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Abstract

This study looks for changes in a standard variety through changes in that vari-
ety’s standards. It concentrates on the continuing process of the standardization
of Modern Greek and it discusses: a) an inaugural change in status planning
involving the shift from Jannis Psycharis’s codification of Modern Greek to a
more “permissive” codification by Manolis Triantaphyllidis; b) the propagation

Key words: of linguistic standards on a mass scale through the print and electronic media
history of language after the resolution of the “Greek Language Question”; ¢) the process of “de-
pragmatics ideologization” or “naturalization” of the established norms; d) a relatively re-
sociolinguistics cent instance of stylization of a certain highly prescribed variant (nasalization of

voiced stops), which possibly marks a new phase in the standardization process.

The four cases of changing standards are discussed under a performative the-
ory of standardization. A corpus-driven approach is employed that concentrates
on correctives (metalinguistic speech acts of the type: “one should neither say
nor write X; instead, one should say or write Y”) and permissives (“one may say
or write either X or Y provided that C”). Such triplets are located in texts that
prescribe on language usage. A variety of such texts is taken into consideration:
institutional Grammars, advice columns in the Greek newspapers, relevant ra-
dio and television broadcasts, Style Guides addressed both to the general public
and to the media professionals.

It is shown that correctives and/or permissives form repertories that change
over time. Such changes in language standards account for changes in the stand-
ard language. According to the performative theory, standard languages are
subject to restandardization as language standards are subject to redefinition.
The changes in corrective repertories bear testimony to a process of a continuing
standardization of Modern Greek. This process is shown to be mediated, i.e.
it has affected and has been affected by prescriptive practices in the print and
electronic media.
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0. Introduction

A standard language can be one of three things: (a) a language; (b) a standard; (c) both a language and a
standard.’

(a). Judging by popular epitomes of sociolinguistic wisdom, such as: general Introductions to Sociolin-
guistics (e.g., Trudgill, 1983, p. 17-20; Hudson, 1980, p. 32-34; Wardaugh, 1998, p. 29-37; Holmes,
2008, p. 76-78, p. 137-138; etc.), Encyclopedias of Linguistics (e.g., Inoue, 2006; Haugen, 2001; but
cf. Linn, 2011), and similar reference works, (a) must be the view that prevails among sociolinguists.
A standard, of course, is not considered, not even in introductory textbooks, to be ‘a language’ in any
full-blown sense of the word. For linguists, languages are, after all, spurious entities, and of all spurious
entities standard languages are the “least interesting” ones, according to Hudson (1980, p. 34). Standard
languages are mostly written languages; they are believed to be uniform rather than variable; and only
a percentage of a community’s population has access to them. A standard, “whatever it is, is less than a
language” (Trudgill, 1999, p. 118).

Let’s dress view (a) into its becoming jargon. A standard is a particular ‘variety), or a ‘sub-variety’ of a
language, or a ‘dialect’ among other dialects. A standard variety, if a variety it is, need not be defined with
reference to any particular set of prescriptive rules or any language ideology (Trudgill, 1999, p. 118, 125);
i.e.,astandard language need not be measured by any particular standard. The proviso is sometimes made
that this variety is a “purely social one”, not associated with any geographical region, and with only a small
amount of geographical variation (Trudgill, 1999; 1983, p. 17-20; 2003, p. 128).

Interestingly enough, view (a), the view that identifies a standard language with a particular variety
rather than with a (prescriptive) standard (or a norm), is not attested among sociolinguists only; it is also
espoused, unanimously I would think, by proponents or “founders” of various ‘standard languages’, be they
linguists or not, who usually identify a standard language—#heir preferred one—not with a “purely social
variety” but rather with a pre-existing local or supralocal koine (several examples to be found in, e.g., Fodor
& Hagege, 1983-1990; the case of Modern Greek “koine” will be discussed below).

(b). In sharp contrast to (a), (b) takes a standard language to be just a standard (an ideology, a belicf, a
perceptual construct, an ideal, a norm, a set of prescriptive rules) rather than a particular variety. This view
is very often attributed to Milroy & Milroy (1999, p. 19), to whom

it seems appropriate to speak more abstractly of standardization as an ideology, and a standard
language as an idea in the mind rather than a reality — a set of abstract norms to which actual
usage may conform to a greater or lesser extent.

In the same vein, Lippi-Green (2012, p. 67) defines a “standard language ideology” as “a bias toward an
abstracted, idealized, homogeneous spoken language”, which “names as its model the written language, but
[...] is drawn primarily from the spoken language of the upper middle class”. Although “abstracted” and
“idealized”, such a language, she claims, can be “imposed and maintained by dominant bloc institutions”

A standard language, accordingly, is, primarily, what a standard is believed to be and, secondarily, what
it becomes by being imposed on actual language usage. Although not prominent, the view that standard
languages are superimposed standards rather than real (sub-)languages, also makes it into standard text-
books; Fromkin, Rodman & Hyams (2011, p. 440), speaking of Standard American English (SAE), state
that “SAE is an idealization. Nobody speaks this dialect; and if somebody did, we would not know it,
because SAE is not defined precisely”

According to (b), then, a standard language is primarily a perceptual phenomenon, a construct of the
mind, a make-believe activity, a “useful fiction” (in the sense of Veihinger, 1935). There is no objective

1A fourth possibility: (d) neither, should not be excluded on a priori grounds; but neither should we entertain b init. the
possibility of being wrong.



From language standards to a Standard Language: The case of Modern Greek 3

standard variety; there is only a collective belief (not necessarily the sum of all individual beliefs within
a community) that such a variety exists. Once established, this belief tends to verify itself: speakers are
guided by their belief in the standards in using the standard they believe in.

(c). Ivery much sympathize with view (b), but it is the third option I wish to explore and defend in this
paper, i.e. the view that a standard language is both a language (a variety, a sub-variety, etc.) and a standard.

There are two aspects to this view (Moschonas, 2005a,b):

First, a standard variety is subject to a continuous process of standardization, de-standardization or re-
standardization—despite the fact that the speakers of a language might not be aware of this transformative
process as, perhaps, neither are the linguists among them. Although they are ideologically presented as
stable, persisting, invariable, uniform “wholes”, standard varieties exhibit considerable variation and are
themselves subject to change. The relation between a standard and other varieties within a linguistic
community is, accordingly, a dynamic one and in constant flux.

The division of labor between varieties also admits of rearrangements. As Fishman (1972, p. 19) had
pointed out:

Note that not all languages have standard varieties. Note also, that where a standard variety does
exist, it does not necessarily displace the nonstandard varieties from the linguistic repertoire of
the speech community for functions that are distinct from but complementary to those of the
standard variety. Note, additionally, that there may be several competing standard varieties in
the same speech community. Note, finally, that hitherto nonstandard varieties may themselves
undergo standardization, whereas hitherto standardized varieties may undergo destandardiza-
tion as their speakers no longer view them as worthy of codification and cultivation. Standardiz-
ation in not a property of any language per se, but a characteristic societal treatment of language,
given sufficient societal diversity and need for symbolic elaboration.

Second, this process of continuous re-standardization could not take place—it would not even be under-
stood—without appeal to certain standards, without ideological justifications of such standards and with-
out metadiscursive practices through which standards and language ideologies are being propagated. There
is always an interplay between language standards and standard languages. Accordingly, the relation
between a standard and a standard variety should be seen as a dynamic one. A standard variety may
actually “converge” to a standard or to what a standard variety is believed to be; but the standard may
also be prescribed by a misguided, misplaced or ineffective norm, one which does not actually correspond
to any particular variety, as it is very often the case in diglossia situations, where prevailing standards (of
the high variety) are inconsistent with common usage (low varieties). There might also be conflicts i
standards; Haugen’s (1966a,b) seminal works on standardization, one should be reminded, are precisely
about such conflicts. In certain communities, there are strong ‘language ideological debates’ (Blommaert,
1999), which, in some cases, seem to last for ages, as it was the case with the “Greek Language Question”
(Mackridge, 2009; see infra).
*

The present study wishes to look for changes in a standard variety through changes in this variety’s stand-
ards; and in so doing, to also try to answer the question as to whether and to what degree language
standards could account for changes in standard languages.

The variety to be considered is Standard Modern Greek (henceforth, SMG). In the next four sections,
I will outline four changes in the standards of SMG, while also secking parallel or conflicting changes in

SMG itself.

1. The first change to be considered—an inaugural one—involves planning. 1 will briefly look
at the historical “moment” when Psycharis’s standards of SMG were being replaced by Trianta-
phyllidis’s; i.e., the moment when the “orthodox”, “uniform”, “pure” standard of demotic—the
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“vernacular” standard—, elaborated by the linguist and enthusiast Jannis Psycharis, gave way
to the “mixed” standard of a linguist with a milder temperament, Manolis Triantaphyllidis: a
standard ever since identified as Neoelicy Ko or Kown Neoednvixy (Standard Modern
Greek, SMG).

Following this major shift in planning, three additional changes in SMG’s standards can be attested. All
three changes have been mediated, i.c. they were all initiated in and/or propagated through print or elec-
tronic media—in ways to be explained in the following sections. The first two changes concern mostly the
written norm, and they will be examined in the print media (in the Greek newspapers); the last one con-
cerns the pronunciation of SMG, and it will be examined in the framework of the Greek radio/television.
The three changes, in a semi-chronological order, are the following:

2. With Triantaphyllidiss norm prevailing, the model for corrective instruction originally as-
sociated with demotic, a grammatical/morphological model, gave way to a new phraseological
one, which, for all practical reasons, is more apt for fixing the long-accepted “mixed” standard.
This important change—a change in standards—is attested in Usage Guides and also in most
newspapers and periodicals with language advice columns—i.e., it has been a mediated change.

3. While prevailing, the new “mixed” norm gradually lost its ideological stigma vis-a-vis katha-
revousa, i.e. vis-a-vis the puristic and archaistic adversary to demotic. As a result, the use of the
vernacular vs. the archaistic morphology in the new “mixed” standard also ceased to differentiate
public discourse as to its political ideology, its cultural stance, or, more narrowly, its language
attitudes. This has not been a change in standards only; it was an important change in SMG
itself. It has affected several linguistic variables across the whole political spectrum of the Greek
media—notably the Greek newspapers.

4. Finally, there are clear indications of recent de- or re-standardization processes taking place
in the Greek audiovisual media (of which Politis, 2014, p. 210-306 offers a glimpse). In some
detail I will present here only one instance of such tendencies: the prenasalization of voiced stops
(Arvaniti & Joseph, 2000). I will show that this prescriptive rule’s lack of success coincides with
a restandardizing process, through which nasalization has turned from a learned self-conscious
behavior into an unconscious style marker.

In order to diagnose the above four changes in standards, a battery of simple sociolinguistic tests is em-
ployed, grouped under four separate but interrelated studies:

1. In order to demonstrate Triantaphyllidis’s variationist, non-uniform norm, all references to
variation in Triantaphyllidis’s ez 2/ (1978) major Grammar of SMG were quantified and clas-
sified into categories. The quantification allows for comparisons backwards, with Psycharis’s
carlier grammatical norm, and forwards, with recent, “descriptive” Modern Greek Grammars or

Usage Guides.

2. In order to trace the changes in usage standards from Triantaphyllidis’s “mixed” repertory
to the modern patterns of usage advice provided on a massive scale in and about the media,
“corrective instructions” (i.c., usage advices) in newspapers have also been classified, quantified
and compared.

3. In order to test for the ideological connotations (or the lack thereof) of the norm that has
evolved, several high/low morphological variants in the Greek press were tested to determine
whether they correlate with the political-ideological stance of the newspapers (Kolia ez a/., 2013).
It turns out that morphological variation has lost its ideological stigmay; it is no longer dependent
on the political ideology of the newspapers.
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4. Finally, as an indication of recent restandardization tendencies, the prenasalization of voiced
stops by several Greek radio and TV news anchors has been correlated to the independent
variable “scripted/unscripted-speech” It turns out that the prescriptive rule concerning the nas-
alization of voiced stops is not being followed by radio/ TV announcers; a new usage has evolved
in which nasalization is employed as a stylistic marker differentiating media genres or registers.

The four changes in the Modern Greek standard and/or the standard variety are examined successively in
the next four sections. The threads that possibly unite these four changes will be pulled together in the
Conclusions and discussion section, where I elaborate on the interplay between specific linguistic practices
and language standards; I offer a unified framework for quantifying the effects of prescriptivism within a
variationist paradigm; and I discuss relevant literature on the effects of prescriptivism on language change.
Bits and pieces of a comprehensive theory that links language standards to standard languages I will

provide as we move along. However, a very general outline of the theory should be given right from
the beginning to help the reader follow the general argument. I will call it the performative theory of
language standardization. In a nutshell, metalinguistic statements (i.c., statements about language of the
kind considered in this chapter) are not mere expressions of belief; their character is prescriptive and their
illocutionary force is that of directive (metalinguistic) speech acts, i.e. speech acts that guide the users of a
language to a particular linguistic behavior. Prescriptivism is epitomized in explicit corrective instruction
or advice on issues of language usage. Just like any other speech acts, corrective instructions are subject to
felicity conditions rather than truth conditions: they are not right or wrong, they simply are effective or
ineffective in particular circumstances. Furthermore, for a corrective instruction to be successful, it has to
be repetitive. Print and digital media provide platforms in which corrective instructions can be repeated
and multiplied, if only by example. The corrective instruction has better chances of reaching a wider
public when it is issued by an institution (such as an Academy) or by people with institutional power or
by professional zealots (the correctors). Correctives also require a guarding or surveillance mechanism,
which is instilled during education and remains operative at both the corporate level (correction as a
professional practice) and the level of individuals (self-correction). Finally, in order for corrective speech
acts to be successful, they have to be complied with by members of the linguistic community; corrective
instructions have to be adopted within a particular medium, across a register, or for a certain stylistic pur-
pose. Language users have to behave linguistically as they were instructed to; they have to start practicing
according to the instruction. This final ‘uptake’ is not easy to come about. It is also difficult to diagnose,
since it is always possible that corrective instructions are not being followed, or they are misexecuted, or
merely not given heed to; or they are forgotten from one generation of speakers to the next. Indeed, the
performative theory of standardization we lay out here is not incompatible with a view of the standard
language as a ‘variety’ that has to be re-learned by each new generation of speakers under the guidance of
institutions and always through some kind of mediation.

1. Planning

Planning of what came to be known as Standard Modern Greek has gone through at least two very distinct
phases: the first is associated with the renown linguist Jannis Psycharis (1824-1929) or Jean Psychari, as
he was known in France; the second, with Manolis Triantaphyllidis (1883-1959). The impressive figure
of Psycharis marks the “Sturm und Drang” period of the demoticist movement; Triantaphyllidis, a less
haughty linguist, is associated with the latter period of “the State’s demoticism” (the names and the peri-
odization are Triantaphyllidis’s own, 1981, p. 119- 144)”. The first period is marked by the publication in
1888 of 16 7aé/d: pov [ My Journey] by Psycharis—“a bombshell that burst on the Athenian cultural scene”

*Triantaphyllidis would have agreed with Geeraerts (2016) that Psycharis’s codification of Modern Greek followed the
“romantic model” while Triantaphyllidis’s own is a more “rationalistic” one. But this would only mean that the distinction
between the “romantic” and the “rationalistic” model is a pre-theoretic one.
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(Mackridge, 2009, p. 215); the second is marked by the quite unheroic act of the publication in 1941 of a
Neoeldyiret Lpapuariretf (tyg Ayuotizdfs) [Modern Greek Grammar (of Demotic)] by Triantaphyllidis ez 4/..

Psycharis did not write a full Grammar of demotic. The three volumes of his “Big” Modern Greek
Grammar (Psycharis, 1929, 1935, 1937) barely reach beyond the phonology of Modern Greek. He was a
passionate observer of Modern Greek’s phonological variation and change (yy02M12éid) and his Grammar
contains a wealth of observations on variant forms, as do many of his scholarly works, written mainly in
French (Psycharis, 1930, p. 58-114, 168-179, 189-251,284-319,237-238,664-710, passim.). Psycharis
is known mostly from his popularizing and combative works, written in Greek, which had been extremely
influential. Although most of these works are overtly prescriptive, Psycharis gave an example of demotic
mainly through his own writing, his own novelistic style, and perhaps through his own stylistic exaggera-
tions, of which he became famous and of which My Journey is the foremost epitome.

Just as his followers tried to adhere to a cohesive norm coming out of the master, there have also been
attempts in the literature to extract a cohesive norm out of Psycharis’s writings; see, e.g., Mandilaras (1972,
p-98-108). It is my opinion that such attempts for systematization are blind to the considerable variation
that Psycharis’s works exhibit; however, they are not without theoretical significance. They show what,
even in the work of scholars, a standard amounts to: a finite and rather short list of dos and don¥s.

