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DIALECT AWARENESS AND LITERACY
IN A BIDIALECTAL SETTING

Evdokia Pittas & Terezina Nunes
University of Oxford
Abstract: This study, which took place in a bidialectal setting, examined the extent to which
dialect awareness in Time 1 can predict reading and spelling in Time 2. The children (N = 49,
7- to 9-year olds) were learning literacy in Cyprus where a dialect is spoken in certain contexts
but Standard Modern Greek is also widely used. Because there are no standardised measures
of dialect awareness in Greek, we developed measures of this factor as part of the study. The
dialect measures were related to reading and morphological spelling tests six months later. The
educational implication of these results, which still must be tested through intervention studies,
is that improving children's dialect awareness may lead to enhanced success in literacy learning
in bidialectal settings.
Key words: Dialect awareness, Greek Cypriot Dialect, Reading, Spelling, Standard Modern
Greek.

INTRODUCTION
The aim of this study was to investigate whether dialect awareness is related to
children's literacy achievement. The study took place in Cyprus where the Greek
Cypriot Dialect (GCD) is spoken in certain contexts (e.g., in the family, in radio
comedies, in television humorous commercials often for local products, in shops and
in the streets) but where Standard Modern Greek (SMG) is also widely used, for
example in the media such as news broadcasting and in formal settings such as school
and the Parliament. Because children learn literacy in a variety of Greek that is
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different from the one used at home and in most settings where they interact before
they start going to school, it is possible that the colloquial variety interferes with their
literacy learning. In what follows, we first provide some background on the question of
how the use of a dialect relates to literacy learning. We then present a brief description
of how the GCD differs from SMG. Finally, we report a study that investigated the
internal consistency of the measures of awareness of the dialect that we developed and
their relation to measures of reading and spelling.
Background
The most important property of orthographic systems “is the universal language
constraint: All writing systems represent spoken languages” (Perfetti, 2003, p. 3), and
children in different countries must learn how their particular languages are
represented in the orthographies they are learning. In situations in which the written
language differs from the spoken language, e.g., the standard variety from the nonstandard variety/dialect, children should find it more difficult to realise that written
language encodes one of the varieties they speak. This is because non-standard
varieties, although no different in complexity from the standard varieties (SchillingEstes, 2008), do not have their own orthography, and spelling is based on the standard
variety (Petyt, 1980). A dialect or a non-standard variety, that is, any variety of a
language shared by a group of speakers (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, 2006), differs
from the standard variety in respect to pronunciation and grammar (McDavid, 1969).
The more distant is the spoken variety from the orthography, the more the
additional difficulties the children are expected to encounter in their learning
(Goodman, 1969). From an early age children learn to use a non-standard variety
which differs from the medium of instruction as well as from the written language used
in school books (e.g., Labov, 2003; Saiegh-Haddad, 2005; Washington, 2001); thus,
they need to write words which they do not use in their spoken language and also to
read and understand words which are different from those in the dialect (Fasold,
1969). Because dialects are usually not explicitly taught and the differences between
the dialect and the standard variety tend to be ignored by the educational authorities,
bi-dialectal children need to make an increased effort to learn how to read and spell in
the standard variety which does not correspond to their spoken language at home (e.g.,
Labov, 1995; Labov & Baker, 2003; Saiegh-Haddad, 2003).
Greek orthography is viewed as transparent because pronunciation is predictable
from spelling and the sound of each single letter or digraph remains constant in
different contexts (Chitiri & Willows, 1994; Goswami, Porpodas, & Wheelwright,
1997). Thus, Greek children master word reading quickly and their progress is
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predicted from their phonological awareness (e.g., Aidinis & Nunes, 2001; Harris &
Giannouli, 1999; Porpodas, 1991). Because the relation between oral and written words
in Greek is not exhausted by phoneme-grapheme correspondences, morphological
awareness is also important in spelling because the spelling of some words, particularly
of inflections, is not predictable from pronunciation. There are cases in which some
phonemes correspond to different spellings. For example, in Greek, the phoneme /i/
corresponds to five different graphemes: (“È”, “Ë”, “ÂÈ”, “ÔÈ”, “˘”). The two words ‘Î·Ï‹',
/kal`i/ (nice, in the feminine and singular, as in nice woman) and ‘Î·ÏÔ›', /kal`i1/ (nice, in
the masculine and plural, as in nice men) are homophones but are spelled differently.
When these many-to-one correspondences happen in the spelling of suffixes and
prefixes, the right grapheme can be predicted from morphology, as in ‘Î·Ï‹' and ‘Î·ÏÔ›'.
There is evidence that children's awareness of morphemes is important for mastering
these spellings (e.g., Bryant, Nunes, & Aidinis, 1999; Chliounaki & Bryant, 2002, 2003;
Pittas & Nunes, 2014).
Thus, learning literacy in Greek requires both phonological awareness and
morphological awareness. The question examined in this study is how this learning
task changes when children learn literacy in one variety of the language but the variety
that they use in everyday life is a different one. Greek Cypriot children live in a
bidialectal setting: they speak the GCD dialect in most social contexts but must learn
to read and write in SMG. The differences between the spoken and the written forms
are phonological and morphological, and may have the effect of transforming a
transparent orthography into a less transparent one, perhaps more difficult to master.
Learning literacy in bidialectal settings
This bidialectal setting is not unique to Cyprus: there are many settings in which the
colloquial variety of the language spoken by the child differs from another form, often
more prestigious, which is written. Labov (1995) hypothesised that differences
between the linguistic variety spoken by a child and the form that is used in writing may
result in reading errors, which will then miscue the child with respect to the meaning of
the text being read. For example, a spoken dialect may create a new homophone (in
African-American English [AAE], “told” and “toll” are homophones, but not in
Standard2 American English [SAE]), and the child has to identify the correct meaning
1

