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Abstract
This dissertation project examines the language contact situation of Chipilo, a
Veneto-Spanish bilingual community of immigrant origin in central Mexico, focusing
both on the social motivations for the sustained bilingualism observed and the linguistic
outcomes in the Spanish of the community. Chipilo is a unique community in that
Veneto, a Northern Italian dialect, has been maintained for over 127 years and is the first
language of many, if not all, of the bilinguals in Chipilo. And unlike many other instances
of language contact in Mexico, both community languages are ascribed high prestige,
therefore slowing the process of language shift from the immigrant language to the
national language.
Chipilo was founded in 1882 by a homogenous group of approximately 560
immigrants from Veneto-speaking towns in northern Italy as a result of colonization
efforts on the part of the Mexican government. During the initial years the town remained
relatively isolated and the linguistic homogeneity of the group allowed for the continued
use of Veneto as the preferred language of intra-ethnic communication. Today, changing
social conditions brought about by the proximity of Puebla, the fourth largest city in
Mexico, and an increase in contact with Spanish and mainstream national Mexican
culture may affect the bilingualism observed in Chipilo. Previous research has offered
socio-historical and sociolinguistic overviews of the community but none has provided a
complete profile of the community investigating both the social and the linguistic aspects
of language contact. This dissertation expands on previous work on the community by
investigating the social context qualitatively through the use of sociolinguistic interviews
and quantitatively with the results of a sociolinguistic questionnaire. The linguistic
outcomes of sustained bilingualism in Chipilo are examined through the speech samples
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provided by the sociolinguistic interviews and also through a quantitative analysis of the
expression of null and overt subject pronouns.
With respect to the social context of Chipilo, this dissertation explores the differences
in language use patterns and language attitudes across different gender, age, and L1
groups. Results reveal significant differences between men and women and across age
and L1 groups with respect to language use patterns and attitudes towards both Spanish
and Veneto. Women view Veneto as more important both at an individual and societal
level and identify more with Veneto than do men. L1 is a strong indicator of language use
patterns and attitudes in that L1 Veneto bilinguals use more Veneto and demonstrate
more favorable attitudes towards Veneto than L1 Spanish bilinguals. Across age groups,
younger generations view Spanish as less important to the community and identify less
with Mexican culture than older generations. This is attributed to the positive prestige
associated with Veneto and the strong link between Veneto and ethnic identity that
persists today in the distinction between chipileños and mexicanos.
The intense Veneto-Spanish bilingualism observed in the community has linguistic
consequences for the contact languages. Sociolinguistic interviews provided speech
samples that were transcribed and analyzed for interlingual influence. Instances of
language switching, lexical borrowings, and substratum effects, such as double negation,
are identified and discussed. Interlingual influence was also examined by reference to the
expression of overt subjects. In the case of Chipilo, Veneto and Spanish are both null
subject languages, although the languages differ markedly in that Veneto employs
obligatory subject clitics that occur in the 2SG, 3SG, and 3PL verb forms, which could be
reanalyzed as subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. Statistical analysis revealed
no increase in the overall rate of subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.
Moreover, patterns of subject expression in this contact variety are similar to/identical to
the variables implicated in monolingual varieties: the language-internal factors of person
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(and number), verb form ambiguity, and co-referentiality were all returned as significant
in the expression of subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. Furthermore, the
language-external factors of age and gender were also returned as significant. Women
and older speakers (Group 3, age 51-64) favor overt forms, whereas men and other age
groups favor null forms. This is attributed to the fact that women and older speakers may
use more Veneto than Spanish and may be more likely to reanalyze Veneto subject clitics
as subject pronouns in Spanish. Properties of the grammar commonly found to be subject
to contact effects in other bilingual populations (heritage speakers, L2 learners, attrited
speakers) were also examined. Variability in production was attested in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish with respect to the preterite/imperfect distinction and variability in the use of
imperfect subjunctive, variability in the lexical mapping of psychological predicates and
use of the indirect object marker a, and variability in the use of clitic-doubling in
inalienable possession constructions.
This dissertation contributes to a variety of linguistic fields, including social
psychology of language, sociolinguistics, language contact, and theoretical linguistics.
The language contact situation in Chipilo provides further insight into the processes of
language maintenance and shift and the role that factors such as prestige, language
attitudes, and identity play in the maintenance of a minority language. Furthermore,
research in Chipilo offers a unique perspective to work in language contact and to the
linguistic consequences of bilingualism in a situation of sustained contact.
Keywords: Spanish, Veneto, language maintenance, bilingualism
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Chapter 1
Introduction
1. Introduction
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the language contact situation of
Chipilo, a Veneto-Spanish bilingual community of immigrant origin in central Mexico.
This study focuses on the extralinguistic factors, i.e. the social context, that contribute to
sustained bilingualism as well as the linguistic outcomes observed in this particular
language contact environment. The goals of this dissertation are thus twofold: to describe
the sociolinguistic context of Chipilo and to identify and examine the structural
consequences of language contact on the Spanish of this bilingual community.
Chipilo presents a unique window for the study of contact Spanish for a number of
reasons. First, Veneto and Spanish have been in contact since 1882 and Veneto has coexisted with Spanish for over 125 years and is the first language of many, if not all, of the
bilinguals in Chipilo. Unlike many immigrant communities where minority languages
undergo language shift within three generations, Chipilo is in its sixth generation and
Veneto continues to be transmitted to the younger generations at high rates. And unlike
many other instances of language contact in Mexico, both community languages are
ascribed high prestige, therefore slowing the process of language shift from the
immigrant language to the national language. The study of bilingualism in Chipilo thus
offers a window into the societal and individual factors that support minority language
maintenance. In addition, attention to the linguistic situation of Chipilo provides insight
into a less studied area of language contact research—the effects of contact between two
typologically similar languages. Neither language mixing nor congruent lexicalization are
attested, but substratum effects of Veneto are observed in Spanish. Thus, this study will
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identify the social motivations for the sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo and
examine its linguistic outcomes in the Spanish of the community.

2. Chipilo, Mexico: A historical and sociolinguistic profile
In the late 19th century, the Mexican government began recruiting Europeans to
colonize the country and help spark the economy. Various groups of Italians came to
Mexico from different regions in northern Italy, including Lombardy, Veneto, and
Trentino. Chipilo was founded in 1882 by a homogenous group of approximately 560
immigrants from Veneto-speaking towns in the northern Italian provinces of Treviso and
Belluno. The founders of Chipilo were some of the last settlers and remain the only
Italian community still thriving in Mexico. As with other Italian immigrants in Mexico,
the Chipileños were not immediately satisfied with the land they were assigned by the
Mexican government. The lands of the former Chipiloc and Tenamaxtla haciendas were
unused, sterile, and had never been plowed. As a consequence, the first years were
difficult and unproductive. However, by 1892, the dairy business supported and improved
the town‘s economy, and today, the lands in Chipilo are considered some of the most
fertile in the Puebla region. Studies conducted in the 1980s show that the overwhelming
majority of Chipileños (93%) work as agriculturists, with only 2.04% of the population
working in business, 2.02% in industry, and 1.05%, mostly younger people, working in
offices, banks, and factories in Puebla (Romani 1992). No official number is available as
to the total population of Chipilo. Pasarelli (1946) cites approximately 3,000 inhabitants
whereas MacKay (1999) claims the population of Chipilo is around 2,500. More recent
estimates from Chipileños range between 3,000 and 4,000.
The body of work examining the language situation of Chipilo is small, focusing
largely on language maintenance. Some of the earliest comments on Chipilo are provided
by Bohme (1959), in his discussion of Italian immigrants in Mexico, and by Pasarelli
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(1946), who notes that at the time of his visit to Chipilo, there was very little intermarriage with Mexicans, and most Chipileños had blonde or brown hair and blue eyes. A
later study by Romani (1992) revealed nearly all Chipileños—99.2%— to be bilingual,
with 95.31% active bilinguals and 3.90% passive bilinguals of Veneto. There were few
monolingual speakers of Spanish at the time of her study and no monolingual speakers of
Veneto in the community. According to Romani, most Chipileños of Italian descent (and
a small number of Mexican descent) learned Veneto in the home. Most children learned
Spanish when they started school; however, children from mixed marriages were also
observed to learn Spanish at home. Romani described the language situation as one of
diglossia: Veneto was the language of the home, while Spanish was the language of the
church and school.
In spite of the predominance of Spanish in the religious and education domains,
Veneto is used with Veneto speakers in any context. Thus, Veneto is not purely a home
language. It is used in local Chipileño-run stores, pharmacies, cafés, stables, carpentry
workshops, on the street, and in other interactions, both informal and business, between
Chipileños. In the stables and carpentry workshops, where there are greater numbers of
non-Chipileño employees, both Spanish and Veneto are used depending on the
interlocutors. In fact, non-Chipileños who have worked and/or lived for a long period of
time in the community have been known to learn and communicate in Veneto while
working in Chipileño-run businesses. In public domains, such as stores and restaurants,
Veneto-speaking customers and waitresses often conduct business transactions in Veneto.
Veneto is also spoken at group meetings such as the Trevisani nel mondo and the Veneti a
Chipilo, where members discuss and plan up-coming public events and activities. No
official figure is available for the number of Veneto speakers in Chipilo, although it is
estimated at around 2,500. Veneto, therefore, can be viewed as the majority language
within the community as it is also the L1 of most persons of Italian descent within the
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community. However, at a national level it remains a minority language given that it
receives no formal support and is not recognized as a language of Mexico. Furthermore,
within Chipilo some believe Veneto is being lost as speakers shift to Spanish, therefore
reinforcing its status as a minority language under pressure from a dominant, majority
language.
In spite of this, both Veneto and Spanish are held in high prestige within the
community. Thus, it is not surprising that speakers demonstrate a strong degree of loyalty
to both languages (Romani 1992). Veneto speakers feel that their language serves as an
important means of intra-group communication and they express desire to maintain their
heritage language, pass it on to younger generations, and standardize it. At the same time,
Chipileños recognize the importance and value of Spanish. Romani notes that ―los dos
idiomas no representan valores en lucha, sino que poseen un diferente significado social y
una diferente utilidad que, en esta fase del contacto, no se enfrentan abiertamente‖ ‗the
two languages do not represent competing values, but instead they possess a different
social meaning and a different use that, at this point of contact, do not confront each other
openly‘ (1992:86). A different perspective is offered by MacKay (1992), who suggests
that while the social networks in Chipilo are generally dense and strong, open social
networks attributed to employment opportunities outside of the Chipilo community are
possibly weakening the maintenance of Veneto. In addition, while membership in the
community appears to entail knowledge of Veneto, the use of Veneto with peers is
diminishing for some speakers and MacKay notes that ―the degree to which children are
acquiring Veneto outside of the home is not clear‖ (1992: 143). She notes that codeswitching is becoming more common in younger generations. Thus, at the time of her
writing, the future of Veneto in Chipilo was not assured.
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While Romani (1992) and MacKay (1992) have afforded insights into the sociohistorical and sociolinguistic situation in Chipilo, neither study provides a complete
profile of the community. Romani (1992) discusses findings from a sociolinguistic
survey, however, her results are not analyzed statistically and can only be interpreted as
generalizations and trends. MacKay (1992, 1999) bases her discussion of language
maintenance in Chipilo on personal observation and draws minimally from interview
excerpts taken from Sartor and Ursini (1983). MacKay mentions several effects of
Spanish influence on Veneto, particularly in the neutralization of phonemic contrasts.
However, neither Romani nor MacKay have explored in-depth the linguistic outcomes of
the sustained language contact situation that exists in the community, particularly as it
affects bilingual Chipilo Spanish. This dissertation study seeks to redress these lacunae
by examining both the social context of Chipilo and the linguistic outcomes of sustained
bilingualism. In addition, the study will update the sociolinguistic profiles of Chipilo
presented by Romani and MacKay, whose research was conducted in the 1980s, through
the quantitative analysis of a sociolinguistic questionnaire and the qualitative data
provided through sociolinguistic interviews.

3. Italian cultural traditions and artifacts in Chipilo
Chipilo is the last remaining Veneto-speaking Italian colony in Mexico and continues
to maintain not only its language but several aspects of its Italian culture. Overt signs of
Italian culture can be seen throughout the community from Italian stickers and logos on
cars to the Italian soccer jerseys worn by many Chipileños. The World Cup soccer
championship brings particular excitement to Chipilo when Italy plays and to a much
lesser extent when Mexico plays. The Chipileño cuisine also exhibits aspects of Italian
heritage through the preparation of polenta and radichi, a dish made of dandelion leaves.
Furthermore, many traditions of Italian or Veneto origin are continued today including
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Rigoleto, a game played at Easter, Bondí Bondán and la Befana, both celebrated at the
beginning of each year, and las bochas, bocce ball that is traditionally played on
Sundays.
Identification with Italian heritage has been a strong component of the community
since its beginning as a colony. Savarino (2002, 2006) and Zago (2007) note that between
1925 and 1935, the Fascist regime in Italy was expanding and brought about ―propaganda
desarrollada por la embajada y el consulado italianos, quienes obedecían consignas del
régimen fascista para difundir el espíritu de ‗la Italianidad‘ por todo el mundo‖
‗propaganda developed by the Italian embassy and consulates who obeyed the slogans of
the Fascist regime to spread the Italian spirit around the world‘ (Zago 2007:149). This
Italian spirit is seen today in the names of streets, buildings, and shops within the
community. For example, in 1924, a small rock from the Italian mountain Monte Grappa
was brought to Chipilo and placed on the small hill of the same name in the middle of
town, as seen in Figure 1.1.1 In 1932, the town constructed an auditorium and meeting
center called Casa d’Italia and the names of several restaurants and shops reflect the
Italian origins of the community, such as La Nave Italia ‗The Italian Ship‘, in Figure 3.