For the students of Modern Greek, this is roughly how Mandilaras (1972, p. 98-108) “rewrites”
Psycharis’s standard, i.c. how he re-standardizes the master’s dogma, through a closed set of “correctives”
(prescriptive statements of the form A > B, i.e. “replace variant A by variant B”):

Psycharis would rather write 8 xa: ¢ instead of ev xar av: EepéByet, Bacidefe, aBysf, mpwréBovoa,
EBpiry, eByévea, Snoafpods; he also writes —4Bw instead of —edw; he does not allow the com-
bination of two voiceless fricatives or stops; such combinations are turned into fricative + stop:
AepTepud, cxdpTovTas, épTupy, xapxydij, mpayTixd; Psycharis also changes fricatives into stops after
[s]: oxoddj, oxetioTyre, anaorolyuévo, axédio, alotyua, —oryxea instead of —odyxa; “before voice-
less consonants, v [, u, and y] are not fitting”: gvBiBacuds, cvBovds}, cvywpd, Ty [tnv], T [Twv],
d¢ [0ev], @ [ov], mpe [mpw]s A > p / __&b: adeppds; ©> 0/ __pr avadpopip; v > 0 / __p: mpduas y
>0/ V__V:éw, mdw; a-assimilations: déapva, adappds, addxepo, apunvéBw, cravaydpa, andve,
andyyedua, akddeppog; 1>/ __p: mhepdaaue, cidepddporo, Tpryepvodiue, xAepovousaeL, xeplaxs, gEpTapL,
xepd, wepeyvuévos (but: Lwnpde); v ov: xpovaradévia, Eovpdpr; w > ov: Loyus, fovypdpias; he keeps w
in comparatives: Ay@7epo; he omits initial unaccented ¢ and v: pyuepidn, mopovsf, wopépveras (also
of verbs’ augment); he adds —¢ in: 7dve, évave, xeivovve, exelvye, Tw paridve, Tw craive; also
in third person plural: oradifxave, Bovpxavave, {fjoovve, poidlovve; in noun declension, he keeps
the same stress position, according to the dominant nom. case: Sddacon — dddacoas (instead of
Saldoon); he transfers the old third declension to the first: Yo — 796 Yoy, woiyay — woiyays,
Aéy — Aébng, oquetway — aquetwoys, etc.; plural: emavddyyec, ppdaec, Aééeg; masculine and feminine
nouns ending in consonants are also inflected according to the first declension: o pdlaxas [in-
stead of pvdal] — rov pvdaxa, y eAwida — Ty¢ edwides, § aSpwrdTyTe — TN ANpWTSTYTAS, 0 EVETTWTAS
— 700 eveaTwta, ete. (butalso: o Ilapdevds — rov IapSevd, formed after yépoc, madds, uaddc); o idpog,
0 £p0g, 0 TPOETTIG; TO PWVIJEVTO — TOU PWVIJEVTOV; 0 YELTOVALG — OL YELTOVOL, 0 APYOVTAS — TOUS APy OVTOUS;
0 yiyavrag — Tovs yrydvrovs; second declension: mAdravos — whardvov — whardvor — whardvovs —
mAaTdvwve, daddyol, xaraddyor, xatoixot, vraldjdot; To dpdua — Tov dpaudTo, TO Ypduua — ToU
ypauudrov; To Mddog — Ta Ade, To pwg — Tee pddara; initial o— (instead of w—), even in the past
tenses; all contract verbs according to those ending in —dw: mpoomadd, woleud; elue, eluovve,
eloovve, eftave; preserves —y (with iota subscript) of the written subjunctive; dialectal forms: va
dww, v duyg; loan words: goxda, yrovpodon, pueyadds, mapds, xotldu, yeumdpt, umexidpys, papapétt,
TEpTima, Yo pds, umovvraldds, vrovddnt, umdoxo, povudvie (< Turkish), umdézo, avtpéooe, dafaprd,
orarovérre (< French), Beyyépa, Bilie, poudvria, pivo, pipua, potiBo, wopaeddvy, toixoldra, umdvra
(< Italian), etc.; coined words: azavwod, ywptodadid, vromodadid, aumopeaid, ouoppidda, cvyipia,



From language standards to a Standard Language: The case of Modern Greek 7

o Tryuls, xapdoddyyoe, ey, adapmovpvelid, etc.’

The above list summarizes how Mandilaras summarizes Psychariss norm. Notice the anachronism in
Mandilaras’s description of Psycharis’s norm: in almost every “rule” of the form A>B, e.g. A > p / __¢:
adeppds, A seems to be a variant that was standard but Psycharis did not choose or became standard des-
pite what Psycharis opted for. Mandilaras is not simply saying: “of the available variants these are the
ones Psycharis opted for”, i.e. the variants B; he is also implying that “those other variants, A, are the
ones he should have opted for, because it is those that were or became standard—despite Psycharis’s own
preferences. This kind of portraying Psycharis’s norm is not merely anachronistic; it is itself normative: it
implies that Psycharis should have opted otherwise, he shouldn’t have made the choices he made.
Mandilaras also presupposes that there has been a particular list of dos and don s, a norm that Psycharis
unequivocally adhered to. The truth is that, as Psycharis kept elaborating his personal style, he changed his
mind several times favoring different variants and following different “rules” at different times. Horrocks
(2010, p. 448-449, citing Mackridge, 1988) comments on just one instance of such a change in standards,
an instance that, paradoxically, marks the birthdate of Psycharis’s standard, if we assume it coincides with

the publication of My Journey:

It is important to note [...] that changes were made between the first edition of My Journey in
1888 and the second in 1905. Psycharis took great pride in his Constantinopolitan connections,
and the language of his youth at first took precedence in his writing, leading to the use of many
now non-standard features in the first edition. By the time of the second edition, however, his
conception of demotic had changed in the face of criticism of his usage.

Horrocks (2010, p. 449-451) goes on listing quite a few phonological, morphological, and syntactic Con-
stantinopolitanisms that Psycharis abandoned. A meticulous comparison of the two editions of My Jour-
ney by Balomenou (2012) reveals a total of 910 deliberate changes, mostly morpho-phonological ones;
just a few are replacements of localisms, be they Constantinopolitanisms or other, while new localisms
appear in the second edition. Rather, the most important changes in the 1905 edition (judging from the
number of their instances) are, according to Balomenou (2012), the following:

endings in —n# are replaced by —ne# (in line with Psycharis’s general preference for open end-
ing syllables), affecting many declensional paradigms, such as third person plural verb-endings
(—un/-an > —une/-ane: axolovSovy - axolovdodve, Tpafodoay > Tpafodoave, with a concomitant
change of the initial to a final augment: éypagay > ypdeave, épepay > pépave); first person singular
eluovy > eiuovve; but also plural genitives of nouns (7w dzoxddwy > 7w dasxdlwye) and pronouns
(7éowv > Téowve). The perfective marker —ks— is simplified to —s— (pwrrféw > pwiow, srovddéovus
> omovddaovue). The particle wov is replaced by either the complementizer 7w or a relative form
(mov > wwg/6mov). Finally, and much less importantly, the accusative of the object clitics, common
in the dialect of Constantinople, is replaced by the genitive form, common in the Southern
dialects (xe > pov, o > oov).

All changes of the form A » B, “variant B replacing variant A”, are instances of what we will later call:
<« . » . . . b P
correctives’, i.e. self-conscious acts of correcting the speech of one’s own and of others. Psycharis’s changes
between the two editions (his “correctives”) demonstrate, I would think, the following preliminary claims:
gp y
first, and most obviously, some variation should be assumed to exist before the elaboration of a standard;
second, some variation might exist—inevitably, perhaps—within a standard; and, third, the variation
within a standard is, at least to a certain degree, subject to whims, arbitrary, immotivé. From these three
preliminary claims one may deduce that the rationalization of a standard is a later development in its

3Notice, in passing, that contrary to what is generally believed, Psycharis was lenient towards the use of inzernal loans, i.c.
adaptations of ancient Greek words in the modern language.
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evolution; concomitantly, the retrospective recognition of variants which became standard at an carlier
stage of the language is but an anachronism. As for Psycharis’s Constantinopolitanisms, quite a few, of
course, were abandoned in the second edition of My Journey. But Psycharis’s main concern was not the
idiom of Contantinople; as the above list demonstrates, his concern was rather to prescribe the usage of
variants which lay claim to becoming standard. Some of his preferred variants deviate from what became a
standard (téowve instead of 7éowv), while others became an integral part of the standard (pwzsjow instead
of pwriéw).

Although there are no studies of linguistic variation in Psycharis’s novels, his novelistic style is oral and
playful, no matter how “artificial” it sounds to the modern ear (Chrissomali-Henrich, 2005, p. 202-203).
His literary standard, precisely because it is idiosyncratic, is also far from uniform. Strangely enough, it
does not comply with the standards attributed to him, as the following excerpt, chosen almost randomly
from his novel 70 dveipo Tov Tlavvipy, “Janniri’s dream” (Psycharis, 1897, p. 161-162) partially demon-
strates:

Téyer o dvod Tov Pwptod molka ve By, va xotamidvetar Tolhd, vou eiven éklog yi Tolha.. O
Pwwids eivar morbyvyog. Iavtod oty S otrypsy Bo Ppedy o vovg Tov, oty Bdhacon ko oy
oTeptd. ZéBappo Tak1d¢Bel aTovg afpwmovg puéon ket oTig 18eg, TOAbTpOTOG Tty Tov Oduaata, mov
et k1 o Ounpog. Ma vopiler cuyvé Twg dpréver dpebn va téxn xat yivovvtou sha. ‘Ostt Tov o)
ko Tov oTpeéy. Kdpmogovg BAémovpe anuepa mov To {810 Tovg épyetan kou TammovTaYdeg vor ebvaut
Kt daaKahol, yleTpol Ko YAwaaohéyol, ve drewdvovve, dide pov, ko atiyovs. Dofauct pAmwg we
TETOLO0 TVOTNUOL UATE 1] YILTPLKY), UATE 1] YAwoaohoyie, wite o aTixog dev Ba mpokdyouvy. ‘Otay dpwg
o Pwwide kalhepynon to vov kar uddn epyaaio, téteg umopet ki 0 Pwpid modhd va xatopBnay i
aEadva tvag dvBpwmog va kdvy doo kdvovve ot dAhoug TéTovg Tpelg 1 Téoaepetg pall. O Tavvipng
TéTOLOG ElTave, elTaty 0 Poopidg dmrwg Bet yivy kordmt kL oyt b elvau Tipoat, TpdTwTo eBvikd Tou Gov
edelyve amd TOTeG OAN TN LeNODUEVY] pWULOTHVY).

It is only natural for the Greek [Romios, n. masc., sing.] to seck after many things, to be busy with
many things, to be competent at many things. The Greek has many souls. His mind will wonder
everywhere at the same time, at the sea and on the land. He travels within people and through
ideas, fearless, a man of twists and turns, like Ulysses, as Homer would have it. He is confident
that when there’s a will, there’s a way. He fancies himself to be this or that. We see so many today
who claim to be at the same time shoemakers and teachers, doctors and linguists; some even
write lyrics, my friend. I'm afraid that with this mentality, neither medicine, nor linguistics, nor
poetry will ever make any progress. But when the Greek cultivates himself and sets his mind to
learn a specific task [job], then he can achieve much and one man alone would suddenly do what
in other countries takes three or four men to do. Janniris was this kind of man, he was the Greek
to become, not the Greek as he is now, he was an individual of the nation revealing in himself
the whole of the future Greekhood [Romiosini].

Perhaps this is not great literature. The character, Janniris, is higly ideologized: onto him is projected
Psycharis’s stereotype of Greckhood (and manhood). Perhaps the character was created after the writer
himself (“Janniris” could very well be a portmanteau for “Jannis Psycharis”). But the language is fluent.
Some deviations from today’s orthography are insignificant; the subjuntive ending -7 was also retained
in later writers; and personally, I find the e/var—e/zave() orthography much more systematic than the
elvau—sfrav(z) orthography. There are no “extremities” of those Psycharis had often been accused. The
style is oral, conversational even—or it pretends to be. There is variation in word order (zoMd va 3417,
va. xaTamdveTar wo)Ad), variation in morphology (mpoxdyovv/predvovve—xdvovve, eirave/eitay), variation
in register (the neologism 7oldyvyoc, made after the Homeric 7oddzpomog, both coexisting with everyday
words, e.g. mamovrrides “shoemakers’, and “demotic” variants, e.g. 767¢c). One gets the impression that
Psycharis is striving afer a written standard that would allow him to be oral. Bad novelist perhaps; com-
petent writer nevertheless, Psycharis standardized the language by example, through his own writings,
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not only prohibiting but also exploiting some variation. True, Psycharis might have envisaged “a single
language variety [...] for all purposes, both oral and written, allowing little leeway for variation according
to linguistic register” (Mackridge, 2009, p. 226); but he himself did not write in such a uniform variety.

The idea that Psycharis followed a very strict and uniform standard most probably originated in the
writings of his enemies. It is being perpetuated in the relevant historiography, where it is often claimed
that Psycharis, influenced by the systematic “natural laws” of the neogrammarians, allowed of no ex-
ceptions to his rules (Kriaras, 1981, p. 182-183; Babiniotis, 2011, p. 432-435; cf. Mackridge, 2009,
p- 215-228). The conception of Psycharis’s language as “orthodox” and “dogmatic”, “artificial’, “puristic”,
“uncompromising”, “overdemoticized” or “excessively padiapy” (“hairy”, i.e. vulgarized) is an ideological
misconception—a méconnaissance—constructed by his enemies and uncritically reproduced by histori-
ans. We will come back to the issue of uniformity in the Conclusions and discussion section, where we will
also discuss some of the problems that standardization by example poses for our performative theory of
language standardization.

*

Manolis Triantaphyllidis was not one of Psycharis’s opponents; but Psycharis did not want him as an ally
cither. He spoke of Triantaphyllidis with scorn; he called him “naive” (aye64c). He considered him to be
an advocate of a “compromise” with katharevousa, the archaistic high variety. He accused Triantaphyllidis
of “flirting” with katharevousa and tried to expose his “mixed” standards (Psycharis, 1924). And he was
right. Triantaphyllidis himself had admitted the need for a compromise with katharevousa, although
he also opted for a more “uniform” ‘school demotic’ (cf. Mackridge, 2009, p. 228). But all this was
past, even as it happened. Retrospectively, the only thing that matters is that Psycharis’s standard failed;
Triantaphyllidis’s prevailed.

The major reference work of demotic, the Modern Greek Grammar (of Demotic) by Triantaphyllidis
et al., was published in 1941, a period of hardship. Triantaphyllidis chaired the committee that was set
up by Ioannis Metaxas the dictator with the task to compile a grammar of Modern Greek based on the
demotic norm; there is a consensus that the Grammar published in 1941 was mainly the work of one man,
Triantaphyllidis.

The new Grammar marked an important shift in the standards of demotic. Psycharis had proposed a
radical grammatical modernization of the language. It sought to impose on the standard the systematicity
of its oral varieties, it would employ rural variants and provide for the morpho-phonological adaptation
of learned or archaistic vocabulary. His norm was in sharp contrast to the archaistic norms of the high,
written variety of katharevousa (actually, there had never been a single variety of katharevousa just as there
was no single variety of demotic, both standards varying according to writer). In contrast, Triantaphyllidis’s
norm was based on what has been ever since considered to be the urban variety of the educated middle class
(cf. Mackridge, 1985, p. vi). This new norm was much more tolerant towards learnedisms, not avoiding
unadapted archaisms or foreignisms. Neither standard (or should I say, neither variety), neither Psycharis’s
nor Triantaphyllidis’s, were pure; but Triantaphyllidis’s own was manifestedly not so. Triantaphyllidis did
not merely elaborate on Psycharis. He believed that a controlled mix of demotic with the high variety
would facilitate its acceptance, it would cause a de-ideologization of demotic, making it easier for the State
to embrace it. Thus, through the State’s adoption, an end would be put to the perennial “Greek Language
Question” (Frangoudaki, 1977, p. 104-116; Moschonas, 2010). Triantaphyllidis preferred to call his
Grammar “the State Grammar”.

Despite the fact that the explanatory genitive ¢ Anuoti#, “of demotic”, appears within parentheses
in the title of this State Grammar, Triantaphyllidis would most probably have preferred the term “Modern
Greek koine”—i.e. what today is called Standard Modern Greek. His standardization formula, simply put,
was the following:

Koine [Standard Modern Greek] = Low [Demotic] + High [Katharevousa] (as needed).
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Triantaphyllidis ez a/. (1978) proposed a standard that was far from uniform. The Grammar was at the
same time prescriptive and variationist; see Triantaphyllidis’s own Preface to the Grammar, especially ko,
kP '—x8"). Fig. 1 shows page 102 of the Grammar, where derivation is discussed and several high/low
(katharevousa/demotic) variants are listed. The terms Triantaphyllidis prefers for such variants are Adyie,
“learned”, vs. hatixég ékeig, “popular” words.