2

The International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) is used to represent the sounds of the Greek Cypriot
Dialect and Standard Modern Greek.
Different researchers use different terminologies to refer to these two forms of English. We will
use African American English (AAE) and Standard American English (SAE) throughout this
paper for consistency.
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from the spelling without reference to the words as spoken in his or her dialect (Labov
& Baker, 2003). Morphological differences between a standard and a colloquial form
can also exist: for example, in AAE, the regular past test inflection is often omitted.
Labov and Baker (2003) raised the hypothesis that this omission may result in
comprehension difficulties in further reading of the text. There can also be intrusions
from the dialect in writing, because the child may represent in writing the form that
(s)he uses in speaking. Treiman (2004), for example, analysed the intrusion of features
of AAE in the writing of adults, speakers of AAE or SAE. She focused on the
phonological differences between AAE and SAE; for example, the final consonant of
words such as “ballad'' is pronounced as voiceless /t/ rather than voiced /d/ in AAE.
Participants were first asked to show their familiarity with each of the words, then asked
to spell the word heard in a sentence and to pronounce the word. Treiman observed
that speakers of SAE, in comparison to speakers of AAE, performed significantly better
in spelling and produced fewer voiceless final consonants in spelling (e.g., ‘haggart' for
‘haggard'). It was also found that the researcher's pronunciation of the dictated words
influenced spelling; African-American students showed more intrusions in spelling
when the experimenter was a native AAE speaker.
Evidence for the hypothesis that dialect users face greater difficulty in literacy
learning has accumulated in the last decades. There are three different ways in which
this effect could be mediated, and all three might operate at the same time; these
different ways are not alternative hypotheses. First, familiarity may be an important
factor: children who are exposed less often to a form of the language but then have to
learn literacy in this variety would be at a disadvantage when learning to read.
Evidence for the familiarity hypothesis can be obtained from studies with children
learning to read Arabic, who are invariably involved in a bidialectal situation. Arabic
has usually two forms, a classical form, FusHa, which is spoken on formal occasions,
and a vernacular form, Aamiyya, used in everyday life (Feitelson, Goldstein, Iraqi, &
Share, 1993). Children learn to read and write in the classical form. Abu-Rabia (2000)
assessed children's reading comprehension when they were either in first or second
grade. About half of the children had been exposed to classical Arabic throughout
their pre-school years through story reading, whereas the others had not been exposed
to this form of the language in pre-school, but only to their vernacular. The group that
had been exposed to literary Arabic performed significantly better in the reading
comprehension tests when they were in first or second grade than the group that had
not received this familiarisation during the preschool period.
Second, it has been hypothesised that children in bidialectal situations need to invest
more cognitive effort in order to master word reading and spelling (e.g., Labov, 1995;
Labov & Baker, 2003; Saiegh-Haddad, 2003). Evidence for this greater cognitive effort
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has been obtained also with children learning literacy in Arabic. Saiegh-Haddad (2003)
observed that preschool and first grade children who were Arabic dialect speakers had
significantly greater difficulty in isolating phonemes belonging to the standard variety
than isolating phonemes in words from the vernacular form they spoke. In fact, their
performance in these phonological awareness tasks was better with pseudowords
derived from words in the colloquial variety they spoke than with real words in the
standard form of the language (Saiegh-Haddad & Geva, 2008). Thus, isolating
phonemes in the standard variety demanded greater effort, although the children were
performing basically the same cognitive operation of phoneme deletion in both tasks.
Finally, Terry (2010) suggested a third possible mediator for the greater difficulty
that dialect users seem to have in learning literacy. She suggested that, beyond the use
of a dialect per se, language awareness may be an important factor in literacy learning
for dialect users. Children who use AAE in interactions with an adult in school, a
situation in which the standard variety is expected, may be less aware of the different
uses of the language than children who use fewer markers of the dialect in this
situation. Terry's rationale for the role of language awareness was based on the
observation that, in her study, the use of AAE correlated with emergent literacy
measures obtained when the children were in kindergarten. She expected that there
would be negative correlations between use of AAE and those measures of early
literacy that are dialect sensitive, such as rhyme recognition, but not with those that are
not, such as knowledge of the alphabet. However, negative correlations were observed
both when the emergent literacy measures were dialect sensitive and when they were
not. This led her to hypothesise that there might be a more general explanation for
these correlations, namely, children who use AAE in situations where it is not the
expected form of the language are less aware of dialect differences and language in
general and thus perform less well in all emergent literacy measures. In this study, we
examined the hypothesis that dialect awareness is a predictor of literacy learning.
Because dialect variations are not random, but rather systematic with respect to the
language that is represented in writing (see Terry, 2006), children who use a dialect and
are aware of how it differs from the standard form are predicted to have an advantage
in learning to read and spell over children who use the same dialect but are not aware
of how the two varieties of the language are connected.
The Greek Cypriot Dialect and its relation to literacy learning
Dating back to the 12th century BC Greek groups, the Achaeans, settled in Cyprus
from the Peloponnese of mainland Greece spreading the Mycenaean language, the
language which Michael Ventris deciphered in 1950s and showed to have been Greek
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(Horrocks, 2010). The Greek Cypriot Dialect (GCD) represents the ‘East Greek'
varieties spoken in Southern Greece (Horrocks, 2010; Newton, 1972a; Panayotou,
2007) and archaeological evidence shows that the GCD shares numerous particular
linguistic features with the Arcadian dialect spoken in the heart of the Peloponnese
(Chatzioannou, 1996; Panayotou, 2007; Rayes, 1994). The differences between the
two varieties which are mainly phonological and morphological are very few in relation
to the similarities. For example, in the GCD the word /′∫onin/, ‘snow' is transformed to
/xi′oni/ in SMG because the Cypriot sound /∫/ corresponds to the Standard Greek /x/
before back or final vowels; in the GCD the active voice present tense verb /bor´usin/,
‘they can' is transformed to ‘ÌÔÚÔ‡Ó', /bÔr′un/ in SMG because there are different
endings for active and passive voice first conjugation singular and plural verbs in the
past and present.
Only a handful of studies with Greek Cypriot speakers have examined whether the
use of the GCD interferes with literacy learning. Yiakoumetti, Papapavlou, and
Pavlou (2007) analysed intrusions of GCD in written text. The participants in this study
were GCD speakers in 6th grade. Students' dialect use in speech was assessed by means
of a three-minute interview and in writing by written essays on language and geography
subjects. The authors report the emergence of intrusions both when the students were
speaking and producing text that should be written in SMG. In speech, the most common
intrusions from the dialect, measured in number of intrusions per minute, were
morphological (3.3 intrusions per minute), followed by phonological (2.4 intrusions per
minute), lexical (1.3 intrusions per minute) and lastly syntactic (defined as word order: 0.5
intrusions per minute). In writing, the most common intrusions from the dialect, measured
in number per 100 words, were first lexical (3 intrusions per 100 words), followed by
morphological (2.2 intrusion per 100 words) and lastly phonological (0.5 intrusion per 100
words). No syntactic intrusions from the dialect were identified in writing.
Using an intervention design, Yiakoumetti (2006) aimed to develop GCD
speakers' literacy skills by carrying out a quasi experimental study with an intervention
and a control group. Both groups were pre- and post- tested in oral speech and written
essays. The participants in the experimental group were trained by their class teachers
to identify the differences between SMG and GCD and to convert sentences from
SMG to GCD. The teaching sessions lasted for 45 minutes each day for three months.
When the children were post-tested, the experimental group produced significantly
fewer dialect related intrusions in speech and writing than the control group. Thus,
changes in the use of the dialect in speaking were accompanied by changes in writing.
However, the students' awareness of the dialect was not measured directly in this
study, so it is not possible to know whether this awareness was the mediator of the
changes resulting from teaching.
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These studies show that there is a connection between use of the dialect in speaking
and intrusions of GCD in writing. However, neither of the studies provides direct
evidence for the role of awareness of features of the dialect in learning literacy.
The present study
The hypothesis examined in this study is that Greek Cypriot children need to bear in
mind the differences between GCD and SMG in order to understand how Greek
orthography works and thus learn to read and spell. If they can easily convert GCD
forms into SMG forms, this ability would facilitate their understanding of how oral and
written words are connected.
In order to examine whether dialect awareness is related to reading and spelling,
we developed measures of awareness of the connection between GCD and SMG. The
measures of awareness of the dialect were given to the children on the first sweep of
data collection; on the second occasion, six months later, the children were given
measures of word reading and spelling. Our prediction was that dialect awareness
would be related to children's performance on word reading and spelling measures.
Socio-economic status is related to children's performance in reading and spelling
(e.g., Seymour, 2005) and in situations in which a dialect is used it was shown that
children's socio-economic status mediates the connection between dialect related
intrusions and reading and spelling. In the African American English setting in which
differences among income per capita are wide, findings show that middle
socioeconomic status African American children outperform low socioeconomic
status African American children in oral language (Washington & Craig, 1998) and in
reading tests (Singham, 1998). Thus, in the present study, the hypothesis that dialect
awareness predicts reading and spelling is examined in a setting in which socioeconomic differences are at a minimum. There are variations in how marked the use of
GCD is when city and rural groups are compared (Tsiplakou, Papapavlou, Pavlou, &
Katsoyannnou, 2006), but our focus was not on the number of features of GCD used by
the children but rather on the awareness they would display when translating from
GCD to SMG.
The tasks used in the study were designed to test whether the children realise that
an oral form in the Greek Cypriot dialect may not be represented in writing because
changes are made to transform it into Standard Modern Greek, but that the
transformations of oral to written form are consistent and predictable; thus, children
were asked to translate sentences and pseudowords from GCD to SMG. Among
various task types discussed in the literature (e.g., Charity, Scarborough, & Griffin,
2004; Fogel & Ehri, 2000; Labov, 1969; McCormick-Piestrup, 1973) such as 'elicited
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imitation', ‘spontaneous speech', and ‘translation' type of tasks, the ‘translation' type
was chosen because the aim of this study was to assess whether children are aware of
the differences between the dialect and the standard variety (Fogel & Ehri, 2000). On
the other hand, the 'spontaneous speech' and the 'elicited imitation' tasks are more
appropriate for assessing the number and different types of dialect related intrusions
in speech. For example, the ‘spontaneous speech' tasks require children to produce
speech by a variety of means such as interviews or pictures and so on. For instance, some
studies (e.g., Craig, Zhang, Hensel, & Quin, 2009; Terry, Connor, Thomas-Tate, &
Love, 2010) asked children to orally describe a picture, other studies (e.g., McCormickPiestrup, 1973; Yiakoumetti et al., 2007) assessed dialect related intrusions in speech by
means of question and answer interviews or informal interview conversations.

