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Transcription conventions

The transcription is based on the Gesprdichsanalytische Transkriptionssystem
GAT 2 nach Selting et al. (2009).

°h/h°

)

)

(—)

(1.3)

[]
because_ah
bec_
((laughs))
<<smiling> >
(x), (xx)
((unintelligible 1.2))
(and)
(they/they’re)

akZENT

in-/exhalation

short estimated break of about 0.2-0.5 second
medium estimated break of about 0.5-0.8 second
longer estimated break of about 0.8-1 second
longer measured break

simultaneous articulation of two or more speakers
slurring

abrupt cut-off

para- and non-verbal activities

smiling utterance with range

one/two unintelligible syllables

unintelligible sequence with duration

unclear or probable item

probable alternatives

lengthening, duration analogue to breaks

focus accent
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Chapter 1: Introduction

I first heard about the Greek community in Georgia in a casual conversation
with Stavros Skopeteas in early 2010. As he talked about his most recent
research project over coffee, my fascination grew. The community’s ancestors
had come to Georgia from present-day Anatolia during Ottoman times. They
(self-)identified as Greek, but spoke little or no Standard Modern Greek
(SMGQG). Instead they spoke a Turkish or Greek variety as heritage language,
and otherwise communicated in Russian and some Georgian. At that point, |
had only begun to explore how social categories are established in interac-
tion, the use of language in national(izing)' projects and the production of
putatively unitary belongings. With its unique mix of languages and complex
points of potential identification, I was captivated by this community.

That fall, having secured funding to actually go to Georgia to find out
more, I first met Violeta Moisidi in Berlin. A self-identifying Greek living
in Georgia, she had taken on the task of being the first to put her heritage
variety into writing for the Urum Documentation Project (Skopeteas et al.,
2011a). When I tried to ask her all the potential interview questions I had
thought up, she smilingly softened my zeal: “you want too much from the
Urum language”. Still, and very luckily for me, she and her family hosted me
in Thilisi in 2010 and 2013 and treated me like a (slightly eccentric) family
member. Violeta patiently answered my myriad questions (not all of which
made much sense to her) introduced me to potential consultants, translated
during the interviews in 2010 when my Russian was still very shaky, and took
me to meet her friends. In short, she was a consultant, interpreter, gatekeeper,
and friend all in one. My learning and research trip to Tbilisi in 2010 resulted
in an MA thesis (Hofler, 2011) that might be considered a pilot to the present
study. This book, then, tells the story of my ongoing fascination with the
Greek community in Georgia.

In this Chapter, I will first introduce the Greek community of Georgia in
Section A., briefly summarize the current state of research in Section B.,

1 I borrow this term from Brubaker (1996) who uses it to describe nation state-building
projects in the post-Soviet sphere as facing the task of not only establishing institutions
but also imagining the nation.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

elaborate my research questions in Section C., and finally outline the structure
of this book in Section D..

A. Introducing the Greek community of Georgia: A note on naming

The Greek community of Georgia today looks back on a history of diverse
migrations, which I will explore in more detail in Chapter 2. In this Section, I
will focus on how to speak about this community and its individual members
for the purpose of a scholarly text exploring the construction of identification
and belonging in conversational interactions.

Eleni Sideri (2006, p. 26) lists a great number of labels for the community:
“‘Pontic-Greeks’, ‘Pontians’, ‘Greeks of the Black Sea’, ‘the last of the Byzan-
tines’, ‘Greeks of the Soviet Union’, ‘Rossopontii’, ‘Ellénopontii’, ‘Romii’,
‘Urumebi’, ‘Tsalkalédes’, ‘Greki’, ‘Pontiyski-Greki’, ‘Greek-Georgians’,
‘refugees’, ‘migrants’, ‘diaspora’, ‘deportees’, ‘repatriates’...” She rightly
points out that while these labels are used in different languages, varieties and
registers to refer to the same “group” of people, they “hide different histories,
represent specific status and power relations, provoke differing feelings and
memories” (Sideri, 2006, p. 26). While Sideri aims to uncover the histories
behind these labels, I will explore how the ones used in my interview corpus
are established, contested, filled with ascriptions, and evaluated — all in
order to communicate identification and belonging and thereby to make and
unmake boundaries. These labels do not merely “tell a story”, i.e. reference
the temporal dimension of the people thus categorized, they also reference
spaces and social constellations. One of the theoretical aims of this book is
to uncover the interplay of these dimensions through a uniquely instructive
case study.

To my consultants, the most casual reference to their community, the one
they perceive to be the most correct, and the one they will establish and
struggle for throughout our interview conversations, is greki ‘Greeks’ in Rus-
sian and berdznebi ‘Greeks’ in Georgian.? As a researcher keen to recognize
and respect my consultants self-identification, why look any further? This is
where the distribution of heritage varieties in the community comes in: there
are those who speak a Greek variety known to linguists as Pontic Greek and

2 The transliteration of Russian follows the BGN/PCGN standard (National Geospatial
Intelligence Agency, 1949/2017), that of Georgian the Georgian national system of
romanization.
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A. Introducing the Greek community of Georgia: A note on naming

those who speak the Turkish variety labelled (Caucasian) Urum.? Notably,
Pontic refers to the southern coast of the Black Sea and thereby to the commu-
nity’s geographical location previous to migrating to Georgia. Urum refers
via rum ‘Rome’ to the Byzantine Empire, as well as the Ottoman category
system placing all Orthodox Christians in the millet-i-rum in contrast to other
religiously defined groups in the millet system, which was only much later
translated into the concept of “nations” (Fortna, 2013). For our purposes,
the label Urum importantly categorizes this Turkish variety as “Orthodox
Christian” and thus (later) “Greek”, tracing the religious affiliation of its
speakers from Byzantium until the present day.*

Pontic and Urum are mutually unintelligible and their speakers today live
in different areas of Georgia following the massive Greek emigration from
the country. Having been intrigued from the start by how these languages
might be made (ir)relevant for identification and whether they might be used
to create differences, I chose to label consultants according to their heritage
variety at least in some contexts. I am acutely aware that the terms Pontic
Greeks and Urum Greeks do not, in many cases, match the label consultants
would have chosen for themselves> and I therefore use the label (Georgian)
Greeks in as many contexts as possible. Quite frequently, however, the topic
of the analysis is precisely the comparison of views expressed by speakers of
the two heritage varieties and in these instances I will refer to them by their
heritage variety.

Moving on to matters of typographic representations of the categories and
quotes encountered in this book, I first of all follow the linguistic convention
of citing sequences in languages other than English in italics.® Depending
on the necessity of their being understood literally, they are followed by
their semantic equivalent in single quotation marks and then by an idiomatic

3 See the entries for the ISO 639-3 codes pnt (Pontic) and uum (Urum) in Eberhard et al.
(2019).

4 Note that some historians write of Ottoman Rums rather than Ottoman Greeks (Fortna,
2013, p. 6), thereby underscoring that equating Orthodox Christianity with the national
affiliation “Greek” is a link established only by the advent of the nation state. In order
not to complicate the complex historical picture beyond the scope of this book, I will
refer to Orthodox Christians living in Asia Minor during Ottoman times as Ottoman
Greeks.

5 This is more pronounced in the case of consultants who speak Urum as heritage variety,
as will become apparent in Chapter 5, especially in excerpt 5. Thanks are also due to
Dionysios Zoumpalidis for our discussions on this topic.

6 Key terms are also introduced in italics at first mention, and I use italics — sparingly —
for emphasis.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

translation into English in double quotation marks or simply by the latter.
Quotes from, and categories brought up in, the excerpts discussed are given
in double quotation marks. Categories emerging as relevant for the analysis
and methodical devices established and used frequently by consultants are set
in SmaLL Caps throughout the analysis. Note that especially in the chapters
leading up to the analysis, I will refer to spaces, countries and national affili-
ations without constantly typographically highlighting their constructedness.
This, as well as my choice to avoid marking the labels Pontic, Urum, and
Georgian Greek unless they are established in the analyzed excerpts, is a
concession to readability rather than a claim that these categories are in any
way less constructed than the others.

A final note on naming concerns the label given to the individuals who
agreed to the recording of our conversations, and whom I extensively quote in
this book. I mostly refer to them as consultants instead of informants — a term
commonly employed in linguistics but carrying unpleasant connotations,
especially in the post-Soviet space. I also find the term interviewees lacking,
as it conveys too little of what these individuals actually do: they are not
merely taking part in an interview, they are consulting us on the relevancies
of their lifeworlds.”

B. Research on Georgia’s Greek community

To date, very little scholarship has been dedicated to the Greek community in
Georgia, most of whose members have emigrated to Greece since the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union. Numbering around 100,000 in 1989 (Geostat, 2013),
only 5,500 were counted in the latest census carried out in 2014 (Geostat,
2016). Almost no other numbers are available regarding the community —
apart, perhaps, from the estimation in 2011 by the president of the Federation
of Greek Communities of Georgia, Foti Chitlov, that roughly 80% of the
remaining Greek population in Georgia still speak or used to speak Urum as
heritage variety.

There are some anthropological accounts, especially on the Urum Greeks
living in the Ts’alk’a district of Kvemo Kartli (Jalabadze, 2011; Melikishvili
/ Jalabadze, 2016; Pashaeva, 1992) and a number of anthologies listing
members of Georgia’s Greek community collected by community mem-

7 Many thanks to Samantha Litty for our discussions on how to appropriately name
people I would refer to as Gewdhrspersonen in German.
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B. Research on Georgia’s Greek community

bers (Chitlov et al., 1992, 1995). Eleni Sideri has contributed a number of
anthropological accounts carefully exploring the historical situatedness of
the Greek community across Georgia, its heterogeneity, and the liminality
of the migration experiences to Greece (Sideri, 2006, 2007, 2012, 2017).
Importantly, she focuses on place-making and thus on Greek experiences in
Georgia rather than across the entire post-Soviet space. The latter is a problem
afflicting many sociological and anthropological contributions on post-Soviet
Greek migrations to Greece, which overlook the very different experiences of
Greeks in different Soviet Republics. This is something Zoumpalidis (2009,
2014, 2016) shows to be highly relevant in comparing Greek immigrants
from Georgia and Russia to Cyprus in terms of the choices they make about
their own and their children’s language use.

From a linguistic point of view, a number of recent contributions have
explored Urum (Bohm, 2015; Lorenz, 2019; Neugebauer, 2016; Schréter,
2019; Skopeteas, 2014) building on the research project The impact of current
transformations on language and ethnic identity: Urum and Pontic Greeks in
Georgia, which also provides the frame for this study. Crucially, the already
mentioned Urum Documentation Project documented this hitherto unwritten
variety for the first time (Skopeteas et al., 2011a,b; Skopeteas / Moisidi,
2011). Earlier accounts had taken it to be either “the same” or very similar to
Crimean Urum (Podolsky, 1986; Uyanik, 2010) or had even categorized it as
Azerbaijani (Kock Kobaidze, 2001). As a conservative Greek variety, Pontic
Greek has received more scientific attention (Drettas, 1997; Sitaridou / Kaltsa,
2014; Tombaidis, 1988), albeit less so on Georgian territory (Berikashvili,
2016, 2017; Markopoulos / Skopeteas, 2012). The southeast coast of the Black
Sea — referred to in Greek as Pontos — was home not only to the ancestors of
Georgia’s Greek community, but also to people who self-identify as Turkish
Muslims and who speak a Pontic Greek variety labeled Rumca or Romeyka,
which Sitaridou (2013, 2014a,b)® has recently explored. The sociolinguistic
vitality and attitudes towards this variety are discussed in Schreiber (2016);
Schreiber / Sitaridou (2018).

It is hard to identify comparable research on communities in which lan-
guage use and ethnic or national identification appear not to coincide, as one
might assume for the Urum Greeks in this study. This difficulty arises mostly
because studies tend to employ rather essentialist conceptualizations of both
a “stable identity” and of what exactly constitutes a “language”. Early studies
challenging this essentialism and pointing to the danger of category systems

8 See also the project website: www.romeyka.org (last accessed on 8/30/2020).
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Chapter 1: Introduction

based solely on language use include Leach (1954) and Moerman (1965),
who similarly underscore the importance of self-identification as well as
the fluidity of systems of social categorization. Nevertheless, an interesting
and geographically proximate case is that of the Pomaks, a Slav speaking
Muslim minority in Greece, Bulgaria, and Turkey. The conflicting attempts
by larger political entities at state level to appropriate them for their purposes
are discussed in contributions to Steinke / Vo3 (2007) and by Vof (2018). In
Greece, their self-identification as “Muslim” was first met with attempts by
the Greek government to re-categorize them as “Turks”, in order to distance
them from Bulgaria. When this shift had been successfully completed and
Turkey became interested in this minority, the Greek government once again
emphasized their “Greekness” (Meinardus, 2002, p. 88f.).

There is much to be gained from a careful and thorough look at how
identification and belonging are established in interaction and related to the
various languages spoken in Georgia’s Greek community. Complementing
research on an understudied community, this quite special case of a “minimal
pair” is especially productive for research on identification and belonging,
and the concomitant processes of (un)making boundaries. In the following
two sections, I will outline the project of this book.

C. Research questions

As elaborated above, the most striking attribute of the Greek community in
Georgia is that they self-identify as “Greek” and that some of them speak the
Greek variety Pontic and some of them the Turkish variety Urum. My first
research question is therefore: how are the languages spoken in the commu-
nity made relevant for the identification and belonging of their speakers; and,
closely connected to this, how do consultants, in their everyday lives, inter-
actively respond when their self-identification is challenged with reference
to their language use?

The second and third research questions also regard processes of identifica-
tion and belonging, but focus on how boundaries are established, negotiated
and contested through these. I will introduce the theoretical background in
more detail in Chapter 3. It must be mentioned here, however, that research on
boundaries has so far very rarely put equal analytical weight on their spatial,
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temporal and social dimensions in their complex interrelation.” And while
I am primarily interested in being GREEK as an emergent social category, I
will show how taking into account its temporal and spatial aspects is pivotal
to exploring its full depth. The second question, accordingly, asks about the
temporality of belonging, specifically about the implications the end of the
Soviet Union has had for my consultants’ BELONGING To GEORGIA. The third
question focuses particularly on boundaries and asks about the (un)making
of boundaries by consultants and by members of the various out-groups they
perceive and narrate as challenging their identification. The fourth research
question, finally, is methodological in nature and asks how this is achieved
in the interview conversations.

The contribution of this book is both substantive and theoretical and will
further extant research in three ways. Firstly, it adds a methodologically novel
and profound perspective to research on the severely understudied Greek
community in Georgia, complementing historical and anthropological ac-
counts, as well as work from the field of linguistic typology. The investigation
thereby also contributes to regionally interested (post-Soviet) area studies of
the Southern Caucasus and the post-Soviet Greek diaspora. Secondly, ground-
ing the study in a thorough ethnographically informed conversation analysis,
crucially highlights the interactional and context-dependent nature of not
only identification and belonging, but also the (un)making of boundaries.
Applying this finely grained approach to an analysis of the interplay of social,
spatial and temporal dimensions in boundary processes, this book thirdly
adds a methodologically succinct and novel perspective to transdisciplinary
border and boundary studies.

D. Outline of the book

This book is structured as follows: Chapter 2 will provide the necessary
historical background for an understanding of the analysis, elucidating in
particular the continuities and ruptures of possibilities for identification and
belonging for Greeks in Georgia today. Chapter 3 will provide the theoretical
and methodological background for a thorough analysis of identification,
belonging and the (un)making of boundaries. Chapter 4 serves as transition

9 This has been proposed for instance in Schiffauer et al. (2018) and elaborated in
contributions to Gerst et al. (2018a).

25

(@) ev-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

Chapter 1: Introduction

to the analysis, detailing the interview and data collection, as well as analytic
processes.

The presentation of the analysis itself follows narrative considerations and
the research questions introduced above. In Chapter 5, I will start with a
detailed exploration of how the languages spoken by community members
serve them as resources to position themselves in the interviews and beyond.
It is, after all, the question about the identificatory potential of the heritage
varieties and the challenges they might pose for Georgian Greeks’ belonging
that first drew me to this community and that makes them such a special
“minimal pair” in discussing matters of language, identification, belonging,
and the concomitant boundaries. The second part of the analysis (Chapter 6)
will trace the profound changes consultants link to the end of the Soviet Union,
both in challenging their belonging to the newly emergent Georgian nation
state and in offering new points of juncture. The third analytical Chapter (7)
will take a snap-shot, as it were, of contemporary boundary (un)making at
the time of the interviews and will analyze the spatial, temporal, and social
dimensions of this boundary work, particularly as it relates to the categories
Greek and Georacian. Throughout these three Chapters, I will delineate
the interactional devices used by consultants to conversationally position
themselves, their community, and relevant out-group members. In Chapter 8
I will consolidate the analysis on a higher level of abstraction and conclude
in Chapter 9 with a summary of the answers to the research questions and
the contribution of this book.

26

(@) er-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

Chapter 2: Historical background

[Hlistorians can provide a more contextual and contingent view of the social and
cultural construction of a nation that in its various incarnations over many centuries
represented itself in different ways. History is full of experiences, only a portion of
which are mobilized at any given moment for cultural purposes or political struggles.
(Suny, 1994, p. 335)

In this Chapter, I will focus on the historical contexts and contingencies
that consultants draw on in articulating the topics they make relevant in our
interviews. Rather than attempting the impossible task of relating “every-
thing” there is to know about the past roughly two hundred years of history in
present-day Turkey, Georgia and Greece, my narrative will focus on moments
of (dis-)juncture, as well as on opportunities and challenges for identification
and belonging. I am particularly interested in how identification(s) were con-
structed as traceable through time in three ways: through language, because
this is what sparked my interest in the community, and through ancestry
and religion — because this is both what consultants make most relevant in
our conversations, and also how they were assigned to categories over large
stretches of time. Furthermore, the analysis should appreciate changes in their
interplay and the weight attributed to them in the transition from empires to
nation(alizing) states:

While it would be exaggerating to maintain that empires or premodern territorial

states were not at all interested in shaping and policing ethnic boundaries, the change

from empire to nation-state provided new incentives for state elites to pursue strategies

of ethnic — as opposed to other types of — boundary making. (Wimmer, 2008, p.
990f.)

I begin by recounting the migration(s) from the Ottoman to the Russian
Empire that my consultants make relevant (Section A.). I then explore the
complex dynamics of Soviet attempts at both supra-national homogenization
and national particularization (Section B.). Finally, I deal with the post-Soviet
encounters with the nation state (Section C.), covering the transition from a
multi-national political entity (the Soviet Union) to the Georgian nation state
(I.), and the Greek migrations from the post-Soviet space to Greece and the
challenges encountered there (II.).
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A. Migrating from the Ottoman to the Russian Empire

The ancestors of Greeks living in Georgia today migrated from the Ottoman
Empire to what was since 1801 the gruzinskaya guberniya “Georgian Gov-
ernorate” of the Russian Empire.! I have already mentioned their region of
origin as Pontus, which denotes the territory “roughly between the river Kizil
Irmak (west of Trebizond), the Georgian/Turkish borders (east of Trebizond)
and the Taurus mountains (Ala/Bulghar-Dagh) in the south” (Sideri, 2006, p.
24). Figure 2.1 depicts the areas of origin based on historical sources and oral
histories of the community, as related in accounts collected for this book and
during the various documentation efforts outlined in the previous Chapter. It
also shows the areas Ottoman Greeks were settled in.
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Figure 2.1: Areas of Origin. Map compiled by Nika Loladze (Loladze, 2019,
p. 31).

Historical sources date Greek settlements on the territory of the contempo-
rary Georgian nation state to as early as 1000 BC (Kokoev et al., 1999, p.

1 For an excellent and comprehensive history of The Making of the Georgian Nation cf.
Suny (1994).
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23) or 800-600 BC (Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou, 1991, p. 357). Neither these
movements nor the settlement of Ottoman Greeks close to mines on Georgian
territory in the second half of the 18th century AD (Kokoev et al., 1999, p.
23) are mentioned in the narratives collected in recent research projects. The
migrations discussed in this book are thus not the first east-west migration of
Greeks onto the territory of the contemporary Georgian nation state. This is
corroborated by Fonton (1840, p. 149), who puts the number of Greeks living
in the Georgian Governorate at roughly 3,000 prior to the migrations of the
19th-century. Fonton was an eyewitness to General Ivan Fyodorovich Paske-
vich’s military campaign in the Russo-Ottoman War of 1828-29, triggered
by the Greek War of Independence. I mention Paskevich because his name
comes up with some frequency in the narratives told by members of Georgia’s
Greek community today. This allows us to specify which of the four main
migratory movements of the 19th and early 20th centuries consultants believe
to have brought their ancestors to present-day Georgia.> Importantly, all four
followed armed conflicts involving the Russian and Ottoman Empires.

The first movement took place after the Treaty of Adrianople (1829),
which granted Greece independence, while Russia gave back to the Ottoman
Empire much of the territory marked in Figure 2.1 as the area of origin of
Urum-speaking Greeks (Eloeva, 1994, p. 458). As a result, about 42,000
Ottoman Greeks and a large number of Armenians fled the Ottoman Empire
(Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou, 1991, p. 358).> The second and third large-scale
migratory movements followed the Crimean War (1853-56) and the Russo-
Ottoman War (1877-78) (Kokoev et al., 1999, p. 23). Taken together, these
three migrations saw 150,000 Greeks resettle across the Caucasus as a whole
(Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou, 1991, p. 360), i.e. not only in present-day Georgia.
The latter two migrations in particular must be considered in light of Russian
attempts at religious homogenization through population exchange, ousting
Muslims and inviting Christians from the Ottoman Empire Empire and
Qajar Iran (Sideri 2006, p. 105; Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou 1991, p. 359f.). A
prominent example is the deportation of Circassians to the Ottoman Empire
after their defeat in the 1860s and the allocation of formerly Circassian land
to Russian, German, Greek, and Bulgarian settlers (Allen / Muratoff 1953, p.
107f.; Richmond 2013). The fourth large-scale migration of 80,000 Ottoman

2 That is, migratory movements larger than individual or family migrations, which also
took place “continuously” along the Black Sea coast according to Sideri (2006).

3 The area marked as Pontic speaking remained under Ottoman control throughout the
war.
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Greeks, this time very clearly in flight from persecution, occurred during and
towards the end of the First World War, when the Russian army retreated in
1917 from what is today Turkish territory (Allen / Muratoff 1953, p. 461;
Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou 1991, p. 361; Kokoev et al. 1999, p. 24).

These four waves of emigration from Ottoman territory resulted, at least
in part, from mounting pressure on the Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman
Empire during and after wars. This is especially the case for the periods
following the Greek War for Independence (1828-29) and towards the end of
the World War One, which for the Kingdom of Greece and the Republic of
Turkey ended only on 24 July 1923 with the Treaty of Lausanne and the ex
post facto legalization of a population exchange that had forcibly resettled
about 1.5 million Orthodox Christian “Greeks” from Asia Minor and about
half a million Muslim “Turks” from Greece. Areas exempt from the treaty
were Istanbul, Western Thrace and the islands Imvros and Tenedos (Hirschon,
2008b; Meinardus, 2002). While the ancestors of the Greek community in
Georgia had mostly left Asia Minor by that time, the treaty is notable because
it used religious affiliation as the sole attribute deciding the future national
affiliation of the uprooted individuals (Meinardus, 2002, p. 82).* According
to Hirschon (2008Db, p. 8) this was established as the relevant criterion by the
Turkish negotiators, reflecting the Ottoman way of categorizing the Empire’s
subjects, to which I now turn.

The narrative corpus we have of Greeks in Georgia relates histories of sub-
jugation and persecution: pod igom turkov “under the Turks’ yoke” is one of
the key phrases used when speaking about the time in the Ottoman Empire.’
This is very understandably an account of the experiences of displacement
following the wars outlined above, especially the Greek secessionist endeav-
ors of the 1820s when Greeks in all parts of the Ottoman Empire were viewed
as potentially dangerous (Barkey, 2008, p. 278). Contemporary historians,
however, underscore the internal diversity of the Ottoman Empire, with
Barkey (2008) even naming it an Empire of Difference, i.e. one based not
on homogeneity but on heterogeneity, which was reflected in how it created
institutions to govern its non-Muslim subjects. Importantly, Barkey (2008)
also shows how Ottoman Greeks took part in the building and administration

4 Cf. the contributions in Hirschon (2008a) for a comprehensive transdisciplinary ap-
praisal of the population exchange and its impact on the uprooted people and their
governments.

