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Abstract

Modern Greek as a second/foreign language (G2) is a relatively recent field. This paper
focuses on the early, formative years of the field of G2 (1985-2004). It discusses the relevant
literature and places particular emphasis on the textbooks for teaching G2, with an aim to
revealing their latent conceptions about language and second language acquisition.
Assessment and proficiency standards are also taken into account. It is argued that G2, as the
most recent phase in a continuing process of Modern Greek standardisation, has been
influenced by conceptions and practices that prevail in the field of G1.

Keywords: Second Language Acquisition, Greek as a second/foreign language, Standard
Modern Greek, standardisation

1. Introduction
Modern Greek as a second language (henceforth G2) is a newly constituted field of
study.

During the so-called Greek Language Question (I'woowd Zitnua), demoticists —
i.e., defenders of the demotic or vernacular variety of Modern Greek — made only
passing reference to the issue of teaching Modern Greek as a second or as a foreign
language. Demoticists, one may suppose, were well aware of the distinction between
first and second/foreign language and of its implications. They insisted that
katharevousa, the archaized and puristic variety, along with Ancient Greek, should be

treated as foreign languages, in contrast to the native and “natural” demotic variety. A

“(v. 2). Various versions of this paper were read at the following workshops or conferences: Workshop
of the Hellenic Association of Logopedics “H diylwooia otnv mondwkn niwcia”, Athens, 11 November
2006; 20 Convegno Internazionale sulla Lingua Neogreca “Insegnamento e Diffussione della lingua
Neogreca in Italia”, Facolta di Lettere e Filosofia, Sapienza Universita di Roma, 5 October 2007;
International Conference on the Teaching and the Certification of Greek as a Second/Foreign
Language “EA\nvikd, n dikf pov 1 yAddooa n dAAn”, Center for the Greek Language, Athens, 11
October 2014 (http://speakgreek.gr/el/, accessed 15 January 2016); IPHRAS — Konferenz “Gelebte
Mehrsprachigkeit /Living Multilingualism”, Yildiz Teknik Universitesi, Istanbul, 6 November 2014.
A shorter version of this paper was published in Gelebte Mehrsprachigkeit — Living Multilingualism,
ed. B. Bock, S. Giines & T. Kiryakova-Dineva, Hamburg: Verlag Dr. Kova¢, 2015, pp. 55-71; | wish
to thank the editors for their permission to print a revised version here. The current version (v. 2) has
profited enormously from suggestions and objections by Lelia Panteloglou, Maria Dimitrakopoulou
and one anonymous reviewer.
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typical argument in favor of demotic stated that it was about as difficult for Greeks to
learn a foreign language as it was for them to master katharevousa (Mackridge 2009:
100, 110, 257, 227). However, preoccupied as they were with katharevousa (the
adversary of demotic), the demoticists were not in a position to see demotic itself as a
second/foreign language to be learned by non-Greeks or by Greeks not speaking
Greek. They could not imagine Greek as a foreign language.

Manolis Triantaphyllidis (1883-1959), a late representative of the demoticist
movement, is rightly considered to be the founder of Standard Modern Greek, i.e. of
the standardised variety based on the vernacular language. He envisaged the
possibility of teaching the demotic variety to minorities in Greece as well as to
expatriate Greek Americans. His argument was that teaching the vernacular instead of
katharevousa would make it much easier for non-Greek speaking minorities in Greece
to learn the Greek language as well as for heritage speakers of Greek in the United
States and elsewhere to preserve their language. Here are two characteristic extracts

from Triantaphyllidis’ writings on these issues:

H yAwoowm apopoinon dev pmopet va yivn mapd pe m Coviavh YAdcoa,
Kol 1 YA®Goo ovth mpémel va kabiepwbn ota oyoieion e Maxedoviag,
Tavtod Omov vdpyovy Eevopavor (TpovtopuAkidne 1963 [1916']: 257).
“Linguistic assimilation could only be achieved through the living
language [demotic], and it is the living language that has to be established
in the schools of Macedonia as well as everywhere where there are non-
Greek speakers.”

Eiyo tovicel dAlote mo¢ kot av akoun eueic ot EAAadikol embopodue va
emuévoue otV kobapevovoa, ivor amopaitntn 1 ONUOTIKA KOl M
dwaokaAio ¢ 660 amoPAémope 6e YAMGGIKN apopoimon Eevophvmv —
KOl UGIKE Kol GE SLOTNPTON OLOYADGC®V OV KIVOLVEDOLV VO, YAGOLV TN
yAdooo toug (Tpravtaguiridng 1965 [1952']: 117 n. 56).

“l had also stressed on another occasion that, even if we, the citizens of
Greece, want to insist on katharevousa, teaching the demotic variety is
necessary as long as our aim is to linguistically assimilate the non-Greek
speakers [in Greece] as well as to preserve the language of the Greek

speakers [abroad], which is in danger of becoming extinct.”
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To these views about G2, one should add Triantaphyllidis’ hostile attitude towards
bilingualism or multilingualism, evidenced, e.g., in his Oi &éveg yAdooeg kor 11 oywyn
[Foreign languages and education] (1946). He seems annoyed by those Greeks,
especially of the upper classes, who are prone to have their children taught a foreign
language by private tutors at a very early age. He thinks that this habit reveals a
disregard for their children’s native tongue. Foreign languages, for Triantaphyllidis,
should be taught only after the fourth grade, when the knowledge of the vernacular
has been consolidated (TplavtaeuAriong 1946: 146). He claims that the brain of an
early learner of foreign languages can be afflicted by a variety of {nuieg, “damages”,
of which he makes an impressive list (Tplavtapuiriong 1946: 51-92). He quotes with
approval Friedrich Ludwig Jahn (the German gymnastics innovator and nationalist)
for his dictum that “ce uio yAdooa peyokmvel kaveis” (“one can grow up in/with only
one language”; TpravtapuAliong 1946: 99-100).

The monolingual mindset of Oi &veg yAdooec kar 1 aywys is betrayed by the
asymmetry in the way second language learning is perceived: it is permissible and
desirable to have others learn your own language, but it is unnecessary, or even
disadvantageous for one to start learning the languages of others — or to start thinking
of one’s own language through the languages of others.