1

Monte Grappa is a mountain in the Veneto region of Northern Italy where in 1918 during WWI

many soldiers died fighting against the Austrian army.
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Figure 1.1: Monte Grappa

Figure 1.2: Casa d‟Italia

Figure 1.3: Local shop in Chipilo La Nave Italia
The shared linguistic and cultural heritage has resulted in a tight-knit community,
with very dense multiplex social networks in which it is often said that everyone knows
everybody (MacKay 1992). Many in Chipilo are related, some distantly, but the
relationships are well known among community members. Much importance is placed on
family ancestry, marked explicitly by Italian last names, such as Crivelli, Galeazzi,
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Merlo, Minutti, Montagner, Précoma, and Zago. Thus, there is a distinction between ingroup Chipileños and outsider Mexicans. This distinction is made more salient through
the distinguishing physical characteristics of the Chipileños. Many have light hair and
eye color and it is often claimed that outsiders used to come to town just to look at the
rubias ‗blondes‘.
The distinction between Chipileño and Mexican will also be made throughout this
dissertation for the sake of convenience. While Chipileños are Mexican nationals, this
dissertation uses the term Chipileño to refer to persons of Italian heritage that either
currently reside or formerly resided in Chipilo and have an ancestral connection to the
community. Mexican refers to persons of non-Italian descent who may or may not live in
Chipilo. Thus, a person with no Italian heritage who resides in Chipilo, whether for
employment or marriage purposes, is not considered a Chipileño. A further distinction is
sometimes made in Chipilo between those who are chipileño legítimo ‗genuine
Chipileño‘ and those who are mitad-mitad ‗half and half‘. As is the custom in Chipilo,
this dissertation considers mitad-mitad to refer to Chipileños, and mixed background is
pointed out specifically where appropriate as it may be implicated in a speaker‘s
language use patterns and proficiency levels.
With respect to the social context of Chipilo, the proximity of Puebla, the fourth
largest city in Mexico, has brought about many changes. During the initial years of the
community, the Chipileños were relatively isolated and therefore self-sufficient. Today,
the encroachment of the city has resulted in plentiful education and employment
opportunities and has also brought non-Chipileños to the area. These changing social
conditions may affect the stable bilingualism of Chipilo, particularly across different age
groups, L1 groups, and genders. An influx of non-Veneto speaking Mexicans and further
employment and educational opportunities outside the community may result in a
decreased use of Veneto as the language of intra-ethnic communication.
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This dissertation explores the differences in language use patterns and language
attitudes across different gender, age, and L1 groups. These factors are relevant to the
study of Chipilo due to the social conditions of the community. As noted, the town had
been isolated for many years and only the men traveled outside of the community for
work. Women remained at home, where Veneto was the primary language used. Even
now, it is more common for men to work outside of Chipilo. Age is also an important
factor, given that younger generations are more likely to attend universities in Puebla.
This leads to increased exposure to other varieties of Spanish, including the vernaculars
of classmates and the normative Spanish of the academic setting. Furthermore, a
speaker‘s L1 may reflect the language most commonly used in the home and in family
interactions. Importantly, this dissertation will allow for consideration of another factor
that is involved in situations of bilingualism: attitudes and insecurity with respect to the
two languages. Recall that in Chipilo, many persons are raised acquiring Veneto as their
L1 or acquiring both Veneto and Spanish simultaneously. Everyone is bilingual in the
two languages once they begin school. However, while the use of both languages is
common in the community, some speakers use one language more than the other in
certain circumstances. This dissertation will examine the perceived vitality of Veneto and
Spanish in Chipilo and speakers‘ attitudes towards each language.
Favorable attitudes thus far within the community have led to standardization efforts.
The variety of Veneto spoken in Chipilo has no standard writing system and arguments
have been made for both a Spanish-based writing system and an Italian-based writing
system (see Montagner 2005). This dissertation draws on Veneto data taken from online
list-serves, published books, and other written material. In these cases, the writing system
of the original text will be maintained here. However, during sociolinguistic interviews
conducted for the present dissertation Veneto was occasionally recorded and transcribed.
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In this case, this dissertation will follow the writing system proposed in Montagner
(2005), which differs from the Italian and Spanish writing systems in some respects.
Unlike Mexican Spanish, Veneto has the phonemes /θ/ and /z/. Veneto also demonstrates
a phonemic contrast between open and closed mid vowels /e/ and / / and /o/ and / /. The
proposed graphemes for these phonemes are seen in (1).
(1)

Sample writing system
a. grazhie [graθie] ‗thank you‘
b. caŝa [kaza] ‗house‘
c. vert [vert] ‗open‘ vs. vêrt [v rt] ‗green‘2
d. cor [kor] ‗run‘ vs. côr [k r] ‗heart‘

Other differences between the Spanish-based system and the Italian-based system include
the use of gue ‗to him/to her‘ instead of ghe, qui ‗who‘ instead of chi, and ya ‗already‘
instead of gia, and the use of é ‗he is‘ and ó ‗I have‘ to distinguish these verbs from the
conjunctions e ‗and‘ and o ‗or‘.

4. Contact Spanish
In addition to the social context briefly outlined above, this dissertation project aims
to explore the linguistic outcomes of sustained bilingualism in Chipilo. While some
attention is devoted to the effects of contact on Chipilo Veneto, e.g., in the form of lexical
borrowings and phonemic neutralization from Spanish, the main focus is on the effects of
contact on Chipilo Spanish.

2

Unlike Spanish, Veneto distinguishes /b/ and /v/ although MacKay (1992) notes that this

distinction is being lost in the younger generations in Chipilo under the influence of Spanish.
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Relevant to this dissertation is the typological similarity of Spanish and Veneto. 3
Both are Romance languages, and although Veneto is often called a Northern Italian
dialect, it is a sister language of the Florentine dialect that eventually became Standard
Italian. The variety of Veneto spoken in Chipilo is of the Alto Adige region of Northern
Italy and is a Bellunese variety of Veneto. Most of the original immigrants were from the
provinces of Belluno and Treviso in the Veneto region of Northern Italy, specifically
Segusino and nearby towns, thus creating a relatively homogeneous group of speakers.
Veneto exhibits properties not shared with Spanish, in which case interlingual influence
would constitute a case of traditional ‗interference‘. For example, Veneto requires subject
clitics, as exemplified in (2) and (4), which are excluded in monolingual Spanish, but
which might surface in some form in the contact variety. In addition, Veneto
demonstrates emphatic double negation, as in (3-4),4 a pragmatic structure that could
surface in bilingual Spanish. 5
(2)

Son contént que al sía la prima olta que tu scrive cua. (entry dated
11/8/2006)
Ø be-1sg content that SCL-3sg is the first time that SCL-2sg write-2sg
here
‗I am happy that this is the first time you write here‘

(3)

No só no
Neg Ø know-1sg Neg
‗I don‘t know‘

3

There is no similarity metric and therefore by typologically similar, I am referring to the

expression of null and overt subject pronouns.
4

Examples are from the Chipileños Yahoo! Group used for corresponding in the Veneto language.

5

Similar patterns have been found in other varieties of Spanish (Lipski 1994, Schwegler 1996) but

are not typical of Mexican Spanish.
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(4)

No só a qué ora que i nda via no. (entry dated 11/8/2006)
Neg Ø know-1sg at what hour that SCL-3pl go-3pl there Neg
‗I don‘t know what time they are going there‘

While the variety of Veneto spoken in Chipilo is not mutually intelligible with
Spanish, the languages share many characteristics as they are both Romance languages.
One particular area shared by both languages is that of the expression of null and overt
subject pronouns. Spanish and Veneto are both null subject languages. As shown in (5)
and (6), both employ strong pronouns, and both allow for their absence.
(5)

Spanish
Ø/Él/Juan habla
‗He/Juan speaks‘

(6)

Veneto
Ela/Maria *(la) parla
‗She/Maria speaks‘

Thus, both Spanish and Veneto license null subjects. Unlike Spanish, however, the
variety of Veneto spoken in Chipilo demonstrates obligatory subject clitic pronouns in
the 2SG, 3SG, and 3PL forms as shown in the verbal paradigm in (7) (cf. Poletto 2000 and
Goria 2004 for overviews of subject clitics in Northern Italian Dialects). As seen in (7)
below, both Spanish and Veneto employ optional strong subject pronouns. 6
(7)

6

Spanish

Veneto

(yo) hablo

(mi) parle

‗I speak‘

Subject clitics differ from strong pronouns in that they cannot be coordinated, modified, and do

not bear contrastive stress (see Cardinaletti and Starke 1999 for a discussion of the distinction
between strong, weak, and subject clitic pronouns). Veneto differs from so-called mixed null
subject languages, such as Finnish and Hebrew, where subject pronouns, as opposed to subject
clitics, are obligatory in some forms and optional in others (Vainikka and Levy 1999).
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(tú) hablas

(ti) tu parla

‗You speak‘

(él) habla

(lu) al parla

‗He speaks‘

(ella) habla

(ela) la parla

‗She speaks‘

(nosotros) hablamos

(nuatri) parlón ‗We speak‘

(vosotros) habláis

(vuatri) parlé

‗You all speak‘

(ellos) hablan

(luri) i parla

‗They (masc.) speak‘

(ellas) hablan

(ele) i parla

‗They (fem.) speak‘

Spanish and Veneto also share similar conditions on the expression and interpretation
of overt pronouns, i.e. the expression of overt subject pronouns is regulated by discoursepragmatic factors. For example, overt pronouns are favored when there is a switch in
referent in discourse, as seen in the following discourse connected utterances (Spanish
examples from Montrul 2004):
(8)

Spanish
a. Pepe no vino hoy a trabajar.

*Pepe/?él/Ø estará enfermo.

‗Pepe did not come to work today.
b. Hoy no fui a trabajar.

Pepe/él/*Ø pensó que estaba enfermo.

‗Today I did not go to work.
(9)

He must be sick.‘

Pepe/he thought I was sick.‘

Veneto
a. Pepe no l‘é ñist a laorar.  *Pepe/?lu/Ø al sta mal.
‗Pepe did not come to work today.

He must be sick.‘

b. Ancó no son ndat a laorar.  Pepe/lu/*Ø al á pensá que stae mal.
‗Today I did not go to work.

Pepe/he thought I was sick.‘
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In examples in (8a, 9a), the referent does not change and therefore an overt pronoun
would be pragmatically infelicitous. In (8b, 9b), there is a shift in topic and an overt
subject pronoun is preferred.
Thus, the distribution of null and overt subject pronouns in null subject languages is
regulated by conditions at the interface of syntax and pragmatics. Recent research has
shown that such properties are especially prone to interlingual influence. Variability in
both the expression and interpretation of overt subject pronouns has been found among
advanced and near-native L2 learners (Tsimpli et al. 2004, Sorace 2005, Margaza and Bel
2006), in early bilingual L1 acquisition (Müller and Hulk 2001), among speakers
undergoing L1 attrition (Tsimpli et al. 2004), and among heritage speakers (Montrul
2004). In many cases, the studies examine a null subject language in contact with a nonnull subject language. For example, Tsimpli et al. (2004) found that English advanced L2
Italian speakers use an overt subject pronoun in environments where a native Italian
speaker would use a null pronoun, a finding attributed to L1 interference. However, since
the distribution of null and overt pronouns is regulated by interface conditions (an area of
instability), their non-normative expression and interpretation might occur irrespective of
the types of languages in contact. That is, non-target expression and interpretation might
be found even among bilinguals of two null subject languages. Margaza and Bel (2006)
examined the linguistic behaviors of learners of Spanish whose native language is
Greek—both Spanish and Greek are null subject languages and share the same pragmatic
conditions on their expression and interpretation—and found that intermediate level
learners used overt pronouns in contexts where both Spanish and Greek would use a null
pronoun. This shows that variability may not be due to L1 interference but rather may be
a result of language contact itself. The Veneto-Spanish bilingual situation in Chipilo
provides an ideal environment to further pursue this line of inquiry given that many
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bilingual Chipileños are raised as simultaneous or early bilinguals of two null subject
languages in an environment of sustained bilingualism. By examining two null subject
languages, the factor of L1 interference is removed. If an increase in the rate of overt
subject pronoun expression among Veneto-Spanish bilinguals is found, then this
variability may arise as a result of language in contact in general. This research
contributes to this line of work by investigating properties of the grammar that are
susceptible to variability in bilingual or language contact situations.
Interlingual influence in the bilingual Spanish of Chipilo may be manifest in other
areas as well. As noted, Veneto is the first language of many, if not all, bilinguals of
Italian descent in Chipilo and many Chipileños are Veneto dominant. Spanish is often
reserved for interactions with out-group members and as a result some Chipileños may
speak Spanish infrequently. Substratum effects from Veneto are therefore expected to
occur in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. While lexical and phonological/phonetic effects are
expected in situations of sustained bilingualism, this work will focus on morpho-syntactic
variation. This work takes a unique point of departure in that, instead of examining the
minority language for signs of language loss and attrition, it examines variation in the
majority language and considers this variation as a result of language contact. One reason
for examining the bilingual Spanish in Chipilo is that while it is the dominant language of
Mexican society, Veneto is dominant within the community as it is the L1 of many, if not
most, Chipileños and many speak Spanish only when required by the presence of a nonChipileño interlocutor. Thus, for many speakers Veneto may be considered the dominant
language. 7