5 Zoumpalidis’ (2014) consultants in the Northern Caucasus tell similar stories. Cf. also
the Section on heritage varieties in Chapter 5 on the narrative of Urum Greeks having
been made to “choose between language and religion”.
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of the Ottoman Empire, and Fortna (2013) gives examples of Ottoman Greek
officials clearly practicing their allegiance to the Ottoman Empire rather than
the Greek Kingdom.®
Ottoman non-Muslim communities were organized in the millet system
already mentioned, with the Orthodox millet-i-rum being the largest non-
Muslim millet (cf. Issawi, 1999). Crucially, these “communal differences
within the pluralistic Ottoman concatenation of peoples were expressed
in terms of religious confession and to a much lesser extent regional and
ethno-linguistic identification” (Fortna, 2013, p. 3). Thus, being OTToOMAN
OrTHODOX RUM (later: GREEK) was based on a community’s religious af-
filiation” rather than on the language spoken (Mackridge, 2009). Speaking
an Anatolian Turkish variety thus did not conflict with belonging to the Or-
thodox millet. Notably, the Ottoman administration’s policies on conversion
were also not uniform and depended on how manageable a community was
perceived to be:
For the Greeks, the conqueror recognized the Greek Orthodox patriarchate in Con-
stantinople as the most powerful force among the Christian population. The Orthodox

Church would dominate ethnically and linguistically diverse populations that followed
more or less a uniform Orthodox practice. (Barkey, 2008, p. 131)

Controlling the patriarchate was therefore a measure for controlling the
Orthodox population as a whole; communities without such a strong central
institution, such as Jews and Armenians, were hence considered more difficult
to govern (Barkey, 2008).

There were differences between the millets, with members of the non-
Muslim millets mostly being subject to higher taxation and enjoying inferior
economic and social status (Barkey, 2008; Gol, 2005; I¢duygu et al., 2008;
Prévélakis, 1998). Crucially however, until the advent of the Young Turks
at the beginning of the 20th century and their nationalizing mission, there
were no systematic attempts at religious conversion, forced linguistic assimi-
lation or other ethno-national homogenization (Barkey, 2008; Icduygu et al.,
2008; Fortna, 2013). Barkey (2008, p. 122) contrasts this with policies in
the Russian Empire. Her argument that extensive Russification took place
in the Russian Empire is questionable, however, since this focused on reli-

6 For abroader discussion, the reader is referred to the illuminating contributions to Fortna
et al. (2013). Although these accounts highlight the fluidity of category memberships
especially among the elite, such fluidity was not part of all everyday interactions across

the Empire.
7 Conversion was usually only possible for a whole (village) community at once and not
infrequently based on political considerations.
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gious homogenization alone. Linguistic Russification depended on feudal
categorizations, and was largely limited to non-Russian elites in the Empire
(Pavlenko, 2008, p. 278f.):
[TJurning everyone into Russians was never a goal of Russian nationality and language
policies, nor was language the main criterion for Russianness: it was habitually
trumped by social class and religion. The full-fledged membership in the Great

Russian nation was offered to Christian elites of all ethnic backgrounds and to all
Orthodox Eastern Slavs. (Pavlenko, 2011, p. 348)

This contemporary assessment notwithstanding, the Georgian (literary) elite
evaluated the Georgian language as being threatened and rallied for its preser-
vation as early as the 1860s (Hewitt, 1989, p. 127).%

The central point here is that the ancestors of the Greek community in
Georgia were categorized by their membership in the millet-i-rum and thereby
solely on the basis of their Orthodox religious affiliation. Being recognized
as “Greeks” was made palpable for instance in the suspicion they faced
surrounding the Greek War of Independence (Barkey, 2008, p. 278) and
ultimately enshrined in the Treaty of Lausanne. As we will see in Section C.,
this had important implications for their recognition as Greeks by the Greek
nation state after the demise of the Soviet Union. Crucially, the Russian
Empire also recognized them not only as “fellow Orthodox Christians” but as
“Greeks”, a categorization later adopted by the Soviet Union (cf. Section B.).

Upon their arrival in present-day Georgia, the Ottoman Greeks set about
turning the new space into their homeland and endured great hardship, as their
descendants tell us. This home-making was achieved by remembering and
re-creating the homeland they had left: ”These migrants began re-mapping
the old communities left in Pontos through reinvention of foundation myths,
naming the new villages after the old ones, building churches and houses”
(Sideri, 2006, p. 32). This re-mapping is still visible in the churches built
and the gravestones set during that time, which differ markedly from their
Georgian contemporaries. These churches are found in each and every Pontic
and Urum Greek settlement I have visited (cf. Figure 4.1), dating back to the
first arrival of Greeks to the village in question, mostly in the 19th century.
These stony traces make it very implausible that the ancestors of the Greek
community in Georgia today were ever predominantly anything but Orthodox
Christian, as is sometimes alleged (cf. Chapter 5).

8 The importance of the Georgian language as a symbol of the Georgian nation will be
discussed in Chapter 5.
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B.  The Soviet Union: Processes of homogenization and particularization

There is much to be said about how the Soviet administration through its 70
years of existence attempted to achieve governability through homogeniza-
tion of the people inhabiting its vast territory. This involved the centralization
of power both organizationally (in the Communist Party), and geographi-
cally (in Moscow); collectivization of land and labor; extensive Russification
particularly of the education system; and brutal repression of those individu-
als or collectives perceived as dissenting from or threatening this “unity”.
However, attempted homogenization was only ever partial in both intention
and implementation. The Communist Party was structured in a way that not
only enabled but encouraged (elite) members of the titular nationalities of
the individual Soviet Socialist Republics (SSR) to hold positions of power in
the institutions of their respective SSR through an elaborate quota-system.
Furthermore, “mother tongue” education (alongside compulsory Russian
classes) remained in practice throughout the Soviet Union’s existence, albeit
not for all nationalities.” Rather than taking on the task of tracing these often
contradictory practices in all their complexity, I will restrict my account
to issues that the analysis of the interview corpus has identified as influen-
tial. In particular, the way Soviet citizens were categorized by their national
affiliation emerged as an important reference point for (self-)identification.
First, however, a few words on Georgia. Georgia became — not quite volun-
tary — part of the Russian Empire in 1801 and briefly regained independence
after the Russian Revolution, which was to last from May 26, 1918 until the
Soviet invasion in February 1921. The political memory of the Georgian
Democratic Republic (however much distorted) was taken up, starting in the
1980s, by the campaign for national independence from the Soviet Union.!°
Perhaps the most fundamental thing to understand about the traces left by
the Soviet Union is that the concept of an ethno-national group, i.e. of a socio-
cultural membership in a community based on ancestry and shared territory,'!
was understood as irreducible and often welcomed (Slezkine, 1994). This

9 I'will discuss the Soviet notion of rodnoy yazyk ‘native language’ in more detail below.

10 For the importance of these types of national narratives cf. Hobsbawm / Ranger

(1983); Suny (2001); for a differentiated analysis of the political implications of the
Republic cf. contributions to Jones (2014).

11 As laid out in Marksizm i national’nyy vopros “Marxism and the national question”
Stalin’s first scholarly essay in 1913 (Stalin, 1950). The second part of this title is
echoed in how some consultants speak about the rising Georgian nationalism in the
1990s, when they label it national’nyy vopros, as we will see in Chapter 6.
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relied on the Marxist notion of a “historical logic” that anticipated a stage of
nationhood before progressing into socialism, and the conviction that this
process could be sped up by what Hirsch (2005, p. 8) calls “state-sponsored
evolutionism”. She defines its aim as follows:
The long-term goal was to usher the entire population through the Marxist timeline
of historical development: to transform feudal-era clans and tribes into nationalities,

and nationalities into socialist-era nations — which, at some point in the future, would
merge together under communism. (Hirsch 2005, p. 8f., emphasis in the original)

To this end, they were to be constituted as “kulturell ‘eigenstéindig”’'? (Thun-
Hohenstein, 2015a, p. 12), even if this meant first identifying — and thereby
establishing — the collectives, cultures and languages that were then to be
elaborated and supported in a process labeled korenizatsiya ‘putting down
roots’ “nativization” (Crisp, 1989; Pavlenko, 2008).'3 However, this never
meant that the Soviet administration would support all national projects or
cultures and languages on its territory. On the contrary, these might equally
be attacked and destroyed in the attempt to “‘help’ them to ‘evolve’ (and/or
amalgamate) into new official nationalities” (Hirsch, 2005, p. 10)."* Crucially,
korenizatsiya was not simply a socio-cultural project invested in developing
and supporting languages and “national cultures”. It was intended to reform
the administrative and political structure of the vast Soviet Union, in effect
transforming “das Russische Vielvolkerreich in administrativer Hinsicht
zum ‘multinationalen’ Sowjetimperium”!> (Maisuradze, 2015a, p. 27). This
meant implementing a complex administrative hierarchy of territories of
different sizes, shaped on the basis of “national” differences and endowed
with different levels of autonomy.'¢ This also afforded a certain amount
of institutional power to the titular nationalities, i.e. those whose national
affiliation coincided with the label of the territory they were living on, and
included a quota system for titular nationalities and “national minorities”,
for instance Greeks living in the Georgian SSR.!

99

12 “Culturally ‘independent™, my translation.

13 Einwurzeln in German, cf. Maisuradze (2015a, p. 39f.) for its etymology and what he
analyzes as implications for the Soviet imaginary that intimately linked collectives to
territory.

14 Cf. Gorenburg (1999) for a careful study of these changes in Bashkortostan.

15 Transforming “the Russian multi-ethnic Empire in its administrative aspects to the
‘multinational’ Soviet Empire.” My translation.

16 Cf. Hirsch (2005) for a thorough account of how ethnographers and ethnographic
knowledge helped shape this complex structure.

17 Note that this administrative complexity was accompanied by a complex system of
labeling the different points on the hierarchy of hereditary categories: plemya ‘tribe’,

34

(@) er-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

B. The Soviet Union: Processes of homogenization and particularization

These national categories were then enshrined and carried forward not
only in registries based on census data, but from 1932 onwards, in the Soviet
internal passport. Even when this “cultural technolog[y] of rule” (Hirsch,
2005, p. 275) did not have dangerous consequences, as it did when deciding
on the deportation of 40,000 Greeks from Western Georgia and Abkhazia to
Central Asia in 1949 (Sideri, 2006, p. 92),'8 it was felt in everyday life:

Every Soviet citizen was born into a certain nationality, took it to day care and through
high school, had it officially confirmed at the age of sixteen and then carried it to
the grave through thousands of application forms, certificates, questionnaires and

reception desks. It made a difference in school admissions and it could be crucial in
employment, promotions and draft assignments. (Slezkine, 1994, p. 450)!°

This practice, together with the titular nationalities’ political and cultural
(nationalizing) control of the republics’ institutions, created tensions between
titular nationalities’ elites’ aim of homogenizing their republics and their
national minorities’ resistance to this agenda (Slezkine, 1994, p. 451). This
has been argued to contribute in no small part both to the individual republics’
campaigns for independence and to the difficulties facing the newly inde-
pendent nation states in their nation building efforts (Arel, 2003; Brubaker,
1996; Suny, 1993).

A key aspect here concerns the language policies of the Soviet Union.”
In this field, korenizatsiya in the 1920s meant a tremendous effort at “devel-
oping” all recognized 192 languages. In some cases, this implied developing
alphabets for hitherto unwritten languages. In all cases it implied ensuring the

0

narodnost’ ‘people’ (Maisuradze 2015a, p. 32, p. 42 translates it as Volkerschaft into
German), natsional’nost’ ‘nationality’ and natsiya ‘nation’ were taken to refer to
different stages of “development” (Slezkine, 1994, p. 450) and not used uniformly
over the 70 years of the Soviet Union’s existence. To further complicate matters,
narod ‘people’ could also refer to “the people” in terms of social class rather than as a
national category or one encompassing all “Soviet nationalities”, as in the aspired to
sovietskiy narod ‘Soviet people’ (Maisuradze, 2015a, p. 42). In my interview corpus,
consultants use narod most frequently when speaking about a national category,
followed by natsional’nost’ and natsiya.

18 They were usually allowed to return to the Georgian SSR, however not the Abkhaz
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic, in the mid 1950s. Eleni Sideri’s and my Pontic
Greek consultants who experienced the deportation have never been able to make
sense of them (cf. Loladze 2019).

19 This is precisely the type of knowledge my consultant OP refers to when he adduces
his passport as proof of his Greekness and concludes his account with ya znal chto ya
grek “1 knew that I was Greek™ (excerpt 24, Chapter 7).

20 For thorough and differentiated accounts cf. Grenoble (2003); Pavlenko (2008); and
the contributions to Kirkwood (1989).
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teaching of these languages in schools and the production of textbooks and
translations from and into these languages. When the reduction of recognized
languages and extensive Russification were implemented in the 1930s, this
also meant the transfer of very recently developed Latin alphabets into the
Cyrillic script. Russification of the education system was achieved in two
main ways. For some national minority schools — for instance those that had
been Greek up to that point — the language of instruction was changed to
Russian. Secondly, “bilingualism” in Russian was furthered by making it a
compulsory subject in all schools and in higher education. Above a certain
professional and/or political level, competence in Russian was indispensable,
making education in Russian the most appealing choice for families not
belonging to the respective titular nationality from 1959, when they were
allowed to choose the language of instruction (Crisp, 1989; Grenoble, 2003;
Hewitt, 1989; Kreindler, 1989; Pavlenko, 2008).

Russification was thus consequential for Georgia and Greeks in Geor-
gia in two ways. First of all, Russification and “mother tongue” education
meant that Georgia’s Armenian, Azerbaijani and Russian minorities would
choose education in their native language or in Russian rather than Georgian.
Secondly, Russification was especially successful among the smaller and
non-titular nationalities, which often led to language loss rather than stable
bilingualism. In the census, respondents were asked to give their rodnoy
yazyk “native language”, which was perceived as a property of the heritage
collective rather than the individual respondent (Arel, 2006, p. 9).2! This
not only makes this component of Soviet census data notoriously unreliable
(Grenoble, 2003, pp. 28-31), but also furthers the disjunction of language
competence and national affiliation.?

For the Greek community in Georgia, the Soviet Union, like the Russian
Empire preceding it, recognized their self-identification as “Greek” — to the
point of persecuting some of them. It furthermore enshrined this category
membership in its internal passports as a purely hereditary attribute, having
officially discounted the importance of religion for anything including be-
longing®* and having decoupled competence in one’s “native language” from
national affiliation. It was against this background that the Greek community
of Georgia encountered the (making of the) modern nation state.

21 This despite the very bodily etymology of rodnoy (Maisuradze, 2015a, p. 43f.).

22 Cf. Brubaker (2011, p. 1796) for how this de facto everyday disjunction was perceived
as a threat to nationalizing projects.

23 But cf. Maisuradze / Thun-Hohenstein (2015) for how a religious imaginary was
fundamental in constructing the Soviet Union.
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C. Encounters with the nation state
I. Georgian transformations

In the following, I explore the development of the independent Georgian
nation state, which offers a deeper understanding of the positions voiced in the
interviews. To this end, I will firstly give a brief summary of the main events
in Georgia’s existence as an independent nation(alizing) state. Secondly, I will
look at the role language, religion and territory have continued to play in the
Georgian nation-building project and its implications for the Greeks living
in Georgia. Thirdly, I will consider the internal migration from the regions of
Svaneti and Ach’ara to the rural districts of Ts’alk’a and Tetrits’q’aro, which
is an important point of reference both for speaking about Urum as a heritage
variety (Chapter 5) and for drawing boundaries in this context (Chapter 7).

The main historical milestones can be summarized briefly. Mikhail Gor-
bachév’s aspirations to more glasnost’ ‘publicity’ in the sense of “trans-
parency” from the mid-1980s onwards “stimulated a rapid escalation of
ethnic politics in Georgia” (Suny, 1994, p. 321). These found their outlet not
only in more fervent expressions of desire for Georgian independence but
also in strengthened claims for greater autonomy from the Georgian SSR on
the part of the Abkhaz Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic and the South
Ossetian Autonomous Oblast. However, the Georgian nationalist movement
saw these as part of “Georgian territory” by virtue of “Georgians” living
there.>* When on April 9, 1989 Soviet armed forces violently broke up a
peaceful demonstration by Georgian nationalists in Tbilisi, leaving 20 people
dead and many more wounded, the Georgian nationalist movement gained
momentum (Suny, 1994, pp. 321-323).

Zviad Gamsakhurdia’s nationalist coalition won the first multi-party parlia-
mentary election in Georgia on 28 October 1990, and the Georgian parliament
declared the republic’s independence from the Soviet Union on April 9, 1991.
Before armed conflict broke out on December 22 of the same year and Gam-
sakhurdia was forced to flee, his exclusionary nationalist rhetoric, labeling
national minorities in Georgia as “Moscow’s fifth column” and putatively

24 While territorial questions only emerge from the corpus as being contested in Ts’alk’a,
for the Georgian nation state the issue of territory remains unresolved. The impetus
of the nationalist movement and subsequent Georgian governments was to establish
sovereignty over all the lands inhabited by “Georgians”, thus striving to make the
state’s name semantically adequate to the toponym sakartvelo ‘land for Kartvelians’
“Georgia”, including those in the autonomous regions Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
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coining the slogan gruziya dlya gruzin “Georgia for Georgians” (cf. Chap-
ter 6), had deeply unsettled non-Georgian minorities. The ensuing (civil)
wars that were to last until the end of 1993 were “a kind of multi-player
chess game” (Wheatley, 2005, p. 66), pitting troops loyal to Gamsakhurdia
against his armed opposition, which took over the government newly headed
by the former Soviet Foreign Secretary Eduard Shevardnadze. Also opposing
Gamsakhurdia (but not necessarily fighting together) were Abkhaz troops,
supported by fighters from the Northern Caucasus, Ossetian troops, and
various paramilitary groups. Russian troops supported almost all players
at different stages apart from Gamsakhurdia (Cheterian, 2008; Suny, 1994;
Wheatley, 2005). By early 1995 the Shevardnadze government had gained
an effective monopoly on organized violence (Wheatley, 2005, p. 91).

For the civilian population, these first tumultuous few years of indepen-
dence were as difficult as one can imagine. The stories told, not only by the
consultants I interviewed for this book, center on the loss of livelihood in
terms of lack of paid employment as well as basic foodstuffs, water, gas, and
electricity. This was augmented by fundamental uncertainty over the political
future and the very immediate danger posed by (not always political) armed
conflict. Especially in rural Ts’alk’a, there were also reported incidents of
organized armed banditry on the roads (Skopeteas / Moisidi, 2011). Years of
widespread mismanagement, corruption and finally blatant electoral fraud
in the parliamentary elections of November 2003 brought demonstrators —
encouraged by opposition leader Mikheil Saakashvili — out to the streets.
Shevardnadze resigned on November 22, 2003. In January 2004, Saakashvili
was elected president. For the duration of his presidency — until he lost the
October 2012 parliamentary elections — Saakashvili maintained what can be
summarized as a staunchly pro-Western, anti-Russian political orientation,
culminating in the Five-Day War with Russian-backed South Ossetian forces
in 2008. “Pro-Western” is not to be conflated with “democratic”, however:
from the outset, the aim was not to increase democratic participation, but
rather to establish law and order, create an attractive business climate, and
bring recalcitrant regions back into the fold, thereby positioning Saakashvili
as “founding father of the nation” (quoted in Wheatley, 2005, p. 208). In other
words: “he attempted to introduce liberal measures by means of autocratic
methods and illiberal discourse” (Wheatley, 2005, p. 208).

Saakashvili achieved early successes: in 2004, he faced down the ruler of
Ach’ara, Aslan Abashidze, thereby extending the Georgian state’s control to
a formerly autonomous region, which had often been considered a potential
third breakaway region. The penal code was made more severe and a far
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reaching police reform was implemented with the aim of eliminating (low
level) corruption. This was accompanied by extensive economic liberaliza-
tion.?> Many of these successes were highly publicized in the West, making
Georgia the poster-child for “successful” post-Soviet reforms. My consul-
tants generally speak highly of Saakashvili, especially of his “law and order”
approach and the police reform. The first is credited with having stamped out
(low level) criminality, the second as having made encounters with police
officers more predictable, both furthering the perception of personal safety.

In addition to these reforms, two language specific policies were adopted,
which impacted the lives of my consultants along with other national mi-
norities living in Georgia. The first is the educational reform carried out in
2005, which specified that Georgian should be either the sole language of
instruction or compulsory language of instruction for some subjects. This
most strongly affected schools in regions with compactly settled minorities.?®
In these regions, Russian had long functioned as the language of inter-ethnic
communication and many schools had used Russian, Armenian or Azeri as
languages of instruction. Russian was taught as the default second language
— and there had only been the compulsory one lesson of Georgian per week
(cf. Chapter 5). The reform was implemented so rapidly that children in such
regions could not acquire the necessary competence (Wheatley, 2006b, p.
33). Moreover, it was carried out using textbooks that did not account for
the divergent Georgian competence of children living in the urban centers
(usually very high) and those living in the rural areas (usually quite low)
(Korth et al., 2005, p. 41). The second language-related policy introduced
in 2005 requires all government employees to pass a Georgian language
exam. In regions inhabited primarily by national minorities, this resulted
in a demographic shift among government employees, with said minorities
being replaced by (ethnic) Georgian speakers, furthering the perception of
alienation and forced assimilation (Nilsson / Popjanevski, 2009, p. 17). This
was exacerbated by the fact that public institutions from local administrations
to courts had to be officially addressed in Georgian only (Wheatley, 2006b,
p- 37).

These measures point to the importance of the Georgian language not
simply as a medium of communication but, unsurprisingly, as a symbol of

25 For a recent critique cf. Gugushvili (2017).

26 Regions in the South-West for Azerbaijanis (especially districts in Kvemo Kartli,
Kakheti and Shida Kartli) and Samtskhe-Javakheti for Armenians. The Russian-
backed breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia are de facto independently
governed, and were therefore not affected by these reforms.
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the Georgian nation.?’ This was also visible in its immediate instatement as
official language in Georgia’s brief independence 1918-1921 (cf. Smith et al.,
1998; Suny, 1994). There are two further lines of analysis linking the Geor-
gian language to contemporary nationalizing efforts. Smith et al. (1998, p.
193) underscore perceptions of the “perseverance” of the Georgian language,
which has been documented as a literary language for a comparatively long
time. It thus allows the construction of a narrative of continuity, tracing the
Making of the Georgian Nation (Suny, 1994) through times of foreign rule
and fragmentation. Closely linked is another element providing a narrative of
differentiation and endurance: the autocephalous Georgian Orthodox Church
(Suny, 1994, p. 334). In Maisuradze’s analysis, this prepared the ground for
the later Georgian nationalizing project in its emphasis on the language of
religious practice and he thus calls it “eine Art ‘prasekularer’ Nationalis-
mus”?® (Maisuradze, 2015a, p. 34).% It comes as no surprise, therefore, that
Georgian Orthodox Christianity was immensely influential in the Georgian
movement for national independence (Maisuradze, 2015b, p. 315).

We will see in Chapter 5 that some of my consultants in the rural dis-
tricts of Ts’alk’a and Tetrits’q’aro bemoan their lack of competence in the
Georgian language, which they perceive — concurring with dominant views —
to be important for being Goop GeoraGianN Citizens. For the others, their
competence enables them to underscore their belonging to Georgia. The fact
that Orthodox Christianity is taken to be such a quintessential aspect of being
GEORGIAN, and in particular the narrative tracing this religious affiliation back
to Byzantium, sets a precedent by which it is relatively easy for members of
the “co-religious” Greek community to assert their being GREEK by similarly
tracing their identification to Orthodox religious affiliation, regardless of
their language competence. Thus, their religious affiliation together with
the perpetual reassertion of their “Greek” ancestry throughout Soviet times,
enables them to self-identify as GREEk and to have this self-identification
recognized and not questioned.

27 The theoretical underpinnings to these kinds of group-making projects will be explored
in the following chapters. For now, suffice it to say that language has been viewed as
an important symbol of national unification and nationalizing projects (Anderson,
1991; Billig, 1995; Blommaert, 2006).

28 “A type of ‘pre-secular’ nationalism.” My translation.