Here is an overview of what follows: In the next two sections | will concentrate on
the bibliography of G2 of the period 1985-2004. By focusing on the book of Genesis,
one hopes that the constitutional, genetic characteristics of G2 would, somehow, be
revealed. Since the mid 2000s, G2 as a scientific discipline has seen remarkable
advances. A considerable amount of linguistic research on G2 has been carried out,
with precise methodology, through hypothesis testing, in many of the environments
G2 learning takes place as a process. This was not the case in the mid 1980s; if this is
now the time for descriptive work, then the 1980s was the period of prescriptivism,
when G2 practitioners were preoccupied with teaching and assessing rather than
learning. After a quick review of the main types of entries in the bibliography of G2, I
will, in the next but one section, focus on the characteristics of G2 textbooks that were
published during this early period. Extensive comparisons of textbooks have been
available since the beginnings of G2. | will not be concerned with issues of
grammatical coverage or efficiency; | am more interested in finding out what
conception of G2 these textbooks project; how their authors imagine G2 and the

stages of learning it. My argument will be that the textbook conception of G2 has
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been influenced by the monolingual mindset; that the inoperative machinery of
teaching G1 has been carried over to the teaching of G2; and that those aspects of the
language that the native speakers are not aware of are also disregarded in the teaching
of G2. In the last section | will concentrate on assessment and provide some evidence
on how the G2 proficiency levels have been constructed. 1985-2004, the period this
paper concentrates on, was a period of transience: the four proficiency levels available
then, have now been restandardised to six, in accordance with the Common European
Framework. Despite the precision gained in the grammatical and functional
specification of proficiency levels, proficiency, | will argue, has been standardised on
the model of G1 and, in certain settings, such as the “Examinations for the certificate
of attainment in G27, is still dependent on the intuitive judgments of the examiners.
Although my focus is on the period 1985-2004, | have not avoided references to
more recent developments. Recent literature marks a break with the past, but it also
reveals certain tendencies that have been consolidated. | hope at the end to have
provided sufficient justification for my claim that G2 is the most recent stage in the

continuing process of Modern Greek standardisation.

2. A bibliography of G2

G2 is a relatively recent field, following the resolution of the perennial Greek
Language Question. The birthdate of this newly constituted field should be placed
somewhere in the early 1980s, just when Greece started experiencing the first of
successive waves of immigration. G2 followed the adoption, in 1976, of an official
language, Standard Modern Greek, largely based on demotic, i.e. the vernacular
variety or the vernacular Standard (Mackridge 2009: 319-320).

That G2 was born in the 1980s should not be taken to imply that before the 1980s
there were no people learning Greek as their second language, no teachers teaching
Greek and no methods addressed to non-native speakers, or that there had been no
predecessors in this field of study. It should be taken to imply, however, that G2 has
been constituted as a field, as a champ (Bourdieu 1982: 53-58), as a market in which
products are circulated, several services are provided and professionals of various
professions are involved, only in the 1980s. It should also be taken to imply that, in
order to be constituted as a field, G2 possibly had to reinvent itself; it had to forget its
origins and overlook its predecessors, who are only very recently being rediscovered
(Brown 2016; Caravolas 2009; Delveroudi 2015, 2016; ITavteAdyrov 2016).
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A scientific field is largely coextensive with the literature written in it. For this
reason, most of my remarks in this section will be bibliographical in nature. My
account of G2 will be based on KEI' (1996), BauPovkog & Xatlnodxn (2001),
Avtovorovrov, Toayyodriong & Movutlr (2000), but mainly on Avtwvomoviov
(2006), an annotated bibliography available online, amenable to statistical analysis.
To this date there has been no updated bibliography of G2".

A scientific field is also defined by practices; | will allude to the practices of
teaching, learning and assessment, through which the field of L2 has been constituted,
only through the bibliographical references to them. Certainly, this is the view from a
keyhole; in exercising this self-imposed restraint, my critical remarks will remain, 1
hope, grounded in the published literature. For the practice of teacher training in G2,
see Mocyovag (2017).

The bibliography consists of 535 entries, which cover works published between
1985 and 2004. Only works in G2 were considered: there are no entries on
teaching/learning languages other than Greek (such entries were excluded from the
bibliographic database); entries on related but distinct subjects, such as the
sociolinguistics or psycholinguistics of bilingualism, language policies, language
contact, etc, were taken into account only to the degree they pertained to G2 . In total,
forty-two (42) Greek and seventy-three (73) international (mostly English and French)
scientific or semi-scientific journals were consulted, from which 48 articles were
selected, in addition to 136 articles published in edited books, 186 articles published
in conference proceedings, as well as 28 monographs and/or PhD theses — a total of
398 entries. The remaining 137 entries concern G2 textbooks or related “educational
materials” (exkmaidevtikd vAkd). (Educational materials exclusively on CD/DVD
were not listed separately, although there are listings for publications in which such
materials are included.)

A few preliminary generalisations are in order:

