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Introduction

® Allophonic Variation between

® \oiced palatal fricative /j/

equency (Hz)

® palatal lateral approximant /A/ : | 1;,,”
A .l !'ﬁ'h ?;_,

® No consensus on the kind of
distribution

yT10¢ sedded

Frequency (Hz)




Literature Review

® Arvaniti 2010

® Overview of Cypriot Geminates

® Description of the voiced palatal fricative and palatal lateral approximant

® Pappas 2014

® Use and quality of the voiced palatal fricative
® \ost prevalent in younger speakers
® Not attested in Paphos

® | abov 1966

® Sociolinguistic Interview Methodology

® Attention payed correlated with use of prestigious variant.




Initial Hypotheses

® Age Distribution (insignificant)
® Variation among task (‘attention’ in single-word tasks as per Labov)

® j-variant more prevalent in Nicosia (vs Paphos)




Methodology:

Experiment Design

® Modified Labov Experiment

® Recital, Narrative

® Recital, Dialectal Poetry

® Recital, Word list

® Flicitation, missing-word phrases

® Unstructured discussion (qualitative data collection)
® Equipment

® Trust Mico USB Cardioid Microphone

® Stimuli presented through OpenSesame Experiment Creator



Methodology:

Participants/Interviewer Profiles

* Participants

® 73 CyG Native Speakers

® Nicosia; Paphos

® Age Groups: 18-34; 35-50; 51+ (Nicosia) / 18-34; 51+ (Paphos)
® Mixed-gender

* Interviewers

® ) CyG Native Speakers

® Nicosia; Ammochostos

® 1,24

® \Male




Methodology:

Recital, Narrative

MOoAA& TTIOAAG TTOAIA, O€ Evav HOKPUVOV Bacileiov e(o0oev evac BacIAIAG Tion pio
BaciAlooo TIOL €V EUTTIOPOVC AV VA KAHMOUV HWPA, WOTIOU TEAIKA EKATUMEPOV VO
KAMOULV HIGV KOPNV. ZTO Ba@Tiolo EKAAETAV TEC EQTA POipPEC. ZTO BaaiAglov TOL
OpWC €(0VCEV TAI MIK HAYIoCO TIOL HTOV TIOAAG aloLAIAPA T{I01 TTOHAIBPWTTOC, T
EVEVPIOOEV TTIOU €V TNV EKOAET OV, Tl £TC1 OATIOPACICEV VO TTAEI TTOL POV TNG. 'Hptev
N WP VO SWKOLV Ol KHAEGHEVOL TIG ELTJIEG TOUCG OTNV TIPIYKITUIOGH. ESWKOV TEC Ol
TIPWTECG £E1 MOIPEC, TI00 N EBOOMN EITIEV VO KAPTEPA TNV pAyIcoav. H pdyicoa O,
TTOAIAOPWTTOC TTOV HTAV, £0WKEV KATAPAV GTO HWEOV: oTa 16 TG EVVA TPUTTICEL TA
OOXTUOAIN TNG HE Evav adpaxTnv Ttdion va Tte0avel. H EBOOUN Hoipd HOAIC TO AKOUGEV
TOUTOV ETTIOEV TNV TIPIYKITUIOOOV T’ AyKAAIX TNG To1 EITIEV VO OTTHAVVEL TV
KOTAPOV: “ZT0 OEKNESI TNG XPOVIA,” EITTE “avTi va TLEBAVEL EVVva TITTECEI 0€ DTTIVO
Badnv, Td évva ELTTVHOEL TIOL ‘Vva avaTEIAEl 0 RAIOC GIAAIEG TI00 piov @OPEC, T
TTIoL’vvd {IACOULV Ol YOVIOI TNG TNV HIAIAV TNG, TOTE EVVA ‘PTEl EVOC TIPIYKITIOG TIOU
MOKPIA va TNV ELTTIVHOEL HE OKIO QIAIQ.




Methodology:

Recital, Poetry

H Pwpiooovn v @UAR ouvoTdLlaipn ToL KOGHUOU,
KaVvEVac Oev eBPEONKEVY YIA VA TNV LENAELYN, KAVEVAC,
YWOTiL OLEMEL TNV MOV TA 'Y 0 O£6C Hov.

H Pwpiooovn ev va xabn, 0vtac o KOGHUOC Asipet!