29 Cf. also Fuchslocher (2010), who argues that scholars underscoring the importance of
language and print capitalism in the formation of the nation, as most prominently An-
derson (1991) or Gellner (1983), miss the importance of the autocephalous Orthodox
Churches in instilling a sense of (national) belonging in their believers.
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Only in rural Ts’alk’a do Urum Greek consultants report challenges to
their GREek self-identification based on their language use, as well as to
their “right to the land”, echoing the nationalist territorial sentiments outlined
above. [ will explore how consultants talk about dealing with these challenges
in Chapter 7 and focus here on the background of what was fundamentally an
economic conflict over land and housing spurred by the mismanagement of
public funds. In the late 1990s, as large numbers of Greeks (had) left Kvemo
Kartli (cf. next Section), internal “eco-migrants” fleeing landslides in the
highlands of Svaneti and Ach’ara settled in “empty” Greek and Ossetian
villages. They acted in accordance with a 1998 presidential decree that
allocated a large amount of public funds to the purchase of “abandoned”
houses. The funds, however, disappeared after only a small number of houses
had been bought, leading to conflicts over houses and agricultural land.
Nevertheless, informal networks and the prospect of employment on the
Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline led to further migration to Ts’alk’a. By
2005-06, this process was generally better managed, with internal migrants
being allocated money to buy the houses they inhabited.*® By 2006, the
number of Georgian internal migrants in Ts’alk’a amounted to about 6,500
(Wheatley, 2006a, p. 9f.).

Framing this conflict in ethnic terms as per Brubaker (2004) was facilitated
by linguistic difficulties. The lingua franca of the region had been Russian, a
language the internal migrants from fairly secluded and exclusively Georgian-
speaking regions were not competent in. Nor were most Greeks, Armenians
and Azerbaijanis living in Ts’alk’a fluent in Georgian.*' Importantly, while
both Svans and Ach’arians self-identify and are officially recognized as
ethnic Georgians, they are far from a homogeneous group.*?> Georgians from
Svaneti are predominantly Orthodox Christians with some Pagan traditions
and speak Svan, a Kartvelian language related to but substantially different

30 This is reflected in consultants’ narratives that predominantly speak of conflicts having
ceased, cf. Chapter 7. For a thorough account of the political and ecnomic contexts
cf. Wheatley (2009).

31 The numbers given by Wheatley (2009, p. 8) indicate that almost 70% of respondents
from national minorities living in Ts’alk’a assessed their Georgian competence as
being restricted to “some basic words” at best. My rural consultants assess their
Georgian competence to be much higher (Table I.).

32 This does not preclude them from being portrayed as homogeneous by consultants in
some instances, or from having their Georgianness questioned on the basis of their
(putative) religious affiliation, cf. Chapters 5 and 7.
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from Georgian®® while the Georgians displaced from the highland regions
of Ach’ara are predominantly Georgian-speaking Muslims, who sometimes
face quite strong pressures to convert.

Overall, we can conclude that while the journey from the Soviet Union
to the Georgian nation state has been very challenging and at times quite
dangerous, the belonging of the Greek community to and in Georgia as well
as their self-identification as GREEK is narrated as having been questioned
only around the presidency of Zviad Gamsakhurdia — and sometimes later in
Ts’alk’a. Greater challenges to their identification and belonging are told as
having arisen in Greece, which I turn to now.

II. Emigration to Greece

In the funeral oration which he gave in 1872 for his university colleague, Konstantinos
Asopios, [Konstantinos] Paparrigopoulos asked rhetorically ‘What is Hellenism?’. To
which he gave the answer: ‘the Greek language’. “What then is the Greek language?
Hellenism’ (Clogg 2002, p. xvii, citing Dimaras 1986, p. 260)

This quote foreshadows an important part of how the encounter between the
newly immigrated post-Soviet Greeks and the modern Greek nation state
would play out. The experiences they relate in the interviews frequently center
on their not being recognized as “genuine Greeks” unless they speak Standard
Modern Greek (SMG) at a high level of competence (cf. Chapter 7). Greece
is not an exception among the Western European nation states, as a recent poll
suggests: while 50% — a rather high number — of Greeks in Greece consider
“being born in Greece” to be “very important for being truly Greek™ (Stokes,
2017, p. 3),* “being able to speak our national language” is considered to be
“very important for being truly Greek™ by 76% of respondents (Stokes, 2017,

33 Ethnologue: http://www.ethnologue.com/language/sva,
Glottolog: http://glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/svan1243,
WALS: http://wals.info/languoid/lect/wals_code_sva [accessed on 6/25/2020].
For recent research on the Svan community in Kvemo Kartli cf. Voell et al. (2014);
Voell (2016).

34 This is “rather high” because, with the exception of Hungary (52%), being born on
the territory of the corresponding nation state is evaluated as much less important by
the other surveyed European states: Italy and Poland at 42%, Spain 34%, UK 32%
France 25%, Netherlands 16%, Germany 13%, Sweden 8% (Stokes, 2017, p. 3). The
usual caveats for large-scale, comparative, quantitative studies apply.
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p. 8).% A point not stressed by our consultants is the importance of religious
affiliation for being GrReek in Greece: in the same study, Greece leads in
this category, with 54% of respondents considering religious affiliation to be
“very important for being truly Greek”, which all other surveyed European
countries evaluate as much less important (Stokes, 2017, p. 20).3¢

In this Section, I will first briefly explore the process of emigration from
Georgia and then return to the questions of identification and belonging in
terms of “Greek” ancestry, language and religion. The last census carried out
in the Soviet Union puts the number of Greeks living in the Georgian SSR at
100,300 in 1989 (Geostat, 2013, p. 22). This number fell drastically to 15,200
in 2002 (Geostat, 2013, p. 22)*” and further to 5,500 according to the latest
census carried out in 2014 (Geostat, 2016). Importantly, not only members
of national minorities emigrated but many Georgians also left the country,
due to the wars described in the previous Section and the dismal economic
situation (Geostat, 2013; Kokoev et al., 1999).3® Greece and Cyprus were the
main destinations for emigration, but not necessarily the final destinations,
as demonstrated by communicative networks established from our interview
data (Loladze, 2016, pp. 187-89). This migration was greatly facilitated by
the Greek government, which officially recognized the “Greek descent” of
all those registered as Greeks in the former Soviet Union and initially made
it very easy to obtain Greek citizenship (Hess, 2010; Kaurinkoski, 2010).%
Furthermore, Greek immigrants were institutionally supported, for instance
with low interest rates on mortgages and access to the healthcare and welfare
system (Loladze, 2016, p. 177).

This official recognition and support, especially in the time immediately
following the end of the Soviet Union, was not necessarily matched on the
level of everyday interactions with “Greek Greeks” (Hess, 2010; Hionidou,
2012; Kaurinkoski, 2010; Vergeti, 1991). In other words: “the same people

35 Note that in this evaluation Greece is not an outlier in comparison with the other
surveyed European countries: Netherlands 84%, Hungary 81%, Germany 79%, France
77%, Poland 67%, Sweden 66%, Spain 62%, Italy 59% (Stokes, 2017, p. 8).

36 Note that this is true even in comparison with Poland (34%) and Italy (30%).

37 This includes the 14,000 Greeks living in Abkhazia in 1979 (Hewitt, 1989, p. 138),
who also all left during the war in 1992-93, judging from the information we were
able to gather.

38 For a thorough exploration cf. Loladze (2016, 2019).

39 Similar to the policies in Germany, the process of obtaining citizenship became
stricter and more exclusionary over time. For a comparative account of “co-ethnic”
migrations following the end of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia cf. contributions to
Capo Zmegaé et al. (2010).
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who were called ‘brothers in diaspora’ when they lived in Georgia were trans-
formed into ‘aliens’ or ‘second class Greeks’ when they decided to ‘return™
(Sideri, 2006, p. 27). While perceived differences in behavior also played a
role, language competence and use was the difference made most relevant in
establishing this boundary between post-Soviet Greeks and the societal ma-
jority. There are two interrelated ways of looking at this. The first is to focus
on the importance of the Greek language as a symbol of the Greek nation,
and thus an indispensable attribute for determining category membership or
exclusion. This view is taken by Mackridge (2009) and expressed by Sideri:

the purity of the language was a foundation stone of the Kingdom of Greece in the

1830s. Language remains a prerequisite for integration into Greek society, affecting
all the migrants living in the country. (Sideri, 2006, p. 141f.)

In order to become Greek, then, one has to speak SMG — crucially, Pontic
Greek does not suffice, as we will see in the analysis. As the above-mentioned
poll indicates, the Greek societal majority is not alone in this evaluation in
Western Europe. These experiences are, for instance, mirrored by the diffi-
culties faced by another “co-ethnic” immigrant group: post-Soviet German
migrants to Germany (Hess, 2010; Mandel, 2010; Panagiotidis, 2019; Rosen-
berg, 2010).

The second way of looking at this issue would be to ask why Orthodox
Christianity and “Greek ancestry” were not considered to suffice for recogni-
tion as “Greeks”. This is particularly vexing given that Greek law considers
“Greek ancestry” a sufficient prerequisite for Greek citizenship, and that the
Greek societal majority accords religious affiliation such importance as a
marker of “being truly Greek” (Stokes, 2017). Orthodox Christianity is, in
fact, frequently adduced as the other pillar of GREekNESs (Mackridge, 2009).
In the words of Richard Clogg: “from the outset, Orthodox Christianity and
the Greek language have been deemed to be the key determinants of Greek
identity” (Clogg, 2002, p. ix). Why, then, is this being “co-religious” not
accepted as a sufficient prerequisite for the post-Soviet Greeks being rec-
ognized as GrReek? This points to an analysis of boundary-making as put
forward since Barth (1969), in which it is not merely a “list of attributes”
that determines inclusion and exclusion but which of these is perceived as
salient enough to be made relevant as the one determining where (and how)
to draw the boundary. In Chapter 7 I return to the question of why religious
affiliation and ancestry are trumped by language competence and use in the
contemporary Greek context. At this point, however, I move to examine the
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theoretical background on identification, belonging and boundary-making
that I have constantly alluded to in this Chapter.
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Chapter 3: Researching identification, belonging, and the
(un)making of boundaries

There are as many approaches to identity as definitions of what is, can, cannot
or should be understood by this term. Some authors have resolved to reject it
outright (Brubaker / Cooper, 2000; Hall, 1996; Pfaff-Czarnecka, 2011). They
argue that it is problematic if a term is used indiscriminately for everything
and nothing (Brubaker / Cooper, 2000), and that its ubiquity makes it difficult
to use at all, especially since its past uses are fraught with essentialism,
falsely claiming clarity about who is “in” and who is “out” (Pfaff-Czarnecka,
2011, p. 203). Brubaker (2004) solves this problem on the collective level
by speaking of processes of groupness instead of clearly bounded groups, a
notion I adopt and further elaborate in Section A..

Before coming to processes of group formation, I will briefly look at
individual identification', since it is in individual (everyday) interactions
that identification, belonging and boundaries are established, negotiated and
contested. Crucially, we are dealing with a social process: identification is not
something we are born with “but arises in the process of social experience and
activity, that is, it develops in the given individual as a result of his relations
to that process as a whole and to other individuals within that process”
(Mead, 1934, p. 135). Already in Mead’s (1934) symbolic interactionism,
an individual’s identification remains in process just as society remains in
process (Mead, 1934, p. 182).

Jenkins (1994) takes Mead’s model and a good portion of Bourdieu’s think-
ing, developing a more dynamic approach that includes the power relations
in any society. In this view, processes of identification both on the individual
and supra-individual level are determined by internal and external definitions
of who we are and who the other(s) is. Importantly, the individual’s internal
definitions must also be conceptualized as at least partly interactional and
therefore social “because they presuppose both an audience, without whom
they make no sense, and an externally derived framework of meaning” (Jenk-
ins, 1994, p. 199). Identification, then, is something we actively do, that we

1 I adopt Hall’s (1996; 2004) terminology in speaking of processes of identification
instead of seemingly stable identity. Whether they can ever lead to anything like a stable
identity in everyday language is not the issue here, what matters is that people engage
in processes and attempts of identification that are observable in interaction.
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cannot do without our social environment, and that emerges in the constant
interplay of internal and external attempts at definition:
[I]dentity is located within a two-way social process, an interaction between ‘ego’

and ‘other’, inside and outside. It is in the meeting of internal and external definition
that identity, whether social or personal, is created. (Jenkins, 1994, p. 199)

How this type of interaction unfolds has been laid out for instance in Goffman
(1959, 1967); how to get to grips with it methodologically will be outlined
in Section C..

Hall (1996, 2004) reminds us of the precarity and fragmentation of all
forms of identification. What to Jenkins is internal definition, for Hall turns
into fiction and fantasy. He alerts us to the importance of narration and
fantasy in processes of identification:

[Identities] arise from the narrativization of the self, but the necessarily fictional
nature of this process in no way undermines its discursive, material or political
effectivity, even if the belongingness, the ‘suturing into the story’ through which
identities arise is, partly, in the imaginary (as well as the symbolic) and therefore,

always, partly constructed in fantasy, or at least within a fantasmatic field. (Hall,
1996, p. 4)

It is precisely this “narrativization of the self”, the telling and re-telling of
our stories, that make narratives such an exceptionally productive topic in the
investigation of identifications. In line with Hall, linguistic narrative research
holds that “das Erzéhlen von Selbsterlebtem nicht nur Selbstdarstellung,
sondern auch Selbstherstellung ist”? (Giinthner / Biicker 2009, p. 4, emphasis
in the original). In other words, through telling a seemingly coherent story
about ourselves to others, we also tell it to ourselves and convince ourselves
of its veracity. The precarity of identification is especially visible when it is
challenged. At the same time, the interactive handling of these challenges
allows us to more clearly delineate the processes through which it is negoti-
ated and established. As we shall see, some of the (narrativized) fragments
in the sense used by Hall (1996) appear to be more readily available and
more easily held together than others, as they are conventionalized through
countless re-tellings.

This Chapter is structured as follows: Section A. explores the basic pro-
cesses of group formation, while Section B. is devoted to one part of this
process, namely the (un)making of boundaries between perceived social

2 “Narrating individual experiences is not only self-presentation, but also self-production.”
My translation.
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groups. Section C. explores methodological considerations that apply to
tracing these processes in interactional data.

A. Processes of groupness and belonging

Much has been written in sociology, anthropology, social psychology and
political science about what happens when more than two individuals come
together and see themselves as a “group” — be it based on shared interests,
social status, religious or political affiliation, something as hard to pin down
as shared “culture”, or the supposedly more tangible notion of shared “ances-
try”. As elsewhere in this book, I will not retell the whole science-historical
becoming of the concepts of groupness and belonging, but rather focus on
those parts that shed light on my data. This also means that I will not spend
time on “the routine beating of the dead primordial horse” in the words of
Wimmer (2013, p. 2). It is trivial that collective identifications have neither
ceased to exist nor lost their strength in our post-modern, globalized world.
While we do not have to follow Walzer (2004) in taking the communities into
which we are socialized as static entities, he is right to point out that it is not
so easy to disentangle ourselves from these communities.* There is ample re-
search suggesting that identification varies according to context (Barth, 1969;
Bucholtz / Hall, 2005; Gal / Irvine, 2019; Leach, 1954; Moerman, 1965),
while some boundaries are drawn very clearly and unambiguously (Wimmer,
2008, p. 982) in that they are made relevant across a large number of contexts
and established as unquestionably durable. How, then, can we explore this
complex? In a nutshell, by taking this sense of commonality and difference
seriously and not letting analysis become blindfolded by the categories used
in the practices of establishing, maintaining or weakening groupness. In other
words, by analyzing the social processes of group formation.

Before going into specific details, I would like to begin with Anderson’s
(1991) seminal and succinct definition of the nation® as “an imagined polit-
ical community — and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign”
(Anderson, 1991, p. 6). Being imagined does not render the nation in any

3 Readers interested in his — perhaps slightly exaggerated — exegesis of the influence of
Herderian concepts on the study of ethnicity are referred to his book (Wimmer, 2013).

4 Cf. also Pfaff-Czarnecka (2011, p. 207) on the obligations and pressure that go hand in
hand with the “cosy notion” of belonging.

5 Even though Barth (1969) wrote about ethnic groups as socially constructed long before
Anderson.
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sense “false”, however, but points out its cognitive constructedness — which
Anderson attributes to any community, not just national ones (Anderson,
1991, p. 6) (cf. Section 1.). The feature of limitedness raises questions about
how exactly the nation and other “groups” are limited and who wields the
power to (un)make a particular boundary. I will explore this in section B..
Communality will be important for questions of solidarity and shared (cul-
tural) experiences of people, who see each other as belonging to the same
community (cf. Section II.). Sovereignty — central to the genesis of the mod-
ern nation state — does not play a major role in the present study, since it is not
concerned explicitly with nationalizing projects but rather with some of their
ramifications.® Similarly, the political implications of groupness processes
will only be mentioned in passing as they were not usually made relevant by
my consultants. I will stress one point not elaborated by Anderson, namely the
processual nature of group formation with a focus on the actors of groupness
(cf. Section IIL.).

I. Imagination: Categories and groupness

What is entailed in imagining a community? Fundamentally, this is a question
about the categories we use to structure the world, the characteristics we
ascribe to them and the internal and external ascription of people to these
categories. Importantly, we cannot ignore the power relations implicit in
these processes. The categorical nature of groupness and the importance of
ascription rather than of some essential or primordial feature was first laid out
by Barth (1969) and later extended and developed by himself (Barth, 1994,
2000) and others (Brubaker, 2004; Cohen, 1994; Jenkins, 1994; Wimmer,
2008, 2013). In an instance of these more recent analyses, Brubaker reminds
us that “ethnicity, race, and nationhood are fundamentally ways of perceiving,
interpreting, and representing the social world. They are not things in the
world, but perspectives on the world” (Brubaker 2004, p. 17, emphasis in
the original). Distinguishing between categories and “groups” — or rather
different levels of groupness — allows us to analyze how people use categories
to do things with them (Brubaker 2002, p. 169; Garfinkel 1967; Sacks 1992),
for example clamoring for heightened groupness in the face of some perceived
“external threat”.

6 Itis a question arising from the discussion in the previous Chapter 2 though, and an
unabatedly pressing one for the Georgian nation state.

50

(@) er-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

A. Processes of groupness and belonging

In Barth’s terms, self-ascription entails subscribing to the perceived values
and evaluation criteria of the group one ascribes to — and a willingness to
be judged by members of that group on precisely those values. Categorizing
somebody as a member of the same community, then, implies the ascription
of a shared set of values, whereas we would not expect the same broad
agreement on the important values and criteria of evaluation from someone
we categorize as a “stranger” (Barth, 1969, p. 15).

Importantly, the “dialectical process of internal and external definition”
(Jenkins, 1994, p. 205) does not take place in a power vacuum. On the con-
trary, categories may be forced upon marginalized social or ethnic “groups”,
which over time may or may not take on some of the negative characteristics
ascribed to them (Alonso, 1994; Jenkins, 1994; Lamont / Molnar, 2002;
Tilly, 2004; Wimmer, 2008). Georgian Greeks being denied recognition
as “Greeks” in Greece — and how they contest this denial (cf. Chapter 7)
— exemplifies the unequal distribution of the power to define the category
“Greek”.

II. Community and belonging

As has become clear, not only the categories and limits of a purported “group”
require our attention but also what individuals in the collective feel they share,
what makes them feel they belong. Trivially, “people share significantly more
than merely common identity markers” (Pfaff-Czarnecka, 2011, p. 204).
Barth calls this convergence and explains how self-ascribed members may
“converge in behaviour and style because of a widely embraced code or
value in terms of which they struggle to excel” (Barth, 1994, p. 16). He
uses an example from Yemen, where participating in a poetry tournament
distinguishes those who participate in it from members of those social and
ethnic categories who do not. Taking an example from a context more familiar
to the present writer, we could say that participating in a heavy metal music
festival creates a space of shared experience among the participants that
is important for their sense of identification with this particular subculture
(Varas-Diaz / Scott, 2016).”

7 Cf. Schulze (2015) for a critique of the clearly defined boundaries the term subculture
implies.
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Pfaff-Czarnecka (2011) puts forward the concept of belonging, which she
proposes instead of identity.® Under belonging, she subsumes commonality;
a “sense of mutuality” and “collective allegiance”; and finally “material and
immaterial attachments that often result in a sense of entitlement” (Pfaff-
Czarnecka, 2011, p. 201). Commonality “is a perception of sharing, notably
sharing common lot as well as cultural forms [...], values, experiences and
memory constructions” (Pfaff-Czarnecka 2011, p. 202, emphasis in the orig-
inal). This shared understanding fosters a sense of mutuality, which entails
mutual obligations and something she calls regimes of belonging. This term
“combines the cosiness of human forms of commonality, the warmth of com-
munitarian existence, with its putative opposite, i.e. ‘regime’ as something
authoritative and constricting” (Pfaff-Czarnecka, 2011, p. 205). Attachments,
finally, “make people belong to spaces and sites, to natural objects, land-
scapes, climate, and to material possessions” (Pfaff-Czarnecka, 2011, p. 206),
a dimension of belonging we will encounter quite frequently in the corpus.
While I follow her in stressing the importance of space, she emphasizes space
and particularly home so much in her concept of belonging (Pfaff-Czarnecka,
2011, p. 207) that it looses the traction to theorize the multiplicity of belong-
ings found in transnational communities, global subcultures or professional
identifications. While there are many local differences between doing linguis-
tics in Western Europe and India, for example, an international conference
will nevertheless make participants feel a sense of belonging due to shared
professional interests and experiences. Similarly, a heavy metal fan will feel
“at home” in most concert venues and metal crowds around the globe be-
cause the music and the subculture connected with it are recognizably shared.
This type of belonging has been explored especially in terms of multi-sited
communities (Marcus, 1995; Schulze, 2015), or in those characterized by
transnational migrations and superdiversity (Appadurai, 1996; Blommaert,
2013; Padilla et al., 2015; van de Vijver et al., 2015; Vertovec, 2007, 2009).

III.  Actors, processes, and context
Barth (1994, p. 25) reminds us that people’s attitudes towards the groups

they perceive in the world may change over time. In the same vein, Brubaker
(2002, p. 168) suggests that we view successful groupness as an event —

8 Cf. Vallentin (2019) for a thorough theorization of this concept and it’s application to a
Guatemalan Highland community.
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which may but does not necessarily occur. Grounding groupness firmly in the
realm of (individual) social interactions, we have to view social identification
and the concomitant processes of groupness as “practical accomplishments
rather than static form” (Jenkins 1994, p. 218, emphasis in the original).
This means analyzing the actors of group-making projects and how their
endeavors impact on and are perceived by the individuals they target. Such
actors strive to determine the salience of one category over another (ethnicity
over gender over professional identification, for example) and to make it
an important feature of the respective lifeworld (Barth, 1994, p. 12). These
actors also complicate the researcher’s job through their reification of the
things we seek to investigate (Barth, 1994, p. 13). This makes them overstate
the “cultural cleavages” between groups:
We need to recognize that the dichotomized cultural differences thus produced are
vastly overstated in ethnic discourse, and so we can relegate the more pernicious
myths of deep cultural cleavages to the category where they belong: as formative
myths that sustain a social organization of difference, but not as descriptions of the
actual distribution of cultural stuff. (Barth, 1994, p. 30)

It is clear that group making projects do not usually start “from scratch”, as
it were, but employ some contextually salient features that might be made
relevant® and, in the “best” case, an already heightened sense of groupness
(Brubaker, 2002, p. 171). What a challenge it is to reach levels of groupness
conducive to joint action can be observed, for instance, in the rather slow
movement in post-Soviet Georgia towards an active civil society focusing
on political challenges beyond territorial sovereignty. More sharply put, the
fact that it is human beings categorizing their environment and then raising
the feeling of groupness to perhaps dangerously violent heights, does not
mean that this is in any way a context- and history-free process. It does mean,
however, that we as analysts must look at the processes at work, rather than
taking the categories presented to us by the actors we encounter for granted.

Before moving on to the topic of boundaries, let me clarify what kinds of
identification I am interested in, as the above discussion may have appeared
to move rather freely between what in other works is juxtaposed as social
identification vs. ethnic identification. While Barth is clearly concerned with
questions of ethnic identification, other authors discussed here (most notably
Brubaker, Jenkins, and Wimmer) stress the similarity of group formation
and collective identification across all types of groupness, whether framed in
ethnic, regional, political, religious, national, (sub)cultural or professional

9 Diacritics in the terms of social anthropology (Cohen, 1994, p. 63).
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terms.!'” Nevertheless, the question how exactly ethnicity, “race” and nation
relate to each other remains. Some authors, notably Jenkins (1994) and
Wimmer (2008), argue that ethnicity is the umbrella term and that “race” and
nation are special historical cases of ethnicity. Brubaker (2014) contends that
this special historical context makes the categories ethnicity and nationhood
do different things: a claim to nationhood is almost always also a claim to
political independence, for instance, while a claim to ethnicity may stop
at questions of special minority rights. In the present study, the theoretical
distinction between categories and groupness matters, less so the type of
collective is evoked. In terms of the categories at work in the lifeworlds of
my consultants, the question is always about national belonging, which in
most cases is perceived to hinge on ancestry and religion, as Chapters 5 to 7
will show.