METHOD
Participants
The sample was drawn from three classes of one state-supported primary school situated in a middle-class area near the capital city of Cyprus. Participants (N = 49)
were Greek Cypriot children who were in Grade 2 or Grade 3 (25 boys; 24 girls).
Their age range was seven years and five months to nine years and three months at
the time the study started. All of them spoke the Greek Cypriot Dialect in most
social contexts but learnt to read and write in Standard Modern Greek, which is the
medium of instruction. When the second sweep of data collection took place, the
children were in third or fourth grade. In order to simplify the description, we will
refer to these two groups as the younger and older group. Children who spoke languages other than Greek or had a learning difficulty were excluded from the sample. The first phase of data collection took place at the end of the third school term;
the second phase of data collection took place six months later, during the next academic year, at the end of the first school term.
Measures
In order to obtain face validity, the dialect awareness measures were selected and
designed after several discussions with linguists and experts in the field of child
learning. The tasks used in the present study were adapted from those developed by
pioneers in the field (e.g., Baratz, 1969), and have been tested by researchers in
other languages. The tasks were modified after being pre-piloted with a small group
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of typically developing children (N = 6) in Grades 1 through 4. During the pre-pilot
study we confirmed that children understood the test instructions easily and that
there were no ambiguous items or pictures. We were also able to confirm that the
children enjoyed the tasks and did not find the answer sheets complicated. In view
of the novelty of the measures, for all tasks there was a larger pool of items created
than the number expected to be used in further analyses; this allowed item reliability to be examined and the unreliable items to be excluded from the analyses.
The words included in the tasks were selected from the first to the third grade
school books used in state-supported schools so that the children would find them
familiar. The most commonly used words were based on the consonant-vowel (CV)
syllabic structure. Pseudowords were included to make sure that children had not
come across the items before; these had the same syllabic structure as the real
words. Research showed that preschool and first grade children perform well in oral
tasks using pseudowords (Berko, 1958). The construction of the pseudowords took
account of the fact that Greek phonotactics has restrictions on which consonants
are allowed in word-final position. The consonants most commonly occurring at the
end of the words are [n] and [s] (Holton, Mackridge, & Philippaki-Warburton,
2004). The pseudowords contained only consonant clusters that are permitted in
Greek.
Although the dialect awareness measures involve a writing task, the tasks were
not carried out in the same way as the usual spelling tests given in schools since in
those tests all the words are pronounced in Standard Modern Greek. Two measures
were used to assess dialect awareness. We describe first the nature of the tasks and
then the transformations involved in going from GCD to SMG in the stimuli used.
The tasks are presented in Appendix A and B.
Sentence translation task
This task was developed on the basis of the work by Fogel and Ehri (2000), who
adapted a translation method tested originally by Baratz (1969). In the Fogel and
Ehri (2000) study, the children, all users of AAE, read five sentences written in
AAE and were asked to translate them by re-writing them in SAE. In order to produce a translation from one form of the language to the other, the children must be
aware of the differences between the two forms of the language. In the present task
the sentences to be translated from the vernacular were presented orally because
GCD is hardly ever used in writing. The experimenter said eleven sentences, one at
a time, in GCD. The children were asked to write each one in SMG. Eight sentences
contained both phonological and morphosyntactic transformations and three sen-
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tences contained phonological transformations only (see Appendix A). All sentences were short with a minimum of three and a maximum of nine words; the number of transformations per sentence varied from one to three, producing a total of
17 transformations to be performed in writing. Each word was scored using one for
a correct transformation and zero for an incorrect transformation or no transformation; maximum possible score was seventeen.
Pseudoword translation task
This task was based on the same translation paradigm as the sentence translation task but
used pseudowords. The children had to produce in writing a translation from the dialect
to the standard variety. Although this may seem at first glance an impossible task,
because one could argue that a pseudoword has no semantic content and cannot be
translated, we considered it a sensible task due to the fact that dialect variations are systematic and predictable. The pseudowords were based on the consonant-vowel (CV) syllabic structure and contained only consonant clusters that are permitted in Greek. Eight
pseudowords involved phonological transformations and contained phonemes used in
GCD that are not used in SMG. Therefore, these phonemes had to be transformed into
their substitutes in SMG. Two items involved a morphological transformation and used
a suffix in GCD that does not exist in SMG and thus had to be replaced by its substitute
in SMG. The children heard each pseudoword with the GCD pronunciation and were
asked to write it down as they would have to be written in school (see Appendix B).
Correct representations of the pseudowords in SMG were given one point; unexpected
spellings or representing the pseudowords in GCD were given no points.
The items requiring phonological transformations examined the most important
phonological differences between the two varieties of Greek. Table 1 gives examples of phonological transformations. The phonological differences between the
Greek Cypriot Dialect and Standard Modern Greek are consistent.
1. The GCD sound /d∫/ corresponds to the Standard Modern Greek /k/ before
front vowels (e.g. Cypriot /d∫e/: Standard Greek /ke/ ‘and');
2. the Cypriot sound /∫/ corresponds to the Standard Greek /x/ before back or
final vowels (e.g. Cypriot /′∫onin/: Standard Greek /xi′oni/ ‘snow');
3. the Cypriot sound /fk/ corresponds to the Standard Greek /vÁ/ before front
vowels (e.g. Cypriot /afk′i/: Standard Greek /avÁ′i/ ‘dawn');
4. the Cypriot sound /ıÎ/ corresponds to both Standard Greek /‰/ and /ıj/
before front and final vowels (e.g. Cypriot /ık′e/: Standard Greek /ıj′e/
‘uncle'; see Newton, 1972b). Table 1 presents examples of these transformations using Greek letters.
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Table 1. Examples of pseudowords used for phonological transformations

Greek - Cypriot
pseudoword
Example:
1. Ù˙È¤ÎÔÙÔ
d∫′iekoto
2. ÛÛ¤‚·Ù·
∫′evata
3. Î·Ó¤ÊÎÈ
kan′efki
4. ıÎÈ·ÎÂÓ‡ˆ
ıkiaken′io