102 Eéveg Aékeig nai Abyies Aéfes
dode épaids deids Petoc
yevid yevea Aevregid 8levdepla
yxbopt &yxéimio bl 2upbiio
yrogiud  yrogiuta nagnyogid  magnyogic
Cnuea Cnuia oxoled oyodeio ()

225. diapogd povnTixy ord magdywya.—'H Siagogd oth @ovmTixy
pooyY GmAdverar ovyvd xai otd magdywya. “Etvow Adpe dnd td Eva pégos:
xpovorallo— xgovoral ledlw — xgovordlisaopua — xgovorallévios, xai Gnd tvd dAlo:
xptorallo— xgvoralldvw — xguordidwpa — xgvordilwon — xgvordddivos,

226. Elduxdrega ) Siagogd tdv puvnuixdy tinmv nagovaidtetar : a) fdn
otig Aaixdg AéEerg, dvdpcoa oty doyuen xal ¢ mouQdywyd tg, B) dvdpeca otig
xAngovounuéves xai v Adyia AéEn pé vd magdywyd g, xai y) udvo ova Adyia
nagdywya (Stav 82 cuvnditerar /) Gopixn AéEn tdv Adyrov magaydywv).

"Etou Aépe:
4) Laxwd, lionvp:
ldlado, Aeoroifisid, dioordoe (Aoudd-
vag)

B) dixw0
Pepio

x0p@1), xogpofotvi, xoppoldyos, xog-
@oloyd, xoppdpulie, xardxoppa,
x0loxvidoxoppddes

vds, widyaungos, vidvver, widaav-
1005, Eavavidrvw, Eavdvioua

aalids, nalidvw, mdliwua, malid-
govyzo Xth.

T) xovpds, xovpaudpa, xovpile, (£)-
xovpaivew
wild, nagauidd

GAAG xai

ieog - fjlsoordoio”

$lia - dlasoyoapia, Slatonapaywyds, élato-
Kowpaziops 5 oélato.

(st S

O & D P/ [t

K] » odiyos,

dixaio, &
dixarodoola:

Bnelo, dngiodauactis, dngiorgopeio, dno-
nglwon

x0pvQ1, x0pVPdYW, xoplpwua, daoxo-
gipwon, xogugoypaput), dovpa’

véog, Grvavedvw, dvavéwon, vsoyévvyros,

veoednwixds, vedndovvog, vsoovleyrog,
YE0PAHTIOTOS"

nadaids, aaldioygapia, aalaiovvodoyia,
aalaionwleio xTA.

xwpdlalos, tndxwgos

ovvoud &

1. Ol Suwhotumieg adtol tol eidovg elvan oxetixa Aiyes. “Omov xadiegd-
Inxav ol Adyior povmuixol tomor megiopiotnxav ol Aaixoi oti) Aaixdrepn xai
oy mownunt) yAdooa: Astrovpyla — dsizoveyid, ‘Efgaios— ‘OPpids, deatos —
dorog. "Avadoya elvar @ Aaixa aragyaiwpéva ’Avdnic— Nadzio, “Enayros—
Navaaxvog. =t peguatg negiotdoels ol Adywor timou dxoAovdolv Siagogetixn
xAlon, Snwg otd dgvs—dgaids, Zxiado—Zxiados, Xio—Xiog.

Figure 1: Page 102 from Triantaphyllidis ez 2/ (1978).

Page 102 belongs to Part IT of the Grammar, entitled “The Words”, which is almost completely devoted
to lexical variation. It should be stressed at this point that Triantaphyllidis’s attitude towards foreignisms
was not puristic (for his early work on borrowing, see Papanastasiou, 2011). Excerpts from pages 231 and
232, shown in Fig. 2, belong to Part III of the Grammar, where Modern Greek morphology is presented.
In Fig. 2 we see a much more common way of handling variation: a declensional paradigm is presented
first and under it, following a series of examples (in the gray box), the possible variants or “exceptions”
appear. Notice that the vocative form 7dzep is also used in the nominative by many speakers of Modern
Grecek (as in the set phrase o mdrep pauidiag < Lat. pater familias, “the father of the family”). On p. 232,
Triantaphyllidis simply lists as variant these forms (o 7arépas/mersp/mdzep), although, by the standards of
Ancient Greek or of katharevousa or, for that matter, by today’s standards, the nominative 7d7ep should
have been treated as a blatant mistake.
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1.—"Agoevixd ot -ag loocvdlafa

é mn%eas 6 raulag é @ilaxas

527. Ta tooocvAraBa ot -as elvar magotitova xai mgorxagokitova.

‘Evindg
’Ovop. 6 marépas 6 tauias 6 @vlaxas
Tev. 100 marépa 00 rauia ot @ilaxa
Atr. v marépa v Taula 0 @ilaxa
Kinr. navépa Tauia pilaxa
I\ Ovvunde
*Ovop. ol marépec ol tauies of @vlaxes
Tev. 1@y maréowy MY TauLdY v puAdxwy
Alc. 10U 7aTépEs 1005 taules Tobs @ilaxes
Kinr. nraréges Tauies @dlaxes

Kata to zmatépac xhivoviav: aldépac, xavdvag, Aiuévag, avduévag, nird-
vas, owliras, xinmjeas, Aauatigas, ﬂmiens dﬁmwmﬁm. dyxdivag, dydrag,
aldvag, flaidvag, Eevdvag, orpardvas, pEiudvas, ag, idpdras x.6.—OL
tonwvupies: Kapnoéag, Maléag, “Ehixdvag, Kidapdrvag, Magadavas xtd.— Ta
Goyain xigia dvépata: "Awvifas, Pedias, Kisrlag xth.

Katd t zapiac xhivoviawn: dvigac, pyimag, Aiflag, uivac, sloodnuariag,
dnayyeluatiag, émiysipnuarias, loyiag xth.

Kata © gilaxac xhivoviar: dypopilaxas, dufwrvas, dpyoviag, yelrovac,
fHowas, dibgaxas, xiiguxas, xhidovas, xdpaxas, Adguyyas, mivaxag, medrroga,
@glyinag, mpdoguyac, errogag, olpwvas.— Ta édwvixd: Adxwvas, Todxwvac.—
Ol tomwvupieg: I'épaxas, Iélsxas, Iligvwvas xth.— T° Goyaia xdpua: ‘Ayaué-
wvovag, Mivwas, Koxdwnag xth.

Ta bvépato drigas, wivas, dlas aynuatitovy thv Evixn yewuxn xai od
~bs: 16 slne vo¥ dvrgds tns, ovls déxa Tob wnyds.

Td mavéoac Exer nai tov dxAito mootaytind wimo zdzeo (596 B), mov pmai-
ver #unpdg Gnd 1a dvépata t@v xAneudv odv Tunuxds tithog: 6 mdrsp Sw-
@odviog, voi marsp Aavgéviiov.

Figure 2: Excerpts from pages 231 and 232 from Triantaphyllidis ez 2/. (1978): a declensional paradigm
followed by examples and variants.

Parentheses are also used in Triantaphyllidis’s Grammar as a typographical device for indicating vari-
ation; usually the forms within parentheses are the less preferred ones:

Saryrave (Saykavw), palevw (palwve), xitpwiln (kitpidlw), Eodedyw (Eodidlw), Tehaimvw (Tekedw),
dpvdaxilw (dviaxavw) — apyilo (apywilw, apxvw), Bovhaln (Bovim) [variants outside the paren-
theses “are preferred in prose”] (Triantaphyllidis ez 4/, 1978, p. 349).

Sometimes though, the typographical device of parentheses seems to indicate unconditional, free vari-
ation:

mepoxet (and mapéel, Thpa xe), (a)mdve (emdvw), wéon (peg), (e)umpds (umpoatd), avtixpu and
avticpd, amévavtt (and ayvavta), axéun (axdue), (e)Ves, (e)sbpag, eéadva (dbadva, Eadvid),
(e)mioTopa, uévo and povéya (poveyd.,), kebevtd (kabavtod) (Triantaphyllidis ez 22, 1978, p. 377).

Study 1: Correctives in Triantaphyllidis’s Grammar

But how much variation is there in Triantaphyllidis's Grammar? And how much variation is excluded or
simply left unaccounted for? To answer these questions in a precise manner, we need an exact procedure
for measuring prescriptivism—or its lack thereof.

*

One such procedure is to count what I have elsewhere (Moschonas, 2005¢, 2008) called “correctives”
(or corrective instructions). A corrective can be defined as a directive act of a metalanguage-to-language
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direction of fit.* There are at least two types of correctives: correctives proper and permissives. In their
simplest form, correctives proper consist of three parts: a prohibitive (‘one should neither say nor write
X’); a normative (‘one should say or write Y’); and an explicative part (‘because Z’). For example, the
following is a corrective:

“we [should] say/write cufifacués [sivivazmos], “compromise” (Y)
instead of cupfiPaouss [simvivazmos] (X),
because our phonology does not accept the combinations [nasal] + [fricative]” (Z)

(Psycharis, 1888, p. 163 ff; 1905, p. 155 ft.)

A permissive is also a directive act of a metalanguage-to-language direction of fit. In their simplest form,
permissives also consist of three parts: a permissive part (‘one may say or write X in addition to/alongside
Y’); a normative part, which usually expresses a usage condition on X/Y variation ("X occurs under con-
dition C;; Y occurs under condition C,’); and an optional explicative (‘because Z’), which usually repeats
the normative/conditional part. For example, the following is a permissive:

“one may say/write doykwvw, “to bite” (X),
but daryxdve (Y)

is preferred in prose (C,).
(Triantaphyllidis ez al., 1978, p. 349)

Permissives like this one are usually functional in character; each variant is restricted to a domain, assigned
afunction, or is assumed to have a certain stylistic load. One may also postulate free variational permissives
of the form:

Xor/andY.

Of course, such permissives, positing a free, unconditional variation, are difficult to come up with in
traditional grammars (although we've already seen a few examples from Triantaphyllidis’s; see also below
re: his “parallel” and “equivalent” variants). The scarcity of unconditional permissives should not surprise
us. The tendency to functionalize variation is common to manys; it is something like a “natural instinct”.
Descriptive grammars are assumed to do just that: account for variation by assigning different functions
to variants, according to the doctrine of “form-function symmetry” which would assign to each form a
different function (Poplack, van Herk & Dawn, 2002, p. 88—89; Poplack & Dion, 2009, p. 557; Poplack,
Lealess & Dion, 2013, p. 189; Anderwald, 2016, p. 83, following Zwicky, 2009, calls this doctrine the
“principle of one right way”). A similar foundational doctrine of sociolinguistics prescribes that “there are
no free variants”. I will refer to these doctrines as the form-function fallacy.

Permissives are also victims to this fallacy. Typically, even if they do not explicitly state that one variant
is preferred over the other, permissives may still izply, especially in the context of traditional grammars,
that one or the other variant is the preferred one: permissives are conditional by implicature. Besides, a
permissive can be very easily turned into a corrective, by stating that the condition for a variant to occur
has been violated. For example, in the place of the functional permissive from Triantaphyllidis’s Grammar
cited above, the following corrective can be made up:

#“Direction of fit” is a classificatory criterion employed by John Searle in his “A taxonomy of illocutionary acts” (in Searle,
1979, p. 1-29). According to Searle, there are four possible directions of fit between speech acts (words) and states of affairs
(world): a) words-to-world, b) world-to-words, c) both of the above, d) none of the above. Directives (commands, requests,
etc.), of which correctives arguably form a subcategory, are assumed to have a world-to-words direction of fit (Searle, 1979,
p- 14). Obviously, Searle’s taxonomy is too narrow. There is at least one category of speech acts, namely the correctives (both
correctives proper and permissives), which seem to have a words-to-words direction of fit (from metalanguage to language).
If correctives are assumed to have the force of directives and provided that facts about language are facts about the world,
then correctives should also be taken to have the world-to-words direction of fit characteristic of the directives. I consider this
a theoretical issue not of significance for the discussion that follows. More on the performative theory of correctives in the
Conclusions and discussion section.
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one should not write dayxwvw, “to bite” (X),
because dayxdve (Y)
is preferred in prose (Z).

The corrective is already implied in the permissive, and for this reason I will not refrain from calling both
correctives proper and permissives by their general name: correctives.

So far we have seen examples of correctives (either correctives proper or permissives) in their regular
forms (or in forms regularized for convenience). Actually, in Grammars and Usage Guides, correctives
rarely appear in their regular, full forms (Moschonas & Spitzmiiller, 2010, p. 23-26). Correctives might
be elliptical (missinga part, i.e. X or Y are not both specified or no Z is offered). Missingan explicative part
is common: in many instances no justification is offered for a corrective; or the explicative provides what
appears to be a circular justification (“one should not say or write X, because it is not advisable—correct,
proper, appropriate, well-expressed, etc.—to say or to write X”); or it invokes a more general corrective, to
which it is not but an instance. In such cases, we might have to work from analogy with other correctives,
or consider similar correctives the one in question clusters with; or we might have to probe a bit deeper
into the general prescriptive mentality of a text in order to understand the reasons for its preferences.
Correctives also differ as to their specificity. We can distinguish #ype correctives (general instructions)
from foken correctives (specific instructions); again, a token-instruction may be offered as an example to
a more general type-instruction, i.e. Xy, ..., X, should be avoided as tokens of X’; or ‘yy, ..., y should
be preferred as tokens of Y’; or a token corrective may simply be an instance of a general “rule’, i.e. of a
general type-instruction. Permissives can also be elliptical, type, or token, as we can see in the examples
that follow, which were all taken from Triantaphyllidis ez 2/ (1978) and they are chosen to illustrate the
differences between the various types and forms of correctives and/or permissives:

Type correctives: “the koine, the common form of the language [Y] should be given; and this
has a double sense: without archaisms, i.e. learned forms [X,], and without dialectalisms [or
localisms: Bwpotiopot], ie. dialectal forms [X;] — except, of course, when any of these are
essential for the common language” (p. u1”)

Token correctives: “some by mistake say amo-8avatilw [X], immortalize), while the correct form

is am-aBavatile” [Y] (p. 154 §342)

Type/elliptical correctives (X/@): “The right thing is to avoid having many abstract nouns de-
pending on each other with genitives” [X] (p. 230 §524)

Type/elliptical correctives (@/Y): “It is necessary, as more people get educated, that the learned
words expressing concepts of the Modern Greek culture [Y;] spread and be popularized to the
wider population. And, on the other hand, those living in the cities should also be acquainted,
with the help of literature and education, with popular words [Y;]” (p. 182 §415)

Token/elliptical correctives (X/@): “many writers insist on using an orthography that is un-
scientific, conservative, and unjustifiable (7 yuvaixes [ X ], fj yvveikes [X,], pl. nom. ‘the women,
eid, ‘anymore’ [Xs3], Tpeldg, ‘crazy’ [X4])” (p. 405 §1077)

Token/elliptical correctives (@/Y): “during the last decades, it is often necessary to devise fem.
forms for masc. nouns denoting professions [Y]. In the people’s language [Aaixn yAdooa] these

3In all the examples that follow I have omitted the explicative part Z (even when one is provided), which would make all
the examples Z-elliptical; hence, by elliptical it is hereby meant X/Y-elliptical. Correctives proper are not so easy to find
in Triantaphyllidis’s Grammar—and this is a surprising result. X/@-token elliptical correctives, i.e. correctives without a
preferred variant, are difficult to find anywhere, except as examples to X/@-type correctives (“avoid dependent genitives”;
“avoid passives”; “avoid obscurity”; etc). Elliptical permissives are symbolized (X/Y), since X/@ and @/Y do not differ in the
case of permissives.
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words are formed by the following endings: elompaytép-ooa, fem. ‘collector; [...] Sinyop-iva,
fem. lawyer, [...]” (p. 217 n. 1)

Type permissives: “we can use parallel phonetic types (mapddnior dwvnticol Tomot) of the words,
one of learned origin [Y] and the other of popular origin [X]” (p. 101 §224); “words can have
two equivalent (toétipor) variants [Y/X], due to aphaeresis of the initial vowel” (p. 79/§172);
“usually, older loans [Y] are declined; newer ones are not [Y]” (p. 255 §598)

Token permissives (corresponding to the three type-permissives of the previous paragraph): “ex-
inoia [X] but also exiinaia [Y]” [are parallel phonetic types] (p. 101 §224; cf. p. 103 n. 2);
“yehdda [X] — ayehdda [ Y], “cow’, etc., are equivalent (1oétipot) variants, due to aphaeresis” (p.
79 $§172); “ro Middvo — ov Middvov, nom. — acc. ‘Milan) is declined [X], being an old loan [C; ],
but 70 Ogdo - 7ov Oclo, nom. — acc. ‘Oslo’ [ Y], is not, being a new one [C;]”

Type/elliptical permissives (X/Y): “As for those nouns denoting profession that do not have a
fem. form, if it is still necessary to refer unambiguously to a woman, we can use the masc. form
modified by the word yvvaixa, ‘woman’ [X/Y]: [...]” (p. 217 n. 1)

Token/elliptical permissives (X/Y, corresponding to the type/elliptical permissive of the previ-
ous paragraph): ot yuvaike cuyypadels, ‘women writers’ [X/Y] (p. 217 n. 1).