B.  The limits of belonging: Boundaries

The one important feature missing so far from the discussion of Anderson’s
(1991) features of an imagined community is the sense of it being limited.
This Section is devoted to developing a working definition of what I will mean
by the term boundary in this book. The first eloquent and comprehensive
definition comes from Hegel:
Die Negation ist im Dasein mit dem Sein noch unmittelbar identisch, und diese
Negation ist das, was wir Grenze heiflen. Etwas ist nur in seiner Grenze und durch
seine Grenze das, was es ist. Man darf somit die Grenze nicht als dem Dasein

bloB duBerlich betrachten, sondern dieselbe geht vielmehr durch das ganze Dasein
hindurch.!! (Hegel 1970, p. 197; emphasis in the original)

Thinking about boundaries as all-pervasive is not unappealing. It does, how-
ever, beg the question of how we are supposed to empirically research some-
thing that does not only bound but permeate all existence. Karafillidis (2009,
2010) draws attention to the specific operation of the nackte Grenze, the

10 Note that Barth (1969, p. 28) holds that while ethnicity and other types of social
status work similarly in many cases, it is much harder to lose ethnicity than other
types of social status, like rank for example. In that, it may be similar to other rigidly
constructed categories like gender.

11 “In existence, negation is still immediately identical with being, and it is this negation
that we call border. Something is only in its border and because of its border what it
is. Therefore one must not regard the border as simply external to existence, but it
rather runs through all existence.” My translation.
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‘naked boundary’ (Karafillidis, 2010, p. 78f.), asking what the boundary
actually does once it is stripped off the particular (sociological, tangible
etc.) entities it separates and connects in whatever empirical situation? His
answer is that the primary operation of the boundary is that it divides and con-
nects, which he then proceeds to term Kopplung ‘coupling’ and Entkopplung
‘decoupling’. These operations are closely connected, there is no coupling
without there being at the same time a decoupling on another level or in
another place — at least as long as we are actually dealing with a boundary
(Karafillidis, 2010, p. 84f.).

This fundamental operation of the boundary is in other work usually
grasped in terms of its potential to include and exclude. This mechanism of
including “one’s own” while excluding “the other” is central to much of the
sociological, linguistic and anthropological interest in the topic, as well as
to this book. While social boundaries are particularly powerful and appear
incontestable when they are made to look “natural”, “clear”, or “simple”
(Vasilache, 2007, p. 50), this clarity masks the complexity of apparently
“simple” boundaries (Gerst et al., 2018b, p. 5f.), as we will see below. Impor-
tantly, boundaries may be maintained from one side, rather than from both
sides, often excluding or being imposed upon those with less power (Barth
1969, p. 31; Tilly 2004).

Before further exploring the characteristics of the boundary, some clar-
ifications of how the terms boundary and border relate to each other are
indispensable. Haselsberger (2014, p. 509) defines border as “a legal line in
space”, thereby placing it squarely in the political and spatial realms. Frontier
she describes as a term that is covered in contemporary writing as border
region'?: the area on both sides of a (geographical) border, an area rather than
a line, soft and fluid in terms of where it starts and ends. Boundary for her is a
“linear concept, demarcating one particular facet (e.g. religious community)”
(Haselsberger, 2014, p. 509). As we will see in Section 1. below, these bound-
ary lines can be layered, making the boundary thicker with each “particular
facet” that is aggregated. Haselsberger notes in passing that in anthropology
and the social sciences, boundaries are taken to be contested and not stable.
In her reading, however, a boundary is a clear linear concept — echoing her

12 For an overview of the development towards reconceptualizing borders as kaleido-
scopic, blurred, pluritopical and plurivocal borderscapes cf. Brambilla (2015). Cf.
Anzaldda (1987) for a ground-breaking early account of being “both here and there” in
the Mexican-US borderlands, and for how the frontier serves as a place of interaction
as much as of closure.
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spatio-political interest in the matter.'*> Cohen (1994, p. 63) uses the term
diacritical feature instead, reminding us that it is not just any difference but
specific ones that are relevant in creating layers of social boundaries.

But how are these social boundaries to be understood? And how do they
relate to spatio-political borders? Lamont / Molndr (2002) suggest to distin-
guish between symbolic and social boundaries. Whereas symbolic boundaries
are categories claimed and ascribed by and to people and subject to being
negotiated and contested in interaction, social boundaries are “objectified
forms of social differences manifested in unequal access to and unequal dis-
tribution of resources (material and non-material) and social opportunities”
(Lamont / Molnar, 2002, p. 168). They see the difference between symbolic
and social boundaries as one of individual vs. group processes: “The former
exist at the intersubjective level whereas the latter manifest themselves as
groupings of individuals” (Lamont / Molndr, 2002, p. 169). Crucially, they
take the existence of a symbolic boundary to be “a necessary but insuffi-
cient condition for the existence of boundaries” (Lamont / Molnér, 2002, p.
169).'* Wimmer similarly distinguishes between a boundary’s categorical
and behavioral dimensions:

The former refers to acts of social classification and collective representation; the latter
to everyday networks of relationships that result from individual acts of connecting

and disconnecting. [...] Only [...] when ways of seeing the world correspond to ways
of acting in the world, shall I speak of a social boundary. (Wimmer, 2008, p. 975)

There are objections to this way of conceptualizing boundaries: Karafillidis
(2010) contends that symbolic boundaries are social boundaries too, since
symbolic boundary-making necessarily takes place in the social sphere. He
therefore suggests differentiating between symbolic and institutionalized so-
cial boundaries. Jenkins (2015) underlines the interactional nature of these
processes: “The existence of a symbolic or categorical boundary can only be
known if it is expressed in behaviour such as speaking, writing or non-verbal

13 Similarly, van Houtum (2005) speaks of the discipline of border studies having
shifted from being interested in the boundary line to border studies that “can now
dominantly be characterized as the study of human practices that constitute and
represent differences in space” (van Houtum, 2005, p. 672). Cf. also contributions to
Wilson / Donnan (2012).

14 One example Lamont / Molnar (2002, p. 176) give of how symbolic boundaries are
turned into social ones relates to people being reprimanded if they fail to conform to
gendered expectations. Cultural markers being employed to strengthen class distinction
in the sense used by Bourdieu (1984) is their example of symbolic boundaries being
used to legitimize social boundaries.

56

(@) er-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

B. The limits of belonging: Boundaries

communication” (Jenkins, 2015, p. 12). Although it leaves out the material
aspects of boundaries (cf. Green, 2017; Star, 2010), this understanding does
allow for the social and material accomplishment of not only the boundary but
also the border. While Jenkins (2015) characterizes the difference between
border and boundary studies as one of academic discipline rather than sub-
stance, current approaches in cultural studies aim to unite transdisciplinary
perspectives on spatio-political borders and socio-cultural boundaries (Gerst
et al., 2018b; Gerst / Kramer, 2019; Weier et al., 2018).

This brings us back to the features of boundaries that are relevant to the
present study. Apart from their inclusionary and exclusionary nature, I discuss
how boundaries 1) rely on and constitute difference(s), 2) are relational, 3)
are subject to negotiation and processual, 4) surpassable, and 5) complex. [
will address these points in turn.

Firstly, perceived and constructed difference is crucial for boundaries.
Green (2009) draws widely on Derrida’s notion of différance to theorize
boundaries as traces (a term she ultimately abandons in favor of the even
less “linear” tidemarks):'?

The fabric of the trace, for Derrida, is difference; and difference is articulation. That

sounds to me like quite a good description of border: an entity that always-already
implies difference; the articulation of difference. (Green, 2009, p. 12f)

In less poetic terms, boundaries make difference(s) visible. Indeed, the per-
ception of things “being different on the other side” accounts for much of
what my consultants refer to when they talk about the — internally homoge-
nized (cf. Hirschauer, 2014) — groups they discern in their lifeworld. Recall,
however, that not every difference constitutes a boundary.

Secondly, by excluding the Other, any boundary nevertheless constitutes a
relation between the things it separates, as the Other remains present in its
exclusion (Kleinschmidt, 2014; Lamont / Molnar, 2002). This resonates with
Tilly (2004), who views boundaries as made up of four types of relations:
relations on either side of the boundary (1-2), relations across the boundary
(3) and representations about the boundary on both sides (4) (Tilly, 2004,
p- 214). Karafillidis takes Tilly’s concept of relationality and expands it by
reminding us that these four relations are related to differently by members
of both groups, thereby establishing a complexly interwoven network of
relations of relations:

15 The concept of boundaries as traces and thereby inherently historical will allow me to
tease out precisely these traces of historical contexts in the interviews. Cf. also Little
(2015); Hofler (2019); Hirschauer (2014); Hurd et al. (2017).

57

(@) ev-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

Chapter 3: Researching identification, belonging, and the (un)making of boundaries

Genau genommen haben wir es sogar mit einer vierstelligen Relationierung von
Relationen zu tun, denn in den Geschichten iiber die Grenze und ihren Relationen
wird auf beiden Seiten diese vierstellige Relationierung reflektiert und ineinander
verflochten.'® (Karafillidis 2009, p. 109, emphasis in the original).

While the present corpus does not yield information on all four types of
relations Tilly makes relevant, it is possible to investigate some of them.
Crucially, by narrating one’s perspective on and experiences of the boundary
to an outsider a fifth relation is constituted.

Conceiving boundaries as relational enables us, thirdly, to view boundaries
as interfaces between the perceived “groups” (Lamont / Molnér, 2002, p.
179) — a site where negotiation and contestation may take place (cf. also
Gerst / Kridmer, 2019; Karafillidis, 2018). Boundaries are subject to ongoing
negotiations about who and what belongs, or does not (Vasilache, 2007, p.
33), complemented by negotiations about what this belonging entails by
self-ascribed members of a given “group”. Wimmer (2008, p. 998) rightly
stresses that there must be some minimal consensus over which categories are
meaningful and relevant in a situation, otherwise there can be no struggle over
their interpretation and breadth. “Svan”, “Ach’arian”, “Greek” or “Georgian”
are all categories that are used in everyday life in the rural region of Ts’alk’a
— the struggle concerns the question of their salience, who they include and
exclude, and what characteristics are ascribed to people who are internally
and/or externally defined as falling into any of these categories. The struggle
over who gets to define how the category “Greek” is filled, over who is
included and excluded and thereby where the boundary is to be drawn, is
also at the heart of the contest taking place in Greece. Both negotiations are
discussed in detail in Chapter 7.

Understanding boundaries as subject to negotiation allows us to analyze
them as historically contingent, i.e. temporal processes as much as social and
spatial ones (Brambilla, 2015; Green, 2009; Hirschauer, 2014; Little, 2015;
Tilly, 2004). Hence, terms such as bordering, boundary (un)making and
(de-)coupling emphasize how both individuals and institutional actors act
on boundaries: drawing them, fortifying them, questioning them, subverting
them, changing them, tearing them down, re-establishing them, redrawing
them. Consequently, Brambilla takes boundaries to be in “a constant state of
becoming” (Brambilla, 2015, p. 17) and aims “for a processual ontology that

16 “Strictly speaking, we are dealing with a quadruple relation of relations, since in the
stories about the border/boundary and their relations this quadruple relation is being
reflected and intertwined on both sides.” My translation.
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conceives reality as actively constructed, as what constitutes reality depends
on human understanding and practice” (Brambilla 2015, p. 26, emphasis
in the original). Taking boundaries to be negotiated and processual means
they are accessible via a methodological approach focusing on interaction,
as introduced in Section C..
In that, they are also products of narrative strategies that serve to fortify
boundaries — and identifications:
Die besondere Betonung der Fremdheit und Andersartigkeit des hinter der Grenze
Liegenden, ist eben kein Zeichen einer starken Grenze, sondern soll die Stédrke der
Grenze selbst erst produzieren, eine solche narrative Strategie ist demnach kein Zei-

chen von Sicherheit, sondern eher das sprichwortliche Pfeifen im dunklen Walde.!”
(Vasilache, 2007, p. 33)

An account of the quality and strength of any boundary therefore must take
into account that boundaries presented in interaction as strong, thick, durable
may reflect the speakers perception and/or intention more than the difficulty
individuals may encounter in crossing or even noticing said boundary.

Fourthly, boundaries gain visibility when they are being crossed (Klein-
schmidt, 2011, p. 11). In my data, consultants speak angrily about internal
migrants using abandoned Greek houses as cowsheds — in my consultants’
eyes clearly crossing a boundary that for the “crossers” apparently does not
exist in the same way. Furthermore, they are perhaps most strongly felt when
they come up as insurmountable. This is true of national borders that are
easily crossed by some but not by others: “they work differently on different
individuals” (Rumford 2008, p. 9; cf. also Khosravi 2010). It is also true of
social boundaries that heavily depend on the features made relevant for the
ability to pass, as my consultants relate in their narrations about their and
their community’s experiences in Greece.

As has become apparent, boundaries (and borders) are, finally, complex
and multidimensional (Gerst et al., 2018b; Gerst / Kramer, 2019), which is
grasped analytically in them being described as, for instance, borderscapes
(Brambilla, 2015), textures (Weier et al., 2018), or assemblages (Sohn, 2016).
In the following, we will examine the complexities relevant to the present
study.

17 “The special emphasis on the strangeness and otherness of what lies behind the
border/boundary is not a sign of a strong border/boundary, but intended to produce
the strength of the border/boundary in the first place. Such a narrative strategy is
therefore not a sign of security, but rather the proverbial whistling in the dark forest.”
My translation.
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I. Qualities of boundaries

Almost trivially, no two boundaries are the same. They differ in terms of their
quality, in how they treat people of different categories, i.e. who can cross
them more easily, and in which contexts they are made relevant and how. For
Wimmer (2008) there are four dimensions in which (ethnic) boundaries may
vary: their political salience, their social closure or groupness, their cultural
differentiation and finally their stability, i.e. how easily and fast they can be
changed. These four features determine the degree of individual choice in
identifying oneself:

Where boundaries are not politically salient, where degrees of closure and hierarchiza-

tion are low, when cultural differentiation has not produced an empirical landscape

with clearly demarcated territories of cultural similarity, classificatory ambiguity and

complexity will be high and allow for more individual choice. (Wimmer, 2008, p.
1002)

Regarding the dimension of social closure, he follows Weber in so far as
“[h]igh degrees of closure imply that the boundary cannot be easily crossed”
(Wimmer, 2008, p. 980). In the terms of the frameworks discussed below,
high degrees of closure would equal a very thick or durable boundary. These
frameworks — by Haselsberger (2014), and Schiffauer et al. (2018) — focus
mainly on the variable of stability, which seems to coincide with if not depend
on social closure. However, the other dimensions arguably also play a role
and it is hard to imagine one of the four dimensions all by itself.

Schiffauer et al. (2018) advocate thinking “from the boundary”!® and
propose a rather comprehensive framework for researchers to tap into — or
to expand on (cf. Bossong et al. 2017; Gerst et al. 2018b; Gerst / Kramer
2019; Zinkhahn Rhobodes 2016). Firstly, they distinguish between the spa-
tial, social and temporal dimension of boundaries. These can coincide but

18 “Anzustreben ist eine Analyse, die nicht Grenzen als im wahrsten Sinne ,peripheres’

Phénomen am Rande mitberiicksichtigt, sondern analytisch an diesen Grenzen ansetzt,
um somit auch sozial-kulturelle Ordnungen als etwas sichtbar zu machen, was sich im-
mer erst liber mehr oder minder stabile oder fragile Grenzziehungen zu einem Auflen
ergibt und dabei unintendiert mannigfache Zwischenzonen produziert” (Schiffauer
etal., 2018, p. 12).
“An analysis should be sought, which does not only marginally include bor-
ders/boundaries as a truly ‘peripheral’ phenomenon, but which starts analytically at
these borders/boundaries, in order to show socio-cultural orders as something only
ever resulting through more or less stable or fragile boundary-making vis-d-vis an
outside and at the same time unintentionally producing manifold intermediate zones.”
My translation.
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theoretically do not have to, even if they do coincide in the overwhelming
majority of empirical cases. In the analysis, I will focus on the interplay
of temporal, spatial and social aspects of establishing boundaries with dif-
fering qualities. An analytical focus on space and time is crucial for a full
understanding of the emergence of social positions and boundaries. So, while
Chapter 6 explores the social changes after the end of the Soviet Union, it is
their temporal relation to “how things were before” that is made relevant in
the interviews and allows my consultants to position themselves in the new
social order, for instance as Goop GeoraGiaN Crrizens (cf. Hofler, 2019).

The second analytical perspective Schiffauer et al. (2018) suggest is to
examine boundaries concerning their durable, permeable or liminal qualities.
While the text suggests these to be heuristic categories marking different states
of boundariness, conceptualizing them in reference to a continuum appears
more promising for a process-oriented approach. A durable boundary would
be one established as hard or, at the extreme end of the continuum, impossible
(for some) to cross, with the social categories it differentiates constituted as
irreducibly different in the situation in which they are made relevant.' In the
interview corpus, durable boundaries are in many cases established using the
religious differentiation between CHrisTIANITY and IsLAM as insurmountable
and opposing. A permeable boundary, in contrast, would be one established as
traversable under certain conditions; most international borders, for instance,
are permeable for individuals with passports constituting them as citizens
of the Global North (cf. Khosravi, 2010; Rumford, 2012). At the extreme
end, a boundary that all individuals can cross without notice has ceased
to exist. Liminality characterizes the boundary during moments or periods
of transition. It is the quality of the change from one category or state to
another, as delineated for rites-de-passage in Turner (1987) and elaborated in
contemporary approaches as a processual quality inherent in all boundaries
(cf. Gerst/ Krdmer, 2019; Horvath et al., 2015; Kleinschmidt, 2011; Rampton,
1999). Indeed, conceptualizing the post-Soviet transitions as a (perhaps
prolonged) liminal phase is the only way to do justice to the way consultants
speak about it (cf. Chapter 6; Hofler 2019).

As we have seen, Haselsberger (2014) treats boundaries as layered, with
more layers increasing a boundary’s thickness, or stability. She differenti-

19 While in principle it were entirely feasible for me to join the police force, if I am
stopped and asked by a police officer to identify myself, the categories and possible
ranges of action ascribed to us in that situation are fundamentally and impassibly
different.
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ates between four subsets of boundary layers: geopolitical, socio-cultural,
economic and biophysical (Haselsberger, 2014, p. 507). Discussing geo-
graphical borders, her argument is “that the thicker a border is, meaning
the more boundaries it consists of and the more functions imposed upon it
over the years, the more difficult it is to cross, both physically and mentally”
(Haselsberger, 2014, p. 510). Thin boundaries, then, are more permeable
whereas thick boundaries become increasingly more durable. As a first con-
ceptualization, the layering approach is empirically helpful, although the
socio-cultural subset needs further development for our purposes: religious,
ancestral, linguistic, and boundaries relating to everyday practices all play a
role for Georgia’s Greek community. However, it is not only their interplay
that needs to be explored, it is also crucially the relevance they are imbued
with. Finally, for Haselsberger the boundary appears to be a cumulative pro-
cess only: she does not account for the removing of layers: boundaries or
layers becoming less relevant and finally shifting or dissolving. As we will
see in Chapter 7, however, some boundaries in my corpus are subject to
processes of blurring and loss of relevance.

II.  (Un)making boundaries

Taking boundaries to be processual poses the question of how their making
and unmaking is achieved. Barth (1969) can quite rightly be said to have
stood anthropology on its feet, as it were, in moving the focus away from
writing histories of cultural traits to writing about processes of boundary-
making and their maintenance. Importantly, it is those features that are made
relevant by the actors that will determine how (and where) the boundary is
drawn (Barth, 1969, p. 14). This, in turn, depends on whether enough people
can be made to subscribe to a particular perspective on the world:
One major impetus to ethnicity arises if people can be made to join in creating
the appearance of discontinuity by embracing a few neatly contrasting diacritica,
rather than the variable and inconstant whole of culture. An imagined community is
promoted by making a few such diacritica highly salient and symbolic, that is, by an
active construction of a boundary. (Barth, 1994, p. 16)

Even though Barth (1969, p. 15) famously claimed to be more interested in
the boundaries drawn than in the stuff they enclose, one can not be considered
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without the other, especially if we bear in mind the previous discussions on
the importance of shared experiences for belonging.?°

Wimmer (2008) offers what he claims is the first systematic framework
of “different degrees of political salience of ethnic boundaries, of social
closure and exclusion along ethnic lines, of cultural differentiation between
groups, and of stability over time” (Wimmer, 2008, p. 972). To do so, he
combines attention to the institutional framework, power relations and actor
networks with a typology of the already mentioned Elementary Strategies
of Ethnic Boundary Making, elaborated in more detail in Wimmer (2013).
The typology comprises expansion, contraction, inversion, repositioning and
blurring of (ethnic) categories. Expansion and contraction have to do with
changing the size of the category in question, in one case making it larger
(“peasants” and many others into “Frenchmen” in Weber’s 1976 famous
dictum), in the other excluding people from the in-group (Wimmer, 2008,
p- 987). Inversion covers attempts at reinterpreting the hierarchy between
groups — the Black Power movement is a famous example. Repositioning
is a strategy, which individuals pursue to move from one category into the
other; assimilation and passing are its main instruments (Wimmer, 2008,
p- 988). In linguistic research, this is usually conceptualized as crossing
from one discernible way of speaking to another (cf. Cutler, 2014; Rampton,
2000; Rampton / Charalambous, 2012). Blurring often takes the form of
emphasizing “universal” values like belonging to “humanity” as such, rather
than a smaller category and is said to be especially used by stigmatized
groups (Wimmer, 2008, p. 989).

My consultants are both subject to and agents of contraction: the former
when they are not recognized as “real Greeks” in Greece and the latter when
they divide the category “Georgian” into “real Georgians”, “Svans” and
“Ach’arians” in order to exclude the last from the positively evaluated category
“Georgian” — whereas the excluded decidedly contest this categorization (cf.
Chapter 7). Pontic Greek consultants sometimes attempt inversion when
they claim that they, rather than “Greek Greeks”, are “real Greeks” because
in their view they speak a more “archaic” form of the Greek language (cf.
Chapter 5). An example of an Urum Greek consultant attempting inversion on
the grounds of “ancestral purity” will be analyzed in excerpt 28 in Chapter 7.
Repositioning plays a role especially in Greece, mostly through linguistic
assimilation, which fits well to the majority society’s emphasis on language

20 To give credit where it is due, Barth (1994, 2000) later also expresses interest in the
“cultural stuff”.
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competence as the most relevant boundary feature, as introduced in Chapter 2.
Boundaries being blurred to the point of their dissolution is something we
will encounter when examining boundaries between Georgians and Georgian
Greeks in Chapter 7, although Wimmer might analyze this too as a case of
repositioning. I prefer to associate blurred boundaries in this context with
an increase in permeability, because the image emerging from the analysis
is not one of individuals or their putative community “moving across a
threshold” but rather one in which the boundaries between the two categories
become less relevant and blurred over time to the point of disappearing in
certain contexts (cf. Hirschauer, 2014). In Wimmer’s (2008) theory, these five
methods should be discussed in relation to relevant institutional frameworks,
power relations and networks of the actors in question. Having discussed the
Soviet Union as a nationalizing institutional framework in Chapter 2, we will
see how this plays out in the analysis.

So far, this Chapter has aimed to situate the present work against theoretical
approaches to processes of individual and collective identification, belonging,
and the (un)making of boundaries. Crucially, these are social processes that
rely on interaction to constitute the categories and boundaries in question and
to establish which of their attributes is to be selected as relevant. One attribute
that is made relevant very differently by consultants is LANGUAGE, which some
evaluate as the most essential feature of identification while others evaluate
it as marginal and almost superfluous (cf. Chapter 5). For many consultants,
REeLiGiON and/or ANCESTRY determine inclusion or exclusion and thereby
not only where the boundary is to be drawn but also how permeable it might
be (cf. Chapter 7). It is thus not simply the number of layers accumulated (as
per Haselsberger 2014) but how these layers are related by the interactants,
which ones are made relevant, how these relevancies are contested and who
holds the power to decide upon category membership.