7

The examination of variability in Veneto is difficult given that the two languages have been in

contact for 127 years and there are no monolingual speakers, neither in Chipilo nor in Italy. While
the variety spoken in Chipilo is similar to the variety spoken in Segusino, Italy, both are in
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5. Organization of Dissertation
As discussed above, Chipilo presents a unique window for the study of bilingualism,
both at the societal and the individual level. This dissertation aims to identify the social
motivations for language maintenance in Chipilo and to examine the linguistic outcomes
of sustained bilingualism. These broad themes are developed in the following chapters.
Chapter 2 presents a socio-historical background of the community, including
motivation for emigration from Italy, the establishment of multiple Italian colonies in
Mexico, and the founding of Chipilo. Previous research on language maintenance in
Chipilo is discussed, including the factors that contributed to language maintenance
during the early years of the colony as well as those that have been identified in studies of
the 1980s. Finally, a description of the current social context of Chipilo is presented,
including an overview of the Veneto standardization and preservation efforts.
Chapter 3 discusses previous literature with respect to the social context of
bilingualism and the factors that contribute to language maintenance or shift in a given
speech community. This chapter discusses the role of language attitudes, prestige, and
identity as factors implicated in language maintenance. The chapter ends with a
presentation of the research questions that motivate the study of the social context and
language maintenance in Chipilo.
Chapter 4 discusses previous literature on the linguistic outcomes of language contact
and bilingualism, focusing on the linguistic-internal consequences of bilingualism
manifest in the lexicon, phonology, morpho-syntax, and discourse-pragmatics. The
discussion is centered largely on the Spanish grammar, although some reference is also
made to the effects of bilingualism on Chipilo Veneto. Variability in the morpho-syntax
is of particular interest to this dissertation and the language-internal and languageextensive contact with Spanish and Italian respectively. Future research aims to examine
variability in the Veneto of Chipilo, in spite of the lack of a monolingual comparison.
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external factors implicated in the expression of null and overt subject pronouns in
monolingual and contact varieties of Spanish are discussed. With this literature in mind,
the chapter also poses several research questions related to the linguistic outcomes of
bilingualism in Chipilo.
Chapter 5 details the methodology used to collect data for this study. Detailed
information on the participants is provided as well as the materials and procedures used
to collect data. In addition, this chapter discusses the data analysis for both the interviews
and questionnaires and explains the coding procedure used for the analysis of subject
pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.
Chapter 6 discusses the social context of bilingualism in Chipilo through the analysis
of quantitative results from the sociolinguistic questionnaire and qualitative data from the
sociolinguistic interviews. General language use patterns and the extralinguistic factors of
prestige, language attitudes, and identity are identified as contributing to language
maintenance in Chipilo and discussed. After establishing a general picture of the
distribution and status of the two languages in Chipilo, this chapter discusses the
differences that arise between gender, L1, and age groups with respect to patterns of
language use and language attitudes and identity.
Chapter 7 presents transcriptions of spontaneous naturalistic data to examine the
effects of language contact on the Spanish of Chipileño bilinguals. Lexical borrowing and
language switching, including borrowing and switching of discourse markers, are
discussed. A particular focus is placed on the morpho-syntactic consequences of
bilingualism, including leveling effects and substratum influence. Subject pronoun
expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish is also considered and quantitative results are
presented.
Lastly, Chapter 8 discusses the results in view of the research questions posed in
Chapters 3 and 4 and the analyses and results presented in Chapters 6 and 7. The role of
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prestige, language attitudes, and identity is discussed and differences across gender, L1,
and age groups are explored. The second part of the chapter discusses the linguistic
outcomes manifest in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. Lastly, the chapter provides directions
for future research and conclusions.
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Chapter 2
Socio-historical Background
1. Introduction
In the late nineteenth century, Mexico, along with many other countries in the
Americas, including the United States, Argentina and Brazil, sought to encourage
economic and population growth through colonization programs that would recruit
European immigrants to settle in its territories. The community of Francisco Javier Mina,
better known as Chipilo, was founded in 1882 by a group of approximately 560
immigrants, recruited from Northern Italy by the Mexican government. They were given
land on the abandoned haciendas of Chipíloc and Tenamaxtla, 12 kilometers outside the
city of Puebla in central Mexico. 8 Figure 2.1 shows the state of Puebla; Chipilo can be
found between the cities of Puebla and Atlixco, near Cholula. 9

8

Other Italian colonies were also established in the states of Veracruz, Morelos, San Luis Potosí,

and Mexico City.
9

http://www.hotelspuebla.com/puebla-map/Puebla-map-3.gif
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Figure 2.1: State of Puebla, Mexico
The immigrants that arrived in Chipilo formed a homogenous group in that the
majority came from Segusino and other neighboring towns in the Veneto region of
Northern Italy, particularly the provinces of Treviso and Belluno, seen in Figure 2.2.10
Most were speakers of Veneto, a regional Romance language of Northern Italy.

10

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Provinces_of_Veneto_map.png
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Figure 2.2: Map of Veneto region of Italy
In many cases of immigrant language communities, the norm has been language loss
by the third generation, the original immigrants being monolingual in the language of the
country of origin, their children being bilingual, and the grandchildren being monolingual
in the dominant societal language. Chipilo has long since surpassed this trend and is in its
sixth generation since its establishment as a colony 127 years ago. This chapter will
review the social and historical factors that have contributed to language maintenance in
Chipilo and discuss previous work addressing this topic specifically in the community.
Section 2 provides an overview of the economic situation in Italy that motivated the mass
emigration of Italians in the late 19th- and early 20th-century. Section 3 discusses
Mexico‘s desire to participate in European colonization and thus its role in the
recruitment of immigrants. Section 4 focuses on the community of Chipilo, the only
remaining Italian community in Mexico that retains the language and culture of the
Italian immigrants. Section 5 discusses language maintenance in the community, both
during the initial years as an Italian colony and in more recent times. Section 6 describes
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the social context of Chipilo today, including standardization efforts and cultural
maintenance.

2. Italian Roots
2.1 The linguistic situation in Italy in the mid-1880s
The majority of Italian immigrants who traveled to the Americas in the late 19 th- and
early 20th-century were not speakers of what is today the official Italian language; rather
they were speakers of other Romance varieties, commonly referred to as ‗Italian dialects‘.
Until the unification of Italy in 1861, there was no official Italian language, and most
Italians spoke regional languages, or vernaculars, many of which were not mutually
intelligible. In fact, Beales and Biagini (2002) note that many bilingual dictionaries were
published to facilitate communication between speakers of different regional vernaculars,
a curious effort considering that many people were illiterate. Estimates have been made
that only 2.5% of the population at the time actually used the national Italian language
(De Mauro, 1963). However, Beales and Biagini argue that while many Italians may not
have spoken the national language, they understood it and in some cases may have used it
in trade or other business transactions. Furthermore, many wealthy, educated speakers of
Italian used the language in addressing servants, although the latter would respond in
dialect.
These so-called dialects are, in fact, sister languages of Italian, itself a Florentine
variety of Tuscan that enjoyed great literary prestige and eventually became the standard
variety that is now the official Italian language. The immigrants who emigrated to
Chipilo were speakers of a Northern Italian variety from the Veneto region, an area
originally part of the Austrian Empire and not ceded to Italy until 1866. The particular
variety of Veneto spoken by these speakers was of the Basso-Bellunese regional variety.
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2.2 Italian emigration
Italian emigration was at its peak between 1876 and 1915, during the four decades
before World War I (Baily, 1999). During this time, some 14 million Italians emigrated
abroad, with nearly two thirds emigrating between 1901 and 1915. Half of all migrants
were from the north, 39% from the south, and 11% from the central regions. Emigration
from northern Italy began during the earlier period of the four decades with two out of
every three Italians who left Italy before 1900 coming from the north.11 Emigration from
southern Italy peaked later, during the first decade of the 20th century. During this period,
the number of emigrants from the south surpassed that of the north. Overall, more than
half of the migrants went overseas; interestingly, however, of those who emigrated from
the north, 70% migrated within Europe, whereas nearly 90% of the southern Italians
migrated overseas to the Americas.
The Italians who founded Chipilo were part of an even smaller minority of emigrants
for several reasons. First, Chipilo was founded in 1882 which, according to Baily (1999),
is quite early considering that most of the migration took place between 1901 and 1915.
Second, they were from the northern part of Italy where only 30% of the emigrants
headed toward the Americas. Moreover, of these migrants, most were heading to Brazil
and Argentina, not Mexico.
While they came from various backgrounds, Baily (1999) notes that the typical
Italian migrant was a young man between the ages of 16 and 45 of lower socioeconomic
class. During the years 1876-1885, 89.5% of the migrants were older than 16 and there
were considerably fewer women than men, approximately 355 to 567 men to every 100
women. The following three decades show a slight decrease in the number of migrants
older than 16 years of age and a decrease in the men to women ratio.
11

Romani (1992) cites 1876 as the first year of Veneto immigration to the Americas. According to

her, 25% of the immigrant population, or 425,000 people, immigrated to the Americas.
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According to Baily (1999), from 1880-1904 more than 90% of the male Italian
migrants were classified as rural workers, industrial workers, and artisanal workers, and
approximately 80% of the women who held jobs worked predominantly in these same
areas. From 1880-1884, the majority of the immigrants were employed as rural workers –
agriculturalists, herders, gardeners, woodcutters, among others. After the initial years of
Italian emigration, the number of rural workers who emigrated decreased and more
emigrants of industrial or artisan backgrounds, and day labor or domestic service
backgrounds began to emigrate.
There were several motivations for the massive emigration from Italy in the late
1800s. Changes in Italian society and specific changes within small communities
contributed to emigration and facilitated the process. One of the main reasons for Italian
emigration involved a growing population and loss of land (Baily 1999, MacDonald
1963, Romani 1992). With the birth rate rising and the elderly living longer, the economy
was unable to absorb the larger population. This in turn affected rural Italians, as
commercial agriculture and industry became more popular and limited opportunities for
rural Italians who depended on agriculture. A lack of good farmland and government
policies regulating land ownership also affected the rural people. Italians were basically
left with three choices: protests, acceptance, or migration (MacDonald 1963).
The Italian government put no restrictions on emigration and its citizens were
therefore legally free to emigrate. Moreover, developments in railroad and shipping
transportation made access to other regions of Italy possible. Migration was most
common in regions where there was a widespread distribution of land and family-based
agriculture (Baily 1999, MacDonald 1963). The majority of Italian immigrants in Mexico
emigrated from the Veneto region of Northern Italy, an area where, according to
MacDonald (1963), the people were equally poor and participated in communal farming.
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Romani (1992) notes that the first to leave Italy were not the poorest but rather the small
property owners no longer able to survive with failed harvests and high taxes.
Sartor and Ursini (1983) identify several possible reasons for the Veneto emigration,
including the often-mentioned flooding of the Piave river,12 plagues, and a feeling of
detachment from Italian nationality given that the Veneto region had only recently left
the Austrian Empire and become part of Italy. However, the main reason for the massive
exodus was a struggling economy together with a growing population. Local Chipileño
historian Zago concurs that ―la crisis radical del sistema agrario italiano que, junto con la
elevada tasa del crecimiento poblacional, provocó el empobrecimiento de la clase
campesina hasta llegar a extremos insostenibles‖ ‗the radical crisis of the Italian agrarian
system that, together with the elevated levels of population growth, provoked further
poverty in the working-class which arrived at unsustainable extremes‘ (2007:30).
The arrival of navigation companies announcing the possibility of a new life in Latin
America sparked the interest of many Venetos suffering from harsh economic conditions.
The navigation companies distributed flyers from different countries in America, all
promising fertile lands and the tools necessary to work. Many traveled to Argentina and
Brazil, with much smaller numbers immigrating to Mexico.