*

As it is the case with all speech acts, be they linguistic or metalinguistic, there are of course indirect
correctives, which are difficult to pin down, because they often masquerade as descriptive or “constative”
acts (Austin, 1975, 3), i.e. as unbiased scientific statements. For example, a declension table in a grammar
textbook, such as the one in Fig. 2, will usually be interpreted as a systematic exposition of grammatical
facts (as a complex ‘expositive, in Austin’s terms); but it might also, indirectly, have the illocutionary force
of a corrective, i.e. the force of an ‘exercisitive) in Austin’s terms, or of a ‘directive; according to Searle’s
commoner terminology. We cannot know what its particular force is, unless we are aware of variants
that the table omits or mishandles, or unless we can think of an alternative table (e.g., one emphasizing
katharevousa variants rather than demotic ones); not unless, that is, we have become critical of the table
in one way or another. It is not only permissives that can be easily transformed to correctives proper;
almost any descriptive grammatical statement could be interpreted as prescriptive, i.c. as a corrective,
under particular circumstances. In things linguistic, one can very easily switch from ‘this is how things
are’ to ‘this is how they should be’

For this reason, I have only counted explicit permissives in Triantaphyllidis’s Grammar. As explained
already, correctives proper would be difficult to pin down, because they remain ambiguous as to their
force. Indeed, some of the most well-known correctives in Triantaphyllidis's Grammar are its famous
omissions; the Grammar has been criticized precisely because it omits, e.g., the learned adjectives in —
#e/—és (empelic/éc, “studious”) or the Ancient Greek participles in —wv/—ovoa/—ov (o TpoxvTTWY TKOG,
“the resulting interest”; o1 Tpéyovaeg e&ehiéetg, “current developments”). But one cannot count what is not
there.

Following Setatos (1991, p. 34—36), permissives were categorized according to the type of differenti-
ation (i.c., the normative condition) that they are instances of. The results are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 is quite revealing as regards Triantaphyllidis’s attraction and tolerance towards variation. We
notice first that there are only a few references to localisms and dialectalisms (48/1 689, i.c. 2.8% of
the total number of permissives), which, as we have seen, played an important role in the formation
of Psycharis’s standard. There is a relatively high number of references to high/low (diglossic) variants
(278, 16.5%), which are suggestive of Triantaphyllidis’s “compromise” with katharevousa, for which he
had been accused by Psycharis. It is very interesting however that the Grammar contains references to
standards beyond demotic and katharevousa; there is mention of new trends, of urban koines, and local
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Differentiation according to... Permissives
1.  genres or registers 408
2. high/low variants (rtvmieg -rolvTueg) 278
3. differences in meaning / etymology 240
4 frequency (“rarely”, “more rarely”, “most rarely”, “often’, 217
“sometimes’, “occasionally”, “some ..., “(...)" etc.)
5. origin — foreign words and foreignisms 151
6.  standards and their spread (“koine”, “contemporary’, “new”, 112
“modern” or “modernized” language)
7. stylistic differentiation 97
8.  linguistic sentiment — writers’ preferences and habits 88
9.  strict or loose application of rules 50
10. dialectal/local variation 48
Total 1689

Table 1: Types of variation (permissives) in Triantaphyllidis ez 2/. (1978).

standards (112, 6.6%); the grammatical statements are sensitive to tendencies (217, 13%) and it is often
stated (metalinguistically, so to speak) that the very grammar rules can only be applied loosely (50, 3%).
It should also be noticed that Triantaphyllidis and his associates seem to employ consistently a somewhat
primitive sociolinguistic system of usage labeling, possibly of lexicographic origin.

Further, Triantaphyllidis’s account of language contact is not a puristic one, as evidenced by a con-
siderable number of references to word origins, foreignisms, loans, adaptations, calques, etc. (151, 8.9%).
One can barely find in the corpus of the Grammar twenty (20) correctives proper concerning foreign
words or foreignisms, and these are mostly orthographic, e.g. they provide instruction on how better to
transliterate foreign words or foreign author names.

Triantaphyllidis leaves plenty of room to stylistic variation—broadly conceived: as accommodation
to a genre or register (408, 24%); as a formality scale, an alignment with the situation, an indicator of
the speaker’s intention or the speaker’s specific speech act (97, 5.7%); as a marker in a literary style (88,
5%); etc. There are also in the Grammar 268 citations from 44 Modern Greek authors and only 25 from
traditional folk songs—although in the Introduction to the Grammar (p. ¥ ) it is expressly stated that the
“the grammatical norm that the Grammar teaches is founded on the grammatical basis of the traditional
folk songs and of the new literature”, a claim which turns out to be inaccurate concerning its first part.

The Modern Greek Grammar (of Demotic), however, is far from being a stylistics Guide. Its main
contribution is the systematic presentation of Modern Greek morphology. “[T]he Trianta[phlyllidis
grammar has not yet been superseded as the most authoritative account of Modern Greek morphology”
(Mackridge, 2009, 301). It is the morphology part of the Grammar that is being very often epitomized,
starting with Triantaphyllidis’s own “Short Grammar” (1965), intended for school use.

*

Iordanidou (1999) is one of the earliest studies showing that today’s SMG admits of considerable variation
(that is, it is not a “uniform” standard)®. Indeed, Triantaphyllidis’s “mixed” standard has become, one
might say, naturalized (or it is being justified as such) precisely in the framework of modern, descriptive
linguistics. It prevails in reference works such as descriptive Grammars and Dictionaries. What once had
been accused of as an artificial “mixed” norm has now become, quietly, a perceptual guide to Modern

®Haugen (1966b, p. 932-933) discusses three procedures for the construction of a standard: the comparative—suitable for
related dialects—, the archaizing—resorting to a reconstructed older form—, and the szatistical —favoring the forms that have
the widest usage. But he does not envisage any of the standards thus obtained as being variational themselves; in all three cases,
he thinks of the standard as “unitary”. For a recent discussion of “unitary” vs. “compositional” standards, see Pickl (2019). I
consider any standard as admitting of variation, not just the “compositional” ones, for which SMG qualifies.
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Greek’s “richness” or “plurality”. Triantaphyllidis’s standardization formula (Koine = demotic + learned
forms, as necessary) has assumed the status of a descriptive principle. Recent Modern Greek Grammars,
including Holton, Mackridge & Phillipaki-Warburton (1997), as well as all major Dictionaries of Modern
Greek, persistently mark real or alleged differences between “learned” and “popular” forms or vocabulary
items (Aéywe vs. Aaixd atoryeler). The distinction has even been subject to grammatical theorizing influ-
enced from markedness theory (Anastasiadi-Symeonidis & Fliatouras, 2003). One almost needs to be
reminded that permissives, too, are acts of prescription.

Grammarians of Modern Greek now take for granted the existence—and prominence—of the urban
variety presumably spoken and written by the educated middle class (cf. Mackridge, 1985, p. vi). Holton,
Mackridge & Phillipaki-Warburton (1997, p. XV) state in their Introduction to their scholarly Grammar
of Modern Greek that

the language described in our grammar is the form spoken and written by educated Greeks from
the urban centers of Greece, which, while it is primarily based on demotic vocabulary, phonology,
morphology and syntax, displays a significant influence from katharevousa.

This could have been a statement by Triantaphyllidis himself, despite the fact that Holton, Mackridge
& Phillipaki-Warburton’s Grammar is markedly different from Triantaphyllidiss and also despite the
authors’ concession that “the Greek language has changed considerably since then [1941, when Trianta-
phyllidis's Grammar was published]” (ibid.).

How did Triantaphyllidis’s standard manage to prevail—if, after all, it were bis standard that has
prevailed? To answer this question, we have to look at how standards are institutionalized, mediated and
disseminated. Standards are not reproduced only through formal education. In the next section we will
look at how corrective instructions are assembled in repertories and mediated through book-length Usage
Guides, advice columns in the newspapers, TV and radio broadcasts, dedicated websites.

2. Repertories

Having adopted katharevousa (the high variety), the dictatorial regime of 1967-1974 did its best to dis-
credit its use. Precisely because of its political association with the junza regime, the high variety lost
its legitimacy. The misuses and abuses of katharevousa during the dictatorship were soon disparaged,
contributing to the demotion of the high variety’s status (Frangoudaki, 1992, p. 368-370).

In 1976, after the establishment of a parliamentary democracy, a language-educational reform put an
end to the “Greek Language Question” by legislating for a standard that came to be known, among lin-
guists mostly, as Standard Modern Greek (Kown Néaw EXvicy, lit. Modern Greek Koine). Actually, Law
309/1976 established Néaw EXinvixn, just “Modern Greek’, as an “instrument and subject of instruction
at all levels of general education” Modern Greek was defined as “demotic that has become a panhellenic
instrument of expression as used by the Greek people and the esteemed writers of the Nation, expressed
without idiomatic expressions and extremities”. The law itself was written in katharevousa (Mackridge,
2009, p. 319).

In 1982, with a follow-up orthographic reform, the polytonic (multiple-diacritics) system of the an-
cient Greek texts, also used until then for the writing of Medieval and Modern Greek, was replaced by a
monotonic (single-diacritic) system. The main implementer of this orthographic reform was Emmanuel
Kriaras (1983, p. 213-263). The polytonic system was invented to mark the pitch-accent of Ancient
Greek, which had changed into a stress-accent by the years of the Hellenistic Koine; the monotonic system
is not just simpler, it better represents Modern Greek stress patterns. Kriaras’s follow-up reform was thus
not met with resistance, although in certain political and literary circles the advocacy for the polytonic

"For a strikingly similar formulation in a radically different sociolinguistic setting, cf. Longmore (2007): “without idiom
or tone” (Hugh Jones).
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has not ceased. The conservative daily “Eotie” and the literary journal “Néa Eotie”, among others, are
still printed with the polytonic diacritics; but this was also the case of the political review of the left “O
I[ohitne” (1976-1995, 1998-2005); and the polytonic is still the preferred orthography for the high
register of poetry. The association in public discourse of demotic with monotonic and of katharevousa
with polytonic was and remains strong, despite being historically inaccurate; both Psycharis and Trianta-
phyllidis were using the polytonic orthography.

Language-ideological debates continued well after the ofhcial resolution of the “Language Question”
(Moschonas, 2001a, 2004, 2009, 2014). Some debates presupposed and reproduced the old cleavage
between katharevousa and demotic. For example, the long debate on whether Ancient Greek should be
taught in secondary education (Kriaras, 2010; Koutsou, 2004; Panagiotakakis, 2014) was often argued
for or against in the press and in book-length libels under the erroneous presumption that ‘Ancient Greek
~ katharevousa), i.c. that the archaistic, puristic variety was the closest equivalent to ‘Ancient Greek, while
the polytonic orthography is believed to be “the nation’s tie” (avté mov pag dévet) to its ancient past.
I suspect that, rendered in psychological terms, the identification of Ancient Greek with katharevousa
qualifies as an instance of transference—just as the identification of language with its written form is an
instance of metonymy. Ancient Greek is also spoken of in the print media as if it were a single, uniform
variety (mostly with Attic Greek in mind).

Alongside the recycled ones, new issues also emerged after the language reforms, especially after the
mid 1980s: the new reality of the E.U. brought to the fore issues of multilingualism and language con-
tact. All through the 1990s, the mild concern over the influence of English on Modern Greek might
have reinforced a puristic katharevousa-like attitude towards loans from English, especially in the field
of technological terminology. Moschonas (2004, 2009) argues that the very fact of new issues being
raised after the language-regime change of 1976; the ways all issues, new and old ones, evolved in the
press; the arguments with which they were being debated; they all indicate that the “language-ideology
brokers” (Blommaert, 1999, p. 9), no matter which camp they belonged to, all shared a common con-
ception of SMG as a full-blown language, a language of “full languageness” (Blommaert, 1999, p. 431),
homogeneous, of marvelous uniformity, but in constant need to remain secure from “internal and external
enemies”—a language that has finally become coextensive with the nation’s real or symbolic “territory”
(Moschonas, 2004). Obviously, the “Language Question” was over. Unto us a Standard was born.

*

One may assume, following Thomas (1991, p. 100-114), that language standards (some of which relate
to purism, so brilliantly studied by Thomas) follow the paths of ideologies, i.c. they propagate in waves,
gradually expanding to outer concentric circles: from an elite to a small circle of devotees and promoters
and, through them, to the “general public” (if there is such a collective entity). For this top-down model of
dissemination to be effective, several conditions have to obtain: The standard has to be institutionalized;
indeed, educational institutions play a huge role in disseminating and consolidating language standards.
It also has to be mediated; all available media (the print media, radio, television, the internet) that are
believed to have the power to “educate the public” are put to the service of standardization, if not in any
other way, by example: by regulating their own usage. Not least, in order to be effective, dissemination
of standards has to be achieved on a mass scale. With these three preconditions, a linguistic habitus is
gradually formed, which will later be thought of, by linguists, i.e. by the main propagators of language
standards, as expressing #he “common linguistic sentiment” or 4 native speaker’s “linguistic intuition”, an
intuition they will invoke again in order to redescribe the standards they or their colleagues of the past
had prescribed (Bourdieu, 1991).

Let’s see then how the standards of a Standard Language are being propagated through metalinguistic
texts that undertake to elaborate on a Standard’s standards. Again, we will concentrate on prescriptivism’s
minimal units: the correctives. Arguably, different groupings of correctives form different repertories,
which can be compared either synchronically or diachronically; when compared synchronically, they
reveal competing standards within a community at a particular period of time; when compared diachron-
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ically, they reveal changes in standards over time. Repertories are contained in what I will summarily call
Usage Guides, i.c. metalinguistic texts that present and elaborate on repertories of correctives, to the study
of which we now turn.

Study 2: Usage Guides

With the language-regime change of 1976, language ideologies emerged on a mass scale. As shown in
Moschonas (2005c¢), after 1976 there was a sudden increase of publications about language use. Only a few
of the early Usage Guides remain in circulation today (e.g., Diplas, 1977; mesevrinos, 1978; Dorbarakis,
1979). Later Usage Guides, however, are often reprinted, although rarely updated. Some of them contain
texts that were first published in the press (e.g., Papazafeiri, 1987, 1997; Haris, 2003, 2008; Pappas, 2004);
others are addressed specifically to journalists (e.g., Karzis, 1995; AITE 1988; Maronitis, n.d.; Tzanneta-
kos, [1991]). In many major Greek newspapers, there are regular “usage columns” (StopBwtikég oihe; cf.
Moschonas, 2001b), a special category of articles offering advice on issues of language use. (I present and
compare three instances of this genre below.)

It is not only in the print media that corrective instruction and advice is provided. Correctives are also
broadcasted over the radio and television. Kriaras (1988) contains his famous television feuilletons, as one
might call them, broadcasted over the state TV channel ERT1 over the period 1985-1987. The texts in
Lypourlis (1994) were first broadcasted from the private radio channel Paratiritis (in Thessaloniki). The
popular TV show “Ouideite elnvixds” (Do you speak Greek?) (1986-1989, 2002) also offered advice on
issues of language usage. There are now several websites, which provide instruction on issues of grammar
and usage; e.g., “Tvwpkohoykédy” [online]. There is some mutuality between print and electronic media:
most entries from Haris (2003, 2008), originally published in the press, were also made available in the
author’s weblog [online]; conversely, Sarantakos (2007) reprints texts that first appeared in his weblog
[online]; for other weblogs on language issues, see Vassilaki (2012). I will adopt the term ‘Usage Guides’
(Ticken-Boon van Ostade, 2010) for this genre of metalinguistic texts, irrespectively of the medium in
which they appear and I will employ the term “usage columns” (StopfBwrtikég ot#heg) for any of those texts
published in magazines or newspapers on a regular basis.

Moschonas (2001b) compares and analyzes samples from three usage columns:

1. the weekly column Moapyapitépie, “Blunders’, published anonymously in the newspaper “To
"Efvog ¢ Kvplaxng” (“TV 'Efvoc”); 55 entries were considered from the period 25/1/2000-
25/11/2001;

2. the weekly 2-5 columns (page-long) I'wooopayies, “Language Battles”, published in the TV
magazine “Padiotniedpaon’, signed under the pseudonym I'wooapdvrwp, “language defender”
[Nikos Politis]; 87 texts were examined: the first 21 and the last 66 of the whole period of
publication, 16/4/1994-22/6/2001;

3. the biweekly 3-column (full-page) entitled Mikpd yAwooikd, “Minor Language Issues” (hence-
forth: “Minor L. Issues”), published in the Saturday’s edition of the newspaper “Ta Néa” (“Tut
mpéowme — 21og audvag”), written by the columnist J. Haris (partly reprinted in Haris 2003): 43
texts were considered from the period 13/8/1999-4/8/2001.