From the analyst’s point of view, the stories and relations about the bound-
ary as per Tilly (2004) are very productive, as is an emphasis on the historicity
of boundaries and other social constellations (Green, 2009; Hirschauer, 2014).
This is complemented by Schiffauer et al. (2018) and their reminder to closely
examine the interplay between the social, temporal, and spatial dimensions.
Finally, understanding boundaries as complex and multidimensional (Gerst
et al., 2018b; Gerst / Kramer, 2019; Weier et al., 2018) allows me to explore
questions of belonging and patterns of language use that enrich the analysis
in important ways.
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This Section tackles the challenge of developing a way to apply these concep-
tualizations of identification, belonging and the (un)making of boundaries to
actual data. The theories outlined in the preceding sections already provide a
number of pointers as to what such a methodology might look like. First and
foremost, if the things we are interested in are established in interaction, it is
interaction that we need to explore. Secondly, if we aim to study categoriza-
tion and actions accomplished through the use of categories — establishing
groups, contesting boundaries — research programs dealing with these pro-
cesses like Conversation Analysis (CA) and Membership Categorization
Analysis (MCA) provide an appropriate approach. Both points are covered in
Section I.. Thirdly, we need to look at how interlocutors position themselves
and others in the interactions of interest. Since they are used frequently by
my consultants, I will explore how deictics and narratives are used to this
end in Section II.. Finally, in relating their lifeworlds and answering my
questions, consultants draw on broader social, political, and cultural contexts.
Section III. introduces a way to trace these links in the data.

Note that I will outline my approach here in a way that puts various
things next to, or rather behind, each other. In the analytical Chapters 5
through 7 I will, however, follow the research questions outlined in Chapter 1
as they emerge from the interview data and elaborate the interactional devices
consultants use in speaking about these topics as we go along. This is due
to the primary research focus being content-based, as laid out so far, rather
than being focused narrowly on the interactional devices used.?!

Furthermore, it is particularly the kommunikative Hervorbringung ‘com-
municative production’ (Hausendorf, 2000), i.e. the social processes of iden-
tification, belonging and boundary-work that I am interested in, rather than
their cognitive representation.”? This does not mean that participants do
not, for instance, evoke shared knowledge in an interaction, but the analysis

21 In Hofler (2018b) I explore chestno govorya “honestly speaking” as an interactional
device furthering proximity between interlocutors.

22 Cf. Hausendorf’s (2000, p. 16-19) discussion of treating the two as separate sys-
tems: “Innerhalb der Kommunikation kann nicht auf Zugehdorigkeits-Reprisentationen
zuriickgegriffen werden, ohne daf} bei diesem ‘Riickgriff” aus der Reprisentation
eine Darstellung wird, und vice versa kann innerhalb des Bewultseins nicht auf
Zugehorigkeits-Darstellungen Bezug genommen werden, ohne daf3 bei diesem ‘Bezug’
aus der Darstellung eine Représentation wird” (Hausendorf, 2000, p. 18).

65

(@) ev-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

Chapter 3: Researching identification, belonging, and the (un)making of boundaries

focuses on the way this knowledge is referenced, which part of it and from
what perspective.

Summing up my methodological approach as precisely as possible, I
am engaged in an ethnographically informed conversation analysis as per
Deppermann (2000, 2013a), which takes into account contexts beyond the
immediate interaction wherever relevant, i.e. whenever speakers draw on
these discourses for their positioning and boundary work.

I. Categorization

Taking a non-essentialist perspective on processes of identification, boundary-
making and belonging implies avoiding presuppositions about an interaction
and examine what is used and made relevant by its participants. For our
purposes, this means we should not presuppose difference or convergence
between two participants putatively differing or converging in their group-
ness but rather observe how differentiation or convergence are established
in the particular interaction. The most promising way of doing this, I argue,
is to reconstruct the interactional methods participants use to achieve an
activity and to thereby establish and account of the meaning of said activity.
Seminal ethnomethodological work by Garfinkel (1967) and Sacks (1992)*
has inspired two broad strands of research relevant to the present study: Con-
versation Analysis (CA) and Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA),
with the former having gained considerably more research momentum since
their inception (Stokoe, 2012). Both are interested in how participants rather
than analysts structure interaction and their social world, and orient to the
ongoing interaction and participant roles in the interaction. Historically, CA
has been more focused on the structure and organization of an interaction,
and MCA more on the methods interactants use to describe and understand
the world (Stokoe, 2012, p. 278). The present study draws on a combination
of these approaches (Watson, 2015).

Central to the focus on how participants accomplish activities and establish
their meaning is the basic tenet that interaction is ordered and structured
sequentially. Voluminous research has appeared on elements of this interac-

23 Note that while in CA terminology I would mostly write about interactional devices,
in Ethnomethodology it is not just researchers who have access to methods, but
participants are also understood to be using observable methods to structure their lives
and interactions, and to make sense of their lifeworlds (for a very readable introduction
cf. Hester / Francis, 2004).
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tively established ordering, for instance turn-taking or adjacency pairs (such
as greetings or question-answer sequences).* Examining the sequential or-
der of an interaction, it becomes apparent that conversational settings are
not all the same: an interview differs markedly from, say, a family dinner
table conversation in terms of the roles participants establish and fill. This
must be taken into account when analyzing interview data (Deppermann,
2013b), especially when the interviewer is an outsider, like in the present
study. Sequentiality has another implication for the analysis, namely that it
is generally inadmissible to “jump ahead” and look for interpretative cues
further ahead in the transcript, i.e. at things that had not already been articu-
lated at that point in the conversation (Kesselheim, 2009, p. 27). At heart,
this is an issue of context and will be discussed in more detail in Section III..
A further feature of conversation that becomes apparent in studying its se-
quential order is recipient design: the very stable observation that speakers
orient towards what they presume and/or know about the knowledge and
positions of their interlocutor(s), and towards the shared understanding that
has already been established, either in the ongoing or in previous interactions.
I will explore recipient design in the next Section II. and will now turn to
matters of categorization.

Hausendorf (2000, p. 99) describes the establishment of Zugehdrigkeit*
as a “‘communicative problem” that is “solved” in interaction. He discerns
three tasks that participants may carry out to accomplish this endeavor:
Zuordnen, Zuschreiben and Bewerten (Hausendorf, 2000, pp. 106-14). In
this process, entities are categorized, ascribed certain attributes, which are
finally evaluated. Importantly, it is categorization that establishes category
membership, making the other two steps optional (Hausendorf, 2000, p.
108). Categorization enables the other two: “Durch das Zuordnen werden das
Zuschreiben und das Bewerten gleichwohl nahegelegt und in vielen Féllen
sogar hochgradig anschluBfihig”?® (Hausendorf, 2000, 112). Categorization,
finally, is also the prerequisite for ascription, and evaluation is impossible
without at least implicitly suggesting an ascription and a category. All three

24 For overviews cf. Goodwin / Heritage (1990); Hutchby / Wooffitt (2002); Kallmeyer
(1988).

25 Zugehorigkeit translates as belonging or membership into English. When participants
establish their category membership as GREEK, for instance, I will in most cases
speak of identification. When Zugehorigkeit is accomplished through highlighting
commonality and attachment as per Pfaff-Czarnecka (2011), I will speak of belonging.

26 “By categorizing, ascription and evaluation are nevertheless suggested and in many
cases extremely connectable.” My translation.
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may be established explicitly in the foreground of a conversation or merely
suggested or signaled in the background of a sequence whose main topic is
not the establishment of Zugehorigkeit (Hausendorf, 2000, p. 132).

In MCA literature, this is usually discussed in terms of ascribing category-
bound predicates or category-bound activities, following Sacks (1992).
Kesselheim uses the terms Aufrufen ‘to invoke’ and Fiillen ‘to fill” for cat-
egorizing and ascribing, respectively, and argues that categories may also
be filled with evaluations (Kesselheim, 2009, p. 110f.). For the present pur-
poses, Hausendorf’s triad is particularly useful, since distinguishing between
these three tasks and being aware of their progression allows for a nuanced
analysis of the interaction. From examining the interview data, it appears
that it is especially the (negative) evaluation that interactively distinguishes
an ascribed difference from a social boundary.?’

II. Doing things with categories: Positioning the self and others

Through interaction, participants achieve more than simply categorization,
ascription and evaluation: they do things with categories by positioning them,
themselves and their interlocutors to order their social world. To explore this,
I will on the one hand outline the methods that emerge as the most important
for the corpus,?® and at the same time explain how positioning is achieved in
narratives and through the use of deictics.

Positioning relies heavily on recipient design, underscoring the interac-
tional nature of conversation: “Mutual orientation between speaker and hearer
is the most basic social alignment implicated in spoken interaction” (Good-
win / Heritage, 1990, p. 292). This holds for seemingly basic activities like
addressing the interlocutor depending on their presumed or contextually
established social status, referencing previously established relative proxim-
ity or distance between interlocutors, as well as establishing and orienting
to shared knowledge. This is particularly easy to observe in interactions in

27 Research on what Heitmeyer (2012) broadly labels gruppenbezogene Menschen-
feindlichkeit ‘group-related hostility” also points to negative evaluation being at the
core of social boundaries that are established and perceived as durable (Dijk, 1987;
de Cillia et al., 1999; Ha, 2004; Tajfel, 1981; Wodak et al., 2009).

28 For studies exploring methods for the construction of identification and belonging
more generally and that come up with quite comprehensive catalogs of methods and
linguistic forms cf. Dijk (1987); Hausendorf (2000); Kesselheim (2009); Roth (2005);
Wodak et al. (2009).

68

(@) er-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

C. Methodological considerations

which the participants have never met before and carefully establish shared
knowledge on their similarities and differences. In cases where participants
relate things that might be read as (socially) contentious — for our purposes
especially in evaluating an established out-group very negatively — partici-
pants may also carefully test the reactions of their interlocutor(s) in building
their account over a number of turns (cf. Roth, 2005; Stoltenburg, 2009).
This is observable in interactional data:

if a category-feature formulation ‘works’, that is, it does not become the object

of repair, then it works on the basis that speakers share category knowledge and

unspecified inferences enough to progress the sequence underway. (Stokoe, 2012, p.
291)

This co-construction also happens in much less precarious contexts, in which
participants support each other in establishing meaning. This can range from
producing supportive feedback signals during a narration (Czyzewsky et al.,
1995, p. 80) via longer and substantial contributions — co-constructing a
narrative, for instance (Fina / Georgakopoulou, 2008) — to the explicit co-
construction of utterances (Jacoby / Ochs, 1995; Jungbluth, 2011, 2016;
Thorle, 2012). Participants may also voice disagreement and contest the
account being produced. Crucially, this means that all people present in an
ongoing interaction should be considered active participants and cannot be
left out of the analysis (Czyzewsky et al. 1995, p. 80; Kesselheim 2009, p.
28).%

As an introduction to positioning, categories enable the ordering of the
world in that collections or sets of them may be structured in a way that assigns
categories within the set different positions (Stokoe, 2012, p. 281). A “sports
team” or a “family” might be established as such sets. Note that even though
some sets may appear to be more conventionalized and therefore stable across
contexts,* they nevertheless have to be at least hinted at and filled every time
they are invoked.?' Establishing the Soviet Union as a “family”, as featured

29 This means including in the transcript all listener responses that my colleague Nika
Loladze and I produce, instead of leaving them out as “inconsequential”, and to draw
on our participation in the analyses.

30 Sack’s (1992, p. 255) famous example “The baby cried. The mommy picked it up.”
illustrates such a highly conventionalized set.

31 While in Sacks (1992) there are examples of both: category sets being established
sequentially as well as categories that are taken to be somehow “universal”, contem-
porary research on membership categorization has firmly embraced the sequential
and interactional approach (cf. Deppermann, 2013a; Hausendorf, 2000; Kesselheim,
2009; Stokoe, 2012; Watson, 2015).
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in Chapter 6 shows that category sets can be employed for purposes beyond
what might be deemed their conventional application.*?> Another instance of
this type of positioning is the hierarchical ordering of the language varieties
I ask consultants about (cf. Chapter 5). When it comes to ordering social
categories, the most frequent method speakers use in the corpus is to contrast
the categories by way of evaluating the attributes they have ascribed to them,
i.e. by way of comparing and evaluating their category-bound predicates
and activities.** In the relevant sequences in my corpus, this whole process —
categorization, ascription, evaluation, contrast — is usually achieved through
narratives, in which the first part of the contrastive comparison is the one
evaluated as “better”.

Doing positioning with categories is only one of a number of ways in-
terlocutors can signal, negotiate and contest their position(s) in an ongoing
interaction. I will look at three main concepts, namely sociolinguistic varia-
tion, deictic expressions, and narrative. From a sociolinguistic perspective,
there is well-established research on the ways speakers signal their regional
and/or social identification and belonging by way of adapting their language
use (Bucholtz / Hall, 2005; Gumperz, 1982; Labov, 1966; Le Page / Tabouret-
Keller, 1985; Tabouret-Keller, 1997; Rampton, 2000; Schilling-Estes, 2004).
As I am not a competent speaker of all the languages spoken by Georgian
Greeks, these types of positioning will play only a minor role in the analysis.>*
The way to get from the use of a specific linguistic feature to something like
an interactional position or regional identification is to treat it as indexical,
i.e. as referencing a social category or position within or external to the
ongoing interaction. Note that contemporary (socio)linguistic approaches as
well as traditional CA and MCA treat all language use as indexical in that its
meaning is interactively established and negotiated, and can only be made
sense of in its sequential context (Garfinkel / Sacks 1976, p. 143ft.; Gal /
Irvine 2019; Silverstein 2003).

32 Cf. Thun-Hohenstein (2015b) for a detailed discussion of the conventionalization of
this metaphor for the Soviet Union. For an appeal to extend MCA beyond the realm
of establishing and positioning purely social categories cf. Gerst (2016).

33 Contrast as a method of establishing clear and morally evaluated differentiation
between categories — boundaries in the terms laid out in the preceding sections — has
been studied inter alia by Dijk (1987); Hausendorf (2000); Kesselheim (2009); Roth
(2005); Stokoe (2012); Tajfel (1981). For contrast as a method to achieve self- and
other positioning in an ongoing conversation cf. Gal / Irvine (2019); Kern (2009).

34 T will discuss the issue of the interview languages in more detail in Chapter 4.
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Focusing on deictic expressions of place, time and person offers the ana-
lyst a straightforward starting point for exploring how participants position
themselves and others in the context of the interaction as well as with regard
to larger societal contexts (cf. Section III.). Since the analysis in Chapters 5
to 8 is structured around matters of content rather than linguistic form, I will
summarize some of the findings here. I will start with person deixis, as it is
most easily connected to social categorization, before considering place and
time. Much research on referencing categories and/or social “groups” through
the use of personal pronouns has focused on the dichotomy of us versus them
(cf. contributions to Duszak 2002, especially Hausendorf / Kesselheim 2002;
Helmbrecht 2002), which I will discuss together with narrative below.* The
first person plural we has also attracted much attention (cf. Pavlidou 2014a).
Apart from expressing the speaker’s membership in the collective referenced,
the precise extension of this collective will in many cases remain more or
less ambiguous (Helmbrecht, 2002; Pavlidou, 2014b). An example from the
present corpus is the contrast between the clearly indexed “Europe” and a
space referenced by the expression “how we do it”, which could contextually
refer to the inhabitants of a certain village, of Georgia, or of the post-Soviet
space as a whole (excerpt 26, Chapter 7). The first person plural possessive
pronoun is used with fairly high frequency in my data to refer to the Georgian
Greek in-group. This may happen either in conjunction with the substantive,
as in nashi greki ‘our Greeks’ or simply nashi ‘our_PL.

Further to positioning their more or less ambiguous in-group, partici-
pants may also indicate “ihre eigene Position in dem von ihnen konstru-
ierten Kategoriengeflecht”*® (Kesselheim, 2009, p. 117) more explicitly. To
achieve this, participants may declare their category membership or evalua-
tive stance®’ towards something by using the first person singular: “Durch
das Selbst-Verorten wird im Gesprich eine Art ‘Nullpunkt’ festgesetzt, von
dem aus die Gesprichsteilnehmer die von ihnen konstituierten Gruppen
beurteilen™® (Kesselheim, 2009, p. 118). This is also where the relationship
between the participants is interactively established (Jungbluth, 2015) and
their (dis)alignment and/or (dis)affiliation is negotiated. In terms of person

35 In my data this contrast is usually achieved through the juxtaposition of my (Russian)
or chven (Georgian) ‘we’, and oni (Russian) or isini (Georgian) ‘they’.

36 “Their own position in the category network they construct.” My translation.

37 Stance is usually conceptualized as expressing an evaluative position, cf. contributions
to Englebretson (2007) and Jaffe (2009), particularly Bois (2007).

38 “By locating the self, a ‘zero-point’ is fixed from which interlocutors evaluate the
groups they constitute.” My translation.
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deixis, the relationship between the interlocutors is established and made vis-
ible through terms of address and/or honorifics (Mondada, 1994; Silverstein,
2003). In my data, the second person plural vy (Russian) or tkven (Georgian)
was the most common form of address among participants (both in how I
addressed them and how they addressed me), especially in the beginning
and always with people who were at least my age or older.*® With younger
consultants, the more informal second person singular 7y (Russian) or shen
(Georgian) was usually either established at the very beginning of the inter-
view or took place gradually over the first few minutes of our conversation.
Sequential shifts from second person plural to singular in those interviews
where the plural form had been established as the conversational norm were
mostly used by consultants in constructing general rules of “how things
work”, using the second person singular to generalize their statement (cf.
Roth 2005).

Moving on to explicitly spatial considerations, the physical orientation of
participants has been shown to influence how they refer to the interactional
space (Jungbluth, 2003, 2011). Mondada (1994) studies how the experience
of space is turned into a topic of conversation. Contributions in Hausendorf
et al. (2012) offer a number of interesting perspectives, albeit focused on
how participants draw on the immediate interactional space as a resource.
My analytical focus, however, is on how participants construct and compare
spaces outside of our immediate conversational context in order to position
themselves, their community and the various out-groups they establish.*’
Similar to space, there are a number of comprehensive accounts of temporal-
ity in interaction, focusing mostly on sequencing (cf. Deppermann / Giinthner
2015; Hausendorf 2007). Less has been written on how time is made relevant
and used as a resource for the construction of identification and boundary
work. Specifically, what has not been attempted yet is a comprehensive analy-
sis of spatial, temporal and social positioning in the interactional construction
of identification, belonging and boundary (un)making.

Returning to positioning, Deppermann (2013a) conceptualizes the analysis
of interactional positioning*! as heavily dependent on MCA methodology:

39 Note that both Russian and Georgian encode person through verbal inflection and that
pronoun use is optional.

40 For an approach from the perspective of Critical Discourse Analysis, cf. Torkington
(2011).

41 Developed as Positioning Theory in Davies / Harré (1990); Harré et al. (2009),
and adapted for the study of narrative particularly in Bamberg (1997); Bamberg /
Georgakopoulou (2008).
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Since social identities of persons in discourse provide for major relevancies of po-
sitioning activities, membership categorization of and attributing category-bound
properties and activities to persons are basic practices of positioning. (Deppermann,
2013a, p. 67)

Difficulties for MCA arise, however, when the assignment of predicates or
activities to a category are disputed in an interaction: “The same behaviors
and even the same actions can be treated as giving evidence of different and
even competing identity-ascriptions” (Deppermann, 2013a, p. 77). This type
of contest is at the heart of a number of excerpts we will encounter during
the analysis, in which there is negotiation and at times open conflict over the
category membership indicated by the activity of speaking a Turkish variety.

Apart from the sociolinguistic variationist research tradition, narrative
has been intensively discussed in reference to the interactional positioning
that allows participants the establishment of identification and belonging.
While Lyotard (2012) holds that knowledge itself is structured narratively,
Sacks (1992) finds that people prefer to share knowledge via narrative rather
than “simply stating facts”. Introducing identification as a social process at
the beginning of this Chapter, we have already encountered theories that
understand identification as a fundamentally narrative endeavor (cf. Giinthner
/ Biicker, 2009; Hall, 1996).

Labov / Waletzky (1997) developed an approach to the analysis of nar-
rative that has since been criticized for being too static, especially for the
analysis of everyday small stories (cf. Bamberg, 1997, 2007; Bamberg / Geor-
gakopoulou, 2008; Fina / Georgakopoulou, 2008; Georgakopoulou, 2006,
2007).4? Studying narrative as a method whereby participants position them-
selves and others, three expanding contexts of positioning emerge: firstly,
categories and actors are positioned in the contexts of the narrated situa-
tion, secondly participants are positioned in the context of the interaction
itself through the narrated story — also by choosing which story to narrate
and how, and thirdly participants are positioned in contexts external to the
interactional context (Bamberg, 1997; Bamberg / Georgakopoulou, 2008;
Deppermann, 2013a; Lucius-Hoene / Deppermann, 2004; Giinthner, 2012;
Wortham, 2000). As already mentioned, consultants frequently use narratives
to establish and position various facets of the Georgian Greek in-group, a

42 Note that Dijk (1987) develops a narrative structure based on Labov / Waletzky (1997)
— assuming that some parts of the structure “may remain implicit” (Dijk, 1987, p.
64) — and observes that stories, in which the out-group is established and evaluated
negatively, in many cases do not end with a resolution of the narrated complication
but establish the out-group as so problematic that the conflict cannot be solved.
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number of out-groups and also the other participants in the conversation.*
Of course, this is also a result of the interview set-up in which I ask narrative
questions and in which Nika Loladze and myself support consultants through
the feedback responses we produce. On the level of the narrated episode,
we will see that consultants position themselves in many cases as active,
quick-witted, and resilient in dealing with difficulties.

One method that comes up with some frequency in the narratives is the
construction of extreme cases. Here 1 follow the terminology introduced in
Pomerantz (1986),** who establishes it to analyze instances of generaliza-
tion, which are interactively constructed in a way that makes it hard for the
respective interlocutor(s) to object to the generalization. While this has been
productively used in the analysis of positioning the out-group as morally
deficient (Figgou / Condor, 2006; Tileaga, 2005), in the present corpus it is
not only used in this vein but mostly to establish a general rule of “how things
work”. To this end, an extreme case is constructed by giving an example that
is perceived to be “far away” from the interview context and/or the lifeworld
of the consultants. By positing that the established rule also holds for such
an extreme case, the rule is shown to apply generally. In the corpus then,
empirical generalizations, i.e. based on observation or established as “po-
tentially observable”, are more conspicuous than apodictic generalizations
in the typology offered by Kallmeyer / Keim (1986, p. 112). As observed
already by Sacks (1992), members of any category are always established
as representative of their category when they are invoked in narratives or
other descriptive sequences: “Man kann einer Kategorie Verhaltensweisen
oder Eigenschaften als typisch zuschreiben, indem man das Verhalten oder
die Eigenschaften eines ihrer Mitglieder beschreibt™* (Kesselheim, 2009, p.
58).

Note that the opposite may also occur: particularly when talking about
the transition from Soviet Union to the independent Georgian nation state,
consultants frequently downplay the profundity and impact of the changes by
positioning themselves as ‘“normal” in the sense of not having experienced
anything other Georgian citizens would not have experienced in those times
(cf. Chapter 6).

43 For carefully elaborated accounts of how situated identification is constructed through
narrative cf. Archakis / Tzanne (2005, 2009).

44 For further elaboration cf. Edwards (2000).

45 One can ascribe behaviors or characteristics as typical for a category by describing
the behavior or characteristics of one of its members.” My translation.
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III. Context

Categorization and positioning, and thereby identification and boundary
(un)making may happen at various levels of context. The question is ulti-
mately how societal relations are traceable in the data, how participants use
them as resources and position themselves vis-a-vis these broader contexts
and, finally, how much knowledge — ethnographic or otherwise — the analyst
may bring to bear on the data at hand.