! The reference works on which this and the next section draw, Avtevomoviov (2006) and
Yropémovriog & Toayyokidng (2005), as well as the first book-length studies in G2, completed in
2004 and collected in http://www2.media.uoa.gr/language/studies/, have all been supervised by me in
the Program for the “Education of the Muslim Minority Children in Thrace”. The following are
tokens of important recent work in G2, also containing references to other works: Dimitrakopoulou et
al. (2004); Tsimpli (2006); Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007); KatowoeAr (2007); Agathopoulou,
Papadopoulou & Zmijanjac (2008); Psaltou-Joycey (2008); Agathopoulou & Papadopoulou (2009);
Fotiadou & Tsimpli (2010); Agathopoulou, Papadopoulou & Sismanidou (2012); IMTomadomnoviov,
AyaBomoviov & [Toviov (eds) (2015); Zrkovptov & Kovpmn-Kalodiin (eds) (2015); T'afpmridov &
Pepubuddov (eds) (2016).
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1. The amount of educational materials is certainly impressive (137 entries out of a
total of 535 — almost % of the total number of entries). Some of the entries cover
multivolume publications, usually accompanied by CD/DVDs, table- or digital games,
etc. In 2014, some publishing houses reported the following figures for the total
number of copies sold: EAlnvixa tépa 1+1 (Nootog 1987, 2002°): 105,000; Ellnvikd
tpa 2+2 (Nootog 1989, 2006%): 60,000; Astepioc 1/2/3 (1997/1998/1999, with
subsequent reprints): 24,000; Opiote! EAnviké. yia apydpiove (2004, 2014%) and
Opiote! Bifhio dpaotyprotirwv (2013, 2014%): 15,000 copies®. Whole series of
textbooks have been produced by institutions such as the Center of Intercultural and
Migration Studies (E.AIA.M.ME.), the School of Modern Greek Language of the
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, The Modern Greek Language Teaching Centre
of the University of Athens as well as by several EU-funded programs, such as the
Education of Repatriate and Foreign Students (Exmaidgvom IloAtvvooctovviov kot
Alodanmv Mabntav), the Education of Expatriate Greeks (ITadeia Opoyevmv), the
Education of Gypsy Children (Exmaidevon Toryyavomaiowv), and the Education of
the Muslim Minority Children in Thrace (Exkmaidevon Movocoviuavonaidmv).
Presumably, the textbooks published by these organisations are adapted to the needs
of their audience and they circulate in local markets. One may conclude that G2 was —
and remains — firmly oriented towards the manufacturing of educational “products”,
on the one hand, and the promotion and consumption of such products, on the other,
mainly through instructed learning.

In Avtovomoviov (2006: Part B') the G2 textbooks are distinguished with respect
to their prospective audience: 39 are addressed to a general audience, 11 to English-
speaking students, 4 to French-speaking, 15 to German-speaking, at least 1 to
Russian-speaking, 13 to Turkish-speaking Muslims, 9 to Greek students in Australia,
7 to children and adolescents. (To repeat: the period covered is 1985-2004; some of
the entries are about a whole series of textbooks.) The most important target groups
therefore seem to be: adults, expatriates and repatriates, the Muslim minority in

Greece (the only minority officially recognised — as a religious minority, not as a

% Here are the figures reported in 2014 for some of the more recent textbooks: Aoiév 71 Jec; (NdoTOC
2010): 2,000 copies; Eupabivovrog oto eldyvikd (Metaiypuo 2011): 2,000; Kk ot eldnvikd.:
Enimedo A1 & A2 (KET 2013): 1,000. Klix oo eAdnpvika has now turned into a series of specialised
textbooks; published by an esteemed organisation which also runs the state’s “examinations for
attainment in Greek™, the series’ sales should be on the rise.
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linguistic one), and children — in this order of significance.

2. The 398 entries remaining after we substract the entries for the G2 textbooks can

be classified into four distinct categories:

2.1. A large number of publications in this group, usually in conference proceedings,
are also about G2 textbooks, i.e. they present, or more rarely criticise, an existing
textbook. The authors of the textbook and the authors of the review are usually the
same persons. Most of these publications are promotional in character. One can thus
speak of “double entries” in the bibliography, one for the textbook itself and another
for its public presentation and promotion.

2.2. Of similar informational content is the group of articles that could be best
described by the structure of their title: “Teaching Greek in [a region/an institution]
(“H dwaokaio ¢ eAnvikng oe [mepoyn/ Topvpal”; e€.g., Mavodrov 2000) or
Teaching Greek to [a group or a population] (“H ddackolia tng eAANVIKNG o€
[TAnOvouiaxn opdada]”’; e.9., Ntehomovrog 1994) or “Teaching Greek according to or
with [a method]” (“H dwaoxkoiio g eAAnvikng ovueovo pe [pio pébodo
expatnong]”; e.g., Mavpiong & Mroira-Mavpidov 2003).

2.3. There are a few articles on didactics or teaching methodology. Those do not
focus on a particular teaching method or a G2 textbook (3.2.), nor are they concerned
with particular grammatical phenomena. Usually, they are programmatic in character
and amount to an open declaration of principles; e.g., they advertise the importance of
intercultural education, they stress aspects of the communicative approach, or they
recommend traditional literary texts or new media genres. Even today, there are no
general introductory coursebooks on G2, for academic use. It is of some importance
that the newer introductory coursebooks on SLA that were written directly in Greek
(such as MréAha 2007, 20117), contain almost no references to research conducted on
G2, while the available general textbooks on language teaching (Mmntong 1998;
TokotAidov 1986, 2003; Xaparopmdémoviog & XatlnoapPiong 1997) do not have

chapters or sections on G2.

2.4. Many entries in the bibliography are about the definition of proficiency levels,
language testing and assessment. During the period from 1985 to 2004, two partially

antagonistic and partially overlapping models of language proficiency emerged, one
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elaborated by the Center for the Greek Language and the other by the Linguistics
Department of the University of Athens: KEI' (1997, 2001a, 2001b) and EKITA
(1998, 2002, 2004). The Center for the Greek Language (henceforth: KEI') has
continued the elaboration of proficiency levels to this day: see KEI' (2013). It has
certainly become a dominant institutional authority in the formation of assessment

standards. We will come back to the intriguing issue of language assessment later on.

3. In the G2 literature there are only sparse references to the learning process, the
interlanguage, the stages the learners are going through, the cognitive mechanisms
they employ or the difficulties they encounter. One could isolate hardly more than 20-
25 research articles on the subject of G2 learning®. Just a few had been published in
international journals. In 2004 there were no comparative studies for different groups
of learners (with the exception of Aumdrn et al. 2004, whose utility, however, was
restricted by the fact that learners were tested on predefined teaching materials). In the
G2 literature, the teacher-centered approach predominates over the learner-centered
one (Mooyovag 2003a).

If this — all this — is the case, then the following question is reasonable: Which
research data were the available textbooks based upon? The answer is appallingly
simple: they were not based on research data. The ingenuity of the textbook authors,
the experience of the teachers or, more likely, the habitus that prevails in the various
settings of G2 instructed learning seem to have played a formative role, but not

preparatory research.

