work

14 The assimilation purpose of the dictionaries became apparent already from the beginning lines of
teacher Daniel in his work: ‘Albanians, Vlachs, Bulgarians be happy and prepare yourselves to become
Greeks by abandoning your barbarian language, speech and habits. It is not hard any more for you to
learn Greek and to avoid behaving like barbarians by uttering a few words. You, people of different
languages, who honor the Christian faith awaken yourselves from the deep sleep of ignorance by learning
Greek, the language which is the mother of wisdom’ (Tsitsipis, 1998, p. 13).
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on the Arvanitika variety spoken in Attica, Vilaras’ ‘Greek-Albanian grammar and
Greek-Albanian  dialogues’ (‘Ztoryeion  €AANVOOAPAVIKAG  YPOUUOTIKNG KoL
eMinvoaiPavikoi didioyor’) and the work of Phourikis who was the first scholar to
introduce the Latin alphabet in the documentation of Arvanitika (Liosis, 2007;
Embirikos et al., 2001). Moreover, Clayer and Karantis referred to an Arvanitika
abecedarium published by Pikeos in the local journal ‘Pelasgos’ in Lamia, Greece,
while the satirical journal ‘Fos’ published lyrics and anecdotes in Arvanitika without
translation (Embirikos et al., 2001, p. 313-314).

Hamp’s (1961; Hamp, 1965; as cited in Liosis, 2007) work on the Arvanitika variety of
Attica, Megara, Mandres, and Kilkis, as well as Haebler’s (1965, as cited in Liosis,
2007) first attempt of a structural description of the Arvanitika variety of Salamina are
some of the very significant contributions to our knowledge of the language. Trudgill
and Tzavaras’ (1975), and Tsitsipis’ (1998) work on language attrition and death of
Arvanitika in Attica and Boeotia, language ideologies and shift are two of the most
preeminent studies on Arvanitika of the last decades. Exceptional work was also carried
out by Liosis (2007) on his comparative study on the language contact between the
Arvanitika and the Tsakonian languages in south-eastern Peloponnese, as well as their
sociolinguistic investigation regarding the language shift and attitudes of their speakers.
Of great linguistic value is Sasse’s (1991) encompassing work on the grammatical
description of Arvanitika of Boeotia and Andros, and Jochala’s (2010) work on the
Arvanitika variety of Andros, Euboea and Hydra that formed an invaluable collection
on the Arvanitika language as well as on its folklore and historical tradition (Liosis,
2007).

It is worth mentioning that Arvanitika was considered ‘the language of war’ and ‘the
language of the navy’ during the Greek revolution against the Ottomans. This explains
why some of the oldest texts written in Arvanitika originate from people involved in
these settings, such as Botsaris and Reinhold’s manuscripts, respectively (Embirikos et
al., 2001). In fact, during the Greek War of Independence — apart from the leading
figures of the revolution who were of Arvanitika origin — Arvanitika was used in oral
communication by both the Ottomans and other non-Arvanitika speaking populations
(Embirikos et al., 2001; Kargakos, 2008).
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3.3.3. The name

Already since antiquity, there have been reports by Polyvios and Stefanos Byzantios
about a city in Illyria, namely Arvon (Kargakos, 2008). Illyria was, at the time, the
western part of the Balkans, extending from Montenegro to lake Ohrid, where several
developed cities, such as Amantia, Apollonia and Dyrrachium were located. Its
inhabitants were called Arvonites from which the names ‘Arvana’ and ‘Arvanites’
derived later on *¥(Biris, 1998; Kargakos, 2008). The population migrating from Arvon
to Greece (see the blue shaded region in Map 1) are considered to be the ancestors of

today’s Arvanites'® in Greece.

Alexandroupoli

Map 1. The conventional Arvanitika-speaking regions in today’s Greece (orange) and the ancient city of Arvon in
today’s Albania (blue), as reported by several authors (Embirikos et al., 2001; Kargakos, 2008; Biris, 1998; Jochalas,
2010; Sella-Mazi, 2016). The map was created by Eleana Tyradelli.

From the 13" century CE, the inhabitants of the southern part of Genousios river, the

region extended from lake Ohrid (‘Oypida’ or ‘Ayxpida) to Dyrrachium (see Map 2),

15 Biris (1998) states that ‘already since antiquity, apart from the terms “Alvanopolis” and “Alvani” (AABavomoAig
kot AABavoi) used by Ptolemy, the names “Arvon” and “Arvonites” had also been used, from which the terms
“Arvana” and “Arvanites” emerged’ (p. 14).

16 <Arvanites’ is the plural masculine of the noun Arvanitis’ in Greek. Its feminine equivalent is Arvanitissa in the
singular or Arvanitisses in the plural. ‘Arvanite’, ‘Arvanitika speakers’ or ‘Arvanites’ are some of the names used
to describe the members and/or speakers of the Arvanitika community in Greece.
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today’s Elbasan, were reported by the Byzantine historian, George Kedrenos, as
military leaders, Arvanites (Biris, 1998). This remains to date the widely known name

describing people of Arvanitika origin and/or speakers of Arvanitika (Kargakos, 2008).
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Map 2. The Byzantine Empire in 1045 AD. From ‘Byzantine Military’ by Gary (2015).
(http://byzantinemilitary.blogspot.com/2015/01/kanine-castle-albania-roman-and.html)

In the 12" century CE, the Byzantine historian and scholar, Anna Komnene, had also
used the term ‘Arvanites’ along with the name ‘Arvana’, in ‘Alexiada’, to describe the
region where this population resided (Biris, 1998; Kargakos, 2008). Biris (1998) argues
that the name ‘Arvanites’ originates from the word ‘Arvon’ (ApBwv | Appdv) and its
derivative ‘Arvonitis’, while Tosks used the word ‘Arber’ or ‘Arberesh’. Meyer (1894,
as cited in Biris, 1998) stated that in his era, in the end of the 19" century, Arvanitika
speakers of both Greece and Italy self-identified as Arber and/or Arbéreshé, something
which, at least today, does not apply to the Arvanitika-speaking community in Greece
— yet it does to the equivalent language and its speakers in Italy. It is worth mentioning
that most members of the Arvanite community in Greece — as reported by speakers
themselves in several studies (e.g., Tsitsipis, 1998; Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975),
including the present study, as well as by other authors (Kargakos, 2008; Biris, 1998)
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— self-identify as Greeks (or as Arvanites and Greek). According to Kargakos (2008),
Arvanites, also, actively participated in the Greek War of Independence against the
Ottoman Empire, between 1821 and 1830, in which most of the military leaders were
of Arvanite origin.

Tsitsipis (1998) states that Arvanitika speakers today refer to their language in two
different ways; either ‘through the use of directly referential terms’, or ‘through that of
more descriptively transparent terms that carry emotional or ideological connotations’
(p. 9). The most prevailing, yet, at the same time, unmarked term is ‘Arvanitika’, ‘taking
over the Albanian grammatical shape “Arvanite” when it occurs in an Albanian speech
segment’ (Tsitsipis, 1998, p. 9). Furthermore, Albanian scholars call the language
spoken in Greece and Italy ‘Arberishte’ (Tsitsipis, 1998).

3.3.4. The Arvanitika-speaking community in Greece: historical and geographic

background

There have been several different views regarding the migration of Arvanites to Greece
and the time when it took place. Kargakos (2008) adopts the view of Phourikis who
claims that the first wave of the migration of Arvanites to Greece goes back to the early
10" century. Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) argue that the first wave of Albanian
immigrants to Greece was during the 11" and 12" century, but they also agree that the
main influx was during the 14" century. Biris (1998) comments on the first influx of
Arvanites at the beginning of the 11" century, claiming that they first settled in Epirus
invited by Emperor Basil 11*” who wanted to reinforce the power of Epirus against the
invasions of the Bulgarian and Normand tribes —, yet the same author also points out
that a more massive migration of Arvanites took place in the 13" century in Thessaly.
Valakopoulos (1961), Tsitsipis (1998) and Gefou-Madianou (1999) conclude that
despite the different views on the ancestry and migration of the Arvanitika-speaking
population in Greece, it is generally accepted that today’s Arvanites are the descendants
of Albanian-speaking Orthodox Christian immigrants who massively migrated to

Greece from the 14" to the 16" century. Although there are sources indicating even

17 Basil 1l Porphyrogenitus, also known as Bulgar Slayer.
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earlier dates of migration waves to what is now Greece, specifically during the 8™

century, they seem to be doubtful (Tsitsipis, 1998).

According to Biris (1998), ‘Ancient and byzantine geographers (Strabo, Pliny, Claudius
Ptolemy & Chalkokondyles) extended the name of Macedonia to Dyrrachium since
during its Roman occupation the region from Drinos river to Tomaros river was named
New Epirus’ (p. 14) (see Map 2). At that time, Illyria was limited to the northern part
of the region up to Danube (Biris, 1998). As Biris (1998) argues, this geographical
distinction also applies during the Byzantine era. New Epirus extended to Macedonia
with Dyrrachium as its capital. The people living in the New (southern part) and the
Old (northern part) Epirus are referred to by historians as two different tribes, the Tosks
and the Gegs, respectively. According to Biris (1998), this distinction seems to be very
old, going back to the period when ancient Greek geographer Stravon set Egnatia Odos
as the border dividing the two tribes, calling the north tribe (Gegs) Illyrians, and the
south tribe (Tosks) Epirotes. Genousios river was the natural border between the two
tribes. This study is focusing on the southern tribe, the Tosk population, ancestors of
today’s Arvanitika-speakers of Greece. Procopius of Caesarea, the prominent late
antique-byzantine Greek scholar, also calls the south tribe of Tosks ‘Greek Epirotes’
and the north tribe of Gegs ‘Illyrians’ (Biris, 1998). Kargakos (2008) further argues that
Tosks, after moving to Epirus, lived alongside the local (Greek) population for many

centuries, something that led to their constant relations and mixed marriages.

In the transitional period between the Roman Republic and the Roman Empire, the
culture, lifestyle, dressing, and language of the ancestors of Arvanites was described by
Stravon as similar to these of the Macedonians. During the Roman Empire, from the
2" century CE onwards, the inhabitants of the region that would be later known as New

Epirus, were influenced by the Greek Church and Byzantium.

According to Biris (1998), during the Byzantine era, today’s south Albania, where
Arvanites migrated from, used to be a Byzantine territory for as long as the Crusades
lasted. In the era of Michael Dukas (1071-1078) and later on of Manuel Komninos
(1143-1180), when the military divisions — also known as ‘themes’ (0épota) — took
place, the Arvanitika-speaking populations were granted military land (Biris, 1998).
Following the fourth Crusade and the Sack of Constantinople in 1204, the region was

passed to the Greek Despotate of Epirus, and later on, it changed hands again and came
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under the jurisdiction of the Capetian House of Anjou in 1272 who created the Regnum
Albaniae.’® At the time, northern Albania was under the Serbs’ occupation. After the
repossession of Constantinople in 1261 by Michael VIII Palaiologos, Albania became
part of Byzantium again. However, this lasted only for a short period of time, since the
Serbs occupied the whole region of Albania and used the Albanian population in their
military operations, while in return they got land in the Greek territories. It was then
that the permanent establishment of this population in Epirus took place. At the time,
pastoralist population movements — through which Albanians arrived to the regions of
Epirus and Thessaly — were common (Biris, 1998). Jochalas (2010) and Kargakos
(2008) report that there were new influxes of Albanian populations during the time of
Stefan Dusan'®, the leader of Serbs, in the mid-14™ century. The Serb leader having
occupied the region where Albania is currently situated, as well as Thessaly and Epirus,

provided these populations with land.

Kargakos (2008) reports that when Stefan Dusan passed away in 1355, the Ottomans
appeared and threatened the Balkans. Albanians were among the few people who
persistently fought against the Ottomans. Their deep desire to save the Byzantine
Empire and their denial to be under the Ottoman rule contributed to their developing
good relations with the locals. More specifically, ‘Bouas and Rallis’ movements in the
Peloponnese were the first ones to oppose the Ottoman thrall’ (Kargakos, 2008, p. 27).
This being said, a few centuries later, the leading figures of the Greek War of
Independence, namely Tzavellas, Miaoulis, Botsaris, and Bouboulina were also of
Arvanitika origin (Biris, 1998).

18 The Kingdom of Albania (Regnum Albaniae) was created by Charles of Anjou in the region he
conqguered from the Despotate of Epirus in 1271. It extended from the region of Dyrrachium to Butrint.
19 Stefan Dusan was the King of Serbia and Emperor of the Serbs and Greeks from 1331 until his death
in 1355.
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Map 3. Occupied territories of Greece in 1388. From ‘Arvanites: Dorians of Modern Greece’ by Biris (1998, p. 97).

According to Kargakos (2008), from Epirus and Thessaly, sub-groups of Albanians
started moving towards the southern areas of Greece, Attica and the Peloponnese, where
they reinforced the Greek population and contributed to the cultivation of the land. As
mentioned above, it is widely accepted among scholars that the first massive Arvanites’
establishment in Greece dates to the 14" CE — under the Empire of loannis
Katakouzinos (Kargakos, 2008; Biris, 1998; Tsitsipis, 1998). The despot of the
Despotate of the Morea?° at the time, Katakouzinos, called in 10.000 Albanians to settle
in the south peninsula of Greece, namely the Peloponnese, which was ruined during the
wars (Kargakos, 2008). Another 10.000 Albanians moved in and established in the
same region in the era of Palaiologos who then became the new despot of the Morea
(1383-1407). These populations formed the core of the Albanian settlements in the
Peloponnese.

20 The Despotate of the Morea or Mystras was a province of the Byzantine Empire during the mid-14%
and mid-15™ centuries CE. It extended to approximately the whole territory of the Peloponnese. It was
ruled by the sons of the then Byzantine Emperor, under the title of despots.
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During that period, part of mainland Greece was under the Frankish rule when a new
migration of Albanians took place. The new migrants settled in the Eastern part of
Central Greece and they were offered complete sovereignty over the land (Kargakos,
2008). In 1382, the first settlement in the Attica region took place and culminated after
1402. Furthermore, Venetians who had occupied Euboea and the Cyclades in 1402,
invited these Albanian populations to settle in these regions and offered them land
(Jochalas, 2010). Kargakos (2008) mentions that Arvanites’ migration to Attica took
place due to intra-Albania conflicts and the connection of powerful Albanian military
leaders with abolitionist leading families®*. From Attica and Euboea, subgroups of
Albanians crossed over to the Argo-Saronic Islands?? and to several islands in the
Aegean Sea, such as Andros (Kargakos, 2008; Jochalas, 2010).

It is likely that, during the Venetian Rule in Greece, Arvanites were subsidised by
Venetian and Tosk potentates to carry out agricultural and stock breeding works in rural
areas, since the local Greek population had been deracinated or moved to the urban
centres and/or mountainous regions for safety reasons (Jochalas, 1971; Biris, 1998;
Harzisotiriou 1973; Xhufi 1991; Ducellier;1994, as cited in Liosis, 2007).

Settling in the area of Thessaly and then moving towards Southern Greece, Attica, the
Peloponnese, Southern Euboea, Cyclades and the Argo-Saronic islands, Arvanites first
stumbled upon the Frankish occupants, whose establishment in the area was the after-
effect of the dissolution of the formerly dominant Byzantine State following the
Crusades (Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007). In fact, Jochalas (2010) points out that the
initial mobility of the Albanian populations to the South (Thessalia and Akarnania) was
facilitated by the upheavals caused by the fourth Crusade (1203-1204) in the region of
today’s Albania.

As Tsitsipis (1998) reports, Arvanites covered the needs in agriculture and the military,
as they were known for their valor. This was conducive to the survival of the language,
since urbanisation taking place later on worked as a catalyst for their shift away from
Arvanitika and into the Greek language. In fact, urbanisation led to the abandoning of

21 Stefan Dusan’s brother attempted to restrict the Albanian expansion and attacked the tribal leaders
Ginis Bouas and Petros Liosas in Epirus. This led to the movement of the Albanians towards Attica.
The names Spata and Liosia in Attica originate from this settlement.

22 Islands located in the Argo-Saronic Gulf abreast Greek mainland. The Argo-Saronic islands are
Salamis, Aegina, Agistri, Poros, as well as, Hydra, Spetses and Dokos, which are in the northeast tip of
the Peloponnese.
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bilingualism as the Arvanitika speakers started shifting to Greek (Sella-Mazi, 2016;
Liosis, 2007). Today, the Arvanitika-speaking population is distributed in several
regions throughout Greece (see Map 1), something that does not apply to all linguistic
minorities in Greece (e.g., speakers of Macedonian reside in north-western and north-

eastern Greece).

3.3.4.1. The population

It is hard to provide exact figures on the number of the Arvanitika speakers today.
However, evidence from different censuses and studies clearly shows the dramatic
decline in the use of the language across time. According to the 1879 census, the
number of Arvanitika speakers residing in the Peloponnese, Central Greece, Euboea
and Andros was approximately 225.000 (Zervas, 2014). In the census of 1940, 49.632
people throughout Greece reported that their mother tongue was Arvanitika (Liosis,
2007). According to the last census in 1951 including questions on the spoken
languages, only 22.736 Arvanites were reported. Liosis (2007) argues that the lack of
censuses that include questions on mother tongue in the post-1951 period was a
deterrent to reporting the decline of the Arvanitika-speaking population in Greece.

In addition to the censuses, there are a few population estimates from several
researchers and organisations, yet they most likely do not capture the actual number of
Arvanitika speakers as they have not always been based on official reports and
censuses. For example, Phourikis (1934, as cited in Botsi, 2003) argues that — possibly
in his era, at the beginning of the 20" century, — the number of the Arvanites residing
in Attica and Boeotia was approximately 70.000 (p. 97). Trudgill (1983) states that
during his work with Tzavaras on the Arvanitika-speaking communities of Attica and
Boeotia — around 1975 —, they estimated that there were nearly 140.000 speakers in
these regions. Furthermore, Sasse (1991, as cited in Botsi, 2003) concluded that the
Arvanitika speakers across the whole country during his period reached 50.000, while
the World Directory of Minorities and Indigenous Peoples of Minority Rights Group
International (n.d.) reported 95.000 Arvanites in Greece. Finally, Ethnologue
(Eberhard, Simons & Fennig, 2021) reports 150.000 members of the Arvanitika ‘ethnic
population’, which would be construed as the members of the Arvanitika community,

thus, not necessarily those who speak the language. Therefore, given the wide range of
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numerical estimates, it is hard to know the exact numbers of today’s Arvanitika-
speaking population. However, the large discrepancies on the population estimates raise
questions on their validity, especially, if one takes into consideration the great socio-
political upheavals including the demise of minority languages during the Metaxas
dictatorship followed by WWII and the Greek Civil War. The bar graph below shows
the numbers of the Arvanitika community members across the years according to a

number of sources and in reference to the aforementioned critical historical periods.
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Figure 1. Estimates on the number of Arvanitika speakers emerging from different sources.

The problem regarding population estimates as far as (ethno-)linguistic minorities are
concerned has been the case in other countries, too. This is the reason why the European
Bureau for Lesser-Used Languages launched by the EU —and more particularly its UK
Committee in collaboration with the University of Hertfordshire — organised a
colloguium on the censuses needed for linguistic minorities (Coulmas, 1997).
Concisely, the need to include groups using lesser-used languages is highlighted in the
general censuses questions in order to report the demographic data of these populations,
which also enable sociolinguistic studies to proactively aid language planning
(Coulmas, 1997). Finally, by making comparisons between the different linguistic
groups, these data could provide important insights on the competence of the speakers,
their language use, and their economic background, while they could be further
compared to several demographic data, such as age, gender and level of education
(Coulmas, 1997).
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The answer to why official censuses in many countries do not include the languages of

linguistic minorities might be found in Haugen’s (2003) statement:

The dialects, at least if they threaten to become languages, are potentially
disruptive forces in a unified nation: they appeal to local loyalties, which could
conceivably come into conflict with national loyalty. This is presumably the
reason that France even now refuses to count the number of Breton speakers in

its censuses... (p. 416).

Haugen’s argument on the interference of the nation-state in the recognition and the
counting of minority language speakers highlights that even in a typical demographic
process like a census, nationhood ideas might intervene in order for fundamental rights
of specific minorities not to be recognised, since these are seen as a potential threat to

the nation-state (see section 2.2.).

As mentioned above, today’s Arvanitika-speaking communities are dispersed
throughout Greece. As shown in Map 1, the Arvanitika-speaking regions extend from
Attica and Boeotia to the Aegean islands, Florina, the Peloponnese, Western Greece
(Epirus) and the lonian Islands, Thessaly, Central Greece, south Euboea and Salamis
islands, Korinthia and Argolis areas, Cyclades, as well as Andros island (Simons &
Fennig, 2019; Jochalas, 2010; Tsitsipis, 1998).

However, it should be mentioned that the Arvanitika varieties spoken in each of the
aforementioned regions differ from one another. For example, Hamp (1965, as cited in
Liosis, 2007) argues that in Mandres, Kilkis, the Arvanitika variety is highly influenced
by the Turkish language, while Liosis (2007) — based on Jochalas’ work on the
Arvanitika of Thesprotia — supports that in the villages of Kanalaki and Anthousa,
Thesprotia, the Arvanitika varieties are closely related to the Cham variety, the variety

spoken by Chamides?, rather than to the Arvanitika varieties of southern Greece.

With regards to the number of speakers in the Arvanitika-speaking regions, first seems

to be the Arvanitika-speaking community in Southern Greece, extending from the town

23 Chamides (plural masculine of the noun Cham in Greek) were the inhabitants of the region called
Chamouria in north-western Greece, mainly in the province of Thesprotia. According to Kargakos
(2008), Chamides was a mix Greek-Albanian population part of whom were Islamised of their own free
will during the 17" century. During the WWII, after collaborating with the Italians against Greeks,
Muslim Chams fled to Albania (some of them returned later on). Chamides are considered to be the peak
of the Albanian territorial claims over Greece (Kargakos, 2008, p. 288).
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of Livanates, Fthiotis, to the villages of Messinia and Lakonia, in the Peloponnese.
However, in this area the language is only spoken by a limited number of elder speakers
(Embirikos et al., 2001). Language maintenance depends on the region, as well as on
how densely populated an area is by the Arvanitika-speaking communities. The second
most populated Arvanitika-speaking region is Epirus in north-western Greece. This
Arvanitika community extends from the village of Loutsa, Preveza, to the town of
Filiates, Thesprotia. The language continuum was, notably, disrupted after the outflow
of Chams sweeping down to the villages of Delvino and Vouthroto, south Albania.
More particularly, this region extends to the towns of Filiates, Parga, Margaritio and
Paramythia, or else the area of Ancient Thesprotia (Embirikos et al., 2001). This area
is of historical interest regarding the geographic coherence and continuum of the
Arvanitika language, which is most likely due to its territorial connection with Albania.
According to Embirikos et al. (2001), the third most populated Arvanitika-speaking
region is in the prefecture of Evros, Serres, and other surrounding regions whose
population consists of refugees coming from eastern Thrace. Furthermore, there are
three Arvanitika-speaking villages in Florina, namely Lehovo, Flabouro, and
Drosopigi, the village of Mandres in Kilkis, and the village of Plikati in Konitsa
(Embirikos et al., 2001).

A Dbrief overview of the Arvanite population in the three main Arvanitika-speaking
regions of the present study is to be presented below. It is worth mentioning that the
Arvanitika-speaking participants of this study originated from various regions, yet the
three regions presented below are the ones where the main face-to-face fieldwork took
place. These regions are Attica and Boeotia, the Peloponnese, and Florina. Attica and
Boeotia are presented together as their Arvanite population appears to have common

historical grounds.
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3.3.4.1.1. Arvanites of Attica and Boeotia

According to Sasse, (1991, as cited in Liosis, 2007) there used to be 300 Arvanitika-
speaking settlements in South and Central Greece. When the region of Arta, Epirus,
suffered from pestilence in the 14" century, certain Arvanite families relocated to Attica
and named the regions where they settled in after their family names®* (Kargakos,
2008). Kargakos (2008) mentions that this population who moved to Attica and Boeotia
resisted Islamisation during the Ottoman Empire wishing to diverge from the Albanians
who converted and later allied themselves with the Ottomans (e.g., Chamides). This
decision made them start self-identifying as ‘Arvanites’, a term which linked them to
Arvon, as referred above (see section 3.3.3.). A group of the Arvanites residing in Attica
and Boeotia moved to Euboea and the surrounding islands, and became exceptional
mariners (Kargakos, 2008). As opposed to the north Albanians, Arvanites led the
revolution and liberated Athens under the leadership of Meletis Vasiliou. Arvanites
originating from South Albania — a region highly influenced by the Byzantine element
— along with their Christian Orthodox religion, at least in their majority, were
assimilated to the local Greek population (Kyriazis, 1996, as cited in Liosis, 2007).
Kargakos (2008) further underlines the importance of religion in the Greek
identification of the Arvanitika communities, since they have constructed various
monasteries, chapels, and churches in the places where they inhabited. Furthermore, as
also mentioned above, Arvanites were in the frontline of the Greek War of
Independence and prior to that they had also fought against the Franks. Arvanites of
Athens worked as farmers and shepherds in the land of Greeks and Franks, and from
there they moved to Euboea (Kargakos, 2008). Up to the mid-20" century, Arvanitika
was the prevailing language in the region of Menidi, Athens, especially among the

agricultural and shepherd populations (Kargakos, 2008).

24 For example, the region of Athens called Liosia was named after the family ‘Liosides’ (‘Afoondec’)
or ‘Liosei’ (‘Awwoaior’), as well as the region of Malakasa after the family of ‘Malakasei’
(‘Molaxacaior’) and, so on, Spata, Vari, Koropi etc. (Kargakos, 2008).
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3.3.4.1.2. Arvanites of the Peloponnese

As previously mentioned, the first massive establishment of Arvanites in Greece dates
back to the 14" century CE during the Empire of loannis Katakouzinos. Nonetheless,
with respect to the Arvanitika-speaking population of the Peloponnese, Biris (1998)
reports — based on different sources — that the first migratory waves took place in the
late 6™ century, along with the Slavs descent, during the Avars invasion. According to
the same author, Arvanites resided in the peninsula earlier than the 13" century CE, yet
the first known massive settlements of Arvanites in the Peloponnese took place in the
middle of the 14" century (Biris, 1998). The despot of the Despotate of the Morea?®
(see Map 3) at the time (1341-1355), Manuel Katakouzinos, son of loannis
Katakouzinos, called in 10.000 Tosk Albanians — expelled by Stefan Dusan from
Thessaly in 1350 — to settle in the south peninsula of Greece, the Peloponnese, which
had been hit by the wars (Kargakos, 2008; Biris, 1998). Biris (1998), however, refers
to a number of sources, which indicate that the real number of Arvanites migrating

towards today’s Greece in the era of Katakouzinos was much lower.

According to Kargakos (2008), another 10.000 Albanians moved from Akarnania and
Thessaly to the Peloponnese during the period of Theodore | Palaiologos, who then
became the new despot of Morea (1383-1407). These populations formed the core of
the Albanian settlements in the Peloponnese and they were experts in agricultural
activities, farming and hunting, while they further contributed to the development of
the region by transmitting their skills and virtuosity to the local population (Kargakos,
2008; Biris, 1998). According to Liosis (2007), Arvanites reached the Peloponnese
passing through Achaia and Corinth until they spread all over the peninsula. Part of this
population left the Peloponnese in the 16™ century CE and moved to southern Italy and
Sicily (Liosis, 2007). This population migrating to Italy are ancestors of today’s
speakers of Arbéresh, the ‘sister language’ of Arvanitika in the South of Italy and Sicily,
the speakers of which are called Arbéreshé (Liosis, 2007; Derhemi, 2002).

%5 The Despotate of the Morea or Mystras was a province of the Byzantine Empire during the mid-14™
and mid-15™ centuries CE. It extended to approximately the whole territory of the Peloponnese. It was
ruled by the sons of the then Byzantine Emperor, under the title of despots.
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3.3.4.1.3. Arvanites of Florina

Since the middle of the 19" century there have been two settlements in Florina,
Belkameni and Negrovani, today called Drosopigi and Flabouro, respectively. Before
Arvanites settled in these two villages, they had built a purely Arvanitika-speaking
community at the village of Lehovo, which still exists to date (Embirikos et al., 2001).
Arvanites of Drosopigi and Flabouro originate from Plikati of Konitsa, Epirus, which
was a purely Arvanitika-speaking village. Its inhabitants worked mainly as builders,
something that also applies to the aforementioned three Arvanitika-speaking villages of
Florina. The Arvanitika-speaking communities of these villages were rarely in contact
with the other linguistic minorities of Florina (e.g., the Macedonian-speaking and the
Vlach-speaking communities of the surrounding villages) until 1960. Following WWII
and the Greek Civil War, and mainly after 1960, the Arvanitika communities all around
Greece, including Florina, started coming into contact with other linguistic
communities (Embirikos et al., 2001).

3.3.5. The Sociolinguistic status of Arvanitika: decline and Degree of Endangerment
3.3.5.1. Contributing factors to the decline of Arvanitika

The contemporary sociolinguistic status of Arvanitika is inextricably linked to the
socio-historical past of Greece, which affected the fate of most minority languages
found on Greek territory. A number of historical events during the 20" century led to
an increase of the intention on the part of the Greek nation-state to strengthen the Greek
national ideal in the country and contributed to the formation of Greece’s monolingual
sociolinguistic landscape: the Metaxas’ dictatorship from 1936 to 1941; the WWII from
1939 to 1945; the Greek Civil War in 1946-1949; and, assimilative policies adopted by
the Greek State as early as 1936 — during the dictatorship — and throughout the Cold
War (Robou-Levidi, 2017). The turbulence caused by these events allowed for
assimilative policies to be implemented, which led linguistic minorities and their

languages to become minoritised and marginalised (see section 3.2.).

As Haugen (2003) argues the nation-state is built on the ideal of nationhood, and it

embraces the notion of ‘not only having one language, but having one’s own language,
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which secludes a population from other populations who might undermine its loyalty’
(p. 416). Therefore, in the name of the ‘one language-one nation’ ideal adopted by the
Greek State, Arvanitika — as other minority languages in Greece — was subject to
constant minoritisation as well as politicisation (see section 3.2.).

Today, Arvanitika, being in contact with the Greek language for more than seven
centuries, has been facing constant attrition (Tsitsipis, 1998). In fact, the Arvanitika
language appears to be one of the most endangered minority languages in Greece with
Ethnologue — in its classification of language’s endangerment four years ago — reporting
it as a ‘moribund’ language (Simons & Fennig, 2019). However, today, Ethnologue
provides a broader classification of languages’ degree of endangerment, reporting
Arvanitika as ‘endangered’ language (Eberhard, Simons & Fennig, 2023). Tsitsipis
(1998) states that there has been a rapidly growing language shift towards the socially
dominant language, Greek, while Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) had made the
assumption that Arvanitika would ‘quite probably die out completely in the next two or

three generations’ (p. 138).

The socio-political setting in which minority languages are found is of utmost
importance to their trajectory. For example, Arvanitika in Greece is rapidly dying out
as opposed to its ‘sister’ language in Italy, Arbéresh, that is not threatened as much. An
explanation to this was given by Hamp (1978) who attributes the more ‘advantaged’
status of Arbéresh to the medieval division of ‘city-states’, according to which, people
of each locality maintained their own linguistic habits, including both Italian and non-
Italian dialects. More recent reports by Ethnologue (Simons & Fennig, 2019) also
confirm the difference between Arvanitika and Arbéresh as concerns their state of
endangerment. For example, Arbéresh appears to have 380.000 speakers, according to
the 2012 census, while it is also taught in some local public schools and is spoken by a
number of young people and the majority of adults. Arbéresh is spoken in the regions
of Calabria, Molise Sicily, Palermo, and possibly in Apulia and Basilicata (Simons &
Fennig, 2019).

According to Tsitsipis (1998), Greece, as opposed to Italy, has never implemented a
recognised policy on speech heterogeneity in light of its linguistic diversity. As is the
case with most minority languages spoken in Greece, the use and study of the
Arvanitika language has never been integrated in the educational system of Greece,
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while the geographic dispersion might have also played an important role in the lack of
language continuum, and hence, contributed to the dying status of the language. To be
more precise, the lack of a compact space within which the language could be
legitimised and protected with specific actions could be considered as a contributing
factor for the endangered status of Arvanitika. Additional socio-economic factors, such
as urbanisation and the social obsolescence on the use of Arvanitika did not allow for
the development of tight links between the Arvanitika community and language in order
for the language continuum to be maintained. These developments were followed by
the assimilation of Arvanites into the dominant monolingual Greek society (Tsitsipis,
1998).

Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) list a number of different factors that appeared to be
instrumental in this assimilation. A key factor seems to have been the Ottoman
occupation, which brought together the Greek and the Albanian ethnic groups under the
umbrella of a common religious community, that of the Greek Orthodox Church
(Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983). ‘The Greek Orthodox Church and the clergy of this body
have typically tended to play down the fact of ethnic differences and to emphasise the

religious similarities’ (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983, p. 128).

By drawing on the concept of assimilation, Tsitsipis (1998), and Trudgill and Tzavaras
(1983) highlight the key role of the end of WWII and the aftermath of the Greek Civil
War in Hellenization taking place on Greek territory. Valakopoulos (1979, as cited in
Tsitsipis 1998) refers to Metaxas stating that

In spite of the fact that he leaned heavily towards western democracies, he did
not avoid influences from the ideological trends and institutions of the
totalitarian state. He cultivated the idea of the third Greek civilization after the

first of ancient Greece and the second of Byzantium (p. 14).

Tsitsipis (1998) reports that Metaxas’ nationalistic policy, including the sponsorship of
the publication of a grammar in the demotic form of Greek, obliged Arvanites to face
the dominance of Greek, and as a result to sustain an heteroglossic awareness. Gefou-
Madianou (1999) further argues that  Arvanitika being an Albanian idiom, with mixture
of some Turkish and Greek words, raised the question of the very heritage upon which

the new nation’s identity was being forged’ (p. 420).
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Adding in Tsitsipis’ (1998) argument on the reasons why Arvanitika has been
endangered, Liosis (2007) identifies four factors contributing to the endangerment state
of Arvanitika in the past years, namely (a) industrialisation, (b) urbanisation, (c)
education, and (d) contact with other communities. With respect to the former two
factors, industrialisation and urbanisation, Dimmendaal (1989) illustrates the diffusion
of the languages of East Africa through these procedures, which led to the dominance
of some languages over others, adumbrating the latter. Tsitsipis and ElImendorf (1983)
refer to the establishment of an industrial unit in an Arvanitika-speaking village that
was isolated until then, something that deterred Arvanitika residents from moving to
large urban centres in the 1960s. This industrial unit attracted a large number of male
Arvanites for years, until WWII and the Greek Civil War had an impact on the life of
the village. In this case, Arvanitika was preserved as people could find work in the
vicinity of their homes and they did not need to move away into other places; therefore,
they were able to keep using Arvanitika between them and kept a closely knit social

network.

In terms of the educational dimension, Liosis (2007) argues that the communication
contexts of a speaking community have to be accepted on a supra-local level (e.g.,
schools) and go beyond the private contexts (e.g., family). Liosis (2007) further
underlines the key role of educational institutions in such a process. The educational
dimension in the case of Arvanitika lies on the fact that not only the language was never
included in education but, on the contrary, the educational context was one of the basic
means used for its oppression. Embirikos et al. (2001) state that, especially in the years
after WWII and the Greek Civil War, teachers applied determent tactics to prevent
students from speaking Arvanitika at school since it was considered a ‘barbarian’
language. Similar findings were underlined by Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) drawing
on the responses of participants in their study, who testified that they experienced
discrimination and offending comments by their teachers for speaking Arvanitika at
school or for using Arvanitika words instead of Greek ones when encountering
difficulties in speaking Greek. It is important to recall that Trudgill and Tzavaras’
participants were bilingual in both Greek and Arvanitika — while the eldest ones had
Arvanitika as their L1. Thus, there was a hostile environment in the school context for

those who were used to speaking Arvanitika in most contexts of their social life.
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Regarding the dimension of linguistic minorities’ contact with other communities,
Dorian (1981, as cited in Liosis 2007) argues that a language policy that limits the
speaking of a minority language at home and excludes it from school, does not
necessarily lead to the displacement of that language, yet in combination with other
factors, such as the potential discrimination against the language and/or its speakers,
could definitely contribute to such a process. The factor of discrimination has been the
case with Arvanitika speakers who, as mentioned above, have been discriminated
against at school for speaking their heritage language. Liosis (2007) points out that
school was the place where negative attitudes towards Arvanitika were amplified as the
Greek language policy was and is still based on an ethnic ideal, promoting the
instruction of only standardised Modern Greek. The contact of Arvanitika speakers with
the Greek-speaking community appears to have contributed to its gradual decline.
Tsitsipis and Elmendorf (1983) place emphasis on the contrast between Kiriaki, a
formerly isolated village, and Spata, an industrial region right outside Athens, in that
the latter ensured regular interactions with the ‘monolingual’ Greek-speaking
community due to its proximity to Athens. Tsitsipis (1981, as cited in Liosis, 2007) also
illustrates that, as opposed to Spata, in the case of the villages in Boeotia, such as
Kyriaki, the lack of a road network for many decades delayed the contact of Arvanites
with the non-Arvanitika-speaking population, something that led to the preservation of
Arvanitika for a longer period in these regions. In this vein, Fishman (1971, as cited in
Liosis, 2007) points out that physical isolation appears to be a prerequisite for the

preservation of minority languages.

3.3.5.2. Arvanitika’s Degree of Endangerment

In order to understand the degree of endangerment of the Arvanitika language, a close
look at the degrees of endangerment of languages as described by the UNESCO Ad
Hoc Expert Group on Endangered Languages should be taken (UNESCO, 2003). The
six degrees of languages’ endangerment are measured in reference to their

intergenerational transmission as listed below.
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Degree of Endangerment

1.
2.

6.

safe

vulnerable

definitely endangered

severely endangered

critically endangered

extinct

Intergenerational Language Transmission

When a language is spoken by all generations

When most children speak the language, but it may not be used
in some domains

When the youngest generation does not learn the language as
mother tongue

When language is spoken by the oldest speakers; middle-aged
speakers may understand it, yet they do not transmit it to their
descendants

When the youngest speakers are of the eldest generation, and
they speak the language rarely and partially

When there are no speakers left to speak the language

Figure 2. Six Degrees of Languages’ Endangerment in reference to Intergenerational Language Transmission as
described by UNESCO (2003, p.8).

According to this classification by UNESCO and based on the sociolinguistic studies
conducted in the past (e.g., Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975; Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007),
yet most importantly, on the current sociolinguistic status of Arvanitika and its
linguistic community, as reported in the present study (see ‘Chapter 5°), one could
assume that Arvanitika is found in the above classification between the ‘severely
endangered’ and the ‘critically endangered’ status. In a different and broader
classification (e.g., institutional-stable-endangered-extinct), Ethnologue classifies
Arvanitika as ‘endangered’ language (Eberhard, Simons & Fennig, 2023). Regardless
of the classification one follows, the endangerment of Arvanitika can be justified by
both the aforementioned sources as much as by participants of the present study,
something that could lead to a further assumption, that is, that today’s Arvanitika
speakers — the eldest ones who are bilingual in both Arvanitika and Greek — are possibly

the last generation to speak the language.
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3.3.6. Linguistic attitudes within the Arvanitika-speaking community

There have been a few (socio-)linguistic studies?® recounting the attitudes of Arvanitika
speakers towards their language (e.g., Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983; Tsitsipis 1998; Botsi,
2003; Liosis, 2007). I will, here, focus on some of their relevant findings as regards the
linguistic attitudes towards Arvanitika, the ones containing the key dimensions on

which this study was based.

The first study on the linguistic attitudes towards the Arvanitika language was a study
carried out between 1973 and 1975 by Trudgill and Tzavaras (1975). The study took
place in a number of Arvanitika villages in Attica and Boeotia; its main aim was to
scrutinise the extent of language maintenance in Arvanitika, the level and nature of
code-switching?’ occurring between Greek and Arvanitika, the linguistic change and
intervention in Arvanitika, as well as the sociopolitical and educational discrimination
of Arvanitika and its speakers as a linguistic minority in Greece (Trudgill & Tzavaras,
1983). The findings, particularly, included the attitudes of Arvanites towards their
language, which seemed to be affected by the relation between language and identity.

Trudgill and Tzavaras (1975) found that there was a strong shift from Arvanitika to
Greek, which appeared to be, partially, reflected in speakers’ attitudes and, partially,
caused by them. The results indicated negative attitudes towards the language on the
part of younger in age Arvanitika speakers, neutral attitudes on the part of the middle-
aged ones, and relatively positive attitudes on the part of the eldest ones (Trudgill &
Tzavaras, 1983). According to Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983), negative attitudes
included Arvanitika speakers’ perception of the ‘inferiority’ of Arvanitika, something
that was juxtaposed with and justified by the ‘superiority’ of Greek as a more classical,
expressive language, which has a written status in contrast to Arvanitika. Furthermore,
the answers were indicative of the ethnic group membership with Arvanites confirming
their Greek ethnic identity, particularly stressing that they are not Albanians or Turks
(Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983). The arguments used by the eldest participants to support

their use of Arvanitika included their perception of Arvanitika being more expressive

% Tt should be noted that Botsi’s (2003) sociolinguistic study on the Arvanitika communities of Attica (Vilia)
provides further insights on the sociolinguistic background of the linguistic community in question; yet its results
were not included in this dissertation due to the fact that it is written in German, a language that is not included in
the researcher’s linguistic repertoire, which is why it was not possible to be cautiously studied.

27 Code-switching describes the process of alternating languages in a conversation.
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than Greek, more picturesque, better to use in certain topics, and a legacy they inherited
by their ancestors. Such answers reveal the grading of the Arvanitika language as a
solidarity code and Greek as a code of distance and power, as also explicitly described
by Tsitsipis (1998).

With regards to the questions related to the disadvantages of speaking Arvanitika,
younger participants pointed to the ‘problems with children, with the opposite sex, and
making a bad impression’ as their opposing arguments (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983, p.
134). Contrarily, supporting arguments of the use of the language had to do with the
solidarity use of the language such as that the language is more suitable for telling jokes
and secrets, for talking to older people, and for fostering feelings of closeness to others
(Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983). The value speakers pay to the solidarity role of Arvanitika
could be connected with the frequency of using it or the attitudes towards the
intergenerational transmission and the maintenance of the language. Trudgill and
Tzavaras (1983) point out that during their research ‘there were no signs of any
Arvanitika revival movement’ but they accepted the possibility that the covertly
favourable expressed attitudes related with traits of solidarity, honesty and relationship

of familiarity could contribute to the language’s revival (p. 138).

According to Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983), the findings concerning the Arvanitika
speakers’ attitudes towards their language were, to a certain extent, controversial,
divulging a conflict on their ethnic identity. Most informants answered that they are
proud to be Arvanites, something which would normally oppose their negative attitudes
towards the language. However, as Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) underline, at the same

time they wanted to make clear that they are Greek.

Most importantly, the findings of Trudgill and Tzavaras’ (1983) study showed an
important, yet worrying outcome; younger speakers were not interested in transmitting
Arvanitika to their descendants, as they believed that the language is of low status and
it does not serve as a useful code to their social life and professional development.
Another interesting issue arising in that study was the contradiction between ethnic and
linguistic awareness; while most participants stated that they feel proud of their
Arvanitika identity, at the same time, they did not attach much value to speaking the

language (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983).
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Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) identified a number of reasons, which led the younger
terminal speakers of Arvanitika to express negative attitudes. Notably, the researchers
attributed these attitudes to the eliminative policy of the Greek governments towards
minority languages since WWII, with the educational system and the media being at
the core of it. Moreover, the intolerance on the part of the Greek State towards linguistic
and ethnic diversity has isolated minority languages in Greece as rural languages, which
might have led to their further isolation as outdated, not sophisticated languages bearing
low status (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983).

Another systematic sociolinguistic study on the Arvanitika language is that of Tsitsipis
(1998) taking place in Kiriaki and Spata, Boeotia and Attica, respectively. Tsitsipis’
work lies in the field of anthropological sociolinguistics, mainly focusing on linguistic
ideologies and linguistic shift in the discourse of the speakers from Arvanitika to Greek
as societal praxis. Moreover, Tsitsipis (1998) employs the terms self-deprecation and
subordination to portray the speakers’ view of the language as an inferior one. This
reflects language shift to the dominant and more prestigious Greek and linguistic
ideology, a term which has been formulated by Silverstein (1979) as ‘any set of beliefs
about language articulated by the users as a rationalisation or justification of perceived
language structure and use’ (p. 193). Another concept in Tsitsipis’ (1998) study is
heteroglossia, which he described as the transition from the once ‘peaceful coexistence
of languages in a pre-industrial socio-economic mode of production by a battlefield in
which the one linguistic code for intracommunity use is now opposing Greek, which

expresses distance and power’ (Tsitsipis, 1995, p. 546).

Tsitsipis did not aim at particularly investigating the Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes
towards Arvanitika, but since the notion of linguistic shift also entails latent information
on the sociocultural framework of a language and its linguistic community, several
features regarding the attitudes of Arvanites emerged among his findings. More
specifically, negative attitudes towards Arvanitika were expressed by both fluent and
terminal speakers. Their overt low esteem about Arvanitika, beside its solidarity use,
was attributed by Tsitsipis to the long process of subordination resulting in self-
depreciation (Tsitsipis, 1998). The outcome related to the terminal speakers described
by Tsitsipis as across-the-border voice is of particular interest. In his review on

Tsitsipis’ work, Trudgill (2001) explains the term as:
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A way of expressing themselves and behaving linguistically which enables them
to fullfil a dual role, that of a community insider, but an insider with a certain
degree of critical distance. This is manifested not only in their relative linguistic
incompetence but also in what they actually say, often expressed in what the

author calls ‘slim texts’, meaning short utterances which express this critical

distance (p. 115).

Tsitsipis (1998) further states that terminal speakers apart from being inadequate in
their linguistic performance in Arvanitika, they were incompetent in their engagement
to the narratives. An across-the-border voice, as it is observed in terminal speakers’
narratives, was most likely the outcome of an objectivating attitude and conduct, which
is explained by Tsitsipis (1998) as ‘a universal of speakers’ language awareness’ (p.
99). Yet, at the same time, their speech included an intersubjective component. These
two attitudes’ coexistence indicated their struggle to ‘negotiate a certain type of flexible
group identity’ (Tsitsipis, 1998, p. 101). Such ambivalent stances show both support
and deprecation of their language and, according to Trudgill (2001), are very common
in communities undergoing language shift, since people try to address a transitional

situation, in which they also ought to be aware of the extent they consent to.

Tsitsipis (1998) further pointed to the fluent Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes as also being
quite ambiguous but surely to a lesser extent than those of the terminal speakers.
Notably, fluent speakers expressed a positive cultural stance towards Arvanitika, but
also pragmatism with respect to the linguistic and social change their community has
been undergoing. Therefore, they seem to be shifting to Greek, as if they accept this
shift as an expected consequence (Tsitsipis, 1998). Finally, Tsitsipis (1998) underlines
that the solidarity use of Arvanitika did not serve as a deterrent to the expression of

negative attitudes on the part of both fluent and terminal speakers.

Liosis’ (2007) study revealed ambiguous attitudes on the part of the Arvanitika speakers
towards Arvanitika. On the one hand, the speakers were negative towards their language
and the Albanian-related identities attached to it so as to avoid stigmatisation. Liosis
(2007) argues that the presence of Albanian migrants in Greece might have acted as a
catalyst for Arvanitika’s demise due to its effect on speakers’ self-esteem and self-
identification. The author underlines the negative connotation of the term ‘Albanian’ in
the contemporary Greek society which is accompanied by preconceptions that are
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unfavourable to the Albanian community and subsequently to the Arvanitika speakers
due to their identification with the former. Liosis (2007) points out that such prejudices
and stereotypes might have led the Arvanitika speakers to distance themselves from the
Albanian identity/-ies often by pointing to the difficulties in mutual intelligibility
between Arvanitika and Albanian, or by being dismissive of the Albanian language.
These stereotypes may be to blame for the Arvanitika speakers’ wish to distance
themselves from the Albanian and, consequently, from the Arvanitika identity, too
(Liosis, 2007).

On the other hand, the elder in age Arvanitika speakers were nostalgic about the past as
a period when Arvanitika enjoyed some level of prestige and support. For those
speakers, Arvanitika was attached to traditional ethics and solidarity among the
members of the Arvanitika community, which ceased to exist along with the language
(Liosis, 2007). According to Liosis (2007), several old speakers’ strong emotional
attachment to Arvanitika, their age, as well as their competence in Arvanitika were
some of the reasons why they displayed positive attitudes. Younger ‘terminal’ speakers,
however, also exhibited favourable attitudes towards Arvanitika, suggesting that the
emotional attachment to the language may not necessarily be connected to speakers’
level of competence. Positive attitudes were further related to Arvanitika being useful
in conversing with Albanians, to its use as a secret communication and protection code
mainly in the past, and to the fact that it is a language that you can learn for free. This
latter viewpoint is in contrast to the speakers’ view of Arvanitika being an ‘inferior’
language when contrasted to languages of a ‘superior’ status such as English and
German which, according to several participants, are more useful languages than
Arvanitika due to the tourism development, their teaching at school and their promotion
through the media (Liosis, 2007). The Arvanitika speakers further juxtaposed
Arvanitika with the ‘superior’ Greek language (and culture) attributing Arvanitika’s
‘inferiority’ to its lack of written form, lack of official status and its non-equivalence to

the Greek history and culture.

Liosis (2007) underlines that positive attitudes might have been superficial due to the
formality of the questionnaire as much as due to a posteriori and positive attitudes
towards Arvanitika exhibited from a safe distance regardless of speakers’ competence

and the spontaneous discourse of the interviews.
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Liosis (2007) did not directly investigate the non-Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes towards
Arvanitika, but rather investigated them by means of asking the Arvanitika speakers
about the formers’ perception on the Arvanitika language and community. The author
highlights that the said negative attitudes exhibited by part of the non-Arvanitika
community towards Arvanitika and its speakers were expressed by his participants by
means of referring specific terms used to stigmatise Arvanitika speakers as people of
low cultural level. According to Liosis (2007), most Arvanitika speakers expressed their
view that the members of the wider Greek society hold negative attitudes towards the

Arvanitika community, language and origin.

The vast majority of the Arvanitika speakers participating in Liosis’ (2007) study
appeared to be aware of the upcoming extinction of their language. Regarding the use
of Arvanitika, Liosis (2007) points out that the language has been either used in the
form of jokes, curses and other similar forms of communication or has been just used
by very old speakers, confirming the findings of the two aforementioned studies and

signaling Arvanitika’s fate.
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3.4. Conclusion

In this chapter, | first presented the sociolinguistic setting in Greece, referring to the
(non)-protection of minority languages, as these have not been recognised by the Greek
state. Moreover, | highlighted the negative impact of the dominant political attitudes on
the trajectory of minority languages, in the sense that the latter has been dictated by a
nation-centered ideology. In other words, I made the point that the State’s intolerance
of linguistic diversity, as well as past hostile policies in the name of Hellenization, the
violation of linguistic rights, especially during the dictatorships, and the assimilative
tactics such as the ban of speaking minority languages at school affected the trajectory

of minority languages found on Greek territory.

Furthermore, | introduced the socio-historical and socio-linguistic background of
Arvanitika. Regarding the former, | presented the sociohistorical course of Arvanitika,
mentioning also the discrepancies on the population estimates that may be connected
with the State’s intolerance of minority languages. Regarding the socio-linguistic
background of Arvanitika, a Tosk variety of Albanian, | highlighted the fact that the
seven centuries long presence of Arvanites on the Greek territory has led to the loan
and adoption of many Greek words as well as to the language’s reduction and

simplification.

Another point of interest | introduced in this chapter concerns the factors that
contributed to Arvanitika’s declining trajectory and to its current endangered status.
Quite important among them are the turbulence caused by historical events that led to
assimilation policies and to the minoritisation of Arvanitika and its speakers, the
monolingual system of education, the speakers’ experiences of discrimination, the
processes of industrialisation and urbanisation, as well as the contact with other

linguistic communities.

Finally, | provided insights emerging from past sociolinguistic studies on the
ambiguous attitudes of Arvanitika speakers’ regarding Arvanitika. Several speakers
were found to perceive Arvanitika as inferior and not be willing to transmit it, while the
more positive attitudes applied mainly to the solidarity use of Arvanitika with their
close ones. What is more, terminal speakers showed a certain extent of self-deprecation
and a struggle in negotiating a flexible group identity. While showing an ambiguity in
their attitudes towards Arvanitika, old fluent speakers appeared to have positive
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attitudes regarding their Arvanitika-related culture and they were nostalgic about the
past when Arvanitika enjoyed some level of prestige and support. Moreover, several
old speakers appeared to have a strong emotional bond with Arvanitika, which might
be also connected with their high fluency in the language; yet as several younger
speakers also showed positive attitudes, competence did not appear as an exclusive
criterion for one’s positive attitude towards the language. At the same time, speakers
were found to be characterised by certain degree of pragmatism, something that also
explains their shift towards the Greek language. Lastly, there is an assumption that the
Albanian migration to Greece might have affected Arvanitika’s demise. These findings
are of great interest and they are going to be compared with the findings of the present

study in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 4. Methodology

Introduction

In this chapter, | explicitly present all the methodological steps of the present study.
This begins with the rationale (see section 4.1.), followed by an introduction of the
research design, recruitment methods (see sections 4.2. - 4.5.2.), research procedures of
the pilot and main studies (see sections 4.6. - 4.6.2.2.), ethical considerations (see
section 4.7.), and finally, the methodological approaches used for the analyses of the
data (see sections 4.8. - 4.8.2.3.). The present chapter presents all processes taken place
during the implementation of the study through their step-by-step description, as well
as the thoughts and the outcomes of how and why the methods, the research questions,

the changes upon the pilot studies and other procedures were employed.

4.1. Rationale

According to previous sociolinguistic studies on the Arvanitika community and
language, it has been observed that older speakers’ attitudes tended to shift from
positive to negative and ambiguous attitudes over the years (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983;
Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007). Thus, the present study initially aimed at investigating
the current linguistic attitudes of the Arvanitika-speaking community towards their
language in order to provide up to date insights regarding today’s sociolinguistic status
of the Arvanitika language. Regardless of the fact that language attitudes of the
Arvanitika linguistic community have been, to a certain extent, investigated in some of
the past studies, their further investigation seemed important in order to see how the
new generation of ‘speakers’ view Arvanitika. This research aims to contribute to our
understanding of the trajectory of Arvanitika across time, and to, thoroughly, examine
the reasons why it is as such through the investigation of the language attitudes of
today’s Arvanitika community. Furthermore, the present study includes regions that
had not been investigated in older studies (Tsitsipis, 1998; Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975;
Liosis, 2007), such as the prefecture of Florina. Most importantly, this study
investigates a variety of different regions and therefore a range of Arvanitika

communities around Greece, which were now studied synchronically. Indeed, further
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results have been collected by employing both qualitative and quantitative approaches,
using the measures of semi-structured interviews, focus group sessions and
questionnaires — the Matched-Guise Technique (MGT) initially included in the pilot
studies was, eventually, excluded from the main study for the reasons explained in the

relevant sub-chapter (see section 4.6.1.3.).

In addition to reporting new results on the Arvanitika communities’ attitudes after a
long gap in the relevant sociolinguistic research, and after having studied the available
research of the past, | chanced upon research gaps, which I considered to be of great
importance. These research gaps are dictated by the lack of studies on a) the attitudes
of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika, and b) the effect of the Albanian
migration wave in the '90s on  Arvanitika’s  trajectory  towards
endangerment/extinction. Question (a) regarding the non-Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes
arose from the previously mentioned studies and the pilot results of the present study,
reporting, for example, on oppression practices within the Greek monolingual context,
such as education, as well as stigmatisation incidents that some of the speakers
experienced in the past. In view of today’s Arvanitika’s endangered status, question (a)
was viewed as potentially providing fruitful information in relation to the role of the
wider community in the process of Arvanitika’s decline. Question (b) regarding the
effect of the ’90s-Albanian migration on Arvanitika’s declining trajectory and
endangerment state arose from our knowledge that there is, undoubtedly, mutual
intelligibility between (Tosk) Albanian and Arvanitika, as was, also, reported by
participants of the present study. What was further reported by participants in the pilot
studies is that, at least during the first years of the Albanian migration to Greece,
Arvanitika served as the basic means of communication between the Albanian migrants
and the Arvanitika speakers in Greece. Thus, it is striking how the language has reached
its current dying status even though it has, supposedly, been used once as the only
means of communication between the Arvanitika speakers and the Albanian migrants.
The assumption one could make is that mutual intelligibility and the use of Arvanitika
as a Lingua Franca between the two aforementioned groups of speakers has led to a
temporary ‘revival’ of Arvanitika even for a short period of time. However, after that
temporary ‘revival’, what were the reasons why the Arvanitika language has followed
a declining trajectory in the years following the migration and onwards, leading to its

endangerment today? Therefore, this study addresses this crucial question, as well.
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With respect to the timing of this study, this was considered critical given that the eldest
speakers — in this study those taking part in the interviews and the focus group sessions
— represent the last generation of fluent Arvanitika speakers and the last generation to
have experienced both the linguistic oppression in the past, from the Metaxas
dictatorship (1936-1941) onwards, and the Albanian migration to Greece during the
’90s. Assimilation practices that today’s older speakers of Arvanitika had experienced
in the past are considered crucial in potentially having an effect on their attitudes, yet,
also on the attitudes of the middle-aged and younger generation(s) of Arvanitika
speakers which might have been shaped through their post-memory, even though they

were not directly exposed to those practices.

Finally, the lack of recently reported sociolinguistic studies on the Arvanitika
communities of Greece played a major role in my decision to carry out the pilot studies,
which proved to be invaluable for the formation of purposeful research questions

adapted to the linguistic community and language in question.

4.2. Participants

4.2.1. Sample size

The sample size of the present study was estimated with respect to the target
population(s) taking into consideration the sociocultural setting in which participants
are found. Ddrnyei (2007) recommends investigating between 1% and 10% of the
population in question and ‘a minimum of 100 participants as a rule of thumb’ to
adequately describe its features (p. 99). Nonetheless, it would not be wise to generalise
this or any other models suggesting specific percentages of participants to be recruited
in studies, as each population has unique sociocultural, linguistic, and geographical
features, while other factors at play are also significant, such as the lack of recent and
reliable censuses to serve as a basis. The sociocultural, linguistic and geographical
characteristics of the Arvanitika-speaking community in Greece are unique as they
constitute an under-investigated linguistic community, the population of which remains
vague to date. Furthermore, the closeness of this community, at times, brought about
several challenges for the researcher in attempting to approach them as an outsider of
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their community. Taking the aforementioned facts into consideration, it could be argued
that the response rate on the part of the Arvanitika-speaking participants to the
questionnaires turned out to be considerably high, as 105 Arvanitika speakers
participated in the quantitative part of the study. When speaking of a linguistic minority
of an endangered language like Arvanitika, this number could be perceived as an
adequate number of participants. Nevertheless, in any case, the employment of
triangulation — the combination of both quantitative and qualitative approaches — could
overcome the potential limitations of a small-scale sample. With respect to the non-
Arvanitika speakers, 194 could be considered as a rather adequate number of
participants, as well, given the COVID-19 limitations, which, however, also offered the
advantage of recruiting participants from various regions and backgrounds, as the
questionnaires of the main study were distributed online (see section 4.6.2.1.).

4.2.1.1. Participants taking part in the questionnaire task: Arvanitika and non-

Arvanitika speakers

4.2.1.1.1. Arvanitika speakers

The Arvanitika-speaking participants taking part in the quantitative part of this study
were 105 in total, 47 of which were females and 58 were males. The age of the
Arvanitika speakers who filled in the questionnaire ranged between 18 and 88 years old
and their average age was 48.5 years. The vast majority of the Arvanitika speakers who
participated in the questionnaire task originate from Attica, Florina, Argolis, Euboea,
Boeotia, Thessaloniki, Thesprotia, Salamis island, and Fthiotis.

4.2.1.1.2. Non-Arvanitika speakers

Out of the 194 non-Arvanitika-speaking participants who completed the second
questionnaire, 138 were females and 56 were males. Their age ranged from 18 to 83
years old and their average age was 37.5 years. Participants of this group originate from
various regions, such as Thesprotia, Kavala, Larisa, Rodopi, Arkadia, Albania, Kithira,
loannina, Argolis, Lakonia, Serres, Crete, Achaia, Attica, Boeotia, Corinth, Ptolemais,
Corfu, Florina, Kozani, Thessaloniki, Orestias, Pella, Alexandroupolis, Magnesia, and
Tripolis.
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4.2.1.2. Participants taking part in the interviews and focus groups: Arvanitika

speakers

As regards the qualitative part of the study, 10 interviews with 21 Arvanitika speakers
were carried out in total, of which 8 participants were interviewed in the form of
individual interviews and 13 in the form of two focus group sessions. The first focus
group (FG1) consisted of 2 participants while the second focus group (FG2) consisted
of 11 participants. All interviews were conducted face-to-face, as opposed to the
collection of the questionnaires, which, for the most part, were distributed and
completed online. The Arvanitika-speaking participants taking part in the interviews
and focus groups were between 46 and 107 years old, and they were of different
backgrounds (e.g., origin, level of education, socioeconomic background). Participants
of this group originate from Attica, Florina, Argolis and Boeotia. The profile of the
Arvanitika-speaking participants who took part in the qualitative part of this study is
the following:

4.2.1.2.1. One-to-one interviews
Participant 1: 96-year-old female from Attica, former owner of a shop.

Participant 2: 107-year-old female from Attica, former public servant.
Participant 3: 93-year-old male from Attica, former shepherd.

Participant 4: 62-year-old male from Boeotia, former military officer.
Participant 5: 96-year-old female from Attica, former farmer.

Participant 6: 73-year-old male from Attica, former driver of municipal vehicles.
Participant 7: 87-year-old female from Attica, former farmer.

Participant 8: 50-year-old male from Florina, instructor.

4.2.1.2.2. Focus groups
Focus Group 1: 2 females between 83 and 87 years old from Florina, former farmer and

former teaching assistant.

Focus Group 2: 2 females and 9 males between 46 and 90 years old from Argolis.
Among them, there was a teacher, a priest and most of the other participants were

farmers.
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To sum up, the total sample in the present study consisted of 320 participants, of which
21 participants participated in the qualitative part — either in one-to-one interviews or
focus group sessions —and 299 took part in the quantitative part, the questionnaire task.
The two samples are distinct which means that the 21 participants of the qualitative part

of the study did not take part in the quantitative part and vice versa.

4.2.2. Selection criteria

The Arvanitika-speaking participants of this study were members of the Arvanitika
communities in Greece. Thus, the only criterion for their participation was to be a
member of the Arvanitika community and to be able to speak at least a few words in
Arvanitika. This wide range of participants’ competence in Arvanitika was allowed for
three reasons: First, because if the semi-speakers were excluded, there would most
likely not be a decent number of participants available, as fluent speakers are currently
rarely found and these are, for the most part, of the eldest generation; Second, if just the
eldest members of the Arvanitika community took part in the study, there would be no
comparisons between the different age groups’ attitudes. This being said, ‘Age’ was
proven to be a key variable in previous sociolinguistic studies on the Arvanitika
language (e.g., Tsitsipis, 1998; Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975); most importantly, the
attitudes of today’s youngest generation of Arvanitika speakers are of equal importance
as those of the eldest generation speakers, particularly, as this study’s interest also
includes Arvanitika’s trajectory. Indeed, comparisons between different age groups
appear to be crucial in this linguistic community as the language has been experienced
in different ways by participants of different age groups across time, including in the
’90s when Arvanitika temporarily flourished and then followed a declining trajectory.
Thirdly, as language is not an exclusive indicator of one’s membership in a linguistic
and cultural community, attitudes of the semi-speakers — thus, for the most part, of those
who belong in the youngest generation — could be also fruitful in understanding their
sense of belonging and their positioning(s) within the Arvanitika community as well as
their perception of the Arvanitika language. In other words, other aspects might appear
as consequential or necessary for Arvanitika participants in considering themselves

members of the Arvanitika community (e.g., origin). The views of these participants
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are also of utmost importance for the present study, especially bearing in mind that
these are encompassed in their attitudes towards their language, which is the key topic

under investigation in the present study.

With respect to the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, these were members of the
wider Greek community, thus the only criterion for their selection was for them to
reside in Greece, and not to be members of the Arvanitika community, meaning neither
having origin from an Arvanitika family nor speaking the Arvanitika language.
Furthermore, | chose not to limit the sample of this group of participants in terms of
their location (e.g., only participants living nearby Arvanitika-speaking regions). Thus,
there are participants coming from villages that surround several Arvanitika-speaking
villages, as well as participants from a variety of other regions throughout Greece. This
range in participants’ place of origin or residence allows for comparisons between non-
Arvanitika speakers who, for instance, hold relationships with Arvanitika speakers or
come from the surrounding to the Arvanitika-speaking regions, and those who do not
have any tights with the Arvanitika communities or are not exposed to the Arvanitika

language, whatsoever.

4.2.3. Extending the sample: inclusion of the non-Arvanitika speakers

The non-Arvanitika speakers were initially not included in the target sample of this
study. However, upon analysing the pilot questionnaires and interviews with regard to
the attitudes of the Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika, a new question came to the
fore: what are the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika-speaking community, thus of the wider
Greek society, towards the Arvanitika language? This question arose from one critical
theme that emerged from the pilot studies and was related to the discrimination that
Arvanitika speakers have experienced due to speaking Arvanitika. Furthermore, to date,
the non-Arvanitika community has not been investigated with respect to this group’s
language attitudes and views towards Arvanitika, something that could potentially
provide fruitful information on the trajectory of the language over the years as well as
serve as a supportive argument for the interpretation of the overall results of this study.
With regard to the role of the social setting and of the wider community in the
sustainability of endangered languages, Crystal (2000) describes endangered languages
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as the languages ‘spoken by enough people to make survival a possibility, but only in
favourable circumstances and with a growth in community support’ (p. 20). Therefore,
it was considered important to investigate — along with the Arvanitika speakers — the
members of the wider Greek society, the non-speakers of Arvanitika, in order to elicit

information regarding their role — if any — in Arvanitika’s decline.

The preliminary finding of ‘discrimination’ in the pilot studies was the one that raised
the question of whether, and to what extent, the non-Arvanitika-speaking community
has had an impact on the endangerment of the Arvanitika language. Despite the logical
implications stated in previous studies (Tsitsipis, 1983; Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1975;
Tsitsipis, 1998; Liosis, 2007), no systematic studies have been found to have
investigated the attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking people towards Arvanitika by
including this population in their sample?®. In several studies investigating language
attitudes, worldwide, significant differences in attitudes were found between speakers
and non-speakers of the language under investigation. For example, in their study on
teachers’ attitudes towards Welsh, Coupland, Williams and Garrett (1994) reported
significant differences between the Welsh-speaking and non-Welsh-speaking teachers.
Non-Welsh speakers downgraded the prestige and dynamism of the Cardiff and north-

east varieties of Welsh.

The hypothesis that people’s attitudes outside the linguistic community in question play
a role to the trajectory of the latter (minority) language along with the lack of studies
on the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika indicated the need
for the examination of this group of participants’ perceptions and attitudes towards the

Arvanitika language.

Furthermore, the initial aim of the present study was, among others, to investigate the
attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers who reside nearby Arvanitika speakers, as in
the Arvanitika-speaking regions where the pilot studies took place — face-to-face prior
to the COVID-19 outbreak — a great number of the neighbouring villages are inhabited
by bilingual speakers of both Greek and other minority languages, such as Vlach, Pontic
Greek, and Macedonian. However, it was then decided for the sample of these

participants to be further extended to the non-Arvanitika speakers who are not just from

28 | josis (2007) investigated, to a certain extent, attitudes on non-speakers towards Arvanitika, yet by
means of asking Arvanitika speakers about the formers’ views regarding Arvanitika, and not by directly
asking them as a second group of participants.
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the surrounding to Arvanitika-speaking regions, as this would allow for comparisons
between those who are neighbours to Arvanitika speakers or are exposed to the
language, and those who do not have any relations with members of the Arvanitika
community. Therefore, participants of this group were not necessarily speakers of other
minority language(s). The only criterion for their recruitment was not to be members of

the Arvanitika community — and, consequently, not to be speakers of Arvanitika.

4.3. Recruitment method

For the recruitment of participants, the Snowball Sampling was employed. The
Snowball Sampling is ‘a non-probability sampling technique where existing study
subjects recruit future subjects from among their acquaintances’ (Denzin, 2010, p. 67).
This recruitment method was chosen as the number of the actual Arvanitika speakers
appears to be limited and vague, according to previous censuses and studies (see Figure
1), as well as because a number of Arvanitika-speaking participants appeared reluctant
in taking part in the study, mainly due to the fact that the researcher, myself, is an
outsider to their community. The same recruitment method was further used for the
non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, and allowed for the recruitment of a large

number of participants during the COVID-19 pandemic.

4.4. Key people

During the informant-seeking process, the role of key people proved to be determinant.
In each region where the study took place — especially when | visited the Arvanitika-
speaking villages in person — there was at least one person who helped me meet up with
participants who would then be interviewed or that would be administered a
questionnaire. A major key person in this study, who accompanied me in the area of
Attica, was a female Arvanitika speaker at her 60s from an Arvanitika community in a
suburb of Athens of approximately 30.000 inhabitants. This particular key person
assisted in recruiting the majority of the interviewees coming from Attica but also in
administering questionnaires, as well as in recruiting participants for the pilot MGT.

Moreover, part of the field work took place in this key person’s residence, while, in
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other cases, being the main link between participants and the researcher, she attended
several interviews that took place in participants’ residences and in coffee houses. In
other regions, such as Argolis, the key person was a fellow student of the researcher
who helped in the recruitment of participants from an Arvanitika-speaking village in
the Argolis prefecture. In the region of Florina, the key person was an acquaintance of

the researcher who lives and works in the Florina prefecture.