Earlier, I stressed the importance of analyzing data sequentially, since
positions may shift and change during an ongoing interaction. We have now
seen that narratives insert another layer of context into the interaction, namely
that of the story told. Sequentiality is the basis of the analysis and has to be
taken seriously: the same consultant may position categories differently at
different points in the same interview interaction. Following the frequently
assumed distinction between micro, meso and macro levels of context (cf.
Barth 1994; Bucholtz / Hall 2005), Arendt (2011) proposes to label the
sequential contexts nano context. While I do consider contexts at different
scales, I will still write about sequences rather than nano contexts. The only
context that is immediately traceable is the interaction, which in the case of
the present corpus is retained in recordings and detailed transcripts. This is
often referred to as the micro context, with the meso context usually given
as the communal level of group-making activities and the macro context as
mostly national or sometimes global (Arendt, 2011; Barth, 1994; Bucholtz
/ Hall, 2005). Depending on the topic, consultants do of course position
themselves on greatly varying levels: ranging from their family to their work
place, the village, the district, the region, the nation state, the post-Soviet
space etc., with “the community” and the category membership they might
make relevant varying accordingly. Usually these references, if they are
explicit rather than simply inferred, are not neatly layered but depend on
the positioning needs of consultants, which are often — but not always —
invoked through my questions. Instead of arbitrarily deciding whether the
analysis should view them as referencing meso or macro levels of context in
these instances,* I will instead restrict myself to explicating the respective
positions and their context.

While this may avoid establishing hierarchies where they are not made
relevant, the challenge of including context into the analysis remains. From
the perspective of Conversation Analysis, the answer is straightforward: the

46 For a scorching critique cf. Callon / Latour (2006).
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analyst has at her disposal only the context that is explicitly observable in
the interaction (Deppermann, 2000; Kesselheim, 2009; Schegloff, 1997;
Stokoe, 2012). Historically, this has been an important precaution against
foregrounding the analyst’s categories, and has taught us a great deal about
the organization of conversation and meaning-making within it. This precau-
tion, however, renders at least some interactional sequences opaque, if not
unintelligible:
In many cases, identities are implicitly indexed and ascribed; even explicit [member-
ship categorization] and attribution of category-bound activities presuppose stocks of
knowledge needed to understand the ramifications and allusions tied to the invocation
of explicit categorizations. Thus knowledge of cultural discourses is often needed

for noticing and almost always needed for a full understanding of how participants
display and negotiate identities in talk. (Deppermann, 2013a, p. 83)

What is missing, in short, is ethnographic knowledge that is quite often
necessary to understand the larger context of an interaction:
Not only does ethnography support and extend the conversation-analytic commitment
to understanding interaction from the point of view of those who participate in it,
but it also ensures that researchers view talk not as a chunk of text removed from any
broader context but as a dynamic interactional process embedded in and inseparable

from the social and cultural world from which it emerges. (Bucholtz / Hall, 2008, p.
153)

This precarious but necessary balancing act is further complicated by the
absence of well developed ways of integrating ethnographic knowledge into
conversation analysis (Deppermann, 2000, 2013a).*’ In elucidating the con-
text necessary to understand the processes of identification, belonging and
boundary (un)making, I will therefore proceed as cautiously as possible and
as boldly as necessary. A certain boldness will indeed be required to uncover
the historical traces that, as per Green (2009), might help us make sense of
how, for example, consultants evaluate the importance of speaking Standard
Modern Greek for GrReek category membership (cf. Chapter 5). When I
use the term discourse in those instances, I refer to the (shared) knowledge
produced in and by the respective socio-historical power constellations, i.e. to
the knowledge relevant in the historically situated social context beyond the

47 This is only a balancing act from the point of view of CA, however, with (Critical)
Discourse Analysis, for instance, being traditionally much less encumbered by worries
of over-interpretation (cf. Dijk, 1987; Reisigl / Wodak, 2001). For careful analyses
that do not explicitly draw on ethnographic knowledge cf. contributions in de Fina
et al. (2000).
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immediate interaction.*® A similar boldness is required in extending the scope
of the omnirelevant device (Sacks, 1992) beyond the immediate interactional
context (cf. Fitzgerald et al., 2009; Fitzgerald / Rintel, 2013), i.e. using the
term to refer to shared knowledge about the world. I will introduce this in the
analysis of excerpt 2 (Chapter 5) and discuss its applicability to RELIGION
and ANCESTRY as omnirelevant category sets in this corpus in Chapter 7.

To sum up, in this Chapter I have argued for an approach to processes
of identification, belonging and boundary (un)making that takes them as
interactional constructs achieved by all participants. With this background,
the next step is to explicate the corpus on which this book is based.

48 For linguistically oriented introductions to this notoriously complicated topic cf.
Blommaert (2005); Fairclough (1995); Spitzmiiller / Warnke (2011); Wodak / Meyer
(2001).
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The anthropologist creates a doubling of consciousness. Therefore, anthropological
analysis must incorporate two facts: first, that we ourselves are historically situated
through the questions we ask and the manner in which we seek to understand and
experience the world; and second, that what we receive from our consultants are
interpretations, equally mediated by history and culture. Consequently, the data we
collect is doubly mediated, first by our own presence and then by the second-order
self-reflection we demand from our consultants (Rabinow, 1977, p. 119).

It is not enough to keep this “double mediation” of data in the backs of our
minds when interviewing, analyzing data, writing about data and reading
other people’s studies. It is also necessary to make the situatedness of the
collected data transparent and to reflect the position(s) of the researcher in
all interactions.

This Chapter introduces the what and how of the research process. In
Section A. I will discuss the type of semi-structured interview I used and
briefly introduce the topics discussed in the interviews. In Section B. I will
introduce theoretical and practical considerations regarding the sample. In
Section C. I will clarify how I found people to interview and reflect on the
way any researcher constructs the field and changes it simply by being there.
Finally, in Section D. I will explain the process of transcription, annotation,
analysis, and written presentation of the interviews.

A. The semi-structured interview

Anthropological and ethnographic accounts have always put great emphasis
on participant observation, which — like no other method — can lead to a
holistic understanding of the community or situation in question. This is
what Geertz (1973) has famously called “thick descriptions”, i.e. accounts
that situate whatever they describe in the lifeworld of the consultants and
communities written about. While it is theoretically possible to record many
encounters during a participant observation, this would lead to a corpus of
nearly unmanageable size, containing perhaps only a few instances of the type
of material the researcher needs to answer her research questions. Although
this can be countered by collecting a number of more structured interviews in
addition to the participant observation, the main difficulty with this method

79

(@) ev-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

Chapter 4: Data collection and analysis

is that it is very time consuming. A further difficulty lies in the fact that the
researcher significantly alters the social setting of all encounters observed or
participated in, at least until she has “truly” become a part of the observed
community — and it remains debatable whether this is actually possible (cf.
Fox 2014; Rabinow 1977). The “unnaturalness” of interview situations is
therefore not necessarily avoided. Furthermore, while everyday sense-making
happens in and through everyday practices, this does not automatically make
them easier objects of analysis (Kern, 2000, p. 21). A final problem for the
present study arises from the multilingualism of the community in question.
As mentioned before, the members of Georgia’s Greek community speak
a large variety of languages in their daily lives — ranging from Urum or
Pontic Greek, to Russian, Standard Modern Greek (SMG) and Georgian.
An analysis of such “natural” data would have therefore been limited by my
personal language competences, which include Russian and some Georgian
but neither SMG nor Urum or Pontic Greek.

Although interviews have long been one of the core means for eliciting
information in all kinds of disciplines and on a host of topics, they are in-
creasingly seen as the least preferred option in terms of gathering information
on people’s everyday life, perceptions and (self-)representations; particularly
in ethnographic settings and in conversation analysis. This is mainly because
interviews are a very special conversational context, and one that allows
consultants to adopt different roles and to take different stances from those
they might take in other, less formal, more familiar, everyday contexts. The
“well reflected” and non-prejudiced persona a consultant may present to an
interviewer, for example, may (or may not) contradict her (verbal) behavior
in everyday interactions. Therefore, the focus has shifted to settings that
more readily form part of consultants’ daily lives: accounts of quotidian
community activities (Kesselheim, 2009), dinner table conversations (Ochs
/ Taylor, 1995), classroom talk (Rellstab, 2014), doctor-patient interactions
(Spranz-Fogasy, 2014), encounters in civil service institutions (Kesselheim,
2009; Rosenberg, 2014), all manner of workplace settings, and so on.

Still, interviews enable the elicitation of comparable and recorded data in a
manageable span of time. Crucially, consultants can be asked to explain other-
wise implicit structures of knowledge that guide their everyday presumptions
and interactions (Rabinow, 1977). A conversation analytical focus on the
interaction between the participants in the special conversational setting that
is an interview can help to mitigate the danger of drawing “wrong”, merely
content-based inferences from the data (Deppermann, 2013b, p. 60).
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In view of the previous Chapter’s approach, an interview type encouraging
consultants to tell bigger and smaller stories is paramount. Semi-structured
interviews are ideal for this purpose for a number of reasons. The researcher
complies with the expectations many consultants have regarding the interview
situation as one where one person typically asks questions and another person
answers them (cf. Wengraf 2001). The framework is both structured enough
to elicit comparable information, and open enough to allow a “real” (if at
least gently steered) conversation to take place with all the detours, cross-
references, explanations, and jokes this may entail. The challenge is that the
interviewer has to remain open to all the possible routes the interview may
take on the way to covering all topics, and be quick-thinking and skillful
enough to make use of the openness this approach allows (Flick, 2007, p.
223f.).!

In the interviews, we discussed (not necessarily in this order):

— Narratives of how “the Greeks” first came to Georgia, how the consul-
tant’s grandparents had lived in their youth, how life was during the
Soviet Union, the changes in the years since the end of the Soviet Union
and Georgia’s independence;

—  Whether there had been any discrimination on ethnic grounds during the
Soviet Union or after;

— Explanations for the massive Greek emigration out of Georgia and per-
sonal and family experiences thereof;

— The (conflict prone) internal migration to Ts’alk’a in the early 1990s and
the situation there today;

— Language competence, use and evaluations of the consultants, in their
families, their community and “the society”;

— The consultant’s sense of belonging and perception of inter- and intra-
communal boundaries; and

— The consultant’s and the community’s religious and cultural practices.

Interviews generally started with attempts to elicit narratives in a roughly
chronological order and then moved to the more abstract topics aiming for
more detail about the construction of belonging. The interview was followed
by a sociolinguistic survey covering and clarifying those variables not touched
upon in the preceding conversation.

1 Itis therefore not wholly surprising that Marcus (2009, p. 3) speaks of anthropologists as
“participating in a culture of craftsmanship”, thereby stressing that such “craftsmanship”
has to be acquired.
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B.  Who to speak to?

Two main considerations helped me decide who to interview. The first is the
oft-mentioned divergence in language use, which led me to label one “group”
as Urum Greek and the other as Pontic Greek (cf. Chapter 1). In order to
establish whether any differences exist between these two putative groups
or whether the difference lies in the researcher’s assumptions, I had to treat
them separately in the process of data collection. The second consideration
is the importance of location that emerged clearly from previous research
on the Georgian Greek community (Hofler, 2011; Sideri, 2006). I therefore
treated rural and urban contexts as distinct sites with potentially differing
experiences leading to divergent needs in establishing belonging to a certain
community. Besides these considerations, age has proven to be an important
factor (Hofler, 2011; Zoumpalidis, 2013). I tried to cover all ages starting
from 18, but finding consultants under 30 proved challenging. Gender did not
play a major role in my previous study, but I tried to balance the interviews.
I also strove to cover a wide range of educational backgrounds and socio-
economic positions, in order to get “extreme” as well as “typical” cases
(Wengraf, 2001, p. 102f).

I envisaged a total of 40 interviews: 10 Urum Greeks in Tbilisi, 10 Urum
Greeks in Kvemo Kartli (Ts’alk’a and Tetrits’q’aro region), 10 Pontic Greeks
in Thilisi and 10 Pontic Greeks in rural Ach’ara. While there were no problems
finding enough Urum Greeks in Tbilisi and especially in the Ts’alk’a region,
Batumi had to be exchanged for Tbilisi as the urban centre for Pontic Greeks.
There are almost no Pontic Greeks living in the Ts’alk’a region anymore
(there used to be three villages: Santa, Gumbati and Khareba), but quite a
few still live in the Tetrits’q’aro region, with whom we managed to establish
contacts. There are, thus, six unplanned interviews with Pontic Greeks in
Kvemo Kartli. I did not interview fewer Pontic Greeks in rural Ach’ara
because I expected the experiences of Georgian Greeks to be similar in
Kvemo Kartli across the languages used and to differ from rural Ach’ara,
where migration from the Ach’arian highlands to lower lying villages had
occurred in far smaller numbers. However, I counted the four interviews
with self-identifying Pontic Greeks in the isolated village of Tsikhisjvari in
Samtskhe-Javakheti together with the seven of rural Ach’ara. Again, this
followed the assumption that those villages, which had received much less,
and less sudden, in-migration would provide similar environments and that
accounts of out-groups would be comparable.
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I interviewed a total of 49 self-identifying Georgian Greeks. 23 of them
still speak or have a family history of speaking Urum as heritage variety.
The interview locations break down into 10 in Tbilisi and 13 in the Ts’alk’a
region of Kvemo Kartli. The age range is 19-77, with an average age of 43.9.
13 consultants were female, 10 male. 26 consultants still speak or have a
family history of speaking Pontic Greek. Interviews were conducted in the
following places: 6 interviews in the Tetrits’q’aro region of Kvemo Kartli, 9
interviews in Batumi, 1 interview in Tbilisi and 11 interviews with Pontic
Greeks in the villages Dagva, K’virike and Ach’q’va in rural Ach’ara and the
village Tsikhisjvari in Samtskhe-Javakheti. The age range for Pontic Greeks
is: 19-81, with an average age of 50.5. 14 consultants were female, 12 male.
Depending on the talkativeness of the consultants, interviews lasted 30-90
minutes.

All interviews were collected during two field trips: Four months in Spring
2013 and two months in Spring 2014, followed by a month-long trip to
Greece and Cyprus. Map 4.1 shows the research sites, a table with sociolin-
guistic metadata on all consultants is found in Appendix A. I extended my
second research trip with a stay in Thessaloniki, Greece, and Nicosia, Cyprus,
because I felt compelled to see and feel for myself what life in Greece for
Georgian Greek immigrants might be like. The informal conversations I had
with Georgian Greeks and Greek Greeks in my three weeks in Thessaloniki
and one week on Cyprus completed the picture.

C. Constructing and entering the field

Wherever researchers deal with empirical data that is not collected in some
kind of a laboratory, they consider themselves to be “doing fieldwork”. While
this seems straightforward and unproblematic in geology or biology, it be-
comes at least a little odd when the research centers on the lifeworlds of
fellow human beings. What exactly constitutes “the field” is in most cases
entirely up to the researcher and not to the communities that have “research
done to them”. In the present case, the construction of the places I went to in
order to “do fieldwork™ is particularly striking: Without my poking around
and asking questions about their language use, people that I labeled “Urum”
for the sake of keeping two speech communities separate in my head and
on these pages would not have been made aware that some academics with
little knowledge about their lives were referring to them by this label (cf.
Chapter 1). They certainly did not need yet another label emphasizing that
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A Fieldwork Sites
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Figure 4.1: Research Sites. Map compiled by Nika Loladze (Loladze, 2019,
p. 12).

the Greekness they claim for themselves may strike outsiders as a little odd
and even cause them to come to their villages and “do fieldwork™ on them.
This is not to say I was not welcome. Quite the contrary, apart from the
oddness I personified as someone with no family ties to the community or
even to Georgia who still wanted to find out more about their way of life and
seeing the world, the vast majority of my consultants appeared happy or even
proud about this interest. In this Section, then, I want to make as transparent
as possible what happened during my trips to the cities and villages that I
consider to be “my field”, how I encountered people to interview and how
we collaboratively established the communicative event interview.

The single most beneficial factor for my research was my participation in
the VolkswagenStiftung (VW) funded research project The impact of current
transformational processes on language and ethnic identity: Urum and Pontic
Greeks in Georgia led by Konstanze Jungbluth and Stavros Skopeteas. In
addition to the many useful contacts it made available to me and the almost
constant exchange on preliminary findings, difficulties and inspirations, it
allowed me to work, travel, collect data and think together with Nika Lo-
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ladze, a human geographer working on the various Greek migrations in the
project (cf. Loladze 2016, 2019). Our collaboration enriched this study in
the following ways:

— My questionnaire was designed to make consultants explain many con-
texts to me, the outsider, in a thorough way. This outsider status also
established the need to explain more complex socio-political processes.
Having an “ethnic Georgian” participate in the conversation, who shares
consultants’ understanding of the local contexts at least to a certain point,
made them trust that I would not end up with the “wrong picture”.

—  Our consultants always had someone of their own gender they could turn
to in order to be “understood”.?

— Nika speaks Georgian, Russian and English either as native language or
at a very high level, which helped balance my insecurities in Russian and
especially in Georgian.

— Having grown up in Georgia, Nika was also far better than I in complying
with the cultural norms stipulating how and when to approach potential
consultants and how to approach and assess difficult topics or conversa-
tional situations. Again, there were topics I could address more easily
without causing offense.

Employing the friend-of-a-friend or snowball method to encounter potential
consultants has some disadvantages, for example that the researcher can never
be sure whether she has covered “the field” broadly enough or whether the
opinions represented are only those of a rather small circle of acquaintances
(Flick, 2007; Wengraf, 2001). In every setting, we therefore used a variety of
“entry points”.

In Thilisi, Violeta Moisidi was the enabler of the majority of interviews.
Others were found via the Greek department at Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi
State University (TSU) and the Federation of Greek communities of Georgia.
In Ts’alk’a, due to the large number of Urum Greeks still living there, it was
comparatively easy to encounter potential consultants. Our first point of entry
was with employees of the district administration. We then had the luck of
finding an incredibly knowledgeable and helpful taxi driver. He turned into
something of a professional: if we asked him to speak to an Urum Greek
woman of not more than 30 years, he would know which village to take us
to and who to talk to. For me, his way of stopping in front of a house in a

2 Apart from this potential orientation to putatively shared understanding on the basis of
shared gender, gender was not usually made relevant in our conversations.
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tiny village, beeping the horn of his car until someone came out and then
starting a conversation that would last up to two hours with an erfi ts’uti ‘one
minute’ went against any politeness norm I had so far internalized in my
life. Surprisingly few people turned down his request to talk “to these young
students” “writing a book”, though, and the ensuing interviews invariably
turned out to be very interesting.

In Beshtasheni in the Ts’alk’a area, in Tsikhisjvari and in the Ach’arian
villages (K’virike, Dagva and Ach’q’va) we often went into the (sometimes
only) shop and asked where it would be good for us to start. In Batumi, a
representative of the local Greek federation was our vital first entry point,
while Nino Inaishvili of Batumi’s Shota Rustaveli University and our Batumi
host in 2014 provided us with contacts to Pontic Greeks who did not even
know of the federation’s existence.

A question arises concerning the motives of the people supporting us in
finding interview partners. I did (and still do) take displayed helpfulness as
exactly that: people trying to help us find somebody that would be interesting
for us to talk to, combined with us providing a welcome distraction and
perhaps lending some air of importance to our intermediary. Relying on
others to introduce us requires, in turn, establishing who exactly would be
interesting for us and quite a few of our contacts’ ideas differed markedly
from our own. Unsurprisingly, we were often directed first to the older and
“more knowledgeable” people in the community, and to the ones that were
felt to be “representative” in a positive way, and expected to make a good
impression on us. A notable instance of the former occurred in Batumi in
2013, where we were initially directed to speak with a 93-year-old woman.
She was delightful, showed me all the important photographs on display in
the living room, made sure I always had enough food and drink, and the
like. However, it was next to impossible to engage her in a more structured
conversation. She either did not understand the question or could not find
an answer, and I also found her Russian very hard to understand.? In 2014, T
spoke again to the contact who had recommended me to speak to the elderly
lady and she was taken aback by the fact that I had not “properly” interviewed
her: the old lady was so knowledgeable, she said, it was a crime not to use
her information. To save face, we quickly settled on the old lady not having

3 In keeping with the firmly established gender roles common in Georgia, Nika Loladze
was at that point smoking with the men and witnessing my being fed and led around
the room with growing amusement.
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been too well over the past year, which would have made the conversation
too difficult for her.

There was, of course, a bias towards those people that had enough time on
their hands to talk to us.* We tried to balance this by conducting interviews
whenever it would suit our consultants. Still, especially in the villages fur-
ther out, we would be there mainly during the daytime. Additionally, both
interview collection trips took place in spring, a time when most young men
living in Ach’arian villages are engaged in seasonal migration to Turkey or
Greece.

The interviews were held mainly in Russian with some in Georgian, if con-
sultants felt more comfortable in Georgian. The main choice of language lay
with the consultant and if they did not have a preference, we spoke Russian,
due to my personal language constraints. Depending on their competence
in Georgian, consultants who had chosen Russian as the main interview
language switched more or less frequently. In more monolingual communi-
ties, this variety of languages could be interpreted as potentially inhibiting
the consultants’ (self-)presentation and -positioning. In dealing with such
multilingual communication communities where two or three languages are
routinely used, however, it is fairly safe to assume that my consultants all had
the necessary experience of negotiating these issues in the languages they
chose for the interview context.

There are important concerns about the communicative hegemony (Briggs,
1986, p. 90) asserted by the interviewer on her consultants by setting the
topics and deciding at which point to move on. At the same time, unless the
interviewer adopts the adequate manner of speaking in relation to the norms
of the community, she may not get answers to her questions, unless she learns
to phrase them “correctly”. Communicative competence in the variety of
the community is, therefore, paramount (Briggs, 1984, p. 21). Briggs (1984;

4 Negotiating suitable times for interviews was another thing I mostly left up to Nika
Loladze and (in Tbilisi) Violeta Moisidi, especially after one memorable interview
in the beginning of my first trip in spring 2013. Violeta had told Nika and me that
there was a lady we could speak to, but only in the morning and only until a certain
time because she would be busy afterwards. To me, the time span offered appeared
much too short for a relaxed interview and I was very reluctant to agree to it. By the
time I turned on the recorder after tea, sweets and pleasant small talk, there was only
about half an hour left — much too little time for the interview. Nobody else seemed
particularly troubled by this lack of time, so I chose to see where the situation would
take us. Two hours later we finally finished the interview and neither our consultant
nor her husband had either voiced a lack of time or appeared in any way hurried.
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1986) relates how he only got the information for which he had come to
New Mexico after a lengthy process of becoming part of the community.
In my case, this was somewhat alleviated by the fact that most interviews
were conducted in Russian which, even though it still serves as a lingua
franca in many contexts, is not usually mastered to perfection by its speakers
on Georgian soil. This means that most of the time I was the only person
troubled by my level of Russian. Everybody else would try to guess what I
was on about and be as supportive as possible in answering my questions.
The age of the individual consultant would usually determine whether
they tried as hard as they could to find out what exactly it was we wanted
to know and frequently inquire whether they were helpful; or whether they
would proceed in a more expert-like fashion to lecture “the naive young girl
from outside” on “what’s what” and what topics I should be interested in.
Unsurprisingly, the former were usually younger consultants and the latter
usually our older consultants. Most of the time, they merely emphasized
things that interested me anyway or preempted a question I had planned to
ask. Therefore, I was more than happy to be treated like a naive adolescent, as
this ensured I would get lengthy explanations on everything I wanted to know.’
Being put in the conversational role of treating them as experts on how they
navigate their social world also made it even easier to ask for clarifications
and explanations of certain points. Furthermore, their detours back to topics
previously discussed at length merely underscored the importance of some
topics to them, which is exactly what I need to analyze issues such as the
importance of language competence for their sense of belonging.

D. From interview data to written analysis

After the mostly enjoyable fieldwork, the researcher’s task then turns to the
transcription, annotation (or coding) and analysis proper of the corpus, the
latter demanding reflection on how to (re-)present consultants when writing
up the analysis. Importantly, analyzing does not begin only after annotation
but is already present in the decisions one has to make about the transcription
and is part and parcel of the process of annotating or coding (Glaser / Strauss,
2007; Lucius-Hoene / Deppermann, 2002; Wengraf, 2001).

5 Cf. Faubion (2009, p. 146) on the importance of “a considerable thickness of skin”
necessary for any type of fieldwork.
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Interviews were transcribed in the Partitur Editor of the software package
EXMARaLDA, since it supports not only the transcription but also the
subsequent annotation, comes with a corpus manager and an elaborate search
tool (Schmidt/ Worner, 2009). Note that in this book, Russian is the language
most often used in the excerpts. Segments in Georgian or SMG are marked
by putting (kat) or (ell) after the speaker abbreviation.