3. Italian Immigration to Mexico
3.1 Recruitment
Shortly after Mexican independence in 1821, the Mexican government began to
consider the idea of foreign colonization to stimulate economic growth and exploit the
many unused lands and natural resources of Mexico. Colonization was viewed as a way
for the country to prosper, following the model of the United States, a country that
12

Sartor and Ursini (1983) note that the most destructive flood of the Piave River occurred in

December of 1882, months after the immigrants had left Segusino for Mexico.
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―siempre ha sido admirado y temido, pero nunca ha dejado de impresionar al mexicano‖
‗has always been admired and feared, but never has stopped leaving an impression on the
Mexicans‘ (Zilli Manica 1981:12). The Mexican government thus requested that all
unused land be documented and then purchased by the government as land available for
colonization. The Primera Ley General de Colonización ‗First General Law of
Colonization‘ was passed February 16, 1854, requiring that all foreign colonists be
Catholic, and offering not only land for colonization but also financial help to cut the
costs of travel (Zilli Manica 1981). There was a preference for farmers and agricultural
workers who could convert unused lands and resources into a productive economic
growth.
The establishment of colonies was proposed for the state of Veracruz between Xalapa
and the port of Veracruz. This initiative brought a French colony as well as the first group
of Italians in 1857. This first group, of approximately 200 persons from Genova, formed
a colony near Papantla, Veracruz. Initially, the Mexican government planned to work
closely with the colony to ensure its success; however, the Reforma and French
intervention prevented the national authorities from further pursuing and supporting
colonization efforts at that time, thus leading to the failure of the initial colonies (Zago
1982).13 After the withdrawal of the French in 1866, the idea of colonization remained of
interest to the Mexican government and, in 1875, a law was passed that would bring
foreign colonists, preferably agriculturists, to Mexico by companies hired specifically to
recruit and bring to Mexico the number of families requested per contract. In addition,

13

The Wars of the Reforma (1858-1861), led by Benito Juárez, was a period of liberal reforms,

many of which angered foreign investors. This led to the French intervention (1862-1867) and the
establishment of Maximilian as Emperor of Mexico.
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there was a preference for Northern Italians, a specification also included in the contracts
with the recruiting companies (Zilli Manica 1981).14
During the first presidency of Porfirio Díaz in 1877, a letter to state governors from
the Ministry of Development was circulated that explicitly expressed the government‘s
interest in European colonization:
…el gobierno actual se halla animado de las mejores intenciones sobre este
particular el de la colonización, y está resuelto a hacer toda clase de sacrificio
para atraer a los extranjeros honrados y laboriosos, y procurar su establecimiento
y radicación en nuestro privilegiado suelo (Zill Manica 1981:52).
‗…the government has the best of intentions with respect to the issue of
colonization, and has resolved to make any type of sacrifice in order to attract
honorable, hardworking foreigners, and to procure their settling on our privileged
soil.‘
The letter requested that the governors survey the terrenos baldíos ‗unused lands‘ and
note their location, condition, fertility and price. These lands were then purchased by the
government with the intention of selling them to foreign colonists.
In spite of the planning by the Mexican government, the process of recruitment and
colonization in Mexico did not begin until 1881, with the presidency of Manuel González
(Zago 2007).15 Recruiting consisted of the distribution of brochures by navigation
companies, both foreign and Italian, describing the lands that awaited them in Mexico as
14

Initially, the government considered the recruitment of Spanish farmers, however, this idea was

soon dismissed due to the ―sentimiento antiespañol de los criollos‖ ‗the anti-Spanish feelings of
the criollos‘ (Zilli Manica 1981:13) as well as the recent expulsion of the Spanish from Mexico in
1827. The French were also likely candidates with a colony having been previously established in
Jicaltepec, Veracruz in 1857. The French intervention in 1862, however, made further colonization
impossible (Zilli Manica 1981). Mexico therefore looked to Italy.
15

Other Latin American countries, such as Argentina and Brazil, began recruiting immigrants

through navigation companies in the early 1870s.
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―immense distese di terreno incolto, in localitá fertilissime per clima, salubritá e potenza
di produzione‖ ‗immense spread of uncultivated lands, in very fertile localities with good
climate, health and production abilities‘ (Casa di Navigazione Rovati, cited in Romani
1992:27).16
Between 1878 and 1882 twenty contracts were signed to bring Italians to Mexico. Of
these twenty, six expired, ten were left outstanding and only four resulted in the
immigration of Italians to Mexico (Zago 2007). The first was signed with the Rovatti
navigation company March 22, 1881. The 88 families, 428 immigrants, left from Livorno
on the steamship Atlántico and arrived October 19, 1881.17 They founded the colony of
Manuel González, named in honor of the president at the time, in Huatusco, Veracruz. Of
these 88 families, 45 were from Tyrol, 24 from Veneto, and 19 from Lombardy (see
Figure 2.3).18

16

Colonization of the Americas became a sort of competition between Argentina, Uruguay, and

the United States and that ―más de una vez el Diario Oficial señala con orgullo que la gente que
viene estaba destinada a los Estados Unidos o Argentina, pero que han preferido venir a radicarse
en nuestro país‖ ‗more than once the Diario Oficial proudly shows that the people that came were
destined for the United States or Argentina, but that they preferred to settle in our country‘ (Zilli
Manica 1981:14).
17

The exact number of families and immigrants that arrived on each trip is unclear. In this case,

Romani (1992) cites 103 families, or 431 people. Zago (2007) cites 88 families. There are also
inconsistencies between Zago (1982) and Zago (2007).
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Figure 2.3: Map of Northern Italy
The second contract, with the Rizzo navigation company, was signed on October 5,
1881. This contract was less specific than the first and did not require the colonists to be
agriculturists or to be from Northern Italy. The Rizzo Company fulfilled the contract by
recruiting 197 Italian immigrants from New York. Many were Neapolitans from southern
Italy with little interest in agriculture. They arrived from New York into the port of
Veracruz on the steamship Cassius, and traveled to the colony Porfirio Díaz, in the state
of Morelos, on January 27 of 1882.
The third contract, again with the Rovatti Company, was signed December 6, 1881.
On February 24, 1882 the steamship Messico brought 200 families, all from Northern
Italy, to the port of Veracruz.19 These colonists formed the Carlos Pacheco colony in
Mazatepec, Puebla, another colony in Teteles, Puebla, the Díez Gutiérrez colony in San
19

Zago (1982) cites the arrival of 300 families, 225 from Tyrol and 75 from Piamonte and

Lombardy.
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Luis Potosí, and La Aldana in Mexico City. Another 100 families also headed for the
previously established Porfirio Díaz colony.20
The fourth and final contract was signed with the Rizzo Company on February 21,
1882. The last group of immigrants to leave Italy for Mexico left Genova on the 22 of
August in 1882, with approximately 68 families. On the 23 of September, the steamship
Atlántico arrived at the port of Veracruz. Of the 68 families, one was sent to La Aldana in
Mexico City, 19 to Manuel González in Huatusco, Veracruz, and 38 were sent to Chipilo,
a community that had been founded in July of 1882 by disgruntled colonists originally
sent to the colony Porfirio Díaz in Barreto, Morelos. The new immigrants arrived in
Chipilo on October 2, 1882.

3.2 The Colonies
Mexico had high expectations for the colonies and the progress that would follow.
Between the years 1881 and 1883 the Diario Oficial offered reports ―sobre el ‗progreso‘
de las colonias, que siempre están en ‗vias de envidiable prosperidad‘‖ ‗about the
progress of the colonies, that are always on enviable routes of prosperity‘ (Zilli Manica
1981:14). However, due to high economic costs and difficulty finding suitable land,
colonization efforts were relatively unsuccessful and ended in 1884, the last year of
President Manuel González‘s term.21 They were not further supported by his successor
Porfirio Díaz (Zilli Manica 1981). Instead, colonization efforts were turned over to
private companies that later brought foreigners to work in the construction of railroads
and mines (Zago 2007). The Mexican government had hoped to attract 200,000 Italian
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According to Zago (2007), the immigrants who arrived in San Luis Potosí were some of the first

to arrive from Segusino, the town that is now the sister city of Chipilo. The following year, more
immigrants from Segusino founded Chipilo.
21

Zilli Manica (1981:18) notes that on numerous occasions landowners hicieron trampa ‗played

tricks, cheated‘ with the land they intended to sell to the Mexican government.
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immigrants, but in the end only approximately 3,000 Italians arrived. 22 Of these, only a
little over half stayed on, with the rest returning to Italy or immigrating to the United
States.
A total of seven communities were founded: Manuel González in Huatusco,
Veracruz, Porfirio Díaz in Barreto, Morelos, Carlos Pacheco in Mazatepec and Teteles,
Puebla, Díez Gutiérrez in Ciudad de Maíz, San Luis Potosí, La Aldana in Mexico City,
and Chipilo, also known as Fernández Leal, in Puebla. Of the seven colonies founded in
Mexico, only four persisted: Manuel González, Díez Gutiérrez, Fernández Leal (Chipilo),
and La Aldana, which was eventually absorbed by Mexico City.
Various causes led to the decline and disappearance of many of the colonies. Recall
that in Barreto, Morelos, immigrants had been brought from New York, many of whom
were originally from southern Italy. Zago (1982) attributes the failure of this community
to the lack of homogeneity of the immigrants and their lack of interest in agriculture. In
addition, poor governmental administration caused many colonists to move to larger
cities or to return to Italy (Zago 1982). Furthermore, the government also required that
each colony comprise not only Italian immigrants but also Mexican citizens. Zago (2007)
notes that as of 1895 there were 294 Mexicans and 11 Italians in Porfirio Díaz (Barreto),
21 Mexicans and 81 Italians in Carlos Pacheco (Mazatepec), 46 Mexicans and 378
Italians in Manuel González (Huatusco), 283 Mexicans and 63 Italians in Díez Gutiérrez
(San Luis Potosí), 21 Mexicans and 89 Italians in La Aldana (Mexico City), and 8
Mexicans and 437 Italians in Chipilo. 23 Given these numbers we can see that three of the
22

The censuses taken between 1895 and 1930 show that between 2,000 and 2,500 people of Italian

origin were living in Mexico. The Italian embassy in Mexico estimated between 7,000 and 10,000
Italian immigrants in 1920, including those born in Mexico to Italian parents and those naturalized
as Mexicans (Savarino, 2002).
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lived between nearby Tonanzintla and Cholula and did not build houses and reside in Chipilo.
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four colonies that persisted longer than the rest had a much higher number of Italians as
compared to Mexicans (Chipilo, Manuel González, and La Aldana).

4. Chipilo
4.1 The Community
As discussed, Chipilo was the last Italian community to be established in Mexico.
The last ship to arrive at the port of Veracruz brought 38 families that would go on to
found Chipilo in early October of 1882. This final group of immigrants to arrive in
Mexico was fairly homogenous in that the majority came from Segusino and surrounding
towns in the Veneto region of Northern Italy: Quero, Vas, Valdobbiadene, Feltre,
Schievenin, Alano, Fener, Miane, Belluno, Colmirán, and Montebelluna. They were
agriculturists, bringing with them the tools, plants, and seeds necessary to work their new
lands. Prior to the arrival of this group of immigrants, several Italian families (numbering
approximately 28 persons) left the colony of Porfirio Díaz in Barreto, Morelos in June of
1982 due to dissatisfaction with the climate and lands of their original colony. These
families, also from northern Italy, were in fact the first to settle in Chipilo, on lands
already reserved by the government for the last group of immigrants. The community was
then reinforced by the arrival of the last group of immigrants from Italy and given the
name Fernández Leal. The town still celebrates as its founding the day of the arrival of
the second and larger group of immigrants, the 7 of October, and not the arrival of those
who arrived from the colony in Barreto in July.
The community was homogenous from the start, with virtually all members of the
community from Veneto-speaking regions of Italy and from many of the same towns. A
study of the surnames of Chipilo conducted by Ursini (Sartor and Ursini 1983) showed
41.7% to be of Veneto origin and another 31.7% are found at a high frequency in the
Veneto region. Based on this information, Ursini estimates that 84.3% of the community
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was Veneto, with the remaining 15.7% of non-Veneto or uncertain origin. By 1899, 85%
of the surnames were Veneto and 90.9% of the population was Veneto.
As with other Italian immigrants in Mexico (see Zilli Manica 1986), the Chipileños
were not immediately satisfied with the land they received from the Mexican
government. They were given only 600 hectares of land on the abandoned haciendas of
Chipíloc and Tenamaxtla, although records show that a total of 1,069 hectares were
purchased by the Mexican government (Zilli Manica 1981). The land was then sold to the
Chipileños at an inflated price (Zago 2007). 24 Many also felt deceived by the navigation
companies, who had promised ―tierras buenas y abundantes y de riquezas fáciles y
rápidas‖ ‗good, abundant lands, with easy and quick riches‘ (Zago 2007:38). 25 However,
the land of the former haciendas was sterile and had never been plowed. They were
considered lands that not even the neighboring towns wanted and thus had been sold to
the Mexican government to be sold later to the Italian immigrants.
The condition of the lands made the first years of the community difficult and
unproductive. By 1883, the number of colonists in Chipilo had already begun to
diminish: approximately 210 of the original 568 founders had left the community. 26 In
1883, the Mexican government presented the Chipileños with contracts, describing the
obligations of the colonists and of the government. To encourage and support the success
of the colony, the government would sell them all the materials, tools, and animals
needed to work the land and lend them money in the first year until the lands produced a
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Zago (2007) notes that the remaining 469 hectares that the Chipileños did not receive were most

likely awarded to the organizers of colonization in Chipilo, even though they were paid for by the
Chipileños.
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In fact, many Chipileños believe that the land they were given was not originally intended for

them and that the land they were supposed to receive, that of San Bartolo Granillo, a much more
fertile land, was changed due to political corruption (Zago 2007, Romani, 1992).
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The majority of those who left were originally from the community in Barreto (Zago 2007:95).
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good harvest. The Chipileños were to pay their debts in a period of ten years or less and
they were not to leave the colony without permission from the government (Zago 2007).
In 1902, most debts were paid and Chipilo was able to change its status from foreign
colony under the supervision of the Mexican government to independent town within the
state of Puebla. The colony was integrated as a municipality of Puebla and given the
name Pueblo de Francisco Javier Mina, though Chipileños rarely, if ever, refer to the
town by its official name (Zago 1982). The town became one of the most economically
successful in the area. Dairy products were sold to people in nearby villages and laborers
from those villages often worked in stables and homes in Chipilo, although, as noted by
Romani, ―la orientación del grupo étnico fue, desde el inicio, dirigida hacia el interior‖
‗the orientation of the ethnic group was, from the beginning, directed within the group‘
(1992:33).