Standard Modern Greek
pseudoword

Phoneme needed to be
transformed

Î¤ÎÔÙÔ
k′ekoto
¯¤‚·Ù·
ç′evata
Î·ÓÂ‡ÂÈ
kan′evi
‰È·ÎÂÓ‡ˆ
∂iaken′io

/d∫/ → /k/
/∫/ → /¯/
/fk/ → /v/
/ıÎ/ → /∂/
→ /ı/

Items that required morphosyntactic transformations examined the most important differences between the two varieties: 1) verb endings, 2) the syllabic augment Â,
and 3) the clitic pronoun (see Appendix C for a description on the morphosyntactic
differences between GCD and SMG). Table 2 gives examples of the morphosyntactic
transformations.
Table 2. Examples of words used for morphosyntactic transformations
Greek - Cypriot word
1. a) ÙÚÒÛÈÓ /tr′osin/
b) ÂÙÚ·ÁÔ˘‰‹Û·ÛÈÓ
/etraÁud′isasin/
c) ÂÛÙ¤ÎÔ˘ÌÔ˘Ó /
est′ekumun/
2. a) ÂÙÚ·ÁÔ˘‰‹Û·ÛÈÓ
/ÂtraÁu‰′isasin/
b) Â‹·ÌÂÓ
/ep′iamen/
c) ÂÛÙ¤ÎÔ˘ÌÔ˘Ó
/est′ekumun/
3. a) Â›· ÛÔ˘ /′ipa su/

Standard Modern
Greek word
a) ÙÚÒÓÂ/tr′one/
b) ÙÚ·ÁÔ‡‰ËÛ·Ó
/traÁ′udisan/
c) ÛÙÂÎﬁÌÔ˘Ó
/stek′omun/
a) ÙÚ·ÁÔ‡‰ËÛ·Ó
/traÁ′u‰isan/
b) ‹Á·ÌÂ
/p′iÁame/
c) ÛÙÂÎﬁÌÔ˘Ó
/stek′omun/
a) ÛÔ˘ Â›· /su ′ipa/

Morphosyntactic
transformation
The ending of verbs
(first and second conjugation)
in the active and passive voice
in non-past and past tenses in
indicative mood had to be changed.
The syllabic augment Â(in all the past verbs)
needed to be deducted.

The clitic pronoun had to change
syntactic position.

The spelling and reading measures
In order to test whether the children's performance in the dialect awareness measures predicted their performance in spelling and reading, the children were given
two spelling measures and one reading measure six months after they had been
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given the dialect awareness measures. The reading test and one of the spelling
measures were standardised measures, but the spelling test was found to contain
very few words whose spelling required the use of morphology (e.g., words with end
sounds that correspond to different inflections and therefore are spelled differently). Therefore, a measure of the children's use of appropriate morphological distinctions in spelling was designed and included in the study.
The standardised spelling test. The spelling test (see Appendix D) was developed
by Mouzaki, Protopapas, Sideridis, and Simos (2007, p. 135) and has very good psychometric characteristics (internal consistency reliability: Cronbach's · = .945; testretest reliability: Pearson's r = .910). It is suitable for the age of the participants in
this study and shows good discrimination when given to second and third gradersthe level of schooling of the participants in this study. It consists of 60 words presented orally in the context of a sentence. The procedure is typical of spelling tests:
first the target word is pronounced, then the sentence including the target word, and
then again the target word. The children write the target word after it has been said
three times. The session is interrupted when the child makes six consecutive errors.
In this study, the test was administered in the classroom so the stopping rule was
adopted a posteriori. Although all the children attempted all the words in the session, the children's scores considered only the number of correct spellings up to the
point before they made six consecutive errors, thus applying the rule used when the
task is administered individually. In the study by Mouzaki et al. (2007), the maximum score obtained by second graders was 38 and by third graders 48. We decided
to present 40 words to the younger group and 50 words to the older group, allowing
for extra words to be spelled correctly in order to avoid a ceiling effect. Each word
was scored using one for the correct spelling and zero for an incorrect spelling.
The morphological spelling test. This test consisted of 20 words with 32 different
prefixes and suffixes (see Appendix E). The procedure was the same used for the
previous test; all the sentences contained simple clauses in which the syntactical and
grammatical moods were clear. The target spellings in the test were prefixes and
suffixes whose spellings are predicted from morphology but not completely specified phonologically (as in the ending /i/, which can be spelled in different ways). The
children were given one point for each morpheme spelled correctly.
The reading test. The reading test designed by Tafa (1995) was used in this study.
It was standardised in Greece. The test assesses both reading comprehension and
fluency and was designed for administration in the classroom. It is appropriate for
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children in the age range of the participants in this study and uses a close-procedure. The children are presented with sentences that contain a blank; they are
required to choose and underline, from four alternative words, the one that will correctly fill the blank in the sentence (see Appendix F). The test consists of 42 sentences and is timed; 40 minutes are allowed for completion. Items left blank are
considered incorrect. The experimenter presented four examples prior to the implementation of the test.
Procedure
The measures were designed for group presentation and were administered by the
first author, a native Greek Cypriot, in Standard Modern Greek which is the medium of instruction in school. Each task was brief, to be completed in 10 minutes. The
items in each task were randomly ordered and then presented in a fixed order. Prior
to the beginning of each task, which took place in children's classrooms during morning hours, two to three examples were given as practice so that the children would
understand what to do. In these practice trials, after the children had given their
answers, the correct answer was presented on a screen. The children were given positive feedback for their responses and the correct answer was briefly discussed with
them. During the assessments, no comments were made on children's answers.

RESULTS
Preliminary analyses
The tasks designed for the present study were scrutinised through a preliminary
analysis to examine normality of the distribution, item level of difficulty, and item
reliability. The reliability analysis identified items whose removal had a positive
impact on the task reliability and also items that were either too easy or too difficult, therefore contributing little to the discrimination between participants. These
items were omitted from the tasks.
Table 3 presents the means, the standard deviations and Cronbach's · for each
task. The reading and spelling tasks had been standardised on a Greek sample and
Cronbach's · was calculated for this sample for these tasks too. In order to check
whether the two measures of dialect awareness could be combined to a single score,
the internal consistency analysis was also carried out with all the items of the two
tasks. All of the measures had acceptable levels of internal consistency.
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations and Cronbach's · for each of the tasks
Mean
Sentence translation task
(maximum score = 17)
Pseudoword translation task
(maximum score = 10)
Morphological spelling test
(maximum score = 32)
Reading test
(maximum score = 42)
Standardised spelling test
(maximum score for the
younger group = 40)
Standardised spelling test
(maximum score for the
older group = 50)

11.88

Standard
Deviation
1.96

Cronbach's ·
.78

4.02

2.11

.69

26.26

5.12

.83

27.57

6.53

.83

26.00

6.21

.85

30.94

8.72

.92

}

Total
Cronbach's
· = .798

Regarding the normality of the distribution and item level of difficulty, the negative skew score (z = -6.98) and positive kurtosis score (z = 12.25) of the sentence
translation task were significant at p < .001. A ceiling effect was observed indicating that children found the task easy; most children scored high and few of them
scored very low. This might be a good measure for identifying the children who are
not aware of the differences between the dialect and the standard variety. The pseudoword translation task was neither too difficult nor too easy for the children; ceiling or floor effects were not observed. The scores of negative skewness (z = -0.39)
and kurtosis (z = -1.01) were not significant indicating that the scale contains trials
which are neither too easy nor too difficult.
The relation between dialect awareness and literacy skills
In order to examine whether performance in each of the dialect awareness measures
was longitudinally related to each of the reading and spelling measures, the correlations between the combined dialect awareness measures and literacy measures were
calculated. In order to combine the two measures of dialect awareness and to avoid
giving greater weight to one task than the other, the z-scores rather than the observed
scores were added.
Table 4 shows the correlations of each of the dialect awareness measures with the
reading and spelling tests as well as the correlation between the combined scores in
the two tasks. All the correlations between the sentence translation task and reading
test were significant and so were the correlations with the morphological spelling test.
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The pseudoword translation task was correlated only with the morphological spelling
test. The standardised spelling test did not correlate significantly with any of the measures of dialect awareness. These results provide initial support for the hypothesis that
dialect awareness is related to children's word reading and morphological spelling
skills in the first years of literacy acquisition in school.
Table 4. Pearson correlations between dialect awareness tasks and literacy tests