The weekly Mapyapitdpie “Blunders”, a humorous usage-column which focuses on boners, gaffes and
malapropisms said on television, deserves special mention, as it provides a straightforward instantiation
of correctives. The structure of a corrective (prohibitive-normative-explicative) is recalled from the very
layout of the column. Fig. 3 is a picture of the “Blunders” of 25/2/2001. The column usually contains
3-5 correctives; in this case, the minimal number is provided. Notice that each corrective (indicated by
an asterisk %) is divided into precisely three parts. Each part is prefixed by a set phrase (printed in bold
letters): the prohibitive’s prefix is Axodatnxe, “It was heard”; the normative’s, To cwoté, “The correct one
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Figure 3: “Blunders” 25/2/2001.

is”, and the explicative’s, To Adfog, “The mistake is”. First, the prohibitive is issued; last comes the norm-
ative; and in between we have the explicative (in the third corrective in Fig. 3, additional encyclopedic
information, which would normally belong to the explicative, is provided after the normative part; this
is uncommon). The explicative is usually a humorous remark. Here is a tentative translation of the three
correctives in Fig. 3:

It was heard: They blacken [pavpifouv, demotic] her fame
% The mistake is: Well, you couldn’t expect them to whiten it...
The correct one is: Apavpovovy [archaistic]

It was heard: He holds this position by divine right [eXéov, gen., ®¢ot]
7 The mistake is: Have mercy...
The correct one is: F\éw, dat.

It was heard: Serious business for the morrow [Ei¢ adplov Tt orovderie]

% The mistake is: Fortunately, you didn’t say ev adpiov [in tomorrow]
The correct one is: E¢ adplov
([because it is] a set phrase, said by Archias, friend of the Spartans, when he was warned of
the plot against him; indeed, Archias died that very night [Plutarch, “The life of Pelopidas”
10.4; by the way, Perrin’s edition reads i adjprov 76 omovdaiz]).

Most of the correctives, however, are not about linguistic mistakes (or what are considered to be such).
They are about blunders, gaffes, slips of the tongue (“faults’, in line with Goffman, 1981, p.208-213). This
is the case with the column’s correctives shown in Fig. 4; I provide a translation of only the last triplet:

It was heard: We finished second among the first
% The mistake is: Well, you should become a statistics expert
The correct one is: Just ‘second; the rest is otiose

“Blunders” are addressed to a wider audience and they often aim at ridiculing well-known media person-
alities. “Blunders” are direct, self-explanatory, and, one may assume, they share the commonest of the
common presuppositions. From Fig. 3 already, the following two presuppositions can be deduced: first,
set archaistic phrases should not be altered, should not be demoticized in any way; and, second, those
who make the mistakes are ignorant, uneducated, and they deserve our scorn. The ultimate target of
“Blunders”, and perhaps of all prescriptivism, might not be the language, but the speakers who, through
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Figure 4: “Blunders”, 27/5/2001.

their use of language, are exposed for “ignorance and want of taste” (Swift, 1984, p. 253). Social and
linguistic prescription are commonly fused (Mugglestone, 2003, p. 1).

The identification of correctives in the other two columns, “Language Battles” and “Minor L. Issues’, is not
as straightforward. These two are much more argumentative—much more ‘metalinguistic, one might say.
They are guided by dogma and the corrective instructions they issue are much finer. “Language Battles”
and “Minor L. Issues” did not merely address different audiences over different epochs in the evolution
of the Usage-Guide genre; they also represented different mentalities. “Language Battles” is a somewhat
old-fashioned column; it displays an encyclopedic, decontextualized approach to linguistic issues, which
are described with all the perplexing formalities of traditional Grammars. And even though printed in
a TV magazine, the column focuses mostly on written speech. “Minor L. Issues” also focuses on written
speech, but its examples are drawn mostly from contemporary literature (originally written in Modern
Grecek or translated). The author of this column claims (falsely) that he relies on contemporary linguistics
and he often asserts a “demythologizing” attitude to language issues. He is overtly demoticist, intolerant
towards “unnecessary archaisms”. Time and again, he pours scorn on the abuses of katharevousa. Despite
the modesty of its title, “Minor L. Issues” becomes a polemical column when driven by ideological motives.

Some important differences in the language ideology and the mentality of the columnists can be
deduced from Table 2. Table 2 employs binary semantic features to summarize the results of a content
analysis of the three usage columns (Moschonas, 2001b). The question mark indicates that a usage column
does not bear the semantic feature in question unequivocally; ‘n/a’ means that the semantic distinction is
not relevant to the publication at hand:

As regards the general language ideology of the columnists (expressed ez passant or in statements of
intent), both “Language Battles” and “Minor L. Issues” declare being demoticist and they both accept
the idea of a common, uniform language: a Standard. However, only the former accepts the ideology
of “uninterrupted continuity” (aSidomacty cvvéyen) of the Greek language, an ideology erroneously
attributed to non-demoticists (Christidis, 2008, p. 105). “Minor L. Issues” is much less tolerant towards
archaisms. Although, openly, both “Language Battles” and “Minor L. Issues” declare they are not puristic,
in practice they adopt a puristic attitude towards loans, which, in the case of “Language Battles”, amounts



From language standards to a Standard Language: The case of Modern Greek 21

“Blunders” Language Minor L.

Battles” Issues”
+

demoticist n/a (2) +
common + +
/Standard n/a (?) (2)
historical
continuity n/a u B
archaisms +
tolerated (2) + -
declares = =
being puristic n/a (2) (2)
is puristic + + +
focuses on F
written language B u (?)
pro-monotonic n/a + +
variation + -
tolerated n/a (2) (2)
right-wrong
(correctness) + + +
good-bad
(eloquence) - - *
Lexical-
Phraseological + + +
Grammatical—
Morphological - i B
Historical-
Etymological - + -

Table 2: Comparison of three usage columns. Source: Moschonas (2001b, p. 60).

to suggestions for adaptation of foreign words through calquing, and in the case of “Minor L. Issues’, in
the selection between available translation loans. Both columns focus on written language: “Language
Battles” draw their examples mostly from newspapers, while “Minor L. Issues” draw mostly from con-
temporary literature. As regards the orthography, both are pro-monotonic. In contrast, “Blunders”, as
mentioned already, focus exclusively on unscripted spoken language. Despite occasional declarations to
the contrary, no usage column in Table 2 is tolerant towards variation. They all employ a polar wrong-right
distinction; correctness is thought to be absolute and non-gradable. “Minor L. Issues” occasionally evalu-
ate discourse excerpts with a vague aesthetic criterion (along the scale ‘good-bad’ and its many synonyms).
However, the correctness criterion prevails over the aesthetic one in all three columns.

An interesting phenomenon also captured in Table 2 is a gradual shift in the standards of the Standard
Language, as witnessed by the models of corrective instruction that predominate in each usage column.
The model of corrective instruction originally associated with Triantaphyllidis's Modern Greek Grammar
(of Demotic) is the Grammatical-Morphological model, which places emphasis on grammar, and especially
on morphology (Tvmxév). The Usage Guide by Papanoutsos & Stavrou (1965) epitomizes this morpho-
logical approach: it was meant as a companion to Triantaphyllidis ez 2/ (1978) and, apart from some
introductory orthographic remarks and an Appendix on the monotonic system, it provides instruction
on the declension of nouns, adjectives, pronouns and on the conjugation of verbs. Here are the first three
remarks (consecutively numbered) concerning noun declension (Papanoutsos & Stavrou, 1965, p. 31-

32):

10. Singular nominative of the masculine nouns. It always ends in —¢; before —¢ one of the five
vowels of our language, 4, 7, u, e, 0, appears: ay@va-¢ “struggle’, epydry-¢ “worker”, vov-¢ “mind’,
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pevebé-¢ “violet”, dad-¢ “people” |...]

11. The singular accusative of masculine nouns is formed by cutting out the —¢ of the nomin-
ative: aydva, epydry, vov, pevelé, das. |[...]

12. The singular vocative of masculine nouns in —og is formed in —¢ [—e] (yiazp-¢, “doctor”);
of the other nouns, it is identical with the accusative [...].

On the other hand, the Historical-Etymological model, originally associated with katharevousa (the high
variety), stresses the “continuity” of the Greek language and it tends to explain contemporary morphology
as a deviation from Ancient Greek grammar or as a step in the historical development of the “invari-
able” (evialer) Greek language. Despite its association with the archaistic high variety, the Historical-
Etymological model predominates in all discussions of orthography, with the exception of the monotonic
system.

Finally, the Lexical-Phraseological model places emphasis on the Lexicon, it focuses on words and
set phrases. It is a “folk” model, in that it concentrates on referential lexical elements, which are “casily
susceptible of native awareness” (Silverstein, 2001, p. 400).

Now, all three models of corrective instruction are usually found in all Usage Guides, but not to the
same degree. The comparison of the older “Language Battles”, on the one hand, with the newer “Minor L.
Issues” and “Blunders”, on the other, is most revealing. “Language Battles”, as we have seen, adopt an en-
cyclopedic approach to language issues by employing all three models of corrective instruction; typically,
a number of words or phrases are isolated, which are then “corrected” on the basis of both synchronic and
diachronic morphology, as documented in traditional Grammars and other reference works. “Blunders”
and “Minor L. Issues”, on the other hand, seem to take for granted the Grammatical-Morphological model;
instead, they base their tutoring on the Lexical-Phraseological model. Further support for this shift in
standards is provided in Moschonas (2001b, p. 61-64 and 2005¢).

Two points need to be made concerning this shift in standards. First, the Grammatical-Morphological
model has not been abandoned; it is merely presupposed. It is now taken for granted, because the demotic
variety which it supports has established itself as a “common language”, the “language of the people”, a
“native” language—i.c., it has established itself as a Standard. Obviously, this has not always been the case.
If we look again at the excerpt from Papanoutsos & Stavrou (1965) above, we notice that the authors write
as if they were addressing the non-native learner of Modern Greek. Thus, the Grammatical-Morphological
model is invoked only when a variant needs to be justified as a standard one; otherwise, it is presupposed.
Second, the Lexical-Phraseological model is ideal for accommodating a mixed Standard like Triantaphyl-
lidis’s, because it treats words and phrases as self-subsistent units. The correction of an archaistic phrase
(e.g., ehéov Ozod > ehéw Ocov; see Fig. 3 above) need not take into account any alternatives; actually, the
only alternative to a wrong archaistic expression is the correct one!® Each archaistic word or phrase is
treated as a separate case, and each one is considered as “invariable” and “uniform” in its isolation—just
like the Standard Language in which it belongs. The Lexical-Phraseological model allows the correction
of archaisms and katharevousa-type constructions on a par with demotic words and constructions, “neu-
tralizing” the prior distinction between high and low variants. Thus, the Lexical-Phraseological model
provides an effective solution to the “problem” of a mixed, non-uniform Standard.

*
Correctives do not appear in isolation. They tend to form corrective repertories (Moschonas, 2008, p. 45),
i.c. sets of correctives which are grouped together in a Usage Guide or in similar metalinguistic texts.

Corrective repertories, one may assume, share common presuppositions and prevail among certain circles
for a certain period of time. Corrective repertories are collective repertories.

8There are several Usage Guides dedicated to learned archaistic expressions; they are self-defined as Dictionaries and indeed
they consist of entries ordered alphabetically; e.g. Markantonatos (1998). Iordanidou (2001b) is based on a corpus of texts
drawn from Greek newspapers.
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Let me provide an example of such a repertory and demonstrate some of its presuppositions. Papako-
stas (2006) is a newspaper article entitled “The kind of language shaped by the media”. It was written
by a philologist who at the time was also a member of the Greek National Radio-Television Council
(EZP: Efvixé Zvpfothio Padiotnhedpaong). The Council’s role has been the monitoring of radio-television
programs to assess whether they comply with existing laws and regulations. Law 3592/2007 art. 20 §2
doesindeed recommend the “correct use of the Greek language” in the print and electronic media. Hence,
the repertory we are going to examine now can be seen as an instance of institutional prescriptivism.

Papakostas (2006) believes that the public should be alerted to the following “pathological linguistic
phenomena” (the explanations within brackets have been added by me):

¥ TwY VTaPYSVTWY TpoPAéVewy
[violation of the nominal agreement rule of archaistic morphology: “of the existing (masc.)
predictions (fem.)” instead of “of the existing (fem.) predictions (fem.)”]

* Ty wveAndfévtwy TpwtoBoviiey
[same as above: “of the undertaken (masc.) initiatives (fem.)”]

+ mOavd instead of mBavéy
[adverbial morphology: inappropriate “demotic” ending for “probably”]

% ek Twv ovk 4vev instead of i Twy wv ovk dvev
[the Ancient Greek expression for sine qua non, misphrased]

+ evOeyoueva instead of evdeyouévag
[adverbial morphology: inappropriate “demotic” ending for “possibly”]

* Tponyovpeve instead of TpoyoupEvac
[same as above: “previously”]

+ Topyyyethe instead of Tapdyyeihe (imperative)
[violation of the archaistic rule that prohibits an internal augment in the aoristic imperative:
“do give an order”]

+ e&ntooe instead of ebéraoe
[same as above: “do examine”]

x ook instead of e&nokcd
[phraseology: confusion between “to practice” and “to exercise”]

+ mporypotedopou instead of duumparypatedopat:
[phraseology: “deal with” instead of “negotiate”]

+ uetowki{w instead of petowdm
[phraseology: inappropriate form of the learnedism “to change residence”]

* Tnolace oo ow(0)pd (Tov vexpov) instead of oty opd

[orthography: “heap, pile” instead of “corpse”]
* 1 mAnpodopla dippéet and not v Sieppéovy
[phrascology: “the information leaked (intrans.)” and not
“they leaked (trans.) the information”].
The entries in Papakostas’s index expurgatorius have a very clear form:
X [prohibitive] instead of Y [normative],

with only one variation in the last example:

Y [normative] and not X [prohibitive].
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No explicatives are necessary. The examples speak for themselves. They are drawn from a common stock.
This repertory clearly focuses on learned expressions. Most of the token correctives can be easily gener-
alized to type correctives: e.g., that high variants, such as the adverbial suffix —os (~a¢), should not be
demoticized; that Ancient Greek agreement rules should be respected; that learned expressions should
not be modified; etc. Most of the alleged mistakes are violations of archaistic grammar or phraseology.
Obviously, archaistic rules are given priority over the rules of demotic. Of course, that SMG should be
subject to such historical rules is an explicative that has to be filled in by the interpreter. It is not the
only “hidden” explicative in this corrective repertory. There is also the quite common presupposition that
deviations from the standard forms or meanings should not be allowed; that, in order for misphrasings
or ambiguities to be avoided, the relation of form to function should be 1:1 (the form-function fallacy;
see the distinction between aoxs and eéaoxd, which in no way represents actual usage); that expressions
should be precise and clear; etc. The model of corrective instruction is clearly Lexical-Phraseological.
Although most corrections are about grammar and morphology, the approach remains focused to lexis
and phraseology. For example, there is no need to state the grammatical rule of agreement that accounts
for the first two token correctives in the above repertory: the normatives that are implied (twv vrapyovowy
mpofréyewy and Twy avaindBeicwy TpwtoBovhiav) could and should be learned as set phrases, just as the
Lexical-Phraseological model requires. It is these and similar presuppositions that provide coherence to a
repertory of correctives.

We have examined a corrective repertory which qualifies as an instance of institutional prescriptivism.
However, this repertory may very well reflect the personal preferences of its creator. After all, it is possible
that each speaker has their own corrective repertory, just as each speaker uses their own idiolect. But then
individual repertories cannot be entirely different from each other, for the usual reasons: correctives are
essentially dialogical acts (a speaker A instructs a speaker B to behave in a certain way and then speaker
B complies with the instruction, or s/he doesn’t); if correctives are to be binding for both speakers, they
have to be conventional. In this respect, metalinguistic acts are no different from linguistic ones.

The question we have to answer now is whether there is perhaps an overarching repertory or a pre-
dominant tendency in all the available repertories. To answer this question, I conducted a corpus-based
quantitative analysis of all the correctives that appeared in newspaper articles over the three-month period
Nov. 1999 — Jan. 2000. A corpus was compiled through a press monitoring agency from 76 newspapers
and 102 magazines. 80 texts with corrective instructions were selected out of a larger corpus of 364
texts about several language issues (percentage of texts with corrective instructions: 22%). The corpus
contained a total of 490 correctives (6.13 per text, on the average). Of the total number of correctives,
328 X/Y-pairs were identified (4.1 per text), of which 252 were token pairs (3.14 per text) and 76 were
type pairs (0.95 per text). In addition to X/Y-pairs, the texts also contained 162 X/@-elliptical correctives
(2.03 per text). A detailed analysis of the corpus is presented in Moschonas & Spitzmiiller (2010), where
comparisons are also made with a similar corpus of texts from the German newspapers. Table 3 presents
a classification of the correctives in the Greek corpus only.