5. Language Maintenance
A remarkable characteristic of Chipilo is the long-term maintenance of Veneto. The
trend with respect to immigrant languages is language shift: the second generation may or
may not be bilingual, and by the third generation, monolingualism in the majority
language is the norm. In the case of Chipilo, the community has overcome this trend and
Veneto continues to be the L1 for many children of Italian descent. There are a number of
factors that may play a role in language maintenance, including but not limited to the
number of speakers of the minority language relative to the majority language,
continuous contact with the home area, endogamous marriage patterns, attitudes,
government recognition and support, and language use patterns. While many of these
factors can be an important part in determining language maintenance or shift, the
strength of each factor varies from community to community.
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Several studies have investigated the social motivations for the maintenance of
Veneto in Chipilo (Sartor and Ursini 1983, Romani 1992, MacKay 1992, 1999, Zago
1982, 2007). These studies ascertain that Veneto is used in the home, local
neighborhoods, local government, and in local places of employment. Spanish is the sole
language used in education, where teachers are often non-Veneto speaking outsiders, and
it is also the language of the church, where the priest is a non-Veneto speaker. This is not
to say, however, that Veneto is not heard in either of these domains. Veneto is the
preferred language among Veneto-speaking peers at school and Veneto may be used
among church members in informal discussion. Furthermore, not all community members
are bilingual and language choice is therefore based on interlocutor rather than on domain
(see Fishman 1980). The distribution of Veneto and Spanish language use into separate
domains constitutes a form of diglossia at a societal level, as the two languages do not
share the same official status. However, there is no clear H or L language and Veneto
may be spoken anywhere there is a Veneto speaker, irrespective of context, and the
presence of a non-Veneto speaker often changes the discourse to Spanish, even within the
home domain.

5.1 Language Maintenance in the 1880s
Aside from Zago‘s (1982) historical summary of Chipilo, the first major work on
Chipilo was that of Sartor and Ursini (1983), completed right after Chipilo‘s centennial
celebration of its founding and the establishment of a hermandad between Chipilo and
Segusino. Sartor and Ursini examine the socio-cultural aspects of the two communities
and the linguistic situation of the maintenance of Veneto. They comment on the dual
identity of Chipilo: ―Chipilo e ambivalente, e rischia per un periodo ancora lungo di
esserlo sempre di piu, in equilibrio tra due culture, senza decidersi a quale darsi
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definativamente‖ ‗Chipilo is ambivalent, and risks being so for a long period, in a balance
between two cultures, without deciding which one to dedicate itself to‘ (1983:123).
There are a number of factors that may have played a role in the maintenance of
Veneto in Chipilo. Unlike other immigrant groups that settled in more urban areas of
North America, the groups that settled in the rural area of Chipilo were able to
reconstruct ―il proprio ambiente di origine‖ ‗its own atmosphere of origin‘ (Sartor and
Ursini 1983: 154). The initial isolation of Chipilo, followed by the community‘s
economic success, particularly in the dairy business, also encouraged the maintenance of
Veneto: ―la percezione di una sicurezza sociale e di una autosufficienza economica
diminuiscono la motivazione a comunicare nella lingua straniera…‖ ‗the perception of a
social certainty and of an economic self-sufficiency decreased the motivation to
communicate in the foreign language…‘ (1983: 156). The authors note that Mexicans
were also a minority in the community, citing only 6.9% in 1882, 11.7% in 1888, and
8.3% in 1899.
The relative isolation and homogeneity of the group is further elaborated on by Zago
(2007). He notes that the immigrants who founded Chipilo were not just from the same
region of Italy but many were from the same towns and districts, which allowed the
Chipileños to continue interacting in many of the same ways as in Italy; as Zago states
―se puede decir que hicieron el transplante de una comunidad véneta en tierras poblanas‖
‗one could say that they transplanted a Veneto community in Poblano lands‘ (2007:77).
He further notes that the average number of persons per family that arrived in Chipilo
was 11.1 – a figure which indicates a broader sense of the word family to include
grandparents, uncles, aunts, and other relatives. These strong family ties, and the fact that
the majority of the families were from the same area of Northern Italy, further
strengthened the sense of community, and thereby facilitated the maintenance of Veneto
language and culture. Romani also argues that the initial hardships suffered by the
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community, such as the poor quality of the lands and the relative isolation of the
community, also contributed to the strong sense of identity and, ultimately, maintenance
of Veneto in the community. These initially negative factors ―favorecieron una
urbanización extraordinariamente compacta y defensiva contra el exterior, y esto hizo que
el grupo se viera, desde el inicio, como diferente y fuertemente cohesionado‖ ‗favored an
extraordinarily compact and defensive urbanization against the exterior, and this made
the group appear, from the beginning, different and strongly united‘ (Romani, 1992:24).
In sum, the homogeneity of the immigrants, the relative isolation and economic
independence of the community, and the strong family relations slowed the process of
language shift to Spanish in Chipilo. Consequently, Chipilo has surpassed the threegeneration trend of the loss of immigrant languages and Veneto remains the first
language of many children of Italian descent. The next section examines previous studies
that have focused on the more recent social context of Chipilo.

5.2 Language Maintenance in the 1980s
Previous research on the language maintenance situation in Chipilo began in the
1980s with works by Sartor and Ursini (1983), Sartor (1987), Ursini (1987), and Zago
(1982, 2007), who focus on the socio-historical development of Chipilo, and Romani
(1992) and MacKay (1992, 1999), who address questions of language maintenance. Most
of these works are descriptive in nature, with the exception of Romani (1992), which will
be discussed below. Around the time of these works, Chipilo had recently celebrated its
centennial anniversary and contact with Segusino, the principal town of origin, was reestablished. Whereas the previous section discussed language maintenance at the initial
development of the colony of Chipilo, this next section discusses the motivations for the
sustained bilingualism in more recent times.
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Romani (1992) examined the reasons behind the conservation of Veneto, focusing on
several areas: acquisition and degree of bilingualism, language use, and language loyalty.
Data was obtained through questionnaires distributed to 101 native speakers of Veneto,
17 native speakers of Spanish, and 10 speakers who acquired Spanish and Veneto
simultaneously. 27 The participants were divided into subgroups based on their ancestry:
Italian descent, Mexican descent, and mixed descent. At the time of her study, Romani
found that 99.21% of the sample population was bilingual, with 95.31% active bilinguals
and 3.90% passive bilinguals. Only 0.78% claim to be monolingual in Spanish and there
are no monolingual speakers of Veneto.
Romani found that most participants of Italian descent (97.89%) and a small number
of participants of Mexican descent (42.85%) learned Veneto in the home. Participants of
Mexican descent were more likely to learn Veneto from their Veneto speaking spouse,
relatives, or through social and work-related ties rather than at home. In mixed-marriage
households, the L1 of the children was dependent on the languages of the parents,
particularly that of the mother. In other words, in marriages between a Mexican man and
a Chipileña woman, Veneto was often the L1 of the children. In marriages between a
Chipileño man and a Mexican woman, the children were more likely to learn both Veneto
and Spanish simultaneously, or just Spanish. Romani argues that the simultaneous
acquisition of Veneto and Spanish marks the beginning of language shift but she notes
that Veneto is still being passed down to the children at a high rate. Moreover, Romani
found that many children of mixed marriages who continue to reside in Chipilo often
marry a Chipileño, thereby reestablishing Veneto as the primary language of the
grandchildren. With respect to the acquisition of Spanish, most participants of Italian
descent learned Spanish at school or through school and their families. Only 10.52%
27

Romani does not comment on the age range of the participants, however, she did divide

participants into three groups: 15-30, 31-50, and 50+.
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claim to have learned Spanish from their parents. The acquisition of Veneto and Spanish,
therefore, differs depending on the composition of the family.
Furthermore, Romani found that a speaker‘s L1 is correlated with confidence in the
expression and comprehension of each language. Speakers were asked to rate their
expression and comprehension abilities in both Veneto and Spanish on a scale of 1-5
(muy buena, buena, regular, pobre, ninguna ‗very good, good, average, poor, none‘).
Almost all participants claimed to have a good ability in speaking Spanish regardless of
their L1 but a good ability in speaking Veneto was restricted to native speakers of
Veneto. This result is not surprising given that L1 Veneto speakers must learn Spanish in
order to attend school, but native speakers of Spanish are not obligated to learn Veneto.
High ratings were also found for comprehension in Spanish across all groups: 93% of
Veneto speakers, 100% of Spanish speakers and 70% of simultaneous bilinguals. Good
comprehension of Veneto, on the other hand, was limited primarily to L1 Veneto
speakers: 95% of Veneto speakers, 62.5% of Spanish speakers, and 80% of simultaneous
bilinguals. Not surprisingly, reading and writing abilities in Spanish were high: 93% of
Veneto speakers, 82.25% of Spanish speakers and 80% of simultaneous bilinguals claim
good reading skills and 78% of Veneto speakers, 70.58% of Spanish speakers, and 70%
of simultaneous bilinguals report good writing skills. Participants were not asked to rate
themselves in reading and writing Veneto due to the fact that Veneto is not used as a
language of instruction and has no standardized writing system (see Section 6).28 A
summary of Romani‘s results for self evaluation can be seen in Table 2.1.
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and newspapers in Veneto and have posted signs in Veneto to advertise local events.
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Table 2.1: Summary of expression and comprehension self-reports, adapted
from Romani (1992)
L1

Expression in Spanish
Very good/good
Average
Poor/none
Expression in Veneto
Very good/good
Average
Poor/none
Comprehension in Spanish
Very good/good
Average
Poor/none
Comprehension in Veneto
Very good/good
Average
Poor/none

Veneto
(n=101)

Spanish
(n=17)

Both
(n=10)

66% (66)
33% (33)
1% (1)

76.47% (13)
23.53% (4)
0

70% (7)
30% (3)
0

85% (85)
15% (15)
0

23.52% (4)
29.41% (5)
47.05% (8)

70% (7)
30% (3)
0

93% (93)
7% (7)
0

100% (17)
0
0

70% (7)
30% (3)
0

95% (95)
5% (5)
0

62.5% (10)
25% (4)
12.5% (2)

80% (8)
20% (2)
0

In addition, her results reveal that younger participants declare better speaking ability
in Veneto than older participants. Furthermore, younger participants who did not learn
Veneto as their L1 or who learned Veneto together with Spanish report better speaking
abilities than the 31-50 group. She attributes this to an increase in opportunities to learn
and use Veneto in the community. Cases of mixed marriages and employment
opportunities within the community expose L1 Spanish speakers and simultaneous
bilinguals to Veneto and provide them with opportunities to use the language on a daily
basis. Romani also finds that younger generations report higher speaking skills in Spanish
than older generations. This is correlated with education in that speakers with more
education have had prolonged and intense exposure to Spanish. Romani notes, however,
that speakers with little education also report good speaking ability in Spanish, revealing
that there are means other than education for achieving linguistic security in Spanish.
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MacKay (1992) corroborates Romani‘s findings. She notes that Chipilo inherently
has higher social prestige than many indigenous communities in Mexico due to the
community‘s European origin. In addition, the dairy business has brought Chipilo more
economic success than neighboring communities, therefore enhancing the prestige of the
community. This has also led to strong feelings of community solidarity on the part of the
Chipileños who want to maintain a distinction between insiders and outsiders. MacKay,
drawing on data from Sartor and Ursini (1983), also comments on the ambivalence of
some Chipileños in identifying with Spanish and Mexican culture or Veneto and
Chipileño culture. MacKay views language choice as an allegiance to both the
mainstream Mexican culture and the local culture of Chipilo.
Chipilo is an area of dense social networks, which, according to MacKay are
becoming more open, particularly in the area of employment outside of the community.
MacKay claims that these open social networks have the potential to weaken the
maintenance of Veneto, and, while the community itself requires some degree of Veneto
to be acquired by everyone, she questions the degree to which children are learning
Veneto. With more opportunities for employment and education outside of the
community, the Chipileños‘ linguistic loyalty is torn between being loyal to Chipilo or to
Mexico.
Both Romani and MacKay conclude that at the time of their studies, Chipilo did not
appear to be moving in the direction of language shift. Romani‘s study reveals that there
is a strong sense of language loyalty and that Veneto speakers express a desire to speak it,
to pass it on to younger generations, and to standardize it. She comments that ―los dos
idiomas no representan valores en lucha, sino que poseen un diferente significado social y
una diferente utilidad que, en esta fase del contacto, no se enfrentan abiertamente‖ ‗the
two languages do not represent competing values, but rather they possess a different
social significance and a different function that, in this phase of contact, are not openly at
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odds with each other‘ (1992:86). MacKay furthermore points out that the strong contact
with Italy, reestablished with the centennial anniversary in 1982, has strengthened the
desire to maintain the dialect, even among younger generations who had previously
found it more difficult to relate to their Italian ancestry.