4.5, Measures in data collection

4.5.1. Triangulation

I chose to implement the methods triangulation in the form of both qualitative and
quantitative approaches for the data collection (and the analyses), using the respective
qualitative measures of one-to-one semi-structured interviews and focus group
sessions, and the quantitative measures of questionnaires and the Matched-Guise
Technique; yet the latter was only used in the pilot study and was then excluded from
the main study. ‘Methods triangulation’, the combination of different methods in
research, was chosen in order to extract more accurate results as this model of research
aims to combine and accentuate the strengths of each separate method while it,
simultaneously, minimises their possible shortcomings and partiality (Denzin, 2010).
For example, qualitative methods, such as interviews, are more likely to appertain to
social desirability bias (Oppenheim, 1992), which occurs in instances when
participants are reluctant to express their real views to the researcher (e.g., providing
information which they think that would please the researcher), as interviews allow for
participants’ identification (Grimm, 2010). An example of social desirability bias could
be that, in a study investigating attitudes towards the environment, participants might
respond in a way showing they care for the environment as they think that society or
the researcher expects them to do so, yet in reality they might be indifferent towards it
(Grimm, 2010). Due to such potential weaknesses of the qualitative approaches, the
quantitative method of questionnaires is also used complementarily to the interviews
and confirms or questions the results of the latter. By the same token, questionnaires
have been related to acquisition bias as they often ‘present moderate, middle-of-the-

road responses, or affirmative responses’ in a more exaggerated light or significance
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(Hui & Triandis, 1989, as cited in Hua, 2016, p. 168). An example of acquisition bias
could be that most participants in a study choose neutral responses. Some researchers
address this issue by removing neutral items from a Likert scale (Hua, 2016), yet such
a strategy would not allow for potential neutrality in participants’ attitudes to be
expressed. Therefore, in this case semi-structured interviews could enhance and clarify
such results. It is evident that no perfect method exists, as the avoidance of any kind of
bias cannot be fully guaranteed. For this reason, the best we can do is minimise bias as
much as possible by using triangulation or by assuring anonymity and confidentiality
so that participants feel comfortable to report their real attitudes, beliefs and/or opinions
(Hua, 2016). Especially for a small-scale study, triangulation seems suitable in order to
confirm the suppositions made in the interviews or focus groups sessions through the
questionnaire results (Hua, 2016).

4.5.2. Questionnaires

The questionnaires were chosen as a suitable quantitative means for measuring the
attitudes of the participants through Likert-scale statements and collecting a large
number of participants’ demographic data. Apart from the Likert scale statements, the
questionnaires included open-ended and multiple-choice questions. The questionnaires
aimed at providing solid results on the attitudes of the Arvanitika population, which
were then compared with the results emerging from the interviews and the focus group

sessions (see Chapter 6).

Regarding the Likert scale attitudinal statements, both questionnaires — the one
distributed to the Arvanitika speakers and the one distributed to the non-Arvanitika
speakers — were, partially, based on Schmied’s (1991) study on attitudes towards
English in Africa (for the type of questions), and on Trudgill and Tzavaras’ (1983) and
Liosis’ (2007) studies (for part of the content of the questions). Schmied’s (1991)
questionnaire consisted of Likert scale statements representing principal thematic
categories as well as both negative and positive connotations in their wording. This
means that a number of statements were worded in a way expressing negative attitudes
towards English while the rest of the statements were worded in a way expressing

positive attitudes towards English. However, unlike the questionnaire(s) used in the
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present study, Schmied’s statements derived from several media sources and were
classified in categories such as ‘communicative arguments’, ‘national arguments’ and

‘personal arguments’.

In the present study, with regard to the Likert scale statements, | opted for the thematic
categories (or factors) which emerged from the Factor Analysis of the pilot
questionnaire (see section 4.8.1.1.). These thematic categories also aligned with some
of the themes emerging from the one-to-one pilot interviews (e.g., ‘language
maintenance, preservation and revival’ and ‘official recognition”). This process made
the formation of the main tool (specifically the Likert scale statements) more purposeful
for the current study on today’s Arvanitika-speaking communities. Moreover, the use
of both negative and positive wording in the statements aided in avoiding bias in
participants’ choices as well as potential bias that could also occur on the part of the
researcher. Furthermore, the attitudinal statements were presented on a 5-point Likert
scale with number 1 coinciding with ‘I strongly agree’ and number 5 with ‘I strongly
disagree’. I did not include numbers nor labels between these two extremes as | rather
intended to elicit the trends of participants’ attitudes instead of specifying them with
providing a specific label (e.g., | agree). The order of the attitudinal statements was also
not random. | deliberately avoided placing statements of the same factor (thematic
category) in a row or statements bearing positive/negative connotation for Arvanitika
inarow (e.g., three statements of negative connotation in a row). Despite their apparent
randomised order, statements were presented in a way that would keep participants on

the qui vive in order not to lapse into bias.

The final questionnaire administered to the Arvanitika speakers consisted of 48 items
in total (Appendix A). Three types of questions were included in the questionnaire: (a)
open-ended questions, (b) multiple-choice questions, and (c) Likert scale statements.
With respect to (a), the open-ended questions, these concerned: 1) participants’
perceptions of the number of the Arvanitika speakers and the Arvanitika-speaking
regions they are aware of, 2) demographic questions, 3) how they would characterise
someone speaking Arvanitika, 4) whether the Albanian migration have had an impact
on the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction, and 5) what reasons for Arvanitika
was led to its decline according to participants. With regard to (b), the multiple-choice
questions, these concerned: 1) demographic questions, 2) questions on the Arvanitika

language use (e.g., fluency, contexts, frequency), 3) questions on participants’ mother
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tongue, 4) questions on intergenerational transmission, and 5) questions aiming to elicit
what Arvanitika means to them. Regarding (c), the 28 Likert scale statements aimed at
eliciting participants’ attitudes towards Arvanitika. Each statement belongs in one of
the thematic categories (factors) that emerged from the Factor Analysis after the pilot

studies were conducted (see section 5.4.).

The final questionnaire administered to the non-Arvanitika speakers consisted of 36
items in total (Appendix A). Based on the first questionnaire, this second questionnaire
also included the following three types of questions: (a) open-ended questions, (b)
multiple-choice questions, and (c) Likert scale statements. With respect to (a), the open-
ended questions, these concerned: 1) participants’ perceptions of the number of the
Arvanitika speakers and the Arvanitika-speaking regions they are aware of, 2)
demographic questions, 3) how they would characterise someone speaking Arvanitika,
4) whether the Albanian migration have had an impact on the trajectory of Arvanitika
towards its extinction, 5) what reasons for Arvanitika came to its decline according to
participants, 6) what participants think of Arvanitika, and 7) questions on the languages
they speak, other than their mother tongue. With regard to (b), the multiple-choice
questions, these concerned: 1) demographic questions, 2) questions on participants’
mother tongue, 3) questions on their potential contact or relation with Arvanitika
speakers, 4) questions on their exposure to Arvanitika, and 5) whether they attempted
learning and/or speaking Arvanitika. Regarding (c), the 15 Likert scale statements
aimed at eliciting participants’ attitudes towards Arvanitika. Each statement belongs in
one of the thematic categories (factors) that emerged from the Factor Analysis after the
pilot studies were conducted (see section 5.4.). Two thematic categories were not
included in the questionnaire of this group of participants, namely ‘Oppression,
discrimination and stigmatisation’ and ‘Solidarity use of Arvanitika’, as the non-
Arvanitika speakers could not have any relevant experiences dictated by these specific

themes.
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4.5.3. Interviews and focus groups

In this study, the interviews and the focus group sessions were conducted as qualitative
approaches provide rich data on the nature of particular settings that quantitative

methods cannot provide in such depth.

Semi-structured interviews were preferred to structured ones, as these provided the
space for village communities to feel more comfortable in expressing their opinions and
emotions (Spardley, 1979). A second reason why semi-structured interviews were
chosen was for ‘the interview to be guided by the schedule rather than be dictated by
it” and as an attempt to build rapport with the interviewees, shed light on interesting
matters that arise during the procedure, as well as, to encourage the informants to talk
about their concerns on the issue (Smith, 2008, p. 58). Therefore, semi-structured
interviews were expected to follow a bottom-up path, allowing participants to be heard
and feel free to tell their own stories. These stories might have been connected to the
initial research questions but, allow for further themes to come up. The bottom-up or
data driven approach was, thus, chosen as ‘it allows patterns and tentative hypothesis
to emerge from analysis’ that could not be identified in the beginning of the study (Hua,
2016, p. 182). More importantly, the perceptions and thoughts of the participants were
considered as equally important to the initial research questions aiding in the emergence
of new thematic categories, which are meaningful to the Arvanitika community and,

consequently, to the present study.

For clarification purposes, it is important to, first, explain what constitutes a focus
group. According to Hua (2016) ‘a focus group interview is a type of interview, which
is an organised discussion with a selected group of individuals to elicit their views on a
topic’ (p. 182). The focus group sessions were chosen as they allow for participants’
interaction providing, at the same time, diversity in the discussion that potentially leads
to the elicitation of further consequential concepts (Hua, 2016). Moreover, the focus
groups proved useful in one other way, that is, when, in a few cases, the researcher’s
access to the community was denied, participants felt secure and provided access in the
presence of other speakers of their community (e.g., their relatives or friends) who then

participated in the focus group sessions.
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The final set of questions that was used in both the interviews and the focus group
sessions consisted of 25 questions (Appendix A). These included several demographic
questions (e.g., age, sex, education, occupation), questions on the participants’ mother
tongue and the regions where Arvanitika is spoken according to participants’
perception, questions on their competence in Arvanitika, and questions on the contexts
in which they use(d) it in the past and at present. The above questions were similar to
the ones in the quantitative tool in order to compare the data emerging from both
methods (see Chapter 6). The same applies for the questions that followed, which were
partially based on the questionnaires of Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) and Liosis (2007),
including questions about Arvanitika being taught at school, participants’ experiences
regarding speaking Arvanitika at school in the past, questions on the preservation of
Arvanitika, on its intergenerational transmission, and questions about the role of the
State in potentially protecting and preserving the language. This was done for the
purpose of comparing the new results with the relevant results of the past studies, when
applicable. Furthermore, there were questions on the lack of Arvanitika’s written status
and on whether this has affected the language’s trajectory, questions on the potential
revival of Arvanitika, its state of endangerment, whether participants spoke it with
Albanian migrants and whether the Albanian migration to Greece has had an impact on

Arvanitika’s trajectory.

It is important to mention that participants of the interviews were of the eldest
generation of Arvanitika speakers, which means that they form an excellent source of
information as some of them have experienced past events, such as the language
oppression during the Metaxas dictatorship, the post-war period, as well as the Albanian

migration to Greece in the *90s.
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4.6. Research procedures

4.6.1. Pilot studies

The two pilot studies included both qualitative and quantitative approaches, more
specifically interviews and questionnaires, in order to put together a valid protocol for
the measures of the main study. The need of conducting two pilot studies was dictated
by the fact that the questionnaire(s) — even though partially based on Schmied’s (1991)
study (regarding the type of questions), and on Trudgill and Tzavaras’ (1983) and
Liosis’ (2007) studies (regarding the content of the questions) — was constructed from
scratch, thus, the reliability and validity of the tool needed to be tested. Reliability refers
to the stability and consistency in participants’ answers, while validity confirms that the

tool measures what it aimed to measure (Hua, 2016).

The first pilot study was carried out in March 2019 in a suburb of Athens, a small town
of approximately 30.000 residents, and the second one in August 2019 in a village in
Florina of approximately 1.000 residents. Furthermore, one of the pilot interviews took
place in Athens in April 2019 with a participant from a village in Boeotia of
approximately 3.300 residents. Both pilot studies were carried out face-to-face a few
months before the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak.
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4.6.1.1. Pilot questionnaires

The pilot studies raised several thematic categories according to which the final
questionnaire(s) was formed. Pencil-and-paper questionnaires were administered to 17
Arvanitika-speaking participants, 5 in the first pilot study in Attica, and 12 in the second
pilot study in Florina. The two questionnaires — one for each pilot study — were slightly
different, since several questions were added to the second one in order to accommodate
all emerging themes from the first pilot study. The second tool — the one used in the
second pilot study — consisted of more than 60 questions in total (the Likert scale items

alone were 51).

4.6.1.1.1. Outcome of pilot questionnaire(s): weaknesses and modification of the
initial tool

Fatigue effect & social desirability bias: The length of the pilot questionnaire led to the
fatigue effect. This applied to all participants taking part in the pilot study regardless of
their age, yet especially to the eldest ones. For this reason, it was decided to trim the
questionnaire down. Another outcome of the pilot studies was the potential social
desirability bias on the part of both the researcher and the participants, as eldest
participants — over 80 years old — were orally asked the questions (including the Likert
scale statements) and answers were often vaguely given. For instance, when
participants were asked to indicate a number on the 5-point Likert scale, it was not
always easy for them to do so, as they did not fill in the questionnaire on their own, thus
they ended up answering vaguely; under these circumstances, it was on the researcher’s
judgment which number would be circled according to what was perceived from

participants’ reaction.

Re-evaluation of inclusion criteria: For the above reason it seemed relevant to prioritise
participants of younger and middle-aged groups in the questionnaire task of the main
study, yet not excluding the old ones in case some of them were able to fill in the
questionnaire on their own. The variable of ‘Age’ was used in comparing participants’
attitudes of all age groups, younger, middle-aged and older ones, as these emerged from

the questionnaires and the interviews. The demographic question of ‘Age’ was left open
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and participants’ age was classified into three categories corresponding to younger,

middle-aged and older participants for the purposes of the analysis of the main study.

4.6.1.2. Pilot interviews

For the purposes of the pilot studies, one-to-one interviews with four Arvanitika
speakers were carried out, of whom three were from Attica and one from Boeotia. These
are participants 1, 2, 3 and 4 (see section 4.2.1.2.1.). The pilot interviews remain part
of the data of the main study for five reasons: (a) their rich content was considered of
utmost importance for the study, (b) as some of the participants were over 80 years old,
the time they dedicated for the interviews was considered invaluable, (c) a second
interview might have led to a bias as participants would be aware of the questions asked,
(d) due to the pandemic outbreak a few months after the pilot studies, it would be rather
difficult to meet these participants in person again, (e) fluent Arvanitika speakers who
belong in the eldest generation and form a great source of information were difficult to
find, which along with the reluctance of several Arvanitika-speaking participants in
speaking to the researcher as an outsider of their community led to the decision of

including the pilot interviews in the main study.

4.6.1.2.1. Outcome of pilot interviews: weaknesses and modification of the initial tool

As regards the weaknesses of the old set of questions that were revealed during the pilot
interviews as well as the modifications that were made onwards, a few examples are

presented below.

Removing questions: One question was completely removed as it was proved to be
challenging for participants to understand the meaning it conveyed, most likely due to
the non-clear wording of it. The initial question was ‘Could you tell us some of the
features of the Arvanitika language and tradition?’. This question was replaced by a
similar one that was more focused on the Arvanitika people, that is, ‘Are there any
personality traits connected with the Arvanitika speakers?’. That question was

accompanied by an example of a characteristic phrase connected with the Arvanitika
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people in order to assist the participants’ understanding of the connotation (e.g., in
Greek: ‘apPavitiko kepdA’, in English: ‘stubborn as a mule’). This specific question
was added in order to elicit personality traits — attached to members of the Arvanitika
communities — as these are perceived by speakers themselves and it was first thought
that it could be compared with the results emerging from the MGT (e.g., labels
representing speakers’ views on the Arvanitika community and language). Despite the
fact that the MGT was, eventually, removed from the main study (see section 4.6.1.3.),
the question asking about Arvanitika people’s personality traits managed to elicit
speakers’ attitudes towards Arvanitika with respect to several features like the role of

the Arvanite women in the Arvanitika community (see section 5.16.).

Adding questions: Apart from modifying questions such as the above, during the pilot
interviews, a number of participants felt the need to express their emotions about
Arvanitika. This observation led to including further questions in the final set that would
aim at eliciting participants’ feeling towards their language such as ‘What does
Arvanitika mean to you?’. As the study followed a bottom-up approach, it was
considered important to include questions like the aforementioned one in the sense of
respecting and being consistent with participants’ needs, as well as in terms of
deploying a great source of data connected with their attitudes and views towards the
Arvanitika community and language. This was viewed as a great opportunity for
investigating aspects of participants’ views on Arvanitika that are truly meaningful to

them, and as a consequence, purposeful for the study per se.

Furthermore, outcomes emerging from the pilot interviews led to the formation of new
guestions that were then included in the quantitative tool, the final questionnaire(s). For
example, during the pilot interviews, Arvanitika speakers stated that they had used the
Arvanitika language extensively in the *90s to communicate with Albanian migrants.
Such a statement leads to the logical assumption that the language flourished during
that period. Therefore, a question was added that aimed at eliciting participants’ views
and attitudes regarding the unexpected decline of Arvanitika upon its temporary
‘revival’ during the Albanian migration to Greece, that is, ‘Did the Albanian migration
affect the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction? If so, in what way?’. This
question was included in the questionnaire(s) of both the Arvanitika and the non-

Arvanitika-speaking participants as an open-ended question.
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4.6.1.3. Pilot Matched-Guise Technique

4.6.1.3.1. The method

Apart from the pilot interviews and pilot questionnaires, the indirect method called the
Matched-Guise Technique was also used to elucidate speakers’ attitudes towards their
language. Due to research technical issues that | explain here, this technique was not
included later in the main study. However, the relevant research process is worth
mentioning. MGT belongs to the approaches that intend to elicit and evaluate speakers’
attitudes with the speaker evaluation paradigm, an umbrella term used to describe all
the indirect methods of attitude elicitation of speech perception experiments (Hua,
2016). It is a tool initially employed by Lambert and his associates in the 1960s
(Lambert et al., 1960) to investigate people’s attitudes toward social, geographical, or
ethnic language varieties — English and Canadian French — in bi-multilingual
environments. This indirect method is ‘considered to form the foundation of the social
psychological perspective of language attitudes’ (Ryan, Hewstone, & Giles, 1984, as
cited in Hua, 2016, p. 198). In the present study, the MGT was expected to provide
indications on the expressed attitudes of the Arvanitika speakers through the evaluative
dimensions of ‘solidarity’ and ‘status’, which have been shown to be key dimensions

related to the Arvanitika-speaking community in the past (Tsitsipis, 1998).

MGT avoids conscious reflection by compelling participants to listen to examples of
the varieties under investigation — in this case Arvanitika and Greek, the latter as a
control language — structured as recorded text clauses. The recordings were produced
by bilingual speakers — in both Arvanitika and Greek — who delivered the same text
twice, once in each language. Those recordings constitute the experimental stimuli
(Hua, 2016). The ‘judges’ — as the participants whose attitudes are being investigated
are called — would be then asked to assess the recorded speakers under the criteria of
personality traits (e.g., ‘leadership’, ‘intelligence’, ‘sociability’ etc.) ranked in the
categories of different evaluative dimensions. An example of this is the three-
dimensional frame of language attitudes’ evaluation introduced by Giles (1970, as cited
in Hua, 2016), also called ‘pleasantness-comfort-status’. To avoid any potential bias in
the experiment, the respondents remained unaware of the fact that each of the passages
is performed by the same speaker twice, in matched-guises. It is important for the two
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samples to be perfectly identical in terms of the content and pace of reading with the
only exception being the language. In this way, the language becomes the only
differential variable, the only criterion in the informants’ evaluation. Thence, the
effects of the speakers’ voices and the semantic content of the text would be decreased
and other possibly influential aspects (e.g., physical appearance) would be ruled out
(Hua, 2016).

Even though the MGT has been extensively used in ‘language attitudes’ studies, it has
also been criticised by some researchers. For instance, Agheyisi and Fishman (1970, as
cited in Hua, 2016), argue that the MGT cannot elicit reliable results regarding attitudes
in a bilingual environment as ‘in such settings, language choices are highly dependent

on factors such as domain, topic, location, role and interaction type’ (p. 205).

4.6.1.3.2. The text

The neutrality of the text was an issue that had to be taken into consideration. In order
to diminish the risk of the respondents’ judgment being affected by other variables of
the experiment (e.g., the content of the text) rather than focusing on the speaker, a
factually neutral, uncontroversial, unpolitical, and trivial text had to be chosen. Most
importantly, the text had to be language-unrelated and it should not include ‘any lexical
items that identify it as originating from, or being more appropriate for one of the
varieties under investigation’ — in our case Greek and Arvanitika (Hua, 2016, p. 199).

Therefore, in an effort to avoid such risks, a text of a paragraph length was, initially,
composed from scratch in the Greek language and was then translated into the
Arvanitika language with the assistance of my Director of Studies, a member of the
Arvanitika community herself, as well as of five more Arvanitika speakers, aged
between 60 and 70 years, two of which evaluate themselves as fluent speakers of
Arvanitika, while the other three as semi-speakers. Also, all participants claimed to
have good listening comprehension skills in Arvanitika. All speakers assisting in the
translation of the text into Arvanitika were from a specific town located in the suburbs
of Athens, Attica, and not from any surrounding regions. This was a deliberate choice
as, according to participants, there are differences from one region to another, especially

in the vocabulary, despite the language continuum among the neighbouring villages and
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other towns in Attica and Boeotia. Thus, by limiting the choice of speakers’ origin to
this small town, the text strived for homogeneity in its content and for the lexical items

to be comprehensible to the participants that would then listen to the recordings.

Under the above criteria, it was decided that the description of a house would serve as
an appropriate text. The initial text was one-paragraph and was composed by myself in
Greek. For the purposes of the translation into Arvanitika, the Greek text was attempted
to consist of plain lexical items and syntax, short sentences, as well as, a content suitable
for both language communities — Arvanitika and Greek —, which in this setting would
be the description of a house potentially belonging to either of the two cultural
communities. The Arvanitika text was written in the Greek alphabet (see the following

section).

4.6.1.3.3. Outcomes of the MGT recordings: limitations and challenges

Notwithstanding the employment of these criteria, the initial text was not possible to be
translated into Arvanitika due to the fact that many of the Greek words either did no
longer exist, were simplified, or reduced in Arvanitika, or the speakers, regardless of
their fluency, were not familiar with. Another difficulty emerging at that point was that
the house in the initial description could not possibly belong to an Arvanitika-speaking
family, which means that the text would be unable to stay neutral. For this reason, the
speakers assigned to help in the design of the text, adapted the content and the language
so that it could sound authentic to the Arvanitika community of this town in the suburb
of Athens where part of the study took place, while maintaining the existing lexical
items and description of the parts of the house that could originate from both the Greek
and the Arvanitika speaking communities. This was also tested by asking a few
members of the non-Arvanitika-speaking community who do not hold any relation
neither have been in contact with the Arvanitika culture. These participants were asked
whether the house in the description could respond to their cultural perceptions,
something that they confirmed. Finally, the fact that not all sounds of Arvanitika can be
captured in the Greek alphabet, as well as the fact that the participants did not know
how to read a text in the Latin alphabet, and as a consequence, they were not able to

read a potentially hybrid text in both the Greek and the Latin alphabets, was an extra
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deterrent to the accomplishment of the recording task and the MGT as a whole. The

final versions of the Greek and the Arvanitika texts are presented below:
English

On a hill, they had a house with two rooms, one above and one below. They had a large
staircase on the side that went to the second room. On the bottom, they had a large
room. There they cooked food, ate and slept. They had a big ‘sofra’ (low round table)
with three, four chairs where they sat, ate and drank. They also had a storeroom where

they put the wine, oil, onions, flour, garlic and all their necessary belongings.

Greek

TIlavw o€ éva oo eiyoy éva omitl e 000 dWUATIA, Eva TOV®, Evo, kKatw. Elye uio okdio
Omo OITAO TOL THYOIVE OTO OEVTEPO dWUATIO. ATO KOT®W Elyav éva dmuatio ueyoio. Exel
Exavay gai, Etpwyoy kol koyoviovoav. Eiyav évo ueydlo coppd. (younio atpoyyvlo
POTECL) UE TPEIS, TETOEPIS KAPEKAES OOV KaBovtovaay, tpayove ko wivave. Eiyave kal
&va dwuatio aroBnrng omov Efalav 10 Kpaoi, T0 AdoL, TO. KpEUUDOLa, TO AAELPL, TO

OKOPOa. KOl 0L T, OVAYKOLO, DTGPYOVTAL.
Arvanitika

Awapt NE vi tlodur xérv vi at'ni pe vl kovpou vi Aiapt,vi moot. Kéi vi oxdl yxa mp' yioot
70 fé1 yra oimp Kovpou. I kapmooT kél Vi KODPOU € UADE, ATIE VIPELY YOIV, )ALy €0& PAIIY.
Kéw vi ooppa t'udoe ue tpé ,xatp Opove to piv ,yarv €oé miv. Kérv €0é vi kovpou poodvti

otie Pinv Pep v, Larv,ken T,)000po ,lielk €0€ Ta VIATp KELV.

After composing the text, five bilingual speakers, in both Arvanitika and Greek, were
recruited for the recording of the text, that would later serve as the experimental stimuli
for the listeners. In order to avoid the influence of any possible confounding variables,
| tried for the participants to ideally share similar characteristics, such as age, gender,
and socioeconomic background. With respect to the gender of participants, Hua (2016)
points out that ‘In case of choosing to recruit individuals of both genders, equal number
of women and men should be included because previous studies have shown that there
are systematic differences in the manner in which female and male speakers of the same
variety are evaluated’ (p. 199). As five participants took part in the MGT, two females

and three males were recruited.
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The very limiting criteria required for the MGT led to the rise of further limitations. In
an attempt to choose suitable speakers for the recordings, it was rather challenging to
find fully bilingual speakers who were able to read the text written in Arvanitika. The
problem here was mainly the pace of orally delivering the text, which should, ideally,
be equivalent in all recordings. Another difficulty in the process of choosing the
speakers for the recordings was to find someone who originates only from this suburb
of Athens where the study took place, is fluent in both languages, and is also able to
read the Arvanitika text. Most importantly, this particular challenge was, to a certain
extent, expected, given that Arvanitika is a language that has never acquired written
status, thus, speakers would not be familiar with its writing form, neither in the Greek
alphabet — as it does not capture all the Arvanitika sounds — nor in the Latin alphabet —

as participants were not familiar with it either.

Nonetheless, the recordings were accomplished with speakers that have lived in this
small town in the suburb of Athens for most of their lives, yet originated from
neighbouring regions. The profile and the background of the speakers are briefly

presented below:

Speaker 1: 75-year-old male, fluent in Arvanitika whose origin is from southern
Boeotia. He has lived in a small town in the suburbs of Athens where the study took

place for the last 40 years.

Speaker 2: 71-year-old female, fluent in Arvanitika, also originating from the same
region of southern Boeotia and has lived in the suburb of Athens where the study took

place for the last 40 years.

Speaker 3: 71-year-old male, fluent in Arvanitika who was born and has lived in the

same suburb of Athens where the study took place for more than 40 years.

Speaker 4: 70-year-old male, possibly the most fluent in Arvanitika out of all five
speakers. He originates from two different but neighbouring regions of Attica and has

lived in the suburb of Athens where the study took place for more than 30 years.

Speaker 5: 60-year-old female fluent in Arvanitika who was born and has only lived in

this suburb of Athens where the study took place.

The recordings took place in the residence of speaker 5, who is also one of the key

people in the study, providing great assistance in recruiting participants for all three
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data collection methods that were employed in this study (see section 4.4.). The
recordings were conducted in the presence of one participant each time, along with the

researcher, in a quiet living room at the key participant’s residence.

During these preliminary recordings, all five participants (speakers) struggled with
reading the Arvanitika text written in the Greek alphabet. This resulted in the pace of
the reading being very slow — even though participants rehearsed reading the text
several times —, and, thus, in the text being delivered in an unnatural way. In fact, here
comes out the criticism that MGT has received by some scholars. More particularly,
some researchers view the MGT as ‘a method a bit far from real-life contexts’ (Fasold,
1984, as cited in Hua, 2016, p. 205). This is due to the artificiality of the method, as for
example, it requires perfect organisation of the recordings in terms of the specific pace
of reading and the choice of the text, which provides maximum control over the
influential variables, rather than the reading of a random text in a less controlled
environment or even the delivery of spontaneous speech on the part of participants
(speakers). This was described by Garrett (2010) as the style-authenticity question. The
style implications of reading a text aloud suggest that spontaneous speech (possibly in
a real-life environment) could be judged differently. Such problems due to the
artificiality of the MGT came up in this first stage — the recordings — as the participants
having had practiced for several minutes reading the text in a ‘natural’ way and pace,

still struggled reading it as such.

For the above reasons, it was considered wise for the purposes of this dissertation to
remove the MGT from the main study and instead recruit a larger number of participants
in the questionnaire task. Ultimately, triangulation with the employment of both
interviews and questionnaires provided an adequate pool of data with rich and insightful

outcomes on the contemporary sociolinguistic profile of Arvanitika and its speakers.

However, a new MGT could be of utmost interest for scholars conducting relevant
sociolinguistic research applying potential adaptations, for example, by creating a
hybrid text in both the Latin and the Greek alphabets and/or by recruiting participants

who are familiar with both alphabets.
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4.6.2. Main study

4.6.2.1. Questionnaires

The collection of the quantitative data of the main study was conducted, for the most
part, during the pandemic break-out with the employment of online questionnaires on
‘Google Forms’. Using the snowball sampling, the questionnaires were forwarded to
participants’ social media accounts like Messenger or to their e-mails in the form of a
link. Due to the data being collected online and, thus, from distance, the environment
and circumstances of the completion procedure could not be known. Therefore, the
drawback of the online data collection was that the environment of the questionnaire
completion could not be supervised by the researcher in order to avoid potential bias.
Nonetheless, there was the advantage of distributing a large number of questionnaires
as opposed to their face-to-face distribution which could be time-consuming or difficult
to occur as many of the participants resided in a variety of regions which were far from
one another, all the more so upon the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak. The few
questionnaires that were collected prior to the pandemic were then transferred into the
‘Google Forms’ as well. The questions were presented in the exact same order as in the
‘pencil-and-paper’ questionnaire, thus, the online questionnaire was identical to the first
one so as to foster reliability. Furthermore, using ‘Google Forms’ led to recruiting
participants of younger ages, who are more familiar with such tools. Nevertheless, there
were also cases of very few participants of the eldest generation that were orally asked

the questions by their relatives, who would then fill in the questionnaire on their behalf.

Participants were recruited by being referred by other participants (see section 4.3.)
whom | was introduced to by the key people, and who, in turn, forwarded it to their
friends, relatives, acquaintances, fellow students or neighbours, always under the
condition of them conforming to the criteria of participating in the study (see section
4.2.2.). The average time of the questionnaire task as tested in the second pilot study —
which was face-to-face — was around 25 minutes for the Arvanitika speakers and 15
minutes for the non-Arvanitika speakers, which is due to the smaller length of the latter
questionnaire. The exact duration of the questionnaire task, as this was completed

online later on in the main study through ‘Google Forms’, was not tested.
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4.6.2.2. Interviews and focus groups

Interviews of the main study included the pilot interviews as well, for the five reasons
said above (see section 4.6.1.2.). This being said, the first interview was conducted — as
a part of the pilot studies — in March 2019 and the last one in May 2021. Six individual
interviews took place in a suburb of Athens, one in Thessaloniki with a participant from
a village in Florina and one in Athens with a participant from Boeotia. The two focus
groups took place in two villages, one in Florina and one in Argolis, respectively. The
interviews lasted from 30 minutes to one hour and 50 minutes. The focus group sessions

were the ones to last longer, as expected.

Moreover, all the interviews and focus group sessions were carried out face-to-face
including the few that took place during the pandemic, always in compliance with the
suggested measures. All the interviews and focus group sessions were conducted in
quiet places, where interviewees felt comfortable in order for their engagement and
openness to be secured as well as for potential distractions to be avoided. For these
reasons, most of them took place in participants’ residences, while only three individual
interviews took place in local cafés introduced by the interviewees, and one of the focus

group sessions took place in the yard of one of the participants.

Upon the sessions, Field Notes were used (Appendix C). These included comments
regarding potential challenges and limitations, remarkable points made by the
participants or observed by the researcher, a brief description of the environment where
the session(s) took place, impressions shaped for each participant by the researcher,
themes that stood out, as well as the demographic information of the participants. Field
Notes proved to be of utmost importance since details that could not be captured in the
audio-recordings were written down (e.g., non-verbal language), as well as because
remarkable points that would be useful for the qualitative analysis were reported (e.g.,
emotional status of participants). Concerning Field Notes, Hua (2016) points out that
they constitute ‘a post-mortem recording details about the interview process, a tool
which proves to be invaluable especially because it helps in improving techniques as

each interview informs the next’ (p. 189).

All the interviews were audio-recorded with the written consent of the interviewees

upon signing the Informed Consent Forms and reading the Information Sheets
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(Appendix C). Then, interviews were transcribed by hand verbatim in a Word
document, meaning that potential pauses, hesitations, repetitions, syntactic mistakes,
emotionally charged reactions and idiomatic expressions were fully transferred from
the audio file to the Word document. Such details proved to be very insightful for the

methods of the analysis that were employed in the interviews (see section 4.8.2.).

4.7. Ethics considerations

Ethical issues constitute a significant part of research which was cautiously taken into
consideration in the present study. Approval was sought and provided by the Ethics
Committee of the lonian University. As mentioned above, to confirm anonymity and
protect the rights of the participants, Informed Consent Forms (Appendix C) were
administered which all participants signed before being interviewed or completing the
questionnaires. In the online questionnaire, the Consent Forms were provided at the
beginning of the task as a prerequisite to access the main task of the questionnaire.
Furthermore, in order to brief the participants on the basic points of the study, they were
given an Information Sheet of a paragraph length (Appendix C), which was a short
overview of the aim of the study. In ‘Google Forms’ the Information Sheet was placed
at the beginning of the questionnaires along with the Consent Form. In the interviewing
process, when needed (e.g., with the eldest participants), | shared this information orally
in a quick briefing prior to the interview. Both sheets, the Information Sheets and the

Consent Forms, had been previously administered in the pilot studies as well.
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4.8. Data analysis

4.8.1. Quantitative analysis: factor analysis, reliability test, frequencies and cross-
tabulation analysis

4.8.1.1. Pilot studies: factor analysis and reliability test

Following the data collection of the pilot questionnaires, Factor Analysis (Factor
Rotation Varimax) was run on SPSS 24.0 for Windows (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA),
This was considered consequential in order to categorise the Likert scale statements
into different thematic categories which would reflect the key themes of the study. In
order to be able to evaluate the reliability of the items, it is crucial to mention the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient’s values that confirm reliability or consistency. According
to Adeniran (2019), ‘the value of the Cronbach’s alpha is, usually, expressed as a
number between .00 and 1.0. A value of .00 means that there is no consistency in
measurement, while a value of 1.0 indicates perfect consistency in measurement; the
acceptable range is between 0.70 and 0.90 or higher depending on the type of research’
(p.2). Furthermore, ‘alpha values of 0.7 and above indicate that all the variable indices
dimensions demonstrate acceptable internal consistency’ (Adeniran, 2019, p.4). All
items were run through a reliability test having the Cronbach’s alpha at 0.78, thus
between 0.7 and 0.90, confirming reliability, as there was consistency between the

speakers’ answers.

The Factor Analysis of the Likert scale attitudinal statements revealed the following

seven factors:

1. Language maintenance, preservation & revival (intergenerational transmission
included)

Official recognition of Arvanitika

Solidarity use

Oppression, discrimination and stigmatisation

o ~ w0 N

Value that speakers/non speakers attach to (speaking/listening to) the Arvanitika
language
6. Connection of Arvanitika with social status & education

7. Use of Arvanitika during the Albanian migration wave
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The questions were not, equally, classified into each factor (e.g., three items into each
factor). For example, the factor ‘Language maintenance, preservation & revival’
consists of seven items, while the factor ‘Solidarity use’ consists of four items (see
sections 5.4. & 5.6.). Factor analysis assisted in categorising and organising the Likert
scale items, the results of which are presented one-by-one in the analysis (see sections
5.4.-5.10.). Nevertheless, it was decided for the next step, that is, the cross-tabulation
analysis, that all the Likert scale items would be analysed as one sole category
regardless of the factor in which they belonged. More specifically, in the cross-
tabulation analysis all the 28 attitudinal statements — for the Arvanitika speakers’
questionnaires — and the 15 items — for the non-Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaires —
were merged into one variable, namely ‘Attitudes’ which were analysed with respect to
the demographic variables (e.g., age, gender). This was done accordingly to what
Pietersen (1969) did in his study in Friesland, in which there was a questionnaire
comprising of 49 opinion-items and questions on various themes, such as ‘Proficiency
in Frisian’, ‘Ability to read in Frisian’ or ‘Aspects of language use’, which were then
merged into one sole factor called ‘Language ideology’. This method of merging all
Likert scale items into one variable, namely ‘Attitudes’ was chosen by the researcher
as it allows for the attitudes of participants to be studied holistically, and thus provides
arounded view of the subject; yet the results of the items are also individually presented
in Part A of Chapter 5. Part B includes the cross-tabulation analysis between the

variable ‘Attitudes’ and the demographic variables (see section 5.11.).

4.8.1.2. Main study: reliability analysis, frequencies and cross-tabulation analysis?®

A second reliability analysis was carried out, this time for the final tool. Therefore, the
internal consistency of the two different final questionnaires — of both the Arvanitika
and the non-Arvanitika speakers — was assessed with the use of the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, so as to further measure the extent to which each Likert scale item
correlated with the sum of the remainders. The results of the reliability analyses can be
found in the tables 1 and 4 (Appendix A), for the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika-
speaking participants, respectively, and they are explained at the beginning of Chapter
5 (see section 5.1.). Additionally, correlations between the questions from the

29 Cross-tabulation analysis here refers to the Chi-square test that was run to test the potential
relationships between variables. The tables of this analysis can be found in Appendix A.
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correlation table were investigated. Questions (items) with very low correlations should

be considered for possible rejection of the questionnaire.

Upon the conduction of the reliability test, the main analysis of both questionnaires —
for the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika-speaking populations — was carried out. As
per the types of questions in the questionnaire, this comprised of: (a) multiple choice
questions, (b) open-ended questions, and (c) 5-point Likert-scale items/questions. The
results of all three categories of questions are individually presented in Section 1-Part

A of Chapter 5 where the results are shown.

With respect to the Likert scale statements, by summing up the total items for each
questionnaire — 28 items for the Arvanitika-speaking and 15 items for the non-
Arvanitika-speaking participants —, the total scores of the Likert scale items were
classified under the variable ‘Attitudes’. For this variable, Chi-square test(s) were run
to investigate either positive or negative correlation(s) between the variable ‘Attitudes’
and the demographic variables for the two different groups of participants. Upon the
summing of the items (for each scale), the total ‘Attitude’ scores were classified in the
5-point Likert scale. The range of the classification of the scores for the first
questionnaire with the sum of 28 items was set as (max. value-min. value)/5. Therefore,
scores from 28-50.4 represent the 1% interval of scale: strong agreement, 50.5-72.9
represent the 2" interval of scale: tendency towards strong agreement, 73-95.4 the 3™
interval of scale: neutrality or indecisiveness, 95.5-117.9 the 4" interval of scale:
tendency towards disagreement, and 118-140 the 5" interval of scale: strong
disagreement. Similarly, the classification applied to the second questionnaire with the
sum of 15 items was carried out as follows: scores from 15-27 represent the 1% interval
of scale: strong agreement, 27.1-39.1 the 2" interval of scale: tendency towards strong
agreement, 39.2-51.2 the 3" interval of scale: neutrality or indecisiveness, 51.3-63.3
the 4" interval of scale: tendency towards strong disagreement and 63.4-75 the 5%
interval of scale: strong disagreement. Furthermore, ‘Age’ was divided into three
subgroups (<40 years, 40-60 years, >60 years old); the minimum value for ‘Age’ was
‘18 years old’ and the maximum value was ‘88 years old’.

Chi-square test was applied for the analysis of the data. The Chi-square is a non-
parametric statistical test which determines whether two or more categorical variables
are independent (Zibran, 2007). The null hypothesis is that the two variables are

independent, which is rejected if the p-value probability is less than or equal to .05. In
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addition to the Chi-square, Cramer’s V was used to measure the strength of the
relationship between the two variables (Bryman & Cramer, 2002). The Cramer’s V can
range from O (no association) to 1 (perfect association) and it can be interpreted
similarly to a correlation analysis result (yet Cramer’s V, unlike Pearsons’s r, does not
assume linearity); the larger the value of Cramer’s V, the stronger the association
between the variables. The rule that applies only for nominal data was followed: A
Cramer’s V value of 0 = No association, 0.2 or less = Weak association, from 0.21 to
0.3 = Moderate association, and above 0.3 = Strong association.

The statistics were carried out using the software package SPSS 24.0 for Windows
(SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). P-values less than .05 were considered statistically
significant.

4.8.2. Qualitative analysis: analysis of the interviews and focus groups

With respect to the analysis of the qualitative data emerging from the interviews and
the focus group sessions, the method of discourse analysis was employed. More
specifically, a combination of three different discourse-based approaches to language
attitudes — yet complementary to one another — was applied. Triangulation of these
discourse-based methods was chosen as the qualitative data, in particular participants’
discourse, appeared to have an analytical interest in various ways; that is, not just the
pure content of participants’ discourse but rather their use of linguistic elements, the
verbal and non-verbal language, and most importantly, the interactional sociolinguistic
context in which participants’ attitudes were shaped. The latter refers to both the wider
context of participants’ lives in which their language attitudes were constructed, as well
as — in some cases — the interactional context of the interviews and the focus group
sessions (e.g., turn-taking discourse between participants). For these reasons, | chose
three different — yet complementary to one another — discourse-based approaches,
namely (a) content-based approaches, (b) turn-internal semantic and pragmatic
approaches, and (c) interactional approaches. These three discourse-based approaches
were used, in fact, as three different levels of analysis as suggested by Liebscher &
Dailey-O'Cain (2009) who, specifically, state that:

a content-based approach, which looks only at the content of the expressed

language attitudes, is also encompassed by a semantic and pragmatic approach,
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and an interactional analysis must look at not just interactional features, but also at
both the content and the turn-internal linguistic details within the interaction (p.
197).

The three levels of analysis were not equally used in the analysis of the qualitative
data, as this depended on the analytical interest of each extract according to the
emphasis given by the researcher. This being said, the first level of analysis, the
content-based approaches, was the lead method of analysis while the other two were
used selectively in specific extracts in which I considered them as complementing
the content analysis in a meaningful way, as ‘dictated’ by the discourse of the
participants in those extracts.

It should be mentioned that most categories of both the qualitative and the
quantitative results (see section 5.4. & Section’s 2 ‘introduction’) are comparable,
except for some, which were related to themes that, for obvious reasons, could not
apply to the non-Arvanitika-speaking group of participants, such as the ‘construction
of ethnolinguistic identity’, experienced ‘oppression, stigmatisation and
discrimination’ and the ‘Arvanitika language use’ (e.g., ‘solidarity use’). For the
Arvanitika-speaking group of participants, the thematic categories ‘construction of
ethnolinguistic identity’ and ‘politiciSation of Arvanitika’ were only included in the
qualitative part of the study as emerging outcomes, thus, there were not similar
questions within the quantitative part of the study, the questionnaire task. For most
of the other categories, there were sub-themes emerging in both the questionnaires

and the interviews/focus groups.

4.8.2.1. Content-based approaches

Content-based approaches applied to the analysis of overtly expressed linguistic
attitudes have been used to support arguments of quantitative results (Hoare, 2000, as
cited in Dailey-O’Cain, 1997; Liebscher & Dailey-O'Cain, 2009) or to identify patterns
appearing in the discourse of participants. The advantage of these approaches lies in the
fact that, unlike the quantitative approaches to language attitudes (e.g., questionnaires
or the Matched-guise technique), they provide in-depth insights on the reasons why

participants exhibit specific attitudes, and give researchers a more focused direction in
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terms of interpreting quantitative data that lack this analytical aspect (Dailey-O’Cain,
1997, Liebscher & Dailey-O'Cain, 2009).

In the present study, content-based approaches were applied in order to analyse
participants’ directly expressed attitudes and to lend weight to the quantitative results
emerging from the questionnaires. It should be noted that this was the main approach
used in the parts of the qualitative analysis for which extracts were not provided within
the main text — yet they are presented in Appendix B —that is the first thematic category
‘Arvanitika language use’ and the subcategory ‘Mixed marriages’ of the third thematic
category ‘Contributing Factors to the Decline of Arvanitika’. In these categories, a
periphrastic description of the content of participants’ discourse was primarily used, as
participants’ discourse was not of as much analytical interest as of other extracts, which
were presented as such. Thus, it was rather the content per se providing the information
that was considered fruitful rather than the way participants expressed this content.
However, as mentioned above, all three approaches were used in several parts of the
qualitative analysis, as the interactional aspect — the context-based one — and the pure

linguistic features, also, provided rich data.

4.8.2.2. Turn-internal semantic and pragmatic approaches

Turn-internal semantic and pragmatic approaches refer to the discourse-based
approaches which, in addition to the content-based approaches, provide an analysis of
the linguistic elements appearing in participants’ attitudes as these are expressed in their
discourse (Liebscher & Dailey-O'Cain, 2009). Therefore, this level of analysis goes
beyond the content of participants’ discourse per se, digging into the function of
language features in their discursive practices. The advantage of this approach is that,
unlike the quantitative analysis or the above-mentioned content-based approaches, it
can unfold the attitudes hidden within the linguistic features uttered by the participants
(Liebscher & Dailey-O'Cain, 2009).

In the present study, turn-internal semantic and pragmatic approaches were, often,
employed in participants’ discourse and were used alongside the analysis of their non-
verbal language like pauses in their narratives, their emotional state or the tone of their

voice. The choice of particular linguistic features (e.g., words, phrases) on the part of
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the participants can provide insights on their attitudes, whether these are expressed
overtly or covertly. Nevertheless, these linguistic features were analysed as part of a
context in which participants belong (e.g., their community, the wider Greek
monolingual context or even the context where the interview/focus group session took
place). The latter contextual dimension of the analysis was added in the content-based
and the turn-internal semantic and pragmatic approaches, and it was applied with the

use of the interactional approaches, as a third level of analysis, as presented below.

4.8.2.3. Interactional approaches

Interactional approaches to language attitudes can be found — among others — in the
Interactional Sociolinguistics approach of discourse analysis (Ceccoli, 2019; Gumperz,
2015). These approaches go beyond the content-based and the turn-internal semantic
and pragmatic approaches, deepening the analysis onto a third level. Interactional
approaches require the analysis of ‘features of discourse into account that are either
simplified or not observed when the analyst looks only at individual speaker turns (e.g.,
laughter, interruptions, pauses, pitch changes, intensity changes, conversational
overlap)’ (Liebscher & Dailey-O'Cain, 2009, p. 199). The interactional approaches
analyse participants’ attitudes as dynamic, taking into consideration the interactions
between participants and how their interlocutors perceive their expressed attitudes.
Attitudes in interactional analysis are viewed through the lens of the context in which
they are expressed. Liebscher & Dailey-O’Cain (2009) point out that ‘Language
attitudes are created through interaction, and it is through interaction that they are later
negotiated’ (p. 200). The second way attitudes are perceived in the interactional analysis
is, in that, they are ‘expressed under the influence of the situational context, which
includes both larger ideologies present in a culture’ (Liebscher & Dailey-O’Cain, 2009,
p. 217). In this way, attitudes are also viewed through the lens of the wider context in

which they have been shaped within a particular community and sociolinguistic setting.

In the present study, interactional approaches to investigate participants’ attitudes were
employed in the sense of the sociolinguistic setting in which Arvanitika speakers’
attitudes were shaped. Furthermore, in just a few cases, it was also used as a way to

interpret attitudes within the interactional context between the participants or the
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participants and the researcher, mostly in the extracts emerging from the focus group
sessions, yet also in some of the individual interviews. The sociolinguistic setting in
which the Arvanitika-speaking community has been found was of utmost importance
for the in-depth interpretation of participants’ attitudes — whether these were overtly or
covertly expressed —, which is why this third level of analysis dictated by the

interactional approaches was considered necessary.
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4.9. Research questions

Following the emergent themes of the pilot studies, as well as the findings of the past

studies, the main research questions addressed in the present study, in both the

quantitative and the qualitative parts, yet only for the Arvanitika speakers were:

1.

How do Arvanitika speakers use the Arvanitika language
today? In which contexts do they speak it and with
whom?

What factors do Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers
think that have contributed to the declining trajectory of
Arvanitika? What other contributing to the Arvanitika’s
decline factors emerge from the Arvanitika speakers’
discursive practices?

Did the Albanian economic migration to Greece have an
effect on the trajectory of the Arvanitika language
towards its extinction according to the Arvanitika and
non-Arvanitika speakers? What reasons for do they think
that the Arvanitika language has followed a declining
trajectory in the post-migration period, even though it
had initially served as the basic means of communication
between Albanians and Arvanitika speakers?

What are the attitudes of today’s Arvanitika-speaking
communities of Greece towards Arvanitika? Why have
they been shaped and negotiated in such way?

How do Arvanitika speakers feel about their language?

Following previous findings on the attitudes of the Arvanitika speakers, as well as the

results of our pilot studies and the lack of studies on how the wider Greek community

views the Arvanitika language, the following research questions - investigated in the

quantitative part through the questionnaires - were formed:

6.

What are the language attitudes of the Arvanitika
speakers towards Arvanitika with respect to their (a) sex,
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(b) age, (c) level of education, (d) place of origin, (e)
multiple places of residence, (f) fluency in Arvanitika, (g)
frequency of speaking Arvanitika, and (h) mother
tongue?

. What are the attitudes of the Arvanitika speakers towards
Arvanitika regarding (a) language maintenance,
preservation and revival, (b) official recognition of
Arvanitika, (c) solidarity use of Arvanitika, (d)
oppression, discrimination and stigmatisation of
speaking Arvanitika, (e) Value they attach to speaking
the Arvanitika language, (f) connection of Arvanitika
with social status and education, (g) the use of Arvanitika
during the Albanian migration?

. What are the attitudes of non-Arvanitika speakers
towards Arvanitika with respect to their (a) sex, (b) age,
(c) level of educational, (d) multiple places of residence,
(e) contact with Arvanitika speakers, (f) relationship with
Arvanitika speakers, (g) exposure to the Arvanitika
language, (h) attempt to learn and/or speak Arvanitika?

. What are the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers
towards Arvanitika regarding (a) language maintenance,
preservation and revival, (b) official recognition of
Arvanitika, (c) connection of Arvanitika with social
status and education, (d) value they attach to listening to
Arvanitika, and (e) the use of Arvanitika during the

Albanian migration?
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4.10. Conclusion

In this chapter, | presented the methodological procedures and tools that allowed me to
study the trajectory of Arvanitika in the post-Albanian migration era in Greece, in an
effort to cover the gap left by the scarcity of recent relevant sociolinguistic studies by
means of an attempt to also include in the sample of participants non-speakers of

Arvanitika as well as speakers from the northern part of Greece (e.g., Florina).

In line with earlier sociolinguistic studies the findings of which suggested the existence
of ambiguity in the Arvanitika speakers’ attitudes as well as a variation of these attitudes
along different age groups, | explained that my study focused mainly on the
participants’ attitudes towards Arvanitika, which I explored by means of a mixed
methods approach. | also referred to the snowball sampling procedure | used in order
to recruit participants of all ages so as to be able to compare the attitudes towards

Arvanitika of different age groups.

After highlighting the importance of the use of triangulation in both data collection and
analysis so as to limit any potential social desirability and acquisition biases, | explained
the procedures of the two pilot studies that led to the creation of the two main tools used
in the study and proceeded in presenting them as follows: a) questionnaire(s), which,
although partially informed by previous studies, were made from scratch and included
multiple choice questions, Likert statements and open-ended questions, and b) semi-
structured interviews and focus groups with the use of questions that were partially

informed by previous findings on attitudes towards Arvanitika.

Furthermore, | discussed the fact that pilot studies testing the validity and reliability of
the questions resulted in: a) the re-evaluation of inclusion criteria (i.e., young and
middle-aged speakers for the questionnaires and middle-aged as well as older speakers
for the interviews and focus groups) and b) the removal of certain questions and the re-
wording and addition of others in order to follow the participants’ need to express their
feelings towards Arvanitika. Regarding the MGT, | explicitly presented the procedures

followed and the reasons why it failed and thus it was removed from the main study.

In addition to the above, | presented the procedures of the main study that took place
both in-person (interviews & focus groups) and online (questionnaires), and I also

discussed the methods used for the analysis of the collected data referring to: a) the use
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of the SPSS statistical software to run Chi-Square correlation tests for the analysis of
the gquantitative data and b) three discourse-based approaches for the analysis of the
qualitative data, namely content-based approaches (in-depth insights on the reasons
why attitudes are expressed as such), turn-internal semantic and pragmatic approaches
(analysis of linguistic elements revealing attitudes beyond the surface) and interactional
approaches (attitudes as dynamic and constructs by interactions between participants

alone or with the researcher and/or the social context).

Following all the above, | finally presented the research questions as these had been

formed through the pilot studies.
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Chapter 5. Results and analyses

Introduction

In this chapter, | present the results of the present study in two sections. The first section,
Section 1, focuses on the quantitative results emerging from the analysis of the
questionnaires completed by both Arvanitika-speaking and non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants (see sections 5.1. — 5.11.). The second section, Section 2, is devoted to the
qualitative results obtained exclusively from the Arvanitika-speaking participants via

the interviews and the focus groups (see sections 5.12. — 5.16.).

I subsequently present the results of the quantitative part of the study (Section 1),
classified into two sub-sections: Parts A and B. Part A includes the results derived from
individual questions/statements in the questionnaires, which include demographic,
multiple-choice, Likert-scale and open-ended questions (see sections 5.1. — 5.10.). In
contrast, part B includes the results of the cross-tabulation analysis (see section 5.11.),
particularly the analysis of the variable titled ‘ Attitudes’. This variable includes the sum
of participants’ attitudes towards Arvanitika, as indicated by their attitudinal Likert-
scale statements, with respect to the demographic variables (e.g., sex and age). Prior to
presenting the details of parts A and B, | present the results of the reliability test. This
test was needed based on the design of the questionnaires to ensure a robust analysis of

the quantitative data (see section 5.1.).
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Section 1. Quantitative results and analysis: questionnaires

5.1. Results of reliability test

A reliability analysis was conducted on the two different scales. The first scale
comprised 28 Likert-scale items in the Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaire, while the
second had 15 Likert-scale items for the non-Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaire.
Participants responded to all items on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 = | strongly
agree and 5 = | strongly disagree. *Asterisked items show a reverse score, signifying
that their phrasing expresses negative attitudes towards Arvanitika. For example, if
participants strongly disagree with a negative statement, their attitude towards
Arvanitika is deemed positive. These items were appropriately adjusted in the cross-
tabulation analysis to harmonise with the other statements whose wording bears
positive connotations regarding Arvanitika.

In the 28-item questionnaire administered to the Arvanitika speakers, Cronbach’s alpha
showed good reliability, achieving a score of a = 0.861 from the total responses of 105
participants (see Table 1 in Appendix A). Although most items were reliable, as
previously shown by Cronbach’s alpha reliability, there were a few exceptions.
Notably, items 10, 12, 13, 14, 20 and 26, if excluded, would increase the reliability
value. As Table 3 in Appendix A shows, these items could have been removed.
However, by removing item 12 (*Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack
of written status’), the alpha value reached 0.866. Thus, the difference was negligible,
and the item was not excluded. Similarly, correlating items that could have been
excluded (10, 13, 14, 20, 26; Table 3; Appendix A) from an inter-correlation analysis
provided additional evidence supporting the decision not to exclude any of these items,
as the rise in reliability was not substantial.

Regarding the 15-item Likert scale questionnaire administered to the 194 non-
Arvanitika-speaking participants, the reliability test yielded results similar to the
Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaire, with o = 0.892 (see Table 4 in Appendix A),
indicating significant scale reliability. As shown in Table 5 (Appendix A) and similar
to the aforementioned rationale, item 7 (‘Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to
its lack of written status’) was initially considered for removal, as its exclusion would

elevate Cronbach’s alpha to 0.901. However, this item was eventually included in the
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analysis because the difference in reliability did not have an impact on the overall

reliability, and it was somewhat insightful.

Part A
5.2. Demographics of both groups

The first sample consisted of 105 Arvanitika-speaking participants with a mean age of
48.31+15.6 years, while the second sample consisted of 194 non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants with a mean age of 37.82+16.02 years. The demographic characteristics of
both groups of participants, the Arvanitika-speaking and non-Arvanitika-speaking
populations, are depicted in the pie charts below. The numbering of these figures
commences from 3 in continuity with the two figures previously presented in this

dissertation.

A. Sex of Arvgr_litika-speaking B. Sex of non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants participants

H Females ® Males H Females ® Males

Figure 3 A. Pie chart showing demographics on the sex of the Arvanitika-speaking participants. B. Pie chart showing

demographics on the sex of the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants.

As depicted in Figure 3 A, the Arvanitika-speaking group of participants consists of
55.2% males and 44.8% females; thus, there is a small difference between the genders.
Conversely, Figure 3B shows that 71% females and 29% males were included in the
non-Arvanitika-speaking group of participants. Notably, the non-equal distribution of
participants in terms of gender should be taken into consideration for potential biases.
For instance, the results in their attitudes with reference to participants’ sex (see section
5.11.) might have been slightly different if the numbers of females and males

participating in the study were equal or distributed the other way around for both groups
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(e.g., more females than males in the Arvanitika-speaking group or more males than

females in the non-Arvanitika-speaking group).

A. Age of Arvanitika speakers B. Age of Non-Arvanitika speakers

H<40 m40-60 m>60 W <40 m40-60 m>60

Figure 4 A. Pie chart showing demographics on the age of the Arvanitika-speaking participants. B. Pie chart showing
demographics on the age of the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants.

As depicted in Figure 4 A, the majority of the Arvanitika-speaking participants from
the questionnaire task consisted of middle-aged and young participants, at 44.8% and
34.3%, respectively. Conversely, Figure 4 B reveals that the vast majority of the non-
Arvanitika-speaking participants, 61.9%, are young, while merely 25.3% of the non-
Arvanitika-speaking participants are middle-aged. Notably, in both groups of
participants, the percentages of the eldest generation are low compared to the other two
age groups. This diminished participation could be attributed to the complexity of the
guestionnaire task, which was not easy for the older individuals to complete unless they
were given the questions orally. Such a process might have led to potential biases, as,
for example, the purposes of Likert-scale statements would not have been served in the
most effective way (e.g., answers might be influenced by the person delivering the oral
guestions). Moreover, it should be noted that the non-equal distribution of participants
in terms of their age, as shown above, might also be considered for potential biases. For
example, the results in participants’ attitudes based on age (see section 5.11.) might
have been different if the numbers of the three age groups participating in the study
were equal or distributed differently for both groups of participants (e.g., if the majority

of participants in the questionnaire task consisted of the eldest group).
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A. Educational level of Arvanitika B. Educational level of non-Arvanitika
speakers speakers

1.5%

0,
A’ 8.2% | 10.8%

21.9%
61% ‘ 79.4%
\\-____-—f" p " “
B Primary M Secondary Tertiary Other B Primary H Secondary Tertiary Other

Figure 5 A. Pie chart showing demographics on the education of the Arvanitika-speaking participants. B. Pie chart
showing demographics on the education of the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants.

As Figure 5 illustrates, the overwhelming majority of participants of both groups
attended tertiary education, although the proportions differ. In the Arvanitika-speaking
group, 61% completed the highest level of education, as opposed to the non-Arvanitika-
speaking participants at 79.4%. Therefore, the non-equal distribution of participants in
terms of their education level, as shown above, might also be taken into consideration
for potential biases. For example, the results in participants’ attitudes with reference to
their level of education (see section 5.11.) might have been different had the education
levels been equally or differently distributed (e.g., if the majority of participants in the

guestionnaire attended secondary education).
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A. Have you ever lived in a different B. Have you ever lived in a different place
place other than the current? other than the current?

Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from Non-Arvanitika speakers

EYES mNO EYES mNO

Figure 6 A. Pie chart showing the Arvanitika-speaking participants’ answers to the question ‘Have you ever lived in
a different place other than the current?” B. Pie chart showing the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants’ answers to

the question ‘Have you ever lived in a different place other than the current?’

As illustrated in Figure 6, the overwhelming majority of participants in both groups
have lived in locations other than their current residence, with the Arvanitika-speaking
participants at 71.4% and the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants at 71.1%. This
nearly equal distribution for this question among both groups of participants allows for
safe conclusions regarding their attitudes in terms of the demographic variable of

participants’ multiple places of residence (see section 5.11.).

The following results exclusively apply to the Arvanitika-speaking participants. The
questions presented below were either included only in the questionnaire distributed to
the Arvanitika speakers or were included in the gquestionnaire of the non-Arvanitika
speakers but deemed non-significant for the latter population and the purposes of the
present study, so they were excluded from the analysis. For example, the question on
participants’ L1 was deemed insignificant for analysis as the vast majority of the non-

Arvanitika speakers had Greek as their mother tongue.
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A. Place of origin B. Which language did you learn first?

H Attica H Argolis M Boeotia

Euboea B Macedonia H Arvanitika B Greek ®Both

Figure 7 A. Pie chart showing the places of origin of the Arvanitika-speaking participants. B. Pie chart showing the

Arvanitika-speaking participants’ answers to the question ‘Which language did you learn first?’

As depicted in Figure 7 A, the vast majority of Arvanitika-speaking participants come
from Attica, 56.2%. The remaining percentages correspond to different places of origin.
Figure 7 B shows that the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika speakers participating
in the study, 82.9%, have Greek as their L1, while 13.3% learned both Arvanitika and
Greek as their first languages. This finding is indicative of the decline Arvanitika has
undergone, as well as highlighting that there are only a few young and middle-aged
speakers of Arvanitika left. This is noteworthy, considering that the sample of
participants in the questionnaire predominantly consists of these two age groups. In a
different scenario, if the participants’ L1s were equal or distributed differently (e.g.,
more participants having Arvanitika as their L1), the results of the cross-tabulation

analysis (see section 5.11.s) might have been different.
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5.3. Arvanitika language use

This subsection includes Arvanitika speakers’ answers regarding their use of
Arvanitika. Figure 8 below indicates Arvanitika-speaking participants’ self-evaluation
of their competence in Arvanitika (see Figures 8 A & 8 B) as elicited from two similar

questions in the questionnaire, as depicted below.

B. How would you describe yourself as an
Arvanitika speaker?

A. How fluent are you in Arvanitika?

34.3%
23.8%
16.2% 15.2%
10'5%_ H Fluent speaker
I:I_ B Good speaker
1 ) 3 4 5 B Intermediate speaker

Lower intermediate speaker

H Non-fluent speaker

Figure 8 A. Bar graph showing the responses to the question ‘How fluent are you in Arvanitika?” The answers range
from 1= not at all to 5= excellent. Scores falling under 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two extremes and
3 is categorised as neutral. Figure 8 B. Pie chart showing the responses to the question ‘How would you describe
yourself as an Arvanitika speaker?’. The multiple-choice answers depicted on the graph reflect participants’ answers
according to the labels ‘fluent speaker’, ‘good speaker’, ‘intermediate speaker’, ‘lower intermediate speaker’ and
‘non-fluent speaker’.

As shown in Figure 8 A, only 10.5% of the Arvanitika speakers self-evaluate as
speaking Arvanitika excellently, while 23.8% do not speak the language at all. The
16.2% neutral answers might be related to self-evaluation, which determines an
intermediate level of competence in Arvanitika. The remaining percentages are
distributed into two categories of 34.3% and 15.2%, which do not depict a clear level
of speaking competency but show a tendency towards one end (not at all) or the other
(excellent), respectively. Notably, the levels indicated as 2 and 4 represent participants
who neither speak ‘Not at all’ nor ‘Excellent’; nonetheless, they also do not fit into the

‘neutral’ category denoted by the score of 3.

In Figure 8 B, concerning a similar question, ‘How would you describe yourself as an
Arvanitika speaker?’, participants self—evaluated their competence in Arvanitika by

choosing one of the given labels shown in the pie chart above. The results indicate that
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the majority of the respondents, 42.9%, regard themselves as ‘Non-fluent speakers’ of
Arvanitika, while a scant 5% of the sample perceive themselves as fluent in the
language. Additionally, 17.1% consider themselves as ‘good speakers’ of the
Arvanitika language, 16.2% self-evaluated as ‘intermediate speakers’ and 19% as
‘lower intermediate speakers’. In the same question, there was the option ‘other’ where
participants could give an open-ended response. These answers are not present in the
above graph (Figure 8 B), as they represent a very small percentage, each one reflecting
merely 1% of the total answers. However, their inclusion is noteworthy. These answers
include the following: (a) | understand Arvanitika but find it difficult to speak it; (b) I
can communicate in Arvanitika; (c¢) | do not speak Arvanitika but sometimes |
understand it; (d) I do not consider myself an Arvanitika speaker; (e) I use a few words
and phrases as just my mother spoke it, yet not at home; (f) I do not speak Arvanitika.
Some of these answers could be subjectively included in a few of the labelled categories
presented in the graph in Figure 8 B. However, given the negligible percentage, there
would be a non-significant difference in the results presented in the graph; thus, it was
decided to mention them separately.

The two similar questions illustrated in the graphs of Figure 8 A and B indicate very
similar answers from the participants. For example, the percentages of number 3
[neutral] responses in graph A and ‘Intermediate speaker’ responses in graph B are
identical at 16.2%, showing that there is consistency in the participants’ answers
regarding their intermediate level of competence in Arvanitika. Furthermore, the sum
of answers 1 and 2 of the Likert scale of Figure 8 A showing a tendency towards non-
fluency in Arvanitika, 58.1%, is very close to the sum of the respective labelled
categories of Figure 8 B, ‘Lower intermediate’ and ‘non-fluent speaker’ at 61.9%,
showing consistency in participants answers concerning the tendency to non-fluency in
Arvanitika. Similarly, the sum of answers 4 and 5 of the Likert scale in Figure 8 A,
25.7%, is very close to the sum of the labelled categories ‘Fluent speaker’ and ‘Good
speaker’ at 21.9%, showing consistency in participants’ answers regarding their low
percentage of fluency in Arvanitika. The slight differences between the two sets of
percentages might be attributable to the labelling of multiple-choice answers in the
question of Figure 8 B, as opposed to the unlabelled question of Figure 8 A in the
numbers 2, 3 and 4. Thus, participants’ answers could easily fluctuate between any of

the surrounding numbers.
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Furthermore, Arvanitika-speaking participants were asked both how often they speak
Arvanitika and what they use it for. The latter was an open-ended question, which
participants answered in the form of a text. More than one answer was valid for this
question, so the percentages in the pie chart below represent the answers rather than the
participants. A total of 108 answers were reported. Participants’ answers were then

categorised, as shown in Figure 9B.

A. How often do you speak Arvanitika? B. What do you use Arvanitika for?

42.9%

28.6% . 453%

L
L

151 .

o o Curses
6.7%
3.8% B Humour
p = = FTF N
M Isolated words/phrases

4 > Daily use

m All (curses, humour, isolated words/phrases & daily use)

H None

Figure 9 A. Bar graph showing the answers to the question ‘How often do you speak Arvanitika?’. B. Pie chart
showing contemporary use of Arvanitika among its speakers classified into the following categories: a) Curses, b)
Humour, c) Isolated words/phrases, d) Daily use, €) All, f) None. The range of Figure A is depicted in the graph on
a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= never to 5= always. The answers found under points 2 and 4 show
direction towards one of the two extremes, while a score of 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 9 A, a high percentage of the answers fell into category 2,
representing 42.9% of the total answers. These answers found in the purposely
undefined [without labelling] category 2 indicate that most participants tend to rarely
use Arvanitika. Notably, categories with the lowest percentages of 6.7% and 3.8%
show that very few participants ‘always’ speak Arvanitika, and likewise, only a few
tend to seldomly speak it (3.8% showing a tendency toward the ‘always’ extreme).
Moreover, category 3, representing neutral answers between the ‘always’ and ‘never’,
indicates that participants’ answers neither tend towards ‘never’ nor ‘always’. These
answers represented 18.1% of the responses, not a negligible percentage, indicating that
speakers might be indecisive about their frequency of using Arvanitika, or they might

not wish to indicate a specific direction of frequency. Strikingly, among Arvanitika
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speakers’ responses, a high percentage of 28.6% confirmed that they never speak the

language.

As shown in Figure 9 B, 45.3% of participants’ answers included the use of Arvanitika
in the form of isolated words or phrases. Out of the total answers, 18.5% pertained to
the use of the language for humour, 11.4% for Arvanitika in curses, 3.7% for daily
communication. Moreover, 19.4% of responses included all the aforementioned
categories, while only 1.9% of participants indicated no use of Arvanitika at all. The
results suggest a fragmented use of Arvanitika among Arvanitika speakers today to be
predominant, as participants stated they use it in the form of isolated words/phrases,
humorous contexts, or curses rather than in their everyday communication. These

results indicate a symbolic use of the language rather than a pragmatic one.

The questionnaire included a multiple-choice question aimed to elicit what Arvanitika
means to the Arvanitika-speaking participants. More than one answer was valid; thus,
the percentages in the graph below represent participants’ answers rather than the

number of participants. The total answers to this question were 396.

What does Arvanitika mean to you?

| wish it was my mother tongue | 1.9%
Origin NGNS 62.9%
Religion 1l 11.4%
Memories IS 65.7%
Family moments [ 53.3%
Tradition/customs EGGGGEEEEEEEEEEEE 31%
Language of protection M 23.8%
Secret communication code NG 46.7%
Mother tongue I 25.7%

Figure 10. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the question ‘What does Arvanitika mean to you?’
More than one answer was valid. The percentages represent the answers of participants out of a total of 396.