As explained in the previous Chapter, an analysis of identification, belong-
ing and boundary work in interaction relies on a detailed transcription of the
interaction in question. To repeat the fundamental tenet once again, every
utterance is ultimately co-constructed within the interview situation:

narrative interviews are ultimately interactional data in which the researcher is very
much part of the narrative telling, and his/her role should be not just reflected upon

but also all contributions by the researcher, whether verbal or non-verbal, should be
fully transcribed. (Fina / Georgakopoulou, 2008, p. 382)°

After completing finely grained transcripts following the convention and lev-
els of elaboration laid out in the Gesprdchsanalytische Transkriptionskonven-
tion 2 (GAT 2) (Selting et al., 2009) of seven interviews and the note-taking
and reflection this involved,” I narrowed the parts I finely transcribed down
to those parts that appeared more directly relevant to my research questions.

Annotation and the development of (initially content based) categories
started on the basis of the research questions outlined in Chapter 1, the semi-
structured questionnaire discussed in Section A., and the observations and
notes taken during the interview and transcription process. This accommo-
dates the main focus of the study and precludes any pretensions that the
researcher were without presuppositions. It is, however, crucial to reflect on
and test one’s assumptions on the data (Geertz 1973, p. 28; Wengraf 2001).
In order to allow for the emergence of issues relevant to consultants, one
must constantly ask: could it be different? What did I not take into account?
For instance, in about half the interviews I was told, without having asked,
that the ancestors of Georgia’s contemporary Urum Greek community were
made to “choose” between keeping either their language or their religion
without having asked about it. This points to the importance of this narrative

6 Non-verbal material is excluded here, apart from a very select few instances.
7 Detailed step-by-step introductions are given in Lucius-Hoene / Deppermann (2002);
Wengraf (2001).
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for how members of Georgia’s Greek community trace their identification
through this mythical “answer” (cf. Chapter 5).%

Writing up the analysis poses a number of challenges in terms of (re-
)presenting the material and consultants. The first concerns how to name
consultants in the excerpts. Assigning random names is a difficult task, un-
fortunately, as both forenames and surnames are highly coded for national
affiliation in the Southern Caucasian context. My consultants’ first names
are drawn from a number of sources: some consultants have very Geor-
gian (Giorgi, Nugzar, Ani, Lika, Nana, Rimma), some very Greek (Akhiles,
Aida, Elena, Afina, Violeta, loanis), some very Russian (Igor, Evgenia, Iveta,
Turiy, Ksenia, Fyodor, Ol’ga, Pavlik), some “international” Christian (Maria)
names. In the Georgian context, there is no such thing as a neutral name —
especially when assigned by an outside researcher. Whatever names I would
have chosen, I would have portrayed my consultants “as something”. Also,
choosing a “corresponding” name, i.e. a “Greek” name if the consultant’s ac-
tual name is “Greek” was not really feasible, both due to my possibly wrongly
attributing a certain name to a certain tradition and due to there being many
names whose “belonging” is not as easily established as with Sokratis or
Giorgi. I therefore chose to assign random acronyms to consultants, putting
them on equal footing with Nika Loladze (NL) and myself (CH) in presenting
the interview excerpts.

The second challenge of (re-)presentation lies in how to adequately rep-
resent all consultants in citing interview excerpts. The goal is, of course,
to make as many voices as possible read, and to draw a complex and per-
haps ambiguous picture about the positions taken by members of Georgia’s
Greek community. This challenge is one of quantity as well as “quotability”.
Quantitatively, it is impossible to relate everything every consultant has said
— hence the analytical task of condensing positions and drawing conclusions
for the reader. In terms of “quotability”, consultants vary in expressivity,
e.g. finding illustrative examples, or coming up with punchy conclusions
to their argument. It is, of course, always easier to quote and analyze these
clearest and most memorable excerpts. Throughout the analysis, I do try,
however, to let the less eloquent consultants be read as much as possible
without compromising the clarity of the analysis.

8 Technically, I wrote an xml-stylesheet, which ensured that the categories I used were
the same across the corpus, and allowed for fast and type-free input of the categories
into added annotation lines in the transcription file.
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I found some parts of the analysis difficult to write, sometimes surprisingly
so. These mostly concern moments where I felt I had to protect consultants
from rash generalizations and inadequate ascriptions by readers: of great
divides between Pontic and Urum Greeks, for instance, of being read as
racist and Islamophobic, of being viewed in an essentialist vein and/or as
monolithic entity, i.e. not a diverse set of individuals. Difficulties also arose
in writing about moments and events that were painful for consultants: the
end of the Soviet Union, the civil war and turmoil of the early 1990s in
Georgia, experiences of being left behind by emigrating relatives (Chapter 6),
or having to deal with perceived and real injustices over land and/or belonging
in Ts’alk’a and Greece (Chapter 7). The very first step in dealing with these
difficulties was to acknowledge these emotions as relevant for my position as
researcher and writer of these pages.’

There are two ways in which my emotional concerns are written into this
book. Firstly, where I felt the need to protect the people that so generously
allowed me an insight into their life and perception of the world, I took
great care on the one hand to relate the breadth of positions held in the
community rather than generalize the “majority opinion” — while on the other
hand making sure this breadth would be recognizable not only to the most
well-intentioned readers. This effort enabled me to stop myself from policing
interview excerpts. Instead of excluding certain excerpts that I felt might
“expose” consultants unfavorably, the awareness of this protectiveness made
me question my choices of excerpts and include some I might otherwise have
not.

Secondly, in beginning to write about the profound transformations dis-
cussed in Chapter 6, I became aware of a method of evasion I had already
noticed many consultants using back in 2010. It consists of saying as little as
politely possible and/or referring to common knowledge about “that time”,
usually the early 1990s in Georgia, then changing the subject.!® In writing

9 Emotions and affects on part of the researcher have long been viewed as at best sus-
picious, if not a danger to achieving an “objective” analysis. In recent years this has
been increasingly questioned and particularly anthropologists have started to develop
approaches that make the researcher’s affects productive not only in the reflection of
the fieldwork but also in the analysis of the data (Stodulka, 2017; Stodulka et al., 2019).

10 Self-identifying members of Georgia’s Greek community are not alone in this, many

of my friends and acquaintances of a certain age speak — or rather: do not speak —
about this period in exactly the same manner, referring to the knowledge they ascribe
to me about “that time”. It is their children, now in their late-twenties to late-thirties
who have been very eager to provide me with most of the ethnographic knowledge I
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about that time, I acknowledged the unexpected emotional challenges this
posed not only to many of my consultants but evidently also to myself. Taking
inspiration from Nobel Laureate Svetlana Alexievich, in whose powerful
literary collages of interviews people narrate their lives in the Soviet Union
and afterwards (Alexievich, 2016), I then set out to explore these liminal
phases. These must be analyzed with great care, as so much of how members
of Georgia’s Greek community position themselves and their community
today hinges on these events and their traces in contemporary Georgia. The
emotional charge of these sequences, even or especially in their brevity, de-
mands great attentiveness, since explicating links to larger societal discourses
and “common” knowledge is paramount. Recognizing and countering my
urge to “move on quickly”, I instead focused on these sequences in detail,
which turned out to be very productive. In this way, awareness to my own
emotional reactions have led me to write a more nuanced and thicker analysis
of identification and belonging in Georgia’s Greek community.

have about what it meant to live in Georgia at that time, many times without me even
asking them about it. Cf. also Mishler (2006) for people choosing not to speak about
the more difficult events in their lives.
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Why start an analysis of identification and belonging by investigating how the
languages spoken in a community are evaluated and used as resources for po-
sitioning? Beyond linguists’ disciplinary preoccupation with language-related
topics (use, perception, competence, attitudes, evaluations...), the present
research offers two further convincing reasons. The first is the close relation-
ship between language (use) and identification, as elaborated in Chapter 3.
The second emerges here from a particular feature, namely the perceived
mismatch between the Turkish variety spoken by the Urum Greek mem-
bers of the community, and their Orthodox Christian religious affiliation,
in an area where TurkisH' is linked to IsLam, whereas GREEK is linked to
(OrtHODOX) CHRISTIANITY. Interactional elaborations on language compe-
tence, language use within the family, and language evaluations, thus take
us straight to the heart of what is going on in the community in terms of
identification, boundary (un)making, and the transformations of the last 25
years. The choice, therefore, is also a narrative one: I start from the most
apparent question of national affiliation, because it is so closely linked to
language (and ancestry, and religion, depending on the circumstances) in the
frame of the modern nation state. The different power relations some of my
consultants’ experienced in Georgia and Greece makes the investigation of
discourses around LANGUAGE especially fruitful.

Before I proceed, a word on attitudes, since much of the analysis in this
part is concerned with what traditionally would fall under the header lan-
guage attitudes. Positivist traditions from Katz / Stotland (1959) onward
tend to conceptualize attitudes as comprised of three interacting components:
cognitive, evaluative, conative (action oriented). Attitudes serve specific
functions (Deprez / Persoons, 1987; Garrett, 2010), and are understood as
stable over time and therefore accessible to scientific examination (Garrett,
2010, p. 20).

There are two immediate objections to this approach. Firstly, it is still
not quite clear how these three components interact, even though some find-

1 Asintroduced in Chapter 1, categories emerging in the analysis as relevant and methods
used frequently by consultants are set in SmaLL Caps throughout the analysis. Note
that this does not comprise my reference to my consultants, including labeling them as
Urum Greeks and Pontic Greeks.
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ings suggest that cognitive and affective (evaluative) components are more
closely linked to one another than to the behavioral component (Garrett,
2010). Indeed, research on language use rather consistently finds a mismatch
between professed and observable language use and/or perceptive compe-
tence. One early striking investigation of such a mismatch led to insights
about how language varieties are used by speakers to position themselves
(Le Page / Tabouret-Keller, 1985). This “inconsistency” between evaluation
and behavior should lead to “confusion and doubt” (Deprez / Persoons, 1987,
p- 127) on part of such an “imbalanced” consultant — which is not borne
out empirically.? Arendt (2011) therefore proposes to distinguish between
linguistic behavior, reaction to linguistic perception, and expression of lan-
guage attitude and to take these three together as language attitude. Helpfully,
this approach does not task metacommunicative expressions of language atti-
tudes with explaining linguistic behavior. One would instead need to examine
all three components to get at the “real” language attitude “behind” them
(Arendt, 2011, p. 138). While this may help us grasp the mismatch between
attitude expression and linguistic behavior, it does not yet explain how they
are related.

Secondly, the purported stability of attitudes to language was by the late
1980s shown to be questionable, if not untenable (Potter / Wetherell, 1987),
sharing some of the theoretical difficulties dogging views of personal identi-
fication as stable or at some point “finalized” (cf. Chapter 3). The conceptual
problem remains even if attitudes are only attributed a “degree of stability”
(Garrett, 2010, p. 20): how can one distinguish empirically between an eval-
uation leading to action, and a more “stable” attitude (over what period of
time? in the face of how many challenges?)? And how do inconsistencies
fit into the picture? Is inconsistency between “attitude” and behavior on its
own enough to disqualify it from being an “attitude”? None of this is to say
that research into language attitude might not be a productive endeavor once
these and other conceptual ambiguities are resolved.?

To clarify my approach: instead of grappling with hard-to-define notions
of attitudes, I will examine how my consultants interactively deal with the
communicative problems (Hausendorf, 2000) that appear when speaking

2 Cf. Garrett (2010) for more examples that are not language related, including the dental
check-up which many of us would only too happily find excuses for, the cognitive
imperative on its advisability notwithstanding.

3 Cf. Soukup (2014) for an ambitious approach taking attitudes as produced in inter-
action and accessible to both quantitative and qualitative research, as opposed to
Potter/Whetherell’s (1987) solely qualitative approach.
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about languages. This involves investigating how and precisely what cate-
gories are established, how they are filled, how they are evaluated and how
my consultants link them to other categories they make relevant for their
identification and belonging, how these may have changed over time, and
how they are used in boundary work. In keeping with the approach developed
in the previous Chapters, I will be examining not only the evaluations but
also the larger societal contexts on which consultants draw, the interactive
devices used in speaking about LANGUAGE, and how they are used to posi-
tion consultants and their community in their spatial, temporal, and social
contexts.

In the terms of coupling and decoupling (Karafillidis 2009, 2010; cf.
Chapter 3), this Chapter focuses on the former, exploring what consultants
make relevant for identification and belonging. Of course, by stipulating
the terms of belonging, those who do not comply are excluded. While the
excerpts in this Chapter offer rich insights into processes of boundary-making,
I will in many cases only hint at them in the analysis and will focus on the
“cultural stuff they enclose” in Barth’s (1969) dictum. Chapter 7 will then
focus more specifically on how these boundaries are drawn.

The individual Sections will deal with the heritage varieties Urum and
Pontic Greek (A.), with Standard Modern Greek (B.), and with Russian and
Georgian (C.). In each Section, I will first outline the competence consultants
claim in the respective language before exploring how they speak about them,
evaluate them, and use them as a resource to position themselves and their
community. Perhaps the most important finding is that consultants vary in
whether they consider LANGUAGE to be a central category-bound predicate,
i.e. whether it is necessary to speak a certain language to be able to claim
membership in said category, or whether they instead perceive LANGUAGE as
a more marginal MEans oF CommuniIcaTioN. In the latter case, centrality is
usually given to RELIGION and/or ANCESTRY.

A. Heritage varieties

There are two varieties spoken in Georgia’s Greek community that can be
analyzed as heritage varieties. One of them is what linguists have chosen to
call Caucasian Urum, a Turkish variety linked closely to Anatolian Turkish
(Skopeteas, 2014), spoken as heritage variety in the rural areas of Ts’alk’a
and Tetrits’q’aro as well as in Tbilisi. The other is the Greek variety Pontic
Greek spoken in rural Ach’ara, Tetrits’q’aro, the village of Tsikhisjvari and
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historically in three villages in Ts’alk’a as well as the sea side city of Batumi.
For the purpose of the present study, I will consider as heritage variety those
varieties that members of the community used in their family and everyday
interactions at the time they left the Ottoman Empire. This definition excludes
Russian, which became the language of inter-ethnic communication at the
latest during the Soviet Union, as well as Georgian, which for some (mostly
urban) families is slowly becoming the family language. It also excludes
Standard Modern Greek, which in some cases is conceptualized as rodnoy
yazyk the “native language” of GREEKS but has no proven history as a long-
term family language in Georgia’s Greek community.*

In this Section, I will first explore consultants’ self-assessed competence in
their respective heritage variety and whether they pass it on to their children
(I.) and then investigate how they speak about and evaluate the two varieties
(IL). Section III. summarizes the findings, focusing on the interactive methods
consultants use to talk about and evaluate both varieties.

I. Competence and everyday language use

The first point of departure is to examine more closely what consultants
say about their own competence in their respective heritage variety, and
whether and where they use this variety in their everyday communications.
Importantly, I did not carry out any type of assessment test. The following
relies on how consultants assess themselves and their community in our
semi-structured interview conversations. Furthermore, in terms of everyday
language use, I also rely on my observations from living with an Urum Greek
family in 2010 and 2013 and observing everyday routine interactions while
spending time in the villages. Given the absence of any large-scale studies on
this community, the following investigation should be seen as exploratory.
Table 5.1 shows self-assessed language competence.’ Note that consultants
claiming proficiency in either heritage variety also indicate speaking it at

4 Itis widely attested for minority languages in the post-Soviet space that consultants
give as rodnoy yazyk not their strongest language or the one they speak at home but
the language that is seen as pertaining to their national or ethnic affiliation (Grenoble,
2003, pp. 28-31). This is discussed for the Greek community in the Northern Caucasus
in Zoumpalidis (2012, 2013).

5 If consultants had not explicated their language competences previously, I usually
introduced the topic by asking na kakikh yazykakh vy govorite “which languages do
you speak?”
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Table 5.1: Self-assessed competence in the respective heritage variety

competent no/little comp. total

n % n % n %
Urum rural 12 100 O 0 12 100
Urum urban 8 7277 3 273 11 100
Pontic rural 16 100 O 0 16 100
Pontic urban 4 40 6 60 10 100
Total 40 81.6 9 184 49 100

least in the family (in urban contexts) or in routine daily interactions outside
the home (in rural contexts). The above-mentioned periods of taking part
in family and village life suggest that consultants probably did not greatly
exaggerate their language competence and use. Note also that the difference
between rural and urban spaces for both heritage varieties points to differ-
ences between these spaces, which will be addressed later in this Chapter.®
Crucially, while it does look as if urban Urum Greeks had or reported a
higher proficiency in their heritage variety than their urban Pontic Greek
counterparts, this cannot be generalized to the whole community, as the
sample size is simply too small. What we can confirm based on this table is
that both heritage varieties are still widely spoken in Georgia’s rural areas.
Table 5.2 shows responses, from consultants who are competent in their
respective heritage variety, to the question of whether they transfer(ed) their
heritage variety to their children (or imagine doing so in the future, in the
case of consultants who did not have children at the time of the interview).’
Apart from the fact that more Pontic Greek consultants did not answer that
question, what becomes apparent is that more competent Urum speakers
state that they have not, are not, or will not be transferring Urum to their

6 The difference between rural and urban spaces that we begin to see here is also widely
attested in studies on language change (Nordberg, 1994; Vandekerckhove, 2010).
The specific context of internal migration to rural Kvemo Kartli, especially Ts’alk’a,
will be the topic of analysis in Chapter 7.

7 In most interviews, this was covered in the conversation following the question ¢ kem
vy govorite na etikh yazykakh “with whom do you speak these languages?” In case
consultants did not bring up their children themselves, I would usually ask i s detmi
“and with (your) children?” If they did not have children, I would usually ask budete li
vy govorit’ na [heritage variety] s vashimi detmi “will you speak in [heritage variety]
with your children?”
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Table 5.2: Transfer of respective heritage variety to children (competent
speakers)

yes no no answer total
n % n % n % n %
Urum rural 9 666 2 166 2 16.6 12 100
Urum urban 6 75 1 125 1 12.5 8 100
Pontic rural 12 75 0 0 4 25 16 100
Pontic urban 2 50 O 0o 2 50 4 100
Total 29 725 3 75 8 20 40 100

children. For two of them — AM in Tbilisi and IK in Ts’alk’a — pragmatic
considerations of how useful a language will be for their children play an
important role. Both concede that their children will probably pick up at least
some Urum: IK’s hypothetical children by growing up in rural Ts’alk’a and
AM’s children are attested to have a solid passive grasp on the language in
the interview with her husband MA. In their reasoning, we already see one
pervasive line of conceptualizing and talking about LANGUAGE, namely as
a MEans oF CoMMUNICATION that can be more or less useful, depending
on its spread and status. This view also permeates the evaluation of other
languages spoken in the community, as we will see below. It is furthermore
attested as a driver of language change and loss in other (post-)Soviet small
speaker communities (Grenoble, 2003; Pavlenko, 2008).

Summing up, both heritage varieties are widely spoken, especially in the
rural communities and transferred with surprising frequency to the next
generation, even by our younger consultants.® The well-known formula of
language loss over three generations where grandparents are competent
speakers, parents speak it with their parents but not with their children,
and children have at best a passive competence appears not to be borne out
extensively in Georgia’s Greek community — or at least not by our consultants,

8 Note that neither Eleni Sideri’s nor my own consultants reported awkwardness in
speaking either heritage variety in the family. Sideri reports difficulties when consultants
were forced to label themselves: “Awkward moments arose when they had to define
their ‘mother tongue’ in strict terms and they felt that this definition would express
their national and political allegiance” (Sideri, 2006, p. 176).
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and/or not yet.” These varieties appear to be afforded a measure of importance,
although not one without complications, as the next Section will show.

II. Speaking about and evaluating the heritage varieties

This Section is structured as follows: I will first summarize how consultants
label the varieties they speak and, secondly, how they respond to the very
direct question of whether their respective heritage variety is important
to them personally. Section 1. will explore the narrative of Urum Greeks
being forced to choose between keeping their language or their religion and
choosing the latter, establishing ReLiGION as the central category-bound
predicate for being GReek. Section 2. will examine how consultants speak
about and evaluate the respective other heritage variety. Sections 3. and 4.
will then investigate how consultants speak about and evaluate their own
heritage language.

For Urum Greek consultants, their heritage variety is predominantly la-
beled as “Turkish” (12 speakers), and comes in various nuances of LANGUA-
GENESs, mostly as a dialekt ‘dialect’ or narechie ‘vernacular’, and Purity,
mostly ne chisto ‘not pure’. Seven consultants refer to it as “Urum” mostly
after I have used that label first, or after more exposure to our wider documen-
tation and research endeavors. EC makes this etic labeling very clear when
she refers to it as: urum kak vy govorite “Urum as you say” (EC, 0:43:28).
This underscores the potentially (problematic) groupness building capacity
of what outsiders do “academically” with/for a community. Staying with
the potential mismatch of etic and emic categories, two consultants refer
to their heritage variety as pontiyskiy “Pontic”. This shows once more that
for these consultants the geographical area of origin — the Pontos — is what
labels their heritage variety rather than its language family. This is also a
claim to the unity of the Greek community (“we’re all Pontic Greeks”) and a
reminder that outsiders’ (linguistic) categories might not be the ones relevant
to the community.'? It is only once labeled as an inostranny yazyk “a foreign

9 On the scale developed by Lewis / Simons (2010) of the ethnologue (Eberhard et al.,
2019) and based on my non-representative interviews, the community would thus be
placed on the threshold between “vigorous” and “threatened”, corresponding to the
transition from “safe” to “vulnerable” on the UNESCO scale (cf. Moseley 2010).

10 For a striking example from a very different context, namely the Guatemalan High-
lands, cf. Vallentin (2019).
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Table 5.3: Personal importance of heritage variety

yes no no answer total
n % n % n % n %
Urum rural 5 417 6 50 1 83 12 100
Urum urban 8 727 O 0 3 273 11 100
Pontic rural 11 68.8 0 0 5 312 16 100
Pontic urban 4 40 1 10 5 50 10 100
Total 28 572 7 143 14 285 49 100

language” (VE, 0:23:00), pointing towards the perception of difficulties and
the mythical forced choice between language and religion (cf. Section 1.).

Speakers of both heritage varieties refer to their respective variety as
nash/svoi (yazyk/dialekt) “our/own (language/dialect)” — emphasizing a ha-
bitual closeness and perhaps also how constitutive these varieties are for
their everyday interactions. It does not seem particularly juxtaposed to other
varieties that are not svoi/nash, suggesting that its identificatory potential
is realized more to express belonging than to draw boundaries. Interest-
ingly, among the Urum Greeks, nash and its variants is used more frequently
by urban than rural consultants, pointing again to a difference in how the
identificatory potential of this variety is perceived.!!

Pontic Greek consultants label their heritage variety grecheskiy ‘Greek’,
pontiyskiy ‘Pontic’, or etot grecheskiy ‘this Greek’. The demonstrative in the
latter underlines the perception that this is somehow a special kind of Greek,
different from the unmarked and thereby “standard Greek”. Note that many
consultants use the terms grecheskiy and pontiyskiy interchangeably — at least
until I ask them whether they also speak SMG.

Table 5.3 shows how consultants answer the question i govorit’ na [heritage
variety] — efo vazhno dlya vas? “and is speaking [heritage variety] important
to you?” Again, more Pontic Greek than Urum Greek consultants do not
answer this question. Of those who do answer, most consultants state that
speaking their heritage variety is important to them. Only in rural Ts’alk’a, a
surprisingly large number of Urum Greek consultants answer negatively. The
one urban Pontic Greek consultant who does not afford her heritage variety

11 Note that this does not preclude a strong feeling of belonging to that community,
perhaps best traced through the frequent reference to members of the in-group through
the use of nashi (greki) “our (Greeks)” in all interviews.
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much personal importance is KP, who has the above-mentioned pragmatic
approach to languages: she is fluent in six languages (Pontic Greek, SMG,
Russian, Georgian, English, Turkish) and establishes them as being mostly
MEeans oF ComMUNICATION (KP, 0:32:52).

In addition to showing how consultants speak about their heritage varieties
and analyzing how they use them as a resource for identification, the following
Sections aim to determine what leads rural Urum Greeks to talk so differently
about their heritage variety (which they speak well and pass on to their
children) than urban Urum Greeks and Pontic Greeks in general. I will argue
that this is at least partly due to challenges to their self-identification as
GREEKS, arising from the socio-political context in Ts’alk’a which forces
them to position themselves differently, and to problematize their heritage
language in the interview situation.