3. G2 textbooks

There are a few early evaluations and comparisons of G2 textbooks: KEI' (1996,
2001c). Kitoa (2003) only examines the textbooks used in the School of Modern
Greek Language of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki. My presentation draws
on Xrvupénoviog & Toayyoridng (2005), a detailed comparative evaluation of twenty-
two widely-used textbooks that concentrates on their overt or covert grammatical
organisation. On the basis of their inventory, the following generalisations can be

made (which the authors wisely refrained from making):

® For specific references, see Mooyovég (2006: 71-72, note 8); to this list just a few more works should
be added (such as early works by I. M. Tsimpli, not mentioned in Avtwvoroviov 2006).
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1. All textbooks look alike. Although the texts in them differ, exercises and activities
are fairly similar. There are indications of mild plagiarism or, to put it mildly, of
systematic influences®. If we were able to follow the paths of influence (i.e., the
effects earlier textbooks had had on later ones; e.g., to what degree has Anuntpd &
[oamoyedvo 1987 paved the way for ApBavitdxne & ApPaviraxn [1988]), we could
better understand how G2 has been constituted not merely as a field of study but also
as a market for the circulation of products.

2. All textbooks follow the model of traditional grammars. The textbook chapters are
organised on the basis of the “parts of speech” and particular emphasis is placed on
morphology. The basic unit of analysis is the word; rules for sentence structuring or
text formation are not taken into account. Pragmatic constraints on the use of
language are usually not explained to learners (with the exception of few politeness
and formality markers). The written language is emphasised throughout (see also
point 3 below). Information about pronunciation is limited, confused and confusing.
In 2004, just a few textbooks provided an overview of the phonology of Modern
Greek and even those failed to mention rules such as palatalisation (e.g., [cilo] “kilo”,
with a palatal [c] before front vowels, vs. [kald] “good”, with a velar [k]). This rule is,
of course, followed by all native speakers in a way that is natural, subconscious and
instinctive; it is easily overlooked by textbook authors who happen to be native
speakers of Greek. Instructions on other aspects of oral production, such as tips for

conversation maintenance, are also absent.

3. The authors of many textbooks claim that they place equal emphasis on the four
skills of reading, writing, listening and speaking. Although all four skills are supposed
to be integrated in teaching, listening and reading exercises are invariably paired with
writing tasks (reminiscent of written comprehension exercises in standard assessment

tests); thus, the balance is constantly shifting from speech to the written language”.

* A clear case of plagiarism has been documented in Mooyovéig & Tadwixn (2013).

> | will illustrate this claim with examples from only two textbooks, an older one and a newer one. In
ApPBovitakng & ApPavitdxn ([1988]), a textbook widely used in Greece and abroad since the late
1990s, there is no single exercise combining listening comprehension with the naturally paired skill of
speaking (the following exercises were considered from the 2002* edition, 22™ reprint): p. 40 ex. 6, p.
51 ex. 12, p.58 ex. 11, p. 66 ex. 9, p. 83 ex. 13, p. 91 ex. 13, p. 131 ex. 18, p. 151 ex. 16, p. 177 ex. 7, p.
193 ex. 12, p. 217 ex. 14, p.225 ex. 11. A more recent textbook, T'capéln et al. (2012), designed for the
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4. It seems that G2 has been influenced by the pedagogical habits that prevail in
teaching Modern Greek to native speakers. Especially in the environment of public
schools, native learners do not so much practice grammar as they do exercise the
application of traditional grammatical terminology to specific linguistic phenomena.
Native speakers do not practice the language they have already acquired, but a
metalanguage; they learn about their language (BeloOong 1996: 104 ff). It is my
contention that this pedagogical mentality has also been applied to the teaching of G2.
Obviously, this is the reason that most of G2 textbooks are addressed to adults, i.e. to
that age group that is already fluent in metalanguage. Nevertheless, exercises in
metalinguistic labeling are not uncommon even in textbooks for young learners, as in

the following two examples:

Separate these words as follows: [list of words follows; table with
headings:] Persons, Animals, [T]hings, Describe, Do Something
(Papaloizos 2004: 62).

20UTANPAOGTE THY GOKNON WU O,TI YOPOKTHPILEL TOV WPOIO KOIPO KOl TOV
xaxo xaipo. I10te Aec — T wpaiog kopoc; To Aéw otav ... [1ote Aeg — T

KaKOg kKopog; To Aéw Otav ... (Tewpyavtln 2000: 12).

5. Many authors of G2 textbooks claim that they follow a “communicative approach”.
This is far from evident. G2 textbooks are “communicative” in the trivial sense that
they propose a more or less specific pattern of communication between the teacher
and the learner. However, most G2 textbooks do not suggest and neither do they
simulate communicative activities outside the classroom. The structural approach
predominates in the grammatical exercises and the exercises for the production of oral

and written speech. The Fill-in-the-blanks is the commonest type of exercise.

6. Traditional text genres (as epitomised, e.g., in Mrapmvidtng et al. 1993: 281, Unit
18, “Toptég ko £€01pa’) seem to predominate over new or hybrid ones, such as e-

mails, chats, text messages, etc. The most common contextualisation cue for the

local market of incoming Erasmus students at the University of Athens, contains just one exercise
which pairs listening comprehension with speaking: p. 198 ex. 11; the following were also considered:
p. 51 ex. 13, p. 64 ex. 15, p. 76 ex. 14, p. 87 ex. 15, p. 106 ex. 19, p. 122 ex. 20, p. 136 ex. 16, p. 151 ex
12, p. 165ex. 9, p. 179 ex. 12, p. 211 ex. 12, p. 220 ex. 13, p. 232 ex. 7.
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exercises in writing (“ropaywyn ypamtov Adyov) seems to be: “Write a letter to [a
recipient] on [a subject]”. Old textbooks should, of course, be excused for not
teaching new media genres. In a recent textbook for levels A1/A2 (Kapokdpyov &
IMavaywrtidov 2013), one can count no less than 30 texts and/or exercises with similar
contextualisation cues; texts range from simple texting exchanges to quite elaborate e-
mails on how to prepare a Greek salad (p. 374; wouldn’t a telephone conversation be
more appropriate?) and extensive, 19th century style, letters on how better plan a trip
(pp. 110, 131). A few paired exercises (pp. 348, 330, 312-313) elaborate on the
formality-informality dimension. Overall, however, new media texts tend to be treated
on a par with traditional ones. Writing an e-mail, is, just like writing a letter, an empty
frame. | leave it to the reader to establish the authenticity of the following e-mail (p.
160):

£ Gutar ) |

| <%= . Autoé 1o caBBatokupiako ° Oa oToliow (otoRigw)

10 6évipo pas. ' (épxopal) o1 iAol pas
: oto oniu kai 2 (nepvd) noAU wpaia

,' oMol padi. Autés us pépes éxw va Kavw pPePIkES Sounelés.
: Ihpepa ? (kaBapiZw) To oniu,

l aupio 4 (nnyaivw) otnv ayopa Kai

5

(ayopdlw) pEPIKE otodibia.