As Figure 10 illustrates, the vast majority of participants’ answers (81%) indicate that
they connect Arvanitika with tradition and/or customs, while 65.7% and 62.9% of the
answers were included in the categories of memories and origin, respectively.
Furthermore, 53.3% of the answers indicate that Arvanitika is connected to participants’
family moments, and 46.7% of the answers represent the perception of Arvanitika as a
secret communication code. Fewer answers, specifically 25.7%, showed participants’

perception of Arvanitika as their mother tongue, which was expected considering that
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most participants did not belong to the eldest generation of Arvanitika speakers to
whom Arvanitika is their mother tongue. Lower percentages of the answers, specifically
23.8% and 11.4%, fell into the categories ‘language of protection’ and ‘religion’,
respectively. Finally, under the option ‘other’, 1.9% of the answers represented
participants’ wish for Arvanitika to be their mother tongue, implying the opposite.
Single answers given under the category ‘other’, not included in the graph, included the
statements: Arvanitika is what | heard from my grandmother; Meanings that cannot be
expressed/uttered; Arvanitika is the subject of my work; It is the history of Greece; and

A language that | am not familiar with.

The results presented below apply exclusively to the second group of participants, the

non-Arvanitika speakers.

A. Have you ever been in B. Have any Arvanitika C. What is your relation with
contact with an speakers ever lived in your Arvanitika speakers?
place of residence?

Arvanitika speaker?

55.2%
. 8.2%
\\____4_‘
M Relatives M Friends
EYES mNO EYES mNO  Neighbours No relation

Figure 11 A. Pie chart showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the question ‘Have you ever been in contact
with an Arvanitika speaker?’ B. Pie chart showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the question ‘Have any
Arvanitika speakers ever lived in your place of residence?’” C. Pie chart showing the non-Arvanitika speakers’

answers to the question ‘What is your relation with Arvanitika speakers?’

As indicated in Figure 11 A, the percentages of non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers on
whether they have been in contact with Arvanitika speakers or not are almost equal,
with 51.5% answering no and 48.5% answering yes.

Figure 11 B shows that the majority of non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, 62.4%,
have lived in the same place as Arvanitika speakers, while almost half of this number
have not.

Figure 11 C indicates that the largest percentage of non-Arvanitika-speaking
respondents, 55.2%, have no relationship with Arvanitika speakers. Of the remaining

participants, 19.1% answered that they have Arvanitika-speaking friends, 17.5% said
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they have Arvanitika-speaking relatives, and the lowest percentage, 8.2%, said they

have Arvanitika-speaking neighbours.

A. Have you ever heard B. Have you ever tried speaking or learning
Arvanitika being spoken? Arvanitika because of your relation to
Arvanitika speakers?

',
W

EYES mNO EYES mNO

Figure 12 A. Pie chart showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the question ‘Have you ever heard Arvanitika
being spoken?’ B. Pie chart showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the question ‘Have you ever tried

speaking or learning Arvanitika because of your relation to Arvanitika speakers?’

As Figure 12 A illustrates, the percentages of non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers to the
question of whether they have heard Arvanitika being spoken or not are very close, with
46.9% answering no and 53.1% answering yes. As Figure 12 B highlights, out of the
non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, the vast majority, 89.2%, answered that they
have never tried speaking or learning Arvanitika, while merely 10.8% answered that

they have tried learning or speaking the language.

5.4. Language maintenance, preservation and revival (intergenerational transmission
included)

After having presented the demographic questions of both the Arvanitika-speaking and
non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, as well as the questions related to Arvanitika
language use among its speakers, attention is now given to the items of the attitudinal
questionnaire. These statements, directly related to the participants’ attitudes towards
Arvanitika, along with the multiple-choice and the open-ended questions, are
individually presented below.

These questions are organised thematically in accordance with the factors emerging
from the factor analysis of the pilot studies, as presented below. Notably, some items

fell into more than one category. For this reason, they are presented under the category
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in which they best fit (according to my own evaluation). Furthermore, items are
comparatively presented for both populations, with Arvanitika speakers’ answers
displayed in the blue graphs and non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers in the red graphs.
Accordingly, figures including answers from both populations to the same statements
are included in one table. However, due to the exclusion of certain items from the non-
Arvanitika speakers' questionnaire, some items are only presented for the Arvanitika-
speaking group.
The following factors/categories emerged from the factor analysis of the pilot
questionnaires (see section 4.8.1.1.):
e Language maintenance, preservation and revival (intergenerational
transmission included)
e Official recognition of Arvanitika
e Solidarity use
e Oppression, discrimination and stigmatisation
e Value that speakers and non-speakers attach to (speaking/listening
to) the Arvanitika language
e Connection of Arvanitika with social status and education

e Use of Arvanitika during the Albanian migration wave

In the umbrella category titled ‘Language maintenance, preservation & revival’, the
‘intergenerational transmission’ of Arvanitika is included. Concerning this facet, a
multiple-choice question in the questionnaire for the Arvanitika-speaking participants
aimed to elicit their answers on who they learned the language from. The graph below
represents participants’ answers to the question ‘Who did you learn Arvanitika from?’.
The options given in the question are presented in the bar graph below, along with the
respective percentages of the answers. Given that more than one answer was valid in
this question, the percentages represent the volume of responses rather than the number

of participants. The total number of answers received for this question was 220.
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Who did you learn Arvanitika from?

Never learntit | 0.9%
lam self-taught [l 1.4%

School [ 0.9%

Neighbours [ 7.3%
Friends [ 9.5%
Other relatives [ NG 15%
Grandparents |G /2 7
Parents [N 27.8%

Figure 13 Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the question ‘Who did you learn Arvanitika from?’.
Multiple answers were valid. The percentages represent the answers of participants out of a total of 220 answers.

As illustrated in Figure 13, the vast majority of participants’ answers, 37.2%, indicated
that grandparents were the main source of transmitting the language. Furthermore,
27.8% of the answers indicated parental transmission of Arvanitika, while 15% of the
answers indicate, to a certain extent, transmission by other relatives. A lower number
of answers, 9.5% and 7.3%, indicated that there was limited transmission of the
language to participants via friends and neighbours, respectively. Notably, a very low
percentage of 0.9% indicated school as a means of transmission of Arvanitika, which
is an expected finding given the oppression of minority languages in the Greek
education system in the past, including Arvanitika. Moreover, under the category
‘other’, few participants provided some extra answers, namely ‘I am self-taught’
representing 1.4% of the answers to this question, and ‘Never learnt’ representing 0.9%
of the total answers. Finally, solitary answers such as ‘from birth’ and ‘from Albanians’

were recorded, although they are not included in the graph.
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A. 1 would like to listen to Arvanitika B. I would like to listen to
on TV/the radio Arvanitika on TV/the radio
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from Non-Arvanitika speakers
39.7%
27.6% 28.6%
0 0 18% 18.6%
16.2% 11.4% 16.2% 11.3% 12.4% r
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 14 A. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘I would like to listen to Arvanitika
on TV/the radio’. B. Bar graph showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘I would like to listen
to Arvanitika on TV/the radio’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1=
I strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. Numbers 2 and 4 on the scale show tendencies towards one of the two
extremes, while a response of 3 reflects a neutral position.

As shown in Figure 14 A, in response to the statement whether they would like to listen
to Arvanitika on TV or the radio, participants’ answers indicate a strong agreement at
28.6%, showing positive attitudes towards the preservation of Arvanitika through the
media. Conversely, a lower percentage, 16.2%, answered that they totally disagree,
showing negative attitudes. Intriguingly, the exact same percentage, 16.2%, fell into the
number 2 category. Summarily, these results indicate that the majority of Arvanitika-
speaking participants display positive attitudes towards preserving Arvanitika through
the media, as evidenced by 27.6% choosing number 1 and 16.2% choosing the adjacent
number 2, thus strongly agreeing with the statement. Interestingly, the highest
percentage, 28.6%, —almost equal to the answers of number 1 on the scale — falls into
number 3 on the Likert scale, indicating neutral attitudes towards preserving Arvanitika
through the media. This high number of neutral responses might indicate that
participants neither agree nor disagree with the statement, or it might show that they
were indecisive. Furthermore, these neutral attitudes towards preserving Arvanitika
through the media could mean that the answers falling into categories 2 and 4, which
would normally be interpreted as attitudes leaning towards one of the two extremes,

might, at least partially, also incline towards the neutral category.
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As depicted in Figure 14 B, the answers of the non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement
‘I would like to listen to Arvanitika on TV/the radio’ indicate that the vast majority of
participants, 39.7%, hold neutral attitudes towards the preservation of Arvanitika
through media platforms. The remaining responses were almost equally distributed on
both sides of the scale; approximately half correspond to numbers 1 and 2, while the
remaining half belong to numbers 4 and 5, respectively. This distribution could suggest
that the responses falling into numbers 2 and 4 might also lean towards number 3, thus

signalling participants’ indecisiveness.

A. *1 wouldn't want my children to B. *I wouldn't want my children to
speak Arvanitika speak Arvanitika
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
33%
42.9% ° 31%
17.5%

16.2% 10.5% 11.4% 10.3% 8.2%

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 15 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I wouldn’t want my children
to speak Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I wouldn’t
want my children to speak Arvanitika’. Responses are depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending
from 1=1 strongly agree to 5= I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards
one of the two extremes, whereas number 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 15 A, in response to the negatively worded statement ‘I wouldn’t
want my children to speak Arvanitika’ [negative statements are shown with an asterisk],
the vast majority of participants strongly disagreed, with 42.9% of the answers falling
under number 5. Given that the statement is framed negatively, number 5 on the Likert
scale actually reflects a positive attitude towards transmitting Arvanitika to the next
generation. Conversely, only 16.2% of the Arvanitika-speaking participants showed
negative attitudes towards the transmission of Arvanitika to their children. The
remaining answers were distributed across numbers 2, 3 and 4. Neutral attitudes, falling
into category 3 at 19%, showed that participants were either indecisive or that they
neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. Notably, numbers 2 and 4, showing a
tendency towards the two extremes of 1 and 5, received nearly equal percentages at
10.5% and 11.4%, respectively.
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As shown in Figure 15 B, in responding to the same statement, the highest percentage
of the non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers fell under number 3, displaying neutral
attitudes towards the intergenerational transmission of Arvanitika. However, an almost
equal percentage, 31%, fell under number 5 on the scale, indicating positive attitudes
towards the intergenerational transmission of Arvanitika. Notably, merely 10.3% of the
non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers fell into category 1, indicating negative attitudes
towards the intergenerational transmission of Arvanitika. Part of the answers falling
into number 4 showed a tendency towards positive attitudes, leaning towards the
extreme number 5 on the scale. However, given the high percentage of neutral
responses, these answers might also be leaning towards number 3, signalling neutral

attitudes to this statement.

A. *Arvanitika does not belong in B. *Arvanitika does not belong in
modern society modern society
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from Arvanitika speakers
60%
45.4%
27.3%
o 17.1% 18.6%

6.7% 8.6%  7.6% 41%  4.6%
o = LI —— |

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 16 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘Arvanitika does not belong in
modern society’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘Arvanitika does
not belong in modern society’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1=
I strongly agree to 5= I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 indicate direction towards one
of the two extremes, and number 3 is considered neutral.

As illustrated in Figure 16 A, the vast majority of Arvanitika-speaking participants,
60%, answered that they strongly disagree with the negative statement ‘ Arvanitika does
not belong in modern society’, revealing positive attitudes towards preserving
Arvanitika. The second highest percentage, 17.1%, fell into number 4, indicating a
tendency towards strongly disagreeing with the statement. Very low and almost
equivalent were the percentages for the answers falling into numbers 1, 2 and 3, the
first two indicating negative attitudes towards the preservation of Arvanitika in modern

society and the latter showing neutral attitudes among Arvanitika-speaking participants.
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As depicted in Figure 16 B, the highest percentage of non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers
to the same negative statement, 45.4%, fell into number 5, thereby indicating positive
attitudes towards preserving Arvanitika at present. Moreover, another 27.3% of the
answers revealed neutral attitudes towards preserving Arvanitika at present, meaning
that participants are either indifferent or indecisive or that their attitudes neither lean
strongly for or against the statement. Notably, 18.6% of the responses fell into category
4, answers that could fall either toward the neutral category 3 or strong disagreement,
as represented by number 5. The very low percentages of answers falling into numbers
1 and 2 were negligible, showing that the majority of the non-Arvanitika-speaking

participants do not hold negative attitudes towards the presence of Arvanitika in modern

society.

A. Arvanitika spe_akers should_ s_upport B. Arvanitika speakers should support
the preservation of Arvanitika the preservation of Arvanitika
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers

59.3%
68.6%
22.2% 14.4%
16.29 7o
% 76%  48%  2.9% 4.1%
g £ ! . Q =
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 17 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘Arvanitika speakers should
support the preservation of Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the
statement ‘Arvanitika speakers should support the preservation of Arvanitika’. The range is depicted in the graph on
a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= I strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under
2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As displayed in Figure 17 A, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika-speaking
participants, 68.6%, strongly agreed with the statement ‘Arvanitika speakers should
support the preservation of Arvanitika’, thereby showing positive attitudes towards the
language’s preservation among the speakers themselves. Additionally, a lower
percentage of 16.2% exhibited positive attitudes, as their answers fell into category 2,
leaning towards strongly agreeing with the statement. The percentages of participants’
answers landing in numbers 3, 4 and 5 are negligible, showing neutral or negative

attitudes towards Arvanitika's preservation among its speakers.
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As indicated in Figure 17 B, similar to the first population, a significant 59.3% of non-
Arvanitika-speaking participants strongly agreed with the same statement, showing
positive attitudes towards Arvanitika’s preservation by its speakers. Positive attitudes
are further illustrated by 22.2% of the responses falling into category 2, showing a
tendency towards strong agreement. However, the non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants showed neutral attitudes towards preserving the language by its speakers,
at 14.4%, showing indecisiveness, indifference, or neutral answers, not leaning towards
either of the edges, 1 or 5. The percentage of answers falling into category 4 was very
low, showing that very few non-Arvanitika-speaking participants held negative
attitudes leaning towards number 5. Interestingly, no participants from the second
group, the non-Arvanitika speakers, strongly disagreed with preserving the language by
its speakers, something that indicates the lack of any extremely negative attitudes on

the part of this population towards preserving Arvanitika.

A. I_would like to participate in_ an B. I would like to participate in an

organised effort for the preservation of organised effort for the preservation of
Arvanitika Arvanitika
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
43.8% 41.8%
0,
24.8%  22.9% . 17.5% 19.6%
I 6.7% 109 8.2% 12:9%
[ — -7 —s J CIL
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 18 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I would like to participate in
an organised effort for the preservation of Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers
to the statement ‘T would like to participate in an organised effort for the preservation of Arvanitika’. The range is
depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree.
The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.
As shown in Figure 18 A, a notable 43.8% of Arvanitika speakers strongly agreed with
the statement ‘I would like to participate in an organised effort for the preservation of
Arvanitika’, indicating positive attitudes towards preserving the language. Furthermore,
a relatively high percentage, 24.8%, of the Arvanitika-speaking participants appeared
to also hold positive attitudes towards participating in preserving Arvanitika by
choosing number 2 on the scale, leaning towards strong agreement. As opposed to the

aforementioned majority of answers showing positive attitudes towards Arvanitika's
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preservation, the percentages of participants’ answers indicating negative attitudes were
rather negligible, as only 6.7% of the total answers fell into category 4, showing a
tendency to strong disagreement. Moreover, only 1.9% of the answers fell into category
5, showing strong disagreement with the statement. However, a medium percentage,
22.9%, revealed neutral attitudes, which may imply indecisiveness, indifference, or
answers that lean neither towards strong agreement nor disagreement with the

statement.

As illustrated in Figure 18 B, the overwhelming majority of the non-Arvanitika-
speaking participants, 41.8%, showed neutral attitudes towards active participation in
preserving Arvanitika. The remaining answers fell into the other 4 categories, with most
showing a tendency towards strong disagreement or strong agreement, thus suggesting
largely negative attitudes, with 17.5% and 19.6% of participants’ answers falling into
categories 4 and 5, respectively. The percentages of answers falling into categories 1
and 2 were lower, 8.2% and 12.9%, respectively, revealing that fewer participants in
this group hold positive attitudes towards actively participating in efforts to preserve

Arvanitika.
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A. * Arvanitika does not need to be B. *Arvanitika does not need to be
preserved preserved

Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
70.5% 43.8%

20.1% 22.2%

15.2% 8.8%
3'8% 2.9% 7.6% 5.2%

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 19 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘Arvanitika does not need to
be preserved’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘Arvanitika does not
need to be preserved’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= I strongly
agree to 5= I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two
edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As depicted in Figure 19 A, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika-speaking
participants, 70.5%, strongly disagreed with the negative statement ‘Arvanitika does
not need to be preserved’, exhibiting positive attitudes towards preserving Arvanitika.
Notably, another 15.2% of the answers fell into category 4, also indicating positive
attitudes towards preserving the language. The numbers for the rest of the answers were
negligible, with only 7.6% of participants reporting neutral attitudes, 3.8% strongly
agreeing with the statement, and 2.9% leaning towards strong disagreement, thus

holding negative attitudes towards Arvanitika's preservation.

Similarly, as shown in Figure 19 B, most non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, 43.8%,
strongly disagreed with the statement, thereby exhibiting positive attitudes towards
preserving the language. Moreover, 20% of the total answers fell into category 3,
expressing neutral attitudes towards Arvanitika’s preservation or indecisiveness. As
this neutral percentage is not negligible, of the 22.2% falling under number 4, leaning
towards strong disagreement, it is plausible that part of this percentage leans towards
number 3, indicating neutral attitudes, while another part leans towards number 5,
indicating positive attitudes towards preserving the Arvanitika language. The

percentages of 8.8% and 5.2% for categories 1 and 2, respectively, reveal that only a
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very small minority of non-Arvanitika-speaking participants appear to hold negative

attitudes towards preserving the language.

A. 1 would not want for Arvanitika to B. I would not want for Arvanitika to
die out die out
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
65.7% 42.3%
24. 7% 22. z%

20% 7.2%

6.7% 28% 4.8% 3.6% 0
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Figure 20 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I would not want for Arvanitika
to die out’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I would not want for
Arvanitika to die out’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1=1 strongly
agree to 5= I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two
edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As depicted in Figure 20 A, a large percentage of the Arvanitika speakers, 65.7%,
strongly agree with the statement ‘I would not want for Arvanitika to die out’, indicating
positive attitudes towards Arvanitika's preservation or, at the very least, a desire to
prevent its extinction. Following this substantial proportion, an additional 20% of the
participants showed positive attitudes, with answers falling into category 2, indicating
a tendency towards strong agreement with the statement. The remaining answers falling
into categories 3, 4 and 5 displayed negligible percentages; thus, only a small minority
of participants exhibited either neutral or negative attitudes towards Arvanitika's

preservation.

Correspondingly, Figure 20 B reveals that the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, for
the most part, also showed positive attitudes towards preserving the Arvanitika
language, as 42.3% strongly agreed with the statement that they would not want
Arvanitika to become extinct. However, 22.2% of the participants’ answers fell into
category 3, indicating neutral attitudes, which could either be interpreted as participants
being indecisive or their attitudes being neither positive nor negative towards
Arvanitika's preservation. Given the high percentage of neutral answers, part of the
24.7% of participants’ category 2 responses could indicate a tendency towards strong

agreement and a positive attitude towards preservation, while another part of this
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category 2 response might indicate a leaning towards number 3, expressing neutral

attitudes towards Arvanitika's preservation.

In the questionnaire, one open-ended question pointed to the state of Arvanitika's
endangerment. Specifically, the question asked why Arvanitika is under the threat of
extinction according to participants’ perceptions. Participants’ answers were grouped

and classified into the emerging categories, as shown in Figure 21.

A. Why do you think Arvanitika is under extinction?

Answers from Arvanitika speakers

Non-relevant answers S 10.5%
Do notknow M 1%
Not under extinction I 3.8%
Mixed marriages M 2.9%
Lack of State's support I 7.6%
Urbanisation/modernisation [ 5.7%
Old fashioned/not useful EE———  5.7%
Death of the eldest/eldest do not use it E—— 8 4.8%
Discrimination/stigmatisation |EEEG— 5.7%
Young generation not interested IEEEEGGGGGG—_—_—G_—GS— 13.3%
Lack of written status/literature TG 2 1%
Lack of transmission GG 13%

B. Why do you think Arvanitika is under extinction?

Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers

Non-relevant answers |G| 16.5%
Do not know | EGE_— 10.8%

Lack of State's support NG 14.4%
Urbanisation/modernisation [l 2.6%

Old fashioned/not useful [l 3.6%
Death of the eldest/eldest do not use it [N 19.6%
Discrimination/stigmatisation [ NG 7.2%
Young generation not interested [ N °©.3%
Lack of written status/literature [ RN 7.7%
Lack of transmission [N 3.3%

Figure 21 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the open-ended question, “Why do you think
Arvanitika is under extinction?’. The answers were classified into the categories emerging from the following
participants’ answers: a) Lack of transmission, b) Lack of written status/literature, ¢) Young generation not
interested, d) Discrimination/stigmatisation, e) Death of the eldest/eldest do not use it, f) Old fashioned/not useful,
) Urbanisation/modernisation, h) Lack of the state’s support, i) Mixed marriages, j) Not under extinction, k) Do not
know, and I) Non-relevant answers. The percentages reflect participants’ answers out of the 105 responses. B. Bar
graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the open-ended question, ‘Why do you think Arvanitika

is under extinction?’. The answers were classified into the categories emerging from the following participants’
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answers: a) Lack of transmission, b) Lack of written status/literature, c) Young generation not interested, d)
Discrimination/stigmatisation, e) Death of the eldest/eldest do not use it, f) Old fashioned/not useful, g)
Urbanisation/modernisation, h) Lack of the state’s support, i) Do not know, and j) Non-relevant answers. The
percentages reflect participants’ answers out of the 194 responses.

As shown in Figure 21 A, most of the Arvanitika-speaking participants’ answers,
specifically 21%, fell into the category ‘Lack of written status/literature’. The second
prevailing reason given by this group of participants was the ‘Lack of transmission’
from one generation to the next at 18%, while the third reason for Arvanitika’s
endangerment state given by participants was ‘Younger generation not interested’ at
13.3%. The ‘Non-relevant answers’ category includes answers that were totally
irrelevant to the asked question, such as ‘observe’, ‘eeeee’ and blank. This could be
explained by either the fatigue effect or by the fact that some participants did not wish

to answer this question for various reasons.

As shown in Figure 21 B, most answers the non-Arvanitika speakers gave, specifically
19.6%, fell into the category ‘Death of the eldest/eldest do not use it’. The second
highest percentage comprised the ‘Non-relevant answers’ responses at 16.5%. This
prevalence of non-relevant answers might be due to the fact that the non-Arvanitika-
speaking participants, as outsiders of the Arvanitika community, do not know much
about the Arvanitika language and its sociolinguistic context. Therefore, they cannot
express their views on its endangerment. Interestingly, as a third reason for the
endangerment state of Arvanitika, 14.4% of non-Arvanitika-speaking participants

referred to the ‘Lack of the state’s support’.

Furthermore, in addition to these main categories, new concepts were observed in the
participants’ answers, although they were not included in the above graphs. This
exclusion was because either the answers were very few, they did not match with the
leading emergent categories, or they were barely included in an abstract way in one of

the emergent categories. These new concepts include the following:

1. ‘Native language superiority’ — 14 answers

2. ‘Considered Slavic or foreign language/not very useful to use’ — 6 answers
3. ‘Spoken by dispersed population’ — 5 answers

4. ‘Considered disadvantaged for professional development’ — 2 answers
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5. ‘Not useful or/and not well-sounding’ — 2 answers.

5.5.0fficial recognition of Arvanitika

A. The State has to support the B. The State has to support the
preservation of Arvanitika preservation of Arvanitika
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
55.2%
0,
30.4% 258% 26.8%
16.2% 19% D 8.2% 8.8%
48% 4.8% )
o - A E=W
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 22 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘The State has to support the
preservation of Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘The
State has to support the preservation of Arvanitika’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers
extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show
direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As Figure 22 A illustrates, the majority of Arvanitika speakers, 55.2%, strongly agreed
with the statement ‘The State has to support the preservation of Arvanitika’. This
response demonstrates positive attitudes towards the potential of the Greek state
officially recognising or supporting Arvanitika. Additionally, 16.2% of Arvanitika
speakers expressed positive attitudes, with answers indicating a tendency towards
strong agreement with the statement. Conversely, 19% of the participants showed
neutral attitudes or indecisiveness towards official recognition of the Arvanitika
language. The percentages of the answers falling into categories 4 and 5 were
negligible, indicating that very few Arvanitika-speaking participants hold negative

attitudes towards the language’s official recognition.

Similarly, Figure 22 B indicates that 30.4 % of the non-Arvanitika speakers strongly
agreed with the potential official recognition of Arvanitika. An additional 25.8%
showed a tendency towards strong agreement, thereby expressing positive attitudes
towards Arvanitika's official recognition. Furthermore, an almost equal percentage,

26.8%, showed neutral attitudes or indecisiveness. The percentages of 8.2% and 8.8%
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of participants’ answers fell into categories 4 and 5, respectively, indicating that very
few non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, yet twice as many as Arvanitika speakers,

hold negative attitudes towards the language’s official recognition.

5.6. Solidarity use of Arvanitika

One of the thematic categories included in the questionnaire was the concept of
‘Solidarity use’ of Arvanitika, which appears to be predominant within the Arvanitika-
speaking community. The term ‘Solidarity use’ indicates participants’ use of Arvanitika

with their close contacts, such as family members, friends and relatives.

The questionnaire contained a multiple-choice question/statement phrased as ‘I

b

speak/spoke Arvanitika with/at...” aiming to elicit whom participants speak the
language with and/or in what contexts. The options given to respondents are presented
in the graph below and its accompanying caption. Given that multiple answers were
permissible, the percentages represent the answers given rather than the number of
participants. Additionally, one last option, ‘other’, gave participants the chance to write
an extra answer. Two answers under this ‘other’ option were given, which I named ‘I

am studying it’, as they both pertained to participants studying the Arvanitika language.
The total answers to this question/statement amounted to 277.

| speak/spoke Arvanitika with/at...

|l am studyingit B 0.7%
At School W 4%
At Coffee shops I 11.9%
At Festivals NG 7.9%
Friends I 18.8%
At church I 2.9%
Grandparents GGG 23%
Atwork N 5%
Children m 1.4%
Partner I 4.3%
Parents GG 19.9%

Figure 23. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the question/statement ‘I speak/spoke Arvanitika
with/at...”. Multiple answers were valid. The percentages represent the participants’ responses comprising a total of
277 answers.

As shown in Figure 23, most participants’ answers, specifically 23%, indicated their
extended use of Arvanitika with their grandparents, while 19.9% of the answers

indicated an average number of participants used Arvanitika with their parents.
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Furthermore, 18.8% of the answers reveal that quite a high percentage of participants
use Arvanitika with their friends, and 11.9% represent answers indicating its use in
coffee shops. Of interest is the very low percentage, 4%, representing the use of
Arvanitika at school, with an even lower amount, 1.4%, representing participants
speaking Arvanitika with their children. This latter statistic is indicative of the
language’s declining transmission to the younger generations. A further 7.9% of the
answers indicated the low use of the language in festivals, while 4.3% concerned the
use of Arvanitika with partners, 5% to its use at work, and a scant 2.9% to its use at
church. Finally, merely 0.7% of the answers indicate that a minority of participants
study the Arvanitika language. Single answers not included in the graph include
speaking Arvanitika with ‘siblings’, ‘cousins’, ‘neighbours’, ‘Albanian workers’ or the

‘online use’ of Arvanitika and ‘non-use at all’.

As expected, responses to the attitudinal questionnaire belonging to the thematic
category ‘Solidarity use” of Arvanitika apply only to the questionnaire distributed to the
Arvanitika-speaking participants. Consequently, the following figures include solely

the Arvanitika speakers' answers.
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A. When | speak in Arvanitika with B. If | listen to a joke in Arvanitika, I find

someone, | feel more familiarity it funnier than in Greek
42.9%
32.4%
22.9%
16.2% 17.1% 16.2%
15.2% 13.3% 16.2% (] o 7 6% (]
4 5 1 2 3 4 5
C. Arvanitika reminds me of pleasant D. When I meet up my close ones,
childhood memories I enjoy speaking Arvanitika
60%
42.9%
24.8%
18.1% 16.2%
12.4% 6% D 6.7% 9.5%
j u U]
D |:I By )
5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 24 A. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘“When I speak Arvanitika with
someone, | feel more familiarity’. B. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers’ answers to the statement ‘If I listen
to a joke in Arvanitika, I find it funnier than in Greek’. C. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to
the statement ‘Arvanitika reminds me of pleasant childhood memories’. D. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika
speakers' answers to the statement ‘When I meet up my close ones, I enjoy speaking Arvanitika’. The range depicted
on the graph is a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= I strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers
found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 24 A, most Arvanitika-speaking participants, 32.4%, strongly
agreed with the statement that they feel more familiar speaking Arvanitika with
someone, revealing positive attitudes towards using Arvanitika as a code of solidarity.
An additional 15.2% displayed a tendency towards strong agreement with the
statement, holding positive attitudes towards feeling familiarity when speaking the
language. Conversely, a rather high percentage, 22.9%, of participants showed neutral
attitudes or indecisiveness, choosing number 3 on the scale. Less prominent, but not
negligible, were the percentages of 13.3% and 16.2% for scale numbers 4 and 5,
respectively, which indicate negative participant attitudes regarding their feeling of
familiarity when speaking Arvanitika.
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Correspondingly, Figure 24 B reveals that the vast majority of Arvanitika-speaking
participants, 42.9%, strongly agreed with the statement °‘If I listen to a joke in
Arvanitika, I find it funnier than in Greek’, not only revealing positive attitudes but also
confirming their feeling of familiarity when listening to Arvanitika in entertaining
contexts such as humour. Subsequently, 16.2% of the answers indicated a tendency
towards strong agreement with the statement, adding to the pool of positive attitudes.
In contrast, 17.1% of Arvanitika-speaking participants expressed neutral attitudes,
which could also be interpreted as indecisiveness in answering the statement. An almost
equal percentage of participants,16.2%, answered that they strongly disagree with the
statement, indicating negative attitudes towards Arvanitika’s role as a solidarity code
when used in jokes. A smaller 7.6% of responses showed a tendency to strong

disagreement, echoing similar negative attitudes.

As shown in Figure 24 C, 60% of the Arvanitika-speaking participants strongly agreed
with the statement, ‘Arvanitika reminds me of pleasant childhood memories’.
Additionally, 18.1% of the responses fell into category 2, showing positive attitudes
towards Arvanitika as a vessel for pleasant childhood memories. A relatively lower
percentage of the respondents, 12.4%, displayed neutral attitudes or indecisiveness,
with answers falling into category 3. Conversely, the percentages of answers falling
into categories 4 and 5 were considerably lower, 1.9% and 7.6%, respectively,
indicating that participants do not associate the Arvanitika language with pleasant

childhood memories.

As shown in Figure 24 D, in response to the statement ‘When I meet up my close ones,
I enjoy speaking Arvanitika’, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika speakers,
42.9%, answered that they strongly agree, indicating positive attitudes towards
Arvanitika's solidarity use and their pleasant feelings when speaking it in intimate social
contexts. An additional 16.2% of the participants exhibited positive attitudes towards
Arvanitika’s solidarity use, as answers falling into number 2 represent a tendency
towards strong agreement with the aforementioned statement. However, the percentage
of the answers falling into category 3 on the scale was relatively high, 24.8%, indicating
neutral attitudes towards feeling pleasant when using Arvanitika as a solidarity code or
indecisiveness when answering the statement. Smaller percentages of the answers fell
into categories 4 and 5, 6.7% and 9.5%, respectively, indicating negative attitudes

towards participants feeling pleasure when speaking Arvanitika with their close ones.
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5.7.0ppression, discrimination and stigmatisation

A. *I have felt uncomfortable speaking B. *Atschool I did not feel comfortable
Arvanitika speaking Arvanitika
65.7%
23.8% 21.0% 26.7%
17.1%
A0 8%
= on 0 BN ]
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
C. *There were times when | felt secluded D. *1 have got into trouble speaking
while speaking Arvanitika Arvanitika
73.3% 75.2%
9.5% 10.5%
2.9% 6.7% 7.6% ° 3.8% 3.8% 6.7% (]
= 000 . T — =
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 25 A. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘I have felt uncomfortable
speaking Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘At school I did not
feel comfortable speaking Arvanitika’. C. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement
‘There were times when I felt secluded while speaking Arvanitika’. D. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers'
answers to the statement ‘I have got into trouble speaking Arvanitika’. The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert
scale with answers extending from 1= I strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers
2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As illustrated in Figure 25 A, the vast majority of Arvanitika-speaking participants,
65.7%, replied that they strongly disagreed with the statement ‘I have felt
uncomfortable speaking Arvanitika’, indicating that they did not experience discomfort
in speaking Arvanitika publicly. Conversely, a much lower percentage, 11.4%, fell into
category 4, revealing a tendency towards strong disagreement with the statement,
thereby indicating positive attitudes towards not having experienced any discomfort

speaking the language publicly. Neutral attitudes were expressed by 12.4% of the
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Arvanitika-speaking participants, which could also be interpreted as participants being
indecisive about answering the statement. The percentages falling into categories 1 and
2 on the Likert scale were negligible, 5.7% and 4.8%, respectively, revealing that only
a small minority of participants have felt uncomfortable publicly speaking Arvanitika.

Similarly, Figure 25 B illustrates that 26.7% of the participants strongly disagreed with
the statement ‘At school I did not feel comfortable speaking Arvanitika’. According to
the graph, responses are dispersed across the Likert scale, with minimal differences in
percentages. However, the percentage of the opposite edge in category 1 was almost
equally high as the aforementioned percentage, with 23.8% of the participants
responding that they strongly agreed with the statement, showing that they did not feel
comfortable speaking Arvanitika at school. Interestingly, if the answers to numbers 1
and 2 are aggregated, noting this represents the participants’ tendency to agree with the
statement, this represents 34.3% of the answers, which is close to the total number from
combining the responses of numbers 4 and 5, 43.8%, representing the participants’
tendency to disagree with the statement. Accordingly, it could be concluded that
participants were somewhat equally divided between the scale’s two extremes. Neutral
answers were also notable, with a high percentage of 21.9%, indicating either

indecisiveness or neutral attitudes.

As Figure 25 C illustrates, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika speakers, a
substantial 73.3%, answered that they strongly disagree with the statement ‘There were
times when [ felt secluded while speaking Arvanitika’, with an additional 9.5% also
indicating a tendency towards strong disagreement. Therefore, most participants
indicated positive attitudes towards not having experienced seclusion due to speaking
the Arvanitika language. The remaining percentages falling into categories 1, 2 and 3
were rather negligible, with the first one being the lowest at 2.9%, indicating strong
agreement with the statement. This data suggests that very few participants have

experienced seclusion from speaking the language.

As depicted in Figure 25 D, a striking 75.2% of responses fell into category 5,
substantiating that the vast majority of the participants have not encountered trouble
when speaking Arvanitika. Furthermore, 10.5% of the participants showed a tendency
towards strong disagreement with the statement ‘I have got into trouble speaking

Arvanitika’, adding to the former high percentage. Consequently, it can be inferred that
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most participants appear not to have experienced discrimination from speaking the
Arvanitika language. The percentages of answers falling into categories 1, 2 and 3 were
very low, indicating that very few participants experienced trouble from speaking
Arvanitika. Moreover, only a few participants showed neutral attitudes towards having
experienced discrimination, with just 6.7% of the answers falling into category 3 on the

scale.
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5.8.Value that speakers/non-speakers attach to (speaking/listening to) the Arvanitika

language
A. Itis important to me that | can speak B. I try to speak Arvanitika as much as
Arvanitika I can
47.6%
31.4%

0,
1719 20% 171%  17.1% 0%

Ty 11T
C1 1

14.3%

5

C. | feel proud speaking Arvanitika D. *If somebody | talk to speaks both

Arvanitika and Greek, | opt for Greek
42.9% 39%
26.7%
21% 20% 19%
13 3%
b b L] e= Em —
1 2 3 4 5 5

Figure 26 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘It is important to me that I can
speak Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I try to speak
Arvanitika as much as I can’. C. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I feel proud
speaking Arvanitika’. D. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘If somebody I talk
to speaks both Arvanitika and Greek, I opt for Greek’. The range shown on the graph indicates the answers extending
from 1= 1 strongly agree to 5=I strongly disagree, where responses under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards
one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 26 A, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika-speaking
participants, at a high percentage of 47.6%, strongly agreed with the statement ‘It is
important to me that I can speak Arvanitika’, indicating positive attitudes towards the
value they attach to speaking Arvanitika. An additional 17.1% of the answers fell into
category 2, denoting participants’ tendency towards strong agreement with the

statement and, by extension, positive attitudes towards the value of speaking the
language. Notably, a rather high percentage of the answers, 20%, fell into category 3,
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revealing either the participants’ neutral attitudes towards their value of speaking the
language or their indecisiveness in answering the statement. The percentages of the
answers falling into categories 4 and 5 were low, with equal percentages of 7.6% each,
indicating very few participants strongly disagreed with or showed a tendency towards
strong disagreement with the statement, thus exhibiting negative attitudes towards

valuing their ability to speak Arvanitika.

As depicted in Figure 26 B, in response to the statement ‘I try to speak Arvanitika as
much as I can’, most participants, 31.4%, chose number 1 on the scale, showing they
strongly agree with the statement. Furthermore, 17.1% of the participants demonstrated
a tendency towards strong agreement with the statement, albeit without reaching the
level of strong agreement. Conversely, only 14.3% of the participants strongly
disagreed with the statement, while another 20% slightly disagreed, as indicated by
choosing number 4 in the scale. Intriguingly, an equal percentage to that of category 2
(17.1%) fell into category 3, a neutral response, without displaying any tendency
towards either edge. Participants lingering between categories 1 and 2 and their final
choice, which sum up to 34.2% of the answers, shows that the main tendency was
directed towards agreeing with the statement and, thereby, indicating participants’

willingness to speak Arvanitika as much as possible.

As shown in Figure 26 C, most Arvanitika-speaking participants, 42.9%, strongly
agreed with the statement ‘I feel proud speaking Arvanitika’, while 21% tended towards
strong agreement by choosing number 2 on the scale. The neutral answers constituted
a relatively high percentage, 26.7%, showing either participants’ indecisiveness or a
genuine lack of preference. Only a very small number of respondents, 5.7%, strongly
disagreed with the statement, indicating only a small minority hold negative attitudes

towards deriving pride from speaking Arvanitika.

As illustrated in Figure 26 D, interestingly, in response to the statement, ‘If somebody
I talk to speaks both Arvanitika and Greek, I opt for Greek’, the majority of participants,
39%, stated that they strongly agreed, with another 20% of the participants slightly
agreeing. Remarkably, almost equal to the former were the neutral answers, 19%,
indicating participants were either indecisive or their answers did not lean towards
either edge, 1 or 5, neither strong agreement nor strong disagreement. Conversely, the
percentages of answers falling into categories 4 and 5 were much lower, 8.6% and
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13.3%, respectively, revealing that fewer participants hold positive attitudes towards
speaking Arvanitika with other Arvanitika speakers when the latter also speak Greek.
Therefore, answers predominantly indicate a preference for Greek among participants
rather than Arvanitika when both are an option.

A. *Arvanitika is an undervalued B. *Arvanitika is an undervalued
language due to its lack of written language due to its lack of written
status status
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
39.2%
29.5%
23.8% 20.1%
21.9% ° 18.1% 14.4% 7%
im
Q s ey ea el e
4 5

Figure 27 A. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘Arvanitika is an undervalued
language due to its lack of written status’. B. Bar graph showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the
statement ‘Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack of written status’. The range is depicted on the graph
on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under
numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 27 A, the majority of the Arvanitika-speaking participants, 29.5%,
strongly agree that Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack of a written
form, associating the non-written status of Arvanitika to the language’s ‘low’ value.
Furthermore, a rather high percentage of the participants’ answers, 21.9%, fell into
category 2, indicating a tendency towards strong agreement, also interpreted as negative
attitudes towards Arvanitika due to its lack of a written form. Similarly, a high number
of answers fell into number 3 on the scale, indicating either neutral attitudes or
indecisiveness from participants in answering the statement. Conversely, 18.1% of the
answers fell into category 5, revealing participants’ positive attitudes towards
Arvanitika, indicating disagreement with Arvanitika being undervalued due to its lack
of a written form. A much lower percentage of the Arvanitika speakers, 6.7%, tended
towards strong disagreement with the statement, also displaying positive attitudes.
Collectively, these results reveal a high tendency among participants to attribute the

‘low’ status of Arvanitika to its lack of having a written form.
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As Figure 27 B demonstrates, in response to the same statement, 39.2% of the non-
Arvanitika speakers appeared to hold neutral attitudes towards attaching Arvanitika’s
‘low” status to its non-written status by choosing number 3 on the scale. The remaining
answers were almost equally distributed between the two edges of the Likert scale.
More specifically, the combined total of 29.4% for numbers 1 and 2, which indicate
strong agreement and tendency to strong agreement with the statement, thus negative
attitudes towards accounting Arvanitika as an undervalued language due to its lack of
written status, almost aligns with the 31.4% of the answers falling into categories 4 and
5, which signify strong disagreement and tendency towards strong disagreement. These
latter categories represent positive attitudes, as the participants did not attach the ‘low’
status of Arvanitika to its non-written nature. Consequently, these results could be
interpreted as suggesting that most participants remain indecisive or hold neutral
attitudes regarding the connection of Arvanitika’s value with its lack of a written form.
Moreover, the remaining participants appear to be divided into two groups: one
considers the non-written status as a reason for Arvanitika’s ‘low’ status, and the other

rejects this association.

A. | like listening to Arvanitika B. It is important for Arvanitika to
continue being spoken today

47.4%

0,
0N saw 27.3%

12.4% 17% 11.9% 11.3% 10.3%
D I— 6.7%
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2 3

1 2 3 4 5 1

Figure 28 A. Bar graph showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘I like listening to Arvanitika’
given. B. Bar graph showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement It is important for Arvanitika to
continue being spoken today’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1=
I strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of
the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 28 A, the overwhelming majority of the non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants, at 47.4%, neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement ‘I like listening

to Arvanitika’, as their responses fell into the neutral category 3 of the Likert scale. This

response could be interpreted as indecisiveness among participants in answering this
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specific statement. The remaining answers were distributed into two categories: the
first, including numbers 1 and 2 in the scale and totalling 29.4%, shows positive
attitudes from the participants, as these responses fall into either strong agreement or
tendency towards it; the second, amounting to 23.2% and comprising categories 4 and
5, indicates either strong disagreement or tendency towards it, thus signalling

participants’ negative attitudes towards listening to Arvanitika.

Correspondingly, Figure 28 B reveals that 30.4% of the non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants strongly agreed with the statement ‘It is important for Arvanitika to
continue being spoken today’, demonstrating positive attitudes towards preserving the
language. However, this percentage is almost equal to the combined categories 2 and
3, which represent a tendency towards strong agreement and thus positive attitudes and
neutral attitudes or indecisiveness, at 25.3% and 27.3%, respectively. The percentages
of the answers falling into categories 4 and 5 were negligible, which indicates strong
disagreement and therefore negative attitudes towards the preservation of Arvanitika.
Collectively, the results reveal that most of the non-Arvanitika-speaking respondents
presently hold mainly positive and neutral attitudes towards preserving the Arvanitika

language.
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5.9.Connection of Arvanitika with social status and education

A. *1 would not want for Arvanitika to be B. *1 would not want for Arvanitika to be
taught at school taught at school
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
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Figure 29 A. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I would not want for Arvanitika
to be taught at school’. B. Bar graph showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘I would not
want for Arvanitika to be taught at school’. C. Bar graph showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the statement
‘Being able to speak Arvanitika along with other languages raises our level of cultural development’. D. Bar graph
showing the answers of non-Arvanitika speakers to the statement ‘Being able to speak Arvanitika along with other
languages raises their level of cultural development’. The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with
answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4
show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As illustrated in Figure 29 A, 28.6% of the Arvanitika-speaking participants strongly
disagree with the statement ‘I would not want for Arvanitika to be taught at school’,
thus displaying positive attitudes towards Arvanitika being taught in official
educational contexts. However, participants’ answers falling into categories 1 and 2,
signalling strong agreement or tendency towards it, respectively, were also high,
totalling 36.1%, indicating negative attitudes towards the potential instruction of

Arvanitika in school. Notably, this percentage is only slightly less than the cumulative
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percentages of numbers 4 and 5, at 41%, showing a tendency towards strong
disagreement and strong disagreement with the statement, respectively. Furthermore,
22.9% of the Arvanitika-speaking participants’ answers fell into category 3, indicating
a rather high percentage of either neutral attitudes or indecisiveness towards Arvanitika
being taught in school. Collectively, these results reveal an almost equal distribution of
answers showing both positive and negative attitudes, as well as neutral attitudes, which
precludes drawing safe conclusions regarding speakers’ attitudes towards the

instruction of Arvanitika at school.

Similarly, Figure 29 B demonstrates that the overwhelming majority of non-Arvanitika-
speaking participants, 33%, showed either neutral attitudes or indecisiveness towards
Arvanitika being taught at school. Their remaining answers were almost equally
distributed within categories 1 and 2, and 3 and 4, with the sum of the former two
categories being 30.9% and the sum of the latter two categories being 36.1%, indicating
a slight tendency towards positive attitudes. These results reflect neutrality or
indecisiveness among the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants towards Arvanitika’s

instruction within an official educational context.

In contrast, Figure 29 C demonstrates that the vast majority of Arvanitika-speaking
participants, 42.9%, strongly agree with the statement ‘Being able to speak Arvanitika
along with other languages raises our level of cultural development’, indicating positive
attitudes towards Arvanitika. Conversely, merely 8.6% of the Arvanitika-speaking
participants showed negative attitudes towards the relationship of Arvanitika with a
high level of cultural development. Moreover, 21% of the participants showed either

neutral attitudes or indecisiveness.

As illustrated in Figure 29 D, the majority of the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants,
29.4%, showed positive attitudes towards the connection of Arvanitika with cultural
development. An additional 25.8% also indicated a tendency towards strong agreement
by choosing number 2 on the scale. The percentages for categories 4 and 5 were rather
low, at 12.4% and 10.2%, respectively. These results indicate very few negative
attitudes towards Arvanitika’s connection with social status and education among the
non-Arvanitika-speaking participants. However, the answers falling into the neutral

category 3 were not negligible, as 22.2% of the participants indicated either neutral

178



attitudes or indecisiveness towards the correlation between Arvanitika and cultural

development.

Speaking Arvanitika is an extra asset in the
search of a good job

57.1%
105% 4 o0, 11.4%  162%
. 0
C B — [ ]
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Figure 30 Bar graph showing Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘Speaking Arvanitika is an extra asset
in the search of a good job’. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= |
strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of
the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As indicated in Figure 30, the overwhelming majority of the Arvanitika-speaking
participants, specifically 57.1% of this group, strongly disagree with the statement
‘Speaking Arvanitika is an extra asset in the search of a good job’, while 16.2% of the
participants showed a tendency towards strong agreement by choosing number 4 on the
scale. Therefore, these results indicate that most Arvanitika-speaking participants hold
negative attitudes towards Arvanitika being useful for their professional development.
The percentages falling into categories 1, 2 and 3 were much lower (10.5%, 4.8% and
11.4%, respectively) and could be considered rather negligible in comparison to the

responses for categories 4 and 5.
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5.10. Use of Arvanitika during the Albanian migration wave

This thematic category includes the questions and statements from the questionnaires
related to the use of the Arvanitika language during the Albanian migration to Greece
in the 1990s. Furthermore, | include here one open-ended question related to the
potential effect of the Albanian migration on Arvanitika’s state of endangerment. As
participants were free to write down their thoughts on the question, | decided upon data
collection to group their responses and classify them into the categories appearing in
the graphs below. Specifically, the question ‘Did the Albanian migration affect the
trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction’ within the questionnaire included a
supplementary query: ‘If so, in what way?’. While the graphs below represent solely
the answers to the first part of the question, the explanation below includes some
indicative answers from participants to the follow-up question. The dataset reveals that
Arvanitika speakers contributed 105 answers, and non-Arvanitika speakers provided

223 answers.

A. Did the Albanian migration affect the B. Did the Albanian migration affect
trajectory of Arvanitika towards its the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its
extinction? extinction?
Answers from Arvanitika speakers Answers from non-Arvanitika speakers
4!
22.9%

B YES

H YES

B NO mNO

m MAYBE = MAYBE
YES & NO

DO NOT KNOW

B NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS
B NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS

Figure 31 A. Pie chart showing the answers of Arvanitika speakers to the open-ended question, ‘Did the Albanian
migration affect the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction?’. The answers were classified into the following
categories: a) YES, b) NO, ¢) MAYBE, d) YES & NO, e) NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS. The pie chart reflects
percentages calculated from the 105 answers obtained for this question. B. Pie chart showing answers of non-
Arvanitika speakers to the open-ended question ‘Did the Albanian migration affect the trajectory of Arvanitika
towards its extinction?’. The answers were classified into the following categories: a) YES, b) NO, ¢) MAYBE, d)
DO NOT KNOW, e) NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS. The percentages are based on the 223 answers obtained for
this question.

As shown in Figure 31 A, the vast majority of Arvanitika-speaking participants’
answers, 58.1% in total, reported that the Albanian migration did not impact

Arvanitika’s trajectory towards extinction. In contrast, merely 13.3% of the answers
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from this demographic fell into the “YES’ category, and the percentages of the answers
falling into categories ‘YES & NO’ and ‘MAYBE’ were negligible.

As the above open-ended question was accompanied by the follow-up query, ‘If so, in
what way?’ participants were provided the chance to justify their answers. Accordingly,
I chose some of the participants’ statements, which I present here. One illustrative
statement comes from the group ‘YES & NO’ and is articulated as follows: Yes and no.
Yes, because if you spoke with them (Albanians) in Arvanitika, you would be treated
with contempt by those who undervalue the Albanians. No, because it was an
opportunity for the language to revive (In Greek: Kai vai ka1 oy1. Noa, yiati av puilodoeg
noli tovg apfovitika yivoGovy OVIIKEIUEVO TEPIPPOVHOHS OO OGOVS DIOTYUOVY TOVS
aAPavovg. Oy, yrati 060nke n svkapio va. Covalwvravéyer n yAoooa). In this account,
the participant clearly discusses the equation of the Arvanite population with Albanians
and the stigmatisation the Arvanitika speakers experienced because of their conflation
with Albanian speakers, stemming from the derogatory connotation the word
‘Albanian’ bears in the Greek context. The participant’s statement refers to the Greek
society’s perception of Albanians and — upon equating Arvanitika speakers with the
former — Arvanite population, as people of ‘low’ status and education. Nevertheless, in
the second part of his response, the same participant acknowledged that the Albanian
migration also provided an opportunity for Arvanitika to ‘revive’.

From the participants’ answers categorised under ‘YES’, I, indicatively, present the
following response: Yes, maybe some Arvanitika speakers would not want to be equated
with people of Albanian origin, so they stopped speaking it (Arvanitika), but also (they
stopped) transmitting the language to the next generations (In Greek: Nai, iow¢ kamoior
apPovites oev Go nOelov va Tovg avyYEOVY UE TOVS AAPOVIKNS KaTaywYNS ovOpmTONS Kol
ETOL OTOUATNOOY VO, WAODY GAAG KOL VO UETAOIO0DY TNV YADOOTO. OIS EXOUEVES YeVIES). AS
indicated in the aforementioned indicative explanations Arvanitika-speaking
participants provided for the question, the themes of discrimination and stigmatisation
emerged, once again, in participants’ answers as a deterrent for their speaking of
Arvanitika.

The majority of the participants’ answers classified under ‘NO’ were given without
justification or further explanation. However, there existed a few more explicit
responses, exemplified by this one: Of course not, because the language had already
started going extinct before the Albanian migration’ (In Greek: Oy péfouo yrazi n
yAdaooo giye noN apyioel va. yavetor mpwv v aAfavikn petavdorevon). This participant,
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as well as a few others, stated that the Albanian migration did not affect Arvanitika’s
trajectory towards its extinction, as the decline of the language was already in motion.
As illustrated in Figure 31 B, 37.2% of the non-Arvanitika speakers’ responses fell into
the ‘NO’ category, indicating the belief that the Albanian migration of the *90s did not
affect the Arvanitika language’s trajectory towards its extinction. Furthermore, a
relatively high percentage of participants’ responses, 27.8%, fell into the ‘YES’
category, reporting that the Albanian migration affected the decline of Arvanitika.
Notably, among the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants’ answers, 22.9% fell into the
‘DO NOT KNOW?’ category.

There were slight differences in the categories from participants’ answers to the same
question between the Arvanitika speakers and non-speakers. In the case of non-
Arvanitika speakers, there was no ‘YES & NO’ category; rather, there was a ‘DO NOT
KNOW’ category. It should be noted that among the ‘YES’ category answers,
participants provided explanations addressing the following themes: ‘Albanian
immigrants  being  assimilated into  Greek language and culture’,
‘Dominance/Superiority of the Greek language’ and ‘Xenophobia/Racism and negative
connotations of Albanian’ to justify their belief that the Albanian migration did affect

Arvanitika’s decline.

Finally, the ‘NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS’ category included irrelevant responses,
such as “Arvanites can understand Albanian” and blank answers. Interestingly, the
percentage of responses categorised as ‘NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS’ from the
Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaire was 21%, quadrupling the percentage of non-
Arvanitika speakers’ answers, 4.9%. This disparity could possibly be explained by the
emotional involvement of Arvanitika speakers, which might make it difficult for them
to address this question due to the stigmatisation that they or other members of their
community have experienced. Therefore, many Arvanitika-speaking participants might
have avoided answering this question by leaving it blank, or they might have given non-
relevant answers to distance themselves from addressing this theme. Conversely, the
non-Arvanitika speakers’ answers in the ‘NON-RELEVANT ANSWERS’ category
were very few, which could be justified by their status as outsiders of the Arvanitika
community, thus liberating them from the previously mentioned stigma equated with

the Arvanite population and Albanians. Therefore, it was not such a challenge for the
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non-Arvanitika speakers to address this question, as they are emotionally distanced

from such a context.

A. Albanian migration to Greece helped
us speak Arvanitika more often
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Figure 32 A. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘Albanian migration to Greece
helped us speak Arvanitika more often’. B. Bar graph showing the non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement
‘Albanian migration to Greece helped Arvanitika being heard/spoken more’. C. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika
speakers' answers to the statement ‘Arvanitika was useful in conversing with Albanians’. D. Bar graph showing the
non-Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘Arvanitika was useful for the communication with Albanians’.
The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly
disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered

neutral.

As illustrated in Figure 32 A, most Arvanitika-speaking participants, 36.2%, strongly

agreed with the statement ‘Albanian migration to Greece helped us speak Arvanitika
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more often’. An additional 21% of the Arvanitika-speaking participants showed a
tendency towards strong agreement by choosing number 2 on the scale. Consequently,
these respondents expressed positive attitudes towards the revival of the language
through increased communication with Albanians during their migration to Greece.
Nevertheless, 20% of participants from this group strongly disagreed with the
aforementioned statement, while another 5.7% showed a tendency towards strong
disagreement, thus displaying negative attitudes. Furthermore, 17.1% of the Arvanitika-
speaking participants showed either neutral attitudes or indecisiveness. The results
indicate that the number of Arvanitika-speaking participants who spoke Arvanitika
more often with Albanians during the Albanian migration to Greece is double that of

those who did not.

As illustrated in Figure 32 B, the vast majority of the non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants, a significant 40.7%, chose number 3 on the scale, showing either neutral
attitudes or indecisiveness towards the resurgence of Arvanitika during the Albanian
migration to Greece in the 1990s. The remaining participants’ answers were distributed
across categories 1 and 2, and 4 and 5, with the answers falling into the former two
categories slightly outweighing those falling into the latter two. This result means that
slightly more participants tended to agree with the revival of Arvanitika during the
Albanian migration to Greece than those who disagreed. However, this distribution
warrants further interpretation given the neutral attitudes or indecisiveness represented

by 40.7% who chose number 3 on the scale.

Correspondingly, Figure 32 C reveals that an overwhelming majority of Arvanitika-
speaking participants, 39% of this group, strongly agreed with the statement ‘Arvanitika
was useful in conversing with Albanians’. An additional 15.2% displayed a tendency
towards strong agreement, showing positive attitudes towards speaking Arvanitika with
Albanians. A smaller percentage, 22.9% of this group of participants, showed either
neutral attitudes or indecisiveness by choosing number 3 on the scale. A mere 15.2%
and 7.6% of the Arvanitika-speaking participants strongly disagreed and leaned towards
strong disagreement, respectively, displaying negative attitudes towards speaking the
language with Albanians. The results primarily indicate positive attitudes among this
group of participants towards speaking Arvanitika with Albanians, albeit with a rather

high percentage of neutral attitudes or indecisiveness.
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As illustrated in Figure 32 D, a substantial 51% of non-Arvanitika-speaking participants
chose number 3 on the scale regarding the statement ‘Arvanitika was useful for the
communication with Albanians’, displaying neutral attitudes or indecisiveness towards
the revival of Arvanitika due to the communication between Arvanitika speakers and
Albanians. The remaining responses fell into categories 1 and 2, as well as 4 and 5.
Notably, the proportion of responses in the former two, which show positive attitudes
towards the revival of Arvanitika due to the communication with Albanians, was
approximately double the percentage compared to the sum of the answers falling into

the latter two categories, which signifies negative attitudes.

A. *After the Albanian migration, | did B. *When | meet up with an Albanian, |
not wish to speak Arvanitika will speak in Greek
58.1%
35.2%
24.8%
16.2% 14.3%
16.2%  14.3% 9.5%
4.8%  6.7%
.. | |
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 33 A. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘After the Albanian migration, I
did not wish to speak Arvanitika’. B. Bar graph showing the Arvanitika speakers' answers to the statement ‘When I
meet up with an Albanian, I will speak in Greek’. The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers
extending from 1= 1 strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show
direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 33 A, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika-speaking
participants, specifically 58.1%, strongly disagreed with the statement ‘After the
Albanian migration, I did not wish to speak Arvanitika’, showing positive attitudes
towards speaking Arvanitika in the post-Albanian migration period. An additional
14.3% of participants in this group revealed a tendency towards strong disagreement.
A smaller contingent from the Arvanitika-speaking participants, 16.2%, indicated
neutral attitudes or indecisiveness. Notably, the percentages falling into categories 1

and 2 were 4.8% and 6.7%, respectively, showing strong agreement with the statement
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or a tendency towards it. Consequently, negative attitudes within this group can be

considered negligible.

As illustrated in Figure 33 B, 35.2% of Arvanitika-speaking participants, interestingly,
strongly agreed with the statement ‘When I meet up with an Albanian, I will speak in
Greek’. Additionally, 16.2% exhibited a tendency towards strong agreement.
Collectively, these results express negative attitudes towards speaking Arvanitika with
Albanians if they also speak Greek, demonstrating a preference for speaking with them
in Greek. In contrast, a rather high number of participants, 24% of respondents in this
group, showed neutral attitudes or indecisiveness by choosing number 3 on the scale.
Moreover, 9.5% and 14.3% chose categories 4 and 5, respectively, indicating a
tendency towards strong disagreement and, thus, positive attitudes towards speaking
with Albanians in Arvanitika rather than in Greek. Notably, the proportion of results
indicating negative attitudes towards speaking Arvanitika when conversing with

Albanians is twice as large as those showing positive attitudes.
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Part B

5.11. Frequencies and cross-tabulation analysis

Below, I present the frequencies of the variable ‘Attitudes’, which constitutes the sum
of the attitudes emerging from the total answers of the Likert-scale items all together
for both populations. Number 1 in the scale represents positive attitudes towards
Arvanitika, as the phrasing of the statements in the Likert scale inherently suggests
positive attitudes. In the same vein, number 5 on the scale represents negative attitudes
towards Arvanitika. Items that were phrased to bear a negative connotation, thus
showing negative attitudes, were inverted in the data using SPSS. Accordingly, below,
across all graphs, the label ‘I strongly agree’ (number 1 on the graph) always indicates
positive attitudes, while ‘I strongly disagree’ (number 5 on the graph) always indicates
negative attitudes. Intermediary numbers 2 and 4 indicate a tendency towards 1 and 5,
respectively, while number 3 indicates neutrality or indecisiveness on the part of the
participants.

A. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking B. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants towards Arvanitika participants towards Arvanitika

B 1 |strongly agree B2 M3 14 W5 |strongly disagree B 1|strongly agree M2 m3 14 M5 strongly disagree

Figure 34 A. Pie chart showing the sum of the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika emerging from
the 28 Likert-scale items. B. Pie chart showing the sum of the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards
Arvanitika emerging from the 15 Likert-scale items. The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers
extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show

direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

As depicted in Figure 34 A, the results for the variable ‘Attitudes’, which consists of

the sum of the scores of the 28 Likert-scale items, revealed a predominantly positive
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attitude among the Arvanitika-speaking population. Specifically, 64.8% strongly
agreed or leaned towards strong agreement, whereas 32.4% expressed indecisiveness
or neutral attitudes towards Arvanitika. A mere 2.9% strongly disagreed or leaned
towards strong disagreement, thus demonstrating negative attitudes.

Correspondingly, Figure 34 B presents remarkably identical results for the second
questionnaire, consisting of 15 Likert-scale items, administered to a non-Arvanitika-
speaking population. Here, almost 60% showed a positive attitude, strongly agreeing or
showing a tendency towards strong agreement; 27.8% exhibited indecisiveness or
neutrality towards Arvanitika; and a mere 12.4% strongly disagreed or showed a
tendency towards strong disagreement, thus showing negative attitudes.

Subsequently, the accompanying graphs display the percentages of participants’
attitudes with respect to the demographic variables (e.g., age and sex). The cross-
tabulation analyses are presented in the tables in Appendix A. Furthermore, the
percentages of participants’ attitudes relative to the demographic variables appear in

both the graphs below and the tables in the Appendix.

A. Attitudes of female and male Arvanitika- B. Attitudes of female and male non-
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Figure 35 A. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the variable of sex.
B. Graph showing the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the variable of sex. The
range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly
disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered

neutral.
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As illustrated in Figure 35 A, the cross-tabulation analysis of the variables ‘Sex” and
‘Attitudes’ for the Arvanitika speakers — refer to Table 7 in Appendix A — reveals
gender-based variations. Specifically, among those who appeared to strongly agree
(26.7% of the responses), 20% were males, while only 6.7% were females. Moreover,
among those who showed a tendency towards strong agreement (represented by number
2 on the Likert scale and constituting 38.1% of responses), 18.1% were females, and
20% were males. Intriguingly, females appeared more indecisive or neutral than their
male counterparts: among those who chose number 3 on the scale, 32.4% were female,

while only 13.3% were male.

The chi-square test (see Table 8 in Appendix A) revealed that the category variable
‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the variable ‘Sex’. The null hypothesis asserting that the
two variables are independent is not rejected (Pearson's y*(4) = 8.095, p-value =.088)
since the p-value exceeds .05. The value of Cramer’s V (0.278; see Table 9 in Appendix

A) suggests that there is a moderate to strong relationship between these two variables.

Figure 35 B presents the cross-tabulation analysis for the variable ‘Sex” and the variable
‘Attitudes’ (see Table 34 in Appendix A) for the second sample, the non-Arvanitika-
speaking population. Among all the respondents who appeared to strongly agree,
constituting 16.5% of the sample, 10.8% were females while only 5.7% were males.
Moreover, among the participants who showed a tendency towards agreement, 43.3%,
a notable 32.5% were females, and merely 10.8% were males. Additionally, women
seem to be more indecisive or hold more neutral attitudes compared to men. Of the total
27.8% who chose category 3, indicative of indecisiveness or neutral attitudes towards
Arvanitika, 20.1% were females, while only 7.7% were males.

The chi-square test (see Table 35 in Appendix A) corroborates that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the variable ‘Sex’. The null hypothesis,
asserting that the two variables are independent, again remains unrefuted (Pearson's
272(4)=4.580, p-value =.333) since the p-value exceeds the .05 threshold. The value of
Cramer’s V =0.154 (see Table 36 in Appendix A) suggests only a weak relationship

between these variables.

189



A. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking B. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika participants of

participants of 3 age groups 3 age groups
30.9%
21.8%
18.8%
13.9% 15.5%
3.9 9.9% & oo 11.3%
6.9 5.9% 2% 7%
19 4.6% 2.6% 0
IIZ% I 19% 1% 1% I 1% e 4 1% 219 O
[ F | - -
11 strongly 2 3 4 5 | strongly 11 strongly 2 4 5 I strongly
agree disagree agree disagree
Attitudes Attitudes
E<40 m40-60 >60 H<40 m40-60 >60

Figure 36 A. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the ‘Age’ variable. B.
Graph showing the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the ‘Age’ variable. The
range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= 1 strongly agree to 5= | strongly
disagree. The answers found under intermediary numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two extremes,
and 3 is considered neutral.

Figure 36 A displays the cross-tabulation of the variable ‘Age’ and the variable
‘Attitudes’ for the Arvanitika-speaking participants (see Table 10 in Appendix A).
Among those who strongly agreed, comprising 24.8% of respondents, 13.9% were
middle-aged, between 40 and 60 years old. The youngest group, those under 40,
comprised just 8.9%, while the eldest, over 60 years old, comprised only 2%. This
distribution might be due to the low number of elder Arvanitika speakers participating
in the questionnaire task (17.1%). Additionally, of the 38.6% majority who tended
towards strong agreement (represented by number 2), 21.8% also belonged to the
middle-aged group of participants. Moreover, the respondents in the age group below
40 seemed to be more indecisive or hold neutral attitudes compared to the other two
age groups. Specifically, this younger demographic accounted for 18.8% of the 33.7%
of participants who indicated indecisiveness or neutral attitudes (number 3) towards
Arvanitika.

The chi-square test (see Table 11 in Appendix A) indicated that the variable of the
‘Attitudes’ category depends on the ‘Age’ variable. The null hypothesis asserting that
these two variables are independent is rejected (Pearson's »*(8)=15.892 , p-value =.044)
since the p-value is less than .05. The value of Cramer’s V=0.280 (see Table 12 in
Appendix A) suggested a moderate, almost strong association between these two

variables.
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As illustrated in Figure 36 B, the cross-tabulation of the variable ‘Age’ and the variable
‘Attitudes’ for the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants (see Table 37 in Appendix A)
yields interesting results. Among those who appeared to tend towards strong agreement
(number 2), comprising 43.3% of the respondents, 30.9% are below 40 years old.
Moreover, the respondents in the same age group, under 40, seem to display more
indecisiveness or more neutral attitudes compared to the other two age groups.
Specifically, 15.5% of this group chose number 3 on the Likert scale, which represents
neutral attitudes or indecisiveness, out of the total 27.8% of all participants who chose
3. Notably, it was only the middle-aged group of non-Arvanitika-speaking participants
that showed strong disagreement, albeit comprising a low percentage, 3.6%, of the
sample. This fraction corresponds to the total percentage of respondents showing strong
disagreement, indicating the other two age groups did not show strong disagreement or
(very) negative attitudes.

Another chi-square test (see Table 38 in Appendix A) confirmed that the category of
the variable ‘Attitudes’ depends on the ‘Age’ variable. The null hypothesis asserting
that the two variables are independent is rejected (Pearson's y*(8)= 28.058, p-value <.01)
since the p-value was less than .05. The value of Cramer’s V=0.269 (see Table 39 in
Appendix A) suggests that there is a moderate to strong association between these two

variables.
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Figure 37 A. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the ‘Education’

variable. B. Graph showing the attitudes of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the ‘Education’
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variable. The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= I strongly agree to 5=
I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two extremes, and
3 is considered neutral.

As shown in Figure 37 A, cross-tabulation analysis comparing the variable ‘Education’
with the variable ‘Attitudes’ for the Arvanitika-speaking participants (see Table 13 in
Appendix A) reveals noteworthy patterns. Among those who showed neutral attitudes
or indecisiveness (number 3), comprising 32.4% of respondents, 22.9% attended
tertiary education. Similarly, these participants who had attended tertiary education
were not only the majority for number 3 but also numbers 1 and 2, showing strong
agreement and a tendency towards strong agreement, respectively. More specifically,
among the 26.7% of participants who showed strong agreement, 16.2% have attended
tertiary education. Additionally, among the 38.1% of respondents who indicated a
tendency towards strong agreement, thus also positive attitudes, 21% also attended
tertiary education. However, these results do not allow for safe generalisations, as most
participants filling out the questionnaire had a university degree.

The chi-square test (see Table 14 in Appendix A) demonstrated that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the education level variable. The null
hypothesis that the two variables are independent is not rejected, with Pearson's y?(12)
equating to 16.019 and a p-value of .190, which exceeds the .05 threshold. Moreover,
the value of Cramer’s V (0.226; see Table 15 in Appendix A) suggests a weak to
moderate relationship between these two variables, which is probably because of the
high percentage (approximately 61%) of respondents in the sample with tertiary

education.

Correspondingly, Figure 37 B presents a cross-tabulation analysis of the variable level
‘Education’ and the variable ‘Attitudes’ for the non-Arvanitika speakers (see Table 40
in Appendix A). Among the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants, a staggering
majority of 79.4% attended tertiary education. Out of this percentage, 15.5% strongly
agreed, 37.1% tended towards strong agreement, 19.1% appeared to be either indecisive
or held neutral attitudes, and 5.2% and 2.6% tended towards strong disagreement or
strong disagreement, respectively.

The chi-square test (see Table 41 in Appendix A) showed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ depends on the ‘Education’ variable. The null hypothesis that the
two variables are independent was rejected, as evidenced by Pearson's y?(12) of 25.799
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and a p-value =.011, falling below the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.211;
see Table 42 in Appendix A) suggests a weak association between these two variables,

which is probably because of the high percentage of participants with tertiary education.

A. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking participants of 5
places of origin

24.8%
21%
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8.69 7.6%
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Figure 38. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on their place of origin.
The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly
disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered
neutral.

Figure 38 presents the cross-tabulation of the variable ‘Place of origin’ and the 5-point
Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ for the Arvanitika-speaking participants (see Table 16 in
Appendix A). Among the 32.4% of participants who appeared indecisive or held neutral
attitudes, 24.8% originated from the Attica region. Furthermore, of the participants who
displayed a tendency towards strong agreement, 38.1%, the largest percentage (21%)
was also from Attica, while 7.6% were from Boeotia. These results can be justified by
noting that the majority of the Arvanitika-speaking participants in the study,
specifically 56.2%, were from Attica.

Supplementing these observations, a chi-square test (see Table 17 in Appendix A)
indicated that the category of the ‘Attitudes’ variable does not depend on the ‘Place of
origin’ variable. The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are independent is
not rejected (Pearson's x*(16)= 20.558, p-value =.196) since the p-value surpasses the
threshold of .05. The value of Cramer’s V (0.221; see Table 18 in Appendix A) suggests

a weak, almost moderate relationship between these two variables, probably because of
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the high percentage of participants whose place of origin was Attica, approximately

56.2%.

A. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking
participants based on whether they have lived
in a different place other than their current

B. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants based on whether they have lived
in a different place other than their current

31.4%
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Figure 39 A. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on whether they have
lived in a different place other than their current residence. B. Graph showing the attitudes of non-Arvanitika
speakers towards Arvanitika based on whether they have lived in a different place other than their current residence.
The range is depicted in the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= I strongly
disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered
neutral.

As shown in Figure 39 A, a cross-tabulation of the question ‘Have you ever lived in a
different place other than the current?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ (see
Table 19 in Appendix A) provides further insights. Among those who tended towards
strong agreement (number 2), 38.1% of the respondents, 24.8% stated that they had
lived elsewhere, while only 13.3% answered that they had not. This difference becomes
greater among those who strongly agreed. Specifically, out of the 26.7% (sum of
numbers 1 & 2 in the scale), 23.8% answered yes to this question, while only 2.9%
answered no. These results can be justified by noting that the overwhelming majority
of Arvanitika speakers in this study, specifically 71.4%, reported living in locations

other than their current residence.

The chi-square test (see Table 20 in Appendix A) showed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘Have you ever lived in a

different place other than the current?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two
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variables are independent is not rejected (Pearson's y?(4)= 7.941), p-value =.094) since
the p-value exceeds the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.275; see Table 21 in

Appendix A) suggests a moderate relationship between these two variables.

Figure 39 B presents the cross-tabulation of the question ‘Have you ever lived in a

different place other than the current?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ (see

Table 43 in Appendix A). Among the 43.3% who appeared to tend towards strong

agreement (number 2), 31.4% answered that they had lived in a different place, while

only 11.9% answered no to this question. Similarly, among the 16.5% who strongly

agreed, 12.4% answered yes, while only 4.1% answered no.

The chi-square test (see Table 44 in Appendix A) revealed that the category of the

‘Attitudes’ variable does not depend on the question variable ‘Have you ever lived in a

different place other than the current?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two

variables are independent was not rejected (Pearson's y%(4)= 4.732, p-value =.316) since

the p-value does not exceed the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.156; see

Table 45 in Appendix A) suggests a weak relationship between these two variables.

A. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking participants
with respect to the question variable "How fluent
are you in Arvanitika?*
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B. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking participants
based on their question variable "How would you
describe yourself as an Arvanitika speaker?*
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Figure 40 A. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on their self-evaluated

fluency on a 5-point Likert scale where 1= strongly agree and 5=I strongly disagree. B. Graph showing the attitudes

of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on their self-evaluated fluency represented by the following labels:

a) Fluent speaker, b) Good speaker, c) Intermediate speaker, d) Lower intermediate speaker, ) Non-fluent speaker.

The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= | strongly
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disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered
neutral.

Figure 40 A presents a cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘How fluent
are you in Arvanitika?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ for the Arvanitika
speakers (see Table 22 in Appendix A). Among the 32.4% of the Arvanitika speakers
who were indecisive or showed neutral attitudes (number 3), 14.3% evaluated their
fluency choosing number 2, tending towards ‘Not at all’, meaning they think they have
low fluency in Arvanitika. An additional 9.5% reported their Arvanitika speaking as
‘Not at all’. Furthermore, among the 10.5% who reported an ‘Excellent’ speaking
ability, 4.8% indicated strong agreement, 3.8% indicated a tendency towards strong
agreement, thus positive attitudes towards Arvanitika, and 1.9% indicated neutral
attitudes or indecisiveness. Interestingly, speakers who stated that they speak
Arvanitika ‘Excellent’ or tend to speak it ‘Excellent’ (number 4) did not display
negative attitudes at all.

The chi-square test (see Table 23 in Appendix A) showed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘How fluent are you in
Arvanitika? The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are independent is not
rejected (Pearson's x?(16)= 22.972, p-value =.114) since the p-value is greater than the
.05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.234; see Table 24 in Appendix A) suggests

a weak to moderate relationship between these two variables.

Figure 40 B illustrates the cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘How
would you describe yourself as an Arvanitika speaker?’ and the 5-point Likert variable
‘Attitudes’ for the Arvanitika-speaking participants (see Table 28 in Appendix A).
Among the total 32.4% of the Arvanitika speakers who were indecisive or showed
neutral attitudes, 19% described themselves as ‘Non-fluent speakers’. Moreover, 18.1%
of the 38.1% who tended towards strong agreement (number 2) described themselves
as ‘Non-fluent speakers’. Interestingly, 9.5% of those who strongly agreed, comprising
26.7% of the respondents, thus showing positive attitudes, described themselves as
‘Good speakers’. It is noteworthy that none of the Arvanitika speakers who regarded
their Arvanitika proficiency as ‘Excellent’ showed negative attitudes (tendency towards
disagreement or strong disagreement). Negative attitudes towards Arvanitika were only
expressed by ‘Lower intermediate’ speakers, indicating their tendency towards

disagreement (number 4), and ‘Non-fluent’ speakers with their strong disagreement
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(number 5) at 1.9% and 1%, respectively. The remaining speakers’ categories only

showed neutral or positive attitudes.

The chi-square test (see Table 29 in Appendix A) revealed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ depends on the question variable ‘How would you describe yourself
as an Arvanitika speaker?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are
independent is rejected (Pearson's x*(16)= 27.277, p-value =.039) since the p-value is
less than the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.255; see Table 30 in Appendix

A) suggests a moderate association between these two variables.

A. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking participants B. Attitudes of Arvanitika-speaking
based on how often they speak Arvanitika participants based on their L1
17.1% 33.3%
15.2% 28.6%
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Figure 41 A. Graph showing the attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on how often they speak
Arvanitika on a 5-point Likert scale where 1=I strongly agree and 5=I strongly disagree. B. Graph showing the
attitudes of Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on the respondents’ first L1 language. The range is
depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= I strongly disagree.
The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.
Figure 41 A presents a cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘How often do
you speak Arvanitika?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ (see Table 25 in
Appendix A). Among the 38.1% of speakers who tended towards strong agreement
(number 2), 17.1% tended not to speak the language. Furthermore, of the 32.4%
indecisive respondents or those holding neutral attitudes (number 3), 15.2% tended
towards not speaking Arvanitika or rarely speaking, while 14.3% answered that they
never speak it. Interestingly, among the 26.7% of Arvanitika speakers who strongly

agreed, showing positive attitudes, only 3.8% ‘Always’ speak Arvanitika. Additionally,
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out of the 38.1% of those who tended towards strong agreement, only 1.9% ‘Always’
speak the language.

The chi-square test (see Table 26 in Appendix A) demonstrated that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘How often do you speak
Arvanitika?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are independent is not
rejected (Pearson's x?(16)= 23.720, p-value =.096) since the p-value exceeds the .05
threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.238; see Table 27 in Appendix A) suggests a
moderate relationship between these two variables.

Figure 41 B illustrates the cross-tabulation of the question variable ‘Which language
did you learn first?” and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ for Arvanitika speakers
(see Table 31 in Appendix A). Among those who appeared to strongly agree, 26.7%, a
significant 20% learned Greek as their L1, while 4.8% of respondents have both Greek
and Arvanitika as their L1. Similarly, out of the total Arvanitika speakers who tended
towards strong agreement (number 2), thus showing positive attitudes, 38.1% learned
Greek first, while 4.8% initially learned both languages. Moreover, among the 32.4%
who were indecisive or held neutral attitudes, 28.6% learned Greek as their L1, while
only 2.9% learned both Arvanitika and Greek as their L1. These results reveal that most
participants with Greek as their first language showed positive or neutral attitudes
towards Arvanitika. However, since most participants have Greek as their L1, these
results might not allow for safe generalisations of the results, as would be the case if
the number of participants having Arvanitika as their L1 was approximately equal to
those having Greek as their L1.

The chi-square test (see Table 32 in Appendix A) revealed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ depends on the question variable ‘Which language did you learn
first?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are independent is rejected
(Pearson's x*(8)= 18.890, p-value =.015) since the p-value is less than the .05 threshold.
The value of Cramer’s V (0.300; see Table 33 in Appendix A) suggests a strong

association between these two variables.
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A. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants based on whether they have been
in contact with Arvanitika speakers

B. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking
participants based on whether they have lived
nearby Arvanitika speakers
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Figure 42 A. Graph showing the attitudes of non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on whether they

have been in contact with Arvanitika speakers. B. Graph showing the attitudes of non-Arvanitika speakers towards

Arvanitika based on whether they have lived near Arvanitika speakers. C. Graph showing the attitudes of non-

Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on their relationship with Arvanitika speakers. Multiple answers were

valid. The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= 1

strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers 2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is

considered neutral.

Figure 42 A presents a cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘Have you ever

been in contact with an Arvanitika speaker?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’

for the non-Arvanitika-speaking participants (see Table 46 in Appendix A). Among the

16.5% of respondents who strongly agreed, 10.3% had been in contact with an
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Arvanitika speaker, and only 6.2% had not. Moreover, of those who appeared indecisive
or held neutral attitudes (number 3), comprising 27.8% of respondents, 9.3% had been
in contact with an Arvanitika speaker, while 18.6% had not. Moreover, among the
43.3% who showed a tendency towards strong agreement, indicating positive attitudes
towards Arvanitika, 22.7% answered that they had been in contact with Arvanitika
speakers, while 20.6% said they had not.

The chi-square test (see Table 47 in Appendix A) showed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘Have you ever been in
contact with an Arvanitika speaker?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two
variables are independent is not rejected (Pearson’s y*(4)= 8.214, p-value =.084) since
the p-value exceeds the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.206; see Table 48 in
Appendix A) suggests a weak to moderate relationship between these two variables.

Figure 42 B depicts the cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘Have any
Arvanitika speakers ever lived in your place of residence?’ and the 5-point Likert
variable ‘Attitudes’ for the non-Arvanitika-speaking population (see Table 49 in
Appendix A). Among the 27.8% of respondents who indicated being indecisive or
holding neutral attitudes, 20.6% answered no to this question, while only 7.2%
answered yes. Furthermore, of the 43.3% of participants who showed a tendency
towards strong agreement (number 2), indicating positive attitudes towards Arvanitika,
25.8% had never lived near Arvanitika speakers, while 17.5% had. With respect to the
participants expressing strong agreement, comprising 16.5% of the respondents, the
percentages of participants who had lived near Arvanitika speakers and those who had
not were equal at 8.2%.

The chi-square test (see Table 50 in Appendix A) showed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘Have any Arvanitika
speakers ever lived in your place of residence?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the
two variables are independent is not rejected (Pearson's y*(4)= 5.864, p-value =.210)
since the p-value exceeds the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.174; see Table

51 in Appendix A) suggests a weak relationship between these two variables.

Figure 42 C illustrates the cross-tabulation of the question variable ‘What is your
relationship with Arvanitika speakers?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ for

the non-Arvanitika speakers of this study (see Table 52 in Appendix A). Among those
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who appeared indecisive or holding neutral attitudes, comprising 27.8% of the
participants, 18.6% did not have any relationship at all with Arvanitika speakers, while
3.6% have Arvanitika speakers as friends, and another 3.6% have relatives who are
speakers of Arvanitika. Furthermore, of those who showed a tendency towards strong
agreement, thus positive attitudes towards Arvanitika, comprising 43.3% of the
respondents, 22.2% indicated having no relation at all with Arvanitika speakers, while
9.8% have relatives who are speakers of Arvanitika, and 8.2% have Arvanitika-
speaking friends. Moreover, among the 8.8% of participants who showed a tendency
towards disagreement, thus negative attitudes, 6.2% had no relationship at all with
Arvanitika speakers. Similarly, among the 3.6% of participants who strongly disagreed,

indicating negative attitudes, 3.1% had no relationship at all with Arvanitika speakers.

The chi-square test (see Table 53 in Appendix A) confirmed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘What is your relationship
with Arvanitika speakers?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are
independent is not rejected (Pearson's x*(12)= 19.355, p-value =.080) since the p-value
exceeds the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.182; see Table 54 in Appendix

A) suggests a weak relationship between these two variables.
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A. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking B. Attitudes of non-Arvanitika-speaking
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Figure 43 A. Graph showing the attitudes of non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika based on whether they
have been exposed to Arvanitika. B. Graph showing the attitudes of non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika
based on whether they have tried speaking or learning Arvanitika. The range is depicted on the graph on a Likert
scale with answers extending from 1= | strongly agree to 5= I strongly disagree. The answers found under numbers
2 and 4 show direction towards one of the two edges, and 3 is considered neutral.

Figure 43 A displays a cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘Have you ever
heard Arvanitika being spoken?’ and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ (see Table
55 in Appendix A). Among the total participants who strongly agreed, 16.5%,
indicating positive attitudes, 10.3% had heard Arvanitika being spoken, while only
6.2% answered no to this question. As shown in the relevant Figure above, for the
remaining attitudes on the scale, there are no important differences with respect to this
question variable, whether or not non-Arvanitika-speaking participants have heard
Arvanitika being spoken.

The chi-square test (see Table 56 in Appendix A) revealed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘Have you ever heard
Arvanitika being spoken?’. The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are
independent is not rejected (Pearson's y%(4)= 1.539, p-value =.820) since the p-value
exceeds the .05 threshold. The value of Cramer’s V (0.089; see Table 57 in Appendix
A) suggests absolutely no relationship between these two variables.

Figure 43 B illustrates a cross-tabulation analysis of the question variable ‘Have you
ever tried speaking or learning Arvanitika because of your relationship to Arvanitika
speakers?” and the 5-point Likert variable ‘Attitudes’ (see Table 58 in Appendix A).
Among those who tended towards strong disagreement (number 4), comprising 8.8%
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of respondents, along with those who strongly disagreed, another 3.6% of respondents,
answered that they had never tried speaking or learning Arvanitika because of their
relationship with Arvanitika speakers. Notably, 89.2% of this sample, the non-
Arvanitika speakers, answered negatively to this question.

The chi-square test (see Table 59 in Appendix A) revealed that the category of the
variable ‘Attitudes’ does not depend on the question variable ‘Have you ever tried
speaking or learning Arvanitika because of your relationship to Arvanitika speakers?’.
The null hypothesis asserting that the two variables are independent is not rejected
(Pearson's y*(4)=7.716, p-value =.103) since the p-value exceeds the .05 threshold. The
value of Cramer’s V (0.199; see Table 60 in Appendix A) suggests an almost weak
relationship between these two variables.
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Section 2. Qualitative results and analysis: interviews and focus groups

Several thematic categories have emerged from the interview and focus group sessions
of this study. The analysis of the qualitative data corresponding to these categories is
presented here in two ways: (a) with the citation of exact extracts from the
transcriptions of the interviews and focus group sessions, which is used for the majority
of the emerged themes, and (b) by means of only a periphrastic description of the
participants’ discourse, in cases where such discourse was considered to be of lesser
analytical interest. The latter way is used only for the first thematic category ‘Arvanitika
language use’ and for the subcategory ‘Mixed marriages’ of the third thematic category
‘Factors contributing to the decline of Arvanitika’. The exact transcription extracts
corresponding to these two cases of periphrastic description can be found in Appendix
B.

The complete set of thematic categories and subcategories that emerged from the

interviews and the focus groups is outlined below:

1. Arvanitika language use
e Pragmatic use
e Symbolic use

e Solidarity use

2. Construction of ethnolinguistic identity within Greece’s nation-centred

ideology
e Expression of Greekness and indicators of (ethno)-linguistic identity
3. Factors contributing to the decline of Arvanitika

e Mixed marriages

¢ Intergenerational transmission in decline

e (Non)-preservation, potential extinction and/or revival of Arvanitika & the
non-official status of the language

e Urbanisation & modernisation

e ‘Creolisation in reverse’ & fluctuation between competence & non-desire to
speak Arvanitika

e Oppression, discrimination & stigmatisation
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o ‘Us and them’: Arvanitika’s perception as an ‘inferior’ language with
a low ‘social status’
o Politicisation of the Arvanitika language

e Arvanitika as an unwritten language

4. Effect of the Albanian migration in the *90s on the Arvanitika language

5. Pride for the Arvanitika language and nostalgia for the past

Conventions
Italics = Direct speech in the extracts
‘Italics’ = Direct speech within the main text (a parenthesis)

‘...” = Metaphorical use of a word/phrase or terminology (e.g., ‘creolisation in

reverse’) and direct speech in the analysis (text)

«...” = Word/phrase enclosed within another quotation, which is in single quotation
marks

... = Removed/skipped text
<...> = Pause

[...] = Explanation or clarification of word/phrase, of emotions or non-verbal
language

Bold or (') = Emphasis
UPPER CASE LETTERS = Loud voice

P = Participant
K = Key speaker/Key person
O = Other

R = Researcher
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5.12. Arvanitika language use

This thematic category concerns the contexts in which the Arvanitika language was
used in the past and is still being used today, as these have emerged from the
participants’ discourse. The analysis of the relevant transcription extracts (see
Appendix B) suggests that there are three such contexts. More specifically, Arvanitika
is used: (a) for practical purposes, mostly related to the need for effective or secretive
communication, (b) for its symbolic value, (i.e., as a reminder of a particular identity or
as a preferred language to express humour or certain emotions), and (c) as a means to
feel and express solidarity with specific others who also speak the language. Therefore,
this thematic category is split into three subcategories, namely pragmatic use, symbolic

use and solidarity use.

5.12.1. Pragmatic use

The pragmatic use of Arvanitika was one of the main issues brought up by the
participants in a twofold way. On the one hand, the participants mentioned certain
contexts where Arvanitika proved useful for their communication with other speakers
for practical purposes and, on the other hand, they exchanged varying opinions on the

‘usefulness’ or ‘uselessness’ of the Arvanitika language.

It appears that one of the main contexts in which the participants found Arvanitika to
be useful is that of work, when they have to interact either with co-workers or with
other persons who speak Arvanitika or Albanian. For example, the daughter of
Participant 3 said that their family used to hire Albanian migrants to their business, with
whom they mainly communicated in Arvanitika. Participant 3 himself stated that his
granddaughter, who is a doctor in a public hospital in Athens, also found Arvanitika
useful because she has many Albanian women as patients. Despite his aforementioned
statement, however, Participant 3 stressed repeatedly that he does not care for the
preservation of Arvanitika, as, in his view, Greek is actually their language and there is
no need to communicate in Arvanitika with non-Albanians, that is, with fellow residents

of his region who do speak Arvanitika (See Appendix B, 5.12.1.).

The context of migration was also one in which the usefulness or uselessness of

Arvanitika was debated. More specifically, Participant 8 expressed the view that
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Arvanitika is not useful, stating that, in his mind, Arvanitika would be useful only if
there was a vital, in terms of population, space for its use, in which case it would
function as a motive for Greek citizens who speak Arvanitika to migrate to countries
where this language is spoken. He further noted that Arvanitika is not like the Slavic
languages, which are worth being retained and developed as there is ‘a market’ for them
and they would prove useful if, for example, those who speak them decided to migrate
to Russia (See Appendix B, 5.12.1., P8).

Another context the interview and focus group participants found Arvanitika to be
pragmatically useful is that of adverse and/or dangerous life conditions, in which
Arvanitika could function as a language of protection. Several participants made
reference to unsubstantiated accounts of past or more contemporary incidents where
the use of Arvanitika ended up having a life-saving value. Though their narrations were
rather vague and without reference to specific persons or times, the participants related
three relevant stories (See Appendix B, 5.12.1., P8, P2, P5).

5.12.2. Symbolic use

During the interviews and focus groups sessions, most participants made the point that
nowadays they use Arvanitika mostly in humorous, festive or ceremonial contexts
rather than in their daily discourse. More specifically, they opt to use the language when
they feel like making or saying jokes, when they are taking part in a social or
commemorative event that may involve singing (e.g., love songs but also laments,
carnival songs, saucy songs with sexual connotations, carnival songs etc.), or when they

want to express something through the use of a proverb.

It is quite interesting that when asked to say something in Arvanitika, even the oldest
generation participants, whose fluency in Arvanitika is considerably better than that of
the younger ones, tended to give prominence to the symbolic value of the language by
choosing to use a proverb or to sing a song instead of using Arvanitika to simply
describe or comment on something in the ‘here and now’. What should be taken into
consideration here, however, is the social desirability bias that might have occurred,
resulting in the participants’ effort to present an outsider and non Arvanitika-speaking

person like myself with something special and impressive.
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Furthermore, several participants claimed that a joke or a teasing phrase sounds funnier
when related in Arvanitika rather than in Greek, something that may also be interpreted
as an implicit support of the symbolic use of the language, particularly in the context of
humorous discourse. When asked why this may be so, they expressed the opinion that
a joke in Arvanitika reflects better the witty and caustic humour of the Arvanites,
pointing out that if one attempts to translate a humorous word from Arvanitika into
Greek, this can only be done in a periphrastic way (See Appendix B, 5.12.2., P1, O1,
P2, P3, P5, P7, K1, P4).

In general, most participants appeared to applaud the symbolic use of Arvanitika to the
point that one may conclude that this use appears to be the predominant one.
Considering, however, that the symbolic use of Arvanitika derives its content mostly
from the past (traditional songs, legends, anecdotes, etc.), it could be argued that it
functions as a ‘museum’ use of language, exhibited for very specific purposes in limited
contexts of discourse, and that it may be partially responsible for the declining state of

the Arvanitika language as a whole.

5.12.3. Solidarity use

The interviews and focus group sessions indicate that the majority of the present study’s
participants mentioned and/or discussed their making a more extensive use of
Arvanitika in situations where they share feelings of mutual trust, intimacy, comfort,
closeness and a sense of solidarity with the persons whom they are conversing with.
Also, a second aspect of the solidarity use of the Arvanitika language that emerged from
the responses of the study’s participants is its functioning as a secret communication
code within the family context. More specifically, the participants said that they often
use Arvanitika to communicate with their spouses, in cases where the latter are also
familiar with the language, with their siblings, as well as with close friends when they
find themselves in relaxing environments such as a tavern or a coffee shop. What is
more, they mentioned that, in this context of communication, their use of Arvanitika
becomes a means towards the preservation of their memories, their tradition and their

origin, three notions that are tightly connected with one’s identity.

As it can be seen on the relevant extracts (Appendix B, 5.12.3), one of the participants
(P8) hints at the aforementioned preservative function of the language-use in a

somewhat nostalgic and emotional way, while he also says that when conversing in
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Arvanitika he recalls his mother and his grandmother and moments from his childhood.
Another participant (P5) recalls memories of her earlier years when, after the service at
the church, the members of the congregation would go to the neighbouring coffee shop
and exchange greetings and wishes in Arvanitika. In a similar reminiscence, another
participant (P7) declared that she had even listened to the Gospel being sung in

Arvanitika by an Arvanitika-speaking priest in her hometown.

Regarding now the second aspect of the solidarity use of the Arvanitika language, there
were many participants who mentioned that their parents would often speak in
Arvanitika when discussing something that they did not want to be understood by their
children. An amusing example of this type of language use, however, was related by a
third person (O1) present in the interview with one of the participants. As it can be seen
in Appendix B (5.12.3, O1), according to her narration, there were many occasions
when her whole family played cards and the elders would speak to one another in
Arvanitika in order to create a fun-filled family atmosphere by cheating the younger
ones at the game, as the latter did not speak Arvanitika and could not understand what

was going on.

5.13. Construction of ethnolinguistic identity within Greece’s nation-centred ideology

5.13.1. Expression of Greekness and indicators of (ethno)-linguistic identity

Extract 1
Gr.

P4: Aev Eépw, eivar pua Ceyawpiotn ylwooo kKal T prloveay, amo ovto Tov Exw Wwocel,
yati o Eyoco. Ki €)@ KATOLQ. aTlyun Vo, 0w Tl 0160l0 gluoote ol apfavites. Qo Eyete

oofdoer ot o1 ApPavites avékabev and.... Hoove dpiotor moAeuioteg.

... Ey® t0 uovo mov umropa vo. wew givai 0t Eval KOAG Vo, T OEGOVUE 00T TH YAWDOTO,
0ALG va T oédovue oav yAwmaoo. EAAvav ko oyt oav yiaaoao avlparwyv mov npbov
amo Kamolo £EVo KpaTog, yiaTl Kol kel Tavw, omo kel wov npbov, nrav EAldda, nrave

Bolavtio. Apo. Aoirov vo, debel avto Kald.
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En.

P4: 1 don't know, it's a distinct language, and they were speaking it, from what I've
searched, because at some point | too searched to see what on earth we, the Arvanites,
are. You may have read that the Arvanites have always been, since ... They were

excellent military leaders.

... All I can say is that it is good to secure this language, but to secure it as a language
of Greeks and not as the language of people who came from some foreign State,
because even up there, from where they came, it was Greece, it was Byzantium! So,

this must be secured well.

In the first part of extract 1, participant 4 states that Arvanitika is a distinct language,
which was once spoken. He does not mention explicitly the period of time he refers to,
but it is implied that this is the period before and during the Greek War of Independence
due to his description of the Arvanites as ‘great military leaders’. Of special interest
here are (a) the participant’s stressing of his determination to search ‘what the Arvanites
are’, implying their origins and (b) the fact that he makes a supposition with regards to
my knowledge of the quality of Arvanites as great military leaders, aiming to actually

test the existence of such knowledge on my part.

A prominent, in my view, aspect of this discourse is the need for an undisputed identity,
one that the participant hopes to establish by searching to find the origins of the
Arvanites, while a second related aspect is the need for other Greeks who are not
Arvanites (in this case myself) to acknowledge those qualities which highlight the
Greekness of Arvanites (in this case, their bravery and their participation in the war for
the independence of the Greek State). Also worth noticing is that when participant 4
speaks about the Arvanitika language, he uses the past tense (“...they were speaking
it...") and makes no reference to its present status. This is a consistent pattern in the
discourse of many participants in the present study and it may suggest a broadly shared

perception of Arvanitika as a language that belongs to the past.

In the second part of extract 1, participant 4 refers to the language as an issue that still
needs some kind of resolution (“...to secure this language, but to secure it as ...")

denoting an expectation or a wish for the language’s future status. However, while he
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seems to be making an explicit reference to the Arvanitika language, it is rather evident
that it is not the language per se what he has in mind, but, rather, its connection with
the notion of Greekness (“...as a language of Greeks and not as... ). What is important
to him is to ‘prove’ that, instead of being something foreign, Arvanitika has its roots in
the Greek history. For Participant 4, it was not the present-day South Albania the place
where the Arvanites came from, but (“...it was Byzantium!”). It is, therefore, possible
that the real issue here is no other than that of the Arvanites’ ethnolinguistic identity. It
is the latter that has to be ‘secured’ and not so much the language as such. That is, an
identity that may still be in need of clarification, or even recognition; a need that testifies
to the struggle involved in the process of establishing and consolidating ethnolinguistic

identities and the importance of inclusion and of a collective feeling of belonging.

Extract 2

Gr.

FGI: Koitole, va unv piiéton. Aev npénet vo, poveig morog gloar. Tawpo kdmwoiog [Oa

mel]: «va, gluaote avo, ekeivo...» <...> Oa ovveyioovue va. einaote AABovoi;
En.

FGI: Look, it should not be spoken. It should not be revealed who you are. <...> Now
someone [will say]: ‘Well, we are this, that...’ <...> Are we going to continue being

Albanians?

To the question of whether Arvanitika should be spoken today, one of the participants
of Focus Group 1 states that Arvanitika should not be spoken. She moves on justifying
her statement by saying that it should not be revealed who one is and that someone
could say that we are this or the other, when hearing us speak in Arvanitika. She then
explicitly expresses what she previously implied by posing the question ‘Are we going
to continue being Albanians?’. In her discourse, the participant expresses the fear that
others will question her ethnic identity by considering her to be an Albanian, something
that attests to the negative connotation the term ‘Albanian’ has in the Greek setting.
Moreover, the participant’s discourse reveals her belief that language is indeed an

indicator of ethnic identity, or at least that other people consider it as such. Her phrase
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‘It should not be revealed who you are’ is indicative of the feeling of oppression entailed
in not expressing oneself publicly in Arvanitika. In the participant’s mind, the use of
Arvanitika could be ‘misleading’ with regards to what she would truly want to be
considered in terms of her ethnicity (i.e., Greek), and perhaps it is exactly this feeling
of oppression that functions as a deterrent for some Arvanitika - speaking Greeks to use

the language.

Worth mentioning at this point is the fact that when I first approached the people of this
participant’s village for the purposes of the present study, there were some members of
the community who asked to see my identity card. To my question as to why they
needed to do that, they replied that a few years earlier two Albanian journalists visited
the village and shot a documentary which they later presented in the Albanian TV
claiming that the population of this village in Florina speaks Albanian and that they are
an Albanian minority. Though I am not in a position to confirm such incident, it is
important to note here that the people residing in this village, an unalloyed
Arvanitophone village in north-western Greece, in the prefecture of Florina, tend to
have a cautious attitude towards ‘outsiders’, fearing that the latter will question their
ethnic identity as Greeks; a fear that is possibly reinforced by the geographic location

of the village, as it is near the Greek - Albanian border.

Extract 3

Gr.

P8: Koitalte, n yAawaooo dev kabopiler odte tnv eOvikotnta 0dte 0wt OO gloa, onioon
mv evotyro. H yAwooa eivor kdti mov kovfolds méce oov, mov eivor &vo oikeio
gpyoleio va ekppaleoal e KOmTo1ovs ovlpwmovs av GEAels vo welg kamolo TpayuaTo,
0AAG OeV Eyel Koo, ayéan vo. WAGS amoivto. apfavitika ue ovto mov aichavesor oov

ebvikotnto <...> Agv ival T0 KpITHPIO Y10, KATOLOV VO, GE TPOTOLOPITEL TO TL EICAL.

En.

P8: Look, language does not define the nationality or what you are, that is, ethnicity.
Language is something you carry within you, which is a familiar instrument to express

yourself with some people if you want to say some things, but speaking fluently
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Arvanitika has nothing to do with what you feel in terms of ethnicity <...> It is not the

criterion for someone to define what you are.

Towards the end of the interview with participant 8, he was asked whether there was
anything else he would like to add about the Arvanitika language before the interview
ends. As it can be seen from his answer in extract 3 above, what he considered worth
adding is his view that language has nothing to do with one's ‘ethnic consciousness’
and that it is not the criterion for defining who someone is. From this excerpt of
Participant 8’s discourse, one may deduce a position according to which language is
not an indicator of ethnic identity, expressed in three different ways. First, he starts
with a negative clause, explaining what language does not do (i.e., define nationality
and ethnicity). Moving on in his speech, he uses an affirmative clause to communicate
his view of what language actually is (i.e., something we carry within us) and he also
prioritises the pragmatic use of the language by stating that language is an instrument
for one to communicate something to other people. It is at this point that he uses the
word ‘Arvanitika’ for the first time, thus narrowing the concept of language in general
with which he started to the specific language he was asked to talk about. Finally, in his
last and, once more, negative clause, he tells us what one’s fluency in Arvanitika is not
(i.e., the criterion for someone to define what you are), thus coming back to the issue
of ethnicity, as he has defined it originally, and disconnecting it from the use of the
specific language at issue, that is, Arvanitika.

One could, therefore, argue that the point made here by Participant 8 is that although
Arvanitika may be, or has been, linguistically related to Albanian, it is not necessary
for one who speaks it fluently to have an ‘Albanian ethnic consciousness’. For him, the
function of language in general, and consequently of Arvanitika, is to serve the
pragmatic purposes of communication. The repetition of the same meaning three times

in his discourse shows that it is something that he values as important to communicate.

An additional note to be made here is that in the above extract, participant 8 does not
make any explicit or implicit reference to his own ethnic identity while in other parts
of our interview he did feel the need to claim the connection of Arvanitika with the
Greek culture and history by emphasising the Arvanites’ contribution to the Greek War

of Independence, as well as by saying that his father did not speak Arvanitika even
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though he knew the language, as he considered it a hindrance for his proper integration
into the broader Greek society. This latter point is indicative of the reason why many
Arvanitika - speakers hold a negative attitude towards their language, — which has a lot
to do with the policy adopted by the State towards Arvanitika and other minority
languages —, thus becoming increasingly reluctant to use it, ‘reinforcing’, in

consequence, its declining trajectory.

Extract 4
Gr.

FG2: ... Exiong vmapyel éva xwpio mov Exw évo, pilo ekel, T0 omolo Aéyetar <...> &€
<...> oug 2éppeg, aro Nouo Zeppav, léyeton <...> Ilapoliuvio Zeppav. Aoimov,
Hapaliuvio Zeppav, to omoio<...> Lozl vo uilnoovy avtoi; A0t avtoi Epvyav amd v

AAPavia, orwg eiyoue poyel ki EUELS.
FG2: Aev eiuaore AAPovol, ouwg!

FG2: H kataywyn pog givor ax’ avto wov Aéyetar onuepa AAPovia(l). Epvyov avtol koi
TNYOV UETAVAOTES KOVTG, oty <...> gg€, otV AOpLavodmoly, Tov GHUEPO. AVHKEL aTHV
Tovpkio. Me tig avtalloyés to 1926, 010t Eyrvay TOTE 01 TOAEUOL ... KL TOVGS YOPIOAY TOAL
Tiocw, Kou pilooay kel TOL HTOV TOTE N AIUVY, KOVIG 070 <...> 0T0 WOTGUI TO <...>
2rpoucvas. Aoiwov, exel Euervay... Etoye vo Exw moel €y 0vo PopéS YioTi KOTo10g
TavIpedTnKE, KATOL0G <...> AV0 Qopés Exw mael otig 2éppes... Bpnka wio ypid, avto
énve 1o ‘18, kou pilnoa apPavitiko e kor pilayo pe wm untépa poov(l) Apo eivar n
kotaywyy. O1 mammovdes tovg K.AT. ntav amo v Alpovio. Eixove maer otnv
Adpravodmodn, éuervav Alya ypovio. kar 1o 1923 yopioav oro Illopaiiuvio, otig
ovtorrayés mov kavowy tote Tovpkor — Elinveg, avta mov yivave oty Opaxky... Tov gilo
Hov tov gioa, oty AOnva €dw.... Moo Aéer ‘Eugic <...> dev &povue tavtotnta gueig!’
Eiuaore Aéer ‘Eevouepites, Tovpkouepiteg...” Avto mov eivou ouws <...> 10 TOG
emPiooav(l) to apPovitika. BpéOnrov o Tobpkikn mepioyn, yopioay €00 ... Kar Exovv
opPovitika, ko1 UEcO. EKET Eyovve AIYeg TEPIOGOTEPES TOVPKIKES Aécels am’ 0,11 Eyovue

sueig!

FG2: Oy, a ma wa(') xouio oxéon <...> AAPovikn eivoir. AAfavikny <...> ki gueic

AAPovoi eiuoarte, 060 apopa oty YADGEO. WOVO, ET0L;
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FG2: Oy, ey épw, <...> oe EEpw, <...> ead umopei va. eloar o1afocuévos Ki €y vo.

3

uat...

FG2: Movo yia t yAwooa eiraye... [yéha]

FG2: I'ia m yAdooa, aicbovouor Eilnvas kar Appavitng! Kar ot AABovoi, yia uévave
<...> Naui, Loimov, o1 Alfavoi yio. uévo, dev vanpyove! Me dia avta. o froopoto mov Eyw,

ot AAPovoi eivor 6Beot, oev eivar ypiotiovoi(!). Noa, wov eivor to foocikotepo!
FG2: ...dev vmnpye AAPovio wov eiye ypoptel omo mavo...
FG2: Elo ppe... Aoe to. cbvopa.... Ace T’ dllo...

FG2: Nou ailda otav dev vmapyel exionuo Kpatog To 0moio Va. EYEL YADGOQ, & UTOPD VO,

70 ogytan(!)

FG2: To léw yio va korolafovve driol, o1 omoiol de yvawpilovve T OKG HUOS TO.
EOWTEPIKG. <...> ONUOAIVEL OTL EUELS, EYOVUE K1 EUEIS UEPIOLO ot <...>, ONLOON EYOvuUE
™V (010 Katoywyn oty yAwooa. Emouévag, otav léw ‘alfavikng’, umopel vo. pov met o
ailog ‘opPavitikng’. AlLd av ypdper to Aedikd  C‘apPovitikng’, Oo umepdevtel o

avayvaatns tov leéikod.

FG2: Awcorpivhon tpo, AIEYKPINIXH. Topo Aéue yia. ApPovitng. ApPovitng eivor
avTo¢ mov kel <...> apPovitika. Mropel vo. eivair omo oikoyévela opPovitikn, Kol Vo

eivar Apfovitng, ollo va opirel eAAnvika.
FG2: Ezo1, dev ypeidletar va widdg m yAdaooa(l)

En.

FG2: ... There is also a village where | have a friend, which is called <...>er <...>in
Serres, in the Prefecture of Serres, it is called <..> Paralimnio of Serres. Well,
Paralimnio of Serres, which <...> Why should they speak it? Because they left from

Albania, just as we had done.
FG2: We are not Albanians, though!

FG2: Our origin is from what is now called Albania(!). They left and went as migrants
near <...> er, Adrianople, which today belongs to Turkey. With the exchanges in 1926,
because there were wars then <...> and they turned them back again, and they put

down roots where the lake was then, near <...> the river <...> Strymonas. Well, that's
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where they stayed... | happened to go twice because someone got married, someone
<...> | went to Serres twice ... | found an old woman, this happened in '81, and I spoke
Arvanitika as if | was speaking with my mother(!) So, it is the origin. Their grandparents
etc. were from Albania. They had gone to Adrianople, they stayed for a few years and
in 1923 they returned to Paralimnio, in the exchanges that took place at that time
between Turks and Greeks, with what took place in Thrace... | saw my friend here, in
Athens... He tells me, ‘We, <...> we don't have an identity!’ ‘We are’, he says,
‘outlanders, Turkish-landers’ ... But that which is <...> how the Arvanitika survived(").
They found themselves in a Turkish area, they came back here... And they do have

Arvanitika, and within it they have a few more Turkish words than we have!

FG2: No, oh, no, no(!) it has nothing to do <...> It is Albanian. Albanian <...> We are

also Albanians, only as far as the language is concerned, ok?
FG2: No, | have, <...> I don't know, <...> you might be well read and I might be...
FG2: Just regarding the language, we said... [laughs]

FG2: As for the language, | feel Greek and Arvanitis! And the Albanians, for me <...>
Yes, well, the Albanians were non-existent for me! With all these experiences | have,
the Albanians are atheists, they are not Christians(!). Yes, which is the most important

thing!

FG2: ...There was no Albania written from above...

FG2: Come on... Leave the borders... Leave the rest...

FG2: Yes, but when there is no official State that has a language, | cannot accept it(!)

FG2: | say this so that others, who do not know our own internal [issues] <...> it means
that we, we t00 have a share in <...>, that is, we have the same origin in terms of the
language. Therefore, when I say ‘Albanian’, the other person may tell me ‘Arvanitika’.

But if the dictionary writes ‘Arvanitis’, the reader of the dictionary will be confused.

FG2: Clarification now, CLARIFICATION. Now we say Arvanitis. An Arvanitis is one
who speaks <...> Arvanitika. He may be from an Arvanite family, and he may be an

Arvanitis, but speak Greek.

FG2: That's the thing, you don't have to speak the language(!)
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In the above extract there takes place an interesting discussion among the participants
of Focus Group 2. In the beginning, one of the participants refers to an Arvanitika-
speaking village, Paralimnio, in the prefecture of Serres, in northern Greece. He says
that they, that is, the Arvanitika speakers from his own village in Argolis, southern
Greece, and the Arvanitika speakers from Paralimnio have a common Albanian origin.
The participant is trying to make a point that the place of origin might be an indicator
of a shared identity between the Arvanitika speakers of his village in Argolis and of
Paralimnio, and/or an indicator of common linguistic elements in the variety of the
Arvanitika spoken in these two areas. At that point, another participant intervenes,
commenting that they are not Albanians (‘We are not Albanians, though!’). This
participant wants to clarify that even though the two aforementioned Arvanitika-
speaking populations come from the area that is now recognised as Albania, they do
not hold an Albanian (ethno)-linguistic identity. This dialogue allows us to point out
that when it comes to relating the identity of Arvanitika speakers with today’s Albania
as a place of origin, not all Arvanitika speakers are ready to accept the place of origin
as an indicator of their (ethno)-linguistic identity. In other words, for many of the
Arvanitika speakers that participated in the present study, any allusion to a possible
connection of their identity with Albania or Albanians seemed to present a threat to

their ‘Greekness’.

Moving on with his insistence in using the term ‘Albania’ to refer to a commonly shared
place of origin between the two Arvanitika-speaking communities of his village in
Argolis and of Paralimnio, the firstly mentioned participant tries to support his original
point by relating a recollection from one of his visits to Serres. He says that in this visit
he met an old woman with whom he had a conversation in Arvanitika and he spoke the
language as if he was speaking with his mother, finishing this narration of his with the

statement: “So, it is the origin’, implying Albania.

Another part of this participant’s discourse considered of interest here, as it brings into
the discussion the question of identity, is his recollection of a conversation he had in
Athens with his friend from Paralimnio. According to his narration, the Paralimnian
friend commented that they (the residents of Paralimnio) are deprived of an identity

(‘We, <...> wedon't have an identity!’ ‘We are outlanders, Turkish-landers’). As it can
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be seen in the full extract presented above, this comment is related to the fact that the
Paralimnio population had originally migrated from today's Albania to the area of
Andrianoupoli, part of today’s Turkey under the name Edirne and right on the
Greece/Turkey border, but returned back to Greece around 1926, with the population
exchange between Greece and Turkey in the aftermath of the Asia Minor Catastrophe,
and settled in the prefecture of Serres (“and they put down roots where the lake was
then, near <...> the river <...> Strymonas’). Apart from its value in offering historical
information about the Arvanitika-speaking population of Paralimnio, this part of the
participant’s discourse is also important because it closes by also bringing into the
discussion the issue of the preservation of the Arvanitika language, with the participant
appearing very impressed by the fact that the Paralimnians managed to preserve the
Arvanitika language despite their original movement to Turkey and a second one from
Turkey to Greece: (‘... But that which is <...> how the Arvanitika survived(!) They
found themselves in a Turkish area, they came back here... And they do have Arvanitika,

and within it they have a few more Turkish words than we have!’).

When one of the participants agrees on the Albanian origin of the language by saying:
‘We are also Albanians, only as far as the language is concerned, ok?’, there begins a
spirited discussion about the (ethno)linguistic identity of the Arvanitika speakers. At
this point, another participant states that as far as the language is concerned, he self-
identifies as both Greek and Arvanitis, explicitly claiming a dual linguistic identity.
Concerning his ethnic identity, however, he rejects the connection made by others with
the Albanian element saying that, in his mind, Albanians were ‘non-existent’ (i.e., as a
source of ancestry), as they are not Christians, and emphasising that religion is the most
important thing (‘And the Albanians, for me <...> Yes, well, the Albanians were non-
existent for me! With all the experiences | have, the Albanians are atheists, they are not
Christians(!). Yes, which is the most important thing!’). So, religion is added here as

one more indicator of the Arvanitika speakers’ identity.

The discussion goes on with another interlocutor rejecting the connection with Albania
and/or Albanians by saying that there was no Albanian State in the past and, therefore,
he cannot accept the identification of Arvanitika with Albanian: (Yes, but when there
is no official State that has a language, | cannot accept it(!)’). It is quite noteworthy
that this person appears to consider as ‘proper’ the formal language spoken in an

officially recognised nation-state. Thus, apart from the aforementioned explicit
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rejection of the identification of Arvanitika with Albanian, what is found here is also
an implicitly expressed position with regards to the non-official status of the Arvanitika
language; a position that might explain a tendency on the part of some participants of
the present study to undervalue the Arvanitika language as one which, far from having

any official status, is not even recognised as a minority language in Greece.

As shown in Extract 4 above, this discussion closes with two participants pointing out
the grounds on which people can be identified as Arvanites. One participant expresses
the need to clarify this (‘Clarification now, CLARIFICATION. Now we say Arvanitis.
An Arvanitis is one who speaks <...> Arvanitika. He may be from an Arvanite family,
and he may be an Arvanitis, but speak Greek ), and the other agrees by saying: ‘That's
the thing, you don't have to speak the language(!)’. What one may infer from these two
statements is that, while both family origin and the use of Arvanitika constitute
indicators of one’s membership in the community of Arvanites, the knowledge and/or
use of Arvanitika is not by itself a necessary and sufficient criterion for such

membership.

5.14. Factors contributing to the decline of Arvanitika

5.14.1. Mixed marriages

Mixed marriages, that is, marriages of people from the Arvanitika-speaking community
with people who are not members of this community, constitute one of the reasons
mentioned by the participants of this study for the declining trajectory of the Arvanitika
language. For example, according to participant K1 (see Appendix B, 5.14.1),
Arvanitika was preserved for many years in the area of this suburb in Attica where the
study took place, because there were not many mixed marriages, as Arvanitika speakers
from that place would either get married with other Arvanitika speakers from the same
town or with persons from the surrounding villages who also spoke Arvanitika. In the
same extract, Participant 8 overtly expresses his opinion on mixed marriages being a
major reason for the ‘loss’ of Arvanitika, while he also makes an argument for the
importance of the mother in the Arvanite families as the parent who is mainly

responsible for transmitting the language to the children. Another quite interesting
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comment made by the same participant is that, in the past, a marriage with someone
from outside the village was considered ‘inferior’ compared to one between fellow

villagers.

Participants of Focus Group 2 from a village in Argolis further confirmed the
aforementioned view that mixed marriages are responsible for the decline in the use of
Arvanitika (see Appendix B, 5.14.1). According to them, mixed marriages started
taking place in their region in the ’60s and ’70s, and they were mostly between
Arvanitika-speaking men from their village and women from different regions who did
not speak Arvanitika. With Greek being the language spoken in these mixed-marriage
families, however, due to the lack of knowledge of Arvanitika on the part of the female
partners, the Arvanitika language could not be transmitted to the children of these
families and, as a result, it started to lose its predominance in the village. Quite
interestingly, when another participant of the same group tries to say that, despite the
language related characteristics of mixed-marriage families, it could be to the parents’
discretion to teach Arvanitika to their children, mentioning the example of a Greek-
English couple who decided that each of the parents should speak to the children in his
or her own native language, the discussion moves quickly to the issue of the value of
the Arvanitika language. This is done through another participant’s argument that the
aforementioned option would be pointless with regards to Arvanitika as, contrary to the
Greek and English languages, Arvanitika is not an official, broadly useful and of high

value language.

5.14.2. Intergenerational transmission in decline

One of the main reasons leading to the decline of Arvanitika, as it has also been
suggested by Tsitsipis (1998) and Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983), is the decline in the
transmission of the language from one generation to the other. Extracts 5, 6 and 7 below
depict how the discourse of the present study’s participants reveals such decline as well
as the ways in which the latter is perceived by the them. Apart from the fact that most
of the older participants stated that they did not transmit Arvanitika to their children, an
interesting finding of the present study is the tendency of the participants to distance
themselves from the use of Arvanitika in the present by associating the language with
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the past. The attitudes observed were somewhat contradictory in the sense that whereas
their present-day distancing from the language might imply a weakening of their
identity as Arvanites, the participants appeared to have a strong bond with their
Arvanitika - speaking ancestors. Below are three representative extracts:

Extract 5

Gr.

P1: Azo ™ uava pov o uabo. ola., pilayoy appfovitika...

R: Eoeic oto maioi6 oas to. pilobvoore,
PI: ..

K1(grandson): Milaye oto kopitoia TS Kol oTa €yyovio. T eAAnVikd, orote ovvijbice

TEPIOTOTEPO TOL EALNVIKC.

En.

P1: It was from my mother that I learned them all, they spoke Arvanitika...
R: Did you use it with your children?
PI: ..

K1: (grandson) She talked to her girls and to her grandchildren in Greek, so she got
more used to Greek.

The discoursers in the above extract are an elder Arvanitika speaker (Participant 1) and
her grandson, who acted as a key person during the interview. In answering the question
of how she learned Arvanitika, participant 1 makes a statement according to which it
was her mother who transmitted the language to her.
In her discourse, she uses the words ‘them all’ referring to the Arvanitika language.
Though incorrect in English, the use of the neuter plural form to refer to a language
(e.g., Greek, English, Turkish, etc.) is compatible with the Greek grammar. Regarding,
now, the participant’s second clause, she uses the third person plural of the verb (‘they
spoke’), as opposed to the first clause where she uses the first person singular (‘I
learned’). Structuring her utterance in this way, it is seen that in the first clause the

participant is implicitly placing emphasis to her own family identity as a speaker of
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Arvanitika, attributing it to the fact that she is the daughter of an Arvanitika-speaking
mother, while in the second clause she somehow dissociates this identity from the
Arvanitika language per se by associating the latter with an unspecified collective entity
(‘they’) and with the past (‘spoke”).

It is worth noting that my consequent question of whether she used the language when
talking with her own (now middle-aged) children was ‘answered’ with silence. This
silence cannot but be interpreted as an unuttered ‘No’. Considering that Participant 1
was 80 years old at the time of the interview, and therefore a member of the oldest
generation of Arvanitika-speaking persons alive today, this unuttered ‘No’ is attesting
to the fact of the decline of the intergenerational transmission of the Arvanitika

language.

The intervention of the participant's grandson in order to explain her silence is
interesting in that he moves away from the topic of the discourse, that is, the
intergenerational use and/or transmission of the Arvanitika language, by referring to the
use /and or transmission of the Greek language. In doing so, he does not provide us with
an explanation but, rather, with a justification (‘so she got more used to Greek’) of his
grandmother's silence and he unintentionally confirms the aforementioned decline of

the intergenerational transmission of the Arvanitika language.

It is important to note that during the whole interview Participant 1 showed her
distancing from the Arvanitika language and, in some cases, she overtly expressed
negative attitudes towards it. As it will be discussed later, such distancing from the
Arvanitika language has to be examined under the light of the experiences of the

Arvanitika-speaking persons in the context of the officially monolingual Greek society.

Extract 6
Gr.

P2: To pilaye n uoua, ta pildyous oiot gucic to appavitika. O 00eAPog (ov, 0 UeYeALOS
nrav 9 ypovio, o UeYGLoS amo guéva, o néepe Kald Omws kai o debtepos. Ki etovto o
HIKPO, TOL NTOVE, Ta 0D0 TO GAAGL TO. HIKPO. TO 0OEAPIO. OV Ta CEPAVE, OAAG OEV TOL
HiAayove. Aev ta pidayave kot kala, ta apfavitiko, yiati pilayove eiinvika. To moioia

Hov o€ BéAw va ta Eépovve omééw.
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En.

P2: Mum used to speak, we all used to speak Arvanitika. My brother, the eldest was 9
years older than me, he knew it well as did the second one. And these two, the younger
ones, my two other younger siblings also knew it, but they didn’t speak it. They could
not speak Arvanitika well, because they spoke Greek. | do not want my children to be

fluent in it.

From a grammatical point of view, participant 2 chooses the imperfect past tense for
the Greek verbs that describe the use of Arvanitika (‘za widyave’, ‘Ta Eépave’), the
correct translation of which in English is ‘they used to speak it’ and ‘they used to know
it’. This choice serves her association of the Arvanitika language with the past and

therefore her distancing from it in the present.

In terms of the content of her discourse, it is interesting that participant 2 justifies her
younger siblings’ non-fluency in Arvanitika by the fact that they spoke Greek. Similar
to the discourse of other participants, as it is shown further on, the participant seems to
associate the knowledge of one language with the lack of fluency in another, in this
case, that of Arvanitika. Moreover, she explicitly states that she does not want her
children to be fluent in it, thus making it clear that she did not transmit the language to
them. Another point of particular interest in the discourse of participant 2 is that it
develops in a manner that allows us to detect the gradual and increasingly intense
decline of the intergenerational transmission of Arvanitika across three different
generations; that is, the generation of her mother, who spoke Arvanitika to her children,
that of herself and of her siblings, two of whom knew it but didn’t speak it, and the

generation of her own children, for whom she wishes to not be fluent in it.

As in the case of participant 1, participant 2, aged over 100 and therefore a member of
the oldest generation of Arvanitika - speaking persons alive today, appeared to be one
of the several persons who, although fluent in Arvanitika, choose not to speak the
language or to speak it very rarely compared to the past. The potential reasons behind
this phenomenon will be elaborated on later, when they will be explicitly revealed as

such in the discourse of certain participants.
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Extract 7
Gr.

05: Ma ka1 o1 yroy160¢e¢ Ko 01 TOTTOVOES ELYOVE OTOLUATHOEL VO, TO. WIAGVE TTH GYETN UE

70 TOUO1G.... Y107l ... KoBiepwOnie(!)

P5: Aeg kot nrave... giye to apPfovitiko ootpoxia(!)ka to ... o [Avmnuévol

Copkioave...

R: Eoeic oo mai1016 oag ) pilovoate tm yAOGoo. ..
P5: Eee, [G: Oy kaOnuepiva, évor, ] Oy, oyt

05: EAdnvika. pidoyove, 0AAG, ...

P5: Orav Gélave vo exppdoovve katt to omoio nrov ue fapdvovoo. anuacia, Oa to

Aéyave apfavitika.

P5: Ochw, Oclw(!) va pidave ta maidio. pov, Oélw, yroti ekppalel dvvouiouo,
Oetikotnto... Auo kou toyel, auo Aayet, mag, To wAdw ue ta woidia pov ... Koa EEpeig

g, v’ axodg éva Sypovo pikpdxt vo pidder apPovitika, & ()

En.

O5: But even grandmothers and grandfathers had stopped speaking [Arvanitika] to

their children... because... it was established(!)

P5: As if...Arvanitika was the plague(!) ... and they ... they [with sadness] exorcised

it...

R: Did you speak the language with your children ...
P5: Well... [G: Not on a daily basis, right?] No, no.
O5: They spoke in Greek.

P5: When they wanted to express something profound and meaningful, they would say

it in Arvanitika.

P5: I want, I want(")my children to speak it, | want, because it expresses dynamism,
positivity... If it happens, of course! [ speak it with my children ... And you know what
it is like to listen to a 5-year-old little one speaking Arvanitika, eh? (1)

224



Extract 7 starts with a statement by the daughter-in-law of participant 5 that even the
elder Arvanitika speakers have stopped using the language, while, after some hesitation,
she proceeds to explain and/or justify this development using the passive form of a
Greek verb, in the past tense and in the third person singular ( ‘kafiepwnke’), the literal
translation of which is ‘it was established’. Such impersonal usage of the verb she chose
in order to explain the ‘why’ behind the non-use of the language is taken here to imply

that this is the ‘status quo’, regardless of who or what may be responsible for it.

At this point, participant 5 intervenes expressing her own view on the current status of
the Arvanitika language through a metaphor. Interestingly enough, she does this by
attributing to the language the status of a human who suffered from a contagious disease
(‘As if... Arvanitika was the plague(!)’) and who was banished (“... they exorcised it’),
in order to point out how badly she thinks the Arvanitika speakers have treated the
language. It is worth noting that, in doing this, she is using the third person plural

(‘they’) distancing herself from the abandonment of Arvanitika.

All the above, however, come into contradiction with her answer to the question of
whether she herself spoke the language with her children. She is initially hesitant to
reply (‘Well...") and she only gives an answer after the facilitating intervention of her
daughter-in-law (‘not on a daily basis, right?’). This intervention seems to serve as a
mitigation of the significance of participant 5’s impending negative answer, in the sense
that the ‘no, no’ on the part of the mother-in-law can now be interpreted as ‘not on a
daily basis’ rather than as a straightforward ‘No’ (i.e., I didn’t speak it with my
children).

As it can be seen in Extract 7, the daughter-in-law intervenes again with an attempt to
explain the reason of the non-regular use of Arvanitika in participant 5’s relationship
with her children by saying that ‘they spoke Greek’. Once more, the pattern observed
is the juxtaposition of Arvanitika with Greek as a means to establish the idea of the
mutual exclusivity of the two languages, according to which one is expected to use
either Arvanitika or Greek but not both. The idea, also implicit in the daughter-in-law’s
statement, that the use of Greek precludes the use of Arvanitika, rather than vice versa,
was evident in the discourse of most of the participants in the present study. As already
mentioned, this can be explained by our finding that in many participants’ view

Arvanitika is ‘inferior’ to Greek due to its non-official status.
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Moving on in her discourse, participant 5 says that ‘When they wanted to express
something profound and meaningful, they would say it in Arvanitika.” The third person
plural that she uses makes her statement somewhat vague, as it is not clear whether she
is referring to her children or to the Arvanitika speakers in general, but the grammatical
form she uses (would + infinitive) allows us to assume that she is referring to how

Arvanitika was used by Arvanitika-speaking persons in the past.

The last statement of participant 5, in which she declares her desire for her children to
speak Arvanitika as it expresses ‘dynamism’ and ‘positivity’, is of considerable
importance because it is not in accord with the previously established fact that she did
not speak Arvanitika with her children ‘on a daily basis’ when they were younger. More
specifically, the attachment on her part of such good qualities to Arvanitika as those of
dynamism and positivity denotes a pride for her ancestral language, which appears to
be in contradiction with her not being in a position to claim that she has been
responsible for transmitting this language to her offspring. The very last clause of this
statement, however, in the form of a rather rhetorical question addressed to me, (‘And
you know what it is like to listen to a 5-year-old little one speaking Arvanitika, eh? (!)’),
reconfirms the aforementioned pride of the participant in her ancestral language and

demonstrates that she recognizes the importance of its preservation.

At this point, it is important to note that several of the older in age participants of the
present study tended to ‘blame’ the relatively younger generations for the declining use
of the Arvanitika language, often not taking into account that the transmission of an
oral language without official status and without institutional support can only be

accomplished in the context of the family.
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5.14.3. (Non)-preservation, potential extinction and/or revival of Arvanitika & the

non-official status of the language

A question that seemed to be of special interest to the participants of the study was the
one exploring their views on the potential extinction of Arvanitika. There was a
noticeable variation in the participants’ responses, ranging from the expression of
strongly negative attitudes to the expression of neutral or positive ones. It is worth
mentioning that the discourse of the older in age participants was quite intense, in the
sense of their expressing quite strongly either very positive or very negative emotions
regarding the preservation and/or revival of the language. The middle-aged participants
were more neutral in their responses, with one of them explicitly stating the reasons
why he does not wish to be part of a revival effort. In addition, the latter group of
discoursers seems to attach more value to the preservation of the tradition associated
with the Arvanitika language rather than the preservation of the language per se. In
terms of the reasoning guiding their attitudes regarding the potential extinction of
Arvanitika, the older in age participants tended to give more emotional rather than
rational explanations of their standpoints, perhaps due to their stronger attachment to

the language as they are the last generation of Arvanites who speak it fluently.

Extract 8
Gr.
FG1-1: dev nog éyet épOet kavévog... Av epyotoy ..., Eépw ey, ... Kadd Qo ntav.

FG1-2: Oy, cucic Gclovue va pdyer (n yiwooa). No unv... Kai ot AAfavoi wov

épyovrai, ta pobaivovy ta eAdnvika. Aev uabaivovv T’ apfavitixa.
R: Apa, eocic dev Oélete 10 KpdTog va. atnpilel ) ylwaoa, vo, v fonbnoet vo....

FG1-2: OXI! OXI! EXOYME THN EAAHNIKH.
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En.

FG1-1: No one has come to us... If they came ..., how should I know? ... It’d be good.

FG1-2: No, we want it gone (the language). Not to... And the Albanians who come

here learn Greek. They don’t learn Arvanitika.
R: So, you do not want the State to support the language, help it to...

FG1-2: NO! NO! WE HAVE GREEK!

The above extract presents the replies of two participants of Focus Group 1 (two old
Arvanitika-speaking women from the region of Florina) to the question of whether they
would like to participate in an organised effort towards the revival of the Arvanitika
language and of whether the latter could potentially acquire official status. Participant
1 of the Focus Group says that no one has approached them for such an initiative and
that if it happened it would be ‘good’. Her stance towards a potential participation of
herself in an organised action for the revival of the language seems to be positive but at
the same time not very assertive, as it contains a contemplative question ‘how should |

know?’.

To a sequel question addressed to the members of FG1 regarding their feelings about
the decline of Arvanitika, the discourse of participant FG1-2 was quite remarkable in
that she responded in a very assertive manner expressing the opinion that the language
should cease to exist. Her statements ‘No, we want it gone’ and ‘... And the Albanians
who come here learn Greek. They don’t learn Arvanitika’ show a strongly negative
attitude towards the preservation of the language that may even be interpreted as an
utter repudiation of Arvanitika. In the first clause she is using the first-person plural as
if she speaks on behalf of the entire Arvanitika community or at least on behalf of a
large number of Arvanites. In the second clause she is justifying the content of the first
with the not so rational argument that even people who speak Albanian, a language
related to Arvanitika, choose to learn Greek and not Arvanitika. The non-rational
character of this argument lies mainly in that (a) she disregards the obvious reasons
why an Albanian migrant would learn Greek, namely that he/she will have to live and
work in a society the vast majority of which speaks Greek, and (b) she is sweeping aside
the fact that the close similarity of the Arvanitika and Albanian languages would make
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the Albanians' learning Arvanitika totally unnecessary. More importantly, however, this
part of her discourse shows that participant FG1-2 attaches no value whatsoever to the
Arvanitika language, that is, a language ‘not worth to be used even by the Albanian
migrants’. In my view, this reasoning carries within it a non-explicitly expressed
perception of both the Arvanitika language and the Albanian migrants as inferior to the

Greek language and to being Greek, respectively.

My last probing remark, aiming to explore whether they would welcome some form of
official support by the Greek State for the survival of the Arvanitika language, was
abruptly and almost aggressively interrupted by participant FG1-2 with the emphatic
and categorical response ‘NO! NO! WE HAVE GREEK!’, juxtaposing once more
Greek against Arvanitika in order to make the point that the Arvanitika language is
superfluous since they speak Greek. It should also be noted here that, throughout the
interview, this specific participant maintained a defensive stance and appeared to be
annoyed, something which culminated in her leaving the room before the completion

of the interview.

Extract 9
Gr.

P4: Oy1, d¢ Ol vo ovuuetéyw yrati el umel oto TETGL PHOL TOPO, TOAD TO Tl EYEL KAVEL
0TO TO KPATOG, 0G TOVUE, Y10, THY EALdoa, yio. To £0vog, To T1 Eyel Kavel yio. To EQvog Exel
umel aro metoi pov. [yapnioowva] Koi av meig kamoio «vaiy yi’ ovtd to omoia Aéw,

eVIALel, Vo Umovve ta oAPOVIKG..., avtol Oo katéfovy kdtw oty Odiaooa.

En.

P4: No, | do not want to participate because it's engraved in my skin what this State
has done, let’s say, for Greece, for the nation, what it has done for the nation is
engraved in my skin. [Lowering his voice voice] And if you say a ‘yes’ for what I'm

talking about, okay, let’s allow Albanians to..., they will even get down to the sea.

In the first clause of the above extract, participant 4 answers the question of whether he

would like to participate in an organised effort towards the revival of the Arvanitika
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language by stating clearly that he does not want to participate, proceeding to explain
the reason for his unwillingness to do so. The logic of this explanation appears to be
somewhat controversial as he associates his aforementioned unwillingness with the
Greek State’s policies to ‘protect’ Greece and/or the nation by not supporting the use
of minority languages, making allusions to the non-beneficial character of these policies
for the Arvanitika-speaking community and its language. His discourse is emotionally
charged and this is evident both in the relative lack of syntactical cohesion in his
utterance and in his using twice the expression ‘€yet punet oto metoi pov’. This phrase,
loosely translated here as ‘it’s engraved in my skin’, has a strong emotional weight and
it literally means that ‘something (usually a bothersome idea, feeling, or memory) got

under my skin’.

In the second clause of Extract 9, participant 4 unfolds his thought of what would
happen if someone agreed to participate in a language revival effort (‘And if you say a
“ves” ...°). He does this with an equally non-cohesive utterance (“...okay, let’s allow
Albanian to..., they will even get down to the sea.”’), the point of which is that a revival
of the language may lead to the possibility of territorial claims by the Albanian State,
something that has also been hinted by other participants, too. In addition, at this point
of his utterance he lowers his voice, possibly because he does not feel comfortable to
talk about this ‘sensitive’ topic. Worth noting in this last clause is that while referring
to the possible revival of the Arvanitika language, participant 4 uses the word
‘Albanian’ instead of ‘Arvanitika’, thus allowing us to infer that he considers the two

languages to be identical.

The rationale behind this whole idea of the connection between the strengthening of the
status of the Arvanitika language through organised efforts for its revival and the
possibility of territorial claims on the part of the Albanian State could be as follows:
Since Arvanitika derives from Tosk Albanian, the southern dialect of the Albanian
language, and since there is a geographical continuum between Greece and Albania,
then the Albanian State might claim as its own certain neighbouring Greek territories
in which there are Arvanitika-speaking communities. This narrative of the danger of
territorial claims on the part of neighbouring countries is quite popular in Greece, not
only in relation to Albania, but also in relation to other neighbouring countries, such as
Turkey and North Macedonia. As a result of this narrative, people such as the

Arvanitika speakers or the Macedonian-speakers in Greece often find themselves in the
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middle of a political scaremongering that makes them support the exclusive use of the
Greek language to the disadvantage of their minority languages out of the fear that the

‘rival” states would question their national identity.

Despite the prevalence of negative attitudes towards the revival of Arvanitika, there has
also been a smaller number of participants who exhibited positive attitudes towards the
preservation and revival of the language, to the point of even hinting at the possibility
of Arvanitika acquiring an official status in education, as shown in the following

extract.

Extract 10

Gr.

P7: Oy, o1 va dratypnOei Oslw eym. Na Eyovv kot daokdlo eow. Euévo i’ apéoet,

oev Eépw... Toti va unv Yooy uio, dooKaio vo. to. JAGEL,
En.

P7: No, no | want it to be preserved... They should have a teacher here too. I like it, |

don’t know... Why not have a teacher here to speak it?

Here, participant 10 states clearly that she wants Arvanitika to be preserved and even
taught by a teacher at school, adding that she likes the Arvanitika language. This shows
that her attitude towards the preservation and revival of the language is undoubtedly
positive. Moving to the very last part of this extract, participant 10 actually repeats what
she said in her second clause, but this time she expresses it in the form of a question
(‘Why not have a teacher here to speak it?’). In my view, she does this because she
wants to give extra emphasis to her idea for the need of a school-teacher for Arvanitika,
while, at the same time, her expressing it in the form of a question carries within it an

implicit wish for an external (possibly mine) confirmation of this idea.

On the whole, the discourse of participant 10 introduces a new dimension regarding the
language, namely that it should acquire a sort of an official status in the context of the
school instead of being transmitted to the youngsters solely in the context of the family.

The possibility of the Arvanitika language being taught at school, however, is
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something that most participants of the present study were reluctant to discuss and, as

such, a topic that does not offer itself for further analysis.

In this study, there were a considerable number of cases where the primary concern of
the participants was not the preservation of the language per se but the tradition
connected with Arvanitika. The following small extract is a representative example of
this observation.

Extract 11
Gr.

P8: Xiyovpa oev givou evyapiaro otav eCapavifetar pia yAwooo <...> i otav rebaiver
KOTO10. TOPaidooy, oev aialaveaor ouoppo. .... Aev ae exnpealel av yalbei n yAwaooa,

aAAG n draTnpnon TS TaPAOOTHG.

En.

P8: It is certainly not pleasant when a language disappears <...> or when a tradition
dies out, you don’t feel nice ... It doesn’t affect you if the language is lost, but the

preservation of the tradition.

Answering the question of how he feels about the fact that Arvanitika is in danger of
extinction, participant 8 says that the disappearance of a language is not something
pleasant as it is also not pleasant when a tradition dies out. While it is interesting that
he self-willedly brings into the discussion the issue of the tradition, the way in which
he does this would allow someone to think that he either considers language and
tradition to be inextricably linked, or that at least he attaches the same value to them.
However, when he then says that one is not affected by the loss of a language but by
the non-preservation of the tradition, he appears to be making a distinction the
interpretation of which could be that he actually disconnects the two concepts,
attributing to the tradition of Arvanites a higher value than that of the Arvanitika

language per se.

One way to make sense of the emphasis placed by participant 8 on the traditons(s) of

Arvanites as opposed to their language is to bear in mind that he belongs to the middle-
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aged group of Arvanitika speakers, who do not speak the language fluently and their
relation to Arvanitika is, in most cases, that of a relatively passive listener in the context
of their paternal families rather than that of an active speaker of the language with a
personal experience of meaningful communication with others in Arvanitika. Like
other participants of his age group, participant 8 left his village in Florina, in order to
live in a large urban centre, in this case that of the city of Thessaloniki in northern

Greece, something that may have also contributed to his detachment from the language.

As it became apparent from the discourse of other middle-aged participants, their stance
with regards to the Arvanitika language is often neutral and disinterested, as opposed
to that of older in age participants who, as it was already shown in the analysis of Extract
8, appear to be more interested in the language issue, exhibiting either strongly positive
or strongly negative attitudes with respect to the preservation of Arvanitika, or, in some

cases, a contradictory combination of both.