1. Reading test
2. Standardised spelling test
3. Morphological spelling test

Combined dialect
awareness tasks
(z-score)
.572**
.209
.408*

Sentence
translation task
.430**
.195
.454**

Pseudoword
translation task
.272
.096
.327**

*p < .05 **p < .01

When examining the number of correct answers per child in each of the different
tasks it was found that the children who achieved the highest or lowest score in reading, also achieved higher or lower in the dialect awareness tasks and spelling tests
respectively. For example, the children who scored in the reading test 37 out of 42,
36 out of 42, and 34 out of 42, scored 10 out of 17 in the sentence translation task
and in the pseudoword translation task scored 5 out of 10, 4 out of 10, and 7 out of
10 respectively. The children who scored 22 out of 42, 25 out of 42, and 22 out of 42
in reading, scored 7 out of 17, 8 out of 17, and 7 out of 17 in the Sentence Translation
Task respectively and in the pseudoword translation task scored 1 out of 10, 2 out of
10, and 1 out of 10 respectively.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
This study tested whether dialect awareness is related to the acquisition of literacy skills
in the initial grades. The hypothesis was examined with Greek Cypriot children who
speak the GCD and learn to read and write in SMG. The dialect awareness measures
were given to the children six months before the measures of word reading and spelling.
Two of the three literacy measures correlated significantly and positively with the dialect
awareness measures. These results suggest that dialect awareness is indeed important for
development of children's reading and spelling when they use a vernacular language that
differs from the form of the language in which they learn to read and write.
Previous studies (e.g., Labov & Baker, 2003) demonstrated that occurrence of
morphological intrusions from the dialect such as the absence of the possessive -s,
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was negatively perfectly correlated with decoding and reading comprehension.
Labov and Baker noted that the higher the lack of possessive -s in speech, the more
likely it is that readers' comprehension will decrease. This is because the possessive
-s carries meaning, e.g., ‘the duck's nurse' and ‘the duck nurse' have completely different meanings. Similarly in this study, the reading test measured both fluency and
reading comprehension and the results offer additional support for the connection
between awareness of the phonological and morphological differences of the two
varieties and reading comprehension.
We were puzzled by the finding that the correlations between dialect awareness
and the Standardised Spelling Test were not significant. However, an inspection of
the words used in this test shows that there were no items that include phonemes or
morphemes that do not exist in GCD. Therefore, the predicted disadvantage for
dialect users could not be measured, and consequently the predicted advantage of
dialect awareness could not be found. The pseudoword translation task was not correlated with reading and this might be because it tapped more on the awareness of
the phonological differences between the two varieties rather than the morphological differences. From the ten pseudowords needed to be translated only two of them
involved a morphological transformation, and the rest of them involved phonological transformations. In reading, awareness of morphemes is important for understanding the meaning of the words and thereby comprehending the whole passage.
Previous research on the relation between the use of a dialect and literacy learning is so far scarce but it suggests that dialect users often have difficulties in literacy learning. Three possible explanations for their difficulties were considered in the
introduction: lack of familiarity with the form that is written (e.g., Abu-Rabia,
2000), difficulties in making distinctions (both phonological and morphological)
required for reading and spelling correctly (e.g., Treiman, 2004), and a greater cognitive effort demanded in order to understand how oral and written words are connected (e.g., Labov, 1995; Labov & Baker, 2003; Saiegh-Haddad, 2003). In all the
previous studies, the relationship between using a dialect and learning literacy is
negative: the more features of the dialect are present in the child's oral language,
the greater will be the child's difficulty in learning literacy. This study approached
the same problem from a more positive angle. Children who live in bidialectal settings live with two forms of the same language and must learn to be bidialectal.
African American children have to understand what their peers and relatives say, so
they must understand AAE, and they also have to understand what people say on
television and what their teachers say, so they must understand SAE. Similarly,
Arabic children use a vernacular form in everyday life and learn standard modern
Arabic as the language used in formal settings and in texts. Greek Cypriot children
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also speak and hear the GCD in most settings but they also must understand what
people say on TV and what their teachers say. One could focus on the disadvantages
of living in bidialectal settings but one can also focus on the advantages. The different forms of the languages used in informal and more formal settings vary in predictable ways. If the children can become aware of the dialect differences, they can
transform their implicit knowledge of the language into a real asset for literacy
learning. Thus, instead of looking for negative correlations between use of the
dialect and literacy outcomes, we looked for positive correlations between dialect
awareness and literacy outcomes. The close relation of the dialect with the standard
variety allows children to discover the differences between them; the children who
were implicitly aware of the differences between the two varieties performed better
in reading and spelling because they realised that dialect differences, which are
much less than the similarities, are consistent and predictable. Our results suggest,
but they do not show unambiguously, that dialect awareness can be seen as a skill
that contributes significantly to children's literacy learning. Individual differences
identified in our measures of dialect awareness were related to literacy skills six
months later.
In the field of bilingualism and literacy learning, studies carried out in different languages (e.g., Bialystok, 2010; Bialystok, Majumder, & Martin, 2003; Liow & Lau, 2006)
and a meta-analysis undertaken by Adesope, Lavin, Thompson, and Ungerleider
(2010) reported the positive outcomes of bilingualism even when socio-economic status was controlled for; there is a significant bilingual advantage in the development of
metalinguistic skills such as phonological awareness. Similarly, this study maintains
that the children who have learned to differentiate between their dialect and the standard variety, have developed the ability to think about language in a way that enables
them to master the task of learning to read and spell more comfortably.
Some studies, such as Terry (2010) and Fogel and Ehri (2000) argued that language awareness may be an important factor for literacy learning for dialect users.
Terry (2006, 2010) suggested that children who produce dialect related intrusions in
speech, reading and writing are less aware of language and that is why they face difficulties in literacy measures. This conclusion emerged from her findings of negative correlations between the use of African American English and dialect sensitive
measures, such as rhyme recognition, and the measures of literacy that are not
dialect sensitive, such as knowledge of the alphabet. The present study developed
this argument by showing that children's awareness of the differences between the
dialect and the standard variety positively influences their performance in reading
and spelling.
Further studies should follow in order to test more rigorously the hypothesis
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that dialect awareness may enhance literacy learning, and this will be enabled, at
least in Cyprus, by the fact that the measures we have developed are reliable and
valid, as they correlate with word reading and spelling. In further research, one
should control not only for age in the prediction of literacy outcomes but also for
general verbal ability, phonological awareness as well as morphological awareness
because these variables might be related to both the predictor and outcome variables. In this way it will be shown whether dialect awareness contributes unique
variance in explaining the outcome variables after the shared variance between the
other predictor variables is statistically controlled (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Further research should test whether the finding that dialect awareness predicts literacy skills is robust. As the current design did not include the estimations of dialect
awareness and literacy in both Time 1 and Time 2, in future a longitudinal study
should be adopted in which children will be assessed in all the predictor measures
and all the outcome measures at Time 1 and Time 2. The proposed design can
establish the longitudinal contributions of dialect awareness to reading and spelling
and will investigate whether experience in reading and spelling also helps children
to develop dialect awareness; whether the connection of dialect awareness with
reading and spelling is a bi-directional one as knowing the order in which the events
occur is important for developing an intervention study (De Vaus, 2009). More
importantly, and in line with the results by Fogel and Ehri (2000), one should also
test whether transforming children's implicit knowledge of both forms of the language into explicit knowledge can have the effect of improving their literacy skills.
This finding would have significant educational implications and could contribute to
the educational success of groups of dialect users who so far have had to discover
by themselves how their dialect differs from the language represented in writing.