To Zappato ® (payeipetiw).
7

(tpow) 6Ao1 padi.

©a sival noAu wpaia,
9

(tpayoudw), Kai

(xopeUw). 1o téAos
10

(bivw) Ta dwpa otous
@ifous pou.

7. It should be stressed that in most of the G2 textbooks surveyed, the grammatical
phenomena are arranged in a methodical way that tends to become standard.
Generally, grammatical phenomena that are structurally and conceptually simpler
precede phenomena that are structurally and conceptually more complex; e.g., the
simple past precedes the perfect tenses. Typically, the teaching of noun declension

starts with the presentation of masc. -og, -7g, -ag, fem. -a, -, neut.-o, -1, -ua (sing.



38 Spiros A. Moschonas

nom.) and ends with masc. -éag/-eig, fem. -n/-cig, neut. -ag, -wg, -0g, -ov, -ov, -av, -&v,
while, in between, acc. < gen. < P+acc. < pl. Verb declension starts with pres. eiuo
and ends with the participles, while perf. < imperf., conjugation A" < conjugation B’,
indicative < subjunctive < imperative, active < passive. Interestingly enough, the
communicative criterion is prioritised when in conflict with the structural one; thus,
common irregular forms of the simple past — o “drank”, €ida “saw”, etc. — might
be taught before the regular forms — nepmatnoa “walked”, piinoa “spoke”, etc. — due
to their communicative utility.

It is nevertheless doubtful whether the order of presentation of grammatical
phenomena in the available G2 textbooks reflects the real phases in the learning of
G2, i.e. whether textbook grammars actually reflect a learner’s “interlanguage” —
supposing such an intermediate language exists. With only a few exceptions, G2
textbooks are not addressed to the native speakers of a particular language or language
family, nor do they take into account their specific needs or habits, interference
mistakes, overgeneralisations, linguistic innovations, etc. As already stated, most G2
textbooks are generic.

But is there a “natural order” in the learning of a second language? There is some
evidence in favor of the hypothesis that second language learning follows certain
stages, l1, ..., In, independently of the stages of teaching, ti, ..., t, (Bailey, Madden &
Krashen 1974; Krashen 1987: 12-15; Krashen & Terell 1983: 28-30; for evidence
concerning G2 learners, see Aumdtn et al. 2004; Mooyovég 2006: 46-56). There is
also evidence that supports a stronger hypothesis, “the input hypothesis” (Krashen
1987: 20-30), according to which learning follows the stages of teaching and profits
from it only to the degree that teaching is modeled after learning. If something like the
input hypothesis is accepted, there are obvious consequences for language assessment
and also for proficiency evaluations: levels of proficiency, identified and standardised
mainly for the purpose of testing, should not be defined independently of such a

“natural order”. We touch on this issue in the next section.

4. Proficiency levels

In more recent years, emphasis in the G2 literature seems to have shifted from the
production of educational materials to language assessment and testing. Following the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (Council of Europe
2001), both KETI" and the Linguistics Department of the University of Athens had
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elaborated on the levels of G2 proficiency through performance, functional and
grammatical descriptors (KET' 1997, 2001a, 2001b; EKITA 1998, 2002, 2004).
However, instead of the six commonly accepted levels of the Common European
Framework (CEFR) (from basic proficiency at Al to highest proficiency at C2), these
institutions had until recently defined and standardised only four levels of proficiency
(A to A). KEI" published its revised six-level framework in 2013 (KEI' 2013),
although it has been circulating since 2010; the University of Athens has not
restandardised its proficiency levels.

Papageorgiou (2008: 33) has shown convincingly that “the four Certificate levels
[of KEI'l aim at CEFR Levels A2, B1, B2 and C1 respectively, with a clear
progression of difficulty from lower to higher levels”. Thus, KEI" level A puts claim
to both CEFR levels Al and A2. The early framework seems to have concentrated on
the intermediate levels of proficiency (B to I, or, alternatively, A2 to B2). There used
to be no exact standards for the highest level of proficiency; and there is still a lot of
uncertainty as to how the beginning levels are to be defined.

Possible incompatibilities between frameworks could, of course, be attributed to
the following reason: the definitions of proficiency, in both the CEFR and the Greek
frameworks, are mainly functional rather than grammatical; as a result, the definitions
of levels tend to be quite loose. But this explains the condition; it does not explain the
reason for the confusion between levels, which, | believe, is to be sought elsewhere.
The Greek frameworks, as mentioned already, tend to presuppose a certain amount of
knowledge in or about the Greek language, and, for this reason, they tend to disregard
the beginner’s level and concentrate on the intermediate ones. Let’s put it this way: in
order for a learner to enter the Greek language, the learner should already be in it. It is
as common for newer textbooks to cover both Al and A2 in a single course (e.g.,
Zpuoémovdog et al. 2010; I'kapéin et al. 2012; Koapaxvpyrov & [Moavayiwtidov 2013) as
it is for reprints of older ones to appear with their old A level changed to A1+A2.
Interestingly enough, there is as yet only one textbook or preparatory course for C2
(subsumed under A in the older frameworks): I'empyiadov (2013). Ideally, C2=G1!

Although more comfortable with the older framework, the market of G2
commodities has not been deterred by the redefinition of the rules of the game; to the
contrary, it has taken advantage of the confusion between levels. That there is some
confusion concerning the G2 levels of proficiency, even after they were aligned to

CEFR, should not be denied. If more evidence is needed, one should look at the
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“Examinations for the Certificate of Attainment in Greek”, of which there are
available plenty of tests. In what follows | will look at some of the texts on which the
comprehension skills of the examinees were tested and conclude that a) they are
indistinguishable as to proficiency; b) the selection and adaptation of texts does not
follow a strict set of descriptors; rather, it follows intuition. | cannot claim that such
texts are the rule and not the exception. They cannot be the rule: examinations are
repetitive events; they create expectations and they respond to expectations. They
cannot tolerate discrepancies such as the ones discussed below. I will nevertheless
present my examples for all they are worth. The first two come from the early period;
the third is a recent one.