5.14.4. Urbanisation and modernisation

The participants of the present study have also pointed at modernisation and
urbanisation as additional reasons contributing to the decline of Arvanitika. Extracts
12 and 13 below depict the way in which the aforementioned phenomena have affected
the lives of the Arvanitika-speaking people and the state of the Arvanitika language in
the regions of the suburb of Athens and the village in Argolis. A common pattern that
emerged from the interviews with both groups was their expression of intense feelings
of nostalgia for the past and of a profound disappointment for the depopulation of their
traditional communities and the consequent decline of the Arvanitika language.
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Extract 12 — Modernisation
Gr.

P5: To °50, °60, 7o 70 <...> Meta 1o ’70, 1o '75 apyioave, npbov ot aiveuadoeg(!), npbe
n <..> n onbev elehiln <...>, tov KoouUOV TOV dpeae(!). Avtod HTOw TO KOKO, OTI TOV
apeoe, Kol 0 KOouog mye mpog ta kel. Meta to "60, npbove ta wpoxtép. Kar oryd-oryd

ETINE(!) n mepioyn uog unyovoxpoatoduevny. Noi. 2Z1yc-otyd, alya-oiyd, 0€llo-0EIAd. ..

... I'ala, yoia(!), edw vrnpye éva topokouixo, o Zoyoliog, 0 omoiog HTave...tolD, TOAD
oroxexpiuevog(l), k1 otav Efpeye 10 YwPLO NTOVE KATHPOPIKO KOL O00L0 ODTO TOV ELYAVE
01 OPOUOL, 01 ODIES OO TO. (WO THYOIVE KATW O’ TIS YPOUUES TOD TPAIVOD TOL HTAVE O1

oaumelaveg. I'n Xavaay, i oev eiyave(l). Oleg tig moikidieg to oumédia...

En.

P5: In the °50s, ’60s, *70s <...> After the *70s, in ’75, they started, there came the
cinemas(!), there came the supposed <...> development <...>, people liked it(!). That
was the bad thing, that they liked it, and people went towards that. After the *60s, there
came the tractors. And gradually our region BECAME(!) mechanised. Yes. Slowly-

slowly, hesitantly-xesitantly ...

..Milk, milk (!) there was a cheese factory, Zacholias, who was... very, very
distinguished(!), and when it rained, the village was downhill so all [the water] what
the roads held, the backyards and the animals would go under the rails where the
vineyards used to be. Holy Land, there was nothing more to ask for(!) All the varieties

of wine grapes...

To the question ‘when did the decline of Arvanitika begin’, participant 5 stated that it
was in the *50s, *60s and *70s, immediately incorporating in her answer her opinion on
the reasons of the decline of Arvanitika. In her phrases ‘...there came the cinemas(!),
there came the supposed <...> development’ and ‘After the ’60s, there came the
tractors. And gradually our region BECAME mechanised’, she appears to be linking
the decline of Arvanitika with modernisation. Her negative feelings for the changes she

has mentioned are expressed by her qualifying the noun ‘development’ with the
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adjective ‘supposed’ in the first of the above phrases and by using the verb ‘became’
with an ironic emphasis in the second. Moreover, her negative stance towards what she
considers to be only ‘supposed’ development is made very clear and explicit in her

phrase: ‘That was the bad thing, that they liked it, and people went towards that’.

However, in the second part of the extract, the participant appears to momentarily
contradict her previously expressed negative feelings for the effects of modernisation
on her place of residence when she proudly refers to the cheese factory that was

established in her region, a small town in the suburbs of Athens.

Throughout the long interview with participant 5, she expressed strong emotions in
favour of the Arvanitika language and a deep feeling of nostalgia for the past, perhaps
because it was in the past that the language was ‘alive’ and widely spoken, while her
speech was passionate and impressively lyrical in style, something that is evident even
in the small excerpt presented above.

Moving on to the extract that follows, other participants referred to the effect of
urbanisation and of the population decline in their region as factors that contributed to

the gradual ‘loss’ of Arvanitika.

Extract 13 - Urbanisation
Gr.

FG2: Advvatioave [to apPavitika] yrati eivor kai pikpotepo [0 xopid], ki Eyovve pdyel

10 Vapig amo 10 Apayvoio, 10 adEIGTOVE.
FG2: ®dyave kdtw.

FG2: Nai pbyave, k1 Epovve ueiver Aiyor. Xe oyéon, uovo to Lopixo kpatyOnie
kalbtepa, e Kopivliag, yiati oy mo ueyalo, kou kpotnbnke t’ apfavitiko, koi
KpatOnkoy axouo, o tinBooudg, koi ta pilayove... Eva pilo mov Eyw, 50 ypovav,
il appPovitixa poli roo(!). Ki eyw eiuor 65! Kar pitaw opPovitiko(!) H yevid, tov
50pn witoer exei(!)

FG2: O1 Zogikiteg exel pidave arovg AALovods mov Taipvovy pyateg Hovo

appovitiko! Aev katolafaivoov eAdnvika!
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FG2: Toti otav mprv 30 ko 40 ypovia to ywpio gixe 2000 katoikoug...
FG (host): ITipe kot Aiyoorever...

FG2: ...kou onuepa Exer 500 1 600(!). Liyovpo. 6Aa avta pépvovve th ptayeia,

PTWOYELO...

FG 2(host): Exovue Aiyovg! Moviuovg épovue mio Aiyovg! Oa ‘vai 450 av eivai o1

Hoviuot...
En.

FG2: It has been weakened [the Arvanitika language] also because it is smaller [the

village] and they had already left earlier from Arachnaio, they left it empty.
FG2: They went south [to the city].

Fg2: Yes, they left, and only a few are left behind. To compare things, only Sofiko did
better, in Korinthia, because it was larger, and Arvanitika was maintained, and even
the population was maintained and they spoke it.... I've got a friend, 50 years old, 1
speak with him Arvanitika(!). And I'm 65! And I speak Arvanitika (!). The 50-year-old

generation speaks it there(!)

FG2: There, the Sofiko people talk to the Albanians they employ only in Arvanitika!
They don’t understand Greek!

FG2: Because when 30 and 40 years ago the village had 2000 residents ...
FG (host): It’s started getting smaller ...

FG2: ... and today it has 500 or 600(!). Surely all this brings about the poverty, the
poverty...

FG2 (host): We have few! Permanent ones even fewer! The permanent ones should be
450, if at all...

In the above extract, the members of Focus Group 2 take turns in discussing the decline
of Arvanitika in their village in Argolis. From the very beginning, it is made clear that
they see this decline as a result of the village’s low population, since a large number of

people moved to urban centres. They also mention another village, Arachnaio, which
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experienced the same thing even earlier. To strengthen their point on the role played by
the size of a population in maintaining the language, they compare their case with that
of Sofiko, a larger in population village of the neighbouring prefecture of Korinthia.
What they appear to find of particular interest in this comparison is that the residents of
Sofiko continue to use the Arvanitika language and, more importantly, that this is the
case with the middle-aged residents of Sofiko, while the fluent in Arvanitika residents
of the village in Argolis where part of the study took place are quite older. They also
point out that the residents of Sofiko speak with their Albanian employees only in
Arvanitika. This discussion ends with their reminiscence of the time when their village
had a population of 2000 people, 30 or 40 years ago, and with their reconfirming to one
another how low the present population of the village is, approximately 450 permanent
residents.

One point in this discussion that | find not only interesting but also particularly moving
are the words of one participant who closes his statement regarding the present low
population of the village by saying ‘surely all this brings about poverty, poverty...’.
Apart from my recollection of the sadness with which he uttered these words, his
‘choice’ of the word 'poverty' shows a deep emotional connection with Arvanitika, as it
is obvious that he used this word metaphorically in order to describe the extent of the
decline of the Arvanitika language in his village; in other words, in order to share with
his fellow villagers and myself how poorer he believes the village community has
become in terms of its cultural/linguistic wealth with less and less people speaking the

language today.

Focus Group 2 consisted of several residents of a village in the Regional Unit of
Argolis, in Peloponnese, who, as a group, gave me the impression that they fervently
embrace the Arvanitika language and tradition, as they spoke of the language as an
inextricable part of their identity, shared their pride for the cultural centre of the village,
and emphasised their efforts to involve the younger generation in the village’s

Arvanitika-related cultural activities (e.g., singing and dancing to Arvanitika songs).
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5.14.5. ‘Creolisation in reverse’ and fluctuation between competence and non-desire

to speak Arvanitika

The theme of ‘creolisation in reverse’, as Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) called it to
describe the choice of the speakers of Arvanitika to not speak it and thus abandon it,
came up often in the discourse of the present study’s participants, either directly (i.e.,
in expressing their personal stance towards the Arvanitika language), or indirectly (i.e.,
in their commenting on the attitudes of other members of the Arvanitika linguistic

community).

For this thematic subcategory, I chose three extracts to show the participants’
ambiguous and sometimes negative attitudes with regards to the trajectory of the
Arvanitika language, their abandonment of the language and their unwillingness to
speak it. In the first two extracts (14 & 15), each participant unfolds her own personal
stance towards Arvanitika, while in the third extract (16) the participant offers an
account of the declining trajectory of Arvanitika in her region by referring to the
attitudes of others and by attributing the aforementioned decline to such attitudes, thus
also revealing her personal stance with regards to Arvanitika, albeit in an indirect

manner.
Extract 14

Gr.

P1: ...t0po o€ umopa va ta yopiow to. apfavitika, vo. lUARC® ...

Pl: de 1 apéoovv, mo Popia ta opPavitike oro to eidnvika. HpOe évag arn’ to. Bilio
ko1 pov piloye. Kai tov éleyo «éxw kovpalbel, o umopw ta appfovitiko, to. CEpwy» 00
Aéw «olra. o O¢lw vo. ta uidnow, o€ aov ypetalovior katl, kar AE MIIOPQ» tov Jéw.
P1: Elinvika [0éA® va mkdow]. Eivar fapio. ta opPavitiko, eryapéva eivor.

En.

Pl: ... I can’t turn to Arvanitika now, to speak it...

P1: Idon’t like it, Arvanitika is heavier than Greek. Someone came from Vilia and was

talking [in Arvanitika] to me. ‘I've gone deaf, I can’t stand Arvanitika, 1 know it
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though’, I said to him, ‘but I don’t want to speak it, you don’t need it for anything, and
I CANNOT" I said.

P1: Greek [is what | want to speak]. Arvanitika is heavy, it is disgusting.

In the above extract, participant 1 overtly expresses a very negative stance towards
Arvanitika, a stance which she unwaveringly kept throughout my interview with her.
In her discourse, she first says that she cannot ‘turn to Arvanitika, to speak it’, a
statement that leaves some space for us to assume that perhaps she refers to her not
having the ability to speak it. But she very soon makes it clear that this is not the case,
as she proceeds to declare that she does not like it, offering at the same time the reason
why (‘Arvanitika is heavier than Greek’). The adjective ‘heavy’ has also been used in
descriptions of the Arvanitika language by other participants in this study, as well as by
participants in the study of Tsitsipis (1998). In our case, however, the participant uses
the comparative form of this adjective so as to contrast Arvanitika with Greek, thus
indirectly declaring in the same clause her preference for the latter. Continuing her
speech, she describes a scene from her past, when an Arvanitika speaker from a
neighbouring village, Vilia, attempted to talk to her in Arvanitika and she bluntly told
him that she had ‘gone deaf” and that she could ‘not stand’ Arvanitika, even though she
knows it. In her narration of this incident, what is evident again is how strongly negative
her attitude towards Arvanitika is because she expresses her dislike of the language
twice in the same short clause, once in a metaphorical way (‘7've gone deaf’), since she
is not physically deaf but only deaf to Arvanitika, and once with a bald and intense
explicitness (‘I can’t stand Arvanitika, 1 know it though’). Here, apart from the very
strong expression ‘I can’t stand’, the participant’s adding the fact that she knows the
language makes her dislike of it even more profound. A rather interesting added element
in the last part of this short narration is the justification of her statement ‘I don’t want
to speak it’ with her view that Arvanitika is useless (‘vou don 't need it for anything’).
Moreover, the loudness of her voice when she repeats that she cannot speak it (*... and
1 CANNOT") could, in my view, be interpreted in a twofold and somewhat contradictory
manner. That is, on a first level, as a reinforcement of her choice not to speak
Arvanitika, and on a second level, as an unconscious attempt to deny her responsibility

for not speaking it.
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At the end of the extract, participant 1 returns to the comparison between Arvanitika
and Greek saying for a second time that she chooses Greek because ‘Arvanitika is
heavy’. The involvement of an often made non-solid, from a linguistic point of view,
argument that a language ‘does not sound nice’ in this explanation allows us to interpret
the participant’s assertion about the ‘heaviness’ of Arvanitika as one more unconscious
attempt to deny her responsibility for not speaking the language, in the sense that this
is not her fault but ‘the fault of the language as such’. Finally, of great interest in this
very last part of Extract 14 is the participant’s characterisation of Arvanitika as
‘disgusting’. The use of this adjective and the intense and emphatic way in which she
utters it leave no doubt about the participant’s strongly negative attitude towards the

Arvanitika language.

Extract 15

Gr.

P3: E dev mp Gedave [to mandid], dev v nbeia avty w yAaooa, dev vy nbela... E, ue
AAPavoic vau, vai. Kalo givou, oo piloue e tovg AAfovois. Kolo eivor. AALG eda ue
TOVG VIOTL0VG Y10Ti Vo puAdue oppovitika?... E, suéva oe ue evorapépet [av e£opovioTel].

Euéva oe ue evoropéper. Ti pov yperalerar n apfoviticn?

En.

P3: Well, they did not want it [the children], I did not want this language, I didn’t...
Well, with the Albanians yes, yes. It’s a good thing that we talk with the Albanians. It’s
good. But here with the locals, why should we speak in Arvanitika? ... Well, I don’t

care [if it disappears]. I don 't care. Why do I need Arvanitika?

To the question of why he did not speak Arvanitika to his children, participant 3 initially
says that it was his children who ‘did not want the language’, possibly in an attempt to
abdicate his responsibility for transmitting it to them. Yet, in the very same sentence he
goes on saying ‘I did not want this language, I didn’t...”, perhaps realising that he does
want to express his real opinion about the Arvanitika language. After this statement,
participant 3 proceeds to actually express his undoubtedly negative attitude towards
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Arvanitika in three distinct, and escalating in terms of the degree of negativity, steps:
First, he says that ‘it’s a good thing’ to use the language with the Albanians, most
probably referring to the Albanian migrants working in his region. In view of the rest
of his discourse, this statement cannot but be interpreted as a belief on his part that the
Arvanitika language has indeed some value other than its usefulness as the easiest way
to communicate with this aforementioned group of people. The second step is his use
of a rhetorical question ‘But here with the locals, why should we speak in Arvanitika?’
through which the participant clearly makes the point that Arvanitika is not necessary
as a means of communication with the locals. Of course, the implicit meaning of the
point he made is that the mutually shared knowledge of Greek renders the Arvanitika
language useless. The third and final step is the participant’s reaction when the potential
extinction of Arvanitika comes up in the conversation, which is an emphatic statement
that he does not care if Arvanitika disappears, repeating his relevant phrase twice
(‘Well, I don’t care. I don’t care.’) and justifying it with one more question, this time

using the first person singular (‘Why do I need Arvanitika?’).

At this point | must note that, throughout the interview, his overall discourse was
characterised by a latent contradiction. That is, an overtly stated indifference for the
language and its grim prospects and an underlying emotional attachment to it, evident
in his eagerness to share detailed information about Arvanitika, which he did with an
emotionally charged voice. Quite characteristic of this contradiction is that towards the
end of interview he wanted us to listen to Arvanitika songs and he played a CD with a

collection of such songs at full blast in his tavern, where the interview took place.

Extract 16
Gr.

P5: ®bivovoa [mopeia petd to 70°]. [pe meouévn ko Avanuévn ewovn] dvatoyag(!)...
E, 1o wilnooue kxou uepixd ypovie mio ueTd, <...> aAld pe epotquotiko... Oxi
zpoayapa... Eow arov tomo (otov Aompomvpyo) uag ta opPavitiko ueypt to ‘65 - 70
nrave pio yAwaooo. kata 70%. Meta oryd-oryd apyioe va pbivei(!). O koouog dpyioe vo.

70, OTOPEVYEL TEYVNEVTWG, AES KO NTAVE apopiouévo(!)
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...Ka1 o mapanoe [N véa yenid] ta apfavitike <...> yia vo EpBetl anuepo. n wpo. vo. unv
vrapyer <...> uio v, pio okéyn <...> yati moiguiétai(!) amo tovg i0100¢ TOVG EEE...
<...> avtoi¢ Tov T JLadéEynKay, Tov o1 mpoyevéatepol tovg yrov ApPaviteg(!) Aoe tovg
arlovg! AlAa, ag mapovue avtois mov nrove(!). Hrav éva mocoato oty EALada 1kovo

yia vo ) orooaoel. Ikavo wiloue, ikavo(!)

...Eiyave v yevdaioOnon ot arouo 1o oroio pulder apfavitiko Aabedet oo, elinvika.

Eya d¢ ovoupaovao.

O35: Nou, to Gewpodoove devtépog Katnyopiog...

En.

P5: Declining [trajectory after the *70s]. [in a low and sad voice] Unfortunately (!)...
Well, we spoke it for a few more years later too <...> but with a question mark... Not
jovially... Here in our land [name of a suburb of Athens], Arvanitika was until ‘65 -
70 the language
at around 70%. Then gradually it began to decline(!). People began to artfully avoid it

as if it was excommunicated(!)

...And they [the new generation] gave up on Arvanitika <...> so that today there came
the time that there is not <...> a voice, or a single thought <...> because there is a war
waging against it(!) by the same the uh... <...> the people who inherited it, whose
ancestors were Arvanites(!). Let aside the others! But let’s consider the ones that
were(!) [Arvanitika-speakers]. There was a percentage in Greece capable enough to

preserve it. Capable, I'm telling you, capable(!)

... They were under the illusion that a mouth speaking Arvanitika would make mistakes

in Greek. | do not agree(!)

O5: Yes, they regarded it as second class...

The content of Extract 16 offers an example of what Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) had
previously observed in the Arvanitika-speaking community and called it ‘creolisation
in reverse’ in order to describe the situation of the ‘loss of a language by its native

speakers’ (p. 109). Participant 5 states that the decline of Arvanitika started in the *70s
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and that the people of her hometown spoke it for a few more years after that, but with
‘a question mark’ and ‘not jovially’, meaning with reservation and no exhilaration. She
does not explain the reasons for this change but she argues that the speakers of the
language ‘began to artfully avoid it’, which shows that she perceives this avoidance as
something intentional. She finishes this clause with a metaphor, saying that people
avoided Arvanitika as if it was ‘excommunicated’. It should be noted here that,
throughout the interview, participant 5 used religious terminology, while she also
highlighted the tight connection of the Arvanitika community with the Christian
Orthodox religion and the Greek Orthodox Church. As mentioned earlier, her discourse
was lyrical and sententious, using metaphors and a narrative style as if she related the
story of a novel. Moreover, the pace of her narration, the voice fluctuations and the
intonation, as well as the many pauses in her speech, indicate emotional attachment
with what her actual words attempt to describe, namely the declining trajectory of

Arvanitika.

In the second part of Extract 16, she names the group of people who abandoned
Arvanitika and who she is talking about, and this is the younger generation of her
community. She continues to lyrically describe the outcome of this abandonment (“...so
that today there came the time that there is not <...> a voice, or a single thought...’) t0
be expressed in Arvanitika, and she offers her opinion of the why behind the
abandonment of the language with the expression ‘because there is a war waging
against it(!)’, a war the fault for which lies with ‘the people who inherited it, whose
ancestors were Arvanites(!)’. Moving further in her discourse on the decline of
Arvanitika, participant 5 expresses her belief that the speakers of Arvanitika in Greece
were numerically enough to preserve the language and capable to have done it, using
the word ‘capable’ three times, thus stressing that the decline of Arvanitika is not
justified by a supposedly low number of speakers. In this way, she allows us to think
that, in her mind, the abandonment of the language was a conscious choice on the part

of the Arvanitika speakers themselves.

In the last part of Extract 16, participant 5 presents the reason why she believes such a
choice was made in the phrase ‘They were under the illusion that a mouth speaking
Arvanitika would make mistakes in Greek’. Although the view that the use of
Arvanitika would undermine the knowledge and use of Greek on the part of the

Arvanite population has also emerged in interviews with other participants of this study,
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the way in which this view is expressed by participant 5 is quite remarkable in terms of
the aesthetics of her utterance. Faithful to her lyrical and metaphorical manner of
speech, she uses the phrase ‘under the illusion’ instead, for example, ‘they thought’,
and the word ‘mouth’ instead of the indefinite pronouns ‘someone’ or ‘somebody’.
Immediately after that, participant 5 disassociates herself from the aforementioned

view stating emphatically that she does not agree (‘7 do not agree(!)’).

Although not included in the extract, the daughter-in-law of participant 5, who was
present during the interview, attempted to elaborate on her mother-in-law’s argument
that ‘they were under the illusion that a mouth speaking Arvanitika would make
mistakes in Greek’, by saying: ‘That is, the reason why Arvanitika speakers chose not
to speak Arvanitika was that they considered it to be a second-class language’. If
contrasting the wording of this intervention by the daughter-in-law to the emotionally
charged and engaging discourse of participant 5, we can get an idea of how each
generation connects with the Arvanitika language. Undoubtedly, the more romantic and
emotional speech of the older generation is rooted in the fact that the members of the
older generation have the personal experience of the language as they used it to
communicate their thoughts and feelings to their families and peers in the times when

it was regularly spoken.

5.14.6. Oppression, discrimination and stigmatisation

5.14.6.1. ‘Us and them’: Arvanitika’s perception as an ‘inferior’ language with a low
‘social status’.

Extract 17

Gr.

P5: Ta oyoleia, étor kou axovyave pio AéCn apPovitikn, 1 ECw oty ovvouilio, KOmTo101
mov ovvourlovoove <..> va [10vg] axodv [va ploOv] apPovitike, nrove moiiteg

010L0Y1G, NTOVE TOAITES OEVTEPOL.

...0 o0{vyog pov aro ayoleio: Aéer n <..> «Amoé moio dpouo eivar mo edkolo va

épbovue anv AOnva, amo ™ OnPa vo. ‘pOovue oty ABnva kou, de Qouduol, 1 amo ™
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Aapioa ...» Ko wetoytnke pio ovuuodntpia ko eire «yiooor. E, to Edlo(!) mov épaye,

70 £0Ao(!) mov épaye. «Kovtapfavitesy.

En.

P5: Schools, even at the sound of a single Arvanitika word, or outside while chatting,
while some were chatting <...> to be heard speaking Arvanitika, they were second-

grade citizens, second-class(!) citizens of a second class.

My husband at school: ‘Which Road will take us more easily to Athens, from Thebes to
Athens, and <...> I don’t remember, or from Larisa...” she <...> said. And a classmate

barged in and said ‘yooo’. Well, what a walloping she got(!), what a walloping
indeed(!) ‘Dumb Arvanites .

In the above extract, participant 5 remembers what the situation was like with
Arvanitika when she was at school. She says that when students were heard using
Arvanitika, they were considered ‘second-class citizens’ and she stresses it with her
voice, thus emphasising the notion of ‘inferiority’ implied by the word ‘second’ in this

specific context.

In the second part of Extract 17, participant 5 gives an example of the kind of
stigmatisation the Arvanitika-speakers used to experience at school. She recalls an
incident from when her husband was still a student. In this, while a classmate of his was
asking for directions on how to travel easily to Athens, another classmate interfered by
uttering a word in Arvanitika (‘yo’) and she got physically punished for that. While
narrating this incident, participant 5 refers to the walloping the second classmate
received, and she repeats the word ‘walloping’ twice, accentuating it strongly. Right
when she finishes her narration, she utters a compound Greek word, an offensive label
which was used by non-Arvanites to describe the Arvanitika-speaking persons, the
English translation of which is ‘dumb Arvanites’, strongly stressing it with a relatively
loud voice. After uttering this word, participant 5 goes silent and leaves the word
hanging there alone, revealing all the painful emotion she had managed to control in

her previously lively discourse.
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Extract 18
Gr.

P6: Orav mnyoive onuotixo eym, n doockoia EXiave ™) yiayid kol s éleye: «Aimytov
OO TO OTITI, UNV TOL WIAGS opPovitikay. Daivetar oev Tavti(ovial N apPavitikn (e Ty

eAnvirn.

.Eya etyo ueyaio mpofinua, yoti o £E1 ypovia mov Tya onuotiko, <...> oty TPOTH
[T4EN] dev piloya aAin yiwaeoa, uovo apfavitixa, dev néepo eAdnvika. Eyam {ovoo ue tv
ayLa, pAayous oppovitiko <...> 0tav THYa 0TO GYOAELOD, EEE, TL VO, TMW TAPO. EEPW €Y,
7006 TO TETOYAL apPavitika. Koi g éleye g yrayidg: «Maxpid, poxpid to waidi, yioti
&yel umhéel g yAawaooesy, Cépw eyam. «Ki avtd dev mpémel vo...» <..> oegv Cépw eyw

Tpa.

...Me xovipyaye [0 dboxarog], eiyav ka1 Coio tote. Lioti v giyove yio pio yAwooa

OTOYOPEVTIKT], PE TOLOL [UO.

En.

P6: When | was in elementary school, my teacher would go to my grandma and tell her
‘Kick him out of the house, don’t talk to him in Arvanitika’. It seems that Arvanitika

and Greek are not the same thing.

I had a big problem, because in the six years | went to primary school, <...> in the first
[grade] I didn't speak any other language, only Arvanitika, | didn't know Greek. I lived
with my grandma; we talked in Arvanitika <...> eh, what do | know, I don’t know, I'd
blurt out Arvanitika. And she used to say to my grandma: ‘Keep the kid away, away
from it, because he has mixed up the languages’, something like that. ‘And this must

not..." <...> Idon’t know now.

... The teacher would chase me; they had a cane back then. Because they considered it

as a forbidden language, you know.

In Extract 18, participant 6 says that when he attended school, the teacher urged his
grandmother, whom he was living with, to not talk with him in Arvanitika. Participant
6 belongs to the generation of middle-aged Arvanitika-speakers, which means that he

is describing his experience from around the early *70s, when, as it has also been stated
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by other participants, Arvanitika started being used less and less. The hostile behaviour
of the teacher towards the Arvanitika-speaking child is representative of the hostile
educational environment at that time with regards to linguistic diversity in the
classroom. Participant 6 closes his first reference to his school experience with the
phrase ‘It seems that Arvanitika and Greek are not the same thing’. In my view, this
phrase implies that the two languages are not considered equal, and the participant’s
use of the expression ‘It seems’ is aimed to show that the idea that Arvanitika and Greek

are not equal is not his own but a belief held by others.

In the second part of extract 18, participant 6 ‘confesses’ that the prohibition of
Arvanitika at school posed a big problem for him, as at that age Arvanitika was the only
language he spoke, having learnt it from his grandmother with whom he lived. He then
goes on to say that the teacher urged his grandmother to keep him away from Arvanitika
because he had mixed up the two languages. As also shown in previous extracts, it
appears that this argument on the part of teachers and others about the negative effect
of the use of Arvanitika (i.e., the mixing up of the two languages) was internalised and
accepted by the presently middle-aged participants as a ‘logical reason’ for them to
avoid speaking Arvanitika. In this same part of extract 18, participant 6 uses filler words
and phrases in his speech such as ‘eh, what do I know, I don’t know’ which point to his
experiencing certain emotions (e.g., sadness, discomfort, guilt) while he is speaking.
Another indication of his distressed emotional state is that while presenting the manner
in which the teacher talked to his grandmother, using direct speech, he stops abruptly,

leaving the last clause unfinished (‘And this must not...” <...> I don’t know now’).

In the last part of extract 18, participant 6 states that the teacher used to chase him so
as to not speak Arvanitika at school, and that he would even beat him up (‘they had a
cane back then’), thus revealing the fact that, apart from the psychological coercion,
the punishment for speaking Arvanitika at school involved physical violence too. In his
last clause, participant 6 explains the reason of such punishment by saying: ‘Because
they considered it as a forbidden language, you know.’, with the use of the personal
pronoun in the third person singular (‘they’) clearly implying his disagreement with the
consideration of Arvanitika as a forbidden language.

Throughout the interview, the discourse of participant 6 revealed an inner conflict
between his strong bond to Arvanitika, as the language in which he communicated with
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his grandmother who raised him, and his being coerced by others to not speak it. Even
though he did not express explicitly his disagreement with the hostile practices against
the use of Arvanitika in the school context, his emotionally charged speech and tone of
voice indicated a conflict between the feeling ‘I want to speak Arvanitika’ and the

thought ‘It may not be right for me to speak Arvanitika'.

Extract 19
Gr.

P8: Koitale, malid ato ayoleio, kopiwg otav nuactoy oty @Adpivo. i oo Auvvraio, pog
yopoxtipiloyv Alfavovg, uoag Aéyave yilio 0o mpdyuota. Euelc omaviovooue
[xapakmnpilovtog] ws Bodlyapouvg tovg dllovg mov uiloveay clofike. Evidacel, nrov
OVTA TO. TOLYVIOIO, TO. OIKG HOG, YLOTI KUPIWS OTO TaiyVIol THG YAWDGOOS TOLYTHKOVE

TOVTOTNTES, TOLYTHKOVE GOUPEPOVTA...MOvo ato ayoleio. Aev eiyaue kavéva Oéua.
En.

P8: Look, in the old days at school, mostly when we were in Florina or Amyntaio, they
called us Albanians, they called us by a million names. We, in turn, called the others
who spoke Slavic [Macedonian] ‘Bulgarians’. Well, these were our games, mainly
because in the game of language identities were gambled, interests were gambled...

Only at school. We didn’t have any issues.

Regarding the situation with Arvanitika at school, participant 8 mentions that he
experienced discriminatory behaviours by others as a student in the town of Amyntaio
and in the city of Florina. More specifically, he says that he and his Arvanitika-speaking
peers were ‘labelled Albanians’ and they were called ‘a million names’ which he does
not specify. Labelling someone an ‘Albanian’ is considered discriminatory as, in
Greece, the word ‘Albanian’ connotes something negative, especially after the massive
economic migration of Albanians to Greece during the ’90s, with the collapse of
Communism in the neighbouring country. Participant 8 raises the issue of othering,
which he and his peers experienced both as something they were subject to by their
classmates in Amyntaio and Florina and as something that they themselves applied on
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those classmates. For him, the ‘others’ were the Macedonian speakers of the prefecture
of Florina, as Macedonian is spoken in many villages in the Florina prefecture whereas
the same prefecture has only three Arvanitika-speaking villages. According to the
participant’s narration, the way in which he and his Arvanitika-speaking peers dealt
with their being called Albanians was to label their Macedonian-speaking classmates
‘Bulgarians’. Labelling someone a ‘Bulgarian’ in Greece is also considered
discriminatory, for the exact same reason it is discriminatory to label someone
‘Albanian’. That is, both these two characterisations imply that the person who is
labelled does not have a Greek ethnic identity. As such, the experience described by
participant 8 points to the fact that both minority language speakers seem to question
the other minority’s ethnic identity in an effort to protect their own. Quite interestingly,

however, in this case, the seemingly conflicting ethnic identities are the same.

This brings us to that part of Extract 19 where participant 8 moves from his merely
narrating his experience of the discriminatory behaviour of his classmates to explaining
it. In this attempt, participant 8 first moderates the responsibility of the non-Arvanites
classmates for the discrimination he experienced by saying ‘Well, these were our
games...’, a clause in which the word ‘games’ seems to be used in its original meaning,
that is, a form of a fun activity. Continuing his phrase, however, by saying °...mainly
because in the game of language identities were gambled, interests were gambled...’,
he actually explains the othering he introduced in his discourse as a game played for
the interests of the nation-state, this time using the word ‘game’ in its secondary
meaning as a scheme or a strategy. Although he does not utter the term ‘nation-state’,
it is almost certain that this is what his discourse implies, as the Greek State has been
anything but supportive of minority languages. Participant 8’s unwillingness to make
an explicit reference to the Greek State is evident from his use of the passive voice (i.e.,
‘identities were gambled, interests were gambled’). Such unwillingness to make
explicit references to the Greek State’s policies regarding minority languages in general
and the Arvanitika language in particular has also been found in many of the
participants in this study. As it will be analysed a little further below, this finding may
signify one more level of discrimination endured by the Arvanitika-speaking people,
namely the discrimination that has been perpetrated on them by the official Greek State

and its representatives.
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Finally, towards the end of his discourse, participant 8 appears to have the need to
clarify that it was only at school where he and his peers experienced the discriminatory
behaviours he described (‘Only at school. We didn’t have any issues.’). Considering
that the school is a formal institution governed by the authority of the State, the choice
of participant 8 to close his speech with the above short phrases could be interpreted as
his need to draw a contrast between the State’s responsibility and that of the individual
persons who found themselves trapped in ‘the game of language’, so as to assign the

role of the offender to the former and the role of the victim to the latter.

Extract 20
Gr.

FG2: ...apyotepa, aro Avkelo, nrove tote <...> ekel fiwveg ge... Aiyo, yoti yopw omo
100G Apfovites dev eivar uovo 1o <...> n YlOooa, Exel PTIONTEL K1 EVAS 0LOKANPOS
wobog(!). Zyenixa pe to <...> ue tov POmO <...> WWOS AEITOVPYOVV, UE TOV YOPOKTHPO.
700G, KTA. AJAG €101KG TO VO EYEIS KL vtV TNV g8 <...>, 0TI €l0GL OO EVOL YWPIO
ApPovitarv o1 omoiol eivor kAEpTes, ege o€ Oa cov pepBody Kald, Koitdve UovVo Tov €aVTO
006 <...> Avto TovidyioToV Piwoa gy oto Avkero! Hrov Lloyikd ot dnuiovpyodoe

KATOIES..., TS VA TO T, KATOL0, OTOOTATH GYETIKG, IUE TOVS GALOVS GOUUAONTES.

.Meta, uere to 12, xatevBeiov oto yvuvaocio Novrmliov... [Exel] dev ovmnpye
opPovitika... Kot ntav kot Aiyooo <...> UEIOVEKTHUO. GUO. EAEYES OTL LIAAS apfovitikal...

Toti ouéows oc Aéyave ‘Prayo’(!)
FG2: IIépvaye uéoo pog owtd! IHepvoioe péoa pog avto!
FG2: ... [lolla moudid klatyove dua tovg Aéyave ‘BAayo’!

FG2: Anloon, ola ta ywpid ta avtuetomlay €101, TIOTED®, KI OKOUO, TEPIGTOTEPO

kamorovg ApPovites! To omoio édeyyve otL ‘Oev eioon (0106 1 guaog!

FG2: Avto ppioxotay vmo diwyuo aro cyoleio otav mnyorva eya(!) —Erx!’ — ‘Tt eimeg
oaokole;, Aioo, pe Aidlo! (A1olog eivou o Twpyog ot’ apPovitika, ta Aiuvidtixo to
o1Ka. 1og tpa,). - ‘Ela dw, Eia ow, T gimeg; Ti eivar avto to Aidrog!’ E, ykora ykodma

ue wm Pépyal Hpbe o motépas — ‘Ti éywve;” — ‘Midder opPavitiko xopie
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THaroyewpyomovie(!) — Lkotwoé tov’ Aéel, ‘Tov atéAva oto ayoleio... “ o Tlatépag(!).

Apvntira. Avto T0 TPAYUO YIVOTAVE TOAD.

FG2: ...01 moleis 1o yawpia to. Gewpodoay vrooeéotepa movra! Ki axouo o wold ov

noovvo. k1 Apfovitng!
En.

FG2: ... Later, at high school, it was then <...> well, there you could experience it eh...
to some extent, because the Arvanites are not only surrounded by the <...> the
language, a whole myth has been created around them(!). Regarding the <...> the way
<...> how they function, their character, etc. But especially, having also this eh... <...>
that you come from a village of Arvanites, who are thieves, eh, they won’t treat you
well, they only look after themselves <...> At least this is what | experienced at high
school! It was normal that it created some <...>, how to say this, some distance from

the other classmates.

... Then, after I became 12 years old, directly to the high school of Nafplio... [There]
Arvanitika did not exist <...> And it was also a little of a <...> drawback if you said

you spoke Arvanitika! <...> Because you were immediately called ‘Vlach’ (!)
FG2: This was getting under our skin! It was getting under our skin!
FG2: ... Many kids used to cry when they were called ‘Vlach’!

FG2: That is, all the villages were treated in the same way, | believe, and even more so

some Arvanites! Which showed that ‘you are not the same with us’!

FG2: ... Cities always considered the villages inferior! And even more so if you were

Arvanitis!

FG2: This was under attack when | was at school(!) - ‘Hey!’ - ‘What did you say,
teacher? Liolo, dude, Liolo! (Liolos in Arvanitika is George, in our Limniotika, that is.)
- ‘Come here, come here, what did you say? What is this word Liolos?” Well, bang
bang, there came the walloping with the rod! Then [my] father came - ‘What
happened?’ - ‘He speaks Arvanitika, Mr. Papageorgopoulos (!) - ‘Kill him’, he says,
‘I’'m sending him to school...’ the father!. Negative things. This was quite common.
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Focus Group 2 of this study consisted of several residents of a village in the Regional
Unit of Argolis, in the Peloponnese. The long interview | had with Focus Group 2 was
very lively and interactive, as most participants were very eager to talk about
Arvanitika. | chose to present here the above excerpt of that interview because it
provides insights on the stigmatisation experienced by the Arvanitika speakers of this

region.

The first speaker from FG2 worked in the school of the village. What is immediately
observed in his discourse is a lack of narrative flow, as it is characterised by many
pauses, incomplete sentences, repetitions, etc., which could be indicative of the
memories and feelings that the topic of discussion evoked in him. At the same time,
however, and despite his obviously charged emotional state during the interview, he
was more than willing to share his thoughts in a lively interaction with the other
participants. As shown in Extract 20, he first says that, contrary to the situation at the
village’s elementary school when he was a pupil, the experiences he and his peers had
as high school students in terms of discriminatory behaviours against them were to
some extent problematic. This was due to the fact that they could only attend high
school in nearby towns, such as Nafplio and Argos, where the dominant language was
Greek. According to him, however, apart from the issue of language as such, the
aforementioned attitudes and behaviours were also related to the myths that were
created about the Arvanitika-speakers, as, for example, that they behave badly, are self-
centred, thieves, etc. (“...that you come from a village of Arvanites, who are thieves,
eh, they won't treat you well, they only look after themselves..."). Right after the above
statement, the participant went on to express his thought with regards to the effect of
such myths, saying ‘It was normal that it created some <...>, how to say this, some
distance from the other classmates’, as well as to offer a small example of how
Arvanitika-speaking high school students were characterised by their non-Arvanite
classmates if they mentioned that they spoke Arvanitika (‘And it was also a little of a
<...> drawback if you said you spoke Arvanitika! <...> Because you were immediately
called “Vlach” (!)’). It should be noted here that the term ‘Vlach’ or ‘Vlachos’ in Greek
literally describes someone who is a member of a southern European (ethnic)-linguistic
group, the Vlachs. Although the latter live also in other, mostly Balkan, countries, the
language spoken by the Vlachs residing in Greece is called ‘Vlachika’ (or Aromanian

or Vlach). Unfortunately, however, the same term (Vlach) is used in a derogatory way

252



in Greece, denoting someone who has a rural background, who is uneducated, unfit to
live in big cities, etc. The bitterly ironic fact, therefore, is that in the present case, such
derogatory use of the term ‘Vlachos’ stigmatises simultaneously two (ethno)-linguistic
minorities; that is, not only the Arvanites but also the Vlachs.

After the first speaker’s reference to his experiences as a high school student, two other
participants entered the discussion, confirming in their own way the teacher’s account
of what it meant to be an Arvanitika-speaking high school student in a predominantly
Greek-speaking school environment. In a highly emotional tone of voice, the first of
them exclaimed ‘This was getting under our skin! It was getting under our skin!” and
the other one responded by saying ‘Many kids used to cry when they were called
“Vlach”!”. Both these statements show how traumatic such discriminatory behaviours
were for them. However, the second one is also an indicator of the unfortunate
phenomenon where, in the context of an officially monolingual nation-state, the
members of one (ethno)-linguistic minority internalise and accept as ‘true’ the
derogatory qualities attributed by the linguistically dominant group of said nation-state

to the members of another (ethno)-linguistic minority.

After the aforementioned statements, the village’s teacher intervened with a comment
according to which the experience of being looked down by others was one also shared
by the residents of all villages, but perhaps it was more intense for some Arvanites. He
then completed his intervention by saying: ‘Which showed that “you are not the same
as us”!” In my view, the importance of this last phrase is that (a) it voices his reflection
on prejudice and discrimination, the outcome of which appears to be that these
phenomena do not affect only the Arvanites, and (b) offers a simple but accurate
explanation of the misuse of the term ‘Vlachos’; that is, the one who is ‘not the same as
us’. As shown in Extract 20, still another participant of the same group agreed with the
aforementioned comment, by repeating its meaning using his own words (‘Cities

always considered the villages inferior! And even more so if you were Arvanitis!’).

Finally, in the last part of Extract 20, there is another participant relating a personal
incident connected with the forbidden use of Arvanitika at school. He described his
experience as if it was part of a theatrical play, using mostly direct speech, so that
despite the unpleasant truths hidden in it, his account of the incident ended up lightening

the mood of the discussion. According to this ‘theatrical’ account, when he called a
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classmate by shouting his Arvanitika name ‘Liolos’, which corresponds to the Greek
name Yorgos/George, his teacher got angry and asked him very aggressively: ‘What is
this word Liolos?’. Most probably, however, this was anything but a real question and
it rather meant ‘how do you dare using this word!’, as what followed was his being
beaten up by the teacher with the rod (‘Well, bang - bang, there came the walloping
with the rod!’), a beating up vividly described by the participant by means of his using
onomatopoeic words to imitate the sound produced by the teacher’s rod. At this point,
the narration allows one to assume that the participant’s father was summoned to the
school to be informed about his son’s behaviour ( ‘Then father came’), and there is also
the following father - teacher dialogue, as described by the participant, (- ‘What
happened?’ - ‘He speaks Arvanitika, Mr. Papageorgopoulos(!) - ‘Kill him’, he says,
‘I’'m sending him to school...”), as well as his own very short but significant comment

regarding this dialogue (‘the father!’).

A very interesting observation here is the father’s rather intense agreement with the
teacher’s stance towards his son’s use of Arvanitika at school. Moreover, in his
reproduction of this dialogue, the participant left the last phrase of his father unfinished
(‘I’m sending him to school...’). Judging by the participant's emotionally charged voice
at that moment, the fact that he left this last sentence unfinished may be attributed to
his experiencing a certain degree of discomfort in recollecting this dialogue. Based on
the context of the incident described by the participant, it can be easily assumed that
the complete sentence would be ‘I’'m sending him to school to learn Greek and not to
speak Arvanitika’. Given that this specific participant was in his sixties, the incident he
described must have occurred sometime between the 1960s and 1970s, something that
makes the father's desire for his son to learn Greek to be consistent and coincident with
the fact that it was precisely in the aforementioned period when the decline in the use
of Arvanitika became very apparent. Finally, the intensely stressed very short comment
‘the father!” with which the participant ended his narration of the incident is indicative
of his emotionally charged state, which is probably due to the harsh words (‘Kill him”)

with which the father encouraged the teacher to punish him.

The purpose of the interview excerpts presented above was to demonstrate the way in
which the middle-aged participants of this study experienced the phenomenon of
othering when they were young, by highlighting the discriminatory attitudes and
behaviours of school teachers and classmates when they dared to speak Arvanitika at
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school. Quite often, however, people’s behaviours and attitudes are formed through the
internalisation and acceptance on their part of some formal authority’s position as to
what is right or wrong. It is for this reason that section 5.14.7. below deals with the
issue of the politicisation of the Arvanitika language and the role of the Greek State in
it.

5.14.7. Politicisation of the Arvanitika language

Extract 21
Gr

P8: ...o0te ara oyoleia, odte av ae drxovyav o1 AYOuEVoL KPaTIKOL YPOoPOLOKES VO AeG
omoloonTote olofiko <...> wavw oty Mokedovia, 1 omoioonTote apfavitiko, 0ev CEpw
v o fAayika. Noa, atny idwa poipa to. apfovitiko. Maiioto vanpyay kot pia, ovo tpeig
yovaires mov elyav tyuwpnbel. Eiyove uetofel amnyv aotovouikn owiknon Kieioovpag,
ekel petaywyn kavove atnv Kaotopia, tovg amoyyélnkoy katnyopies. Appovitiooo, voui,

n omolo. eiye otoyomoinlei kou paiiota eiye koroyyelbel.
En

P8: ...neither at schools, nor if the so-called State gendarmes heard you speak anything
Slavic [Macedonian] <...> up in Macedonia, or anything in Arvanitika, I don’t know
about Vlachika. Yes, Arvanitika had the same fate. In fact, there were one, two or three
women that had been punished. They had been taken to the police station of Klisoura,
then they were transferred to Kastoria, where they were charged. An Arvanite woman,

yes, who had been targeted and, as a matter of fact, denounced.

Participant 8 talked about the ban on using Arvanitika in public in the past, without
specifying when exactly this ban was enforced. According to him, the State police used
to arrest those who spoke Arvanitika or Macedonian (i.e., the minority language spoken
mostly in the Greek prefectures of Florina, Kastoria and Pella) in public. To make his
claim clearer, he then mentioned a case he was aware of in which two to three women

from around his place of origin, a village in Florina, had been arrested, taken to the
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police station of Klisoura, a neighbouring Vlachika-speaking village that belongs to the
prefecture of Kastoria, and from there to the city of Kastoria, where there were charges
brought against them. Moreover, he argued that one of these women was an Arvanitika
speaker who had been targeted and reported to the police for speaking Arvanitika in

public.

On the whole, this participant’s discourse was calm, with no signs of heightened
emotions. More specifically, it was not characterised by any pauses, any hesitation

markers, any incoherence or lack of flow.

Participant 8 has been living in the city of Thessaloniki since he was a university student
and he has, therefore, distanced himself from the Arvanitika-speaking environment of
the village he originates from in the Florina prefecture. Most importantly, however, his
calm and collected way of speaking may be related to the fact that he belongs to the
middled-aged generation of Arvanitika-speakers. The association of the participant’s
style of discourse with his age is consistent with the present study’s finding that middle-
aged and/or younger participants tended to be more at ease speaking about sensitive
issues relevant to their (ethno)-linguistic descent when compared to participants who
belong to the eldest generation of Arvanitika speakers. This finding can most probably
be explained by the fact that the participants of the elder generation of Arvanitika-
speakers, most of whom still live in their place of origin, were born and grew up in
families whose main language of communication was Arvanitika. This means that their
experiences of their interaction with members of the broader Greek-speaking society
(e.g., at school) were more distressing and emotionally charged than those of their
descendants, thus rendering their speaking about those experiences more distressing

and emotionally charged.

It could, therefore, be claimed that age and closeness to the Arvanitika community play
an important role as factors affecting both the content and the manner of the

participants’ discourse.
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Extract 22

Gr.

R: To kpatog 11 poto émaule atn drotnpnon s yAwooog,
FG2: Karaotpopixo(!) [Téha]

FG2: Kauio diatnpnon...

FG2: Apod ta payoue eucic uovor uag, to ofnoaue, to kparog t va fonnoet, Ilovro

nrave omov(!). Kai tapo eivar amov(!)...

FG2: ... dev éyw aroryeio mov va umopodv v’ amodeilovy 0Tl 10 KpaTog E€... THPE KOTOIES
OTOPOOTELS, TOMTIKES KA., Vo, yTomNoel T° opfovitika... Ae 0 yvopilom <...> Ag Oewpd
ott prav [N pn dwpnon] axdpacy tov kpdrovs. Ae Bewpad OT1 ROV amOPacH TOV

KPOTOVG.

FG2: ... évag Apfavitng amo to Agyofo ... pov eime 0TI aTO YPOVIO, TOD NTAVE YPOUUT] ...

Avtog TioTeDE 0TI NTAV KPATIKY OTOQOGH YPOUUN ...

FG2: Koitale, eivar ovvopraxos vouog, étoi; [OAopwva] Orote exel maipvoviolr kol
1010itepa pétpo. Eelc eow oev Eyovue mpofinuoto. Eyw Exw v aicnon edwm ot o€ pog
<...> Jev umnke pio. molitikny evovtiov tov ‘appfavitikov’! Ilop’ oia ovtd, yio to
Tedevtolo, UTOPEL VO, VIHPYE ‘KOTW OTO TO TPOTE(L’, KI EMEION ONAGON EUEIS OEV

avtidpovoaue, de pilayoue, oov Jéel ‘avtol, evrater!’

En.

R: What role did the State play in preserving the language?
FG2: Disastrous (1) [Laughter]

FG2: No preservation at all...

FG2: After we killed it ourselves, we wiped it out, what can the State do to help? It was

always absent (!). It’s absent now too(!)...

FG2: ...Idon’t have evidence to prove that the State, uh... made any decisions, political
etc., to strike a blow against Arvanitika... I don’t know of any <...> I don’t think it [the

non-preservation] was State decision. I don’t think it was State decision.
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FG2: ... an Arvanite from [name of the village in Florina] ... told me that in his time it

was policy line... He believed it was State decision line. ...

FG2: Look, it is a border prefecture, right? [Florina] So special measures are taken
there. We don’t have problems here. I've got the feeling that here we don't... there
hasn’t been applied any policy against Arvanitika! Nonetheless, regarding the latter,
there might have been something ‘behind-the-scenes’, and as we didn 't react, we didn’t

speak out, they might have thought ‘it’s okay with them!’

In this village of Argolis, the members of Focus Group 2 responded eagerly to the
question about ‘the role of the Greek State in preserving the language’. Focus Group 2
was comprised of participants of all ages, though the majority of them were middle-
aged. The discussion around the aforementioned question was long and lively, with the
entire group being fully engaged in it. However, extract 22 includes only those
responses which | consider as representative of the answers given by the majority of

the participants in FG2.

The first response in Extract 22 was a spontaneous and, at the same time, very assertive
reaction by one of the participants, who expressed his opinion by using only the
adjective ‘disastrous’. The element of spontaneity and his use of only one word to
describe the role of the Greek State towards Arvanitika made the rest of the participants
burst into laughter. In turn, another participant, also not extravagant in his words,
appeared to somehow explain the one-word statement of the former by saying ‘No
preservation at all’, obviously meaning that there were no efforts towards the
preservation of the Arvanitika language on the part of the Greek State. At that point,
the participants started talking all together and there was some confusion as to who was
saying what, something that I find indicative of the group’s keen interest in the topic
and of their willingness to express their opinions on it. However, as it becomes obvious
from the two other responses included in Extract 22, the confusion that was created due
to the overlapping speech of the participants could also be the result of disagreement

among them on the role played by the State with regards to Arvanitika.

A point of interest in the third response presented in the extract is that the participant
who gave it appears to simultaneously agree and disagree with the viewpoints of the

two previous speakers. His disagreement is expressed in the first part of his response,
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where he attributes the non-preservation of Arvanitika to the Arvanitika speakers,
wondering what the State could do to help when they themselves have already
abandoned the language (‘After we killed it ourselves, we wiped it out, what can the
State do to help?’). Having stated this, however, he goes on with actually commenting
on the role of the State by saying: ‘It was always absent (!). It’s absent now too(!)’.
Through this latter statement, he seems to, partially, agree with the two previous
speakers by also attributing some responsibility to the State, but, unlike them, he sees
this responsibility to lie in the State’s complete lack of concern about the language and

not in some purposeful action on its part against the preservation of Arvanitika.

Moving now to the fourth response presented in Extract 22, there is another participant
entering the discussion to express his opinion, through which he appears to confirm as
well as reinforce the viewpoint of the previous speaker on the role of the Greek State
with regards to the preservation (or not) of the Arvanitika language. He argued that he
had no evidence showing that the Greek State took an active position against Arvanitika
(‘ don’t have evidence to prove that the State, uh... made any decisions, political etc.,
to strike a blow against Arvanitika... I don’t know of any’), and after a small pause he
continued with what can be seen as a logically formed personal stance based on the
non-existence of such evidence, which he expressed twice: ‘I don’t think it [the non-
preservation] was State decision. I don’t think it was State decision.” Worth noting in
the response presented above is that it contains an element of objectivity (the non-
existence of evidence) as well as an element of subjectivity (‘I don’t think that...”).
Moreover, the fact that he repeats his last phrase twice is also interesting, as it could be
interpreted in two different ways. One possible interpretation could be that the
repetition of this phrase reflects the participant’s effort to convince the other discussants
of the credibility of his own conviction that the non-preservation of Arvanitika is not
the result of State policies. Another interpretation, however, could be that such
repetition is the vocal expression of his on-the-spot reflection on the actual role of the
State in the non-preservation of Arvanitika. According to this second interpretation, the
repetition of the phrase ‘I don’t think it was State decision’ could be signifying his effort
to convince his own self that the non-preservation of Arvanitika is not the result of State
policies. Yet, regardless of which of these two different interpretations one would
consider correct, the discourse of this participant is representative of this study’s finding

that a considerable proportion of Arvanitika speakers who were interviewed appeared
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to not hold the Greek State’s minority policies responsible for the decline of Arvanitika.
This finding is curiously very interesting when considering that, in response to other
questions exploring their personal experiences as Arvanitika speakers in an officially
monolingual country, many of the same interviewees made clear reference to hostile
practices towards the Arvanitika language in the context of a State-run institution such
as the school. This contradiction in their stance could be indicative of a potential inner
conflict present in the Arvanitika speakers between their distressing experiences of
discrimination and oppression and their hesitancy in openly attributing the cause of

these experiences to State policies.

As it can be seen in the last part of extract 22, when prompted by the intervention of
another participant who said that an Arvanitika speaker from a village in Florina had
told him that in his time the non-use of Arvanitika was a policy line dictated by the
State, the same participant justified a possible State intervention in the area of this
village in Florina by saying that ‘special measures are taken there’ because it is a border
region. In so doing, he clearly attributed the application or not of State policies on
minority languages to geographical factors, thus basing his argument about the non-
intervention of the State in the use of Arvanitika in the Argolis region to the fact that
this is a non-border region, as opposed to the Arvanitika or Macedonian or Vlachika
speaking communities in the prefecture of Florina, which borders Albania and N.
Macedonia. After his ‘rationalisation’ of the state of things in the area of Florina, the
participant went on to claim that they ‘don’t have problems’ and that no policy against
Arvanitika has been applied there (i.e., in the area of Argolis). What | consider very
interesting, however, is that, right after this claim, the participant concluded his
discourse by somehow overturning his so insistent until then argument by saying ‘there
might have been something “behind-the-scenes”, and as we didn’t react, we didn’t
speak out, they might have thought “it’s okay with them!”” This last statement of a
participant who had been diligently avoiding to attribute to the Greek State any role in
the decline of the Arvanitika language in his village shows that he is not as certain as
he thought to be with regards to said role. What is more, it shows that he is most
probably aware that the ‘non-reaction’ and the ‘non-speaking’ on the part of his fellow
villagers and of himself have been their way to protect their Arvanite community from

institutionally incited discriminatory and oppressive practices.
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Concluding the analysis of all the responses presented in extract 22, it could be argued
that these responses tend to suggest that Arvanitika does not represent an exception to
the politicisation of minority languages in Greece, irrespective of whether the
politicisation of the Arvanitika language appears to have not taken place as openly and
unambiguously as that of other minority languages (e.g., Macedonian spoken in north-

western Greece and Turkish spoken in north-eastern Greece).

5.14.8. Arvanitika as an unwritten language

One of the issues related to the decline of the language, as this has emerged from the
interviews, is the participants’ concern regarding the non-written form of Arvanitika.
That is, only few participants did not connect the declining course of the language with
the fact that Arvanitika has not acquired a written form, while the majority considered
the non-written form of Arvanitika as a determining factor for its decline. Of interest
were the different responses received regarding the alphabet(s) they have used to write
in Arvanitika (mostly short notes). Some participants said they used the Latin alphabet,
others the Greek alphabet and one participant from FG2 stated that he had used the
Cyrillic alphabet in the past.

Extract 23

Gr.

P4: ...0e vouilw [va @taiel n EAMdewyn ypapnc yia ™ ¢Bivovoa mopeia]. de vouilw ot
Oo. giye dr00wOel yrati oty ovaia o€ Bo. T ypdpoue. A ToduE, Ogv NTAV TOTOTOINUEVH

OO TO KPATOS VO, TEIS 0TI £EC UTOPELS VAL TO YPAWELS KOl Vo, W BEL...

En.

P4: ... I don’t think [it’s the lack of the written form that led to the decline of the
language]. I don 't think it would have been preserved because basically we didn’t write
it. Let’s say, it wasn’t formalised by the state to say, you know, that you can write it

down and preserve it...
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In this extract, participant 4 answers the question of whether he believes that the non-
written form of Arvanitika has affected the decline of the Arvanitika language. As in
other parts of our interview with participant 4, it is once more observed that there is a
serious lack of coherence in his speech, as one statement contradicts the other. His
initial response to the above question was that he did not think that the non-written form
is connected with the decline of the language. However, as he went on to explain the
reason for this response, his argument was inconsistent with his previous negative
statement. That is, by saying that he did not think Arvanitika would have been
preserved if it had a written form because they did not write it, participant 4 shows that
in fact he considers the non-written form of the Arvanitika language as a reason for its
non-preservation and decline. This interpretation of his second statement is actually
confirmed by his third and last one, where he makes a direct connection between the
non-preservation of Arvanitika and its lacking a written form, which he seems to

attribute to the fact that the language has not been formalised by the State.

Extract 24
Gr.

P6: Koo Qo nrav...va dioockouebo kati... aypnotn yAwaoo. eival pe Taiol pov, opod
o€V ypagetol 11 vo, Thy kavelg, Tapo ovtol o1 Alfavoi ypdpovv ota Aativika. I1ag to

EYOVV PTIALEL AVTO OEV UTTOPM VO. TO KOTOAG®.

Aev vrapyel ypopn, Twg va oto Tw,; Aev umopeis vo., 1o kpatnoels. Me eAAnviko
aipafnto 10 Ypopw Kai to puetappalm. 1o va to ypawers ota AoTIviKd, 0gv

Taup1alovve o1 AéCelg.
R: n yAdaooa yioti yoveton miotebete,

Po6: Tati dev ypdpetai, ey Etor vouilw. Xta mpopopixa. o, yabei. Eva kalo fifiio to

owafolers. Ooo Koi vo. 6o T0 TOOVE TPOPOPIKA, OV TO KOTOLOLAIVEIS.
En.

P6: It would be good... To be taught something... it’s a useless language, my child,
what can you do with it since it cannot be written? Now these Albanians write in

Latin. How they have done this, is beyond my understanding.
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There is no [Arvanitika] script, how can | explain it to you? You cannot keep it. |
write it in the Greek alphabet and I translate it. To write it in Latin, the words don’t

match up.
R: Why do you think the language is dying out?

P6: Because it cannot bet written, | think so. In its oral form, it will perish. A good
book, you can read it. No matter how well they may narrate it to you verbally, you

can't understand it.

Answering to the question of whether Arvanitika should be taught at school, participant
6 unfolded an interesting discourse about the value of Arvanitika as a non-written
language, about its relation to Albanian and the use of the Latin alphabet by Albanians,

and about the advantage of a written narrative over a verbal one.

In the first part of extract 24, participant 6 said that it would be good for them, meaning
the Arvanitika-speaking people, to be taught something, thus showing for a moment
that he values the preservation of the language through an institutional context.
However, it seems that right away his thought went to the fact that Arvanitika is a non-
written language and this led to the statement that Arvanitika is a useless language, as
it is not written (‘it’s a useless language, my child, what can you do with it since it
cannot be written?’). With this statement, participant 6 seems to attribute the usefulness
and value of a language solely to whether it can be written. His next statement (‘Now
these Albanians write in Latin. How they have done this, is beyond my understanding’)
is of great interest as it implicitly points to the participant’s acknowledgment of the
affinity between Arvanitika and Albanian and, at the very same time, to his need to

establish a connection between Arvanitika and Greek.

In the second part of extract 24, participant 6 clearly connects the non-written status of
Arvanitika with its decline (‘You cannot keep it’) and then goes on to explain his
personal way of giving to Arvanitika a sort of a written form by writing down (i.e.,
transliterating) the words using the Greek alphabet and then translating them (i.e.,
explaining the meaning of the transliterated words in Greek). His immediately
following statement (‘7o write it in Latin, the words don’t match up’) can be seen as

his way to justify his using the Greek alphabet instead of the Latin, while it seems to
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also contain an implicit underrating of the Latin alphabet. This argument of participant
6 about the incompatibility of the Latin alphabet with the written expression of
Arvanitika is opposed to other participants’ viewpoint that Latin is the alphabet
reflecting most of Arvanitika’s sounds, thus pointing to his already mentioned earlier
need to connect Arvanitika with the Greek language and to disconnect it from Albanian

by means of underrating the Latin alphabet.

In the last part of extract 24, responding to the follow-up question ‘why is the language
dying out?’, participant 6 restated his argument about the uselessness of Arvanitika
saying that the language is dying out because it cannot be written. To support his
argument, he drew an analogy between reading a good book and getting to know the
contents of that book through someone's oral narration of them. (‘4 good book, you can
read it. No matter how well they may narrate it to you verbally, you can't understand
it’).

It is clear, therefore, that, contrary to the existing evidence about the survival of a great
number of languages of oral tradition worldwide for hundreds of years, participant 6 is
convinced that a language can be kept alive only when it has a written form. In my
view, this conviction carries within it the participant’s emotional attachment to the
Arvanitika language and the consequent fear of its potential extinction. Considering
that the participant was about 70 years old, it is worth noting here that many other
elderly participants have exhibited a strong emotional attachment to Arvanitika, as it
has been the primary language they used to communicate with their parents, siblings
and friends when they were younger and, therefore, they value it not in terms of its

potential pragmatic use in the present but as a precious code of intimacy and solidarity.

5.15. Effect of the Albanian migration in the *90s on the Arvanitika language

One of the questions asked during the interviews concerned the potential effect of the
Albanian migration on the Arvanitika language’s trajectory. The responses varied
mostly according to the Arvanitika-speaking communities the participants came from.
Participants from the village in Florina in the north-western part of Greece, where part
of the study took place, expressed the opinion that the Albanian migration did not affect

them at all, as Arvanitika was and still is the primary language of communication in
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their community. Participants from the suburb of Athens and the village of Argolis, in
central and southern Greece respectively, tended to think that although the migration of
Albanians to Greece was not a major factor in the decline of Arvanitika, it had some
indirect effect, mainly as a motive for Arvanitika speakers to re-affirm their (ethno)-

linguistic identity.
Extract 25

Gr.

P5: Aiyo, vou, vai(!) <...> t fdlave amnv axpy... [Pe YPOLL G®VIG TOL VTOONAMVEL
amoyontevon / Amn] ... H pavracia(!), n pavracia(!). Noi, EEpeig ot kald eivor ta
appavitika, allo <...> '0ev ta OéAw yrati omolog 1’ axovel T Aéel, “Xai, ydi, ydi, xoi,

7ob o Tog T, Yiola,”

En.

P5: A little, yes, yes(!) <...> they put it aside... [Iin a tone of voice that suggests
disappointment / sadness] ... Conceit(!)), conceit(!). Yes, you know that Arvanitika is
good and all, but <...> ‘I don’t want it because whoever hears me speaking it, what do

they say? “Hey, hey, hey, hey where are you taking the goats to? "’

To the question of whether the Albanian migration of the *90s has affected the course
of Arvanitika leading it to decline, participant 5 from Attica, answered by saying ‘A
little’ but she immediately corrected that by using twice and with emphasis the
affirmative ‘yes, yes(!)’, and after a pause she said ‘they put it aside’, without clarifying
who she was referring to with the third person plural of the personal pronoun ‘they’.
Judging, however, on the basis of the entire long interview | had with her, what she
most probably had in mind was the younger members of her community. A bit later,
wanting to explain why Arvanitika was set aside, she used repeatedly and very
emphatically the Greek word ‘eovtoacio/fantasia’, the meaning of which, when
translated in English, can be either ‘imagination’ or ‘conceit’. However, the context in
which she used this word suggests that the proper meaning here would be the second
one. This interpretation is actually confirmed by the last two sentences she uttered in
direct speech and in the first person singular as if she was putting herself ‘in the shoes’

of someone among those who have put Arvanitika aside. What participant 5 implies in
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voicing the thoughts of those who put the language aside (‘Yes, you know that
Arvanitika is good and all, but <...> “I don’t want it because whoever hears me
speaking it, what do they say? Hey, hey, hey, hey where are you taking the goats to?”’)
Is that the use of Arvanitika has come to be seen as an indicator of low social and
educational status. Moreover, with her very last phrase she creates a mental image in
which a humble stock-farmer or a shepherd is on the move with a flock of goats and

someone asks him disrespectfully where he is heading to.

Apart from her initial affirmative answer to my question, participant 5 never made an
explicit reference to Albanian migrants. However, the attribution of the abandonment
of Arvanitika to the aversion of Arvanitika speakers of her community to the idea that
they may be considered people of low social and educational status hides within it an
implicit association of the Albanian migrants with the notion of inferiority. This
association has been quite prevalent in Greece, and it was especially so during the first
decade of the Albanian migration. In this light, the participant's use of the word
‘conceit’ in order to explain why Arvanitika was set aside expresses her critical view
with regards to the Arvanitika speakers who abandon the use of Arvanitika so as to not
be identified with anything which, in their minds, personifies an inferior social status
in present day Greece, with the Albanian migrants representing the par excellence
example of such personification; for it is mostly the Albanian migrants who work as
shepherds in Greece and it is also the Albanian migrants who speak a language which

the wider society considers as identical to Arvanitika.

On the whole, as in other parts of my interview with her, the speech of participant 5
was vivid, highly emotional and prosodically emphatic, while, rather than being an
indication of incomplete or incoherent thought, the pauses between her utterances were
consciously intended to either help her control her emotions or attract the attention of

the listener.
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Extract 26
Gr.

FG2: I puévo eivar avelaptnta ta 0vo... Ma, €101ka yio. TO YWPLO UOS TWOPAQ, UTOPD VO,
00¢ T 0TI TO JITAOVO YwpLo, avBpwmol o1 omoliol ta. elyoy apnoel, to. Covappnrav! T

KaldiEpynoanv...

.. 2€ Hog, n vevio. n omoia Nple oe emopn ue tovg AALavoig dev ta eiye apnoel. Ta
eiyoue(!). Aniaon oe uropodue va wodue ot Eyive éva mpayuo. ‘umwog’!

... E¢g, y1o kamo10 d100THUA, TOADS KOOOG DTOTIUNTIKG EAEYE TaL apPavitiko OALOVIKA.

...No. wadg 1o ‘yw det ey tpa... Oy éurmhexoy  ylwooa... Ee, katd kamolov tpomo,
otav npbov o1 AAPavoi edw, dev nrave kou o1 Lovnooi, o1 Ayyior mov tovg Eflemes e
Oovuaouo. Yanpye oo mwiow tovg évo 0AokAnpo mlaictlo, to omoio dgv dpede Kol o€
KOVEVO, A0 OGS VO. GOVOEETAL, ETOL, OIS NTAV TO TAGVO 10t8, €tal; Ti eivou AAPovog;
Avto, a10..., ‘pae 0 poi cov Qa o pact o Alfavog! ... Avto Aoimov to whaioto, ioa-
oo, 0gv avadeikvoe avto Tov eiyes yia vo, el ot Na! Eiuar ki eya kdmov exel... A
ey Becwpa 0t1 LD Alyo Exel exnpedael o0to. Aniaon de vouilw Oti Eyel 101aitepn oyéon

70 yeYovog ot npbav o1 AAfavol kot yabnxe n ylwooa...

...4v70 ouwg mov Oa. ‘Oedo va onueicdow ato ovykekpiuévo onueio givor 0Tl Ko ot 0101
o1 AAfavoi — pov éxel kaver evtomwaon kai T0 cOLNTA® TOPO TOALES POPES — ATMDAETOV
Opnoxkeio, ovoua, 1otopio, ta wovro(!). HpOav eow, ‘mwg o léve;” ‘Kaara', ‘Mavain'.
‘Ti eioa1;” ‘OpBooolog’. Hapoaoeiyuoto. dika, pov mov eiyo oto [1opto Xéir: Milayo o’
éva raudaxt ApPovitike, mov uoiig eiye Epbet omo v Alfavia, Tov puitobvoa opPovitikoa,
™ yAwaooo wov néepo. eym, apPavitika, e katolaforve, ualevorove(!). Hpbe o matépog
700 g€ pio fooudoa kar puov Aéer: ‘Mn tov widag AAPovika’, pov Aéei. Anloon, kou ot
i0101 omopaacicay va. yivoov ovtol Eiinves mopd vo eviayBodv oto midvo twv

ApPovitav.

FG2: Eriong, éva mpayua mov umopodus va movue eivar 0Tl avTol Tov YpHoLUOTOINGOY
0. apPavitiko ue tovg AAfavois eivor kdmoiag niikiag! Aev nrav ta véo maidid, o€v o
ta. 20xpova, 30ypova tov 1018, TOVL ‘91 TOL HPBorv o1 AAPavoi, ‘92, dev nrav avtol o1
omolol Tt pilodoove 10te OTOTE VO DIEAPYEL Wio, ovavéwan nlikiaxn! Hrav avtoi mwov
ONUEPQ, 01 ULTOT EYovV eKAETWEL, 01 dllot eivar pAbapol. Tlag eival dvvoTo emouévms va.

ovvtnpnBei n ylwooo ) otiyun o, nAlkioxa opnvel,
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. Aev vmnpye oniaon appPoavo-oifovikn avvouiiio. evog 20xpovov Alfovod u’ évav
20xpovo Apfavity...