First, however, I will look at some evaluations that are shared across
both linguistic communities and across both rural and urban spaces. Many
consultants evaluate their respective heritage variety as a highly valued family
language'? that is also useful in a number of ways. Being useful usually has to
do with their heritage variety’s closeness to either standard Turkish or other
Turkic languages, or SMG in the case of Pontic Greek. Outside of Ts’alk’a,
Georgian Greeks also talk about their respective heritage varieties in terms of
maintaining the link to their ancestors, and express normative beliefs about
“keeping one’s language”, as in the following excerpt:

(1) One should speak one’s language (ND, 0:12:04-0:12:11)

1 ND: vot lyuboy chelovek dolzhen (-) znat’ svoy yazyk — (-) lyuboy
well any  person should to_know own language  any

2 chelovek
person
‘Well, any person should know their own language, any person’

In expressing a normative belief, ND, a 59-year-old Urum Greek male consul-
tant from Tbilisi, also voices the belief that for every person there is (at least)
one language that is somehow linked to them. Without making it explicit,
the fact that he voices this belief in relation to Urum allows the inference
that this particular ownership of a language is transferred through ancestry.
Since ancestry takes this central role in transferring belonging, it is not so
surprising that ND does not consider competence in SMG to be a necessary

12 AK (0:28:27-0:28:24), for instance, explains how it is “impossible to forget” the
heritage language: potomu chto tebya roditeli vospitali na etom yazyke s pelénok
“because your parents raised you in this language from your diapers”.
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characteristic of a GReexk person (ND, 0:12:29, cf. the discussion of SMG in
Section B.).

1. The “Choice” between language and religion

How did the Urum Greeks come to speak the Turkish variety linguists decided
to call Urum? While this was not the first question that came to my mind
as an outsider from Germany (assimilation over time due to trade relations
and/or living in proximity to Turkish-speaking communities appears to be
a plausible contender, cf. Chapter 1; Eloeva 1994; Sideri 2006), this turns
out to be an important topic for my consultants. Although I never asked why
Urum Greeks (used to) speak this variety, almost half of our consultants raise
this issue at some point in the interview, either in passing or elaborately.'?

This story can be told in at least two ways: from a mostly Urum Greek
perspective, at some time during Ottoman rule the Turks gave them the
choice of exchanging their (Pontic) Greek language (which they purportedly
spoke at that time) for Turkish, or giving up their Orthodox Christian faith
and converting to Islam. Because religion was so important to them (the
implication being that this is still the case today), they chose to keep their
faith and change their language. Some consultants strongly imply or even
explicitly state that the Pontic Greeks may have given up their religion to
keep the Pontic Greek language (IL, VD, OK).'* In most other cases, this
implication is entirely absent and the narrative is used solely to explain
the divergent language use among Urum Greeks. The other way of telling
the story of forced choice tends to come from a Pontic Greek perspective,
sometimes suggesting that a person who changes their language might also
consider changing their faith (OA, 1:01:00, states this very explicitly). The
other position holds that since the threat of losing one’s faith is no longer
relevant, Urum Greeks should consider changing “back” to “Greek”, or at
least speak Russian or Georgian but not the “language of the enemy” (IP,
0:57:44-1:00:00, cf. also Section 2. below).

Different reasons are given as to why Pontic Greeks did not lose their
language: this forced choice was their reason to flee to Georgia (NP, 0:02:47),

13 This narrative is also told to Sideri (2006, p. 151); Zoumpalidis (2012, 2014) refers
to it as “a popular myth” for the Greek community in the Northern Caucasus.

14 i my dazhe sami greki schitali chto mY na mnogo pravoslavnee chem vot kotorye
yazyk ostavili “and we, even Greeks themselves, considered that wE are much more
Orthodox than those who kept the language” (OK, 0:5:51).
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General Paskevich!® saved the Pontic Greeks but not the Urum Greeks from
this choice (IS, 0:29:49), or they somehow managed to keep both language
and religion in the face of adversity (IP, AK) — presumably through excep-
tional bravery but this is never stated explicitly.!® Based on historical and
ethnographic knowledge it is highly implausible that the ancestors of the
Greek community in Georgia today were ever predominantly anything but
Orthodox Christians (cf. Chapter 2).

There are cases where Pontic Greeks tell this story and praise Urum
Greeks for having kept their faith — which in their eyes distinguishes them
from Georgian Muslims in Ach’ara who kept the Georgian language but
converted to Islam (AT, 0:21:11). In the same vein, perhaps the strongest
reproach Urum Greeks in Ts’alk’a make against Georgian Muslim internal
migrants from Ach’ara is that they kept the Georgian language but lost the
Christian faith over the centuries of Ottoman rule. This becomes very clear
in the following excerpt from the interview with DP, a 31-year-old Urum
Greek woman living in a small village in Ts’alk’a with her husband FP:

(2) 'We only lost our language (DP, FP 0:20:02-0:20:49)

1 CH: i na kakikh yazykakh vy govorite (2)
and on which languages you speak_2PL
2 DP: gruzinskiy tozhe znaem
Georgian also know_we
3 FP: [my veru ne poteryali yazyk  poteryali]
we faith not lost_PL language lost_PL
4 CH: [((laughs))] [mhm]
5 NL: [da]
yes
6 FP: [v turtsii]
in Turkey
7 DP: [my my ran’she] chto v turtsii byli nashi kogda tu_eti  turki
we we before that in Turkey were ours when Tu_these Turks

8 poymali
caught_PL
9 CH: da
yes

15 Paskevich is credited also by some of my consultants for helping Christians leave the
Ottoman Empire, cf. Fonton (1840) and Chapter 2.

16 Fotiadis (1998, p. 63) plausibly suggests that geographical conditions played a role,
with the majority of Greeks who preserved the Pontic Greek variety living in the more
mountainous regions on the Southeastern coast of the Black Sea.

103

(@) ev-sn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845290508
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

Chapter 5: “Language” as a resource for positioning

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17
18

19
20
21
22
23

24
25

26

27

28

29
30

31
32
33
34

35

104

DP:

CH:

NL:

DP:

CH:

NL:
DP:

CH:
DP:

NL:
CH:
DP:
NL:
DP:

CH:
DP:

CH:

DP:

NL:

CH:
DP:

CH:
NL:
DP:

NL:

nashikh

ours

[da]

yes

[da]

yes

oni skazali (-)vera ili yazyk  (-)

they said_PL faith or language

[da]

yes

[hm]

adzharov tozhe oni poymalli]

Ach’arian also they caught_PL

[mhm)]

(-) adzhary  (-) veru poteryali
Ach’arians  faith lost_PL

mhm

[mhm]

yazyk  derzhali [a] my net my veru ne der_ ne poteryali

language kept_PL but we not we faith not kep_ not lost_PL

[da]

yes

[tol’ko] yazyk  poteryali

only  language lost_PL

mhm

vera u nas (sho) grecheskiy vera idet
faith at us Greek faith goes
da

yes

khristianskiy vera u nas

Christian  faith at us

[da]

yes

[hm]

a adzhary net oni [veru poteryali tol’ko] yazyk  oni
and Ach’arians not they faith lost_PL only language they
vzyali

took_PL

[hm hm] mhm

[mhm]

[po-]gruzinski razgovorivayut

in_Georgian talk_they

[da(-)]

yes
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CH:

FP:

DP:

NL:

DP:

CH:

NL:

DP:

NL:

DP:

CH:
DP:

FP:

CH:
NL:

FP:

DP:
CH:
DP:
CH:
NL:
DP:
CH:
NL:
DP:
CH:
DP:
NL:
CH:
DP:

NL:
DP:

[da(-)]

yes

chto ran’she e: khristiany byli eti  [adzhary]
what earlier ~ Christians were these Ach’arians
[oni ran’she] [ran’she]

they before before

[oni da]

they yes

ran’she gruz[iny byli] ran’she

before Georgians were before

[ran’she]

before

da oni ran’she

yes they before

kak nashikh poymali  tak ikh poymali

as ours caught_PL so they caught PL

to zhe samoe bylo [kak u grekov (xxx)]
that again same was as  at Greeks

[da (-) prosto oni veru] poteryali

yes  only they faith lost_PL

and which languages do you speak?

we also know Georgian

we didn’t lose the faith, we lost the language
[((aughs))] [mhm]

yes

[in Turkey]

A. Heritage varieties

[we, earlier] when ours were in Turkey, these Turks caught

yes
our people

[yes]

[yes]

they said faith or language

[yes]

[hm]

Ach’arians too they [caught]

[mhm]

Ach’arians lost their faith

mhm

[mhm]

they kept the language, but we didn’t, our faith we
lose

[yes]

[only] the language we lost
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24  CH: mhm

25 DP: our faith (sho) we have the Greek faith

26 CH: yes

27 DP: we have a Christian faith

28 NL: [yes]

29 CH: [mhm]

30 DP: but Ach’arians don’t, they lost the faith, they only took the language
32 CH: [hm hm] mhm

33 NL: [mhm]

34 DP: [they] speak Georgian

35 NL: [yes]

36 CH: [yes]

37 FP: so before they were Christians, these [Ach’arians?]
38 DP: [they before] [before]

39  NL: [yes they]

40 DP: before they [were Georgians] before

41 CH: [before]

42 NL: yes, before they

43 DP: like they caught ours, they also caught them

44  NL: it was exactly the same [as for the Greeks (xxx)]
45 DP: [yes, only that they] lost their faith

Before this excerpt, DP asked me about the languages I speak. An elderly
lady enters the kitchen and briefly changes the topic, asking whether I was
married and had children. I bring our joint attention back to the topics I had
planned for the interview and ask them about their language competence
(line 1). DP picks up the thread of my not speaking any Georgian and (a little
triumphantly) states that they also speak Georgian (2), which I acknowledge
by laughing (4).

Interestingly, the question about their language competence — which for
me was one of ticking boxes, expressing my deep admiration for my usually
multilingual interlocutors, before then moving on to how they evaluate the
many languages they speak — is no ordinary or “easy” question for FP. Rather
than listing the languages he speaks competently (Urum and Russian),!” he
explains how they did not lose their faith but their language “in Turkey”, i.e.
when their ancestors were living in the Ottoman Empire (3-6). DP elaborates
this story, and in doing so points out the main difference she perceives
between “Christian” GrRegeks and “Muslim” AcH’ARIANS, between people
who care about their religion (GrReeks) and those who cared more about their
language than their religious affiliation (AcH’Ar1aNS). She narrates how “in

17 Since he converses with NL and myself in Russian and with DP, their children and
other guests in Urum, it is contextually clear that he speaks at least these two languages.
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Turkey” eti turki poymali nashikh “these Turks caught our people” (7-10)
and put the fatal question before them: vera ili yazyk “faith or language”
(13). Her husbands earlier contribution (3-6) having set the stage, there is
no chance NL or myself might come to the wrong conclusions half-way
through her story. This allows DP to start her comparison (16-23) by slowly
and pointedly'® elaborating on the choice she attributes to the ACH’ARIANS:
to keep the language and lose the faith (16-21). In lines 21-23 she then
contrasts this with her in-group’s choice of not losing faith but tol’ko “only”
the language. Again, LANGUAGE is portrayed as a somehow more optional
feature of belonging, whereas RELIGION appears to be at its core — at least
for the in-group.'

DP goes on to explain which faith she attributes to her in-group: grecheskiy
vera [sic!] the “Greek faith” (25), and more generally khristianskiy vera [sic!]
“Christian faith” (27). Especially in the Georgian context, it is striking that
she uses the categories GREEk and CHRISTIAN rather than the often used
pravoslavnyy ‘rightly believing” “Orthodox”. What is even more remarkable
is that the national category GREEK appears to be inextricable from the
religious category CHrisTiaN. This link becomes even stronger further on:
in lines 30-34, she repeats her ascription of choices to the AcH’ARIAN out-
group: they lost the faith and “took” the language, which she finally specifies:
po-gruzinski razgovarivayut “they speak Georgian” (34).

This, in turn, surprises her husband, who requests clarification on whether
“these Ach’arians” were really “Christians” at some point in the past (37).
One key to understanding much that goes on in Ts’alk’a can be found in
DP’s utterance in line 40, where she states that ACH’ARIANS ran’she gruziny
byli “were Georgians before”. Again, a national category — GEORGIAN — is
so closely linked with a religious one — CHRISTIANITY — that if a perceived
collective is not CHRISTIAN anymore, they either cease to be GEORGIAN or
their GEorGIANNESs would have to be extensively argued for. In line 43, DP

18 She speaks slowly in this sequence, with many pauses (13, 18), making time for and
requesting supportive backchannel behavior from Nika Loladze and myself.

19 This perfectly corresponds with how she answers the question about the personal
importance of her heritage variety: vazhno ne vazhno eto yazyk [...] da chto delat’
“important, not important, it’s a language [...] yes, what to do?”” (DP, 0:24:07), and her
answer to the question whether SMG is important to her: my i tak greki ne obyazatel’no
chtoby znali ne znali etot yazyk glavnoe chto khristianye glavnoe chto veru derzhim
eto (glavnyy) (x) “we’re Greeks anyway, it’s not necessary that we would know or not
know that language, the main thing is that we’re Christians, the main thing is that we
keep the faith, that’s (important)” (DP, 0:26:04).
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once more compares the two groups’ “capture” and portrays these experiences
as identical, is supported in this description by NL (44), and finally repeats
it a third time, emphasizing once more that AcH’ArR1ANS lost their faith in
making their choice (45), before we go back to discussing their language
competence and use.

The categories juxtaposed in this excerpt relate (quasi-)national and reli-
gious ones. First, we have the contextually clear categorization of the in-group
as GreEk, which is opposed to the quasi-national category AcH’ArIANS. Both
of these categories are then confronted with a (quasi-)national and religious
power, namely the Turks, who have the power to put a choice to them and
enforce its realization. What is not said — because it is clear in this context —
is that the category TUrks comprises a national? and a religious element,
namely IsLam. Note that neither here nor in the excerpt as a whole is “Islam”
explicitly mentioned as a religious category?' — apparently it is so salient that
it does not have to be named. Here we may extend the concept of omnirele-
vance borrowed from Ethnomethodology and Membership Categorization
Analysis where it referes to a device ordering the roles of the immediate
participants of an ongoing interaction — participants in a group-therapy ses-
sion, say (cf. Sacks, 1992). In the present context, an omnirelevant device
is also capable of ordering categories beyond the immediate context of the
interaction. In excerpt 2 and in many instances throughout the corpus, the re-
lationship between IsLam and CHRISTIANITY, and the nationalities associated
with these religious categories very clearly fit Sacks’ definition:

Things may be going along, the device isn’t being used; at some point something
happens which makes it appropriate, and it’s used. And when it’s used, it’s the

controlling device, i.e., there is no way of excluding its operation when relevant.
(Sacks, 1992, p. 314)

Thinking about religion as an omnirelevant device helps understand not only
the ease with which (quasi-)national categories are linked with religious ones,
but also how they can become so closely linked that one loses the national
affiliation to GeEoraia if one exchanges CHrisTiaNITY for IsLam. Crucially,

20 Note that while the Ottoman Empire was indeed historically followed by the (very
much nationalizing) Turkish nation state, it was clearly not a national enterprise at the
time these narrations are set (Barkey, 2008; Icduygu et al., 2008; Mackridge, 2009)
(cf. Chapter 2).

21 And “Muslims” only twice in the whole interview, even though the boundary DP and
FP constantly draw and strengthen is the one between IsLam and CHRISTIANITY (cf.
Chapter 7).
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however, changing one’s language use does not change the national category
(cf. Chapter 7).

Thus, the narrative of one’s ancestors being forced to choose between
their language and their religion serves a number of conversational purposes.
Firstly, it offers a common explanation for language use that is perceived to
be somehow “deviant”. As we will see in Sections B. and C. of this Chap-
ter, SHIFTING RESPONSIBILITY through my ne vinovaty “we’re not guilty” is
an interactive device primarily used to excuse “shortcomings”: speaking a
Turkish variety, not speaking SMG, and/or speaking Georgian only poorly.
Secondly, the in-group is positioned as a REsiLIENT?? and faithful CHRris-
TIAN community, even in the face of adverse conditions. They are therefore
“good Greeks”, since national and religious categories are perceived as in-
separable. In a nutshell, this is DP and FP’s claim to being GRegek. Thirdly,
the AcH’ARIAN out-group is portrayed as having made a different, inferior
choice of language over religion. They are thereby positioned not only as
a “threat” through the behavior attributed to them in the present (as in the
many other stories told about them, cf. Chapter 7), but the narrative traces
a sense of wrong-doing all the way back to a time when the ancestors of
both “groups” had to make a choice — and AcH’ArR1ANS chose LANGUAGE
over “Christian virtue”. Fourthly, if speaking the Georgian language is not
seen as enough link AcH’ar1iAN to the Georgian national category, and if
“we” “only lost the language” (excerpt 2, line 22), LANGUAGE cannot be a
very important indicator of belonging to any collective. Instead it appears
to be conceptualized (at least by parts of the community, not by others, cf.
Section B.) as somehow more MARGINAL to belonging than ReLiGioN. While
excerpt 2 is a particularly poignant example of this narration, remember that
the story was either explicitly told or alluded to, without being asked, in
about half of the interviews with both Pontic and Urum Greeks. And while
the differentiation between Ts’alk’ian GREEKS and ACH’ARIANS is not always
constituted by telling this particular story, religious differences play a crucial
role in establishing these categories and drawing a firm boundary between
them (cf. Chapter 7).

22 RESILIENCE is a category-bound predicate that we will encounter again throughout
this book, especially in Chapter 6.
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2. Speaking about the respective other heritage variety

In this Section I will investigate how consultants speak about and evaluate
the heritage variety that is not or was not spoken by them or their families.
Strikingly, although none of my consultants is a competent speaker of the
respective other heritage variety, consultants do attribute (some) competence
in the other heritage language to their parents or grandparents,?* or more
generally to the time when there were still three Pontic Greek villages in the
Ts’alk’a region before the emigration in the 1990s. This lack of language
competence is primarily explained by a lack of contact (at least since the
early 90s), by Urum Greeks acquiring SMG rather than Pontic Greek in
Greece, and by Pontic Greeks not having much use for a Turkish variety
spoken nowhere else.

Consultants with a background of Urum as heritage variety evaluate Pontic
Greek positively overall. It is seen as being somehow related to SMG, either
in terms of LinGuistic ProximiTYy (whether as closely or very distantly
related), in terms of AcGEe (older than SMGQG), or in terms of Purity. The
latter can mean either that Pontic Greek is an “impure” version of SMG (EA,
0:15:20), or conversely that Pontic Greek is “older” and therefore somehow
“more properly Greek” (AM, 0:33:35). Some consultants with a Pontic Greek-
speaking background share this evaluation (cf. Section 3.). On the other hand,
as seen in positions from the previous Section, “having kept the language” —
which in this view is indicated by speaking Pontic Greek today — might be
evaluated negatively in terms of religious loyalty.

Consultants with a background of Pontic Greek as heritage variety do not
usually evaluate Urum as a heritage variety “worthy” of a Greek community
(SM, 0:22:08). As we have seen, however, this might not prevent them from
admiring the Urum Greek community for their “bravery” in having kept their
Orthodox faith in the face of adversity. Usually, this negative evaluation rests
on equating Urum with TurkisH, although many Urum Greek consultants
do as well. This category evokes negative evaluations that are not linked to
the language per se but to other characteristics and practices ascribed to it.
The following indicative example is from IP, a 61-year-old, Pontic Greek,
university-educated shop keeper in a small, mostly Pontic Greek village in
Western Georgia, and his best friend TV, who is Georgian and is said to
speak Pontic at the same level of competence as his Pontic Greek neighbors.

23 Interestingly, none of my consultants in the oldest age bracket claim this competence
for themselves.
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The two friends state that they converse either in Pontic Greek, Russian or
Georgian.>*

Before the excerpt, I ask whether they see any differences between “Greeks
here” (in the village) and “Greeks in Ts’alk’a”, apart from the different
heritage languages. IP explains that he feels a little “colder” towards the
(Urum) Greeks from Ts’alk’a due to the yazykovoy bar’er “linguistic barrier”.

(3) They speak Turkish in Greece (IP 0:57:10-0:58:20)

1 IP: u menya est’ dvoyurodnye brat’ya dvoyurodnyy brat
atme is once_removed brothers once_removed brother
2 tsalkinskogo proiskhozhdeniya
Ts’alk’ian  origin
3 CH: da
yes
4 IP: materi u nas e séstry (1)i  tam vstrechayutsya govoryat
mothers atus  sisters  and there meet_they speak_they
5 po-turetski (1.7) nu (1) nu kak-by  tak istoricheskiy tak
Turkish well  well somehow so historically so
6 poluchilos’ chto eto yazyk  kak-by  vrazheskiy [°h ]

turned_out that this language somehow hostile
7 CH: [hm]
8 IP: (-) kotoryy unichtozhil vsé nashe
who  destroyed_M everything ours
9 TV kho da da
yes yes yes
10 IP: vsyu gretsiyu (-)
whole Greece

11 CH: hm

12 IP: dovelo do (2) nu  kogda-to gretsiya chto-to  [eshché]
led_N to well sometime Greece something more

13 CH: [hm]

14 IP: v istorii chto-to  sh:chto-to ot  sebya predstavlyala

in history something ~ something from self represented_F
15 NL: hm
16 IP: oni eé prevratili (-) v rukhlyad’

they her turned_into_PL  in junk
17 CH: hm(l.5)

24 1P speaks Georgian with no accent, and so well that when we first met, Nika Loladze
took this to be his first language, and was very surprised when IP offered himself as a
potential Greek consultant.
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IP:

NL:

1P:

CH:

1P:

TV:

CH:
NL:

1P:

CH:

1P:

TV:

1P:

TV:

IP:

TV:

1P:

CH:

1P:

IP:

CH:

oni turki-zhe eto sdelali chetyresto  let pod igom turtsii
they Turks  this did_PL four_hundred years under yoke Turkey
byli vot poslednie
were_PL here last
mhm
kogda oni osvo_v tysyachu vosem’sot shestdesyatom godu
when they free_ in thousand eight_hundred sixtieth year
oni osvobodilis’ v pyatdesyatom ili kakom godu (1) vot (—) oni
they freed_PL  in fiftieth or which year well  they
tam poekhali eti  tsalkinskie i  tam razgovarivayut po-turetski
there went_PL these Ts’alk’ians and there speak_they  in_Turkish
hm (1.3)
a: govori  na drugom yazyke ru_ russkiy znaesh’
talk_2SG on other  language Ru_ Russian know_2SG
russkoyazychnym byl zdes’ [e stol’ko]
Russian-speaking was_M here ~ so_many
[vsyu zhizn’]
whole life
[hm]
[hm]
poltora veka
one_and_a_half century
hm
i tam vsé ravno po-turetski govoryat
and there all equal in_Turkish speak_they
znachit eto ego (rodnoy yazyk)
means this his (native language)
ya ne znayu
I not know_I
naprashivaetsya (—)
suggests_itself
ne znayu vot v etom otnoshenii kakuyu-to

not know_I well in this regard some_kind_of

ya nikogda natsionalistom [ne byl no vsé-taki]

I never nationalist not was_M but nevertheless
[otchuzhdénnost’] [chuvstvuyu |

alienation feel_I

[da]

yes

nu (=) obidno dazhe
well offensive even

I have cousins, a cousin from Ts’alk’a
yes

(@) er-sn ]
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1P:

CH:

1P:

TV:

1P:

CH:

1P:

CH:

1P:

NL:

1P:

CH:

1P:

NL:

1P:

CH:

1P:

TV:
CH:
NL:

1P:

CH:

1P:

TV:

1P:

TV:

1P:

TV:

1P:

CH:

1P:

A. Heritage varieties

our mothers are sisters, and when they meet there, they speak Turkish,
well, well somehow, it’s historical that it so happened that this
language is somehow the enemy’s

hm

who destroyed everything that was ours

yes, yes, yes

all of Greece

hm

it led to, well, at some point Greece something [more]

(hm]

in history, something, stood for something

hm

they turned her? into trash

hm

it’s the Turks who did this, four hundred years they were under the
Turkish yoke, well, the last

mhm

when they, in 1860 they were freed, in the fiftieth or whichever year,
well they went there, these Ts’alk’ians and speak Turkish there
hm

speak in another language, you know Russian, here was
Russian-speaking [for so many]

[whole life]

(hm]

(hm]

one and a half centuries

hm

but there they speak Turkish anyway

that means it’s his native language

I don’t know

it suggests itself

I don’t know, well, with regards to this

1 was never a nationalist [but still]

[there’s some kind of alienation] [I feel]

[yes]

well, I find it even offensive

IP starts by explaining that he has family ties to Ts’alk’a in the form of his
cousin in lines 1-4, thereby assuring us that his knowledge is first-hand,
and therefore (more) credible. He then ascribes a certain 