Let us look first at Text (1) below, which is an excerpt from a made-up
conversation that is included in an exam preparation book for level A, published by
KEI" (KET 2000b: 18). Text (2) is a similar excerpt from a conversation included in a
preparation book for the presumably more elementary level B (KET" 2000a: 32).

(1) (level A)

Anpocoypaeog: Ayoamntoi pog akpoatéc, 1o 0épa g oviTnong Mo
onuepa  €ivol apKETA TPMOTOTLMO OAAA Kol TOAD evolpépov. BOa
HIANGOVLE Yo TV amod10pYavwon Tov Proloyikol KOhkAov eoutiog evOg
VIEPOTAAVTIKOV TAEIO0V, TIG GLVEMEIEC KOl TNV OVTIUETOMTION TOV
mpofAuatog. Enuepo £xovpe poli pog d0o EKAEKTOVG KAAECUEVOLS TTOV
o ddoovV YPNOIUEG TANPOPOPIEC 0E OCOVG KAVOLV N TPOKELTAL VO
Kévouv vrepatAaviikd to&idw. Eivor 1 xvpla Mrméxa, vrevbovn evog
HEYAAOL KOl TOAD YVOGTOU TASIOWTIKOV YpaPeiov[,] Kot 0 y1aTpdg KOPLOg
Anuntpiov. Kopie Anuntpiov, ag apyicovpue and cog. Ileite pog npora,
Yo va KataAdBouv ot akpoatég pag, Tt tvan to jet lag, 6mwg cvvnBicayple
VoL TO AELLE.

K. Anuntpiov: To jet lag eivor m katdotoon mov Tohoumwpel TOLS
TEPIOCOTEPOVS TOEWOIDTEG EMEITO OMO TMINGELS TPOS YMPES WE UEYAAN
dwpopd dpag. H wtpin Aéel 6TL opeiheton omnv amdTOun oAAayn ToV
Kanuepvav ocvvnbeidv Adym g Opopds ™G Gpag. Avtd mov
cuopPaivel etvar va vidBel 0 TaEOIOTNG TOPAEEVA Yol LEPIKEG MUEPEC,
onAadn va gtvar apnpnuévoc, vo el TOVoKEPOAO, vo vidbel vavniio

Katé ™ O1dpKe TG NUEPAG KoL Vo PLEVEL GLTTVOG KATO TN OLAPKELLL TNG
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viytag, va €xel TpnéEpo ot oo Kot ENpo dépua.

(2) (level B)

Anpocoypapoc: To poviépvo mévtablo kot 10 Tpiodro eivar dvo
ayoviopato tov Olvumiokdv Ayovov Tov dev gival TO60 YVOoTd GToV
oA koopo. Kt dpme, kot ta 600 £yovv éva peydio apOud Oavpoctov.
'’ avtd ta dVo ayovicuata Bo pog MGl KATOEG TANPOPOPIiES O KVPLOG
IMaopyog Ake&iov, yopvaotig. Kopie Aleiov, cog akovpLe.

K. Ale&iov: 'Evog ydAdog oaliopatikdg ota téAn tov 190v awwva
YPEWOTNKE VO KAVEL o TEPiepyn OWOPOUT] HE TO GAOYO TOL Yo VO
HeTOQEPEL Eva emelyov punvopo. Xtn odpoun ypnoiponoince to &ipog,
Koloumnoe o motau, £tpefe kar mupofoince. ‘Etoi, yevvhnke to
HOVTEPVO TEVTOOA0 OV UMNKE GTO OALUTIOKO TTPOYpoappa omd 1o 1912
otovg Olvumoakovg TG XToKYOAUNG. XtV apy ot afintég aywvilovton
o1 okomofoAn|. [lpénel va piEovv 20 ceaipec og o1dy0 MOV Ppioketar 10
pétpa pokpld péca oe 40 odevtepoOienta. Metd ayoviCovior otnv
Epopayia. "Yotepa kolvumovv 200 pétpa og moiva Kot HETE TO KOADUTL
T00¢ TEPUEVEL TO GAOYO Yia var TpEEovy katl vo mnon&ovv eumodwn. H
dvokoAia etvar 0Tt o1 aOAnTég O yvopilovv 10 GAOYO OV WTIEVOLV.
Téloc, mpémel va pmovv 6to 6tddto Ko va tpéEovv 3.000 pétpa.

To tpiabro elvar apkeTd dtopopetikd. Av kot £xel {on 26 €TV, UTAKE
Y TPAOTN Popd oTovg OAvumiakovg Aydveg Tov Zidvei to 2000. To omop
ovtod TO ayomohv TOAD otnv Avotpaiio, Kot 6tovg OAvumakodg Tov
210vel yAdoeg Beatéc mapakorovOnoay v tpoondbela Tov abintov. O
ayovag meptopfdaver koAdupnon 1500 pérpa ot Odiacca, 40
yopeTpo modnAacio e avoporo £doeoc kot 10.000 pétpa tpé&ylo,
eniong oe avoporo dpdpo. Ta tpla ayoviopato elvar cuveyodpeva, Kt

OV KAVEL TNV TPOooTAOEL TV AOANTOV TOAD KOVPACTIKY.

Both texts are employed for testing oral comprehension skills (the examinees first
listen to the conversation and then they have to answer a number of multiple-choice
questions). The two texts have obvious similarities. The exact same type of activity is
associated with both texts. They both simulate conversations between hosts and guests

in radio broadcasts. In both cases, the dialogue develops in the highly standardised
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form of two separate monologues. Although such texts are presumably the products of
a so-called communicative approach to language teaching, the two texts have only
distant similarity to conversations as they actually unfold in real radio broadcasts.
Both texts contain words that belong to a wide variety of declensional paradigms; they
both make use of relatively complex syntactic structures (such as relative, causal,
adversative and concessive clauses, complex adverbial phrases, preposings etc.); and
they both contain extremely specialised vocabulary, from subject areas which are not
common in everyday communication. Interestingly enough, the vocabulary of the text
(2), a level B text, seems to be rather more specialised than the vocabulary of the text
(1), a level A text. The only factor that differentiates these two texts as to their
difficulty is their length: excerpt (1) is from a text of 531 words, and excerpt (2) from
a text that is only 278 words long.