En.

FG2: These two aren’t connected in my mind... But, especially for our village now, 1
can tell you that in the nearby village, people who had abandoned it have now

recovered it! They have cultivated it...

... In our village, the generation that made contact with the Albanians had never
abandoned it. We had it(!). That is, we can’t say that something happened ‘bang’
[suddenly].

...Er, for a while, a lot of people used to derogatorily call Arvanitika Albanian.

... This is how I see things now... No, they were confusing the languages... Er, in a way,
when the Albanians came here, it’s not like they were the Swedes, the English, that you
would regard with admiration. There was a whole background behind them, which
none of us wanted to be connected to, the way things were at the time, okay? What is
an Albanian? This, that..., ‘eat up your food or else the Albanian will eat you!’ ... So,
this background, if anything, would not point up what you had, so that you could say:
Here you go! I'm also somewhere in there... But I believe that this has affected things
very little. That is, | don't think that the fact of the Albanians coming here has some

particular connection with the loss of the language ...

... What I'd like to point out here though is that Albanians themselves — something that
has struck me and | very often bring it up — have abandoned religion, name, history,
everything(!) They ve come here, - ‘what’s your name?’, - ‘Kostas’, ‘Manolis’, - ‘What
are you?’, - ‘Orthodox’. Let me give you my own examples from Porto Heli: I was
talking in Arvanitika to a little kid who had just come here from Albania, | was talking
to him in Arvanitika, the language | knew, Arvanitika, and he understood me, he was
Shying away(!). Within a week, his father came and told me: ‘Don’t talk to him in
Albanian’. So, they themselves decided to become Greek instead of becoming part of

the Arvanitika context.

FG2: Also, one thing we can say is that the ones who used Arvanitika with the Albanians
are of a certain age! It wasn’t the youngsters, it wasn't the 20-year-olds, the 30-year-

olds at that time, in "91, ‘92, when the Albanians came, it wasn’t them that spoke it back
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then so that there would be an age-related revival! They were those of whom one half
have now perished, and the other half are chatterboxes. How is it possible, therefore,

to maintain the language at the moment when it is fading away age-wise?

... This is to say there wasn 't any Arvanitika-Albanian conversation between a 20-year-

old Albanian and a 20-year-old Arvanite...

Extract 26 contains the responses of two members of FG2 which | consider

representative of the opinions of the whole group.

The first of the two FG2 participants started his response by stating that, in his
viewpoint, there is no connection between the presence of Albanian migrants in his
region and the course of the Arvanitika language. Right after this statement, he pointed
out that people in the neighbouring village who had previously abandoned Arvanitika
‘have cultivated it” and started using it again. Considering the question to which he was
responding, one may infer that he attributes this ‘revival’ of the language in the
neighbouring village to the presence of Albanian migrants in the region, thus making a
positive association between the Albanian migration to Greece and the course of the
Arvanitika language. His next statement concerned the effect of the presence of
Albanian migrants in the region on the use of Arvanitika in his own village in Argolis.
In his view, there was no change in the use of Arvanitika in his village because the
language had not been abandoned there and the interaction with Albanian migrants was
not an occasion for its revival (‘In our village, the generation that made contact with
the Albanians had never abandoned it. We had it(!). That is, we can 't say that something
happened ‘bang’’). The importance of this statement lies in its showing that the
participant’s understanding and elaboration of the question regarding the effect of the
Albanian migration on the course of the Arvanitika language is in terms of the

immediate interaction between Arvanites and Albanians.

Later on, but still in the context of the same question, the participant made a comment
according to which people used to undervalue Arvanitika by calling it ‘Albanian’ (‘Er,
for a while, a lot of people used to derogatorily call Arvanitika Albanian’). With this
comment, the participant moved from a quantitative aspect of the effect of the Albanian
migration to the Arvanitika language (i.e., change or not of the extent at which

Arvanites used the language) to a more qualitative one (i.e., the social standing of the
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Arvanitika language and of the people speaking it). Thus, the aforementioned comment
was followed by the participant’s extended explication of its meaning. After expressing
his view that people, that is the Greek speaking members of the wider society, were
‘confusing the languages’ thinking of Arvanitika and Albanian as identical, he went on
making a comparison between Albanian migrants and other foreigners visiting Greece.
This comparison (“...when the Albanians came here, it’s not like they were the Swedes,
the English, that you would regard with admiration’) draws on the discriminatory,
contemptuous and belittling attitudes and behaviours of a considerable portion of the
Greek population towards the Albanian migrants, ascribing to the latter an inferior
social status. It is, therefore, in this sense that the participant cannot see the presence of
Albanian migrants in his region as worthy of an acceptance equal to that of the
hypothetical presence of the Swedes or the English. This reference to the alleged
inferiority of the Albanians in his region becomes even more clear in the example he
gave in direct speech of how an Albanian was viewed in his area: (... ‘eat up your food
or else the Albanian will eat you!’). Similar exhortative expressions were, and perhaps
still are, habitual in Greece, and particularly in rural areas, as a means to make children
finish their food. In the different and more traditional versions of these expressions, the
words ‘gyppo’, ‘pikey’ or ‘wolf” would take the place of the word ‘Albanian’ in the
sentence. By using this rather interesting way to explain how Albanians were perceived
in his region, the participant is actually telling us that, in the context of the Greek
society, Albanian migrants were equated with something that is despicable and
dangerous. Thus, he allows us to understand what he is referring to with the word
‘background’ when he says ‘There was a whole background behind them, which none
of'us wanted to be connected to, the way things were at the time, okay?’. In other words,
the background that Arvanites did not wish to be connected with was in fact the

Albanian migrant’s stigmatisation as contemptible and dangerous.

Very interestingly, however, the participant concluded this part of his discourse by
saying ‘But | believe that this has affected things very little. That is, | don't think that
the fact of the Albanians coming here has some particular connection with the loss of
the language’. Through this statement, he appears to disconnect the language aspect
from the worrisome background of the Albanian migrants that the Arvanitika speakers
of his region did not want to be connected with, and, therefore, disassociate the decline

of the Arvanitika language from the reluctance of his fellow villagers to speak it due to
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the wider society’s perception of Arvanitika as identical to the language spoken by

Albanians.

In the immediately following and final part of his discourse, the participant appeared to
offer an explanation of the reason why he thinks that the Arvanitika language has not
been seriously affected by the presence of Albanian migrants in his region: ‘What I’d
like to point out here, though, is that Albanians themselves — something that has struck
me and | very often bring it up — have abandoned religion, name, history, everything(!)’.
Although not explicitly mentioned among the aspects of the Albanians’ identity the
participant believes to have been given up by Albanians themselves, it could be safely
assumed that language is one of them, included in the meaning of the word ‘everything’.
While speaking, the participant appeared convinced that this ‘abandonment’ has been a
deliberate ‘choice’ of the Albanian migrants and proceeded to confirm his conviction
by giving an example from his personal experience: ‘I was talking in Arvanitika to a
little kid who had just come here from Albania, | was talking to him in Arvanitika, the
language | knew, Arvanitika, and he understood me, he was shying away(!). Within a
week, his father came and told me: ‘Don’t talk to him in Albanian’. So, they themselves
decided to become Greek instead of becoming part of the Arvanite social context.’ It is
in this passage of his speech that we find the reason for his belief that the decline of the
Arvanitika language is not an effect of the Albanian migration to Greece. That is, if the
Albanian migrants avoid speaking Albanian and do not attempt to become part of the
Arvanite social context, what fear is there for the Arvanites to stop using Arvanitika so

as to not be thought of as Albanians?

In his turn, the second FG2 participant in extract 26 expressed his own view on the
potential association between the presence of Albanian migrants in his region and the
declining course of the Arvanitika language. Of considerable importance here is the
angle from which this participant approached the aforementioned potential association.
What, in my view, he appeared to be looking for in this association was not a
preconceived notion of the Albanians being the cause of Arvanitika’s decline but the
possibility of the preservation and revival Arvanitika with the help of the Albanians.
This different angle of his approach is shown in his statement that ‘it wasn’t the
youngsters, it wasn't the 20-year-olds, the 30-year-olds at that time, in *91, ‘92, when
the Albanians came, it wasn’t them that spoke it back then so that there would be an

age-related revival! They were those of whom one half have now perished ...’. In this
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statement we see a reference to the recurring in our study finding that the younger
generations of Arvanites in the central and southern regions of Greece are not fluent in
Arvanitika, or do not know it at all, and, at the same time, a hypothesis that a linguistic
interaction between young speakers of Arvanitika and young speakers of Albanian
would lead to the revival of Arvanitika. The reference to the lack of young speakers of
Arvanitika can be seen in the participant’s question: ‘How is it possible, therefore, to
maintain the language at the moment when it is fading away age-wise?’, while the
hypothesis of the possible revival of Arvanitika through a potential linguistic interaction
between young speakers of Arvanitika and young speakers of Albanian can be seen in
the participant’s statement: ‘This is to say there wasn’t any Arvanitika-Albanian

conversation between a 20-year-old Albanian and a 20-year-old Arvanite’.

5.16. Pride for the Arvanitika language and nostalgia for the past

Extract 27

Gr.

P5: ...Avomolwaw(!), moiia oo apéoovve, Ta 0moio TWPO ATADV® TO YEPIO KO OE PTAV®
[tdvoc kat ypotd pvng Tov VTodNADVoOLY vooTtaAyio & OAMyn] <...> 7a omoia twpa
Oo. nOra(!). Omwg, mavnyopio, ekkAnoloouol <...> yapés, appePmves, TETOI0 TPAYUATO.

2opueteiye, 0A0G 0 KOGUOG OVUUETELYE OTH XOPO. TOD TANTIOV...

P5: Eiyav ouirda, nrove ureoainoes. Otav pildue yio. Appovity y Apfoviticoa, piloue
yio Evav avlpwmo axovpaato, yio Evav avlpwmo <...> mpoodevtiko. Ilpata — mpwro,
nrov molvueiels. O maTEPOS NTOV O TOTEPPOUIALOG, TOV EIYE TO. CKNTTPO. KOI EKOVE T
KOvUAVTo. Tov. Metd am’ avtov frove n untépo. mov kavovile <...> aAlovg toueis... Hrov
OYPOTES, KTHVOTPOPOL, OUTEAOVPYOL, EAGLOVPYOL, UEAIOTOKOUOL, TAoHS pOoews. Emelta,
&yovue tig eyves. Hrave o1 Aeyouevor oapdtondes, avtoi wov éptiayvoy yio, to. vToldyio.

0. Y opovpa. Avtovs T0VS 0VOUalaY GOPOTENOES.

P5: ...H untépa, n yovaixa n Appavitiooo nrove rolvdoyoln. Hrove roldmievpn. Hrave
amo paygipiooa, odlvyog, UNTEPO, 0pyaleld, mpooexe to. (wa, yiati kdle omitt giye

orofriouéva (oa... I't’ avto n yovairo(!), n Appaviticoa(!), n Aomporvpyia éfaie hdn
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ko1 ta ormitio, ekeiva Ceyapioov(!). Onwes ta atdyva ato ywpopt Eexwpilovve opiouéva,

etal Ceyawpilav kol ta onitio. Tov 1 yovaika Efaie miatn(!).

P5: ...Ta apPovitiko Eovv kKai GUVTOKTIKO, EXODY KO YPOUUOTIKN, EXOVV KOl XPOVOUG,
&yovve kair ovtwvoules, Epovve kar to. movro(!). O,t1 Eyovv ta ellnvika Eyovv kal to.
apPavitika. Eav dev 1o, amodwoels omwgs mpémel, Evvoia oe Pyaleis. To apfavitiko et
capnvela kol opiAEl copéototo. Koi omws to apyolo eivor Alyo ypauuata, UeEYGIN
evvoia, ueyoin epunveia, étal koi t’ appavitiko. Mia npotaon apPavitikn eivar ... Noa!

<...> M’ apéoel koi oev <...> 00TE VIPETOUAL OVTE EVOOLATLO EYD.

P5: Eee, avto mov mpémel va mpoobéaovue eda eivar ot1, ev mollois, ue ta Ocio nrove
Qouowuévy n ApPavitikn yAwoooa. Kot dev améleitmay va ekppaotodv, ae diapopa onueio.
Eiyove kaver mieioto tpoayovoia, wicioro tpoyovoia. 1o tov ekkAnaiaouo, yio tyy kopn
wov Qo maer oy exxkAnoia <..> V' avayeic 4 Aoumades ko 3 kepia...’, ue
ouoroxaralnlia, opopea, <...> dev amélewme(!) Naa, to Ocio nrov uéoa oty {wi(!). Ox
‘o’ ayamdw’ / ‘e€pd vo deig mooo’, oev eiye téroin. Eixe évvora <...> Na to Agg t0

POY0VOL KO Vo, avopryeig!
En.

P5: ... I'reminisce(!), I like many things, which now I stretch out my hands and cannot
reach [tone of voice indicating nostalgia and sadness] <...> that I would like them
now(!) Like fiestas, church attendances, revels, betrothment celebrations, things like

that. They participated, everyone participated in the joy of their neighbour.

P5: They had noble competitiveness, they were honourable. When we talk about an
Arvanitis or an Arvanitissa, we talk about a person who is tireless, a person who is
<...> progressive. First of all, they were [families] multi member. The father was the
patriarch, who held the sceptre and was in control of things. Next in line was the mother
who was in control of other household affairs... They were farmers, breeders, vine
growers, olive growers, beekeepers, all kinds of work activities. Then we have the
craftsmen. There were the ones called saratsides, those who made the animals’

harnesses. They called them saratsides.

P5: ... The mother, the Arvanitissa woman, had all kinds of things to do. She was
versatile. She was a cook, a wife, a mother, she was working on the loom, she looked

after the animals, because every house had stabled animals... That is why the woman,
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the Arvanitissa, the Aspropyrgia offered her support in everything, and those houses
stood out(!). Just as some grain ears in the field stand out, so did the houses where the

woman offered her support in everything(!)

P5: ... The Arvanitika language has syntax, grammar, tenses, pronouns, it has
everything(!). It has everything the Greek language has. If it is not rendered properly,
you don't make sense of it. Arvanitika has clarity and it speaks with clarity. And like
ancient Greek is few letters, great meaning, great interpretation, so is Arvanitika. An
Arvanitika sentence is... Yes! <...> I like it and I'm <...> neither ashamed nor have

any reservations.

P5: Eh, what we have to add here is that, to a large extent, the Arvanitika language
was interweaved with religious activities. And they did not fail to express it, in various
instances. They had created many songs, many songs. About going to church, about the
daughter who is to go to church ‘Light four big and three small candles...’, with rhyme,
beautifully <...> it was not short of anything(!) Yes, the Divine was in our life(!). Not
‘Ilove you’/ ‘But I love you more’, there weren't such things. There was meaning <...>

To sing the song and be quivering with thrill!

An important theme that emerged from the interviews with the Arvanitika-speaking
participants was their pride in being Arvanites, accompanied by a feeling of nostalgia
for the past. As it is rather obvious in Extract 27, the highly emotional and poetic
discourse of participant 5 from Attica, offered the most prominent example of this

theme.

In her speech, participant 5 expresses her pride in being an Arvanitissa (i.e., feminine
form of the noun Arvanite), which she relates mostly with the past. This is evident in
both the first sentence of Extract 27 (‘I am reminiscing(!), | like many things, which
now I stretch out my hands and cannot reach <...> that I would like them now(!)’) and
her use of the past tense for the greater part of her speech, as she is talking about aspects
of life in her hometown which, in her mind, are either non-existent in the present or

have faded away.

The reminiscences of the participant in the first part of the extract are about various

joyous activities and celebrations. What I find very interesting, however, is that as soon
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as she lists a number of such activities and celebrations, she connects them with the
notion of participation in the community and the quality of good neighbourliness (‘They
participated, everyone participated in the joy of their neighbour’), obviously thinking
of them as positive Arvanite characteristics.

In the beginning of the second part of the extract, participant 5 refers to the qualities of
the members of her Arvanite community she is proud of, namely those of honourability,
tirelessness and progressiveness. For the first of these three qualities she ascribes to her
fellow Arvanites, the participant uses the word ‘besalides’ (‘umecatdec’) which is the
plural form of the noun ‘besalis’, the stem of which is the Albanian noun ‘besa’ which
means ‘faith’. This word is used by both Arvanitika and Greek speakers to describe a
person who is honest and trustworthy. In the remainder of this second part, participant
5 makes reference to the type and the hierarchical structure of the traditional Arvanite
families (‘First of all, they were multi member. The father was the patriarch, who held
the sceptre and was in control of things. Next in line was the mother who was in control
of other household affairs...”) and to the wide variety of their work activities (‘They
were farmers, breeders, vine growers, olive growers, beekeepers ... crafismen, [like

the] saratsides, those who made the animals’ harnesses...”).

In the third part of the extract, participant 5 praises the role of the woman in the Arvanite
family. Keeping the use of the past tense, she says that the Arvanitissa woman was very
active and versatile in her multiple roles (‘She was a cook, a wife, a mother, she was
working on the loom, she looked after the animals...”), and emphasises the importance
of the fulfillment of these roles by the Arvanitissa woman, as it made her household to
excel. Here, the participant’s discourse showed her great pride in her identity as a
woman, an Arvanitissa and an Aspropyrgia (woman from Aspropyrgos), as she uttered
those three qualities using a strong intonation (‘That is why the woman, the Arvanitissa,
the Aspropyrgia offered her support in everything, and those houses stood out(!)’). At
this point, faithful to her poetic style of speech, the participant chose to close her
reference to the role of women in the Arvanite family by offering a picturesque
explanation of her previously cited sentence. This was done by means of a powerful
metaphor in which she compared the excelling households with the standing out grain
ears in the field: ‘Just as some grain ears in the field stand out, so did the houses where

the woman offered her support in everything’.
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In the fourth part of the extract, participant 5 turns to the topic of the Arvanitika
language. She stresses the thoroughness of Arvanitika and considers it equal to the
Greek language as it has syntax, grammar, tenses, pronouns and all the qualities of the
latter. Having said that, she makes an interesting comment the implicit meaning of
which is that it is not the ‘quality’ of the language that may make it appear
incomprehensible but the degree of fluency of those who speak it (‘If it is not rendered
properly, you don't make sense of it.”). Going back to her praising the Arvanitika
language, she says that it has clarity, and, quite interestingly, she adds that ‘it speaks
with clarity’ instead of saying ‘it is spoken with clarity’, thus presenting it not as a
linguistic entity but almost as a personified one that has a voice. Regardless of whether
the aforementioned utterance was conscious and intentional or not on the part of the
participant, such metaphorical representation of Arvanitika is, in my view, an indication
of how highly she values, and is proud of, the Arvanitika language. In the remainder of
the fourth part of the extract, participant 5 uses a simile to compare Arvanitika with
ancient Greek, and finally concludes by explicitly stating that she likes Arvanitika
without having any shame or reservations about it. Her comparison of Arvanitika with
ancient Greek is clearly aimed at equating the two languages, as she argues that both of
them are concise and inclusive, where few alphabetic characters are yielding great
meanings and interpretations (‘And like ancient Greek is few letters, great meaning,
great interpretation, so is Arvanitika’). The fact that the participant attaches a high
value to the Arvanitika language and is proud of it is also evident in her unfinished
phrase ‘An Arvanitika sentence is...”. That is, leaving her phrase unfinished, the
participant is, in my view, at such a loss for words to express how great the value of an
Arvanitika sentence is for her, that she remains speechless.

In the final part of extract 27, participant 5 talks about the close ties between the
Arvanitika language and religion, and of the fact that the members of her community
did not fail to express the existence of such ties in various instances. The example she
gives is the creation by them of many songs in Arvanitika that contained the element of
their religiosity (‘They had created many songs, many songs. About going to church,
about the daughter who is to go to church ‘Light four big and three small candles...’,
with rhyme, beautifully’). After that, she emphatically reasserts the importance of
religion for her community by saying “Yes, the Divine was inside our life(!)’. Finally,

going back to her memories about the songs she had mentioned, she contrasts them with
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the shallow love-songs of the present, saying that the former had real meaning (‘To sing
the song and be quivering with thrill!”); a statement probably alluding to both the
reverence of such a song and to the thoroughness of the Arvanitika language in its

literary form.

Throughout her emphatic and often lyrical discourse, as presented in extract 27,
participant 5 expressed her pride in being a member of the Arvanite community and
praised all the different aspects of this identity of hers. Worth noting, however, is that
the discourse of participant 5 was characterised by her strong feeling of nostalgia for
the traditions, family relations, work activities and societal practices in her community
in the past, and, last but not least, the past state of the Arvanitika language as compared

to its present decline.

Extract 28
Gr.
FG2: ... dev éper mepaoer oe kamolovg Ot givor mlovtog va to udbels owtd! Eivor

opnuévo! Xaipouaote 0tav akodUE KOVEVO IKPO VO TETAEL KOUIO. AECH apPavitikn, OTms

KL EUEVO. TTO TYOAELO KOL YEAGLLE.

... Ot nuovv ato molvteyveio ue pwtayove: ‘Tioti acyoleioon 1’ ovto 10 mTpayuo,’

Axpifarg y1” avtd! Tati givor évag miovtog!
R: Ta woioi6 oag Oa Oélote va o pidave;
FG2: Ta uidve! <...> Nau, otav pov divetar n evkaipia, Tovg kave eCdoknon!

FG2: Eyeic méoer o povotikovg [yéMa] adidgrlaxtovg Apfoviteg! Aev Eépaw av susic

EKPPALODUE TOV UETO OPO TWV... AT’ OUTES TIG EPWTNTELS TOV EYEIS KAVEL, OV TO. UIAGVE. ..
FG2: To A ka1 o Q oty {wn pov.

FG2: Ko y1o uéva eivar onuovtixa! Eivon equavtikd to. apfovitixa! To oovoéw kai ue
o1Koyévela Koi ue mopaooan, mold! M’ opéoer mapo mold owtd. Mov apécovv ta

apPovitika Tpoyodola o TOAD OTO T0. EALNVIKG..

FG2: Oa cov modue. Oo gov modue ki1 éva apPfovitiko, Evo tpayoddl, omoio Bounbodue

<...> Kala, auo pog épber. No.t” axovoeig! ... 1, 2, 3
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[Tpayovdobv éva Tparyodot pe 4 Tpiotiyeg oTpoPEC]

En.

FG2: ... It has not been understood by some that it is a wealth to learn this! It's
abandoned! We are happy when we hear some little one let out some Arvanitika word,
like me at school, and we laugh.

... When I was at the polytechnic, they used to ask me: ‘Why do you bother with this?”’

That's exactly why! Because it is a wealth!
R: Would you like your children to speak it?
FG2: They speak it! Yes, when | get the chance, | have them practice it!

FG2: You have stumbled on fanatical [laughter] unregenerate Arvanites! | don't know

if we represent the average of... From these questions you've asked, if they speak it...
FG2: The Aand Z in my life.

FG2: It is important to me too! Arvanitika is important! | also associate it with family
and with tradition, a lot! I like this very much. I like the Arvanitika songs more than the

Greek ones.

FG2: We will sing for you you. We will sing an Arvanitika a song, whichever we will

remember <...> Fine, if it comes to us. For you to listen to! ...1, 2, 3

[They sing a song with 4 three-line stanzas]

Their sense of pride in belonging to the Arvanite community was prominent among the
members of Focus Group 2 throughout my interview with them, and this is depicted in
Extract 28.

In the beginning of the extract, one of the participants expressed the view that the
knowledge of Arvanitika is a ‘wealth’, but this is something that has not been
understood by everyone. After stating that the language is abandoned, he pointed out
that when they hear a child spontaneously using some Arvanitika word, they feel happy
and they laugh. His metaphorical equation of learning Arvanitika with ‘wealth’ shows
how much he values his ancestral language, something that he stressed even more when

he brought up in his discourse the memory from when he was studying at the
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polytechnic of his reply to all those who used to ask him ‘why he bothered” with the

Arvanitika language: ‘That's exactly why! Because it is a wealth!”.

When asked whether he would like his children to speak Arvanitika, the same
participant replied that they do speak it and that he has them practice it whenever he
gets the chance. His final comment that was addressed to me ‘You have stumbled on
fanatical resolute Arvanites!” was followed by laughter from the whole group, while he
was still speaking wondering whether they [in this village of Argolis] represent the

average Arvanite community.

At that point, other members of the group started taking turns to proudly express what
Arvanitika meant to them. One of them said that Arvanitika is her everything (‘The A
and Z in my life’), while another one stated that Arvanitika is important to her as she
associates it with family and with tradition, repeating twice how much she likes it. The
latter stressed that she prefers the Arvanitika songs to the Greek ones. At that point, one
of the participants urged the group to sing an Arvanitika song, and after a very short
conversation they had on which song they would sing, they started singing a popular
among the Arvanite community song the verses of which referred to a religious
celebration; yet it is rather a love song, the lyrics of which are the words of a man urging
the woman he is in love with to go to Church in order for them to meet up (the song is
called ‘Ra Kambana Ipapandis’/‘Pa Kopndva Ymamovig'/ ‘Poa Koumndva €

[Moraviooe’).

Worth noting here is that when | played the aforementioned song, as it was recorded in
the interview in the village of Argolis, to another participant from a suburb of Athens,
she was deeply moved and began to sing it herself. This makes quite obvious that
ancestral languages constitute a common ground and bring together people who belong
to the same (ethno)-linguistic community regardless of whether they live in different
areas, which is typical of the dispersion of the Arvanite community in Greece; that is,
they bring together people with common experiences and memories that are
inextricably linked to their language.
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5.17. Conclusion

In this chapter, | presented the results and the analyses of both the quantitative (Section
1) and the qualitative (Section 2) data of the study. Overall, quantitative results
revealed, for the most part, positive (and neutral) attitudes on the part of both groups of
participants, the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika speakers. On the contrary,
qualitative results that concerned only the Arvanitika-speaking group of participants,
showed participants’ contradictory, fluid and, to a certain extent, conflicting attitudes
towards their language. These attitudes were intertwined with and dictated by certain

expressions of participants’ conflict of identity.

A general conclusion to be drawn on the results as a whole is that age appears to play
an important role in speakers’ expressed attitudes in that, elder in age participants,
speakers of Arvanitika participating in the interviews, appeared to be deeply attached
to and proud of the Arvanitika language and culture — yet for Arvanitika as a language
belonging in the past —, which was reflected in their expressing of either a very positive
or very negative attitude towards their language; in contrast to that, the young and
middle-aged speakers participating in the questionnaire task appeared to be more
detached from the Arvanitika language, yet, maintaining, largely, positive attitudes

towards Arvanitika.

Regarding the outcomes of the interviews and focus groups, some crucial points that
were revealed by the interviewees included their inner conflict of ethno-linguistic
identity, their solidarity use of Arvanitika, their expression of Greekness, their non-
transmission of Arvanitika to their descendants, and their stigmatisation as being
identified with the group of Albanian migrants, a population that has been harshly
discriminated against within Greece.

One further interesting outcome was the positive and neutral attitudes — yet not negative
— of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards Arvanitika (middle-aged and young, for the
most part), as expressed in the questionnaires. Such findings come in contrast to the
interviews’ outcome, that revealed how prominent was the issue of discrimination that
Arvanites — mostly of today’s old generation — have experienced through their equation
with the Albanian migrants on the part of the wider Greek community in a context

where the term ‘Albanian’ bears negative connotations. A possible explanation is that
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such discrimination was not expressed by today’s young generation of non-speakers
but by the older generations. This discrimination might constitute one of the main

reasons — if not the main one, nowadays, — why speakers of Arvanitika have abandoned
the Arvanitika language.
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Chapter 6. Discussion and concluding remarks

Introduction

This final chapter provides a summary of my research findings for the purpose of
showing the connection between the research questions (see section 4.9.) and the results

of the data analysis of the present study, as these are presented in chapter 5 above.

In terms of its structure, the first part of this chapter (Part 1) presents the general
outcomes with regards to the attitudes of both the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika
populations of the study towards the Arvanitika language for each of the demographic
variables of the quantitative analysis (see sections 6.1. - 6.3.). This presentation starts
with the variables that were found to be influential, that is, to have a significant effect
on said attitudes, and is completed with a short reference to those variables which
although non-influential, as they were not found to be statistically significant, showed

some interesting trends that are worth mentioning.

The second and last part of this chapter (Part 2) follows the structure of the presentation
of the analysis of the qualitative data of this study and not that of the factor analysis of
the quantitative data (see sections 6.4. & 6.5.). The reason for this is that the categories
and subcategories that emerged from the analysis of the qualitative data of this study

converge to a large extent with outcomes of the analysis of the study’s quantitative data.

Part 1

6.1. General outcomes regarding the participants’ attitudes towards Arvanitika

In general, the results of the quantitative analysis showed a positive attitude towards
the Arvanitika language on the part of both the Arvanitika and the non-Arvanitika
speakers, with the percentage of the non-Arvanitika speakers maintaining a positive
attitude towards Arvanitika being slightly lower than that of the Arvanitika speakers
(Figure 34). The number of the participants who were found to hold a neutral attitude
towards Arvanitika was one half of those with a positive attitude for both groups. From

the rest of the participants, that is, those who expressed a negative attitude towards
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Arvanitika, the percentage of the non-Arvanitika speakers was four times higher than

that of the Arvanitika speakers.

With regards to the qualitative analysis of the interviews with the Arvanitika-speaking
participants, the outcomes were somewhat controversial, in the sense that some of these
participants expressed conflicting (both positive and negative) attitudes towards the
Arvanitika language, either within the same phase or at different phases of the interview

(e.g., Extracts 18 & 19). These outcomes will be discussed in more detail below.

6.2. Variables with a significant effect on attitudes towards the Arvanitika language

6.2.1. Age

Age appears to be a crucial determinant of the attitudes toward the Arvanitika language
in both the quantitative and the qualitative results of the study. However, before
proceeding to the discussion of the specific results, it should be noted that there was
found a considerable difference in tendencies between the participants in the
quantitative part of the research and those who participated in its qualitative part. In
agreement with the influential role of the ‘age’ variable, this difference appears to owe
itself to the fact that while the overwhelming majority of the participants in the
quantitative part of the research were from less than 40 to 60 years old (Figure 4), thus
constituting the younger and the middle-aged participants of the study, most of those
who took part in the qualitative part of the research were 60 years old and over, thus

constituting the ‘older in age’ group of participants (see section 4.2.1.2.1.).

In general, the younger and the middle-aged participants of the quantitative part of the
study showed positive and neutral attitudes with regards to the Arvanitika language,
while the very few older participants in this part of the study did not show any negative
attitudes at all (Figure 36). On the contrary, and as already mentioned earlier, the older
in age Arvanitika speakers who participated in the qualitative part of the study appeared
to hold conflicting attitudes towards the Arvanitika language, ranging from very
positive (e.g., Extracts 7 & 10) to very negative ones (e.g., Extracts 14 & 15). More
specifically, these older in age Arvanitika speakers seemed to experience an inner

conflict regarding the language, showing a strong emotional attachment to it in their
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praising traditions and events of the past that were interwoven with the use of the
Arvanitika language when the latter was spoken in most societal occasions, while
distancing themselves from the use of the Arvanitika in the present and, in some cases,
completely underrating its value as a language (e.g., Extract 24). Liosis’ (2007) study
showed similar results, as several fluent old participants in his study showed to have a
great emotional bond with Arvanitika, display nostalgia for Arvanitika’s past when the
language enjoyed some prestige, but, at the same time, there were participants who
appeared to distance themselves from the Arvanitika’s linguistic reality even though

they were aware of its present and upcoming decline.

The analysis of the quantitative data indicated a strong association between the
participants’ attitudes of both groups (Arvanitika and non-Arvanitika speakers) and
their age (Figure 36). More specifically, the younger participants of both groups showed
a tendency towards only positive or/and neutral attitudes towards the language, with the
Arvanitika-speakers tending more towards neutral attitudes as opposed to their non-
Arvanitika speaking peers who exhibited a higher tendency towards positive attitudes.
The middle-aged Arvanitika speakers showed mainly positive attitudes, while the same
age group of the non-Arvanitika speakers exhibited mostly positive or/and neutral
attitudes, with only a small percentage of negative attitudes. Finally, the very few
Arvanitika speakers who were over 60 were found to be only positive or/and neutral
towards the language, while the same age group of the non-Arvanitika speakers also
showed a tendency towards positive or/and neutral attitudes, with only a small

percentage of them holding negative attitudes.

The aforementioned results contradict the outcomes of the study of Trudgill and
Tzavaras (1983), in which younger Arvanitika speakers were found to hold negative
attitudes towards Arvanitika with no wish to transmit the language to the next
generations because of its low status and its non-pragmatic value, while the middle-
aged ones were found to maintain neutral attitudes, with only the older in age
Arvanitika-speakers showing a relatively positive attitude. The researchers justified the
negative attitudes of the younger Arvanitika speakers with the hostile policy of the
Greek State with regards to minority languages, especially since WWII, in which the
educational system and the media were instrumental. Minority languages in Greece
were found in a state of isolation, considered as exclusively rural and outdated

languages and also associated with a low educational level (Trudgill & Tzavaras, 1983).
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From a different analytical point of view, if we see the results on the attitudes of the
younger Arvanitika-speakers towards Arvanitika across time, that is from negative in
1975 to ambiguous in 1998 and to positive (or neutral) in 2007 and today, as shown in
the current analysis of the answers of those who are below 40 years old today, we can
conclude that the prospects for the future of Arvanitika is a hopeful one as younger
people view the language through a more positive lens. However, before we become
too optimistic, we should consider the possible reasons behind this tendency of the
younger Arvanitika-speakers of today to be more positive towards the Arvanitika
language than their counterparts in the *70s and *90s. For one, the current younger
Arvanitika-speakers, who are below 40 years old, have certainly not experienced the
oppressive minority-language policies of the State, which were at their peak during the
Metaxas’ dictatorship and continued for a number of years that were marked by socio-
political turbulence. This means that they are not burdened with the negative
associations that today’s elder Arvanitika speakers made with speaking the language
when they were young because of the oppression or/and humiliation they had
experienced for doing so. Furthermore, most of today’s young generation of Arvanitika
speakers are non-fluent in Arvanitika, they do not use it in their everyday lives and they
view it not as a functional means of communication but rather as cultural aspect of their
heritage as Arvanites. Thus, it is possible that their positive attitude towards the
language expresses mostly a respect towards a part of their cultural heritage rather than
a wish and will to keep it alive. In a similar vein, Liosis (2007) explained the positive
attitudes of his participants towards Arvanitika as a type of a ‘non-hazardous attitude
in reference to the linguistic reality of Arvanitika’ and as a common attitude towards
the folkloric elements of the language (p. 123). Indeed, as mentioned also in the present
study, the traditional element was prioritized against the linguistic one and positive
attitudes of the participants of the youngest generation towards Arvanitika do not
necessarily indicate the attitudes towards the preservation of the language but rather
towards the folkloric tradition of which the language is only a part.

On the whole, even though according to the results of the present study and past studies
age appears to be a crucial determinant of the attitudes toward the Arvanitika language,
further investigation with a larger number of participants and a wider range of
Arvanitika-speaking regions is necessary for the generalisation of any relevant

outcomes.
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6.2.2. Mother tongue

A strong association was found between the variable mother tongue and the attitudes
of the Arvanitika-speaking participants towards the Arvanitika language (Figure 41B).
Participants whose mother tongue was either only Arvanitika or both Greek and
Arvanitika showed more positive or/and neutral attitudes towards the language, as
compared to those whose mother tongue was Greek. This is in relative accord with the
outcomes of the studies of Huguet and Janés (2008) and Ytsma (2007). In the first study,
regarding the attitudes of Latin-American students in Catalonia towards Catalan, it was
found that students from Latin America whose mother tongue was Catalan were more
positive towards the Catalan language as compared to students from Latin America
whose mother tongue was Spanish. In the second study, regarding the value Dutch
students of language teaching in Fryslan attach to the usage of Frisian, it was found that
the students with Frisian as their first language attached the highest value to Frisian
while students with Dutch as their first language attached the highest value to Dutch.

In the present study, the overwhelming majority of Arvanitika speakers had only Greek
as their first language, a much lower percentage had both Greek and Arvanitika, while
those who had only Arvanitika as their first language were very few (Figure 7B).
Although the total percentage of the participants who had either both Greek and
Arvanitika or only Arvanitika as their first language is rather small to be considered
representative enough for any generalisation, it reveals that only very few of the
quantitative study’s younger (below 40 years old) and middle-aged participants learnt
Arvanitika as a first language, thus serving as further evidence for the highly declining

trajectory of the Arvanitika language in Greece.

It is of considerable interest, however, that even though the overwhelming majority of
the study’s participants had Greek as their first language, their attitudes towards
Arvanitika were for the most part positive. This could mean that mother tongue is not
a sufficient factor in shaping the attitudes towards the Arvanitika language. The fact
that all participants of the qualitative part of the study were of Arvanite origin means
that they are members of Arvanitika-speaking communities, regardless of the degree of
their fluency in Arvanitika or of whether their first language was Arvanitika or Greek.
Therefore, we tend to suggest that origin, along with possibly other factors, is rather
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important in shaping the attitudes of the members of Arvanitika linguistic minority

towards their heritage language.

6.2.3. Education

Education was found to have a statistically significant effect on the attitudes towards
Arvanitika of only the non-speakers of Arvanitika, whereas the attitudes of the
Arvanitika-speakers were not found to be significantly affected by it (Figure 37). The
quantitative analysis showed that the attitudes towards Arvanitika of the non-speaking
Arvanitika participants who had received tertiary level education were mostly positive,
with only a small percentage of these participants exhibiting indecisiveness or/and
maintaining neutral attitudes and an even smaller and negligible one maintaining
negative attitudes. In addition, the very few non-speaking Arvanitika participants with
only a primary educational level were found to maintain neutral or/and positive
attitudes. The fact, however, that the overwhelming majority of the participants in the
quantitative part of the study had received tertiary level of education, along with the
statistically non-significant effect of the ‘education’ variable on the attitudes of the
Arvanitika-speaking participants, do not allow us to claim any generalisability of the

result regarding the effect of education on the attitudes towards Arvanitika.

6.2.4. Fluency in Arvanitika

Fluency in Arvanitika was found to have a statistically significant effect on the attitudes
towards Arvanitika of the Arvanitika-speaking participants in the quantitative part of
the study (Figure 41B). The analysis showed that the higher the level of fluency is, the
more positive are the attitudes towards the Arvanitika language. More specifically, the
few speakers among the aforementioned participants who answered that they speak the
language excellently were found to maintain mostly positive attitudes towards it, with
only a small percentage of them maintaining a neutral attitude, those who answered that
they speak the language well were found to maintain both positive neutral attitudes, and
those who self-evaluated their capacity to speak Arvanitika as minimal, low, lower-

intermediate or intermediate tended to maintain negative attitudes towards it. Liosis
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(2007) also argues that competence in Arvanitika seemed to have been one of the factors
having an impact on old fluent speakers’ positive attitudes even though younger non-
fluent speakers also displayed positive attitudes such as in the present study in the

questionnaire task.

However, the older in age Arvanitika speakers who participated in the qualitative part
of the study, the majority of whom were fluent in Arvanitika, appeared to have an
ambivalent stance, as they seemed emotionally attached to Arvanitika, highlighting the
connection of the language with their past as well as with family, traditions and religion
(e.g., Extracts 1 & 29), while, on the other hand, some of them pointed out that
Arvanitika is not useful nowadays (e.g., Extracts 14 & 25), others that Arvanitika was
useful in certain instances (see section 5.12.1.) and in some cases they even juxtaposed
it with Greek to denote its ‘inferiority’ (e.g., Extract 8). Thus, these participants seemed
to associate the Arvanitika language with the past and to have accepted the shift

towards Greek as inevitable.

Interestingly, the aforementioned tendency of the older in age and fluent in Arvanitika
participants in the qualitative part of the present study is to a certain extent similar to
that of the fluent speakers in Tsitsipis’ (1998) and Liosis’ (2007) study. Even though
many years have passed since then, it is interesting to have similar research outcomes
today, mostly with respect to the inner contradiction of the speakers and the complex
emotions they experience, which seem to be related to traumatic incidents of the past
and associated with their stigmatisation due to speaking Arvanitika in public, as it will

be further discussed in the relevant section below.

6.3. Non-statistically significant variables with interesting trends

Although the ‘frequency of speaking Arvanitika’ and ‘place of residence’ were among
the variables that were not found to have a statistically significant effect on the attitudes
towards Arvanitika of the participants in the quantitative part of the study, they showed

interesting trends which are worth mentioning.

With the commonsensical exception of the non-fluent speakers, it appears that the
Arvanitika speakers who use the language frequently tend to maintain only positive
attitudes towards it. This allows for the supposition that the close contact with the

language on a daily basis is associated with and reinforces the speakers’ appreciative
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and respectful stance towards it and perhaps justifies a future attempt to take a closer
look at the potential of the frequent use of Arvanitika to function as a means toward its

preservation and/or revival.

Despite the non-statistically significant effect of the place of residence on the attitudes
towards Arvanitika in the present study, there appears to be a trend, also evident in the
analysis of study’s qualitative data, according to which the attitudes towards the
language of the Arvanitika speakers who reside in small towns and villages (e.g., the
village in Argolis where part of the study took place) are more positive (Extract 28)
than those of the Arvanitika speakers who have left their place of origin and reside in
urban centres or near them (Extract 14). This is in accord with the findings of the
Tsitsipis’ (1983) study according to which ‘there is increasingly more Arvanitika
language retention as one moves from the urban through the semi-urban to the rural
level” (p. 293). Similarly, Kirmizi’s (2015) study on the attitudes of the Gagauz
speakers towards Gagauz indicates that attitudes towards the Gagauz language are more
positive in villages as compared to those of the Gagauz speakers who live in the cities.
All the above seem to justify a further future investigation of whether the place of
residence has actually had an impact on the attitudes towards the language of the

Arvanitika speakers as well.
Part 2

6.4. Convergent outcomes of the qualitative and the quantitative analysis

6.4.1. Arvanitika language use

An expected important outcome regarding the use of the Arvanitika language today was
that of the decline of the language due to the fact that most speakers appear to not speak
the language fluently (Figure 8). Most of those who still speak Arvanitika do so with
their grandparents and less with their parents or siblings, while a smaller proportion of
speakers use the language in various social settings, in the context of their interaction
with their peers. Regarding the value that speakers seem to attach to speaking
Arvanitika, even though they showed a tendency towards positive attitudes through
stating that they deem important the fact that they speak Arvanitika, the statement
related to their effort to speak it as much as they can received considerably lower

number of positive answers and a quite higher number of negative or indecisive ones
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(Figure 26). Furthermore, the majority of Arvanitika speaking participants stated that
they opt for Greek when they address somebody who speaks both Arvanitika and Greek,
thus showing their clear preference of using Greek over Arvanitika (Figure 26D).

6.4.1.1. Pragmatic use

As it emerged from both the quantitative and the qualitative parts of the study, the
present-day use of Arvanitika serves mostly pragmatic purposes, with the dimensions
of the usefulness or/and uselessness of Arvanitika being at the epicentre of the
narratives of the participants in the qualitative part of the study (see section 5.12.1.). In
this respect, the Arvanitika speakers referred to different contexts in which the use of
Arvanitika may be useful. Some of them consider the language useful in the context of
work, when they have to interact with Albanian employees or co-workers, others in
their interactions with older Arvanitika speakers or Arvanitika speakers from regions
other than theirs. However, as it has also become evident from the analysis of the
guantitative data of the study, most of the interviewees who find Arvanitika useful in
conversing with Albanians stated that they prefer to speak in Greek with other bilingual
Arvanitika-speakers (Figure 26D). The usefulness of Arvanitika was also addressed by
the participants in terms of Arvanitika’s character as a language of protection, mostly
through unsubstantiated anecdotes or cautionary tales from the past, narrated in a vague
way and lacking details (see section 5.12.1), an argument also mentioned by
participants of past studies (e.g., Liosis, 2007). The perception of Arvanitika as useless
in terms of their pragmatic value, on the other hand, particularly as expressed by one of
the interviewees, was connected with Arvanitika’s worthlessness as a motive for a
possible migration of Greek Arvanitika-speakers abroad. More specifically, Arvanitika
was considered as ‘useless’ in such context because there are no other countries where
it is spoken, unlike the Slavic languages that are spoken in a number of potential
migratory destinations (see section 5.12.1.). An expected, yet interesting, aspect of such

reasoning is the exclusion of Albania as a potential migratory destination.

In a similar vein, the pragmatic uselessness of Arvanitika came up in Trudgill and
Tzavaras’ (1983) and Liosis (2007) study as a justification of Arvanitika’s ‘inferiority’
in comparison to Greek when several (younger) Arvanitika-speakers stated that the

language is not useful for pragmatic purposes such as professional development and
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every-day communication. Tsitsipis (1998) concluded that pragmatism was present in
the fluent speakers’ acceptance of the language shift from Arvanitika to Greek as an
expected consequence of the societal and linguistic changes occurring at the time, an
argument that was also presented in Liosis’ (2007) study. Furthermore, Dorian’s (1982)
argues that pragmatism appears to be one of the factors that contribute to the
maintenance of a minority language, in the sense that its speakers use it because they

think that doing so allows them to meet their needs more proactively.

Returning to the results of the present study with regards to the pragmatic use of
Arvanitika, we must point out that the participants’ attitudes were rather ambiguous and
contradictory. One possible explanation of this ambiguity could be the potential social
desirability bias, as in cases where the researcher is not a member of the participants’
community, the latter might not feel secure to overtly share their real beliefs on an issue,
or they might even say what they think the researcher would be satisfied with. In any
case, however, such ambiguity often reveals an inner conflict on the part of participants,
which, in this case, could be related to their personal experiences in connection with

the use of the Arvanitika language.

6.4.1.2. Symbolic and solidarity use

Although the symbolic and the solidarity uses of Arvanitika are examined separately in
the analysis of the present study’s qualitative data, my decision to discuss the research
outcomes for these two uses of Arvanitika together is due to the fact that the symbolic
and the solidarity uses of a minority language may be treated as co-occurrent and

intertwined.

Regarding the symbolic use of Arvanitika, the majority of the interviewees — even some
of the eldest and therefore fluent speakers — stated that whereas they do not use
Arvanitika in the context of their every-day communication with other Arvanitika-
speakers, they quite often use the language either in the form of isolated words/phrases,
or in the form of curses, proverbs, songs or jokes (Figure 9B), particularly since they
find a joke to be funnier when told in Arvanitika rather than in Greek (see section
5.12.2.). However, as it emerged from both the quantitative and the qualitative parts of
the present study, Arvanitika-speakers seem to also make symbolic use of Arvanitika
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in settings in which they feel intimacy and closeness, and therefore a sense of solidarity,
such as when conversing with family members, with relatives and close friends. In the
solidarity spectrum, when asked what Arvanitika means to them, most participants
answered that Arvanitika is tradition and customs, memories, origin and identity, a
language of protection and secret communication code, while some also connected it
with religion. Therefore, the solidarity use of Arvanitika seems to be a means of

maintaining and protecting their Arvanitika identity.

In agreement with the aforementioned research outcomes, Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983)
and Liosis (2007) underline that arguments supporting the use of Arvanitika had to do
—among others — with the Arvanitika traditional ethics as well as with the symbolic and
solidarity use of the language, pointing out that several participants stated that such use
is suitable for telling jokes and secrets, for talking to older people, and for fostering
feelings of closeness to others. Stressing that ‘there were no signs of any Arvanitika
revival movement’, Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) accept the possibility that the covertly
expressed attitudes associated with aspects of solidarity, such as the use of Arvanitika
to tell jokes or secrets, and the connection of Arvanitika to ‘toughness, honesty and
comradeship could aid the language’s revival longer than we have supposed’ (p. 138).
Hill (1983) argues that the use of the Nahuatl language in Mexico as a solidarity code
occurs partly ‘due to the ambivalent status of Nahuatl, which many people outside the
communities believe to be a backward language, but it also serves the important
function of closing out the outside world and affirming the solidarity of a community
through a shared secret’ (p. 267). However, the solidarity use of a language does not
necessarily mean that the speakers of that language tend to use it more often or hold
positive attitudes towards it, as is evident in the Arvanitika case. Accordingly, Tsitsipis
(1998) claims that in his study the solidarity use of Arvanitika did not prevent either
fluent or terminal speakers of the community from expressing their negative attitudes

towards Arvanitika.

On the whole, the participants of the present study tended to be positive towards the
solidarity use of Arvanitika, and particularly so in their rating of the questionnaire
statement that referred to their childhood memories. Although the same tendency was
revealed by the rating of the rest of the questionnaire’s statements exploring the
participants’ solidarity use of Arvanitika, the percentages of those who rated these

statements positively were lower. What seems to explain this result is the fact that these
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statements explored the participants’ ‘here and now’ solidarity use of the language and
their wording was in the first person singular of the present tense (e.g., ‘when I meet up
my close ones, I enjoy speaking Arvanitika’), thus probably making the participants to
feel a personal responsibility towards making a solidarity use of Arvanitika and leading

them to distance themselves from this responsibility.

Furthermore, the responses of the participants in the qualitative part of the study, and
particularly of the older in age ones, also showed that they mostly connect the solidarity
use of Arvanitika with their childhood and family memories (e.g., see section 5.12.3.,
P.8, Appendix B, & Extracts 29 & 7). Most of the interviewees directly or indirectly
indicated that Arvanitika is a language that they would use in situations where they feel
intimacy, comfort, and closeness with the persons whom they are conversing with. In
addition, a second aspect of the solidarity use of the Arvanitika language that emerged
from the responses of these participants is its functioning as a secret communication
code (see section 5.12.3.) mostly within the family context (e.g., when discussing
something that they do not want it to be understood by the younger members of the
family, such as their children or grandchildren). In general, however, they appeared to
have a strong bond with the Arvanitika language, but mostly as a reminder of their
identity and as something that belongs to the past rather than as language that could

serve other more pragmatic purposes.

6.4.2. Construction of ethnolinguistic identity: expression of Greekness and indicators

of (ethno)-linguistic identity

As it emerged from the qualitative part of the present study, the participants’ assertion
of their ‘Greek origin’ appears to be by far the most prominent indicator of their (ethno)-

linguistic identity, followed by ‘religion’ and to a much lesser extent by ‘language’.

The prominence of the first of the aforementioned indicators is evident in the
participants’ insistent effort to connect their existence to the Greek history and to

emphasise through their narratives the important role of their forefathers’ participation

293



in the Greek War of Independence from the Ottoman Empire (Extracts 1 & 3°°). Much
like Trudgill and Tzavaras’ (1983) findings, the present study’s participants appeared
to consider their Greek ethnic identity as an undisputable fact, stressing in their

discourse that they are neither Albanians nor Turks.

The context in which religion was identified as the second of the aforementioned
indicators was exactly this effort of the participants to rule out any Albanian element
(other than the relation of Arvanitika to the Albanian language) as part of their
collective identity, and one of the ways in which they did so was by emphasising
throughout their discourse the central role in their lives of their Orthodox Christian
culture and traditions (Extract 27 & Extract 4).

Concerning, now the role of language as an indicator of their (ethno)-linguistic identity,
even though some participants referred extensively to the linguistic connection of
Arvanitika with Albanian, they always felt the need to clarify that this does not make
them Albanians in terms of their ethnic identity (Extract 4). What is of particular
importance here, however, is that, taking into consideration that anything Albanian
alludes to something negative in the wider Greek context, the linguistic connection of
Arvanitika with Albanian functions as a deterrent for Arvanitika-speakers to use the
language. More specifically, the analysis of the discourse of participants in the
interviews and the focus groups shows that they have experienced the identification of
Arvanitika with Albanian on the part of members of the wider society as a form of
discrimination and even ‘stigmatisation’ leading them to avoid speaking Arvanitika in

order not to be considered Albanian (Extract 19).

Thus, taking into account that implicitly or explicitly the Arvanitika-speakers of the
present study, and more so the fluent ones, self-identified as bilingual, one may say that
the Arvanitika language is indeed an indicator of the (ethno)-linguistic identity of the
Arvanitika-speakers, but in a twofold way. That is, in a straightforward way, an
indicator of the previously implied bilingualism, and, in an inverted way, an indicator
of what the Arvanitika speakers do not wish to be identified with in terms of their

ethnicity.

30 In Extract 3 the connection of Arvanitika with the Greek history made by the participant can be found
not in the extract per se but rather in the analysis of the extract, as it was included in another part of the
interview with this participant.
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The bilingual identity expressed by the Arvanitika speakers could also be partially
described by what Tsitsipis called the across-the-border-voice phenomenon in terminal
speakers’ attitudes, thus their efforts to ‘negotiate a certain type of flexible group
identity’, one of the insiders of the Arvanitika community and another one which
signals the membership in the wider Greek community (Tsitsipis, 1998, p. 101).
Another example of a minoritised linguistic community’s construction of bilingual
identity is that of the Macedonian language in North-Western Greece. The difference
with the Arvanitika community, however, lies in the fact that, unlike Arvanitika,
Macedonian is not considered to be a language in immediate danger of extinction to the
extent that Arvanitika is (Sella-Mazi, 2016). In the Macedonian-speaking communities
of Greece, there occurs a code-switching in order to serve pragmatic aspects of every-
day communication, through which speakers maintain their bilingual, Macedonian and
Greek, identity, but at the same time this allows for the construction of two distinct
identities (Georgalidou & Baltzi, 2021).

With the majority of the participants of the present study appearing to think of
Arvanitika as mainly an indicator (though not as a necessary prerequisite) of their
membership in the Arvanitika community, it seems that the Arvanitika speakers have
constructed a fluid, and to a certain extent somewhat conflicting, (ethno)-linguistic
identity, pointing simultaneously to their Greekness and to their aforementioned
membership in the Arvanitika community; a membership they are proud of, which,
however, does not dictate the need for the preservation of the Arvanitika language as
such but almost exclusively the need for the preservation of the age-long traditions and

customs of the Arvanitika community.

6.4.3. Factors contributing to the decline of Arvanitika

As presented in the analysis of the present study’s results, participants referred to a
number of reasons that could account for the declining trajectory of the Arvanitika
language; some of them were explicitly stated as such by the participants themselves,
while others were interpreted and categorised as reasons for the decline of Arvanitika

by the researcher through the analysis of the participants’ narratives.

295



6.4.3.1. Mixed marriages

A few participants in the quantitative part of the study pointed to mixed marriages as a
reason for Arvanitika’s decline (Figure 21), but the richest data on this topic emerged
from the qualitative part of the study (see section 5.14.1.). In this, both elder and middle-
aged interviewees referred to the phenomenon of mixed marriages, mainly between
Arvanitika-speaking men and non-Arvanitika-speaking women from non-Arvanitika-
speaking villages, as one of the reasons for the decline of Arvanitika, placing the onset
of this phenomenon in the *60s and *70s. According to them, with the mother being the
parent who traditionally transmitted the language to the children, the aforementioned
mixed marriages started making this transmission impossible due to the increased
number of mothers who do not speak Arvanitika. Kargakos (2008) offers us some
explanation of the reason why in Arvanitika-speaking families it was the mother who
would pass the language down to the children, arguing that for the past two centuries
Arvanitika was largely preserved due to the fact that women would not go to school,
and thus, they did not learn Greek, while, on the contrary, men learnt Greek through
school and their military service. Moreover, Yagmur (1997) points out that the
sociocultural context affects the linguistic behaviour of each gender, arguing that, being
in a cultural environment where they do not interact with speakers outside the family
(e.g., for work purposes) or with the broader speaking community, women tend to

preserve their L1 more than men.

An interesting point worth mentioning here is that of speech accommodation.
According to Holmes (2012), mixed marriages seem to constitute a critical factor
affecting the communities in either preserving their language or in shifting towards the
dominant majority language, in which case the parent speaking the minority language
usually accommodates the majority language of the other parent, while the children
mostly speak the majority language. The statements of the present study’s interviewees
show that in mixed-marriage families, language accommodation is a one directional
process, from Arvanitika to Greek; that is, the Arvanitika-speaking members of the
family accommodate the Greek language, and as a consequence the children’s L1 is
Greek (see section 5.14.1). Moreover, similarly to Trudgill and Tzavaras’ (1983) and
Liosis’ (2007) informants who juxtaposed the ‘inferiority” of Arvanitika with the

‘superiority’ of Greek as a classical language which is written as opposed to Arvanitika,
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the participants of the present study appeared to be convinced that the direction of the
linguistic accommodation in the mixed marriage Arvanitika families is reasonable
because of the ‘superiority’ of Greek as the official language of a State, as compared to

Arvanitika to which they seem to attribute a lower social value.

The aforementioned justification of the accommodation of the ‘superior’ and dominant
Greek language points to one of the main reasons for the decline of Arvanitika.
However, it is worth questioning whether this is a matter of a free choice on the part of
Arvanitika families or ‘choice’ they had to make in order to survive within the wider
society of a ‘monolingual’ nation-State whose language policy implicitly calls into

question the ethnic identity of linguistic minorities.

6.4.3.2. Intergenerational transmission

The intergenerational language transmission is one of the main factors in the decline or
preservation of languages worldwide, and it is no coincidence that it is also the criterion
through which the degree of the endangerment of languages is determined by UNESCO
(see section 3.3.5.2.). Therefore, the absence of a language’s intergenerational

transmission signals the decline of that language.

According to the present study’s participants, the decline in the intergenerational
transmission of Arvanitika is one of the main reasons for the decline of Arvanitika. The
majority of the Arvanitika-speaking participants stated that they learnt Arvanitika from
their grandparents or, mostly in the case of the elderly, from their parents (Figures, 16
& 26; Extracts 18 & 6).

In the quantitative part of the study, even though the percentage of the positive
responses to the statement exploring whether the participants would want their own
children to speak Arvanitika was higher than that of the neutral and the negative ones
(Figure 15), the percentage of positive responses to other statements of the
questionnaire was much higher. A possible reason for this is that, unlike the other
language-related statements, the wording of the aforementioned statement implies the
participants’ own role or/and responsibility for the preservation of the Arvanitika
language through its transmission to their offspring.
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Opposite to the positive responses in the questionnaire, when the participants in the
interviews and the focus groups were asked whether they wanted their children to speak
Arvanitika, the answers they gave were for the greatest part negative, thus suggesting
that the majority of these participants choose to not transmit the language to their
children (Extracts 5, 6 & 7). Interestingly, some of these Arvanitika-speaking
participants stated that the reason why they did not teach the language to their children
Is because the latter did not want to learn it (Extract 15). This is indeed plausible, as the
young are expected to focus on the language that serves their educational and
professional development, that is, on the language which is socio-economically
dominant. Considering, however, that in other stages of the interviews the same
participants expressed a positive attitude towards the Arvanitika language in terms of
its connection with their long-standing traditions and culture (Extracts 11 & 29), one
may conclude that the reason behind their choice to not transmit the language to the
younger generation is that in their minds Arvanitika is a language that belongs to the
past rather than to the future. Furthermore, the feeling of guilt that middle-aged and
older participants might have experienced for not having transmitting Arvanitika to
their children could possibly explain their preference to talk about Arvanitika’s past and
its connection with their community’s culture and traditions, rather than about the
reasons for their failing to transmit it to their descendants. When asked to comment on
the latter, participants tended to imply the ‘uselessness’ of Arvanitika by juxtaposing it
with Greek as a reason why for not expecting their children to speak it. The responses
to the questionnaire in the quantitative part of the study produced the same outcome of
undervaluing the pragmatic usefulness of Arvanitika in terms of their role in the
educational and professional development of the younger generation (Figure 30). The
view that the knowledge of a language may hinder the mastery of another was also
expressed in the narratives of the participants in the qualitative part of the study (e.g.,
Extract 16).

Languages of a minoritised status, like Arvanitika, are expected to become extinct
within the next generations, mainly due to the interruption of the intergenerational
transmission within the linguistic communities (Grenoble, 2011). This being said, the
future of Arvanitika looks rather ominous, as, according to Fishman (1996), the
endangerment state of (minority) languages is due to — among others — the interruption

of their transmission among generations.
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6.4.3.3. (Non-)preservation, potential extinction and/or revival of Arvanitika and the
non-official status of the language

I chose to discuss this factor of Arvanitika’s decline along with the one entitled
““Creolisation in reverse” & fluctuation between competence and non-desire to speak
Arvanitika’, because I find the outcomes of their analysis to be tightly connected. In
addition, although in the qualitative part of the study the examination of the
participants’ attitudes towards the (non)-preservation, potential extinction and/or
revival of Arvanitika included also the effect on said attitudes of the non-official status
of the language, in the quantitative part of the study these two aspects constituted two
distinct categories.

As it emerged from the responses in the questionnaire, the attitudes of the younger
group of Arvanitika-speaking participants regarding the preservation of Arvanitika
were mostly positive (see section 5.4.). As also stressed in the preceding section, it is
worth noting that the percentages of positive attitudes when the Arvanitika-speaking
participants answered statements the wording of which implied their own role or/and
responsibility for the preservation or the revival of Arvanitika (e.g., / wouldn’t want my
children to speak Arvanitika or I would like to participate in an organised effort for the
preservation of Arvanitika) were higher than those of the neutral or negative attitudes
(Figure 15); yet, they were lower compared to the percentages of positive attitudes when
the same participants answered statements that were worded in a more impersonal way
(e.g., Arvanitika does not belong in modern society) (Figure 16). Furthermore, the
attitudes towards the preservation of Arvanitika of the participants who were non-
speakers of Arvanitika were to a considerable extent positive or neutral. In their case,
however, the percentages of positive attitudes were lower than those of the Arvanitika-
speaking participants, which perhaps can be seen as indicative of a relative indifference
on the part of some non-Arvanitika speakers as the preservation or not of Arvanitika is
an issue not directly affecting them. Another outcome of the quantitative part of the
study had to do with the importance of some official support by the State of the
Arvanitika language in order for it to be preserved (Figure 22). The attitudes of the

Arvanitika-speaking respondents towards such hypothetical prospect were mostly
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positive, while those of the non-Arvanitika-speaking respondents ranged from positive

to neutral.

The results of the interviews were more ambiguous. Middle-aged and, for the most part,
elder participants showed fluid attitudes towards the preservation of Arvanitika. Some
of these participants expressed positive attitudes towards the preservation of the
language but at the same time they appeared to a certain extent reluctant to participate
in a potential organised effort towards such preservation (Extract 9). Other participants
of this age group overtly expressed their non-desire to preserve the Arvanitika language
and they justified their negative attitude towards the preservation of Arvanitika by
presenting reasons why Arvanitika is not “‘useful’. They did so by means of juxtaposing
Arvanitika with Greek and arguing that even Albanians migrating to Greece ‘choose’
to use Greek instead of their mother tongue (Extract 8), or that Arvanitika is a ‘heavy-
sounding’ repulsive language (Extract 14). In addition, the ‘inferior’ status of
Arvanitika as it is considered a B-Class language when compared to Greek was also
presented as a reason why Arvanite people stopped speaking it (Extract 16). The
ambiguous stance towards the preservation of Arvanitika was mostly evident in the
discourse of the oldest in age participants. This might be due to their being more
emotionally attached to Arvanitika than the more distanced middle-aged participants
who seemed to maintain more neutral attitudes, in the sense that although they consider
the language not useful in the present, they value it as an important element of their
family and social lives when they were younger. Also, Comparing the attitudes of the
younger participants in the quantitative part of the study and those of the middle-aged
and the eldest participants in the qualitative part of the study, the former did not show
any signs of ambiguity. This may possibly be due to their not being emotionally
attached to the language, although they still view themselves as members of the
Arvanitika community and maintain positive views towards the preservation of

Arvanitika.

Furthermore, regardless of the age of the interviewees, a general outcome from the
interviews and focus groups was that, in their relevant discourse, the issue of the
preservation of Arvanitika appeared to be perceived more as the preservation of the
communal traditions with which they connect the language rather than as the
preservation of the language as such. What is more, many of the interviewees showed

that they are in the process of completely abandoning the use of Arvanitika, even when
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it comes to conversing with relatives and friends who are Arvanitika-speakers (a
phenomenon described by Trudgill and Tzavaras (1983) as ‘creolisation in reverse’),
without necessarily realising, or avoiding to acknowledge, the adverse reality regarding
the endangerment of Arvanitika. This is in accord with Holmes’ (2012) argument that
the abandoning of the minority mother tongue is often an unconscious process where
the speakers do not realise the danger of its extinction and do not take action for its

preservation.

Finally, the analysis of the relevant qualitative data shows that the attitudes of the
interviewees towards the (non)-preservation, potential extinction and/or revival of
Arvanitika are partially affected by the non-official status of the language, in the sense
that the non-official status appears to contribute to the participants’ view of Arvanitika
as non-useful or as ‘inferior’ to Greek and thereby unworthy of efforts on their part for
its revival (Extract 23). However, an interesting outcome of mainly the quantitative part
of the analysis is the belief on the part of the Arvanitika speaking participants that the
State should support the preservation of the Arvanitika language (Figure 22). In this
respect, it is important to mention here a study the findings of which show the
importance of organised actions on the part of the political world, language experts, and
policy makers for the preservation and revival of a minority language. More
specifically, Karyolemou’s (2019) findings indicate that there is indeed an association
between State-supported efforts for the preservation and revitalisation of Cypriot-
Arabic (CA), a moribund language, and the attitudes of CA speakers towards their
language. As shown by the results of this study, the aforementioned State-supported
efforts, including the establishment of educational organisations for the instruction of
CA to the members of the CA linguistic community, had an important positive effect
on the attitudes of the older speakers, as they witnessed their language becoming part
of an official educational program and the younger members of their community

acquiring an interest in learning it.

6.4.3.4. Urbanisation and modernisation

The Arvanitika-speaking participants in the interviews pointed to the urbanisation and
modernisation processes as part of the reasons for the decline of the Arvanitika

language (Extracts 12 & 13). According to them, their communities started
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experiencing the effect of the processes of urbanisation and modernisation in the late
’50s, but it was mainly in the *60s and ’70s that these effects became particularly
evident in the form of a serious depopulation of the Arvanitika-speaking villages and
small towns due to the movement of many of their inhabitants to large urban centres. A
considerable number of interviewees stressed their disappointment with the present
situation of their communities in terms of their decreased population and the loss of a
vibrant way of life which was marked by local festivals and other types of large social
gatherings where the use of the Arvanitika language was very prominent. Quite
interestingly, however, in the discourse of one interviewee, this feeling of
disappointment went hand in hand with her self-contradictory expression of pride and

admiration for certain industrial developments in her region (Extract 12).

On the whole, it appears that in the minds of the participants in the qualitative part of
the present study the declining trajectory of Arvanitika is the result of the urbanisation
and modernisation processes. This may very well be true with regards to the Arvanitika-
speaking villages and small towns, due to their considerable depopulation and their
increased proximity to the monolingual urban centres through infrastructural
developments brought about by the process of modernisation. In this respect, Tsitsipis
and Elmendorf (1983) point out the contrast between Kiriaki, a village where
Arvanitika was preserved for a relatively long time because, like other villages of
Boeotia, was secluded due to the lack of a road network that would connect it with the
urban centres, and Spata, where Arvanitika was not preserved to the extent it did in
Kiriaki due to its character as an industrial region right outside Athens which ensured
regular interactions with the wider Greek-speaking community who do not speak
Arvanitika. In the same vein, Fishman (1971, as cited by Liosis, 2007), points out that
it is the physical isolation, and thus, the distance between the villages where the
minority language is spoken and the large urban centres, that appears to be a
prerequisite for the preservation of a language. However, the non-preservation of
Arvanitika appears to have been an even more intense reality within the urban
destinations of the Arvanitika-speakers who left their places of origin, again due to the
increased contact of the latter in the Greek language with non-Arvanitika speakers
residing in those destinations. This reality is also confirmed by both Sella-Mazi (2016)

and Liosis (2007), according to whom, urbanisation has led to the abandoning of
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bilingualism, with previously bilingual persons or communities adopting exclusively

the Greek language in all aspects of social life.

6.4.3.5. Oppression, discrimination, stigmatisation, the ‘social status’ of Arvanitika as

perceived by its speakers, and the politicisation of the Arvanitika language

This section discusses the present study’s outcomes regarding its participants'
experiences of oppression, discrimination and stigmatisation due to their public use of
Arvanitika, Arvanitika’s perception as an ‘inferior’ language with a low ‘social status’,

and the character of the politicisation of the Arvanitika language.

The analysis of the relevant quantitative data indicated that the majority of the younger
and middle-aged Arvanitika-speaking participants have not experienced oppression,
discrimination or stigmatisation and they have not felt particularly uncomfortable or
secluded on account of their using Arvanitika publicly (Figure 25). Concerning these
participants’ perception of the ‘social status’ of Arvanitika, the quantitative data
analysis showed that both the Arvanitika-speaking respondents and those who do not
speak Arvanitika attached a positive value to Arvanitika, considering it as a language
the knowledge of which would enhance an individual’s cultural level (Figure 29 C &
D). In addition, a considerable percentage of the younger and middle-aged respondents
of both groups (speakers and non-speakers of Arvanitika) where positive towards the
idea of Arvanitika being taught at school (Figure 29 A & B). Regarding Arvanitika’s
practical value, however, most Arvanitika-speaking respondents did not consider the
Arvanitika language to be useful, and particularly so with respect to employment
(Figure 30).