Since words are the most popular targets of prescriptivism, Table 3 begins with correctives concerning
the vocabulary. Correctives in this category make reference to three kinds of words: loan, archaistic and
demotic words. What is meant by “marked” archaistic or demotic forms are words that are often in popular
discourse referred to as “extreme” (atxpaiol Snpotuciopol/xabapevovaiaviauot) or as belonging to a “wooden
language” (§0Avwn yAwooa). The references to archaistic and demotic words outnumber the references to
loan words. It seems that borrowings and foreignisms have ceased to be the main target of prescriptivism,
as it used to be the case in the 1990s (Delveroudi & Moschonas, 2003; Moschonas, 2001a, 2009). All
the references to borrowings (not just words) in the corpus amount to 62 (12.7%), while all references to
high/low (diglossic) variants amount to 158 (32.2%). These numbers suggest a concern about the ongoing
diglossia situation more than a puristic attitude towards borrowing.

Correctives in the fields of Phraseology and Morpho-syntax could be grouped together. ‘Morpho-
logy’ and ‘Syntax’ should 7zo# be understood in any of the modern senses of these terms in contemporary
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Lexicon: 98 (20%) Semantics: 13 (2.7%)
foreign words 30 (6.1%) obscurity of learned/archaistic 7 (1.4%)

English loans 24 (4.9%) forms

loans from other 3 (0.6%) semantic differentiation or 6 (1.2%)

languages change

loan translations 3 (0.6%)

- — - Discourse/Pragmatics: 15 (3%)
marked demolic forms 17 (3.5%) media discourse structure 13 (2.7%)
marked archaistic forms 38 (7.8%) . S

: cuphemisms 1 (0.2%)
dialectal 6 (1.2%) :
: : politeness 1 (0.2%)
translation of archaisms 7 (1.4%)
Phraseology: 29 (5.9%) Orthography/Spelling: 75 (15.3%)
formulaic expressions 21 (4.3%) n fflvor ofmonot.omc > (1%)
adopd o [to concern/be 8 (1.6%) against monotonic 4 (0.8%)
about] in favor of the Roman script in 3 (0.6%)
. some registers
Morpho-syntax: 199 (45.7%) against the Roman script in 10 (2%)
violation of archaistic rules 27 (5.5%) any registers
agreement/attraction 12 (2.4%) loan transliteration 7 (1.4%)
demotic adv.. ending (.—zx) 29 (6%) ‘final —»’ rule (assimilation) 5 (1%)
stress mov. in declension 25 (5.1%) CC clusters (dissimilation) 1 (0.2%)
wrong affix 36 (7.3%) punctuation 2 (0.4%)
augmented imperative 6 (1.2%) misspellings 33 (7.8%)
prep + relative clause 1 (0.2%)
nouns with no plural/sing. 60 (12.2%) Miscellaneous: 25 (5.1%)
loan adaptation 25 (5.1%) pronunciation 2 (0.4%)
mixed Greek—foreign 2 (0.4%) pronunciation of loans 7 (1.4%)
compounds false etymologies 6 (1.2%)
foreign word morphology 1 (0.2%) blunders/boners 10 (2%)

Table 3: Correctives in the Greek press, Nov. 1999 - Jan. 2000. Source: Moschonas & Spitzmiiller
(2010, p. 28-35).

linguistics. What is meant by ‘Morpho-syntax’ here is that part of traditional Grammars that deals mostly
with parts of speech, with inflection, derivation and compounding (Tvmixév), and not so much with the
rules for the formation of sentences. Syntagms, in this traditional sense, are understood as, more or less,
formulaic constructions which are built on phraseological units. Accordingly, there is no real boundary
between Morpho-syntax and Phraseology.

Most correctives occur in these two overlapping fields: if we add the phraseological to the morpho-
syntactic correctives, we get a total of 228 (51.6%); together with the lexical correctives, we reach a total
of 326 correctives (more than 70% of the corpus). The increase in Lexical-Phrascological correctives, as
we have seen already, is a relatively recent development in the evolution of Greek prescriptivism.

Although ‘violation of archaistic rules’ is a separate entry in Table 3, most of the corrective instruc-
tions under the heading of Morphology/Syntax are also preoccupied with the correctness of archaistic
forms, in a manner reminiscent of the repertory by Papakostas (2006) that we have already discussed. For
example, agreement or attraction phenomena are only stigmatised with respect to learned forms, such as
archaistic participles: Twv vrapyévTwy TpofréVewy, “of the existing (masc.) predictions (fem.)”. For the
prescriptivists who criticise “extreme” demotic standards, the demotic adverbial ending —« (‘wmh-d instead
of ‘wmh-6¢’) is like a red flag to a bull. Stress movement in declension is also subject to the katharevousa-
demotic dichotomy, and it is prescribed according to the archaistic rules (ITovemoty-pi-wv/-ov instead of
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[Movem-ot#-wi-ov, “of the University/ies”). Of the fomulaic expressions, the distinction adopd o€ + N, “it
concerns N, vs. adopd to + N, “it is about N, seems to have become a riddle for the prescriptivists, who
seck to differentiate between the two constructions by arbitrary form-function correlations (the adopd e
construction is actually an internal calque, based on the archaistic a¢opd + N [dat.]). It should be stressed
that lexical and morpho-syntactic variants are prescribed by convention, i.e. by invoking “strict”, unexcep-
tional rules that mostly regulate the high variants; for this reason, correctives usually lack an explicative
part or they employ a circular reasoning: “this is the correct thing to say, because the correct thing to
say is this”. For the very same reason there is only a small number of correctives about the semantics, the
pragmatics or the stylistics of expressions. As argued by Spitzmiiller in Moschonas & Spitzmiiller (2010,
p-35-36), the opposite is the case with contemporary German prescriptivism, which “favors a more logical
topos (based on a ‘regularized’ semantics of expressions and a ‘tight” pragmatics of language use)”.

As many sociolinguists have pointed out (Jafte, 2000; Johnson, 2005; Sebba, 2007; cf. Jaffe ez al.,
2012), orthography is perceived to be an integral part of language, notwithstanding the fact that modern
linguistic theories have given some priority to speech over writing. In Greece, the central subject of the
relevant discussions seem to concentrate on two types of variation: 1. variation within Greek orthography
(monotonic vs. the polytonic scripts); 2. variation with a non-Greek script (use of the Greek vs. the
Roman alphabet; see Androutsopoulos, 2001, 2009). In my sample corpus, there are 5 occurrences of
X/Y types in favour of the monotonic system vs. 4 against it. There are only 3 mentions licensing the
Roman script in some registers (such as e-mails) vs. 10 that are against the Roman script in any register.

Let us sum up our discussion so far. We have seen that SMG is supposed to be based on demotic,
allowing nevertheless a certain number of archaisms and learnedisms, especially in the higher registers of
the language, in line with Triantaphyllidis’s standardization formula: ‘SMG = demotic + learned forms
(as needed). We also saw that the vernacular forms (the low variants), have gradually become stand-
ardized and “naturalized”: they have become the language that is spoken (and written?) “naturally” by
the “native speakers”. It is now the archaistic, learned variants that are in need of corrective instruction.
In order to accommodate them, a Lexical-Phraseological model has evolved, one that treats words and
constructions individually, in isolation, as need arises. These variant words and constructions do not form
part of a “uniform” system—precisely because the Standard lacks uniformity. The new corrective model
places emphasis on phraseology and idiomaticity, irrespective of any morphological differences between
demotic and katharevousa. The Lexical-Phraseological model that corresponds to the “mixed” standards
of Standard Modern Greek is conventional in its rationale, i.c. it is based on the obligatoriness and the
arbitrariness of lexical forms and syntactic constructions. Finally, in the contemporary Standard, purism
is internal rather than external, i.e., it is preoccupied with internal rather than external loans—internal
being the loans from Ancient Greek or from katharevousa-type varieties (Moschonas, 2010, p. 35). This
preoccupation with internal loans is, of course, characteristic of the attitude and not of the actual practice
of purism. Despite the lack of relevant studies, it seems a reasonable hypothesis that external purism is now
being practiced on a mass scale and is being particularly successful in the field of technical terminology.
Perhaps, it is the success of puristic practice that has somehow caused the attitude of purism to subside
in the metalinguistic discourse. We will come back to this phenomenon (the collective awareness of a
linguistic practice fainting precisely at the moment the practice becomes collective), when we discuss some
recent literature on the effects of prescriptivism on language change, in the Conclusions and discussion
section.

3. Ideology

A notion of ‘neutrality’ is often associated with a Standard Language. Neutrality is usually thought of in
geographical terms and it is better explained with respect to accent. According to Henry Sweet, the Eng-
lish phonetician and grammarian, “the best speakers of Standard English are those whose pronunciation,
and language generally, least betray their locality” (cited in Mugglestone, 2003, p. 4; cf. Jespersen, 1964,
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p- 61, who seems to have expressed a similar view as early as 1890).”

An accent that hides aspects of a speaker’s identity is of course a possibility, but it cannot be described
as “neutral’, as it certainly reveals other aspects of that same identity (including the fact that a speaker
secks to hide his/her original /ocale). It takes a moment’s thought to realize that this notion of accentual
neutrality is absurd at a more elementary level. It is tantamount to the supposition that a standard accent
is but the lack of accent—that it is “accentless” (Mugglestone, 2003, p. 40, 46)—cither to its properties
or to its implications for the speaker. But there is no variety without an accent. A ‘neutral accent’ is
bound to be a perceptual or attitudinal phenomenon, characteristic not of the Standard Language as of its
standards. To the degree that accents are markers of social class, the notion of ‘accentual neutrality’ could
also be criticized as ideological, biased, class-discriminatory (cf. Crowley, 1989, ch. 6), even chauvinistic
or racist. But this is the kind of excessive criticism that merely overlooks the essential: there is no neutral
accent, because there ain’t no accentless accent.

‘Neutrality’ (i.e., the attitude towards a Standard), does not apply to accents only; it is part and parcel
of the ideology of a Standard Language as a whole. Again, I am only speaking here of SMG. Triantaphyl-
lidis (1963, p. 181-187), the founder of SMG, admitted that his Koine, the one he so much contributed to
codifying, was closely associated with nationalism, but he refused to identify it with any other ideologies
involved in the “Language Question” debate, especially those that were stigmatized by the ruling political
clites of his times (communism, socialism, slavism, atheism...). Writing a Grammar of the demotic was
a task assigned to Triantaphyllidis ez 2/ (1978) by the fascist regime (Mackridge, 2009, p. 301). This
has been a puzzle for the supporters of Triantaphyllidis. But if a Standard is “ideologically neutral”, then
it should be neutral with respect to any ideology, including the fascist one. This de-ideologization of
the Standard is on a par with the neutralization of an accent. Just as accentual neutrality implies that
speakers of a Standard Language cannot be pinned down as to their origin (Crowley, 1989, p. 186), de-
ideologization, i.e. ‘ideological neutrality’ should be taken to imply that speakers cannot be pinned down
as to their ideologies. (But keep in mind: de-ideologization isjust another ideology, perhaps the dominant
one; just as a “neutral accent” is just another accent, the standard one.)

In the study that follows, we will consider a group of morphophonological variables whose high/low
variants were closely associated with the katharevousa/demotic split of diglossia. The variables were also
stereotypical, full of political implications; the use of each variant would signal not just a speaker’s beliefs
aboutlanguage but also his/hers political afliliation. Our study shows that their social meaning has now, in
the post-diglossia period, changed considerably. Variants have been “neutralized”: they are not associated
with political ideologies anymore, they are not ideologically-bound. Hence, the variables chosen provide
evidence for the newly acquired “neutrality of the standard”

In Study 3 we look at the development of “ideological neutrality” as a pre-condition for what, in the
next section, we will call ‘stylization’ (or ‘styling’), i.e. the expansion of stylistic choices to the expense of
ideological ones. In the next section (4) we will identify still another “neutral” variable, one that had not
been associated with diglossia, although it has always been the subject of prescriptivism, and see how it is
stylized in the media.

But first the study on de-ideologization:

Study 3: Morphological variation in the Greek newspapers

Morphological variation due to diglossia has been considered to be an indicator of ideological and/or
stylistic differentiation in the Greek press. Unfortunately, the relevant linguistic studies seem intuitive
and they do not provide quantitative results. In the relevant literature, there are roughly two explanations
of morphophonological variation in the press: Chatzissavidis (1999a,b, 2000) seems convinced that the

? Actually, the idea of geographical neutrality and of a non-localized, non-dialectal norm is much older; it certainly goes
back to Dante’s De Vilgari Eloquentia, composed between 1302 and 1305; in it, the Italian poet argues for the existence of or
the need for a Standard different from all local varieties (Ewert, 1940, p. 363); see Crowley (1989, p. 129 ff., 186), Mugglestone
(2003, p. 7 ff., 258), concerning the history of English; cf. Rutten (2016) for a general discussion with reference to Dutch.
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linguistic variables associate strongly with the political affiliation of the newspapers, an affiliation he takes
for granted; his research is not corpus-based and he provides no statistical results. Iordanidou (2001a,
2009), on the other hand, employs a corpus-based, qualitative approach, and comes to the following
conclusions: considerable morphophonological variation is evidenced within the same newspaper, within
newspapers of the same political affiliation (especially those of the center), even within the same article;
morphophonological variation could only partly be accounted for by stylistic considerations.

I report here on Kolia ez 2/. (2013), a students’ research that I have supervised. Kolia ez 2/ (2013)
provide an elementary statistical analysis of morphophonological variation in the Greek press which sufh-
ciently proves that a) there is no strong connection between the use of high/low variants and the political
stance or ideology of a Greek newspaper, and b) morphophonological variants loosely correlate with a
stylistic factor, the genre of a journalistic text, although the correlation is not statistically significant.

The research was conducted in the week 14-22 November 2009. Six (6) wide-circulation (national)
daily newspapers were selected:: “Pilooméatng’, “H Avyy’, “To Biua’, “EdevBepotumia’, “Amoyevpatvy’”
and “H Bpaduvvy” (the last three have since then ceased publication). The selection of the newspapers
was such as to allow equal representation of the then existing political spectrum of Left, Center, Right.
The political affiliation of each newspaper (Left: “Piloomdotng” and “H Avyy”, Center: “To BYjua” and
“ElevBepotumin’, Right: “Amoyeupativiy” and “Bpaduvy]”) was based on independent criteria that required
separate validation (a complex index was constructed which took into account: the view from the direct-
ors’ table, the self-identification of major journalists in each newspaper, newspaper space devoted to party
politics, and a few other factors).

The linguistic variables studied were the following (in each pair the first variant is presumed to be the
low/demotic one, the second is the corresponding high/archaistic):

1. variation in the consonant clusters of the passive aorist’s base; e.g., fricative-stop: -xt-/-¢1-/-07- vs.
fricative-fricative: -y8-/-¢6-/-06- in forms such as {opi-at-nke, opi-o0-nxe}, “was appointed/defined”;

2. similar variation in the consonant clusters of independent word forms, e.g. {ytec, xBec}, “yesterday”; "

3. 3" person sing./pl. of passive aorist {-nia/-nicawy, -n/-noev} in word pairs such as {ihdm-jicav, (g)xhém-
noav}, “were stolen”;

4. {-a, -wc} adverbial endings in words such as {omA-d, amh-o}, “simply”;'!

5. variation of stress in the sing./pl. genitive of nouns and adjectives; e.g., {eyx¥rhov, eykvichiov}, “circu-
lar”, {onuéaiwy, dnpoainwv}, “public”;

6. masc. sing. gen. {-a, -6¢} in nouns such as {uwv-a, unv-é¢}, “month”;

7. masc. sing. gen. {-é«, -¢éwc} in nouns such as {eloayyel-¢a, eloayyed-twg}, “prosecutor”;

8. masc. sing. gen. {-1, -o0¢} in adjectives such as {ada-1), ada-odc}, “ignorant, naive”;

One more linguistic variable was taken into consideration, which, interestingly enough, seems to have
completely lost its discriminatory power:

9. variation in the gen. fem. endings {-n, -ewc} of the so-called “third-declension” nouns; e.g., {xvBépvno-
s, Kv[%epw']cr—ewg}, “government”.

This latter variable is of some historical significance. After the language reform of 1976, it soon acquired
the status of a “stereotype” (in the sense of Labov, 1972, p. 314); it was believed that the choice of one or
the other variant was strongly indicative of a speaker’s political affiliation. At the time the research took
place (2009), the demotic, non-archaistic variant seems to have prevailed over —cw¢ (only 2/354 instances
of gen. —ew¢ were found, and those occurred in the set phrases Ednuepida ¢ xvPepviio-gwg, “Official
Government Gazette”, and méovg dvoewg, “of all kinds”). For this reason, results are not shown for this

1The above two variables have been independently studied by Mikros ez 2/. (1996), who found only a slight correlation
with text genres (three types of texts were considered: governmental, journalistic and literary).