REFERENCES
Abu-Rabia, S. (2000). Effects of exposure to Literacy Arabic on reading comprehension in a
diglossic situation. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 13, 147-157.
Adesope, O., Lavin, T., Thompson, T., & Ungerleider, C. (2010). A systematic review and
meta-analysis of the cognitive correlates of bilingualism. Review of Educational Research,
80( 2), 207-245.
Aidinis, A., & Nunes, T. (2001). The role of different levels of phonological awareness in the
development of reading and spelling in Greek. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary
Journal, 14, 145-177.
Baratz, J. (1969). A bi-dialectal task for determining language proficiency in economically
disadvantaged Negro children. Child Development, 40 (3), 889-901.

74

E. Pittas & T. Nunes

Berko, J. (1958). The child's learning of English morphology. Word, 14, 150-177.
Bialystok, E. (2010). Global-local and trail-making tasks by monolingual and bilingual
children: Beyond inhibition. Developmental Psychology, 46(1), 93-105.
Bialystok, E., Majumder, S., & Martin. (2003). Developing phonological awareness: Is there a
bilingual advantage? Applied Psycholinguistics, 24(1), 27-44.
Bryant, P., Nunes, T., & Aidinis, A. (1999). Different morphemes, same spelling problems: Crosslinguistic developmental studies. In M. Harris & G. Hatano (Eds.), Learning to read and write:
A cross-linguistic perspective (pp. 134-156). Cambridge,UK: Cambridge University Press.
Chatzioannou, K. (1996). EtimoloÁiko leksiko tis omilumenis Kipriakis dialektu (Etymological
dictionary of the spoken Greek Cypriot Dialect). Nicosia: Tamasos.
Charity, A., Scarborough, H., & Griffin, D. (2004). Familiarity with school English in African
children and its relation to early reading achievement. Child Development, 75(5), 1340-1356.
Chititi, H. F., & Willows, D. M. (1994). Word recognition in two languages and orthographies:
English and Greek. Memory and Cognition, 22, 313-325.
Chliounaki, K., & Bryant, P. (2002). Construction and learning to spell. Cognitive Development,
17, 1489-1499.
Chliounaki, K., & Bryant, P. (2003). Choosing the right spelling in Greek: Morphology helps.
Revue Française de Linguistique Appliquée, 8, 35-45.
Craig, H., Zhang, L., Hensel, S., & Quin, E. (2009). African American English-speaking
students: An examination of the relationship between dialect shifting and reading
outcomes. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 52, 839-855.
De Vaus, D. (2009). Research design in social research. London: SAGE.
Fasold, R. (1969). Orthography in reading materials for Black English-speaking children. In J.
Baratz & R. Shuy (Eds.), Teaching Black children to read (pp. 68-91). Washington: Center
for Applied Linguistics.
Feitelson, D., Goldstein, Z., Iraqi, J., & Share D. (1993). Effects of listening to story reading on
aspects of literacy acquisition in a diglossic situation. Reading Research Quarterly, 28(1), 71-79.
Fogel, H., & Ehri, L. (2000). Teaching elementary students who speak Black English
Vernacular to write in Standard English: Effects of dialect transformation practice.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 212-235.
Goodman, K. (1969). Dialect barriers to reading comprehension. In J. Baratz & R. Shuy (Eds.),
Teaching Black children to read (pp. 14-28). Washington: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Goswami, U., Porpodas, C., & Wheelwright, S. (1997). Children's orthographic representations
in English and Greek. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 12, 273-292.
Harris, M., & Giannouli, V. (1999). Learning to read and spell in Greek: The importance of
letter knowledge and morphological awareness. In M. Harris & G. Hatano (Eds.), Learning
to read and write: A cross-linguistic perspective (pp. 51-70). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.
Holton, D., Mackridge, P., & Philippaki-Warburton, I. (2004). Greek. An essential grammar of
the Modern language. London: Routledge.
Horrocks, G. (2010). Greek: A history of the language and its speakers. Singapore: Wiley - Blackwell.

Dialect awareness and literacy

75

Labov, W. (1969) The study of Non Standard English. Washington, DC: Center for Applied
Linguistics, ERIC Clearinghouse for Linguistics.
Labov, W. (1995). Can reading failure be reversed? A linguistic approach to the question. In V.
Gadsden & D. Wagner (Eds.), Literacy among African-American youth: Issues in learning,
teaching and schooling (pp. 39-68). Cresskill, UK: Hampton Press.
Labov, W., & Baker, B. (2003). What is a reading error? [Online]. Available from:
http://www.ling.upenn.edu/~wlabov/Papers/WRE.html [Accessed 12 February 2011]
Liow, R., & Lau, G. (2006). The development of bilingual children's early spelling in English.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(4), 868-878.
McCormick Piestrup, A. (1973). Black dialect interference and accommodation of reading
instruction in first grade. University of California: Monographs of the Language-Behavior
Research Laboratory.
McDavid, R. (1969). Dialectology and the teaching of reading. In J. Baratz & R. Shuy (Eds.),
Teaching Black children to read (pp. 1-13) Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Mouzaki, A., Protopapas, A., Sideridis, G., & Simos, P. (2007). Examining the psychometric
characteristics of a spelling test for students at the second, third, fourth and fifth grade of
primary school. Epistimes tis Agogis, 1, 129-146.
Newton, B. (1972a). The generative interpretation of dialect. A study of Modern Greek phonology.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Newton, B. (1972b). Cypriot Greek. The Hague, The Netherlands: Mouton.
Panayotou, A. (2007). Arcado-Cypriot. In A. Christides (Ed.), A history of Ancient Greek: From
the beginnings to late antiquity (pp. 417-426). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Petyt, K. M. (1980). The study of dialect: An introduction to dialectology. London: Andre
Deutsch.
Perfetti, C. (2003). The universal grammar of reading. Scientific Studies of Reading, 7(1), 3-24.
Porpodas, C. D. (1991). The relation between phonemic awareness and reading and spelling of
Greek words in the first school years. In M. Carretero & M. L. Pope (Eds.), Learning and
instruction: European research in an international context (Vol. 3, pp. 203-217). Oxford, UK:
Pergamon Press.
Pittas, E., & Nunes, T. (2014). The relation between morphological awareness and reading and
spelling in Greek: A longitudinal study. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal.
DOI 10.1007/s11145-014-9503-6
Rayes, A. (1994). Archaic Cyprus. A study of the textual and archaeological evidence. Oxford,
UK: Clarendon Press.
Saiegh-Haddad, E. (2003). Linguistic distance and initial reading acquisition: The case of
Arabic diglossia. Applied Psycholinguistics, 24, 431-451.
Saiegh-Haddad, E. (2005). Correlates of reading fluency in Arabic: Diglossic and orthographic
factors. Reading and Writing, 18, 559-582.
Saiegh-Haddad, E., & Geva, E. (2008). Morphological awareness, phonological awareness,
and reading in English-Arabic bilingual children. Reading and Writing, 21, 481-504.
Seymour, P. (2005). Early reading development in European orthographies. In M. Snowling & C.