Let us now have a look at our third example, which further illustrates how the
proficiency levels are constructed in an intuitive manner. Text (3) is from a website of
obscure authorship but presumably specific readership, as it is taken from its section
“yio. pavovrec” (addressed to mothers). Text (4) is an elaboration of text (3) as it
appeared in the KET certification exams for proficiency level B1. The words in bold
are the ones in the original text that have been altered or omitted; the arrow indicates

the right answer that has to be filled in for the reading comprehension task.

@)

Amogocicote vo maTe OWKOTMEG Kol TPEMEL VO QTIOEETE EMELYOVTOG
BoaAitoec, aArhd polg mpoteivate vo cog Pondnoel n owoyEveld coc, o
pev ovluyog ERyare pTepd Kol eEapavioTnke pe TN OKooAoyio OTL £xEl
enciyov ovpuPodAo oto Ypageio, TO O€ YUPUTOUEVO KOl YALKE GOGC
monddkia Ekovoy 0Tt 0gv yvmpilovy Kahd ta eAAnviKa; Mnv nttogioTe, Kot
Q£10G 0ev vmdpyel mepintmon va cag Eepvyouv! 1800 n E&vmvn Adon:
Kpdyte éva and 1o mworvtipdtepo mpdypato tov Gvipa cog (m.y. To
TOPTOPOAL TOV, TO t.v. control 1] ™) @oToypaia TG papds Tov (!) oe
LEPOG ACPOUAEG KL OTOV EKEIVOG AVAKUADWEL OTL TO *Y06E TEITE TOL TO
TOAD amho: «@élelg YAVKE pov va 6to Bpo apécns; Kamov to mipe to
pate pov. Apket povéya 6o £yd Bo yoyvo o0 va eTudyvelg Tic falitoeg
pe ta mpdypotd covy! Moig oryovpevteite 0Tl 0 cLLVYOS €xel paléwet

PEXPL KOl TO VOYOKOTTTY, Pyeite UTPOGTA TOL KPUTAOVTUS TEPPUVA TO
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amoiecOév moAvTIHO avTikeipevo. Ocov agopd To TPAypOTO TEOV
OOV 60g umopeite va kavete 1o eéng: Kdavte mwg pddte oto
TNAEQPMOVO LLE TOV Y1TPO GOG YPNCLUOTOLOVTOS TIS EENG ppacels: «Qote
€161 Y10TpE LoV, Vo UV KOVPALOHOL, VO UV GTEVOXWPLELOL V10Tl VITEPYEL
cofopn mepimTmon va oVPAAL® CUVEKELD OTIC JOKOTEG LoV OTd TNV
KoUpao. Acoa, dua eTidEm Politoeg Hovn Hov va pnv mopm woyvidia,
TEPLOOIKA, KovPaddkia Kot optnyd yoti umopel vo 0w vrepkémmon.
Movo av pe Bonbncovv ta moudd pov einate; Mma, yiotpé pov ogv Exm
TETOLEG EATIOES...». AV AKOVGOLV TO TOOLA GG OVTA TO, OVO EVOEYOUEVA
Kol 0V TPEEOVV aUECWOG VO, paléyouy Ta TavTa, € T0TE. .. o £pbw eyd va
cog Bondnoow!!! (“A-B, To aredfnrto pog KaAng untépag kot culvyov”,
http://junior2.gr/manoules/alphabet/popup.php?pid=3, accessed 15
January 2016)

(4)

Amogacicote vo Tate doKoTES Kot TPEMEL Vo PTIdEeTe auéoms Poritoeg;
Eirate ot0 oOlvyo vo ocag Pondnoel, oAld EPyore o@Ttepd Kot
eCapaviotnke pe  dtkonoAoyia 6Tt £xel emetyov GLUPOVAIO GTO YpaPEio;

Eirate ota yAvkd cog monddxkion va Pondnoovv, oArd €kavav Ot dev

pov, va unv kovpdlopat, vo pnv otevoympiépal, yti vmipyel cofapn
nepintwon va ovpAdlm CLVEXEW OTIC OWKOTMEG Hov. 5. Acow, Opo

eTidE®w Paritceg poOvn pov, Vo unv TAP® o vioww, TEPLOOIKJ,

43
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Katavonon ypamtov Adyov — Asgdtepn oepd  derypdtov 027,
http://www.greeklanguage.qgr/certification/sites/greeklanguage.qgr.certificat
ion/files/2._v1_katanohsi_grapta.pdf, accessed 15 January 2016)

Let us disregard the cultural stereotypes that these texts endorse and reproduce, and
concentrate instead on the conception of level B1 that emerges from the elaboration of
text (3). To start with, on what grounds is the original text judged to be of proficiency
level B1+? The proofread text (4) looks smaller and syntactically simpler than text
(3). Clearly, participles kpatmdvtag and amolecév belong to B2 and C1 respectively,
according to KEI"’s grammatical definition of proficiency levels (KET" 2016); their
omission or rephrasing is justified. The same applies perhaps to the temporal clause
introduced by poMg. 1600 is an obvious learnedism. Otherwise, it is difficult to find a
justification for most omissions or rephrasings, which are not explicitly prescribed in
the KEI" proficiency level definitions. It seems that in this and, | dare say, in many
similar cases, the following circular procedure has been followed: A text was first
isolated which was intuitively judged to be of some proficiency level X and then the
text was modified in order to make it look as if it were of that level.

We can conclude that text (4) seems to have been reconstructed on the basis of a
vague conception of B1. Such a conception is based on intuition. The source of
intuition is, of course, G1. The process of learning, an additive process, is imagined

from its end, by substraction.