Z@PAEE Pac ODAOULC KL OC YEVEL TO YALAVY HaC aDAATLY,
KAMUE TOV KOOGMOV HATCLEAAELOV TCLaL TOVC PwHLoOG
TPOAOUAALL, AMMUA EEPE TWC IAXVTPOV OVTAC KOTIEL
Kafatdiv TPLYDPOUL TOU NETACOOLVTUL TPAKOO LA
MAPATOVALC.

TOo VIV aVTAV VA TPW’ TNV YNV, TPWEL TNV YNV BapkKéTal,
Ha mavta TCLEivov TpwEeTaL TCLaL TCLEIVOV KATAAVETOL.

(H9n louvuAiov Tou 1821 ev Asvkwoia Konpouv, V. Michaelides)




Methodology:

Recital, Word List

® The word list contained 42 types, 7 of which contained the
variable

Summary: worddisp will be called 42 times in sequential order

28 KOUTIETILA

29 pouttn

30 TplpKw

371 TILTTWVLW

32 kouhlavinpidw

33 oLPKW

34 AL

35/ AELpKW




Methodology:

Elicitation

* Participants where asked to complete a phrase by consulting
an image

* 16 images, 7 containing the variable

AXTIVEC TOU AQKA PEC TNV




Methodology:

Analysis

® Intra-speaker analysis (per task) (1W ANOVA)

® Age Distribution across all participants (1W ANOVA)
® Nicosia vs Paphos across all age groups (2T T-Test)
® Nicosia vs. Paphos in the 18-35 age range (2T T-Test)
® Paphos 18-35vs 51+ (2T T-Test)




® No significant variation between tasks (F(3,88)=.035, p=.99 )
® Nicosia Age factor significant (F(2,41)=6.81, p=.003
e 18-35 (M=0, SD=0), 36-50 (M=.27, SD=.42) 51+ (M=.0, SD=.0)

® Within Paphos, Age is significant:

~ Youth (M=.25, SD=.43) vs 51+ (M=0, SD=0), t(46)=3.19,
p=.003
® No significant variation Nicosia (M=.74, SD=0.25) vs. Paphos
(M=0.83, SD=.28); t(21)=-.07, p=.94

- Still, significant when comparing Youth only: Nicosia (M=0,
SD=0) and Paphos (M=.26, D=.43); t(34)=-2.58, p=.014




Statements from participants (Nicosia)

* Participants report familiarity with the allophone

* Inthe 36-50 group (the only group to use the fricative)
generally report that the fricative was more widespread when

they were growing up “but we don’t hear it anymore”

— Some participants in this group report discouragement of the fricative by the educational
system specifically

* Inthe 18-35 group instead report a geographical distribution
(south-eastern Cyprus; Larnaca and Famagusta)




Statements from participants (Paphos)

* Contradictory reports from participants regarding familiarity
with the allophone

* Youth in generally consider it a marker of their generation’s
speech patterns

* Older participants generally unfamiliar with the fricative

* Those of them who report familiarity, generally attribute
it to the youth group.



Interpretations

 Age distribution significant in both regions
e Nicosia: Only used by the 36-50 age group
e Paphos: Only used by the 18-35 age group

 Nicosia’s youth possibly influenced heavily by Koineization

e 51+ Nicosians more likely to participated in stigmatizing the
fricative (cf Qualitative)

e Paphos group seems to invalidate Koineization hypothesis, but the
N might have been skewed.



Interpretations

e Variation among tasks
 Not significant
e Cyprus stable diglossic environment might violate the
expectations of attention to speech
 The lateral variant possibly no longer marked as formal




Interpretations

e Variation between regions

 Not significant

e Contradicts Pappas 2014 regarding Paphos

* At first glance Koineization seems an adequate explanation, yet
the age distribution between the two regions differs.

e Fricative-variant might be picked up by Paphos youth as part of
identity formation

* Again, we are not confident about our Paphos sample



Limitations & Problems

* No pilot phase (elicitation task suffered - confusing images)
* The poem is controversial, possible influence

* Sociolinguistic pressure to ‘perform’ when reading (diglossia),
as well as increased meta-linguistic awareness

* N maybe too small

* Ideally, we would like to run the experiment in all districts (esp.
considering comments from the Nicosia Youth group)




Future Prospects

® Research on Cypriot Greek geographical isoglosses is
necessary (last comprehensive study predates the massive
population displacement)

® Our experiment could be tweaked and be re-run island-wide

® Causes of shift towards the A-variant?
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