76

E. Pittas & T. Nunes

Hulme (Eds.), The science of reading: A handbook (pp. 297-315). Cornwall, UK: Blackwell.
Schilling-Estes, N. (2008). Dialect variation. In R. Fasold & J. Connor-Linton (Eds.), An
introduction to language and linguistics (pp. 311-342, 2nd ed.). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.
Singham, M. (1998). The Canary in the mine: The achievement gap between Black and White
students. Phi Delta Kappan, 80(1), 9-15.
Tabachnick, B., & Fidell, L. (2007). Using multivariate statistics. Boston: Pearson.
Tafa, E. (1995). Test Anixnefsis tis anaÁnostikis ikanotitas (Test for diagnosing reading ability).
Athens: Ellinika Grammata.
Terry, N. P. (2006). Relations between dialect variation, grammar, and early spelling skills.
Reading and Writing, 19, 907-931.
Terry, N. P. (2010). Examining relationships among dialect variation and emergent literacy
skills. Communication Disorders Quarterly. Online First, published on June 15, 2010.
Doi:10.1177/1525740110368846.
Terry, N., Connor, C., Thomas-Tate, S., & Love, M. (2010). Examining relationships among
dialect variation, literacy skills and school context in first grade. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research, 53, 126-145.
Treiman, R. (2004). Spelling and dialect: Comparisons between speakers of African American
vernacular English and White speakers. Psychological Bulletin and Review, 11(2), 338-342.
Tsiplakou, S., Papapavlou, A., Pavlou, P., & Katsoyannou, M. (2006). Lavelling, Koineization
and their implications for bidialectism. In F. Hinskens (Ed.), Language variation - European
perspectives. Selected papers from the Third International Conference on Language Variation
in Europe (ICLaVE 3, pp. 265-276). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Washington, J. A., & Craig, H. K. (1998). Socioeconomic status and gender influences on
children's dialectal variations. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 41, 618-626.
Washington, J. (2001). Early literacy skills in African-American children: Research
considerations. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 16(4), 213-221.
Wolfram, W., & Schilling-Estes, N. (2006). American English: Dialects and variation (2nd ed.).
Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
Yiakoumetti, A. (2006). A bidialectal programme for the learning of Standard Modern Greek
in Cyprus. Applied Linguistics, 27(2), 295-317.
Yiakoumetti, A., Papapavlou, A., & Pavlou, P. (2007). The degree of dialectal transference by
Cypriots in a strict Standard Modern Greek context. In E. Agathopoulou, M.
Dimitrakopoulou, & D. Papadopoulou (Eds.), Selected papers on theoretical and applied
linguistics (pp. 266-273, Vol. 1). Thessaloniki: Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.

Dialect awareness and literacy

77

APPENDICES

Appendix A: Sentence translation task
Greek - Cypriot Standard Modern Greek
Example:
a.
ΔÔ ¯ÚÒÌ· ÙÔ˘ ·˘ÙÔÎ›ÓËÙÔ˘ ÂÓ ÌÏÂ ΔÔ ¯ÚÒÌ· ÙÔ˘ ·˘ÙÔÎ›ÓËÙÔ˘ Â›Ó·È ÌÏÂ
The car's colour is blue
Example:
b.
ŒÁÚ·„· ÛÔ˘ ¤Ó· ÁÚ¿ÌÌ·
™Ô˘ ¤ÁÚ·„· ¤Ó· ÁÚ¿ÌÌ·
I wrote you a letter
1.
√È Î¿ÙÙÔÈ ÙÚÒÛÈÓ
√È Á¿ÙÔÈ ÙÚÒÓÂ
The cats eat
2.
∂ÙÚ·ÁÔ˘‰‹Û·ÛÈÓ ‡ÌÓÔ˘˜
ΔÚ·ÁÔ‡‰ËÛ·Ó ‡ÌÓÔ˘˜
They sang hymns
3.
∂‹·ÌÂÓ ÂÈ˜ ÛÙÔ Û¯ÔÏÂÈﬁ Û‹ÌÂÚ·
¶‹Á·ÌÂ ÛÙÔ Û¯ÔÏÂ›Ô Û‹ÌÂÚ·
We went to school
4.
∂›· ÛÔ˘ ﬁÙÈ ÌÂ Ï¤ÓÂ ∞ÓÙÒÓË
™Ô˘ Â›· ﬁÙÈ ÌÂ Ï¤ÓÂ ∞ÓÙÒÓË
I told you my name is Antonis
5.
∂¯Ù¤˜ ÂÛÙ¤ÎÔ˘ÌÔ˘Ó ¤Íˆ
ÃıÂ˜ ÛÙÂÎﬁÌÔ˘Ó ¤Íˆ ·ﬁ ÙÔ Û›ÙÈ ÛÔ˘
Ô˘ ÙÔ Û›ÙÈ ÛÔ˘
Yesterday I was standing outside your house
6.
∞Á·Ò ÙËÓ ª·Ú›· Ù˙·È ÙÔÓ ¡›ÎÔ
∞Á·Ò ÙËÓ ª·Ú›· Î·È ÙÔÓ ¡›ÎÔ
I love Maria and Nicos
7.
∫¿ıÂ ‚Ú¿‰˘ ıÎÈÂ‚¿˙ˆ ·Ú·Ì‡ıÈ
∫¿ıÂ ‚Ú¿‰˘ ‰È·‚¿˙ˆ ·Ú·Ì‡ıÈ
Every evening I read stories
8.
∏ ª·Ú›· ¤‚ÏÂÂÓ ÌÂ Ô˘ ÙÔ ·Ú¿ı˘ÚÔ ∏ ª·Ú›· ÌÂ ¤‚ÏÂÂ ·ﬁ ÙÔ ·Ú¿ı˘ÚÔ
ÙË˜ Ù¿ÍË˜
ÙË˜ Ù¿ÍË˜
Maria saw me from the class window
9.
√ ∫ÒÛÙ·˜ ÎÏ·‰Â‡ÎÂÈ
√ ∫ÒÛÙ·˜ ÎÏ·‰Â‡ÂÈ
Costas is trimming
10.
∂¯ÔÚ¤„·ÌÂÓ ÂÎ·ÙﬁÓ ¯ÔÚÔ‡˜
ÃÔÚ¤„·ÌÂ ÂÎ·Ùﬁ ¯ÔÚÔ‡˜
We carried out a hundred dances
11.
∫¿ıÂ ‚Ú¿‰˘ Ë ÒÚ· 9:00 Ù˙ÔÈÌÔ‡Ì·È ∫¿ıÂ ‚Ú¿‰˘ Ë ÒÚ· 9:00 ÎÔÈÌ¿Ì·È
Every evening I sleep at 9:00
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Appendix B: Pseudoword translation task
Greek - Cypriot
Example:
a. Ù˙È¤ÎÔÙÔ
d∫ ′iekoto
Example:
b. Ù·ÏÂ‡ÎÂÈ
tal′efki
1. Ù˙È·Î¿ÎÈ
d∫iak′aki
2. ÛÛ¤‚·Ù·
∫ ′evata
3. ·Î¿¯ÙÈÎÔ
ak′axtiko
4. Î·Ó¤ÊÎÈ
kan′efki
5. ÏﬁÙÛÈÓÔ
l′od∫ino
6. ıÎÈ·ÎÂÓ‡ˆ
ıkiaken′io
7. ·ÏÈÓÂ‡Îˆ
alin′efko
8. aÙ˙È·Ï›ÓÈ
ad∫ ial′ini
9. ıÎÈ·˙¿Óˆ
ıkiazano
10. ÎÔ˘Ù˙›ÌÈ
kud∫ ′imi

Standard Modern Greek

Phoneme needed
to be transformed

Î¤ÎÔÙÔ
k′ekoto

/d∫/ → /k/

Ù·ÏÂ‡ÂÈ
tal′evi
ÎÈ·Î¿ÎÈ
kiak′aki
¯¤‚·Ù·
ç′evata
·Î¿ÎÙÈÎÔ
ak′aktiko
Î·ÓÂ‡ÂÈ
kan′evi
ÏﬁÎÎÈÓÔ
l′ok:ino
‰È·ÎÂÓ‡ˆ
∂iaken′io
·ÏÈÓÂ‡ˆ
alin′evo
·ÎÈ·Ï›ÓÈ
akial′ini
‰È·˙¿Óˆ
∂iazano
ÎÔ˘Î›ÌÈ
kuk′imi