1 Cases where each variant is presumably associated with a different meaning, according to the form-function fallacy, were
not taken into account; e.g. dueon, “directly”, and apéowe, “immediately”.
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variable. (That the —ew¢ variant does not show up in our sample corpus should not be taken to imply that
it is completely absent from a larger corpus containing, e.g., legal documents).

Two research hypotheses were tested: 1. the number of learned, archaistic morphological variants
should increase as one moves, so to speak, from the left-wing to the right-wing newspapers; 2. archaistic
variants should also increase with the formality associated with each newspaper genre, assuming the fol-
lowing hierarchy: comments and notices (mapamolitikd: short entries, mostly satirical) - feature articles
> editorials (a newspaper’s leading article). By combining the two hypotheses, the learned morphophon-
ological variants are expected to increase on the two vectors: Left » Center > Right (Hypothesis 1) and
also: Comment - Feature » Editorial (Hypothesis 2).

None of these hypotheses were confirmed, while the interaction of the two factors (political afhiliation
and genre) also did not provide statistically significant results. The results are diagrammed in Fig. Sa. No
clear pattern is detected by newspaper; only the percentages for “Pilogndotys” (affiliated with the Com-
munist Party of Greece) seem to be lower compared to the percentages for the other newspapers. Fig. 5b
presents the percentages of the high/learned variants not by newspaper but by political affiliation; figures
for the political affiliation are calculated as percentages of pairs of newspapers: Left = “Piloondotng” +
“H Avyy’, Center = “To BAua” + “EkevBepotumia’, Right = “Amoyevpatvy” + “Bpaduvyy”). Again, the
newspapers of the Left seem to have the lower percentages of high/learned variants, while the percentages
for the newspapers of the Center are higher than those of the Right——contrary to what is expected. Thus,
the hypothesis 1 is rejected.
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Figure 5: Percentages of learned/high variants in Greek newspapers. Source: Kolia ez /. (2013,

p. 145).

In Fig. 6a, the percentages of high/learned variants are presented by newspaper and also by genre (editor-
ial/leading article — feature article — short comment). There seems to be a slight correlation with genre,
which becomes more evident if we group the newspapers by their political afhliation, as we did above:
see Fig. 6b for combined results by affiliation. The number of high/learned variants seems to decrease
in accordance with the formality scale: Comment > Feature > Editorial (Hypothesis 2). However, the
results are not statistically significant and do not allow any firm generalizations about how the linguistic
variables chosen are stylized in the Greek press.

In conclusion, the use of high/low variants does not correlate significantly with either the political
stance of the newspaper or with the presumed formality/informality of the newspaper genres. The view
of Chatzissavidis (1999a,b,2000) that there is a political ideologization of the diglossic variation should be
rejected; however, since his research was conducted in the years 1997-1998, it could very well represent
an earlier stage in the social life of high/low variants. It should also be pointed out that Chatzisavvidis
took into consideration a slightly different set of variables. On the other hand, Iordanidou (2001a,2009)
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Figure 6: Percentages of learned/high variants in Greek newspapers. Source: Kolia ez /. (2013,

p- 148).

seems to be right in pointing out that considerable morphophonological variation exists within the same
newspaper-spectrum, so to speak, which includes newspapers of both center and right political affiliations.
From the existence of considerable variation within and across a political spectrum, we can certainly
conclude that the major morphological markers of katharevousa have ceased to index a “conservative”
political ideology, although some of the major morphological markers of demotic may continue to index
a self-proclaimed “progressive” ideology (probably associated with some of the more radical varieties of
the Left). In addition, the stylistic factor only marginally affects the use of the high/low variants.

It seems that the linguistic variables discussed in our study are in a process of “neutralization”, of
becoming de-ideologized, without at the same time being subject to widespread stylistic variation. At
least, this seems to be the case in the major Greek newspapers. We have stressed that neutrality is an
attitudinal factor. It is part of the language ideology surrounding a Standard. But since in our study this
attitudinal factor has been mediated (our corpus is a representative sample of Greek newspapers of all
political convictions), it can be considered to have affected or to have been affected by the language use
in the media. An ideological process, namely the de-ideologization of the standards, seems to affect or to
have been affected by changes in the Standard itself.

In this section we saw de-ideologization as a precondition for the development of stylistic variation.
In the next and last section of this paper, we will look at how an ideologically “neutral” variable becomes
subject to stylistic variation. Our evidence is rather meager, yet it can be taken to confirm the hypothesis
that de-ideologization is a pre-condition for stylization. (I am not formulating a general sociolinguistic
maxim; I am only trying to account for an accident in the continuing process of Modern Greek standard-
ization.)

4. Style

Some linguists would identify a standard variety with some of a language’s available stylistic resources.
Accordingly, they will view re-standardization or de-standardization as a reallocation of these resources.
Agha (2007) speaks of standard languages as registers. He also seems to think of standardization as a
perceptual phenomenon, limited to “reflexive models of usage” and reproduced through “metadiscursive
practices” (Agha, 2007, p. 6, 125, 191, 193, 199, 206-219, 228)—pretty much along the lines of view
(b), in the Introduction to this paper. With a more down-to-earth approach, the recent twins Thogersen,
Coupland & Mortensen (2016) and Mortensen, Coupland & Thegersen (2017) explicitly adopt the view
of standardization (or de- or re-standardization) as “styling”; several of the studies in these two volumes
also explore the effects of mediation and styling on language change.
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I'will stick to the term ‘stylization] which I will not try to define. For the purposes of my argument, any
of the operational definitions of ‘style’ in classical variationist sociolinguistics would do; differences in style
are accounted for by differences in genre (e.g., scripted vs. unscripted speech), formality and concentration
(e.g., reading words vs. reading passages vs. participating in casual conversation), situation (formal vs.
informal), etc. In the study that follows I will employ the independent variable ‘scripted vs. unscripted
speech’ as an indicator of style.

In the previous section we examined the process of de-ideologization, i.e. the formation of a domin-
ant attitude towards the Standard, through which a Standard is being established as “natural’, “neutral’,
“undifferentiating”. De-ideologization is a self-deception mechanism; it consists in paying little or no
attention to variation by somehow loosening the indexical associations of variants. I prefer to think
of ‘neutralization’ as a deceptive mechanism, but one can also think of it, in more neutral terms, as a
collective belief about a Standard Language. Many informed observers of the language, such as linguists,
especially those being busy with the very process of standardization, share this belief with the insecure
speakers of a Standard Language, those who would anxiously ask “Do I have an accent?”. The ordinary
speaker presupposes a belief in the neutrality of the standard; the informed observer, theorizes it. De-
ideologization tricks both the ordinary user and the theoretician. When “neutrality” is established, new
generations of speakers are conditioned to disregard the variation which had been obvious to previous
generations and which, in the case of diglossia, would have been brought out by means of competing
metalinguistic discourses.

Our hypothesis was that stylization develops only after de-ideologization and that the latter is a pre-
condition for the former. In order for speakers to develop stylistic repertories, it is necessary that they
are not restrained by ideological constraints or what could be considered as such. We cannot hope to
confirm the hypothesis that there is a causative relation between de-ideologization and stylization; its
testing requires comparative work beyond our capacity. But it seems a reasonable hypothesis for post-
diglossia situations. We will illustrate it here with a further example: a study of the phonological variable
of voiced stop prenasalization in media talk.

Study 4: Nasalization in media talk

The variable examined in this study is the prenasalization of the voiced stops. There are two variants in the
pronunciation of a voiced stop in Modern Greek: [b, d, g] and [mb, nd, ng] (we will not examine here
the related phenomenon of prenasalized devoiced stops, [mp, nt, nk]; also, we will not be concerned with
prenasalization across word boundaries).

The proper nasalization of voiced stops has always been a target for prescriptivists. However, as far as
I know, the phonological variable has not been associated with any of the ideological camps of the “Greek
Language Question™; hence, in this respect at least, it can be considered to be de-ideologized. Triantaphyl-
lidis, with his characteristic permissiveness, mentions both variants in his Grammar (Triantaphyllidis ez 2/
(1978), p. 35 §72). It is also a happy coincidence that the nasalization of the stops has been meticulously
studied in Greek sociolinguistics; a clear picture of this phonological phenomenon has now emerged that
can be contrasted to the prescriptive “rule”

But first, let us look at the prescriptive “rule”, the corrective. Every speech-training coursebook I
have consulted agrees on how nasalization should be prescribed (the most recent speech-training Guide
I consulted is Sifonios, 2017, p. 20-31, which is addressed to media and communication professionals).
The prescriptive “rule” seems widespread. Nasalization of voiced stops has been the subject of many letters
to the editor, with complains about the incorrect pronunciation of many a broadcaster. The excerpt that
follows is from Lypourlis (1994, p. 33-36), a Usage Guide that we mentioned in Sec.2 above; Lypourlis’s
advice is addressed to the “general public”:

But let us be more specific [cvykexpiuévor].
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In the word I used just now, our television broadcaster—there is no doubt about it—will say
ougekpévos instead of the correct auvgexpuévoe; just as he will say [...]: cugpadéas or dgelog,
agdy, degdpt, Bagéing, Aghia, wéde, madod, nadote, mevide, adi, veporrody, dadacia, édaon [...],
xwovdau, adamoxpivodat, anadwdeug, and many many others.

[...] Is there then any rule to teach us what in each case is the correct way to pronounce these
words? Of course there is. Let us follow the rule then:

The sounds {pr} (=b), {yx} (=g), {vt} (=d)—the rule goes—are pronounced without any nasal
sound in front of them first in the beginning of the words. Thus I will say: baivw, gpeuds, dpom.
In the same way I will pronounce these sounds within a word—watch out!—after a consonant.
Thus: bépbag, apgé, xabapdive. The same way I will pronounce these sounds within a word
and between two vowels, if the word is of foreign [§evix#] origin. Thus I will say: xapabive,
xabapdive, TiovgoahaBio, adio. By contrast, within Greek words, if these sounds [...] appear
between two vowels, their pronunciation is such that a nasal sound is heard before them. Thus
I will say: émbopog, émbetpog, not ébeipog, adinge, not oige, Aepvngt, not Aaptgt, éndovog, not
¢dovo, etc. etc.

[...] When we bring in our language foreign words [...], we ought to be careful and pronounce
them [...] as they are pronounced in the language from which we have taken them.. Thus, we
should also say Bideo, just as they say it, and not pindeo, [...] orovdio, and not orovndio, uédovg
Bipévdr [modus vivendi], [...] and not péndovg Piénd., podéro, not pondédo, Ivrepapépixay, not
Indepapépicay or Idepapépixay [...]

[...] is it a trivial thing for us to learn not to be humiliated in front of others by saying or writing
their words in whatever way we like?

That this is a prescriptive rule we can tell from the very fact that both variants are mentioned, but only
one is judged to be appropriate. There is a prohibitive and a normative part and there are also conditions
that specify which is which. It is remarkable how complicated the conditions are; two factors need to
be taken into account: phonological environment (#__, C__, V__V) and origin of the word (of Greek
origin vs. of foreign origin); the two factors interact in the environment V__V. Origin of the word is
also invoked to justify a reverse puristic attitude: Greek words should be pronounced the Greek way,
foreign words the way they are pronounced in their language of origin. This latter factor, origin of the
word, presupposes considerable metalinguistic knowledge (i.c., knowledge about the etymology of words)
that cannot be presumed to be available to an ordinary speaker of the language; only language experts
have access to this metalinguistic information. The limited availability of metalinguistic knowledge and
the overall complexity of the prescription suggest that the rule is primarily addressed to speakers who
in applying it may be secking some kind of what Bourdicu (1991) would call “symbolic distinction”. In
other words, the rule cannot be accessible to the ordinary speaker. The accusatory tone of Lupourlis’s
introductory remarks should also be pointed out: Lypoutlis seems to be concerned about public discourse
and he reproaches media professionals for their usage (on how media usage has become the target of
prescriptivism, see Moschonas, 2014).

The prescriptive rule does not correspond to actual usage, although it may have influenced the lin-
guistic behavior of trained professionals, such as actors or news broadcasters. The prenasalization of stops
is a variable that has been extensively studied in Greek sociolinguistics (see, among others: Pagoni, 1990,
1991, 1993; Charalabopoulos ez 4., 1992; Mikros, 1997, 1999, 2008; Arvaniti & Joseph, 2000). We
rely on Arvaniti & Joseph (2000), who have convincingly demonstrated that “age, not style, is the most
important factor” in the variation of prenasalized voiced stops. Fig. 7 portrays the degree of nasaliza-
tion of voiced stops in word-internal position by three age groups (17-30, 31-45, 46-71) tested in two
different tasks (reading a text vs. participating in conversation). The two youngest age groups exhibit
the same pattern: a very low percentage of prenasalization in both reading and conversation, while the
speakers in the 46—71 age group nasalize significantly more in both styles, and they also show a significant
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Figure 7: Percentages of voiced-stop prenasalization in word-internal position, by style and age.
Source: Arvaniti & Joseph (2000, p. 146).

difference between reading and conversation (Arvaniti & Joseph, 2000, p. 145-146). In the relevant
literature several other factors that might affect nasalization have been considered (e.g., contextual factors
such as word-initial position vs. word-internal, post-consonantal vs. intervocalic, morpheme boundary,
word boundary; the speed of speech, profession, educational status, region, etc.; see especially Mikros,
1997 for factors affecting radio talk). We cannot burden our presentation with all the details, but we
can confidently state that the prescriptive rule we discussed above does not correspond to actual usage as
described in the relevant sociolinguistic literature.

The age difference depicted in Fig. 7 suggests that the nasalization of voiced stops is an instance of
phonological change in progress. Since this particular variable has been the target of heavy prescriptiv-
ism, the question arises as to whether the phonological change is indicative of a process of re- or de-
standardization. It would also be interesting to know whether this change has been mediated, i.e. whether
it is initiated or reflected in the audiovisual media. To answer these questions, we conducted a small-scale
research.

We considered the speech of seven news anchors, five women and two men, in television and radio
broadcasts.We have reasons to believe that most if not all of those anchors were speech-trained and they
were aware of the prescriptive rule concerning nasalization. To guard against extraneous factors, we only
counted the occurrence of prenasalized voiced stops in word internal positions, between vowels (V__V).
We have also excluded “words of foreign origin”, such as foreign names (e.g., BéA¢ykavyx Zoyme <
Wolfgang Schiuble, pronounced [soible] or [soimble] in Greek). Table 4 lists the names of the news an-
chors, the period of their broadcasts that were transcribed and the medium that was used for broadcasting
(radio or television: most broadcasts were on television, but in two cases, those of the journalists S. Cosioni
and N. Chatzinikolaou, we had to supplement data for unscripted speech from their radio broadcasts).
The stylistic factor considered is scripted vs. unscripted speech. As scripted speech we define reading the
news from cue cards or similar devices; unscripted speech occurs when the news anchors interview a guest
or start a conversation with another journalist. To make sure that the speech was unscripted, the initial
segments of a conversation were excluded from consideration.

The mean percentages for the prenasalization of intervocalic voiced stops in scripted and unscripted
speech are listed in Table 4 and diagrammed in Fig. 8. A clear pattern emerges: all news anchors nasalize
significantly less in unscripted speech. This pattern holds even in the exceptional case of E. Meleti, a
television announcer who has also been a host in several lifestyle shows; overall, she nasalizes less than
the other broadcasters, perhaps because she is a younger journalist or/and because she stylizes herself as a
younger one.

Let us sum up our findings in this section. The prescriptive rule for the prenasalization of voiced stops
has been a difhicult one to follow; it is quite complex and it presupposes metalinguistic knowledge which
might not be available to the ordinary speakers of SMG. The prescriptive rule considers two factors of
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News anchor Period, Medium speech % #
. . scripted 55 33/60
Tremi, Olga April 2015, Mega anscripted % 21/91
R January—June 2013, scripted 63.6 35/55
Stai, Elli NET unscripted 21.8 12/55
Kosioni. Si March-July 2014, scripted 52.4 44/84
OSIont, oia SKAI (radio) unscripted 30.9 25/81
Meleti. Eleon November 2014, E scripted 14.7 18/122
cieth, Bleotiora (“Hastag”) unscripted 6.7 8/120
: : January-June 2015, scripted 53.7 44/82
S ANT1 unscripted 329 23/70
Chatzinikolaou, January—June 2015, scripted 52.2 35/67
Nikos STAR/Real FM unscripted 22.4 15/67
Panagiotopoulos, scripted 50.8 31/60
Nikos Jistae Z0L 7 L0 unscripted 15.7 13/70

Table 4: Nasalization in the scripted and unscripted speech of seven news anchors. All z-scores
for the differences between scripted and unscripted speech are significant at p < 0.01. Source: Data
were collected by Stavroula Vergopoulou, Olympia Antonena and Melina-Dionysia Konti (Stai); Giorgos
Koukoulis (Kosioni); Georgios-Konstantinos Oikonomopoulos (Meleti); Michalis Psimitis (Choukli);
Kyrgia Ioanna and Ksiromamou Andrianna (Chatzinikolaou); Alexandros Potamianos (Panagioto-

poulos).
70
60
50 -
40 -
30
M scripted
20 -
unscripted
10 - —
O I T T T T T T
N > O N NS )
& s o ®9}6 Ny R S
& ¥R
FS
& 8
o) &

Figure 8: Percentages of nasalization in the scripted and unscripted speech of seven news anchors.

differentiation: linguistic environment (context) and word origin (Greek vs. foreign). In contrast, socio-
linguistic research has established that the primary factors are: age and style (in this order of significance).
Although style is a secondary factor, prenasalization seems to be systematically stylized in the media, as it
is indicated by the significantly different results obtained for scripted vs. unscripted speech in our study.
It secems that speech is most resistant to prescriptive instruction when it occurs unguarded. It is such
unguarded use which is usually de-ideologized.