6. The current situation in Chipilo
Links between Chipilo and its Italian roots have strengthened since the initial days of
the colony. As noted above, in October of 1982, Chipilo celebrated its centennial with
many festivities that included the visit of families from Segusino for the first time. This
hermandad between the two towns has continued, and excursions to each country take
place every year. In addition, there are local groups and chapters that work towards
disseminating knowledge about Chipilo. The Casa de Cultura houses a small library and
members of the group meet frequently to discuss town events. There is a local chapter of
an international association, Trevisani nel mondo, which meets to encourage language
and cultural maintenance. There are also plans to release a documentary about the
founding of Chipilo, directed by a Mexico City director of Chipileño origin.
Efforts have also been made to preserve and document the Veneto spoken in Chipilo.
In the last decade, there have been ongoing efforts to develop and standardize a written
form of the language.29 With funding received from the state of Puebla in 2003-2004 and
2005-2006, the newspaper, Al Nostro ‗Ours‘, written entirely in Veneto by the Véneti a
Chipilo, was distributed monthly after Sunday mass (see Figure 2.5). It included stories
on local history and culture, recipes, crossword puzzles, and songs and riddles for
children. Due to a lack of funding, the newspaper has been discontinued; however the
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Veneto in Chipilo. See Montagner (2005) for more discussion on this.
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group is involved in other projects and plans to write a dictionary of the variety of Veneto
spoken in Chipilo.
In addition, a number of books have been published in Veneto, among these, books
on local history, traditional stories, prayers, and sayings in Veneto. Zago‘s Breve Historia
de la fundación de Chipilo ‗Brief History of the Founding of Chipilo‘ (1982) was written
for the centennial celebration and focuses on major events in the history of Chipilo. The
local author followed up his first work with a more complete history in Los
Cuah’tatarame de Chipíloc (second edition, 2007) and Los Vénetos: raíces de un pueblo
mexicano ‗The Veneto: roots of a Mexican town‘ (2006). A group of local authors,
organized by Montagner Anguiano, has published a collection of short stories, Parlar par
véneto, víver a Mésico ‗Speak Veneto, Live in Mexico‘ (2005), written in Veneto with
Spanish translations. There is also a Yahoo! Group, chipilo_véneto, dedicated to sharing
information and communicating exclusively in Veneto. Lately, these efforts have been
indirectly supported by the Italian government, who recently awarded official status to
Veneto and other regional Italian dialects in Italy. This change in status has not been
ignored and many Chipileños are proud to note that their dialecto ‗dialect‘ is now, in fact,
a lengua ‗language‘.
In addition to the Veneto language, Chipilo also maintains much of its Italian
heritage, through Rigoleto, a traditional game played at Easter, Bondí Bondán, a New
Year‘s tradition, and through culinary traditions, particularly la polenta. Many Chipileños
know songs in Italian, including the national anthem of Italy, and songs in Veneto. They
are enthusiastic fans of the Italian soccer team and are very interested in all things Italy.
Some even have Italian passports. However, the Mexican culture also plays a prominent
role in their lives. As Zago states, ―había que orientarse en forma definitiva hacia lo
propio, hacia lo mexicano; es decir, no hacia lo indígena solo, ni hacia lo español solo, ni
hacia lo italiano solo; sino hacia la mezcla de los tres, porque ese es precisamente el
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mestizaje cultural del chipileño‖ ‗they had to orient themselves in a definite way towards
their own, towards the Mexican, that is, not towards only the indigenous, nor towards
only the Spanish, nor torwards only the Italian, but towards the mixture of all three,
because that is precisely the cultural races of the Chipileño‘ (2007:157).

Figure 2.4: Front page of May 2006 issue of Al Nostro, a Veneto language
newspaper
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7. Summary
This chapter has provided a socio-historical background of the community of
Chipilo, the only remaining colony in Mexico to maintain the language and culture of the
original immigrants. The success of Chipilo can be attributed to a number of factors,
including the linguistic homogeneity of the immigrants, the composition of the families
that arrived, and the relative isolation during the initial years of the colony. Furthermore,
Chipilo‘s agricultural success prevented the colony from depending on neighboring
communities and there were too few Mexican families living in the colony to encourage
bilingualism or language shift.
This unusual situation of language maintenance has been the focus of various works
on Chipilo. These studies, discussed above, present a detailed background of the sociocultural and socio-historical factors that contribute to the sustained bilingualism in
Chipilo. Romani‘s study is important because it provides empirical results showing the
distribution of Veneto and Spanish in Chipilo as well as correlations based on age, L1,
and gender. However, previous work on Chipilo has overall neglected the study of the
linguistic outcomes of language contact and bilingualism in the community. Interlingual
influence is more often noted as it affects Veneto, particularly in Sartor and Ursini
(1983), given that speakers tend to borrow words from Spanish to fill lexical gaps in
Veneto. This dissertation departs from previous studies of Chipilo by discussing not only
the social context but also the linguistic outcomes of sustained language contact. The next
chapter discusses the relevant literature on the social context of bilingualism and the role
of factors such as prestige, identity, and positive attitudes in cases of language
maintenance and shift.
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Chapter 3
Social Aspects of Bilingualism
1. Introduction
This chapter will examine the social aspects of bilingualism both at an individual and
societal level. A number of factors are implicated in whether or not an individual or a
collective community maintains a minority language or shifts to the language of the
majority. As discussed in the preceding chapter, Chipilo presents a unique case of
societal bilingualism in which an immigrant language, Veneto, has co-existed alongside
Spanish for over 127 years and has remained the first language of many children of
Italian descent. This chapter will address the social aspects of bilingualism and present
the pertinent research questions that guide this dissertation project. Section 2 focuses on
the social distribution of languages in bilingual speech communities. Section 3 discusses
the extralinguistic factors in societal and individual bilingualism and describes models of
assessing the factors that favor language maintenance and language shift. Section 4
describes the role of language attitudes and section 5 discusses the link between language
and identity. Section 6 summarizes the antecedent discussion. Finally, Section 7 presents
the first set of research questions of the present dissertation project, specifically, those
that pertain to the social context of bilingualism in Chipilo.

2. Societal Bilingualism
Much research on bilingualism and language contact has addressed the factors that
contribute to language maintenance or language shift and language death. When speakers
of different languages come into contact, there are several possible outcomes: (i) the
speakers maintain separate monolingual communities by each retaining their language
and not learning that of the other group, (ii) speakers learn the other group‘s language
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while maintaining their own, or (iii) speakers learn the other language at the cost of their
own. This last outcome of language shift can also ultimately lead to language death
(Dorian, 1981). In the case of immigrant communities, the speakers of the minority
language are often under significant social and economic pressures to acquire the
majority language, generally giving rise to language shift by the third generation.
The variables that contribute to language maintenance or shift are numerous and
include factors such as the numerical strength of the group in relation to other minorities
and majorities, social class, educational background, settlement patterns, ties with the
homeland, migration patterns, degree of similarity between the minority and majority
language, extent of exogamous marriage, attitudes of majority and minority groups,
government policy towards language and education of minorities, and language use.
Many of these factors may favor language maintenance or shift in one environment, but
the outcome varies from community to community. Factors that promote maintenance in
one community may result in language shift in another. Thus, there is no one set of
factors that can predict language shift or maintenance in a particular speech community.
In addition, language maintenance or shift may be determined by the distribution of
languages in a community. The notion of diglossia was first introduced by Ferguson
(1959) to refer to the functional separation of two or more varieties of the same language
within a community. Use of the dominant language variety, referred to as the H(igh)
variety, is strictly allocated to formal domains such as education and government, and the
subordinate language variety, referred to as the L(ow) variety, is reserved for the home
and other personal domains. Under the strict sense of the term, in a diglossic community,
the use of the L variety in a H domain does not occur. Classic cases of diglossia cited by
Ferguson include French (the H variety) and Haitian Creole (the L variety) in Haiti and
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Classical Arabic (H) and vernacular Arabic (L) in a number of Arabic-speaking
countries.
The classic sense of the term diglossia, referring to the strict allocation of two
varieties of the same language, is too severe to accurately describe most bilingual
communities and the term has since been extended to include other bilingual
communities where the use of two distinct languages is separated into different domains.
Fishman (1980) distinguishes four types of speech communities: neither bilingual nor
diglossic, bilingual without diglossia, bilingual with diglossia, and diglossic without
bilingualism. Communities characterized by neither bilingualism nor diglossia are
monolingual speech communities. Diglossia without bilingualism may refer to political
or governmental diglossia under which two separate monolingual communities are
united, as demonstrated by French-speaking areas of Canada for instance. Bilingualism
with diglossia is characterized by a bilingual community in which two languages are used
in separate domains, as in the traditional example of Classical and vernacular Arabic in a
number of countries, and Spanish and Guaraní in Paraguay. Finally, bilingualism without
diglossia is a situation in which both languages are used in all contexts and may compete
for use in all domains, as in Catalan and Spanish in Spain. Chipilo presents a somewhat
more complicated case of diglossia given that the two languages do not share equal
official status and there is no clear H or L language within the community given that both
languages are ascribed high prestige in Chipilo. And while Spanish is indeed the formal
language of the church and education, this does not prevent bilinguals from using Veneto
in these domains. Furthermore, not all community members are bilingual, i.e. some are of
non-Chipileño background, and so in the home or family domain, Spanish may be used
exclusively or, in cases of mixed marriages, together with Veneto. Language use is
therefore not dictated solely by domain. Fishman (1980) notes that the lack of separation
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of languages into separate domains results in instability and the probability of language
shift. In Chipilo, the use of Spanish as the formal language of the church and education
has perhaps reinforced the use of Veneto as the preferred language of the home domain,
leading to the maintenance of Veneto alongside Spanish for over 127 years.

3. Factors favoring language maintenance vs. language shift in
bilingual speech communities
Within a bilingual speech community, there are a number of social pressures that
affect a speaker‘s language choice in certain domains, including economic, cultural,
political, or religious pressures. Furthermore, factors other than domain may also
motivate the choice of one language over another, among these, the interlocutor, the
degree of intimacy between interlocutors, the speakers‘ socioeconomic status, age,
attitudes, the degree of formality, and the topic of conversation. As noted, language
maintenance or shift is dependent on a number of factors and no specific combination of
factors will predict language maintenance or shift in all communities. However,
generalizations can be made to determine whether a group may be susceptible to
language shift. Following Myers-Scotton (2006), the means of assessing factors that
favor language maintenance or shift may be organized under three models: horizontal or
vertical multilingualism, social network analysis, and ethnolinguistic vitality.
The first model identified by Myers-Scotton makes reference to horizontal or vertical
multilingualism. Horizontal multilingualism refers to speakers who maintain separate
geographic spaces and are, for the most part, monolingual. Multilingualism may be
present at the societal level, but individual groups maintain their own space separate from
this larger society. Vertical multilingualism, on the other hand, refers to speakers who are
in direct contact with speakers of another language. Mansour (1993) notes that ―vertical
multilingualism is usually associated with social change, language shift among the
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speakers of the minority languages, and an expansion of one of several dynamic lingua
francas‖ (1993:19). In this case, groups interact with speakers of other languages and are
more likely to shift from their L1 to an L2.
The second model indicated by Myers-Scotton focuses on social networks, i.e. who is
connected to whom, and the relationships between these speakers (Wasserman and Faust,
1994). Social networks examine the density and the strength of personal ties within the
community. Density refers to the proportion of speakers connected to other speakers. If a
community is considered tightly-knit, then we can say that the community demonstrates
dense social network relationships in that many speakers have established some type of
relationship with the same speakers. The strength of ties between speakers refers to the
degree of intimacy and frequency of interactions, i.e. a network of close friends or family
members exhibits strong ties. Social networks can also be discussed in terms of plexity:
speakers who interact across several domains, such as professional and social domains,
are said to have multiplex ties with each other (Milroy and Milroy, 1985). In the case of
Chipilo, the small size of the population and the general homogeneity of the community
members have resulted in dense, multiplex social networks with strong ties between
community members (MacKay, 1992).
Finally, following Myers-Scotton, speech communities can be assessed according to
their ethnolinguistic vitality. Ethnolinguistic vitality was first proposed by Giles et al.
(1977) who define the vitality of an ethnolinguistic group as ―that which makes a group
likely to behave as a distinctive and active collective entity in inter-group situations‖
(1977:308). Ethnolinguistic vitality is measured in terms of three categories of factors:
status, demography, and institutional support. The more vitality that a group exhibits with
respect to these categories, the more likely the survival of the language of the group.
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Conversely, the chances for survival of a language decrease with less ethnolinguistic
vitality.
Within each category are a number of factors that contribute to the ethnolinguistic
vitality of a community. Status refers to the group‘s prestige with respect to economic,
social, socio-historical, and language status. Giles et al. (1977) note that the history of the
language, its prestige, and the degree of standardization may play a role in the way the
language is viewed by both insiders and outsiders. The demographic factors include the
distribution and actual numbers of a group, as well as birthrate, marriage, and migration
patterns. Group members spread out across a wider territory are less likely to survive as a
collective entity than those in a more tight-knit setting where there is constant group
interaction. Lastly, the third category of factors in assessing ethnolinguistic vitality is that
of institutional support which refers to the degree to which the language is used in both
formal domains, such as the government, media, religion, school, and informal
environments, such as the home. Institutional support is also seen in the emergence of
activist groups to protect the group‘s interests and values within the community.
Ethnolinguistic vitality, then, is assessed based on the degree to which a group is
characterized by these factors. The more economic or social status and institutional
support a group has, the more vitality the group has as a whole.
In addition to these objective measures of ethnolinguistic vitality, ethnolinguistic
vitality can also be assessed through the group‘s own perceptions of their vitality (Allard
and Landry, 1992). Questions of subjective ethnolinguistic vitality are rooted in speakers‘
opinions and attitudes about the vitality that they perceive their language possesses. The
more positive speakers perceive the vitality of a language, the more ethnolinguistic
vitality a language has. These perceptions may be based on objective measures, such as
institutional support or demographic figures but they also stem from stereotypes and
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social norms. Thus, speakers may perceive their language to have low vitality because
speaking the language is socially stigmatized.
In sum, both measures of ethnolinguistic vitality assume that language maintenance
will prevail in situations where a language has high status, a large number of speakers,
institutional support, and positive attitudes towards the language. In cases where a
language has low status, no institutional support, and speakers have negative attitudes
towards the use of a language, shift to the dominant language is likely.