/fk/ → /v/
/d∫/ → /k/
/∫/ → /¯/
/xt/ → /kt/
/fk/ → /v/
/d∫/ → /k/
/ıÎ/ → /∂/
→ /ı/
/fk/ → /v/
/d∫/ → /k/
/ıÎ/ → /∂/
→ /ı/
/d∫/ → /k/
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Appendix C: Morphosyntactic differences between GCD and SMG
The most important morphosyntactic differences between GCD and SMG are: 1) verb endings; 2) the syllabic augment Â-; and 3) the clitic pronoun (see Appendix D for further
explanation). There are different endings for the active and passive voice first conjugation
singular and plural verbs in the past and present (Newton, 1972b). An important difference
between GCD and SMG in verb morphology is the syllabic augment Â-3. In order to form a
past tense in SMG, the syllabic augment Â- is added to the stem if it begins with a consonant, e.g. /′eÁrapsa/, ‘I wrote'. The augment, which always takes the stress, is added only
when the verb stem and ending have two syllables (Holton et al., 2004). In contrast, in GCD
the syllabic augment is added to verbs beginning with a consonant to produce the past tenses and it is also added to the stem of the verb with more than two syllables, e.g. /est′ekumun/ ‘I was standing'. In this case the augment is not stressed (Newton, 1972b). The items
that required a syntactic transformation involved word order: in SMG the weak pronoun is
always placed before the verb, e.g. /se ′i‰·/, ‘I saw you' (Holton et al., 2004) whereas in the
GCD it is always placed after the verb (Newton, 1972b), e.g. /′i‰a se/, ‘I saw you'.

3

The linguistic terminology is based on Holton, Mackridge, & Philippaki-Warburton (2004).
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Appendix D: The standardised spelling test
Examples
Target Word
·ﬁ
of
¤Ï·
come
Î˘ÓËÁËÙﬁ
tag

Sentence
∂›Ó·È ÊÙÈ·ÁÌ¤ÓÔ ·ﬁ Í‡ÏÔ
It is made of wood
ŒÏ· Ì·˙› ÌÔ˘
Come with me
ŒÏ· Ó· ·›ÍÔ˘ÌÂ Î˘ÓËÁËÙﬁ
Come to play tag

Target Word
·ﬁ
¤Ï·
Î˘ÓËÁËÙﬁ

Dialect awareness and literacy
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Appendix E: The morphological spelling test
Target Word

∞ÓÙÈÚﬁÂ‰ÚÔ˜
vice-president
‰‡ÛÎÔÏÔ

Sentence

Words
consisting
of prefixes

∞ÓÙÈÚﬁÂ‰ÚÔ˜ ÙË˜ Ù¿ÍË˜ Â›Ó·È Ë ª·Ú›·
Maria is the vice-president of the class
√ (2)
∞˘Ùﬁ ÙÔ Úﬁ‚ÏËÌ· ÛÙ· Ì·ıËÌ·ÙÈÎ¿
Â›Ó·È ‰‡ÛÎÔÏÔ
√
difficult
This problem in maths is difficult
∞ÓÙÈ‚·ÛÈÏÈ¿˜
√ ‚·ÛÈÏÈ¿˜ ·ÚÚÒÛÙËÛÂ ÁÈ' ·˘Ùﬁ
Î¿ÏÂÛ·Ó ÙÔÓ ·ÓÙÈ‚·ÛÈÏÈ¿
regent
The king was sick and they called the regent
√
Û˘ÌÊˆÓÒ
™˘ÌÊˆÓÒ ﬁÙÈ ‰ÂÓ Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ÏÂÚÒÓÔ˘ÌÂ ÙËÓ Ù¿ÍË
I agree
I agree that we should not make the class dirty
√
ÙËÏÂÊˆÓÒ
∫¿ıÂ Ì¤Ú· ÙËÏÂÊˆÓÒ ÛÙË ÁÈ·ÁÈ¿ ÌÔ˘
I telephone
Every day I telephone to my grandmother
√
˘Ô‰ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹˜ ÀÔ‰ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ Û¯ÔÏÂ›Ô˘ Â›Ó·È Ô Î‡ÚÈÔ˜ °ÈÒÚÁÔ˜ √ (3)
deputy head
Mr George is the deputy head of the school
Â›ÛÔ‰Ô˜
∏ Â›ÛÔ‰Ô˜ ÙÔ˘ Û¯ÔÏÂ›Ô˘ Â›Ó·È ¿ÓÙ· ·ÓÔÈ¯Ù‹
gate
The school's gate is always open
√
ÀÂÚ·Á·Ò
∂ÁÒ ˘ÂÚ·Á·Ò ÙËÓ ÔÈÎÔÁ¤ÓÂÈ¿ ÌÔ˘
I adore
I adore my family
√
Â˘ÁÂÓÈÎﬁ˜
∂›Ì·È ¿ÓÙ· Â˘ÁÂÓÈÎﬁ˜ ÌÂ ﬁÏÔ˘˜
polite
I am polite with everyone
√
Ô‰ÔÛÊ·ÈÚÈÛÙ‹˜ √ Ô‰ÔÛÊ·ÈÚÈÛÙ‹˜ ÙË˜ ÔÌ¿‰·˜ ÌÔ˘ ¯Ù‡ËÛÂ
football player My team's football player was hurt
√
ÛÈÙ¿ÎÈ
ΔÔ ÛÈÙ¿ÎÈ ÙË˜ ÎÔ‡ÎÏ·˜ ÌÔ˘ Â›Ó·È ÚÔ˙
house
My doll's house is pink
‚ÈÔÏÈÛÙ‹˜
√ °È¿ÓÓË˜ Â›Ó·È Ô ‚ÈÔÏÈÛÙ‹˜ ÙË˜ ÔÚ¯‹ÛÙÚ·˜ Ì·˜
violinist
John is the violinist of our orchestra
ÔÙÈÛÙ‹ÚÈ
∏ ·‰ÂÏÊ‹ ÌÔ˘ ÔÙ›˙ÂÈ Ù· ÏÔ˘ÏÔ‡‰È· ÌÂ ÙÔ ÔÙÈÛÙ‹ÚÈ
watering can
My sister uses the watering can to water the flowers
·ÚÈıÌËÙÈÎ‹
∏ ‰·ÛÎ¿Ï· ÙË˜ ·ÚÈıÌËÙÈÎ‹˜ Â›Ó·È Ë Î˘Ú›· ∂Ï¤ÓË
arithmetic
Mrs Eleni is arithmetic's teacher

Words
consisting
of suffixes
√
√

√
√
√
√
√

√
√
√
√
√
√
√

√
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Appendix F: The reading test
Examples
Given Words
Á¿Ï· / Á¿Ù· / ÁÈ·ÁÈ¿ / ÁÏ¿ÛÙÚ·
milk / cat / grandmother / flower pot
ÂÍÂÚÂ˘ÓËÙ‹˜ / ÂÍÂÙ·ÛÙ‹˜ / ¤Í·ÏÏÔ˜ / ÂÍÔÏÔıÚÂ˘Ù‹˜
explorer/ examiner / frantic / terminator
·‰È¿ıÂÙÔ˜ / ·ÍÈﬁÈÛÙÔ˜ / ·Í¤¯·ÛÙÔ˜ / ·ÚﬁÛÂ¯ÙÔ˜
Upset / reliable / unforgettable / careless

Sentence
∏ -------------- Â›Ó·È ˙ÒÔ
The -------------- is an animal
√ ¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜ Ô˘ ÂÈÛÎ¤ÙÂÙ·È
¿ÁÓˆÛÙ· Â‰¿ÊË Â›Ó·È ¤Ó·˜ -------------The man who visits unknown lands
is a/an -------------∞˘Ùﬁ˜ ‹Ù·Ó ÔÏ‡ -------------Î·È ÎÚ¿ÙËÛÂ ÙËÓ ˘ﬁÛ¯ÂÛË ÙÔ˘
This man was very -------------- and
he kept his promise