The aforementioned outcomes of the quantitative data analysis were to a large extent
contradicted by those of the qualitative data analysis. In contrast to the mostly young
and middle-aged participants in the quantitative part of the study, the older Arvanitika-
speakers who participated in the interviews appeared to believe that the only present-
day value of Arvanitika lies in its potential to facilitate the communication with
Albanian migrants in the context of work (see section 5.12.1). Furthermore, according
to the participants in the interviews and the focus groups, the Arvanitika-speakers have
been, at some point or another, subject to the process of ‘othering’ (‘us vs. them’), to

oppression, discrimination and stigmatisation on the basis of their linguistic identity in
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general, and on account of their public use of Arvanitika in particular. More
specifically, the narratives of interviewees show that apart from having been
discriminated against as ‘non-Greeks’, they have also suffered a multiple stigmatisation
as ‘thieves’, ‘self-centred” and ‘ignorant uneducated villagers’, characterisations
deriving from the myths that were created about the Arvanitika-speakers by the
linguistically dominant Greek speaking communities of the urban centres in the regions
with Arvanitika-speaking population (Extracts, 17, 19 & 20). As pointed out by the
interviewees of the present study, this stigmatisation used to take place mostly within
the institutional context of the secondary schools they attended, in the form of bullying
by their monolingual Greek classmates as well as in the form of punishments by their
teachers when they used Arvanitika to communicate with their Arvanitika-speaking
peers (e.g., Extract 18). Regarding the discrimination against Arvanites by the Greek
community, this was, also confirmed in Liosis’ (2007) findings when the Arvanitika
speaking participants in his study expressed their perception that the wider Greek
community holds negative and indifferent attitudes towards Arvanitika, thus, certainly
not positive. Interestingly, Liosis’ (2007) aforementioned outcome also contradicts part
of the present study’s findings with respect to the positive attitudes of non-Arvanitika-
speaking participants towards Arvanitika, as reported in the questionnaires. What
possibly justifies the differences between the results of the two studies could be the
different time periods and the different regions that they took place, potential
differences regarding the age of the participants and the fact that the methods used for
the collection of data regarding attitudes of the non-speakers of Arvanitika were not

identical.

With regards to the institutional or/and State sanctioned oppression against the use
Arvanitika publicly, the older in age interviewees referred to incidents of members of
the Arvanitika community in the north-western part of Greece having been arrested and
charged for such use in the past (Extract 21). Quite interestingly, this was explained or
even justified by other interviewees by bringing into the discussion the proximity of
north-western part of Greece with Albania due to which special measures have been
taken to protect the area by the Greek State (Extract 22), something that is further based
on the Greek State’s narrative of potential territorial claims by the Albanian State.
Although the participants from the village in the Regional Unit of Argolis, in the

Peloponnese, did not explicitly confirm such hostile practices of the Greek State against
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the use of Arvanitika in their region, they did so implicitly by stating that they were
obedient and did not react against the linguistic homogeneity policies of the Greek State
(Extract 22); something that shows that they have either accepted these policies along
with the perception of Arvanitika as an ‘inferior’ language as a given state of things, or

that they felt powerless to oppose them.

Even though there were times during the interviews when participants clearly admitted
the institutional oppression they have experienced, in many cases they tried to somehow
downplay its role in their lives (Extract 22). Moreover, while several interviewees said
that historically the Arvanitika language has been in the middle of ‘political games’ that
questioned their ethnic identity (Extract 9), thus indicating the fact of the politicisation
of the Arvanitika language, it appears that the politicisation of Arvanitika has not been

as overt and intense as in the case of other ‘minority’ languages in Greece (Extract 22).

In Greece, the politicisation of language has been way more obvious in the northern
part of the country and has seriously affected the Macedonian-speaking community of
the area, putting into question the ethnic allegiance and identity of the Macedonian-
speakers. An early example of the politicisation of Macedonian is the Politis-Kalfov
Protocol of 1924, which, although not officially ratified by the Greek State, was an
agreement between Greece and Bulgaria that identified the Macedonian speakers as a
Bulgarian minority (Gounaris, 1994). Following the same pattern, in the mid-80s, the
politicisation of the Macedonian language in Greece led to what Cowan (2001) calls
‘minoritisation of culture’. Over the years, this minoritisation has acquired different
forms, with the oppression on the part of the state and its police being a central element
in all of them and with the Greek Macedonian speakers and their language being the

bone of contention.

The minoritisation of languages is a dynamic multidimensional political issue with
diachronic and historical parameters. As a matter of fact, the idea of the nation-state
and the minoritised status that several languages have been subjected to seem to be
intertwined. In the case of the Arvanitika language and the Arvanites in Greece, which
are the focus of the present study, this minoritisation of the Arvanitika community has
sadly resulted in many Arvanitika-speakers considering their language as non-useful

and of an ‘inferior’ status.
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6.4.3.6. Arvanitika’s status as a non-written language

According to the present study’s Arvanitika-speaking participants, Arvanitika’s status
as a non-written language is one of the primary reasons for its decline (e.g., Figures 24
& 30, Extracts 25 & 29), whereas the participants who are not Arvanitika-speakers do
not seem to attribute the same importance to this factor (Figures 24 & 30). Tsitsipis
(2003) argues that Arvanitika’s non-written form is among the reasons that have led to
the process of its marginalisation. Arvanitika speakers perceive their language as
inherently inadequate, something that they attribute to the fact that it lacks a written
form, thus convincing themselves to shift to Greek as the language that is most
adequately functional. In a similar vein, Haugen (2003) argues that the written form of
languages allows them to “establish models across time and space’ as opposed to spoken
languages, which without a written form “are subject to regular and inexorable linguistic
change’ (p. 417).

It is most interesting, however, that an elder female interviewee was the only participant
who firmly and fervently expressed the view that Arvanitika is grammatically and
syntactically equal to — even the ancient — Greek, not falling short of anything that the
Greek language has to offer (Extract 27). Dorian (1998), as many other experts in the
field, suggests that spoken languages can survive over the years even without acquiring
a written form, arguing that ‘the existence of a writing system and even the existence
of a notable literature do not necessarily ensure that a language will survive as a living
speech form, much less thrive’ (p. 11). This argument points to what linguists call the
priority of spoken language, since there are many communities around the world which
do not have a writing system but their languages have survived over the centuries
through oral communication (Goutsos, 2012). The claim that in some cases languages
could thrive without having a written form is, for example, empirically supported by
the case of Quechua, used as a medium of communication by the Inca Empire, as well
as by the fact that Indo-European also managed to spread in a large part of the world

by being spoken by millions of people (Buck, 1916).
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Similar to other languages, Arvanitika has survived for more than seven centuries in
the Greek territory despite the fact that it never acquired a written form. Today,
however, it is classified as a (severely) endangered language. The development of a
writing system in Arvanitika would be anything but an easy process, as it would have
to address political, social and ethnolinguistic identity issues. More specifically, one
such issue is which alphabet is more appropriate on a phonetic level (for example, not
all sounds can be described through the Greek alphabet), while another critical issue is
which alphabet would be accepted by the speakers themselves, both in terms of their
being able to read the language with ease as well as in terms of what this alphabet would
imply for the Arvanitika-speakers ethnic identity. For example, the adoption of only the
Latin alphabet would probably not be acceptable by a considerable proportion of
Arvanitika-speakers as they maintain a Greek ethnic identity and, in their minds, the
Latin alphabet is connected with the Albanian language. It is important to mention that
such issues were evident during the fieldwork of the present study, as well as the
difficulty of reading the language from a hybrid text prepared by myself and members
of the Arvanitika community, which employed both the Greek and Latin alphabet.

6.4.4. Effect of the Albanian migration in the *90s on the Arvanitika language

The analysis of the quantitative data showed that most Arvanitika-speaking respondents
of the questionnaire did not think that the Albanian migration affected the trajectory of
Arvanitika towards its extinction or that it deterred them from speaking Arvanitika
(Figure 31A). On the contrary, the majority of Arvanitika speaking respondents were
shown to believe that the Albanian migration contributed to their using Arvanitika more
often as it was useful for conversing with the Albanian migrants (Figure 32). However,
this finding was contradicted by the fact that the majority of them responded positively
to the questionnaire’s statement ‘When I meet up with an Albanian, I will speak in
Greek’ (Figure 33B). What could possibly explain this contradiction is that since the
participants in the quantitative part of this study belong to the presently middle and
younger age groups, their potential conversations with Albanian migrants will be with
members of the second and third generation migrants whose first language (L1) is
Greek.
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The findings deriving from the responses of the non-speakers of Arvanitika to the
relevant questions or statements of the questionnaire indicate that, similar to the
Arvanitika speakers, a considerable percentage of them does not believe that the
Albanian migration affected the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction (Figure
31B). However, the percentage of the non-speakers of Arvanitika who think that the
Albanian migration affected the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction is more
than double the percentage of the Arvanitika-speaking respondents who have the same
opinion. This finding, along with their overwhelmingly neutral stance regarding the
more extensive use of Arvanitika and its usefulness for the communication with
Albanian immigrants as a result of the Albanian migration to Greece can be explained
by the simple fact that they have no relevant knowledge or/and experiences as they are
not members of the Arvanitika community and they do not speak the language. Non-
speakers’ neutral attitudes to a considerable amount of statements (e.g., Figures 35B &
D, 33B, 31A, 30B, 21B) could be further explained by the possibility of acquisition bias
occurring. As explained in the relevant section (see section 4.5.1.), acquisition bias can
take place mostly in questionnaires when most of participants’ answers follow the same
pattern, as in non-speakers’ of Arvanitika responses who were to a great extent neutral.
As for this population no qualitative data was obtained, it would be suggested that
studies in the future include both qualitative and quantitative techniques for this group
of participants, in order for the results to be safely generalised.

As expected, the analysis of the much richer content of the qualitative data produced
more complex results regarding the Arvanitika-speaking participants’ opinions as to
whether the Albanian migration affected the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its
extinction. The interviewees from the Florina prefecture, in northern Greece stated
unanimously that the Albanian migration did not affect the trajectory of Arvanitika in
their region, as they were already using the language extensively in the period before
the Albanian migration and they kept doing so in the period after it (see section 5.15.).
Participants from the village of Argolis stated that the inhabitants of their neighbouring
village increased their use of Arvanitika upon and after the Albanian migration, thus
pointing out that the Albanian migration had a positive, rather than a negative, effect
on trajectory of Arvanitika in that village (Extract 26). On the contrary, other interview
and focus group participants made a direct connection between the Albanian migration

and the decline of Arvanitika in their regions. More specifically, they said that when the
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Albanian migration took place (Extract 16), they themselves chose not to use the
Arvanitika language in order to avoid being labelled as ‘Albanians’ (Extract 2), and
their narratives suggest that they did so due to the linguistic affinity between Arvanitika
and Albanian. These narratives, show that the fear of them being labelled ‘Albanians’
or ‘villagers’ was connected with their perceiving such labelling as stigmatising
(Extracts 2 & 16). In a similar vein, Liosis’ (2007) argues that negative attitudes held
by part of the non-Arvanitika speakers towards the members of the Arvanitika
community have been expressed with the use of specific terms stigmatising Arvanitika
speakers as people of ‘low cultural level’. Liosis (2007) further mentions that the
Albanian-related identities attached to the Arvanitika language have most likely caused
some of the speakers’ negative attitudes towards Arvanitika in order for them to avoid
stigmatisation due to the negative connotation the term ‘Albanian’ bears in the Greek
context. The reason for this is that, in the context of the broader Greek-speaking society,
the Albanian migrants were subjects to intolerance and severe discrimination, which
resulted in them being considered and treated as people of a ‘lower status’ and even
dangerous. In their effort to justify their choice to not speak the language in the post-
migration period, some participants made the point that even the Albanians migrants
themselves abandoned their language and chose to speak Greek (e.g., Extract 8). Of
course, it goes without saying that the aforementioned participants made this point
without considering that this was not a free choice on the part of the Albanian migrants,
but one dictated by their need to live and work in the context of an officially
monolingual society, at the same time that they were being subjected to discrimination
and stigmatisation by a considerable part of this society. As a matter of fact, even to
date, more than two decades after the massive economic Albanian migration to Greece,
second generation Albanian migrants and their families are subjects to discrimination
and stigmatisation, something that leads them to abandon the use of Albanian, wishing
to free themselves from their stigmatised Albanian identity (Gogonas, 2009).
Antonopoulos (2006) argues that racist violence against migrants, especially the
Albanian migrants, in Greece is also accepted by the police, who seem to be indifferent
regarding racism against and often justify such incidents as a self-defence of a Greek

citizen against an (Albanian) criminal.

Interestingly, in contradiction to the connection they made between the Albanian

migration and the decline of Arvanitika in their regions, interviewees also referred to
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the potential of a ‘revival’ of Arvanitika due to the Albanian migration, in the sense of
a possibly increased use of the language for the purpose of communicating with
Albanian migrants. At the same time, however, they made clear that this did not happen
in their region (a village in Argolis) due to the fact that those who spoke Arvanitika in
the ‘90s, and would therefore use it to converse with Albanian migrants, were not the
members of the then younger generation that would ideally transmit it to their offspring

and preserve it to date, but only the middle-aged and the elderly Arvanitika-speakers.

Based on all the above, and mostly on the insights deriving from the interviews, we
could say that the Albanian migration intensified the discrimination that Arvanitika
speakers had already been experiencing since the dictatorship of Metaxas and onwards,
being stigmatised under different labels and, most importantly, seeing their (ethno)-
linguistic identity to be called into question. This intensification of their long-standing
experience in being subjects to discrimination was the result of the broader Greek
society’s perception of them as almost one and the same with the harshly discriminated
against and stigmatised Albanian migrants, due mainly to Arvanitika’s linguistic

affinity with the Albanian language.

Therefore, although the Albanian migration in the ‘90s seems to have not been the only
contributing factor to the decline of Arvanitika (according to participants’ contradictory
statements in questionnaires and interviews) or a sufficient reason for a long-running
and sustainable revival of the Arvanitika language, Arvanitika appears to be following
the same trajectory with that of the Albanian language in Greece, as its speakers are
rapidly shifting towards Greek, thus allowing for the further decline and possible
extinction of the language. With the common element in these two trajectories (i.e., of
the Arvanitika and the Albanian language) being their minoritised status in the context
of an officially monolingual nation-state and society, Whitney’s (1867) statement from
about a century ago in relation to the effect of the wider society on whether people make
use of their minority language or not remains topical: ‘Speech is not a personal
possession but a social: it belongs, not to the individual, but to the member of society.
No item of existing language is the work of an individual; for what we may severally
choose to say is not language until it be accepted and employed by our fellows. The
whole development of speech, though initiated by the acts of individuals, is wrought

out by the community’ (p. 404).
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6.4.5. Pride for the Arvanitika language and nostalgia for the past

The feeling of pride for the Arvanitika language was particularly evident in the analysis

of both the quantitative and the qualitative data of the present study.

The majority of the Arvanitika-speaking respondents of the questionnaire answered
positively to the statement ‘I feel proud speaking Arvanitika’, although there was also
a relatively high percentage of neutral answers to this statement (Figure 26C). This
finding, however, is to some extent contradicted by the fact that the majority of the
same respondents answered that they choose to use Greek and not Arvanitika when
their interlocutors speak both Arvanitika and Greek (Figure 26D). What one may
plausibly infer from this contradiction is that one’s pride in being an Arvanitika speaker
does not necessarily mean that they actually use the language, or that, as we have
already seen, they consider it worthy of being transmitted and preserved as a functional
means of communication with other Arvanitika speakers. Thus, it appears that such
pride may not be associated with the functional but, rather, with the symbolic aspect of

the Arvanitika language.

The feeling of pride for the Arvanitika language was also particularly evident in the
qualitative part of the present study, as in the study of Trudgill and Tzavaras (1975).
However, in the discourse of the interviewees, the expression of this feeling was almost
invariably intertwined with that of the feeling of nostalgia for the past, the latter having
been found in Tsitsipis’ (1998) and Liosis, (2007) studies, too. More specifically, while
speaking about their pride for their language, several interviewees seemed to think of
the Arvanitika language as something that belongs to the past, recalling joyous
activities, celebrations, as well as religious activities, from the time when Arvanitika
was the main language used in all aspects of the Arvanitika community’s every-day
life. Several interviewees spoke proudly about the qualities which, according to them,
characterise Arvanite people, as, for example, honesty, consistency and trustworthiness,
all of which are reflected in the Arvanitika word ‘besalis’. Interestingly, it was one
interviewee’s intense feeling of nostalgia for the past that led to her praising
Arvanitika’s linguistic thoroughness to the point of equating it with the profoundness
and succinctness of Ancient Greek. Other interviewees tended to also become very

emotional when expressing their views of Arvanitika as ‘wealth’ or as ‘their
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everything’, while, after expressing their sadness for the gradual loss of their language,
the members of the focus group in this village in Argolis sang an Arvanitika song the

verses of which referred to a religious celebration.

Tsitsipis (2003) describes the idealisation of a language by its speakers when their
reference to it is emotionally charged as sublimation, and he considers the latter to be
an indicator of the erasure of the fundamental functions of that language; an erasure,
that is, which acts as a deterrent to the revival of the language. In the qualitative part of
our study, it was obvious in many instances that participants seemed to attach more
value to the long-standing Arvanite traditions they connect with the use of Arvanitika
in the past than to the language in and of itself. Following Tsitsipis’ (2003) line of
thought, this finding becomes comprehensible if we take into consideration the wider
society’s tendency to be on the one hand tolerant to the folkloric element of a minority
language and of the traditions associated with it and its speakers, and on the other hand
non-tolerant to the minority language as such. Thus, the tolerance on the part of the
wider Greek society towards the folkloric but not the linguistic element of Arvanitika
may also lie behind our participants’ aforementioned attachment to the symbolic rather
than to the functional aspect of the Arvanitika language. This supposition is in
agreement with Tsitsipis (2003) claim that ‘sublimation as ideological
decontextualisation is in harmony with the way the wider society is ready to receive the
Arvanitika language, that is, as a piece of folkloric culture. Society sets the terms and
the limits of its legitimisation, and, thus, further contributes to its erasure’ (p. 555).
Moreover, given that in people’s minds language is often directly connected to an
individual’s or a group’s ethnic identity, it is possible that an additional force that has
compelled the Arvanitika speakers themselves to take a distance from their ancestral
language in their everyday life, while retaining a strong emotional bond with it and with

the traditions they connect it with, is their need to protect their ethnic identity as Greeks.

The largely positive attitude towards Arvanitika of the younger and middle-aged
respondents of the questionnaire as well as the more complicated and ambiguous
attitude of the older in age interviewees seem to be dictated by the type of their bond
with the Arvanitika language. In both cases, this is a bond with Arvanitika s cultural
(e.g., the symbolic or/and folkloric) element rather than with its linguistic element.
Thus, while at a very first glance the finding regarding the positive attitudes of the

study’s younger and middle-aged participants towards the Arvanitika language would
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lead one to become optimistic for the preservation and future of Arvanitika, the
realisation, through the deeper analysis of this finding, that such positivity is associated

only, or mainly, with the symbolic or/and folkloric element of the language tends to

turn this optimistic view into a futile hope.
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6.5. Implications and future directions of the study

I start this final section with a reflection of the implications drawn by this study’s
results. The investigation of the attitudes towards Arvanitika indicated, for the most
part, positive attitudes on the part of the youngest and middle-aged Arvanites and of the
wider Greek society. However, the ambiguous, fluid and conflicting attitudes of the
older in age Arvanitika speakers towards their language revealed their strong emotional
attachment as well as an inner conflict experienced by them with regards to their
relationship with the dimensions of language, tradition and identity. The symbolic,
solidarity and, largely, the ‘museum’ use of Arvanitika alongside with participants’
overrating the traditional element of Arvanitika rather than the language per se, as well
as their perception of it as a language attached to the past rather than the future, explain,
to a large extent, the continuous and gradual declining trajectory of the language
towards its extinction. Moreover, the participants’ assertion of their Greek origin seems
to be largely the lead indicator of their (ethno)-linguistic identity, as opposed to
language. Nonetheless, their expressions of fluid bilingual — to a certain extent —
identities, that of Greek as regards the origin, the prestige and the official status, and
that of Arvanitika, as regards the family, closeness and tradition, have been negotiated

as such in accord with their need to belong to both communities for different reasons.

One of the prominent findings of this project was the major effect of the Albanian
migration on the declining trajectory of Arvanitika. The Albanian migration seems to
have increased the discrimination that speakers of Arvanitika in Greece had already
been experiencing due to the hostile policies of the Greek state towards most linguistic
minorities and their languages dictated by the ‘one-language-one-nation’ ideal in the
past. In the post-migration period, Arvanitika speakers were stigmatised under different
labels while their (ethno-)linguistic identity was called into question as they were
identified and, to a certain extent, equated with Albanian migrants, a population that
received harsh discrimination within Greece, by part of the wider Greek community.
On that account, the Albanian migration to Greece appears to have contributed to the

further decline and, thus, the current dying status of the Arvanitika language.

Arvanitika is gradually dying out along with its eldest remaining fluent speakers, thus
signalling the need for further research on the part of the scientific community. Younger

speakers’ positive attitudes do not seem adequate to save the language as most of them
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are non-fluent speakers; therewithal, the general impression emerging from the total of
Arvanitika speaking participants was that they appear not to be fully conscious of the
extent of Arvanitika’s endangerment or, in some cases, to avoid becoming fully aware
of it. The severe endangerment of the Arvanitika language alongside the scrutiny of
studies examining the language and its linguistic community, especially from a (socio-
)linguistic perspective, urge for further research to be conducted. This study has
captured, to a certain extent, aspects of today’s sociolinguistic status of the Arvanitika
language and community, focusing on the attitudes of speakers and non-speakers of the
language towards it; yet, one direction this project could take in the future would be the
extension of the sample of both groups of participants and the inclusion of more regions
that were not included in this study’s field work (e.g., Evros), in order to allow for safer
generalisations to be made. Furthermore, the continuation of this project with a larger
number of participants and regions would allow for comparative research to be carried
out showing the differences between participants’ attitudes of further regions, from

different backgrounds and experiences.

Another direction this or other projects could take in the future concerns aspects that
this dissertation did not deal with and that are shown to significantly contribute to the
preservation of minority languages and the change of speakers’ attitudes to more
positive, that is the documentation of the Arvanitika language. In my view, there is an
urgent need for the codification and documentation of the Arvanitika language by an
organised team of experts as well as for the support of both the Ministry of Education
and Religious Affairs and the Ministry of Culture, in order for Arvanitika’s linguistic
and cultural heritage to be preserved. If there is any prospect for such potential
preservation, this is to be found in our carefully studying and following the few bright
examples of preservation and revitalisation of moribund minoritised languages, as is

the case of Cypriot Arabic (Karyolemou, 2019).

I would like to conclude by stating that regardless of the future research steps to be
taken on the Arvanitika language and its speakers, | value the access of participants, the
speakers of Arvanitika, to the results of this study as the major impact of this study. As
my wish is to first disseminate my results to the members of the Arvanitika community,
a language-centred event devoted to the Arvanitika language and its speakers is under
way with the hope that future research on Arvanitika will motivate the Arvanitika

community to get involved in the research process, whether it is the future
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documentation of the Arvanitika language or the further exploration of its

sociolinguistic aspects.
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Appendices
Appendix A

1. Statistics Analyses

TABLE 1 Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Based on
Cronbach's Alpha Standardized ltems N of Items
,861 ,867 28
TABLE2 Item Statistics
Std.

Items Questions Mean | Deviation N
Item_1 I would like to listen to Arvanitika on TV/the radio. 2,72 1,404 105
Item_2* I wouldn’t want my children to speak Arvanitika. 2,46 1,519 105
Iltem 3 When | speak in Arvanitika with someone. | feel more

- familiarity. 2,66 1,460 105
Item_4* | I have felt uncomfortable speaking Arvanitika. 1,73 1,195 105
Item_5 It is important to me that | can speak Arvanitika. 2,10 1,293 105
Item_6* | Arvanitika does not belong in modern society. 1,85 1,269 105
Item_7* | I'would not want for Arvanitika to be taught at school. 2,86 1,483 105
Item Arvanitika speakers should support the preservation of

tem 8 e 157 | 1,018 | 105
Item 9 If | listen to a joke in Arvanitika. | find it funnier than in

- Greek. 2,38 1,496 105
Item_10* | Atschool I did not feel comfortable speaking Arvanitika. | 2,88 1,517 105
Item_11 | Itry to speak Arvanitika as much as | can. 2,69 1,457 105
Item 12* | Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack of

- written status. 3,38 1,437 105
Item 13 Albanian migration to Greece helped us speak Arvanitika

- more often. 2,52 1,520 105
Item 14 Arvanitika was more useful in conversing with

- Albanians. 2,45 1,454 105
Item 15* | After the Albanian migration, | did not wish to speak

- Arvanitika. 1,86 1,196 105
Item_16* | When I meet up with an Albanian, | will speak in Greek. | 3,49 1,422 105
Item 17 I would like to participate in an organised effort for the

- preservation of Arvanitika. 1,98 1,056 105
Item_18* | Arvanitika does not need to be preserved. 1,54 1,019 105
Item_19 Arvanitika reminds me of pleasant childhood memories. 1,79 1,207 105
Item 20* | There were times when | felt secluded while speaking

tem_20% | JTers e 156 | 1,073 | 105
Item_21 | I feel proud speaking Arvanitika. 2,09 1,169 105
Item 22 Speaking Arvanitika is an extra asset in the search of a

=2 | anod job, 405 | 1,354 | 105
Item_23 | The State has to support the preservation of Arvanitika. 1,88 1,166 105
Item_24 | 1 would not want for Arvanitika to die out. 1,61 1,061 105
Item 25 When | meet up my close ones, | enjoy speaking

- Arvanitika, 2,24 1,327 105
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Item_26> | I have got into trouble speaking Arvanitika. 1,50 1,039 105
Item 27* | If somebody I talk to speaks both Arvanitika and Greek, |
- opt for Greek. 3,63 1,416 105
Item 28 Being able to speak Arvanitika along with other
- languages raises their level of cultural development. 2,23 1,325 105
TABLE 3 Item-Total Statistics for the Arvanitika-speaking population
Scale Scale Cronbach's
Mean if | Variance | Corrected Squared Alpha if
Item if Item Item-Total Multiple Item
Questions Deleted | Deleted | Correlation | Correlation | Deleted
I would like to listen to 62,96 258,210 ,502 ,584 ,853
Arvanitika on TV/the radio.
I wouldn’t want my children to 63,23 263,332 348 371 858
speak Arvanitika. *
When | speak in Arvanitika with 63,03 256,066 = 566 ,852
someone. | feel more familiarity.
I have felt uncomfortable 63,95 274,969 162 359 863
speaking Arvanitika. *
It is important to me that | can 63,58 256,688 590 611 851
speak Arvanitika.
Arvanitika does not belong in 63,84 259,502 531 503 853
modern society. *
| would not want for Arvanitika 62,83 261,816 ,392 949 857
to be taught at school. *
Arvanitika speakers should
support the preservation of 64,11 | 263,871 542 696 854
Arvanitika.
If I listen to a joke in Arvanitika. 63,30 261,522 394 461 857
| find it funnier than in Greek.
At school | did not feel
comfortable speaking 62,81 273,194 ,146 ,440 ,865
Arvanitika. *
| try to speak Arvanitika as 63,00 248,788 694 733 847
much as | can.
Arvanitika is an undervalued
language due to its lack of 62,30 216,156 096 ,386 ,866
written status. *
Albanian migration to Greece
helped us speak Arvanitika more 63,16 272,541 159 529 864
often.
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Arvanitika was more useful in

) i ; 63,24 270,645 210 ,580 ,862
conversing with Albanians.
After the Albanian migration, |
did not wish to speak Arvanitika. 63,83 261,336 218 655 853
*
When | meet up with an 62,20 | 266,142 316 511 859
Albanian, | will speak Greek. *
I would like to participate in an
organised effort for the 63,70 | 263,133 542 632 853
preservation of Arvanitika.
Arvanitika does not need to be 64.14 267,412 431 465 856
preserved. *
Arvanitika reminds me of 63,90 259,691 557 490 852
pleasant childhood memories.
There were times when | felt
secluded while speaking 64,12 277,975 ,103 ,581 ,863
Arvanitika. *

) - 63,60 255,454 ,695 ,699 ,849

| feel proud speaking Arvanitika.
Speaking Arvanitika is an extra 61,64 267,925 294 397 859
asset in the search of a good job.
The State has to support the 63,81 257,175 649 690 850
preservation of Arvanitika.
I would not want for Arvanitika 64,08 266,148 449 492 856
to die out.
When I meet up my close ones, I | 63,45 | 251,423 704 739 847
enjoy speaking Arvanitika.
I have got into trouble speaking 64.18 279,784 056 645 864
Arvanitika. *
If somebody I talk to speaks
both Arvanitika and Greek, 1 opt | 62,06 263,997 ,365 926 ,857
for Greek. *
Being able to speak Arvanitika
along with other languages 63,46 266,270 ,342 416 ,858

raises their level of cultural
development.

Reliability analysis for the first scale (28 items).
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TABLE 4 Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Based on
Cronbach's Alpha Standardized ltems N of Items
,892 ,889 15
TABLE 5 Item Statistics
Std.

Items Questions Mean | Deviation N
Item_l I like listening to Arvanitika. 2,93 1,113 194
Item_Z* I wouldn’t want my children to speak Arvanitika.* 2,49 1,289 194
Item_3 I would like to listen to Arvanitika on TV/the radio. 3,09 1,225 194
Item_4* | Arvanitika does not belong in modern society.* 2,04 1,135 194
Item_5 The Albanian migration helped Arvanitika being 290 1.099 194

heard/spoken more. ! !
Item_6* | | would not want for Arvanitika to be taught at school.* 2,95 1,303 194
Item 7* | Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack of
tem_ written status.* 2,90 1,181 194
Item_8 I would like to participate in an organised effort for the 3.27 1.162 194
preservation of Arvanitika. ! !
Arvanitika was useful for the communication with
Item_9 Nt 2,75 ,939 194
Item_10 | | would not for want Arvanitika to die out. 2,09 1,199 194
Item_11 | The State has to support the preservation of Arvanitika. 2,39 1,243 194
Item 12 | Itisimportant for Arvanitika to continue being spoken
em 12| 2,38 | 1,208 194
Item_13* | Arvanitika does not need to be preserved.* 2,13 1,275 194
Item_14 | Being able to speak Arvanitika along with other 2 48 1.309 194
languages raises their level of cultural development. ' '
Item 1 Arvanitika speakers should support the preservation of
tem_15 | e 1,63 879 194
TABLE 6 Item-Total Statistics for Non Arvanitika-speaking
population
Scale Scale Cronbach's
Mean | Variance | Corrected Squared Alpha if
if ltem | if ltem | Item-Total | Multiple Item
Items Questions Deleted | Deleted | Correlation | Correlation | Deleted
I like listening to
ltem_1 | e e 3550 | 108,179 | 629 537 882
Item 2* I wouldn’t want
- my children to 35,93 | 108,560 513 ,405 ,887
speak Arvanitika.*
Item 3 I would like to
- listen to Arvanitika | 35,34 | 106,039 ,652 551 ,881
on TV/the radio.
Item 4* | Arvanitika does
- not belong in 36,39 | 107,006 ,668 545 ,881
modern society.*
Item 5 The Albanian
- migration helped 35,53 | 118,945 ,160 ,261 ,900
Arvanitika being
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heard/spoken
more.

Item_6*

I would not want
for Arvanitika to
be taught at
school.*

35,48

108,883

,493

,332

,888

ltem_7*

Arvanitika is an
undervalued
language due to its
lack of written
status.*

35,53

118,789

,148

,134

,901

Iltem 8

I would like to
participate in an
organised effort for
the preservation of
Arvanitika.

35,15

107,292

,638

,519

,882

Iltem_ 9

Arvanitika was
useful for the

communication
with Albanians.

35,68

117,858

,257

,309

,895

Item_10

I would not for
want Arvanitika to
die out.

36,34

104,049

, 7156

,7120

877

Item_11

The State has to
support the
preservation of
Arvanitika.

36,04

102,429

,7195

(75

875

Item_12

It is important for
Arvanitika to
continue being
spoken today.

36,05

102,080

,838

814

873

Item_13*

Arvanitika does
not need to be
preserved.*

36,30

103,900

,710

,569

878

Item_14

Being able to speak
Arvanitika along
with other
languages raises
their level of
cultural
development.

35,94

104,717

,656

,493

,881

Item_15

Arvanitika
speakers should
support the
preservation of
Arvanitika.

36,79

113,874

,498

,398

,888

Reliability analysis for the second scale (15 items).
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TABLE 7

ATTITUDE * Sex Crosstabulation

Sex
female male Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Count 7a 21p 28
Agree % within ATTITUDE 25.0% 75.0% 100,0%
% of Total 6,7% 20,0% 26,7%
Agree Count 19, 21a 40
% within ATTITUDE 47 5% 52,5% 100,0%
% of Total 18,1% 20,0% 38,1%
Undecided Count 20a 14y 34
% within ATTITUDE 58,8% 41,2% 100,0%
% of Total 19,0% 13,3% 32,4%
Disagree Count 1a 1a 2
% within ATTITUDE 50,0% 50,0% 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 1,0% 1,9%
Strongly Count 0a 1a 1
Disagree % within ATTITUDE 0.0% 100,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 1,0%
Total Count 47 58 105
% within ATTITUDE 44.8% 55,2% 100,0%
% of Total 44,8% 55,2% 100,0%
Each subscript letter denotes a subset of Sex categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly
from each other at the 0,05 level.
TABLE 8 Chi-Square Tests TABLE9  Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. (2- Approx.
Value df sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal by  Phi
Chi- 8,0952 4 ,088 Nominal 278 ,088
Square
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 8,722 4 ,068 vV ,278 ,088
N of Valid N of Valid Cases
Cases 105 105

a. 4 cells (40,0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is 0,45.

Cross tabulation for variables Sex and Attitude for Arvanitika-Speaking Population.
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TABLE 10 ATTITUDE * Age Crosstabulation
Age
< 40 Years 40-60 Years >60 Years Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Count 9, 144 2. 25
Agree o i
% within o o o o
ATTITUDE 36,0% 56,0% 8,0% 100,0%
% of Total 8,9% 13,9% 2,0% 24,8%
Agree Count
Ta 22p 10p 39
o i
ﬁ#ltmDE 17,9% 56,4% 256% | 100,0%
% of Total
6,9% 21,8% 9,9% 38,6%
Undecided  Count 19, % Ba b 34
% within o 0 o 0
ATTITUDE 55,9% 26,5% 17,6% 100,0%
% of Total 18,8% 8,9% 5,9% 33,7%
Disagree Count 1a 1a 0Oa 2
% within o o o o
ATTITUDE 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 1,0% 0,0% 2,0%
Strongly Count Oa 1. 0Oa 1
Disagree O i
% within o o o 0
ATTITUDE 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 36 47 18 101
% within o o 0 o
ATTITUDE 35,6% 46,5% 17,8% 100,0%
% of Total 35,6% 46,5% 17,8% |  100,0%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of Age categories whose column proportions do not differ

significantly from each other at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 11 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 12 Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. (2- Approx.
Value df sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Chi-Square Nominal by Phi
15,8922 | 8 ,044 Nominal ,397 ,044
Likelihood Ratio Cramer's V
17,463 | 8 ,026 ,280 ,044
Linear-by-Linear N of Valid Cases
Association
202 | 1 ,653 101
N of Valid Cases
101

a. 7 cells (46,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 0,18.

Cross tabulation for variables Age and Attitude for Arvanitika-Speaking Population.
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TABLE 13 ATTITUDE * Education Crosstabulation
Education
1st level 2nd level 3rd level 4 Total
ATTITUDE  Strongly Count 2. 7a 17, 2. 28
Agree % within
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
ATTITUDE 7,1% 25,0% 60,7% 7,1% 100,0%
% of Total 1,9% 6,7% 16,2% 1,9% 26,7%
Agree Count 7a 9% 22, 2a 40
% within o o 0 0 0
ATTITUDE 17,5% 22,5% 55,0% 5,0% 100,0%
% of Total 6,7% 8,6% 21,0% 1,9% 38,1%
Undecided Count
4, 6a 24, 0a 34
I
:#T?ISDE 11,8% 17,6% 70,6% 0.0% 100,0%
% of Total 3,8% 5,7% 22,9% 0,0% 32,4%
Disagree Count Oab lab Op 1a 2
% within o o o o 0
ATTITUDE 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 0,0% 1,0% 1,9%
Strongly Count Oa Oa 1a 0a 1
Disagree o/ \yithin
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
ATTITUDE 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 0,0% 1,0% 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 13 23 64 5 105
S
:#:?ISDE 12.4% 21.9% 61,0% 4.8% 100,0%
% of Total 12,4% 21,9% 61,0% 4,8% 100,0%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of Education categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from

each other at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 14 Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.

Value df (2-sided)
Pearson
Chi- 16,019° 12 ,190
Square
Likelihood
Ratio 13,526 12 ,332
Linear-by-
Linear
Associatio ,000 1 ,982
n
N of Valid
Cases 105

a. 14 cells (70,0%) have expected count less than
5. The minimum expected count is 0,05.

TABLE 15 Symmetric Measures
Valu | Appro

e X. Sig.
Nominal by Phi
Nominal ,391 ,190

Cramer's V

226 ,190
N of Valid Cases

105

Cross tabulation for variables Education and Attitude for Arvanitika-Speaking

Population.
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TABLE 16 ATTITUDE * Place of Origin Crosstabulation
Place of Origin
Attica | Argolis Viotia Evia Macedonia | Total
ATTITUDE  Strongly Count 9 a b 8 3ab 4o b 28
Agree % within
A?TTITUDE 32,1% | 14,3% 28,6% | 10,7% 14,3% | 100,0%
% of Total 86% | 3,8% 76% | 2,9% 3,8% | 26,7%
Agree Count 22, 5a 8a la 4a 40
% within . o . 0 . .
ATTITUDE | 550% | 125% 20,0% 2,5% 10,0% | 100,0%
% of Total 21,0% |  4,8% 76% | 1,0% 3,8% | 381%
Undecided Count
26a 2a, b 2b 3a, b 1b 34
% within o o 0 0 0 0
ATTITUDE | 76:5% 5,9% 5,9% 8,8% 2,9% | 100,0%
% of Total
24.8% 1,9% 1,9% 2,9% 1,0% | 324%
Disagree Count 1a 0a Oa Oa 1a 2
% within o o 0 o 0 0
ATTITUDE | 500% | 0.0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% | 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% | 0,0% 0,0% | 0,0% 1,0% 1,9%
Strongly ~ Count la 0a 0a 0a 0a 1
DISAOIEE g within 100,0% % o % % | 100,0%
ATTITUDE 00,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 00,0%
% of Total 1,0% | 0,0% 0,0% | 0,0% 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 59 11 18 7 10 105
% within o o 0 o 0 0
ATTITUDE | 56:2% | 105% 17,1% 6,7% 9,5% | 100,0%
% of Total 56,2% | 10,5% 171% | 6,7% 9,5% | 100,0%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of Place of Origin categories whose column proportions do not differ
significantly from each other at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 17 Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.
Sig. (2-
Value df sided)
Pearson
Chi-Square | 20 5582 16 196
Likelihood
Ratio 21,415 16 ,163
Linear-by-
Linear
Association 6,785 1 ,009
N of Valid
Cases 105

a. 20 cells (80,0%) have expected count less
than 5. The minimum expected count is 0,07.

Cross tabulation for variables Place of Origin and Attitude for Arvanitika-Speaking

Population.
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TABLE 18 Symmetric Measures

Approx.
Value Sig.

Nominal Phi
by A42 196
Nominal

Cramer's

Vv 221 ,196
N of Valid Cases

105




TABLE 19

ATTITUDE * Have you ever lived in a different place other than the
current Crosstabulation

Have you ever lived in a
different place other than the
current
Yes No Total
ATTITUDE  Strongly Count 25, 3 28
Agree o
% within o o o
ATTITUDE 89,3% 10,7% 100,0%
% of Total 23,8% 2,9% 26,7%
Agree Count 264 14 40
% within 0 0 0
ATTITUDE 65,0% 35,0% 100,0%
% of Total 24,8% 13,3% 38,1%
Undecided  Count
21, 13a 34
% within
ATTITUDE 61,8% 38,2% 100,0%
% of Total 20,0% 12,4% 32,4%
Disagree Count 22 0Oa 2
% within o o o
ATTITUDE 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
% of Total 1,9% 0,0% 1,9%
Strongly Count 1. Oa 1
Disagree O i
% within o o 0
ATTITUDE 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 75 30 105
% within o 0 o
ATTITUDE 71,4% 28,6% 100,0%
% of Total 71,4% 28,6% 100,0%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of Have you ever lived in a different place other than
the current categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other
at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 20 Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.

Value df (2-sided)
Pearson
Chi-Square 7,9412 4 ,094
Likelihood
Ratio 9,539 4 ,049
Linear-by-
Linear
Association 2,478 1 ,115
N of Valid
Cases 105

a. 4 cells (40,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 0,29.

Cross tabulation for variables Have you ever lived in a different place other than the
current and Attitude for Arvanitika-Speaking Population.
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TABLE 21 Symmetric Measures
Approx.
Value Sig.

Nominal  Phi
by 275 094
Nominal

Cramer's

Vv 275 ,094
N of Valid Cases

105




TABLE 22 ATTITUDE * How fluent are you in Arvanitika? Crosstabulation
How fluent are you in Arvanitika?
Not at Good
all A liitle Average | Enough | Excellent | Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Count 24 8a b dab,c 9 5b, ¢ 28
Agree % within
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
ATTITUDE 7.1% 28,6% 14,3% | 32,1% 17,9% | 100,0%
% of Total 1,9% 7,6% 3,8% 8,6% 48% | 26,7%
Agree Count 124 b 12a b % 3 a1 40
% within
ATTITUDE 30,0% 30,0% 22,5% 7,5% 10,0% | 100,0%
% of Total 11,4% 11,4% 8,6% 2,9% 3.8% | 38,1%
Undecided Count
10a 15, 3 4, 2a 34
% within o o 0 0 0 0
ATTITUDE | 294% 44,1% 8,8% | 11,8% 5,9% | 100,0%
% of Total 9,5% 14,3% 2,9% 3,8% 1,9% | 32,4%
Disagree Count 0a 1. 1a Oa 0a 2
—
:#:?ISDE 0,0% 50,0% | 50,0% | 0,0% 0,0% | 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 1,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,9%
Strongly ~ Count 1a 0a 0a 0a 0a 1
Disagree % within ; , , ; . .
ATTITUDE | 100.0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% | 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 25 36 17 16 11 105
% within o 0 0 o o 0
ATTITUDE | 238% 34,3% 16,2% | 15,2% 10,5% | 100,0%
% of Total 23,8% 34,3% 16,2% | 15,2% 10,5% | 100,0%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of How fluent are you in Arvanitika? categories whose column
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 23 Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig. (2-
Value df sided)
Pearson
Chi-Square 22’972a 16 ’114
Likelihood
Ratio 23,324 16 ,105
Linear-by-
Linear
Association | 10,038 1 ,002
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TABLE 24

Symmetric Measures

Value

Approx.
Sig.

Nominal

by
Nominal

Phi

Cramer's
\Y

N of Valid Cases

,468

234

105

114

114




N of Valid
Cases

105 ‘

a. 15 cells (60,0%) have expected count less than

5. The minimum expected count is 0,10.

Cross tabulation for variables How fluent are you in Arvanitika and Attitude for

Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

TABLE 25 ATTITUDE * How often do you speak Arvanitika? Crosstabulation
How often do you speak Arvanitika?
Sometime | Moderatel | Enoug | Alway
Never S y h S Total
ATTITUD  Strongly Count 3 11a b 7o ¢ 3 4y ¢ 28
E Agree % within 1000
ATTITUD 10,7% 39,3% 25,0% | 10,7% | 14,3% %
E
% of Total 2,9% 10,5% 6,7% | 29% | 3,8% | 26,7%
Agree Count
104 184 9 1a 2a 40
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 25,0% 45,0% 22,5% 2,5% 5,0% %
E
% of Total 9,5% 17,1% 86% | 10% | 1,9% | 381%
gndecide Count 154 164 2 Oa, b Lab 34
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 44,1% 47,1% 5,9% 0,0% 2,9% %
E
% of Total 14,3% 15,2% 1,9% 0,0% 1,0% | 32,4%
Disagree Count 1. Oa 1a Oa Oa 2
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% %
E
% of Total 1,0% 0,0% 1,0% | 0,0% | 00% | 1,9%
St_rongly Count 1a Oa Oa Oa Oa 1
DISAOIEE 06 within 100,0 100,0
ATTITUD % 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% .
E () %
% of Total 1,0% 0,0% 00% | 0,0% | 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 30 45 19 4 7 105
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 28,6% 42,9% 18,1% 3,8% 6,7% %
E
0,
HofTotal | og 6oy 42,9% 181% | 38% | 6,7% 100(;/(;

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of How often do you speak Arvanitika? categories whose column

proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 26 Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig. (2-
Value df sided)
Pearson
Chi-Square | 23 7202 16 096
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TABLE 27  Symmetric Measures
Approx.
Value Sig.
Nominal  Phi
by AT5 ,096
Nominal




Likelihood
Ratio
Linear-by-
Linear
Association

N of Valid
Cases

25,594

14,910

105

16

,060

,000

a. 16 cells (64,0%) have expected count less than

5. The minimum expected count is 0,04.

Cramer's
\Y

N of Valid Cases

238

105

,096

Cross tabulation for variables How often do you speak Arvanitika and Attitude for

Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

TABLE 28

ATTITUDE * How would you describe yourself as an Arvanitika speaker?
Crosstabulation

How would you describe yourself as an Arvanitika
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speaker?
Non-
Fluent Good Lower fluent
speake | speake | Intermediat | intermediat | speake
r r e speaker e speaker r Total
ATTITUD  Strongly Count 2ab 10p 5a.b 6a.b 5a 28
E Agree % within 1000
ATTITUD 7.1% | 357% 17,9% 21.4% | 17,9% %
E
% of Total 1,9% | 9,5% 4,8% 57% | 48% | 26,7%
Agree Count 2ab 3b 9% Tab | 190 40
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 50% | 7,5% 22,5% 17,5% | 47,5% %
E
% of Total 1,9% | 2,9% 8,6% 6,7% | 18,1% | 38,1%
Undecide  Count 1a 5a 3 5a 204 34
d % within 100.0
ATTITUD 2,9% | 14,7% 8,8% 147% | 58,8% %
E
% of Total 1,0% | 4,8% 2,9% 4,8% | 19,0% | 32,4%
Disagree Count Oab Oab 0a. b 2% Oa 2
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 0,0% | 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% |  0,0% %
E
% of Total 0,0% | 0,0% 0,0% 1,9% | 0,0% | 1,9%
St_rongly Count Oa Oa Oa 0a 1a 1
DISAOIEE 96 within 1000 | 1000
ATTITUD 0,0% | 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% ' ;
e % %
% of Total 0,0% | 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% | 1,0% | 1,0%
Total Count 5 18 17 20 45 105
% within 100.0
ATTITUD 48% | 17,1% 16,2% 19,0% | 42,9% %
E




% of Total

4,8%

17,1%

16,2%

19,0%

42,9%

100,0
%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of How would you describe yourself as an Arvanitika speaker? categories

whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the ,05 level.

TABLE 30 Symmetric Measures

TABLE 29 Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig. (2- Approx
Value df sided) Value . Sig.
Pearson Nominal Phi
Chi-Square 272770 16 039 by 510 ,039
Nominal
Likelihood Cramer'
Ratio 26,089 16 ,053 sV ,255 ,039
Linear-by- N of Valid Cases
Linear
Association 9,927 1 ,002 105
N of Valid
Cases 105

a. 15 cells (60,0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is 0,05.

Cross tabulation for variables How would you describe yourself as an Arvanitika
speaker and Attitude for Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

TABLE 31 ATTITUDE * Which language did you learn first? Crosstabulation
Which language did you learn first?
Both
Arvanitika Greek langueges Total
ATTITUDE  Strongly Count 2. 21, 5a 28
Agree O i
% within 0 0 o 0
ATTITUDE 7,1% 75,0% 17,9% 100,0%
% of Total
1,9% 20,0% 4,8% 26,7%
Agree Count 0a 35a 5a 40
% within . 0 0 N
ATTITUDE 0,0% 87,5% 12,5% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 33,3% 4,8% 38,1%
Undecided Count 1a 30, 3 34
% within o o o 0
ATTITUDE 2,9% 88,2% 8,8% 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 28,6% 2,9% 32,4%
Disagree Count 1a Ob 1a 2
% within 0 0 o o
ATTITUDE 50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 0,0% 1,0% 1,9%
Strongly Count 0Oa 1a 0a 1
Disagree O i
% within o 0 o 0
ATTITUDE 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
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% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 0,0% 1,0%
Total Count 4 87 14 105
% within 0 o 0 0
ATTITUDE 3,8% 82,9% 13,3% 100,0%
% of Total 3,8% 82,9% 13,3% 100,0%

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of Which language did you learn first? categories whose column
proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the 0,05 level.

TABLE 32  Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig. (2-
Value df sided)
Pearson
Chi-Square 18,8902 8 015
Likelihood
Ratio 13,370 8 ,100
Linear-by-
Linear
Association 395 1 ,530
N of Valid
Cases 105

a. 11 cells (73,3%) have expected count less than
5. The minimum expected count is 0,04.

TABLE 33

Symmetric Measures

Value

Approx.
Sig.

Nominal

by
Nominal

Phi

Cramer's

\Y

N of Valid Cases

424

,300

105

,015

,015

Cross tabulation for variables Which language did you learn first and Attitude for
Arvanitika-Speaking Population.
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TABLE 34 ATTITUDE * Sex Crosstabulation

Sex
female male Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Agree  Count 21 11 32
% within
ATTITUDE 65,6% 34,4% 100,0%
% of Total 10,8% 5,7% 16,5%
Agree Count 63 21 84
% within
ATTITUDE 75,0% 25,0% 100,0%
% of Total 32,5% 10,8% 43,3%
Undecided Count
39 15 54
% within
ATTITUDE 72,2% 27,8% 100,0%
% of Total 20,1% 7.7% 27,8%
Disagree Count 9 8 17
% within
ATTITUDE 52,9% 47,1% 100,0%
% of Total 4,6% 4,1% 8,8%
Strongly Count 6 1 7
Disagree % within
ATTITUDE 85,7% 14,3% 100,0%
% of Total 3,1% 5% 3,6%
Total Count 138 56 194
% within
ATTITUDE 71,1% 28,9% 100,0%
% of Total 71,1% 28,9% 100,0%
TABLE 35 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 36 Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. Approx.
Value df (2-sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal Phi
Chi- 4,580° 4 333 by 154 333
Square Nominal
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 4451 4 348 v 154 333
N of Valid N of Valid Cases
Cases 194 194

a. 3 cells (30,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,02.

Cross tabulation for variables Sex and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking
Population.
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TABLE 37 ATTITUDE * Age Crosstabulation
Age
<40 Years | 40-60 Years | > 60 Years Total
ATTITUDE i\trongly Count 22 6 4 32
gree % within
ATTITUDE 68,8% 18,8% 12,5% 100,0%
% of Total 11,3% 3,1% 2,1% 16,5%
Agree Count
60 16 8 84
% within
ATTITUDE 71,4% 19,0% 9,5% 100,0%
% of Total
30,9% 8,2% 4,1% 43,3%
Undecided Count 30 15 9 54
% within
ATTITUDE 55,6% 27,8% 16,7% 100,0%
% of Total 15,5% 7.7% 4,6% 27.8%
Disagree Count 8 5 4 17
% within
ATTITUDE 47,1% 29,4% 23,5% 100,0%
% of Total 4,1% 2,6% 2,1% 8,8%
Strongly Count 0 7 0 7
Disagree %% within
ATTITUDE 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 3,6% 0,0% 3,6%
Total Count 120 49 25 194
% within
ATTITUDE 61,9% 25,3% 12,9% 100,0%
% of Total 61,9% 25,3% 12,9% 100,0%
TABLE 38 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 39  Symmetric Measures
Asymp.
Sig. (2- Approx.
Value df sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal by Phi
Chi-Square 28,0582 ,000 Nominal 380 000
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 26,497 001 v 269 000
Linear-by- N of Valid Cases
Linear
Association 7,497 ,006 194
N of Valid
Cases 194

a. 6 cells (40,0%) have expected count less
than 5. The minimum expected count is 0,90.

Cross tabulation for variables Age and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking

Population.

351




TABLE 40 ATTITUDE * Education Crosstabulation
Education
0 1 2 3 Total
ATTITUDE itrongly Count 0 0 30 2 32
gree % within
ATTITUDE 0,0% 0,0% 93,8% 6,3% |  100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 0,0% 15,5% 1,0% 16,5%
Agree Count 1 7 72 4 84
% within
ATTITUDE 1,2% 8,3% 85,7% 48% |  100,0%
% of Total 5% 3,6% 37,1% 2,1% 43,3%
Undecided  Count 2 10 37 5 54
% within
ATTITUDE 3,7% 18,5% 68,5% 93% |  100,0%
% of Total
1,0% 5,2% 19,1% 2,6% 27,8%
Disagree Count 0 2 10 5 17
% within
ATTITUDE 0,0% 11,8% 58,8% 29,4% |  100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 5,2% 2,6% 8,8%
E)t_rongly Count 0 2 5 0 7
19801€€ o4 within
ATTITUDE 0,0% 28,6% 71,4% 0,0% |  100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 1,0% 2,6% 0,0% 3,6%
Total Count 3 21 154 16 194
% within
ATTITUDE 1,5% 10,8% 79,4% 82% |  100,0%
% of Total 1,5% 10,8% 79,4% 8,2% 100,0%
TABLE 41 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 42  Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. Approx.
Value df (2-sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal by  Phi
Chi- 25,7992 12 011 Nominal 365 011
Square
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 25726 | 12 012 v 211 011
N of Valid N of Valid Cases
Cases 194 194

a. 12 cells (60,0%) have expected count less
than 5. The minimum expected count is 0,11.

Table 3: Cross tabulation for variables Education and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-
Speaking Population.
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TABLE 43 ATTITUDE * Have you ever lived in a different place other than the current?

Crosstabulation

Have you ever lived in a
different place other than the
current?
Yes No Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Agree  Count 24 ) 32
% within . . .
ATTITUDE 75,0% 25,0% 100,0%
% of Total 12,4% 4,1% 16,5%
Agree Count 61 23 84
% within o 0 .
ATTITUDE 72,6% 27,4% 100,0%
% of Total 31,4% 11,9% 43,3%
Undecided Count 33 21 54
% within o . .
ATTITUDE 61,1% 38,9% 100,0%
% of Total
17,0% 10,8% 27,8%
Disagree Count 14 3 17
% within o . .
ATTITUDE 82,4% 17,6% 100,0%
% of Total 7,2% 1,5% 8,8%
Strongly Count 6 1 7
Disagree % within ) ) )
ATTITUDE 85,7% 14,3% 100,0%
% of Total 3,1% 5% 3,6%
Total Count 138 56 194
% within 0 N .
ATTITUDE 71,1% 28,9% 100,0%
% of Total 71,1% 28,9% 100,0%
TABLE 44  Chi-Square Tests TABLE 45 Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. Approx.
Value df (2-sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal by Phi
Chi- 4,7322 316 Nominal ,156 ,316
Square
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 4,804 308 v 156 316
N of Valid N of Valid Cases
Cases 194 194

a. 3 cells (30,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,02.
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Cross tabulation for variables Have you ever lived in a different place other than the
current and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

TABLE 46 ATTITUDE * Have you ever been in contact with an Arvanitika speaker? Crosstabulation

Have you ever been in contact
with an Arvanitika speaker?
Yes No Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Agree  Count 20 12 32
% within
ATTITUDE 62,5% 37,5% 100,0%
% of Total 10,3% 6,2% 16,5%
Agree Count 44 40 84
% within
ATTITUDE 52,4% 47,6% 100,0%
% of Total
22,7% 20,6% 43,3%
Undecided Count 18 36 54
% within
ATTITUDE 33,3% 66,7% 100,0%
% of Total 9,3% 18,6% 27,8%
Disagree Count 8 9 17
% within
ATTITUDE 47,1% 52,9% 100,0%
% of Total 4,1% 4,6% 8,8%
St_rongly Count 4 3 7
Disagree % within
ATTITUDE 57,1% 42,9% 100,0%
% of Total 2,1% 1,5% 3,6%
Total Count 94 100 194
% within
ATTITUDE 48,5% 51,5% 100,0%
% of Total 48,5% 51,5% 100,0%
TABLE 47 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 48 Symmetric Measures
Asymp.
Sig. (2- Approx.
Value df sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal by  Phi
Chi-Square 8,2142 4 ,084 Nominal ,206 ,084
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 8,345 4 ,080 v ,206 ,084
Linear-by- N of Valid Cases
Linear
Association 2,733 1 ,098 194
N of Valid
Cases 194

a. 2 cells (20,0%) have expected count less than 5.

The minimum expected count is 3,39.
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Cross tabulation for variables Have you ever been in contact with an Arvanitika

speaker and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

TABLE 49 ATTITUDE * Have any Arvanitika speakers ever lived in your place of residence?
Crosstabulation

Have any Arvanitika speakers
ever lived in your place of
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residence?
Yes No Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Agree  Count 16 16 32
% within
% of Total 8,2% 8,2% 16,5%
Agree Count 34 50 84
% within
ATTITUDE 40,5% 59,5% 100,0%
% of Total 17,5% 25,8% 43,3%
Undecided Count 14 40 54
% within
ATTITUDE 25,9% 74,1% 100,0%
% of Total 7,2% 20,6% 27,8%
Disagree Count 7 10 17
% within
ATTITUDE 41,2% 58,8% 100,0%
% of Total 3,6% 5,2% 8,8%
Strongly Count 2 5 7
Disagree % within
ATTITUDE 28,6% 71,4% 100,0%
% of Total 1,0% 2,6% 3,6%
Total Count 73 121 194
% within
ATTITUDE 37,6% 62,4% 100,0%
% of Total 37,6% 62,4% 100,0%
TABLE 50 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 51 Symmetric Measures
Asymp.
Sig. (2- Approx.
Value df sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal Phi
Chi-Square | 5 gg42 4 210 by 174 210
Nominal
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 5,980 4 ,201 v 174 ,210
Linear-by- N of Valid Cases
Linear
Association | 2,738 1 ,098 194




N of Valid
Cases

| 194

a. 2 cells (20,0%) have expected count less

than 5. The minimum expected count is 2,63.

Cross tabulation for variables Have any Arvanitika speakers ever lived in your place

of residence and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

TABLE 52 ATTITUDE * What is your relation with Arvanitika speakers? (more than one answer
valid) Crosstabulation
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What is your relation with Arvanitika speakers?
(more than one answer valid)
Nothing
Relative Friendly Neighboring | to do with Total
ATTITUDE ISAtroneg Count 6 11 5 10 32
gree % within
ATTITUDE 18,8% 34,4% 15,6% 31,3% 100,0%
% of Total 3,1% 5,7% 2,6% 5,2% 16,5%
Agree Count 19 16 6 43 84
% within
ATTITUDE 22,6% 19,0% 7,1% 51,2% 100,0%
% of Total
9,8% 8,2% 3,1% 22,2% 43,3%
Undecided  Count 7 7 4 36 54
% within
ATTITUDE 13,0% 13,0% 7,4% 66,7% 100,0%
% of Total 3,6% 3,6% 2,1% 18,6% 27,8%
Disagree Count 1 3 1 12 17
% within
ATTITUDE 5,9% 17,6% 5,9% 70,6% 100,0%
% of Total 5% 1,5% 5% 6,2% 8,8%
St_rongly Count 1 0 0 6 7
Disagree %% within
ATTITUDE 14,3% 0,0% 0,0% 85,7% 100,0%
% of Total 5% 0,0% 0,0% 3,1% 3,6%
Total Count 34 37 16 107 194
% within
ATTITUDE 17,5% 19,1% 8,2% 55,2% 100,0%
% of Total 17,5% 19,1% 8,2% 55,2% |  100,0%
TABLE 53 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 54 Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. Approx.
Value df (2-sided) Value Sig.
Pearson Nominal  Phi
Chi-Square 19,3552 12 ,080 by ) ,316 ,080
Nominal
Likelihood Cramer's
Ratio 20,950 12 ,051 vV ,182 ,080




Linear-by-
Linear
Association

N of Valid
Cases

10,467

194

,001

a. 9 cells (45,0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is 0,58.

Cross tabulation for variables What is your relation with Arvanitika speakers and

Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

N of Valid Cases

194

TABLE 55 ATTITUDE * Have you even heard Arvanitika being spoken? Crosstabulation
Have you even heard Arvanitika
being spoken?
Yes No Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Agree  Count 20 12 32
% within
ATTITUDE 62,5% 37,5% 100,0%
% of Total 10,3% 6,2% 16,5%
Agree Count 42 42 84
% within
ATTITUDE 50,0% 50,0% 100,0%
% of Total 21,6% 21,6% 43,3%
Undecided Count
28 26 54
% within
ATTITUDE 51,9% 48,1% 100,0%
% of Total 14,4% 13,4% 27,.8%
Disagree Count 9 8 17
% within
ATTITUDE 52,9% 47,1% 100,0%
% of Total 4,6% 4,1% 8,8%
Strongly Count 4 3 7
Disagree % within
ATTITUDE 57,1% 42,9% 100,0%
% of Total 2,1% 1,5% 3,6%
Total Count 103 91 194
% within
ATTITUDE 53,1% 46,9% 100,0%
% of Total 53,1% 46,9% 100,0%
TABLE 56 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 57 Symmetric Measures
Asymp. Sig. Approx.
Value df (2-sided) Value Sig.
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Pearson
Chi-
Square
Likelihood
Ratio

N of Valid
Cases

1,539

1,555

194

,820

,817

a. 2 cells (20,0%) have expected count less
than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,28.

Cross tabulation for variables Have you even heard Arvanitika being spoken and
Attitude for Non Arvanitika-Speaking Population.

Nominal

by
Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Phi

Cramer's
\Y

,089

,089

194

,820

820

TABLE 58 ATTITUDE * Have you ever tried speaking or learning Arvanitika because of your relation
to Arvanitika speakers? Crosstabulation
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Have you ever tried speaking or
learning Arvanitika because of
your relation to Arvanitika
speakers?
Yes No Total
ATTITUDE Strongly Agree  Count 7 25 32
% within . . .
ATTITUDE 21,9% 78,1% 100,0%
% of Total 3,6% 12,9% 16,5%
Agree Count 10 74 84
% within . . .
ATTITUDE 11,9% 88,1% 100,0%
0,
% of Total 5,2% 38,1% 43,3%
Undecided Count 4 50 54
% within . . .
ATTITUDE 7,4% 92,6% 100,0%
% of Total 2,1% 25,8% 27,8%
Disagree Count 0 17 17
% within . . .
ATTITUDE 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 8,8% 8,8%
Strongly Count 0 7 7
Disagree %% within i i i
ATTITUDE 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%
% of Total 0,0% 3,6% 3,6%
Total Count 21 173 194
% within 0 0 .
ATTITUDE 10,8% 89,2% 100,0%
% of Total 10,8% 89,2% 100,0%
TABLE 59 Chi-Square Tests TABLE 60 Symmetric Measures
Asymp.
Sig. (2- Approx.
Value | df sided) Value Sig.




Pearson
Chi-Square

Likelihood
Ratio
Linear-by-
Linear
Association

N of Valid
Cases

7,7162

9,558

7,102

194

,103

,049

,008

a. 3 cells (30,0%) have expected count
less than 5. The minimum expected count

is 0,76.

Cross tabulation for variables Have you ever tried speaking or learning Arvanitika
because of your relation to Arvanitika speakers and Attitude for Non Arvanitika-
Speaking Population.
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Nominal

by
Nominal

Phi

Cramer's
\Y

N of Valid Cases

,199

,199

194

,103

,103




2. Questionnaires
Non-Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaire (Greek & English)

"Epevva Yo ta Appavitika

To mapov epaTHIOTOAOYI0 ATOTEAEL LEPOS O1OOKTOPIKNG O10TPIPNS OTOV TOUEN THG KOLVMVIOYAWGOOLOYIAG.
2ZT0Y0G TOV EPWTHUATOAOYIO EIVaL Vo, fonBNoeEl aThY KATOVONoN THS OVTIANWIG TV GOUUETEXOVIWY YIO. T
apfovitika. Aev vEGpYOLY GWETES Kot AaVOOTUEVES OTAVTHOEIS O€ Kaulo amo Ti§ Epwtiocis. Ot amavinoels
elvou eUTIOTEVTIKES Ko O10000AieTon N avavouia twv ovyueteyoviwv. O1 amovtioeis Qo ypnoiporoinBodv
HLOVO Y10, THY TOPODOa EPEVLVA KO Y10 KAVEVOY GAAO OKOTO.

Huepounvia: ......... [oviiiiianins [ocivinnn.
TOMOC: weeeee e

.  AHMOI'PA®IKA XTOIXEIA

®vro: LI Appev L1 Onv

Huokio: oo

Exnaidogvon: U IMpotopadua (dnpotiko)
L1 AevtepofdOpia (Mpvacio & Adkero)
L TprroBdOuia (Iavemotuo)

TOMOC KATAYOYNG: .o

TOMOG OUUPOVIIG: ..ot

‘Exete {nogl moté o€ KAMO10 GALO HEPOG EKTOG amd avTd dmov (eite TP
LI NAI OJOXI

[Tota elvan  untpikn oag YAwooa; (Av glote dyAwoGOUTOAMYA®GGOL, UTOPEITE Vo
dMoETE TEPIOCOTEPES OO pio OmaVTHOELS)™

LleAAnvikd

CIRAGy ko

Lrovtiokd

Lolapuco wiope e Bopeiov EAAGSOG

Orocoxoviko
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AA)o:
Mihdte Kt GALEC YADGGEG EKTOG OO TN UNTPIKT COG;
L NAI OOXI

[Toteg dAAeG YADOGEC LMAATE EKTOG OO TN UNTPIKT COC;

‘Exete épOetl moté oe emapn pe kKamolov Tov wildet apPavitika/Appavitn/-iooa;
O NAI OOXI

310 PHEPOG OTOV PEVETE/UEVATE KOTOUKOVV/KOTOIKOVGOY OLUANTES/ -TPLEC apPavitikwv;

T oyéon éxete pe ApPaviteg/-iooeg; (Mmopeite va dDGETE TEPIOCOTEPEG OO oL
amovTnoelg)™®

Lovyyevikn

Oeuakn

Llyertovikn

Ckopio

AA)o:

[T6co1 vopilete O0TL glvarl o1 OANTEC/-TPLEG TV apPaviTIK®V GTNV TEPLOYT COG
(vopog,mOAN, xwp1d) oruepa;

[Tocot mepinov vopilete Ot givar o1 opIANTES/-TPLeg TV apPavitikov ce OAN TNV
EAAGOa onpepa;

210 mAaiclo g oyéong oag pe ApPavite/-1ooeg, £xete TpoomafnceL vo LUANGETE I
va padete apPavitica;™
L NAI OOXI

[1660 cvppmveite pe Tic mopakdtm oniocels; Kvkidmote Tov aplOpo
aVAAOYQ LLE TO TOGO CLUPMVEITE 1| OLUPOVEITE.
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1) Mov apécel va oxovo va AGVE Ta opPavitico.

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Zopeovo ortdivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardlvto

Ag Ba Bela Ta TOnd1d pov vo LAdve ta apPavitika.

Zopeovo ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardlvto
®a M0eha va axod® apPavitike oy TMAEOPACST/PadIOPOVO.
Zoppove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta
Ta apPavitica dev £govv BEon ot chyypovn Kovwvia.

Zopeove ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

H petavéotevon tov AAPavov oty EALGda forndnoce 6to va priddve Teptocotepo o

apPavitika.

Zoppove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweove ardivto

[Marti motevete 6T o apPavitika etvon yYAdsoa vtd eEapavion;

[Tiotevete 60TL N aAPavikn petavactevon oty EALGda ennpéace v mopeia g
YA®ooag mpog v e&apdvion; Kot av vat, pe mowov 1pdmno;
Ag BaBeha o apPavitico va 01046KOVTOL GTO GYOAELD.

oueove oroivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awpove ardlvta

Ta apPavitika eivor vroPadicpévn YAOooo N Oev £X0VV YpaQ.

oueove oroivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardivtao

®a M0eha Vo CUUUETEY® GE pio opyoveUEVT TPOSTdOELD Yio T J1TPNON TOV
apPavitikov.

Zoueovo ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardivta
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9) Ta apPavitiko fTay PRI Yo TH cuveVVONon pe Toug AABavodc/-idec.
Sopeove artoivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

10) Aev 6o 0era va eEapavicTtovy ta apPavitiKa.
Zopueove ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardlvto

11) To kpdrog mpémel va otnpi&et T Sotpnon Tov apPavitikoy.
Zopeovo ortdivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awgove ardlvto

12) Eivau onpovtikd va cuveyicovy vo, tAlovvtal ta apPoavitico oriuepa.
Zoppoveo ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

13) Ta apPavitika de ypeidletar va dtatnpnOodv.
Zopeoveo ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

14) To va Epet kdmotog va puhdet kot apPavitiko pali pe GAleg YAOooes owEdvet To
EMIMESO KAAMEPYELAS TOL.

Zoppove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweove ardivto
15) Ot apPaviteg mpénet vo, otnpi&ovv ) dtathpnomn tov apPovitikov.

oueove oroivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awpove ardivta

Tvyvopn éete Yo to apfovitika;
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Study on the Arvanitika language

The present questionnaire is part of a PhD dissertation in the field of sociolinguistics.
Its aim is to contribute to our understanding of participants’ perceptions on Arvanitika.
There are no right or wrong answers to any of the questions included in the
questionnaire. Answers are confidential and anonymity of participants is secured.
Answers will be only used for the purposes of the present study and not for any other
purposes.

Date: ......... [oviiiinnn [oviiiiin.
Place: ...

I. Demographics

Sex: O Male O Female

Age: o

Education: O Primary (elementary)
[0 Secondary (junior high school & high school)
[ Tertiary (University)
LJOther......ooviii

Place of Origin: ......cccoeiiiii e

Place of reSidence: .........coveveiieiieieceece e
Have you ever lived in a different place other than the current?

O YES ONO

What is your mother tongue/L1? (If you are bi- or multilingual, you can choose more
that one options) *

CIGreek
OOVlach/Vlachika
[CIPontic
[OMacedonian
CTsakonian
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Other:
Do you speak languages other than your mother tongue?

O YES ONO

What other languages do you speak;

Have you ever been in contact with Arvanitika speakers?
O YES ONO

Have any Arvanitika speakers ever lived in your place of residence?