4. Language Attitudes
The subjective aspect of ethnolinguistic vitality is also observed in speakers‘ attitudes
towards bilingualism and bilingual speakers. Bourdieu (1982, cited in Myers-Scotton,
2006) defines attitudes as a set of dispositions, or habitus, which are attitudes and
behavior practices dependent on the social conditions and the collective history of the
group. In this sense, attitudes are often based on stereotypes both at the individual and
societal level where speakers compare themselves with other groups as a means to be
both included as part of the larger group but also to identify, maintain, and enhance
distinctive characteristics (Hogg and Abrams 1993, Garrett, Coupland, and Williams
2003). Language attitudes are comprised of three parts: the cognitive component, or
beliefs about a particular language, the affective component, or feelings towards the
language, and the behavioral component, or the actual practice or behavior towards
language (Edwards 1985, Garrett et al. 2003). Edwards (1985) has noted the importance
of distinguishing the three components of language attitudes, as an individual may
believe that a language is important despite strongly disliking it, or he or she might
believe a language to be important but, in practice, not use it (see for example Rindstedt
and Aronsson 2002).
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Attitudes towards bilingualism vary and, in many cases, the negative attitudes of the
majority are shared by speakers of the minority language who may in turn discourage its
use in public domains. Thus, it is difficult to measure the subjective attitudes that
speakers may have with respect to a language and its use, given that, often, these
subjective evaluations and linguistic self-reports may be based on stereotypes or
perceived social norms. For these reasons, experimental approaches have been used to
control the elicitation of attitudes, such as the matched guise technique, first used by
Lambert and his colleagues (Lambert et al. 1960, Lambert et al. 1966, Lambert 1967) to
elicit attitudes in French and English speakers in Canada, where English is the majority
language and French is the minority language. In their task, speakers listened to and
judged recorded speech on a variety of personal and physical characteristics based solely
on the speech that they heard. The listeners were not aware, however, that the speech
samples they heard in French and English were produced by the same bilingual speakers,
once speaking French and once speaking English. The ratings of the speaker differed
depending on the language used and the linguistic background of the listener-judge.
English-speaking listeners, for example, rated the English guise more favorably on a
variety of traits than the French guise. Of particular interest is the fact that the Frenchspeaking listeners also rated the English guise more favorably than the French ones. In
this case, the minority group has adopted the negative attitudes of the majority group
towards their own language and speakers. This has become a common finding in which
the minority group accepts the negative attitudes linked to them by the majority group
(Lam and Dorian 2009, Messing 2007).
The prestige of a language, as perceived by both the majority and minority groups,
contributes to the attitudes that speakers have towards a language and its speakers. Gal
(1979) examined the bilingual community of Oberwart, Austria where speakers were
undergoing language shift from Hungarian to German. This shift is attributed to many
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factors, including changing economic and social conditions and the low prestige that was
later associated with Hungarian as a language of peasant origins. An influx of German
merchants and artisans, together with the transfer of the region from Hungary to Austria,
clearly established German as the prestigious, out-group language and Hungarian as the
lower status, peasant language. Gal notes, however, that initially the community did not
apply these negative attitudes to the in-group and Hungarian continued to be viewed as a
symbol of group identity. Yet after WWII, further economic growth led to the presence of
more German speakers and increased employment opportunities where German became a
necessity. Hungarian was now associated with peasant life and viewed as a hindrance to
economic and social success. Gal found that younger bilinguals chose to use more
German and that young women in particular were more inclined to use German than men.
Gal attributes this to the women‘s desire for upward mobility and thus by choosing nonpeasant, predominantly German-speaking spouses, women were able to modify their
social status. Furthermore, children began using more German as the negative association
of Hungarian with peasant identity became stronger. In this way, the children used
German as a means of identifying with mainstream Austrian society and rejecting the less
prestigious peasant origin of the community. Thus, changes in language use patterns
reflect changing attitudes triggered by shifting social and economic factors in the
community.
Shifting social and economic conditions may also affect attitudes towards a language,
even when the demographic factors, such as actual number of speakers, are positive. Vail
(2006) observes that in Thailand, speakers of Khmer, a language with over a million
speakers, are shifting to Thai, the national language. The association between social
mobility, education, and Thai has led to less intergenerational transmission of Khmer (see
Fishman, 1991 for the importance of intergenerational transmission) and to an increase in
mixed marriages among younger generations, thereby resulting in Thai as the primary
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language of communication in the family domain. Stressing the importance of the
strength of language attitudes with respect to language maintenance, Vail describes
speakers‘ attitudes towards Khmer as ‗apathetic‘ and notes that despite the relatively
large number of speakers, Khmer is not associated with a strong ethnic identity but rather
with rural village life, thereby resulting in negative attitudes towards the maintenance of
the language.
The prestige attributed to a language, by both the minority and majority groups, thus
affects the attitudes associated with each language in a bilingual situation. The majority
language is viewed as more prestigious and is associated with social mobility, high
socioeconomic status, and power, for example the case of English and Spanish in the
United States where English is the language of power and upward mobility. However, the
prestige of a language is not sufficient to guarantee language maintenance. In spite of the
international prestige of English, Cortés-Conde (1996) finds that among descendents of
English-speaking immigrants in Argentina, younger generations reportedly use more
Spanish than English due to the perception that English is ‗snobbish‘. Negative attitudes
from Spanish-speaking peer groups towards the use of English by these bilingual
speakers encourage language shift to Spanish at the expense of the more prestigious
language.
However, the negative attitudes of a majority group may have the reverse outcome on
a minority language and actually encourage its use. A language or linguistic variety may
have covert prestige in that a minority group demonstrates group membership and group
solidarity through its use. In other words, it becomes prestigious to show affiliation with
the less dominant language or group. The more cultural pressures that a dominant
language and culture place on a minority language, the more speakers of the minority
language may embrace their language and identity as speakers of that language. Indeed,
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in inter-ethnic relationships, speakers may wish to reinforce their ethnolinguistic identity
by enhancing certain speech characteristics specific to their linguistic variety. Bourhis
and Giles (1977) conducted a study with Welsh and English speakers in which an English
interviewer made negative remarks about Wales. Welsh speakers who did not feel a
strong identity with Wales lessened their Welsh accent while speakers who felt proud of
their heritage enhanced their accents. In this case, speakers demonstrate solidarity with
the minority language group by enhancing the particular linguistic variety associated with
that group.
In sum, the positive attitudes that a group ascribes to a language contribute to the
maintenance of a language. Often the more prestigious a language is perceived to be
within the community, the more positive the attitudes directed to it. A group‘s attitudes
may also be influenced by the majority, however, in that the negative attitudes of the
majority group may be adopted by the minority group. In this case, the minority group
may be more likely to shift to the majority group language. Another alternative is that the
negative attitudes attributed to a language actually encourage its use, through covert
prestige, where the minority language becomes a defining feature of solidarity and ingroup identity.

5. Ethnolinguistic Identity
As noted, positive attitudes towards a language may contribute to the speaker‘s
identity as a member of an ethnolinguistic group. Identity refers to the psychological
processes in which one constructs the notion of self through membership in specific
groups. By belonging to different social groups, an individual creates his or her social
identity, described by Tajfel (1974) as one‘s knowledge of membership in one or more
social groups in which an individual recognizes the similarities and differences he or she
has with each group in the same society. Through a sort of social comparison, an
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individual determines what characteristics he or she shares with different social groups,
and, in turn, a group must recognize that individual as a member. Furthermore, the group
must perceive itself to be, and be perceived by others, as a separate entity. Within the
concept of social identity lies cultural identity, where an individual recognizes different
cultures within or outside of one‘s own society. Unlike social identity, where an
individual defines him- or herself within the same society, cultural identity only arises
when two distinct cultures come into contact inside or outside of that society and group
members recognize the distinct qualities of each. While similar, cultural identity differs
from social identity in that it includes shared characteristics such as ancestry, territory,
values, norms, and language, which distinguish one culture from another (Hamers and
Blanc 2000).
In a similar vein, identity can also be based on ethnicity and belonging to a particular
ethnic group, often stemming from shared ancestry. Ethnicity can be objective, based on
shared biological, geographical, linguistic, cultural, or religious aspects of a group, or
subjective in which individuals perceive themselves as belonging to certain ethnic groups
based on the perception of shared norms (see for example Giles and Johnson 1981). Like
cultural identity, ethnic identity is particularly relevant at boundaries between an in-group
and an out-group where one recognizes commonalities with one ethnic group over
another. In the case of Chipilo, ethnic identity is based upon shared ancestry but is further
enhanced by the distinguishing physical characteristics of their Northern Italian heritage.
Unlike many other groups in Mexico, the Chipileños are often fair-skinned with light hair
and eyes. When language is a defining feature of an individual‘s cultural or ethnic
identity, we can speak of ethnolinguistic identity, where the use of a specific language
constitutes an important aspect of group membership and serves as a defining factor of
one‘s identity.