Is the prescriptive rule unsuccessful? Is it a rule whose application has been left unsupervised, one that
could be enforced by making speakers aware of their mistakes, as the prescriptivists seem to believe? Or
is the lack of nasalization just a new development in the phonology of a Standard Language despite the
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Standard’s standards; a development which can be recognized as re- or de- standardizing the Standard pre-
cisely because it defies the prescriptive norm associated with it? If, as we have done from the beginning of
this long paper, we adopt the view that a Standard Language should be defined jointly as both a Language
and a set of standards, then the denasalization of voiced stops can be seen as a new development in SMG,
which, precisely because it defies the prescriptive norm, it reveals a new de-/re-standardizing tendency.

S. Conclusions and discussion

In this paper I have presented a view of a Standard Language as both a standard (a norm, an ideal, an ideo-
logy) and aLanguage (i.c., actual usage which, more or less, conforms to the norm, the ideal, the ideology).
We have seen that a Standard Language is impossible to define without reference to its standards. We have
also seen that there is an interplay between the standards and the Language; that standards are informed
by actual usage and that usage is prescribed to conform to the standards that prevail within a particular
community over a certain period of time. Even when standards are defied and new (stylistic) uses are
developed, these uses cannot be understood without reference to the standards, old or new. Fromkin,
Rodman & Hyams (2011, p. 440) were wrong: we can identify the speakers of a Standard Language by
the standards they employ in their speech—of course not with absolute precision; norms are never precise.

There are aspects of language standards (and of the ideology surrounding them) that cannot be taken
literally. For example, a Standard Language may be believed to be “uniform” or “neutral”. Uniformity and
neutrality (de-ideologization) are ideological constructs and they cannot be taken at face value. Milroy
& Milroy (1999, p. 22,51, 58), among others, stress uniformity as the primary aim of standardization (cf.
Milroy, 2001, p. 531: “standardization consists in the imposition of uniformity upon a class of objects”).
One would have expected that they should merely expose uniformity as a pretheoretical notion, not
that they would endorse it at the theoretical level. Uniformity, obviously, forms part of the “standard
language ideology”. It is a perceptual phenomenon; it might very well be a collective hallucination rather
than the actual result of standardization practices. But then, this is the hazard to approaching standard
languages through language standards: ideological categories, i.c. concepts and beliefs evidenced in the
metalanguage that guides the practices of standardization, are often taken at face value and become part
and parcel of the sociolinguistic theorization. The same applies to the concept of “neutrality”

Although the concepts of a Standard Language and of language standards cannot be kept apart, a
procedure is needed for establishing how language standards affect a Standard Language or vice versa.
We have identified the route from metalanguage (language standards) to language (Standard Languages)
through what we have called a performative theory of language standardization. We have established a new
type of speech act, with a direction of fit from the metalanguage to language, which has not been discussed
in the speech act literature: the corrective.

What is meant by ‘correctives’ or ‘corrective practices’ is linguistic behavior shaped and motivated
by usage evaluations such as “correct-incorrect’, “right-wrong”, “proper-improper”, “apt-inappropriate’,
“good-bad’, “beautiful-ugly”, “tasteful-distasteful’, etc. Some of these antonyms are gradable; others are
not. They all express metalinguistic evaluations: “correct or incorrect” means “correctly or incorrectly
said or phrased”. Of course, most correctives apply to the written language; that is, “correct or incorrect”
means primarily “correctly or incorrectly written”. Yet, speech, the oral language, can also be the subject of
evaluation and correction, as in language teaching, in speech training, or in the instructions for becoming
an efficient conversationalist, critically analyzed by Cameron (2000).

Corrective practices are known mostly, if not exclusively, through corrective instructions, which com-
bine proscription with prescription: One should not say or write X, one should say or write Y instead; or
one should say both X and Y provided that C. We can assume that there is at least one member of a
linguistic community who follows these instructions, i.e. the one who did issue them. But actually, each
corrective instruction is part of a repertory employed by many other members of a linguistic community
at large or more narrowly of the community of /izerati. Corrective practices are social practices; they are
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collective and guided. One may assume that the groups of people who follow the correctives exhibit a
certain social organization. Directives are directed. Although the corrective instructions are issued by the
few, they are addressed to the many; potentially, they are addressed to everyone who is literate. To follow
an instruction means that one is trying to conform her/his linguistic practice to it.

Corrective practices are not employed solely by proofreaders, editors or other craft professionals
(Cameron, 1995, p. 34). Certainly, the practices of such groups of persons are of special interest, because
they are much more organized (or “uniform”, if you prefer) compared to the corrective practices of others.
Yet, the corrective practice is a phenomenon much more widespread, surpassing any linguistic division of
labor. Let us think for a moment of the corrective practices associated with the raising of children (“bad
words”); or taboo words; or the corrective practice of euphemism; of political correctness; of avoiding
sexist or racist expressions; let us think of censorship and self-censorship as a corrective practice; and, last
but not least, of the practices associated with standardization.

Nor is the case that corrective practices apply only to words or particular expressions—although words
are the casiest targets of corrective practices. Correctives can also be directed to speech acts (such as
swearing) or to speech events (such as an interview or a talk show, which are usually subject to preset
specifications). Correctives may be concerned with whole registers (as it is the case with Guides for
essay writing, or Guides addressed especially to journalists, etc.); or with particular literary forms (e.g.,
the iambic meter of fifteen syllables is considered by many in Greece to be the “national rhythm”). A
corrective behavior may be prejudiced against whole languages (e.g., many Greeks consider Italian to be a
“musical language” and German to be a “barbarian” one).

No matter how general their definition, corrective practices are bound to have two components:
corrective practices are at once linguistic and metalinguistic. Corrective practices are performed 77z a
language on the basis of a metalinguistic standard or a norm or a language ideal or language ideology.
Usually, the metalinguistic standard can be expressed as an instruction or a directive, consisting of a
prohibitive part, a normative part, and an explicative part (i.c., respectively, a part employing a negative
“should”, “must” and similar deontic expressions; a part employing a positive deontic expression; and a
part employing “because”, “on account of...” and similar explanatory expressions). The explicative part,
more often than not, comprises an evaluation such as “correct — incorrect’, etc.: “one should not say or
write X; one should say and write Y, because, e.g., X is incorrect and Y is more appropriate”. Permissives,
as we have seen, in their simplest form, also consist of three parts: a permissive (‘one may say or write X
in addition to/alongside Y’); a normative, which usually expresses a condition on X/Y usage (‘X occurs
under condition C;; Y occurs under condition C,’); and an optional explicative (‘because 7).

Corrective instructions, when followed, result to the respective corrective practice; that is, the result
of a corrective is not to write or to say X but to write or to say Y instead or to differentiate the use of X and
Y by some condition C. Notice that a corrective is likely to be issued when both X and Y are attested, e.g.
when there is noticeable linguistic variation. Also, a directive presupposes that one is aware of X and Y; in
a way, the corrective instruction is what brings X and Y to the attention of those who are apt to follow it.
Correctives raise awareness about language.

Corrective practices are part of a re-/de-standardization procedures. Since the corrective practice
combines a (collectively performed) activity with a metalinguistic standard (a norm, an attitude or an
evaluation), standardization is a most appropriate field for studying the effects of corrective instructions.
A standard language is, just like a corrective practice, two things at once, i.c. it is both a language (a dialect
among other dialects) and a standard (i.c., a norm by means of which other dialects are “measured” and
evaluated). What is more, in standardization several forces (administrative, educational, etc.) are united,
and they are all necessary in order for correctives to assume efficiency and corrective practices to spread.
Standardization is a multiplier of correctives.

The systematic study of corrective instructions has helped us diagnose the standards by means of
which standardization is achieved; one can observe changes in these standards and form hypotheses about
possible linguistic changes to which the changes in standards respond. The analysis of the explicative parts
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of such instructions—and the analysis of metalinguistic discourse in general—can help us understand
whether and how linguistic change is perceived and ideologized within a linguistic community.

We have adopted a descriptive approach to prescriptivism. Just as language variables are tools for
a descriptive approach to variation, correctives can be studied as sociolinguistic variables (with variants
X and Y). One can thus quantify the effects of prescriptivism. Indeed, correctives are the elementary
units for the quantitative study of prescriptivism within a variationist paradigm. Correctives are mediators
between metalanguage and language. Accordingly, the study of corrective instructions (in Usage Guides,
traditional Grammars, language education textbooks, etc.) is important for diagnosing a) the corrective
repertories that compete or prevail within a linguistic community; b) the evolution of such repertories
and concomitant developments in a standard; ¢) the communication trajectories through which norms
are propagated and diffused within a community. The study of correctives can also help us form informed
hypotheses about d) whether and how standardization, language attitudes or ideologies affect language
change, i.e. whether there is a causal chain connecting correctives with changes of the type X>Y.

The study of correctives as elementary units for the quantification of prescriptivism presupposes a
performative theory of language standards and language ideologies in general (Moschonas, 2008; 2014,
p. 422-424). Language ideologies should be seen as performing “speech acts” at a metalinguistic level.
The “direction of fit” of such speech acts is from a (meta)language to a language or, alternatively, their
perlocutionary effect is ultimately locutionary, i.e. the effect is some change in linguistic behavior. Since
corrective instructions are prescriptive, their illocutionary force is that of a directive. Hence, the felicity
conditions for corrective practices are also conditions for linguistic change: just as the performance of a
speech act may be “happy” or “unhappy” under particular circumstances, effecting a linguistic change can
be successful or unsuccesstul in particular periods of time under socio-cultural conditions that need to be
specified.

One may raise the objection that we have placed undue emphasis on metalanguage, that standardiz-
ation is also possible by example, that one can set a standard by displaying its usage or developing a usage
for it. We noticed that this might very well be the case with the standard set by Jannis Psycharis. Despite
later attempts to “codify” his norm in a strict manner, Psycharis standardized Modern Greek by setting
himselfaliterary standard that others also evoked in their attempts to write in #he demotic; he standardized
Modern Greek by showing that Modern Greek can be standardized. If so, standardization is a process of
creating exemplary uses. Haugen (1966a,b) would have applied the term “claboration” to this process.

From the perspective of the extended speech act theory developed in this paper, an exemplary usage,
in order to count as such, would have to be considered as presupposing an indirect metalinguistic act, a
token/elliptical one at that (of the type: @/Y. Employing this or that variant (Y) in writing is implying
that this or that variant should be employed in all writing, and this latter implication is not but a hidden
metalinguistic act. How thisact is “brought about’, is a non-trivial question; however, the association of an
exemplary use with the metalinguistic act prescribing this use could only be achieved within a wider meta-
linguistic discourse. The “Greek Language Question” has been the wider discourse-ideological framework
that allows for such associations between precepts and usage. It is true though that a performative theory
of standardization has to take into account two types of standards: the ones imposed through explicit
guidelines and instructions and the ones set implicitly by the (educated) users of alanguage. Under certain
conditions, the latter might prove just as effective as the former. It might also be the case that standards
set by example are driven mostly by their ‘aesthetic” appeal and/or prestige.

A performative theory of language ideologies and standardization should meet several other require-
ments. First, a typology of language ideological performatives should try to comprehend linguistic prac-
tices rather than individual aczs. Language ideologies manage to perform their magic only through collect-
ive practices such as standardization, linguistic purism, language learning and teaching, etc. Obviously,
such prescriptive practices should be assigned irreducible “collective intentions” (Searle, 2002, p. 90-105).
Second, collective intentions have collective manifestations. Hence, performative types at a metalinguistic
level should be associated with mass-mediated communicative sequences; they should also be associated
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with particular genres, such as usage columns in the newspapers or editors’ manuals (Cameron, 1995).
In other words, categories of performatives should not be uncritically carried over from the literature
associating speech acts with specific utterance tokens.

For the study of the performative character of language ideologies, corrective practices are exemplary
in several respects: Correctives are socially valued (they correlate to language standards as well as values,
beliefs and attitudes within a community). They can be diagnosed at a linguistic level, although they are
expressed, argued and debated at a metalinguistic level. They have straightforward “sincerity” and “content
conditions”, namely the ones recognized in corrective instructions. Corrective practices follow a certain
social organization. Especially when serving standardization, correctives follow the route of mediation:
from an elite to a small public of followers, devotees or propagators and from there to the general public.
It is the mid-circle of followers and propagators who usually employ the print media for expressing their
views about norms and language.

My view of a Standard Language has been exemplified by several studies in the development of SMG.
In particular, I have been concerned in this paper with four stages in the evolution of SMG: the stage of
planning (section 1) , the stage of norm development and dissemination of the standards (stage 2), the
stage of naturalization (or “neutralization”) of the standards (stage 3) and the stage of de-/re-standardiz-
ation through the development of uses that contradict the accepted standards. The latter three changes
were all mediated, i.c. they were all initiated in and/or propagated through print or electronic media—in
ways that were explained in the sections 2—4. One can possibly argue that ideologically-driven change, if
it occurs at all, is always a mediated change.

Due to the perennial “Language Question”, in Greece diglossia has given rise to two conflicting stand-
ards, the archaistic or puristic standard and the demotic or vernacular one. Arguably, there is also a range
of intermediate standards between these two extremes. SMG is supposed to be based on demotic, allowing
nevertheless a certain number of archaisms, especially in the higher registers of the language. As the ver-
nacular forms have gradually become standardised, it is the archaistic forms that are in need of corrective
instruction and guidance. We have seen that a new morpho-syntactic/phraseological model has evolved
that corresponds to these “mixed” standards of SMG.

In presenting the above-mentioned developments of SMG, I have not refrained from reporting on
aspects of my work that are not accessible to the readers of the English literature on standardization. A
significant problem with standardization studies is that most of them are part of a national literature and
they are not accessible to the English reader, while only a handful of studies are comparative. Standardiz-
ation studies have to overcome the language barrier set by each national literature on standardization.

There is now a considerable body of research on standardization, mediation and language change. The
studies in Kristiansen & Grondelaers (2013) focus on media norms in contemporary Europe in order to
reveal the processes of ‘demotisation’ (a multiple-standard configuration in which more than one variety
satisfies the ‘best language’ criterion) and ‘destandardisation’ (the configuration whereby the standard
language ideal itself is lost; see especially Coupland & Kristiansen, 2011). The empirical, experimental
studies in Kristiansen & Grondelaers (2013) seck to diagnose important shifts in the alignments between
language standards and standard languages in several European countries. The twin volumes Thegersen,
Coupland & Mortensen (2016) and Mortensen, Coupland & Thegersen (2017) seek to account for such
realignments through the concept of ‘styling’

There are also significant studies that seck to diagnose the effects of prescriptivism on language change:
Anderwald (2014, 2016), Hinrichs, Szmrecsanyi & Bohmann (2015), Curzan (2014), Ticken-Boon van
Ostade (2006); see also the works by Stuart-Smith listed in the bibliography, which seek to establish
whether mediation is a contributory factor in language change. Anderwald (2016), Hinrichs, Szmrecsanyi
& Bohmann (2015), Poplack & Dion (2009), Poplack, Lealess & Dion (2013) are some of the most
important recent works that seck to demonstrate the effects of prescriptivism by correlating two types
of language corpora: prescriptive texts containing corrective instructions (as they occur in Usage Guides
and traditional Grammars of the English language) with historical language corpora.
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I believe that the performative theory of standardization developed in this chapter could provide a
unifying framework for the diverse approaches to prescriptivism evidenced in the relevant literature. It
could also contribute to re-examining and problematizing some quite common misconceptions about
standardization, such as the belief in the uniformity and the neutrality of a Standard or the belief that
language standards, like Platonic ideas, do not change or they change very slowly. This may be the case
for Standard English: it is indeed claimed that “proper English” is still defined by the same standards that
were formulated in the late 16™ century (Machan, 2009; cf. Schaffer, 2010). Modern Greek, however,
as well as many other “reformed” languages have seen abrupt changes in their standards. The literature
on standardization can only profit from comparative empirical research on diverse languages and diverse
standardization processes.
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