5. Summary and conclusion
Having examined the ways in which the field of G2 has been constituted since the
early 1980s, a period during which the first systematic attempts were made to teach

G2 on a massive scale, we have discerned the following trends:

1. In the scientific and semi-scientific literature on G2 there is a widespread
confusion between acquiring Greek as a native language and learning it as second or
a foreign language. Mastering a first language is assumed to take place in two stages:
first comes the early stage of the acquisition of the language, to be followed by the
later stage of its so-called “cultivation” (kaAAiépyewn) in school. This second stage in

the development of a first language concentrates mainly on its written form. G2



The discovery of Modern Greek as a second language 45

follows the pedagogy of a first language as it is practiced during this second stage. We
have found that most G2 textbooks follow the standards, the terminology and the
organisation of the traditional grammars of Modern Greek. They place emphasis on
the grammatical terminology and not on the practices of learning language structures
in use. In a way, they presuppose that learners have some knowledge of such
structures, and that the role of the G2 grammar is mainly classificatory: structures are
categorised by applying to them the traditional grammatical terminology.
Grammatical phenomena that are obvious to the native speakers or belong to the
native speaker’s naturally acquired linguistic competence are usually not covered in
the textbooks of G2. Because of their inability to explicate the grammatical
regularities of the Modern Greek language, most textbooks for G2 presuppose that G2
learners, just as native speakers, have an implicit knowledge of certain grammatical
rules of Modern Greek, which of course is not the case. Paradoxically, then, in order
for Modern Greek to be taught to foreigners, they need to have already acquired it, at
least to a certain degree. As we have seen, there are only a few G2 textbooks for
beginners. Because of the considerable amount of implicit knowledge they
presuppose, most textbooks for G2 are addressed to literate adults, who have some
familiarity with the traditional grammatical terminology and know how to handle the
most common types of structural exercises; only a few textbooks are addressed to
children or to adolescents learning G2, i.e. to learners who are not familiar with the
grammatical terminology and they are not as literate as adults. For the same reasons,

G2 textbooks seem to fit better to the intermediate proficiency levels.

2. The dominant approach to G2 has been teacher-centered rather than learner-
centered. If, following the suggestion of Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991: 5), we look
at some of the early SLA bibliographies (e.g., Hatch 1978; Raimes 1983), we will
realise that there is a turning point around the mid 1960s, marked by an important
shift in SLA research from language teaching to language learning. The interest
shifted from curriculum designing and teaching techniques to the study of the actual
learning process, instructed or not. The SLA literature ceased to be teacher-centered
and it became learner-centered. We have seen that in many ways the early Greek
literature on G2 could be placed before the turning point of the international SLA
literature, lagging behind by decades. We also saw that in the period 1985-2004 just a

few papers were published in accredited international journals, another indication that
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G2 has not kept pace with the field of SLA. Although there are plenty of textbooks
and other “educational materials for teaching G2, there used to be only a handful of
linguistic studies that concentrated on the learner’s cognitive mechanisms, the
dynamic language the learners construct in their effort to master Modern Greek, the
precise sequence of grammatical phenomena they go through during the learning
process, and the interference effects that their native language might have on their
output. We also saw that most of the available textbooks for G2 are generic: they are
not addressed to specific groups of learners, they do not take into consideration the
learners’ native language and they do not compensate for interference. Just as the
unconscious and deep-seated knowledge of Greek is merely presupposed and
disregarded by the authors of G2 textbooks, the native language of the learners (and,
in most cases, their specific cultural characteristics) are also “erased” (in the sense of
Irvine & Gal 2000). In the field of scientific research, it was found that of the total
number of papers published in the period from 1985 to 2004, only a very small
number (at most 20 to 25 papers, or 5 to 7 percent) touched on the learning process®.

These characteristics of the field of G2 (and, by field, | mean, again, the market,
not the scientific discipline) point to a certain conception of language which is
incompatible with the aims and methods of SLA. The whole G2 champ seems to
aspire to a holistic conception of language. Language is not considered to be a process
that varies according to the circumstances; rather, language is conceptualised as an
object. This reified “something”, language, is monological rather than dialogical. It is
not gradable, and hence cannot be approached by degrees. It is homogeneous, uniform
- standardised. It forms a complete whole at all times and stages in its acquisition and
use. It is as if there were no stages in the learning of the Modern Greek language and
no differentiation in its use. Needless to say, such a conception of language places
particularly strong demands on the learners, who are faced with the impossible task of
learning a language that they should already know.

A study of the Greek State’s official and unofficial policies towards immigrants,
minorities and expatriate or repatriate Greeks would probably reveal that G2 has
served the double aim of linguistic and cultural assimilation and that such an

assimilation policy is actually met with wide consensus, despite the occasional

® Of course, this situation has changed considerably since the mid 2000s, and one can now hope that
new research on G2 will ultimately change the way G2 is conceived and presented to learners.
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rhetoric against it’. Assimilation, however, is a policy that is being undermined by its
very practitioners and their inability to imagine Greek as a second or as a foreign
language. The G1 habitus still dictates how G2 is being practiced. G2 educators seem
to rely very much on introspection, a dubious method for developing habits in a
second language. Through introspection, only those aspects of the language that the
native speaker is aware of are projected to the second language.

G2 can be viewed as a fairly recent development in the continuing process of
standardizing Modern Greek. Chronologically, G2 is placed after the official
resolution of the Greek Language Question. Ideologically, G2 also serves the
assimilation policy envisaged for Modern Greek by Triantaphyllidis and other late
demoticists. So far, Greek as a second language, as practiced in the classroom, seems
to resemble more to an artificial language, highly standardised, with limited or no
variation — a “textbook language”. One may assume that once actual samples of Greek
as spoken by non-native speakers start being carefully listened to and systematically
studied — not just corrected or assessed — the whole field of G2 will be restructured in
accordance with ongoing G2 research.

| have only offered a quick sketch, a caricature, of the newly founded field of
Greek as a second language, concentrating on the period of its discovery. My aim has
not been to document the insufficiency of practitioners in this field, nor to ignore or
downgrade the volume of linguistic research conducted on Modern Greek as a second
language in recent years. Rather, my aim has been to capture the rapidly developing
field of Greek as a second language in its formative period.

I hope that this paper has provided some evidence on the ways the complex process
of standardisation affects the activity of teaching Greek as a second language and is

also affected by the ways Greek is imagined and conceptualised as a second language.
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