What is your relation with Arvanitika speakers? (more than one answers valid)
Crelatives

Clfriends

Clneighbors

CInone
Other:

How many Arvanitika speakers do you think that reside in your region today
(prefecture, city, village)?

Have you ever tried speaking or learning Arvanitika because of your relation to
Arvanitika speakers?

O YES O NO

How much do you agree with the following statements? Please, circle the number
depending on the degree of your agreement or disagreement.
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16) I like listening to Arvanitika.

I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

17) | wouldn’t want my children to speak Arvanitika.
I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree
18) I would like to listen to Arvanitika on TV/the radio.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

19) Arvanitika does not belong in modern society.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

20) The Albanian migration helped Arvanitika being heard/spoken more.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

Why do you think Arvanitika is under extinction?

Did the Albanian migration affect the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction?
If so, in what way?

21) I would not want for Arvanitika to be taught at school.
| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |Istrongly disagree
22) Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack of written status.
I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |Istrongly disagree
23) | would like to participate in an organised effort for the preservation of Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

24) Arvanitika was useful for the communication with Albanians.
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| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
25) I would not want for Arvanitika to die out.

I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree
26) The State has to support the preservation of Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
27) It is important for Arvanitika to continue being spoken today.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree
28) Arvanitika does not need to be preserved.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

29) Being able to speak Arvanitika along with other languages raises their level of cultural
development.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

30) Arvanitika speakers should support the preservation of Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

What is your opinion about Arvanitika?
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Arvanitika speakers’ questionnaire (Greek & English)

"Epevva o ta Appavitika

To mopov epaThioTolOYI0 ATOTEEL LEPOS O1OOKTOPIKNS O1OTPLPNGS OTOV TOUEN THS KOIVWVIOYAWTGOAOYIOG.
2ZT0Y0G TOV EPWTHUATOAOYIO EIVaL Vo, fonBNoEL aTHY KATOVONoH THS OVTIAWIG TV COUUETEXOVIWY YIO, T,
apfovitika. Aev vEGpPYOLY GWOTES Kot AaVOATUEVES ATAVTHOELS T Kauio. 00 TIG EpThoels. Ol OmavTHoElS
evou eUTIOTEVTIKES Kol O100poAileTal n avaovouia twv ovpueteyoviwv. O amovtioeis Qo ypnoipomomBody
LLOVO Y10, TV TOPOVOO. EPEVVA KOL IO KAVEVOY GAAO GKOTO.

Huepounvia: ......... [oviiiiinnins [ocivinnn.
TOMOGC: +eeeeee e

I. AHMOI'PA®IKA XTOIXEIA

®vro: LI Appev L1 Onv
Huakio: ...
Exnaidogvon: U IMpotopadua (dnpotiko)

L1 AevtepofdOpia (Mpvacio & Adkero)
O TprroPdaOuia (Iavemotiio)

TOMOC KATAYOYNG: .o

TOMOG OUUPOVIIG: ..ot

‘Exete peivel moté oe Kamowo dALO LEPOG EKTOG A aVTH OOV PEVETE TOPA,;
O NAI OOXI
[Tocot vopilete 6Tt ivar o1 OpUANTEG TV apPavitikov oTny mepLoyn cog (Vopdg)

oNUEPQ;
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[Toco1 mepimov vopilete 0TL vl o1 oANTEG TV apPavitikwv e OAN TV EALGO
onuepa;

» Xe kMpoka 1-5, 6mov 1=kaborov kat 5=apiota, fdrte X otov aptOuod mov
mAnclalel meplocdTEPO Eva amd T OVO

II6co kard pirate Ta ApPavitika;
Kabdorov 1.00 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 Apota

Tvypion Tov apfavitikov kavere; (.. PPoiég, yroOHop, LepOVoOIEVES AEEEIG T
QPAGELS KAT)

660 ocvyva prdate Ta apPfavitika,;

IToté 1.0 2.0 3.0 4. 5.0 TIlavto

o Ba yapaxtnpilate TOV E0VTO GOC MG OANTIY] TOV apPaviTIKOV;
LITéAeloc oA TG

LK aAOg opuAntig

CIMétprog opAntig

LIOyt moAd kakdg opAnTng

LK ab6Aov Kahdg opAntg

AA)o:

Mihao/phovoo ta apfavitikae: (Mropeite vo KOKADGETE TEPLOGOTEPES O piaL
EMAOYEQ)

[ Me yoveig

1 Me ouluyo

L Me ta modid pov

L] X dovield

[ Mg Toug ToRmovdES oL
O Zmnv ekkAnoio

L Ztig mapéeg pov

L] Xe yoptég

L] 7o kagpeveio
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L1 Zto oyorelo
Iow yA® G660 nadate Tp®OTE Vo PILATE;

O ApBavitika
L] EAAnvika
01 Ko ta 600

A6 mowov pdlate ta Appavitika;
L] Tovug yoveig pov

[] Tovg mammovdeg pov
L1 dAlovg cuyyeveig

[ tic mapéeg pov

L ™ yerrovid

[] to oyoleio
AA)o:

[1660 cvppmveite pe Tic mopakdtm oniocels; Kvkimote Tov apOpo
aVAAOYQ LLE TO TOGO CLUPMVEITE 1] OLALPOVEITE.

1) @a Mbela va akod® apPavitike 6TV THAEOPAGT)/ PadtOPmVO.

Sopupove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo amdivto

2) Ag 0a MBela ta ToudLd pov vo. rAdve to. apfavitika.

oueove oroivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awpove ardivta

3) Otav Ado pe Kdmolov ota apPavitika VidOm PeyoldTepn OIKEIOTNTA.

oueovo ordivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardivta
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4) "Exo vidoet apnqyavo plovtog ta oppavitiko.

Soppove ondivte 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

5) Eivar onpovtikd yo péva 1o 61t EEp® va iAG® ToL apPoaviTika.

Zopeovo ortdivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardlvta

6) To apPavitika dev £xovv BEon ot chyypovn Kowovia.
Zopeoveo ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta
7) Ag 0o MBera to apPavitika va S1846KOVTOL 6TO GYOAELD.
Zoppove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweove ardivta
8) Ot apPaviteg Tpémel va otnpi&ovy T SoTnpnon TeV apPavitikov.
Sopupove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweove ardivto
9) Av akovom &va avékdoTo ota apPavitike Oa pov gavel o acteio.
oueove oroivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awgove ardlvta
10) 10 oyoleio dev évimba dveta va Adm to apPfavitika.
oueove oroivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awpove ardlvta
11) TTpoorafd va prAdm apPovitike 660 TEPIGGOTEPO UTOPD.
Soppove ondivte 1 2 3 4 5  Aweovo ardivto

12) Ta apPavitika givarl vroBobuiouévn YAdooo ETEDN OgV EXOVV YPAPT.

oueove oroivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awgove ardlvto

13) H petavdotevon tov AABavaov oty EALGda foridnce 6to va tildpe epiocoTtePO Ta

apPavitika.
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Soppove ondivto 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

14) Ta, apPavitiko oL EAVIKAY XPHOULA 6T GVVEVVONGN e Toug AABavoic.
Zopeovo ortdivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardlvta

15) Metd ) petavaotevon tov AABavav dev n0ela va tiddo ta appavitika.
Zopeovo ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardlvto

16) Otav Bpebd pe Evav AAPavo Ba pknom EAAnvika.

Zopeoveo ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

H aABavikn petavdotevon oty EALGda ennpéace tnv mopeia TG YAOGGS TPOg TV

eEapdvion; Av voi, e TOOV TPOTO;

17) ®a 0ela vo cUUUETEX® GE pio opyoveuEVN TpooTdOeLa Yo T SlaThpnon TV
apPavitikov.

Sopupove ondivte 1 2 3 4 5 Aweove ardivta

18) Ta apPavitika de ypeidletar va dratnpndodv.

oueove oroivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awpove ardivta

19) Ta apPavitike pov ELAVOVV ELYAPIGTES AVAUVIGELS OTd TNV TOLSIKT oL NAKia.

Soppove ondivte 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivto

20) Yrfpyav @opég mov Evimoa amo&evauévoc/-n AOVTOG apPavitika.
Soppove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta
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21) AroBdvopot TepReavoc/-n 0tov WAdm ta apPavitiko.

Zopeovo ortdivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awgove ardlvto

22) To 611 rAdm apPavitiko givot v eTTAEOV TPOGOV yio. va Bp@ pio KaAr] SOVAELG.

Zopueovo ordivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awgove ardlvto

23) To kpdarog mpémel va. otnpi&el T datpnon Tov apPavitikmy.

Zopeoveo ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta

24) Aev Ba n0ela va e&apavioTodv o apPavitika.

Zoppove ondivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweove ardivto

25) Otav Bpickopor pe Tovg 01KEIOVG LoV pE EVYAPIOTEL VO LAG® oTa apPavitiKo.

oueove ortoivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awgove artdlvta

26)'Exo avtpetoniost TpoPAnua enedn whodoo apPovitika.

oueovo ordivte 1 2 3 4 5 Awoove ardivta

27) Av xdmolo¢/-o pe Tov omoio/tnv omoio kovPevtialm Eépet kot apPovitika Kot EAANVIKA,
TPOTIU®D VO TOV/TNG LIANG® EAANVIKAL.

373



Sopeove aroivta 1 2 3 4 5 Aweovo ardivta
28) To va. E€pet kdmoloc/-o va uiddiet ko apPavitika poli pe dAiec yYAdooeg avavel To
EMIMESO LOPPOONG TOV/TNC.

Zopueovo ordivta 1 2 3 4 5 Awpove ardlvto

Tv onpaivovy ywa €6dg Ta apPavitike; (Mnopeite va KOKADGETE TEPIGCOTEPES MO i
EMAOYEQ)

L Mntpkn yAdooo

L1 MuoTikog KOJKOG EMKOVOVING
U I'hdwooa mpootaciog

U Mapadoon/éBua

L Owoyevelokég oTiypég

O Avapvhoeig

L] Opnokeia

O Kataywoyn
AA)Lo:

Hopaxkato ypayte T 00 yopaxktnpilate KAmToLoV TOL AdEL Ta apPavitika.
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Study on the Arvanitika language

The present questionnaire is part of a PhD dissertation in the field of sociolinguistics.
Its aim is to contribute to our understanding of participants’ perceptions on
Arvanitika. There are no right or wrong answers to any of the questions included in
the questionnaire. Answers are confidential and anonymity of participants is secured.
Answers will be only used for the purposes of the present study and not for any other
purposes.

Date: ......... [oveiiiiii.. [oveiiin..
Place: ...

I. Demographics

Sex: O Male O Female

Age: o

Education: O Primary (elementary)
[0 Secondary (junior high school & high school)
[ Tertiary (university)
O Other.....ooie e

Place of OFigin: ......cccoeiiiiici e

Place of FreSIHENCE: ....cooe e

Have you ever lived in a different place other than the current?

L YES ONO

How many Arvanitika speakers do you think that reside in your region today
(prefecture)?



In which regions do you think Arvanitika is spoken?

» In the following scale 1-5, where 1= not at all and 5= excellent, write X
within the box that best represents your fluency.

How fluent are you in Arvanitika?

Not at all 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Excellent

What do you use Arvanitika for? (m.y. curses, humor, isolated words or phrases etc.)

How often do you speak Arvanitika
Never  1.01 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 Always

How would you describe yourself as an Arvanitika speaker?
CIFluent speaker

C0Good speaker

Ointermediate speaker

ClLower intermediate speaker

CINon-fluent speaker
Other:

I speak/spoke Arvanitika with/at: (More than one answers valid)

O with parents

O] with my spouse

0 with my children

[ at work

0 with my grandparents
[ at church

[ with friends

[ at festivals

(1 at the coffee-shop

O at school
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Which language did you learn first?

O Arvanitika
O Greek
O Both

Who did you learn Arvanitika from?
C1 my parents

0 my grandparents
[ other relatives
O my friends

O neighborhood

O school

How much do you agree with the following statements? Please, circle the number
depending on the degree of your agreement or disagreement.

1. 1would like to listen to Arvanitika on TV/the radio.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

2. Iwouldn’t want my children to speak Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

3. When | speak in Arvanitika with someone, | feel more familiarity.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
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4. | have felt uncomfortable speaking Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

5. Itis important to me that | can speak Arvanitika.

I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

6. Arvanitika does not belong in modern society.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

7. 1 would not want for Arvanitika to be taught at school.
| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
8. Arvanitika speakers should support the preservation of Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

9. If I listen to a joke in Arvanitika, | find it funnier than in Greek
| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree
10. At school I did not feel comfortable speaking Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

11. I try to speak Arvanitika as much as | can.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

12. Arvanitika is an undervalued language due to its lack of written status.
| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |Istrongly disagree
13. Albanian migration to Greece helped us speak Arvanitika more often.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
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14. Arvanitika was more useful in conversing with Albanians.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

15. After the Albanian migration, | did not wish to speak Arvanitika.
I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

16. When | meet up with an Albanian, | will speak in Greek.

I strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

Did the Albanian migration affect the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction?
If so, in what way?

17. 1 would like to participate in an organised effort for the preservation of
Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

18. Arvanitika does not need to be preserved.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

19. Arvanitika reminds me of pleasant childhood memories.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

20. There were times when | felt secluded while speaking Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
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21. | feel proud speaking Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

22. Speaking Arvanitika is an extra asset in the search of a good job.

| strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

23. The State has to support the preservation of Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

24. | would not want for Arvanitika to die out.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

25. When | meet up my close ones, | enjoy speaking Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 [|strongly disagree

26. | have got into trouble speaking Arvanitika.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

27. If somebody | talk to speaks both Arvanitika and Greek, | opt for Greek.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree

28. Being able to speak Arvanitika along with other languages raises their level of
cultural development.

| strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 |strongly disagree
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What does Arvanitika mean to you? (More than one answers valid)
0 Mother tongue
[0 Secret communication code
[0 Language of protection
O Tradition/Customs
O Family moments
OO Memories
[ Religion
O Origin
Other:

Please write down how you would describe a speaker of Arvanitika.
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10.”

11.

12.

Questions asked during interviews and focus groups (Greek & English)

Epoticsic Xvvévreving

®a Béhate va pov meite Alya mpdypata yio ) {on oag, Tt EXETE KAVEL, TOV LEYOADCOTE,
o0 &yete (Noel kAT, (obvtopo Ploypagikd, dvopa, OA0, ETAYYEALLN, GTTOVOLS, £xeTE {NOEL
aAAOD KAT)

Eiote puowoc opdntig tov apPavitikov/Eivorl n untpikn cog yAdooa;

A6 mov KoTdyovTol ol YOVeig 6ag, ol TanmovdES GOG;

A) TTob pkdve apPavitika oty EALGda? (Edv propovoate va (oypagicete to chvopa

TOV TEPLOYADV OV WAGVE Ta. apPaviTika/va QTIEYVOTE EVOV XAPTN LE AVTEG, TOLES TEPLOYES
Bo cvpmeprrappdvare);

B) To &Epete amd mpdTO YXEPL, EXETE WANGEL TN YADOGGO He avOpOTOVG Omd aVTEG  TIC
TEPLOYES TTOL OVOPEPATE 1] EYETE AKOVGEL AMAMG OTL TN WAOVV EKEL;

A) I1660 kord motedete OTL pddte apPavitika;

B) [Mwg katarafaivete 6L kAmoO10G TO LLIAGEL APLOTO,
2ag apéoel Vo, JUAATE/0KOVTE T YADGGO,
A)Xe mola YA®ooa ekppaleote mo e0KOAQ,

B) Xe moieg mepiotdoeig ypnoyonoteite ta apPavitika; (ekkAnocio, onitt, TapEes, YIOpTES,
Kapeveio, onpapyeio, tafépva, oxoreio, SOVAELR)

A)To va et kaveig apPavitika etvor yprcLLo Katd ) yvoun cog;
B)Eivat xolo va pkdet kaveic t yAdooa,

®a Béhate To Todd cag va puAdve to apPavitika? Kot av vor yati/ av oyt yati;/ Zta
TodLd 6oG uAovoate appavitika,

Eyete avtipetonicer moté nmpdfAnua emedn phovoate apPavitika; Eyxer toyel kdmotog
OV OEV Ta. LALEL VoL EVOYAN D&,

T poro €nanée 10 KPATOG GTNV JATPNON TNG YADCGOG;

[Tog etvar ot ApBaviteg oav dvBpmmot; Exovv kdmowa yopakmpiotikd waitepa; (y. Aéue
«apPoavitiKo KeQaA).
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13

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

. ot eivon ko fjTov 1 KatdoToon 6To GYOAEl0 0 oo e Ta apPavitika,
[No va modpe 6t kKdmoog etvar ApPavitng mpémetl va WAGEL OT®GOMTOTE TaL apPovitiKa;

A. Tn dekoetio Tov 90’ mov Npbav to AAPavol £tvyxe vo pilnoete pe AAPavovg;
Mnopovoate va cuvevvondeite;

B.Emmpéace n AAPavikny petavdotevon oty EAAGda v @bivovco mopeia TG
appoavitikng YA®ooag; Av vat, LE TOloV TpOTO;

[Tote phovoate o woAv ) YAmooa, / [16te akovydtav n yYAdooa mo moAd; ['otl tote;

®élete va pog meite pia pukpn wotopio/tpoyoddunpotacn/AéEn ota apPavitike; Kdtt and
™ {on cag 1 oTdNmoTE AANO.

A)Eyxet 10ye1 meprotatikd mov va oag fondnoce to 0t Eépate Ta apPavitika;
B)Eyete avtipetoniost moté kamowo mpOPAnpo emedn (Aovodte T YAMGGW, €CEIG

TPOCOTIKG 1 Kdmowog GvOpwmog Tov Kovivoy cog meparrovtog; (Yrapyel kdmoto
dvodpeotn eumepia mov Oa OElate va popacteite oe oxéon pe ta apPavitika?)

T etvan ta apPavitika yio 00c; (01KoyEveLd, TOPEO0oT KAT)

A)Ta apPavitika eivon pio Yhdooo mov oev Exel ypaptel. Exel toyet va ypdyete moté ota
apPavitika; Av vol Tolo aAQAPNTO PN CILOTOLEITE;

B) Ilog emmpedlel katd ) yvoun cog v toyn s YA®ooos avtd (To 0Tt dev €xEL
YPOPTED);

Katd mn yvoun cag, 8o énpene va vdpyet pio tpotofoviio/ vrostipiEn Tmv apPavitikmv
1660 Ao T0 KPATOG 0G0 Kot amd TOLS 1010VG TOVS OUANTEG 1) AKOUT| KOl TOAITIGKES
0pYaVAGELG/GVALGYOVS, MoTe va PNV e€apaviotel? Oa BEAATE Vo GUUUETACYETE GE Ud,
tétola mpoonddela;

Eoeic ta apPavitika ta puAdte cuyvd,; (Ze oxéon pe 1o mapeAdov)

A) Ta apBavitika eivon pia yhdooo vrd e&opavion; [og vimbete yi” avto;

B) INoarti motevete 611 ta apPavitika etvar vtod eEapavion;
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24. A)YEyete piinoet moté ) YAOGOO PE LEAN TNG OIKOYEVELNSG GOG YOl VAL TTEITE KATL TOV OF
BéLate va kaTaAdBovy o1 VTOAOLTOL YVP® GO,

B) Yrnpyav kageveia 1 GAlot yopot palwéng 6mov va palevovtotl Kupimg 060t LILobeav
apPavitika? Xe nepintmon Tov KATolog 610 Kopeveio oe pihovoe apPavitika;llaiotepa,
oe pépn 6mov poalevovrav apPoviteg kot GAAOL TOL dg WAOVGAV TN YAMGGO, GE Ol
YAdooa Oa prdovoate?ce péPN ToLv NTaV KLPIwg apPavitec.

25. A)Keivovtag tn cvl{ntnon, o BEhate vo popaocTteite pio evyplotn EUmEpio Gog GYETIKA
ue to appavitika;

B)Ymapyet kbt GAro mov Ba BELate va popacteite/va mpocbioerte;
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Interview Questions

1. Would you like to tell me a few things about your life, what you do/did for a living,
where you grew up, where you have lived etc.? (brief biography, name, gender,
occupation, studies, have you lived elsewhere? etc.)

2. Are you a native speaker of Arvanitika/ls it your mother tongue?

3. Where do your parents and grandparents come from?

4. A) Where do they speak Arvanitika in Greece? (If you could draw the borders of the
Arvanitika speaking areas/make a map of them, which areas would you include)?

B) Do you know it first hand, have you spoken the language with people from those areas

you mentioned or have you just heard that they speak it there?

5. A) How well do you think you speak Arvanitika?

B) How do you understand that someone speaks fluently?

6. Do you like speaking/listening to the language?

7. A) In which language do you express yourself better?)

B) In what instances do you use Arvanitika? (at the church, at home, with friends, in

festivals, at the coffee shops, in the town hall, in the taverns, at school, at work)

8. A) Is speaking Arvanitika useful in your opinion?

B) Is it good to speak the language?

9. Would you like your children to speak Arvanitika? And if so why/ if not why?/ Did you
speak it to your children?

10. Have you ever been in trouble speaking Arvanitika? / Has anyone who doesn't speak

them ever been bothered?
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11. What role did the State play in preserving the language?

12. How are Arvanites as people? Do they have any particular characteristics? (e.g., We

say ‘stubborn as a mule’ referring to Arvanitika people)

13. What is and was the situation at school in relation to Arvanitika?

14. In order to say that one is an Arvanite, they must speak Arvanitika?

15. A. In the *90s when Albanians came, did you happen to speak with them in Arvanitika?
Could you get along?

B. Did the Albanian migration affect the trajectory of Arvanitika towards its extinction? If

so, in what way?

16. When did you speak the language the most? / When was the language heard the most?
Why then?

17. Do you want to tell us a short story/song/sentence/word in Arvanitika or anything
regarding your life?

18. A) Has there been an incident when speaking Arvanitika was helpful to you?

B) Have you ever faced any troubles speaking the language, you personally or someone

close to you? (Is there an unpleasant experience you'd like to share regarding Arvanitika?)

19. What does Arvanitika mean to you? (family, tradition etc)

20. A) Arvanitika is an unwritten language. Have you ever written in Arvanitika? If so,

which alphabet did you use?

B) In your opinion, how does this (not being written) affect the fate of the language?
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21. In your opinion, should there be an initiative/support to preserve Arvanitika on the part
of the state and the speakers themselves or even cultural organisations/associations, so that
it does not go extinct? Would you like to participate in such initiative?

22. Do you speak Arvanitika often? (In relation to the past)

23. A) Arvanitika is today an endangered language. How do you feel about that?

B) Why do you think Arvanitika is endangered today?

24. A) Have you ever spoken the language with your family members to say something

that you didn't want the others around you to understand?
B) Were there coffee shops or other gathering places where mainly those who spoke
Arvanitika gathered? In the past, in places where Arvanites gathered, in which language

would you speak? In places where there were mainly Arvanites.

25. A) Before we end the interview, would you like to share any pleasant experience of

yours regarding Arvanitika?

B) Is there anything else you would like to share/add?
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Appendix B

5.12. Arvanitika Language Use
5.12.1. Pragmatic Use

P3: E, euéva de ue evoiopéper (va elapaviotei). Euéva de ue evoiapéper. Tt pov
xpealetor n apPavitin?

P3: Kot 11 pag ypnoueoet, u va v kavoovue? Tt va v xavooue? H ylwooa eivar i
eAdnvikn, to. elinvika, oot eivar n ylwooa pog. Tnv apfovitxia i vo, v kavoovue? E,
ue AAPavoig vai, vai. KaAo givou, oo piloue pe tovg AAfovois. Koo eivor. AALG ed@

e TOVG VTOTTIoVG Y1oTi va puAdue opfavitika?

P3: Xag eima n eyyova. pov wov Eépet ta apPavitiko. eivar n kopn TS KOPHS Hov £0w. Na.
Kou eivar yovouxoloyog. Ta drro 5 dev EEpovv apfavitika. ... Taopa s yyovag uov e

&yovve Pyel yprowo. yioti tg moyaivoove yovoires ALfoveleg.

P8: Znuepo dev umopodue vo, movue 0t vIapyel KAmo10¢ (WTIKOS Ypos, TAnBvouiaxog,
WaTE VO, UTOPEIS Va. ovorTOEELS avTh T YAwaaa. Aniadn dev eivar katt cAafixo, vo meig
va. 10 avorTo&els, va naleig, vo. €y pia oyopa, vo, To OEIS GOV KIVHTPO Y10, UETOVOTTEDTT]

lowg oty Pwaoia, 0mov 6co1 oev CEpovve atn MOacyo Ty TEYVIKDV KOTOTKEDMOV.

P8: o1 Elinves, kou kopiwg o1 Lovliateg, oev Oélove emovdevi va pilave appfovitika.
Eneion eiyov eumloxel otov moieuo ue tov Ain Ilaod, tov OGswpodooyv mpoarary twv
AAPovov kou eCautios avtod oev Gédave. Koi to yvapilw moid kold, €101k t0 ywpio
UHOG, ELOIKG. TNV EXAV® YEITOVIQ, THV EMOVOUOLOUEVH] KOL...VEITOVIQ, Ol OTOIOl TEYVIKG,
udbove ta. ApPavitika yia vo. mepvave xolotepo. pe toog OBwuavovg. Lo mpoktikodg
A0YovG... Avto 10 Kavave kou wollol EAlnves oty Mixpa Adia, kopiowg yopw oto 1860
1880, o1 omoior widnoave Apuévika yioti tote o1 Apuévior mepvodoave KaADTEPA. e TOVS
Totpkovg 1 Tobpkixa...Me tovg Kapouavinoes o1 omoiol owoave ) Opnokeia, uAnoave

Tobpkixa kou TELVOLGOY KOADTEPQL.

P2: Orav eiyav épber o1 mpoapvyes €0, UaS EAEYE [0 YOVAIKQ, THS EIXOVE OKOTMWOEL TO

&va TOuoi... NTOV TOTE TOV TOAEUCYAVE KO LUOS EAEYE VIO, TOV GVOPO. THS IOV ELYE TPOPoTo.
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ka1 whyove ovo Tovprol kal eirave: « Oa paue, Oa wodue ko Go Tov KOyovue T0 KePal
eto0TOVY. AVTOS OUWGS TO. Néepe Ta apPoavitika yiati o1 Tovpkol wiAayave oppovitiko kou
0. Néepe oo Twpa kot Bo. oag ptialw. Tovg édwae ko uebvoave Kai T1ovg oKOTWOE KA

épuye ka1 Npbe eow.
K2: Xiyovpa pidayove yio va emixorvavioooy (o1 Todpkor pilayove opfavitika,).

P2: Ola eivar. OAeg tig yAadvaoeg vo. tig Eépeig. Eivar to mio wpaio mpdyua, yiati simoue
0€ OKOTMVEL 0 GALOG Kol a0 Aéel, aAla dev to Eépelg, oev to katalafels. Aua Eépelg, Oa

katolapers kar Bo pvidyecor (yélio).

P5: Exyovve ylvtwaer avOpwmor omo to amoomoouo(!)... Axo obo apfavitika... Tote n
Kouoaprovy nrave...(!) KaOe mpwi oro 1 pviarés APépwe, 4 n wpa, 10 Kouiovi... kol

aTOV OETLOPDIOKA, EVOS TIYE TOL Ag€l: Koy ykpova. de dien”, “Exw yvvaika kol waidia.”,

700 Jéel. “Pe fla” tov Aéel, “Oev Exeig aiuo uéoo. oov, (!)” Kai ékave otpafa uatia... O

oeaopvlokog kataldfaive, nrav Apfovityg.

5.12.2. Symbolic Use

K: Na me1 kamwoio tpoyodor, puopoloyia?

P1: Ilopt 0 k1 0 mo LovAe ykpivt, ToE O10D UE VTL VIO OLYK, GTEPE GTOVPYK VIE OPO, TE TLO

y10 KovpTOoL oKoV. To KoTaAdfate owTO?
O1: Avto givau tpayoio.

P2: Eirmo. mwov / ot1g 0moxpies nalevotay oAn 1 yeitovid o€ Eva. OTitl, UEYAAO OTiTI, KOl
mwAoboiog nrav ko ueyoros. Kou yopedoue xoi J&yove to. TePLocoTepa apPovitika, o

Ayotepo. eAAnviKG.
K1: Metougpie{ovrovoay kai yeldyave, Aéyave tétoio ooteia.

Pl: E yoptdoomo kovicéiva focov ue YKIpVIOVE KOUTS UETOCOTE KOTOEIVO. VIOSoue

XOPAG.

P1: Kotoav moprapo 601 Litie BoforovBopve. o yili faco. topdvo To1 KEVETODAP.

K1: IInyaivete kopitoio umpoata vo, Yopeyete.
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P3: Eva tpayodor Qo oas ww. Me falav’ o1 kormile o’ févee p' via movg, oo yie coyo n
uopo (éump' lopo komovv. Eva kopitol opoppo mwov mnyaivel GOVEYELQ. GTO THYCOL, OTOW

™V EPAET UAVa OV THY KOPOLd, LoD TH PayILEL.
K1: Movo exppaoeis kar kouia AéCh.

P6: E, evidéel, koyua AéCn // Nat aAld, yio vo, 600 KGVeL 01040Y0... (0gV Kavovy d1aioyo

EVVOEIL)

P5: Otav Gélave va exppaoovve kati to omoio o ue fapdvovao. onuacio, Oa to Aéyove

appavitiko]

P5: Nai. Orav Géiave va movv éva evtpamelo, éva. Eépw yo 1, Qo 0 EAeyay omwe Ba to

‘Aeyov. AAAa otow Bglove vo. Kop... € YKEYKE TaE VIE YOV, T  OKOVUS Tl 60D AéW;

P5: [Tpayodor]: aro 01:04:51 Nou, var var Mopi guoi, diooua g d¢ facirikor ... “Nau,

vai vair Mopt euor”. Tpayovoaer th Mapia! “dioouo & de faoirikor” eivai ... fooilikog

givat o, 0..., T0 ayopt ko1 dooua eivar n komeia! Kataldfate, [to ekpépel ue tootoypovo

avaoTevoyuo]

P5: Exovue twv amokpew, mov ekel yivoTave UEYGLO POYOTOTI, UEYGLOS YXOpog! XZTtnv

mhozeia, oleg ot appefwviacuéves... E, féfoio n opynotpo. éleye; “tadu ta fodtoo 1 ve

uoi'1 yopa”. Bovtoo. eivar 1 Popéla, évo arevog LOAvo po viodyieg, (e Tyeg, OuEvo e
arepavia aiogpévia, mov falav to vepo. Hrav modd kobopo xar moid kpdo 1o vepo exel
oty Popéia. Bobtao i fapéla. Bopéia to Aéet n 'ewpyio Mytaxn o’ éva tpoyodor tig.

Nou! Kou... g Aéer: “Mava, tyv éomooa t Popéra’”. “21 yio umdpe kaloypé, fovtaa Lo

ko to gpe” Ty ovouadel kaloypid v Kop1, (€, KAKOUOIpa, TWS TO ‘KOVES, KOIVOOPLo 1

povtao. kou v éomaoeg!). “Bdpa to fappPi te oe, pooe o¢ to Ppnte oe” (Ekova va uAnow

ko1 émeoo, kol Oa ‘yo oxotwlei! AALG evtvyas mov éamaae n Popéla). Avti covavtnOnke
UE TOV VeOpo, K1 ekel yivay olo. Etor mov leg! Do ta tpayovoio Eyovve to evtpdmelo,

ola, OAa.

P5: Aoiwov, nrave ovo yertovieoeg. H pio nrave teuméia, oxoudtiooa, n ailn nrov
epyatikia. Kabe Ppaov n epyatikic o éxave évaaa, pio (oun, kor v Epiyve otn
XOPOAY ... avTO AgyoTtav, Aéyetal, kovkovia. Ko ) oxémale ue t yofoin kai yivotove.
Tnv éfyole, tam, tam, tam, v tivale. T’ drxovye n yeitoviooa, epyotave, Ekofe KouuaT,

«

¢ éowve. llepdoay o1 uépeg, oev axovye tar, tax kobolov! “Bpe” Aéer “t1 Qo kavw,”
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Tng Aéer: “yertoviooo, oev akovw TOT, Tam, o€V kavels,” “A!l” tng Aéer i yeitoviooo,

“tawpa dev Eyel Tor, Tam, Exel pov kal yar” [yéiia]
R: Anloon;

O35: Anloon, to pvana va kpvawaoel kot o épaya [P: vou, ka1 Epoya, yio vo unv axovoelg

Ko épbeig vo. {ntnoeig] [védia]
R: Avto 1 eivou, oav mopoiuio.,
P5: Eto1 maioi pov. Avta givai... eivai to movypa.

P5: Iovtog gidovg. Me yapég, ue Aomeg, ue (...) Epwta, ue mapa moild mpayuoto. AALG
T0. TEPLOGOTEPQ, ETELON O avOpwmos Oélel va yaipetal, ag mapovue Ty €kooyn
XOPOVUEVH.

O35: etvou tadpa..., tpoyovoro. apfavitika Exovv ypaptel TOAAG Kor Aéyovtor!

P7: Aua Oého vo maw avéxdota ko tétola, Aéw opfavitiko. Eivor wo wpaio!

P7: Oa oro ww. Eiye épber kar avipova youmpoik axototpvr, iye EpBet 0 youmpog ax 'to

YWPLO, ODTO, EVEYOVED HIP 1EQOPaL Liviedyki, evefalvie LOLOTAPOKL, LUOVOTONOKL

evriumovp, oivrt voucle avrafor gfé Paocrave 1tlix Bavie meOspil emo. VikomokvTalte

[yéio]

P7: [yvéhia] Evefavteve mldko ¢Ttov, ¢pTov vo unv ofackobel, TEw youmpov TP, KAVoue

Aepeven youmpo [yélio] prov Tipd va pocyobel kouév gpop komdl kokeld, el eivor

TaAkopt Onloon.

O1: Movo ey aov poitntpio. oto aupiféatpo ato Kopwmi eiyo aouportnty koi metaye
kopud, Aen apPovitikn Etoi yra va yeldoovue. Noi, vor «mwg ivoi ET01 a0T00» «TWS EIval

etal exeivy? o vo, kopoidéyels kart.
P1: Arodidetor ue v apPfoviticn wold mopootatixa, ue pio 1&En. Ileg kouda. ..

K1: Aéleis mov evieyouévag o€ Qo eixoy axpifin UETAPPOOH GTHYV EAANVIKH TOPG HUOVO
TEPIPPACTIKI] KOL Y1 ODTO YPHOYOTOIOVUE TV opPovitikn Jeén o€ avTég TIG TEPITTWOEIS

(G1: y1a va kopoidéwovue KATO10V Kol V. YEAGGOVUE.)

O1: Noi vouilw vou (otnv epadtnon av eival mo KODTTIKO TO X10DUOP).
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K1: Eueic umopovue va to avtiingbodue puovo avto 1o mpdyuo kor vouilw ot givar yi’
ovT0 T0 AOYyO, E€MELON OTA EAANVIKG TNV AEEh owtn Oo mpémer vo TtV TEPLYPAYEIS

TEPLPPOCTIKA.

P4: Noi to kavw (uiidw oty dovieia) ue yiovuop. Otav Oédaue va modue oapopa, Kol
TEPL YOVOIK@DV 0 AOYOG, Ta AEyouE ato. apPovitiKe YIOTl HTOVE WO TITEPOTA, ELYOVE Ui
évraon orapopetikn og movue. Noi, var eivar moAd atoyevuéva ato. opPavitiko. Towg eivar
Kol 01 AéCels mio 0lels. 2TiC OUVECTIGOEIS TOV KAVOVUE KAT O€ [AGuE opPovitika, oALG
otav Oélovue va ToDUE KOTI TITEPCTO TO TETAUE TTO, APPavitiKa, omote yiveral youogs. To

1010 QW TO TEIS TT0. EAANVIKG, O€ GOV KAVEL TOOO UEYOAN EVIDTWAT.

5.12.3. Solidarity Use
P8: Ipémer va fpw kdmoiov wov uildel Apfavitixa, vo uilnow uoli tov vo modue kamwoio,
mpayuato / o oikeia o€ guds... Eival pua diatnpnon wag evlounong, uiog mopadooyg,

H10G KOTOYWYHG.

P7: Na oov ntw... mopadoon. Oyt oitkoyévela, ivai mopaooan, wpaio, Tws Vo, T0 Tw,
P7: Me evyapiora ko dvadpeata. (yeyovoto, cvvoéoviat), e OAa.

FGI: Miloue, oty mapéo.

P8: TNa pévo eivor // otav wirdaw ApPovitiko Ovuduor ™ uévo, pwov kai tm yLoyid,
Hov...Noui, tv otkoyéveia pov. Tnv oikoyéveia...eivai mopaooan, ivor oikoyévela. Eivai

TOALG.

K: Edw oto dpduo, Pyaivaue to kolokoipt, atn ywvio ue ™ Xopikieio, omévavr. Eiye

PILEVAOES €0 OTN YEITOVIA, OJLG KO LUE YEITOVEG.

P3: Me gilovg, ue pitovs. Oyt exxinoia. Nou otnv tofépva. Me kovévave, Oyt ue

wollovs. EAAnvike, juAave 0w atny tafépvo.
P3: Nai, vou ue yoveis ko pue tovg pilovg.
P3: Kopn: 2vyywpiavois, couratpiamreg.

P3: Noui, kou ato kogpeveio. Tapo Exw éva pilo koi givor 95 ypovio ki giuoote oto
kagpeveio. Me ovtov iaue appovitika kot topa. Me ovtov wiiaw appavitiko. AALG ye

700G GAAODS Oyl
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P4: Movo otav Ppiokouoi ue ovyywpiavoig pov.

P5: Eva ta ypovia exeiva [mavon] o fpiorxovioveoy oy ekkinaio, otov oyoloye n

exrAnoia Oo. fpioxovioveay oto kapeveio(!)...

P5: Nou, vou, oty exxinaoio(!). Noai, XPONIA I[10AAA! Toomopt kovumdpiio,; E ko pipo.

oxépwva; [G: mov onuoivovv;] E de Mote Xovue! (Zro 29.31" — 29.39") Kalnuépo.

kovumapa! Tnv éyers kald v otkoyéveia, Ko Xpovia wolra! (1) Mote Xodue [G: Mote

2obue] Mot eivar o ypov.. o ... 0 ... 0 TEPAIVOS Ypovos. Xpovia moila! [G: to molia
eivar o govue.] No!

P7: M’opéaer. M’opéael. Epyoviar 0@ 01 YeITOVIGOES KOl TOVG KOTOVA® KOl KOVEVA.
P7: To evyopiotiéoat, kvpio Zogio.

P7: Nou kou n Kalliory, oAes apfavitiko.

O7: OAeg, 0w n yerrovia, o1 mo ueyaies oies iAayave appovitixa.

P7: Kolo. ty Aitoo. v ym kavet...

P7: Znuepo, ne v aoelpn pov. Ilov Eépovue kdt étar amd 10 ywpid, Go to movue

opPovitixa.
P7: Kou ue tov avipo. poo.

P7: Aev Epw (mote apyioe vo. pbivel). Méypt o mamos. Eyd éywm axodoel to gvayyélio

opPovitixa.
P7: O mamo Aqunzpng. Eiyoue waer oty ekxnoia, éEw yivotove...

P7: ...Eyw Ovuduor avto, émaoca, 0ev tov €i00, VIaTI HOS Elye TWOEL N UAVO, HOD OTHV
exkAnoio, ko eime: «Edenfoalotety K1 avto 10 £y 010 PLAAG OV. AKOUN apPovitiko

aVTO aT0 EVOYYEALD TP Kou TO gime «AenBalog o KOp1ogy, e 0 KUPLOG.
P7: O morags nrov Apfavithns...Apod tpayodooye ko yOpeve KLOLOG.

P6: Me ta moudid, Eqpw eya 1, Tov ayoleiov éviwba aveta. Apod ta EEpae diot kai To.
HAGyoue.

O1: H puxpotepn adeppn e UNTEPOS OV, THS PIOYIOS OV ONA0ON, EIVOL YEVWHUEVH TO
'29, 90 ypovav onuepa, n yrayid pov tov 14, n ueyaldtepn s adepen. Avtny tov 29

nrav apioty uadntpio kou eiye moel kal youvaoio, Ilavieio, ékave 2 étn otnv Ilavreno,
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omote giye ueivel 0. Oyt 1o, 0w, atov Aompomvpyo. Tnv mpolafie Aiyo o moreuos omote
OTOUATHOE VIO A0 Kol OOLVEYIOE UEYOAVTEPN KO1 TO Efyaie ka1 mépaoe otny
Tavrero...Onote Tyoave eyw Kot EPAETO T YIOYIC, OV Kol TOY0IVE Kol e T Beia exel
wépo. Omorte ue Efleme pov Eleye «gueic ato ayoieio puaboivovue yio tov Apiorotélny kat
Cexivaye kou pov éleye koteforo to apyoaio tov ApiototéAn. H upov éleye yia tov
KAOGIKO ...0T0 T VEVIO. TOVG, Ba oov el 0Tl TO TPWTO UGONUG OTO AOTIVIKG €1Vl TO
Regina rosas amat. H Oeia néepe 6)0 to keiuevo kar 1o éleye 6l0. Kar apod uov éleye
01000po. TETOL0, EAEYE «TAPO. B0 UAS ETITPEYELS TOLOL LLOD VO LIAGODUE TTH YADOTO. LOCH
Kol yopile oty Yiayia wov kKot wiloyay appovitiko. Apod o motépags pov oev néepe... Nai
nrav mold mio oixeio. Koi twpo toon wpo. (¢ piloel) yati Cpel ot ead katalofaivels
0. eAnvika. Evao oe gudg yio mopaderyuo. otow Oo. pog ommynbei pia 1otopia, Tt e EITE N

webepa. e 1 n adepen s, Bo. to mEL ato. apPavitika OTwS E1TWONKE TOTE.

O1: Kai nrov ue  Nriva kor wailove yoptid kot ¢ éieye e Nivog ta vodugpa mov
glye o WIKPOS (0 gyyovog tg), S to.” Agye apPovitika, vai, vor yio. 10 HKPOOAN Kol

vedayave. Tov meypaloue T0v 00EAPO T0V TO LIKPO.

K1: Axpifag, Aéyove xatt uetold tovg otav de Gélave va 10 KotaAafovus gueis ot

vroloimot (01 YOVeELg).

K3: Oy, uetald tovg. Kou ta mebepird. pov. Movo otav de Oédave va kotaldfovue gueic

KATL, TOTE UIAGYQVE.

Ol: Epyotav kowid yeiroviooa, Cooéppn TS paveg, kovfevrialave  koi
TNyoIva...ETaIpvo, Kouio. Kovfévia, apfovitika kovfevtialove, 0ird mpolevid, mov

kavave, nleio va ta opralo. 11" 0wt eiyo uabet kot

P4: E kopud popao. ue to. mouoid, (otov nrov to maidia umpoota). Aev Géiw vo Eépovve

amééw. Mropel va piinow, Eépw ey, (yélia)

P4: Xe mepiotdoeis mov eiuar oe mapéo og wodue ko Cépel ki aALog...y1ati EEpovue Ot 0

arlog Oa mopelnynbei. (yélio)
K7: No unv axovoovve ot 6lL01, va unv Katorofoivoove.

FG2: ITio mold otav Oélaue va Agyaue to oika pog, pilayoue erebbepa, otav nuoote
UETOCD ApPovitarv, Kou Uropodooue Vo YAEDGGOVUE 1] VO. KPOWOVUE O’ TOVS GALOVS TOD

Hirovoove uovo eAinvika lo, kou ypnoyomroiobdooue T’ appavitika.
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FG2: Télog mavriwv, ki exel ypnoyomoiodooue v’ opPavitiko Kol KOVoue Hio E0...,
eow-ovvovvonon! Orote onuaivel O0tl amokpOfoue kKol KOTl TOAES QOPES OmO TO
OAQEVTIKO, aG TOVUE, TOV dovAevaue, N vo, un uobaivave T A&yaue. Ziyovpo nog Eyovv

povel ypnouo(!)

FG2: Aéyaue yio 10 paynto mov giye KOVEL T0 AQPEVIIKO, OEV NTAVE KOAO, NTAV IO,
rétauo(!)Nai, andvew oty doviera. Hrave yio wétauo(!). Kar 1éue “Oo tov 10 pépovue
oto kepadl N oxi,” Kai amopoociooue, KAVoUE YEVIKH GOVEAEDGY, OV TO TETALOVUE OTO

kepadl Tov apevrikov(!). [TEhio]

FG2: Orav witodoe eAdnvika, réyoue epwtixa meipayuato gueis ot’ apfavitixa, puetolod

nog “roe umovkovpt ai yie(?)” “t wpaia wov gicoi!” ‘Mmovumovpriéc’(?), ta uailié...,

n o€ EEpw, aTo o EIVaL OUOPYPH...

5.14.1. Mixed Marriages

K1: edw o xdauog, to ywpio nrov ouryes, oev vmnpyav moilés exyulies pe avlpwmong
extog Aomporvpyov, 1 Qo fTav omo yopw ywpia wov nrav exions Appavites. Apa n

YAwaoa datnpninke exi TolAa ypovio, kol exifinoe.

P8: Evtalel, Eyovv yivelr mapo moAlol piktol youoi. Aev owapye Lavo, yio, Vo KpatHoel To

oOVOEGUO UE TO. apPoviTiKa, ETOUEVMIS, XOVETOL 1 YADOTO.

P8: Oy1. XZravio. (moli6 wavipevovray ue un appaviteg). To Oewpodoay vrodeéatepo vo,

TAVIPEVTEIS KATOLO. EKTOG TOV YXWPLOD.

FGI: Kai vioma, avta. Aev Epovue suetc. Huaorov oiot ApPavites. Twpa opyioave vo

PEPVOVY VOPES OTTO TO Ywpio, T0 LkAnbpo, owto...Kou umepocotnroue. ..

— FG2: Me tov kaupo, arrale owto. [ati pidaue eAnvia, pe t adlvyo eAinvika, ue to
TaLO10, EAANVIKG, OTOTE GPYLOE O TPOTOG, PE TALOL UOV, TKEYNS VO EKPPOLETOL EAANVIKA.

Av ouwg mpiv 30 ypovia, Ba. ‘tav opPovitiko.

—FG2: Oa aravtiow eyw, Go cas ww © éyve. Toti, koo guéva, n amoyn eivol Ot
TavIpevTRKOUE EKTOS Ywpiod. Tlov de puilovooue, o UIAODTE Evo, UeYOAO UEPOS TOD

XPLOD, ONAGON TOVIPEVTHKOUE EKTOS YWPLOD TOL O€ piAodaay opPfovitiko! Kar ovto pog
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OVOYKOOE UETA, EK TWV TPOYUOTMV, EPOTOV UE TH GDLDYO, TOD O€ HILOVGE apPavitiKa, Vo,
poyovve ta opPovitiko. Kai pirayoue eAinvikd. To moioid nag, Epocov ol yoveig... mAEov
OKOVYOVE UOVO EAANVIKG, apyloe vo. pevyel T0 apPavitiko. Eved ue pag nrav 1o

avtifeto, wilovooue uovo opPavitiko.
— FG2: Aexaetio ‘60 ue “70.

— FG2: 2vv 10 yeyovog ot1... pilog pov pe maidi pov, o oroiog Ayyrog ue EAAnvioa. Eiyov
oVUPOVHoEL 0Tl “ey@d Ba wAdw oto mouo1a ayyAikd koi ov eEANVIKG yia vo. TiS uafovy
ka1 Ti¢ 0vo. E, gueic dev to Bewprooue 1000 amapoitnto ovto 10 mpayua... Etol Ocwpn
£y, €101 TATEL® ONAAON. 1 10T N YADOOTO. O€V..., TOS VO, T0 T, deV NOELE 0 TOTEPAS LOS
va. pog ) nabet, ovte kai va un pog m puabei... Ae pog éfaie kévw va mer élo vo, 6o
7o wag eivar’. Midoboe ko axodyoue. Tn pirodoe ue  untépa pog. Otav mTnye n yovoika
UES 010 omitl, 1] (...) ooviRBWS N Yovoaiko §TaY, OV Elye AVOPES OO 0AA0D, yovaikes pBlav
amo aALOD Kou ueivoy £0m, Otav N yovaike o€ yvwpilel ) yAwaooa givar Aoyiko 0Tl 0

avipag TS MIAGEL  ovVEXWS  oTH  YAwooa  Tov o0t KOTOAGPOIVEL

— FG2: Na kavw o mopozipnon Géiw. O Ayylog ue thv EAAnvida giyove va diorééovve
000 YAWOOES 01 OTOIES EIVOL ETIONUES, YPAPOVTaL oo TV 1oTopia, Exovve ypnon(l), Ta
appavitika Oswpodvioy, kar Gewpodvior axouo. kol auepo, ywpic kouio ypnon. Xwpic

Ko, alio, ywpig vo. Kavel KATl...

—FG2: Towg xar o1 yvvaikes mov movipedtnray allod dev 1o Bewpnoav mwoté oov

vITOYPEDTT, OOV KOAONKOV aVayKoio Vo, UTovy ath OloOIKATIo, Vo, HIAGY 0T, TOLOIA.
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5.12. Arvanitika Language Use
5.12.1. Pragmatic Use

P3: Uh, I'm not interested (if it disappears). | don't care. What do | need Arvanitika

for?

P 3: And what use is it to us, what can we do with it? What can we do with it? The
language is Greek, Greek, this is our language. What can we do with Arvanitika? Well,
with Albanians yes, yes. It's good that we talk to the Albanians. It's good. But here with
the locals why talk Arvanitika?

P3: I told you my granddaughter who knows Arvanitika, is my daughter's daughter
here. Yes. And she is a gynecologist. The other 5 don't know Arvanitika. ... Now for my

granddaughter it has been useful because she is consulted by Albanian women.

P8: Today we cannot say that there is a vital space, in terms of a population, so that
you can develop this language. | mean, it's not something Slavic to decide to develop it,
to learn it, having a market for it, to see it as an incentive to emigrate, perhaps to

Russia.

P 8: the Greeks, and especially the Souliotes, did not want to speak Arvanitika at all.
Because they were involved in the war with Ali Pasha, they considered him the
protector of the Albanians and because of this they did not want to. And | know it very
well, especially in our village, especially the upper neighborhood, the so-called...
“neighborhood”, where they technically learned Arvanitika to have a better time with
the Ottomans. For practical reasons... This was also done by many Greeks in Asia
Minor, mainly around 1860, 1880, who spoke Armenian because then, the Armenians
had a better time with the Turks or Turkish... With the Karamanlides, who saved the
religion, spoke Turkish, and had a better time.

P2: When the refugees had come here, a woman told us, they had killed her child... it
was then when they were fighting (in the war) and she told us about her husband who
had sheep and two Turks went there and said, "We're going to eat, we're going to drink,
and we're going to cut off his head." But he knew Arvanitika, because the Turks spoke
Arvanitika, and he knew it so he thought - now | will fix you. He gave them something

to drink, and they got drunk, and he killed them, and he left, and he came here.
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K2: They definitely talked to communicate (the Turks spoke Arvanitika).

P2: Everything is. Knowing all languages. It's the coolest thing, because as we said the
other person intends to kill you and tells you, but you don't know it, you don't

understand it. If you know, you will understand and be guarded (laughs).

P5: People have been spared from the firing squad(!) ... From uttering some
Arvanitika... It was in Kaisariani... (') Every morning from the Averoff prisons, at 4

o'clock, on the truck... And one went to a jailer saying, "Cam grua the thiem,” "I have

a wife and children,” he tells him. "Re vla," he tells him, “Don’t you have blood in

you? ()" and he turned a blind eye... The jailer understood, he was an Arvanite.

5.12.2 Symbolic Use

K: To say a song, or a dirge?

P1: Part o ki o po lule grint, pae thio me di do thig, stere sturg de thro, te piu yo kurtu

skon. Did you understand that?
G1: This is a song.

P2: | said that / on Halloween the whole neighborhood gathered in one house, a big
house, it was rich, and it was also big. And we danced and they spoke mostly Arvanitika,

less Greek.

K: They would disguise themselves and laugh, they would tell such jokes.

P: Eh giortasapa kutseina vasan me girdane kamps metaxote kotseina davame haras.
P: Kochan parpara thoi lilie thavatuthorna po hili vasa torona chi kenetuar.

K: Go ahead girls to dance.

P3: A song, I'll tell you. Me kopile vasan oi kopile ch' vente tr'da pus, sa hye soho i
mama zebr' lomo kopun. A beautiful girl who goes to the well all the time, when | see

her, my mother, my heart breaks.
K: Just expressions and a few words.
P6: Uh, okay, a few words // Yes, but to have a dialogue... (he means they don't have

dialogues)
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P5: When they wanted to express something that was of great importance, they would

say it in Arvanitika]

P 5: Yes. When they wanted to say something jocular, let’s say, they would say it in

their own way. But when they wanted to (tease)... e gege che de fon? Do you hear what

I'm telling you?

P5: [Song]: at 01:04:51 Ne,ne ne Marie emoi, thiosma e the vasiliki ... "Ne, ne, ne

Marie emoi.” Mary sings!"diosma e the vasiliki™ is ... vasilikos is the, the..., the boy

and_diosma is the girl! Got it? [uttered with a simultaneous sigh]

P5: We have the carnival, where there was a big feast, a big dance! In the square, all

the betrothed... Uh, of course the orchestra was playing? "chai ta vucha i ne moi i

mama". Voutsa is the barrel, a wooden utensil, ma dougies, with strips, tied with iron
wreaths, in which to put water. It was very clean and very cold water, there in the

barrel. Voutsa or varela (barrel). Varela is said by Georgia Mitaki in one of her songs.

Yes! And... she says, 'Mother, | broke the barrel.' "Si gia bare kalogre, vucha za ka ta

ere" He calls the daughter a nun, (eh, you poor thing, how did you do it, a new vucha
and you broke it!). " Vara ta varbi te se, rase the to vrite se” (I was ready to speak, and

| fell, and I would have been killed! But luckily the barrel broke). She met the young
man, and that's where it all happened. So, as they say! All the songs are jocular, all of

them, all.

P: Well, there were two neighbors. One was lazy, a good-for-nothing, the other was
hardworking. Every night the industrious would make enaaa, a dough, and pour it into
the embers... This was called, it is called, “a hood”. And she covered it with the hot
cinders, and it was done. She would take it out, tap, tap, tap it, shake it. The neighbor
would hear it, she would come, cut a piece, give it to her. The days passed, she couldn't
hear any tap, tap at all'! "Hey" she says "what am | going to do?" she says to her:
"neighbor, I don't hear tap, tap, don't you......? " (make it any more) "Oh!" the neighbor
tells her, "now there is no more tap, tap, there is fu and hap™ [laughs]

R: That is?

G: That is, I blew on it (fu) to cool it down and ate it (hap) [P: yes, and | ate it, so you

wouldn't hear it and come ask for it] [laughs]

R: What is that, like a proverb?
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P: Exactly my child. They are... they are flirtatious.

P: Of all kinds. With joys, with sorrows, with (...) love, with so many things. But mostly,

because man wants to rejoice, let's take the joyful version.
G: it's now..., Arvanitika songs have been written a lot and they are being said!
P7: If I want to tell jokes and such, I tell Arvanitika ones. They re nicer!

P7: I'll tell you. Andrua groomy akatourdi had also come, the groom had come from

this village, enehaner mir ieforal videlgi, enevalde mustaraki, mustaraki edibur, sidi

nomale andavoy eve vastane itzik vante petheri epa nikopakdaits [laughter]

P7: [laughs] Enevadene plaka ftu, God bless you (typical expression when we want to
praise someone -where we “spit” on them to dispel bad luck), pem gabron trimb, we
got a manly groom [laugh] ftu Tyro na mas-hathi kamen far kopal kakel, he says he's

a brave lad, that is.

G1: Only I, as a student in the amphitheater in Koropi, had a fellow student and he
would throw out a word of Arvanitika so that we could laugh. Yes, yes "how ridiculous

is he!" "how can she look like that? To make fun of something/someone.
G1: It is rendered in Arvanitika very descriptively, in one word. Say one...

K 1: Words that might not have an accurate translation into Greek other than
periphrastically and that's why we use the Arvanitika word in these cases (G1: to make

fun of someone and laugh.)
G1: Yes, | think yes (when asked if humor is more caustic).

K1: Only we can understand this thing and I think it's for that reason, because in Greek

this word would be described in a circumlocutive way.

P4: Yes, | do it (I talk at work) with humor. When we wanted to say various things, and
about women for example, we would say them in Arvanitika because they were more
spicy, they had a different intensity, let's say. Yes, yes, they are very targeted in
Arvanitika. Perhaps the words are also more acute. At the gatherings we have etc. we
don't talk Arvanitika, but when we want to say something spicy we throw it out in
Arvanitika, so it’s a total blast. If you say the same thing in Greek, it does not make

such an impression on you.
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5.12.3. Solidarity Use
P8: I need to find someone who speaks Arvanitika, talk to them to say some things /

more familiar to us... It is a preservation of a remembrance, a tradition, an origin.
P7: Let me tell you... tradition. Not family, it's tradition, it’s nice, how can I say it?
P7: With pleasant and unpleasant (events it is connected), with everything.

FG1: We talk, in company.

P8: For me it is // when | speak Arvanitika | remember my mother and my
grandmother... Yes, my family. The family... It's tradition, it's family. It's a lot.

K: Here on the street, we went out in the summer, on the corner with Charikleia from
across the street. There were girlfriends here in the neighborhood (to speak Arvantika
with), but also with neighbors.

P 3: With friends, with friends. Not at church. Yes, in the tavern. With some people, not

with many. Greek is spoken here in the tavern.
P3: Yes, yes with parents and with friends.
P3: Daughter: Fellow villagers, compatriots.

P 3: Yes, and in the café. Now, I have a friend who is 95 years old and we're in the café.
With him we talk Arvanitika even now. With him I speak Arvanitika. But with the others,

no.
P4: Only when I'm with my fellow villagers.

P5: While in those years [pause]they would meet up in the church, when church was

over, they would meet up in the café(!) ...

P5: Yes, yes, in church(!). Yes, MANY HAPPY RETURNS! Chopari kubarlia? Huh and
mira skerina? [G: what do they mean?] Eh the Mote Sume! (At 29.31" — 29.39") Good
morning maid of honour! Is the family well? And Many Happy Returns! (1) Mote Sume
[G: Mote Sume] Mot is the year... the ... the... last year. Happy Birthday! [G: the many

is the sume. ] Yes!

401



P7: 1 like it. I love it. The neighbors come here, and | let one loose (expression in

Arvanitika).

K: You enjoy it, Mrs. Sofia.

P7: Yes, and Calliope, all in Arvanitika.

G: All of them, here in the neighborhood, the older ones, all spoke Arvanitika.
P7: Don’t get me started with Litsa...(badgered her in Arvanitika)

P7: Today, with my sister. When we know something from the village, we will say it in

Arvanitika.
P7: And with my husband.

P7: 1 don't know (when it started to decline). Even the priest. | have heard the gospel

in Arvanitika.
P7: Father Dimitris. We had gone to church, the service was outside ...

P7: ... 1 remember this, | caught it, I didn't see it, because my mother had taken us to
church, and he said, "Edeithazotet,” and | have that in my mind. Even now it is in
Arvanitika in the gospel and he said it "Deithazos o kyrios,"(Praise the lord) said the
lord.

P7: The priest was an Arvanite... He sang and danced too.

P6: With the kids, you know, at school I felt comfortable. Since we all knew it and spoke

it...

G: His mother's younger sister, my grandmother, was born in 29, 90 years old today,
my grandmother of '14, is her older sister. The one of '29 was an excellent student and
had also gone to high school, Panteion, did 2 years in Panteion, so she had stayed here.
Not, here, in [name of the suburb of Athens]. The war caught up with her a little, so she
stopped (her studies) for a while and continued when she was older and finished and
passed into Panteion... So, | would go and see my grandmother who happened to be
with the aunt over there. Whenever she saw me, she would tell me “We are learning
about Aristotle at school" and she would start reciting whole ancient texts of Aristotle.
Or she would tell me about the classics... from their generation, she would tell you that

the first lesson in Latin is Regina rosas amat. The aunt knew the whole text and said it
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all. And after telling me things like that, she would say "Now, allow us, my child, to
speak in our language™, and she would turn back to my grandmother, and they would
speak Arvanitika. Since my father didn't know... Yes, it was much more familiar. And
now, all this time, (he doesn't speak) because he knows that you understand Greek.
While to us, for example when she tells us a story, what her mother-in-law or sister told

her, she will say it in Arvanitika as it was said then.

G 1: And he was with Dina and they were playing cards and he was telling Dina the
numbers that the little one (her grandson) had, he was telling her in Arvanitika, yes,

yes about the little one and they were laughing. They teased his little brother.

K1: Exactly, they would say something to each other which they didn’t want the rest of

us to understand. (The parents)

K3: No, amongst themselves. And my in-laws. Only when they didn't want us to

understand something.

G1: A neighbor would come round, my mother's cousin, they would chat, and | would
go... Il would pick up a word, Arvanitika was being spoken about matchmaking that they

were doing, | wanted to catch on. That's why | had learned something.

P: Sometimes with the kids (when the kids were in front). | don't want them to know by

heart. | may speak, you know? (laughs)

P4: On occasions when I'm in company let's say and someone else knows... because we

know that the other will take offence. (laughs)
K7:So that others will not hear, so that they will not understand.

FG2: More so when we wanted to talk about our stuff, we spoke freely, when we were
among Arvanites, and we could mock or hide from others who spoke only Greek lo, and

we used Arvanitika.

FG2: Anyway, there too we used Arvanitika and had an inner..., in-communication! So,
it means that we were hiding something many times from the boss, say, where we

worked, or he wouldn't find out what we were saying. It has definitely been useful to

us(!)

FG2: We were talking about the food the boss had made, it wasn't good, it was only fit

to be thrown away(!) Yes, at work. It was fit to be thrown away(!). And we’d say,
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"Should we bring it down on his head or not?" and we decided, we held a general

conference, if we should throw it at the boss’ head(!). [Laughs]

FG2: When she spoke Greek, we used to tease erotically in Arvanitika, among ourselves

"chebukuri si ye(?)" "How nice you are!" '‘Buburlies'(?), the hair..., or I don't know, her

body is beautiful...

5.14.1. Mixed Marriages

K1: here the people, the village was pure (Arvanitika -speaking), there was not much
inter-marriage with people outside [name of a suburb of Athens], or it would be from
surrounding villages that were also Arvanites. So, the language was preserved for many

years and survived.

P8: Okay, there have been very many mixed marriages. There is no mother to keep the
link with Arvanitika, therefore, the language is lost.

P8: No. Rarely (they used to marry non-Arvanites). They considered it inferior to marry

someone outside the village.

FGI: And dopia (the Macedonian language), that’s it. We don't have one. We were all
Arvanites. Now they have started bringing brides from the village, Sklithro, this is the

case... And we got mixed up...

— FG2: Over time, that's changed. Because we speak Greek, with our wife, Greek, with
the children, Greek, so the way of thinking began to be expressed in Greek. But 30 years

ago, it would have been Arvanitika.

— FG2: I'll answer, I'll tell you what happened. Because, according to me, the view is
that we got married or we got out of the village. That we did not speak, that a large
sector of the village folk did not speak it, that is, those who did not speak Arvanitika
got married outside the village! And this then compelled the language to disappear in
effect, since the spouse, did not speak Arvanitika. And we spoke Greek. Our children,
since the parents... Since now they only heard Greek, Arvanitika began to disappear.

While with us it was the opposite, we spoke only Arvanitika.
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— FG2:°60s to ’70s.

— FG2: Plus, the fact that... My friend, for example, who was an Englishman married
to a Greek woman. They had agreed that "I will speak English, and you, Greek to the
children so that they can learn both.” Well, we didn't consider this thing so
necessary... That is what | think, that is what I believe. Because the language doesn't...,
how can | say it, we didn't want our father to teach it to us, nor did he teach us it... He
didn't sit us down and say, ‘come on, I'll tell you how it is'. He talked and we listened.
He talked to our mother. When the woman went into the house, or (...) it was usually
the woman, there were no men from elsewhere, women came from elsewhere and stayed
here, when the woman does not know the language, it is logical that her husband

constantly speaks to her in the language that she understands.

— FG2: | want to make an observation. The Englishman and the Greek woman had to
choose between two languages which are official, written in history, have a use (! ),
Arvanitika was considered, and is still considered today, without any use. Without any

value, without offering anything...

—FG2: Perhaps women who married elsewhere never saw it as an obligation, as a duty

necessary to get into the process of talking to the children.
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Appendix C

1. "Evtvmo Xvvaiveong Y10 GOPRETOYT] O€ £PEVVA,

TITAOX EPEYNAX: MEAETH THX APBANITIKHX 'AQXYXAX

H ocvppetoyn tov coppeteyovomv/-oviov eivar ededovtikn kot avavoun. Ot aravinoelg Oa
YPNOILOTONO0VV HOVO Y10, TOVG GKOTTOVG TG TOPOVGOC EPEVLVOG KO LLOVO OO TV EPELVITPIN
Kol T Ogdopéva s aElohdynong mov Ba Tpokhyovy 6T GLVEKELN EIVOL EUTIGTEVTIKA.

O1 cLUPETEXOVGEC/-OVTEG EYOVV SIKOUMUA ATOGVPCNG OO TNV EPELVA OTOLONTOTE GTLYUN TO
EMBLUNGOLY YOPIG OTOIEGONTOTE CUVETELEG.

Ymoypapovtog To Tapov EVILTO, GUUPMOVEITE LE TO, TOPOKATO:

1.’Exo Sdwopdaoetl Kot KoTavonoEL TO TEPIEXOUEVO TOV EVTOTTOV EVIUEPWOCTG TNG EPEVVOC

2. O1 epOTNGELG OV GYETIKA LLE TI] GUUUETOYN] OV GTNV €pevva £xovv amavtn el
KOVOTTONTIKGL

3. H ovppetoyn pov oty €pguva etvat eBAOVTIKY KoL 0vOdVUUN

H gpevvtpia eivar 6t d1dBeom Gag Yo 0ToladNmoTe SIEVKPIVION GYETIKA UE OGA
avaeépOnkav. Evyapiotd yia tn cupfoin 6og 6TV TPayUATOoT aVTHG TS £PEVLVOLC.

Algfoca 10 TapaTave KEIPEVO Kol GUUPOVED Y10 TI GUUUETOYN

LoV 6° vt TN dpaCTNPOTNTA.

Ovopa ooppetéyovcac/-ovia

Ymoypapn GUUUETEXOVCUC/ -OVTA, Hpuepopunvia

Ovopa gpevviTplog Ymnoypaen Epevvitprog
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APPENDIX C
7. Consent Form for participation in a study
RESEARCH TITLE: STUDY OF THE ARVANITIKA LANGUAGE

The participation of the participants is voluntary and anonymous. The answers will only
be used for the purposes of this study and only by the researcher and the evaluation data

that will subsequently emerge are confidential.

Participants have the right to withdraw from the study at any time they wish without

any consequences.
By signing this form, you agree to the following:

4.1 have read and understood the content of the study information form
5.My questions about my participation in the study have been satisfactorily
answered

6. My participation in the study is voluntary and anonymous

The researcher is at your disposal for any clarification regarding what has been

mentioned. Thank you for your contribution to the realization of this research.
| read the above text and agree to my participation

in this activity.

Name of participant

Signature of participant Date

Name of the researcher Signature of the Researcher
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IONIO ITANEIIXTHMIO
TMHMA EENQN I'AQXYXON METAOPAYXHY KAI AIEPMHNEIAX

KowovioyAmccoroyikn épguva
1. "Evrvmo evnuépmong

IIpookaieiote va AdPete uépog oty Epevva yia To apPavitika. ‘Exyovtog dtafdacet kot
KOTOVONGEL TOV OKOTIO TG EPELVOC OO TIG SIEVKPIVIGELS TNG EPELVNTPLAG, Oa cag (nbel va
dmaoete T ovykatddeon oag ypamtdg o€ Eexwplotd Evvmo. XTo TEAOC TNG £pevvag, o Exete
TPOGPacT 6To OTOTEAEGHOTO EPOGOV TO EMBLELTE.

H mopovca épguva yivetal oTo TAAIGI0 TMV S1I00KTOPIKOV GTOVOMV TNG EPEVVITPLOC TNV
KOW®VIKN YAwoooAoyia, oto Tunua Eévev MNowccdv Metdepaong kot Aleppnveiog tov
Ioviov mavemonuiov.

YKomOg TG €pevvag glvar va pehetndei n YAdooa kot 1 1otopia Tng.

Evyapiotovpe yia t cvupetoyn cog!

H epevvirpra

Xpiotiva Gropd H ocvppetéyovca/ O copuetéymv

TnA. Emcowaoviag: 2310-415519, 210-2929830
Kw. 6930137764 Huyep. / /2019

Email: Christi_17_sin_to@yahoo.com
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IONIAN UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES, TRANSLATION AND
INTERPRETATION

Sociolinguistic research
1. Information sheet

You are invited to take part in a study on the Arvanitika language. Having read and
understood the purpose of the study from the clarifications of the researcher, you will be
asked to give your consent in writing on a separate form. At the end of the study, you will
have access to the results if you wish.

This research is carried out in the framework of the doctoral studies of the researcher in social
linguistics, at the Department of Foreign Languages, Translation and Interpretation of the
lonian University.

The purpose of the research is to study the language and its history.

Thank you for your participation!

The researcher

Christina Flora The participant

Tel. Contact: 2310-415519, 210-2929830
Mob. 6930137764 Day / /2019

Email: Christi_17_sin_to@yahoo. com
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FIELD NOTE

Interviewer

Date of Interview

Time of Interview Start

Interviewee’s name

Location of Interview

Consent Form Signed

Permission to Audio-record

Discussed Anonymity

Themes that emerged, memorable quotes, anything that stood out:

What worked:

What didn’t work:
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Areas for possible follow-up or further exploration:
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