58
The link between language and identity is undeniable, although the degree to which
language is an essential aspect of identity is arguable. The association between language
and identity can be considered objective, where language is viewed as a vital part of
ethnic identity (Fishman 1989, among others), or subjective, where language is
considered just one of many possible markers of ethnic identity (see for example Eastman
1984, Edwards 1985). Under the objective position, membership in an ethnic group is
involuntary, in the sense that an individual is considered a member through objective
measures such as common ancestry, religion, or language. Language is viewed as a
primordial and integral part of identity and the loss of a language, through language shift
or language death, implies the loss of an identity. In contrast, the subjective view focuses
on a speaker‘s perceived membership in a group and belief in a common ancestry or
cultural values, regardless of whether these shared features actually exist. This viewpoint
considers language as just one of multiple aspects of identity and group membership and,
as such, the loss of a language is not detrimental to a continued sense of group identity.
Edwards comments that ―since identity essentially rests upon the continuation of
boundaries which, in turn, depend upon a maintained sense of groupness, the erosion of
the original language – at least in its ordinary, communicative aspects – does not
inevitably mean the erosion of identity itself‖ (1985: 48). Under this view, the loss of
instrumental functions of a language does not entail the loss of the language as an ethnic
symbol, as in the case of Irish, or the loss of ethnic identity, as in the case of Italian
Americans. Trudgill (1983) found that Albanians in Greece have unfavorable attitudes
towards Albanian and are not passing it on to the children; however, most expressed a
sense of pride in their Albanian traditions, while at the same time identifying themselves
as Greek. In this case, integration into the dominant culture has led to the loss of the
ethnic language but the maintenance of certain aspects of Albanian culture.
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In cases of language shift, where the minority language is no longer the sole marker
of identity, the use of particular linguistic variants stemming from the former use of a
minority language may demonstrate association with a particular ethnic group, as found
for example by Dubois and Horvath (2003) in Cajun communities in Louisiana. The
authors found differences between men and women and across different age groups with
respect to stop substitution for the interdental fricatives /θ/ and /ð/. Specifically, middle
age men appear to be abandoning the vernacular forms in favor of the standard forms,
whereas younger men use the local form to the same extent or more than older
generations. The authors refer to this process as ‗recycling‘ in which the vernacular
pattern re-emerges, in this case in the speech of young men. This is attributed to a
revitalized interest in Cajun identity and culture. Men lead the change due to the stronger
association between men and Cajun cultural activities (boating, fishing, music) and the
fact that men often serve as tour guides for non-Cajun visitors. Furthermore, Dubois and
Horvath also found an effect for open vs. closed social networks: men in open social
networks use more vernacular forms than women in open social networks who appear to
reject Cajun vernacular forms (Dubois and Horvath, 1999). Thus, the use of a language or
particular linguistic variants is conditioned by social constraints and an individual‘s
desire to identify with a particular ethnic group.
In speech communities where bilingualism is not the norm of larger society,
bilinguals may find it difficult to establish an identity with either group. Romaine (1995)
points out that this may be particularly difficult for immigrant communities where ties
with the home country are limited and assimilation into mainstream society may be
difficult. Immigrant groups and subsequent generations often undergo a process of
segmented assimilation in which rapid assimilation and shift to the majority language and
culture is just one alternative (Rumbaut and Portes 2001). Berry (1990) notes that
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minority groups have four options: (i) assimilation by accepting the dominant group‘s
culture at the expense of their own, (ii) integration by adapting some aspects of the
dominant group and integrating into larger society while maintaining some degree of
their own culture and values, (iii) separation by rejecting all aspects of the dominant
group and maintaining the separate minority culture, and (iv) marginalization in which
the group identifies with neither the majority or minority group. This latter sense of
indifference with respect to identity that arises in these situations is referred to as anomie
(Romaine 1995, Hamers and Blanc 2000). A pertinent case is referenced by Hamers and
Blanc (2000). Child (1943, cited in Hamers and Blanc 2000:212) studied the process of
cultural assimilation by second-generation Italian males in the United States and found
that some ignored their Italian heritage and assimilated into mainstream American
culture, others embraced their Italian heritage at the expense of assimilation, and others
exhibited ―symptoms of anomie‖ in that they refused to acknowledge differences
between Italians and Americans and avoided questions of cultural background. Hamers
and Blanc note that Child focused on the monocultural or anomic aspect of these
bilinguals and ignored the possibility that these speakers may have felt allegiance to both
Italian and American identity.
Identity with or allegiance to two distinct groups is not uncommon. In her study of a
bilingual predominantly Puerto Rican speech community in New York City, Zentella
(1997) notes that many Puerto Rican immigrants have dual identities and these identities
evolve based on changing social conditions. Some speakers may not identify with
mainstream American culture, but instead may associate with African American or a PanLatino identity in addition to their Puerto Rican identity. Furthermore, some speakers do
not identify with island Puerto Ricans and have thus established a new identity as New
York Puerto Ricans. Dual identity is also observed in Franco-Americans in Louisiana and
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New England by Gardner and Lambert (1972) who found speakers who identified with
both the American and Franco-American cultures. Moreover, speakers who identified
with both cultures also had high proficiency in both languages. Lambert, Just, and
Segalowitz (1970) also found that individuals who were more proficient in French
identified more with the Francophone culture and those who were more proficient in
English showed little interest in the French language or cultural values. Individuals who
identified with both cultures demonstrated high levels of proficiency in both languages.
The link between identity and proficiency has also been reported for Spanish speakers in
Australia (Gibbons and Ramirez 2004) and by Sears et al. (1999) who found that by the
second and third generation of Latinos in the United States, ties with the heritage
language were being lost as they assimilated more to the mainstream American culture
and use of English.
It would seem, then, that when proficiency in a language decreases, so does the
degree to which a speaker identifies with the associated culture or group. Zentella (1997)
found that Puerto Ricans in New York City who are less proficient in Spanish identify
less with Puerto Rican identity. This would support the objective position discussed
above, where language is considered a crucial component to ethnic identity. However, the
association between language and identity varies across groups and individuals. For
example, Zentella observes that women were more likely to defend the link between
knowledge of Spanish and Puerto Rican identity by affirming that a monolingual English
speaker could not be identified as Puerto Rican. Men, on the other hand, were more likely
to consider other factors such as ancestry and shared values sufficient to identify oneself
as Puerto Rican. Therefore, a monolingual English speaker could still identify himself or
herself as Puerto Rican. Zentella attributes this difference to the more conservative role
that women have in Spanish-language domains, such as family relationships, child-
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rearing, and intimacy with other community members (see also Zentella 1985 on
language and identity roles).
A strong association between language and identity does not necessarily have to
weaken as groups assimilate into the dominant culture. Garrett, Bishop, and Coupland
(2009) compares ways of maintaining Welshness among groups in the diaspora: Welsh
speakers in North America and Patagonia, Argentina, and compared their attitudes with
those of speakers in Wales. They found that over 40% of respondents in Patagonia and
North America selected Welsh or Welsh/American and Welsh/Argentinean to identify
themselves, even though none was born in Wales or had ever spent a significant amount
of time there. Furthermore, the two diasporic groups report stronger support for the
maintenance of Welsh than the group in Wales and exhibit more positive attitudes with
respect to the vitality of Welsh than speakers in Wales. Thus, Welsh identity remains
strong even among groups who have little contact with the homeland.
In sum, an individual‘s identity is defined through the social, cultural, and ethnic
groups of which he or she is a member. One‘s identity does not remain static and can
change when confronted with new, different, or competing outsider groups. The
association between language and identity is certain, yet depending on the economic and
social pressures stemming from the majority language, language may or may not be a
defining factor in an individual‘s identity. Positive attitudes and proficiency may enhance
the link between language and identity, but the loss of language does not necessarily
entail the loss of identity. Thus, together language attitudes and identity are both
important factors implicated in language maintenance or shift. Following measurements
of ethnolinguistic vitality, the more positive attitudes a speaker or group has towards a
language, the more they consider the language a critical aspect of their identity, and the
vitality of the language will be high.
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6. Summary
This chapter has reviewed some of the extralinguistic factors that are implicated in
societal and individual bilingualism. Communities characterized by societal bilingualism
are under constant economic, political, and social pressures from the dominant group and
language shift, particularly in immigrant groups, is often the likely outcome. While no
one set of factors can guarantee language maintenance or shift, the presence of dense
social networks, high ethnolinguistic vitality, positive language attitudes, and a strong
association between language and identity can all contribute to language maintenance
thereby slowing the process of language shift.

7. Research Questions for the Present Study
The sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo presents an interesting case for the
study of language maintenance and shift. As previously noted, immigrant languages are
often lost by the third generation; however, in Chipilo Veneto continues to be spoken by
the majority of persons of Italian descent and it remains the first language of many
children. Previous work on Veneto language maintenance in Chipilo (see Chapter 2) was
conducted in the 1980s, shortly after the centennial celebration of the founding of Chipilo
and the re-establishment of contact with Italy. Nearly thirty years later, this dissertation
revisits the social and individual factors implicated in the sustained bilingualism observed
in Chipilo today.
This research project is motivated by two sets of questions, the first set addressing the
social aspects of bilingualism of relevance here (the additional set of questions,
concerning language contact outcomes, are presented in Chapter 4).
Research Question 1:
What factors contribute to the sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo
today?
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Research Question 2:
What is the distribution of Veneto and Spanish in Chipilo? Are there
differences based on gender, age, or L1?
Research Question 3:
What are Chipileños‘ attitudes towards Veneto and Spanish? Do these differ
based on gender, age, or L1?
a. In terms of linguistic insecurity?
b. In terms of ethnolinguistic vitality?
c. In terms of identity?
As discussed in the preceding sections, there are a number of factors implicated in
language maintenance and language shift and no one set of factors can guarantee either
outcome. Due to the lack of institutional support for Veneto, it is predicted that favorable
language attitudes, a positive sense of group identity, and relatively high levels of
prestige and economic and social success will be found to be centrally implicated in the
maintenance of Veneto.
In addition, the social variables of gender, age, and L1 may impact the degree to
which a bilingual Chipileño uses Spanish and Veneto. With respect to gender, women
often work in the home, a domain that is typically associated with Veneto language use.
Men are more likely to work outside of the home or community or with non-Chipileño
co-workers, therefore increasing their exposure to and use of Spanish. In addition,
women are often viewed as the main transmitters of the language to the children. Indeed,
it is widely believed in Chipilo that in situations of mixed marriages, Veneto will survive
if the woman is Chipileña and the man is Mexican. In cases where the reverse is true, it is
thought that Spanish will replace Veneto, even if the man frequently uses Veneto. This
societal association of women with the traditionally Veneto-speaking family and home
domain may be reflected in language attitudes. Women may have more favorable
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attitudes towards Veneto language use and maintenance, may identify more with Veneto,
and may in turn report more Veneto language use than men. Thus, gender as a variable
may reveal significant difference in attitudes towards and behavior in the use of the two
languages in Chipilo.
Age is also predicted to play a role in the continued maintenance of Veneto. As
previously mentioned, Chipilo has avoided the typical three generation language shift and
Veneto is still the L1 of many children of Italian descent. However, more young
Chipileños are attending school outside of Chipilo, including middle and high school, and
many attend universities in Puebla. The proximity of Puebla also allows for more
employment opportunities and many Chipileños commute daily to the city. Furthermore,
children and younger generations are exposed to television and other media in Spanish
more so than previous generations. Due to the increased exposure that younger
generations have to the mainstream national Mexican culture and Spanish, it is predicted
that differences will be observed in the attitudes displayed by younger and older
generations with respect to language use and identity. Younger generations may
assimilate into mainstream Mexican culture through decreased use of Veneto and they
may identify more with Spanish and Mexican culture than older generations. Older
generations, in contrast, may feel a stronger connection to their Italian ancestry and the
Veneto language and may feel that younger generations are abandoning the language.
On the other hand, due to the increased contact and blurred boundaries between
Chipilo and outside groups, younger generations may have more favorable attitudes
towards the use and maintenance of Veneto and may wish to enhance their
ethnolinguistic identity through Veneto language use. Increased exposure to mainstream
Mexican culture and language may result in a heightened awareness of group
distinctness, thereby promoting a strong desire to maintain Veneto.
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The L1 of the participants is also predicted to be an important factor. Not
surprisingly, Romani (1992) found a correlation between L1 and language use patterns in
Chipilo in the 1980s. An L1 Veneto speaker is more likely to speak Veneto in a variety of
environments and with a variety of interlocutors than an L1 Spanish speaker.
Furthermore, Chipileños who learn Veneto as their L1 may identify more with Veneto
and Chipileño culture than a Chipileño who was raised speaking both Veneto and
Spanish or just Spanish who may be more likely to identify with Spanish and Mexican
culture. In addition, Chipileños may be raised speaking both Spanish and Veneto, which
may result in attitudes that differ from L1 Veneto and L1 Spanish speakers. Thus, L1
may be a strong indicator of language use patterns and may affect attitudes towards the
use and maintenance of both languages. L1 Veneto speakers are predicted to have more
favorable attitudes towards Veneto language use and maintenance than L1 Spanish or L1
both speakers. In the case of mixed marriages, the L1 of the participant is particularly
important because in many cases it affects the degree of bilingualism of a participant.
Observation shows that Chipileños who were raised speaking Spanish or in a bilingual
household are often less comfortable speaking Veneto and are in some cases passive
bilinguals who claim a high degree of Veneto comprehension but who are unable or
choose not to speak it.
In order to address the questions posed above, a sociolinguistic questionnaire was
distributed and sociolinguistic interviews were conducted with members of the
community. The methodology will be presented in Chapter 5. The next chapter discusses
the linguistic consequences of bilingualism on the contributing languages and sets forth
the second set of research questions, which pertain to the contact outcomes for Chipilo
Spanish.
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Chapter 4
Linguistic Outcomes of Bilingualism
1. Introduction
It is well known that in situations of language contact and bilingualism interlingual
influence can be found at the lexical, phonological, and morphosyntactic level, ranging
from one-word borrowings to structural borrowings and convergence (Thomason and
Kaufman 1988). The degree of interlingual influence often depends on extralinguistic
factors, i.e. the social context, of a particular language contact situation (Thomason and
Kaufman 1988, Winford 2003, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000, Weinreich, 1953). As
mentioned in previous chapters, Chipilo presents a unique case of language contact for
two reasons: first, for its linguistic pairing – both Veneto and Spanish are Romance
languages and therefore share many features – and second, for its social context, namely
one in which Veneto, an immigrant language, has been maintained for over 127 years and
remains the L1 of many children of Italian descent. In Chipilo, both Veneto and Spanish
are actively used by most members of the community and thus it is reasonable to
anticipate crosslinguistic influence in both directions.
This chapter will discuss the linguistic consequences of bilingualism, prior to
presenting the pertinent set of research questions that guide this dissertation project.
Section 2 addresses the linguistic-internal consequences of bilingualism. Section 2.1
discusses lexical borrowing. Section 2.2 describes alterations in the phonology, and
section 2.3 discusses alterations in the morphosyntax and discourse-pragmatics of
bilingual speech. Section 3 explores syntactic variability from both a theoretical
perspective (Section 3.1) and a variationist perspective, (Section 3.2), with particular
focus on the factors implicated in the expression of null and overt subject pronouns in
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both monolingual and bilingual varieties of Spanish. Section 4 considers the role of
convergence and simplification in language contact situations. Finally, Section 5 presents
a chapter summary and Section 6 presents the motivations for this dissertation and the
specific research questions to be pursued.

2. Linguistic Outcomes of Language Contact
When languages are in contact, interlingual influence can occur at all levels of the
grammar: the lexicon, phonology, morphology, syntax, and discourse-pragmatics. This
influence can range from the borrowing of loanwords to structural convergence.
However, researchers of language contact are not in agreement as to the extent of
influence across all components of the grammar, i.e. some areas of the grammar are
considered more permeable and others more resistant to interlingual influence. One of the
strongest claims is that of Thomason and Kaufman (1988), who argue that in a language
contact situation ―any linguistic feature can be transferred from any language to any other
language‖ (14). These authors emphasize the role of extralinguistic factors in language
contact and claim that ―it is the social context, not the structure of the languages
involved, that determines the direction and degree of interference‖ (19). This view has
been challenged by many, including Silva-Corvalán (1994), who argues that ―the
structure of the languages in contact governs the introduction and diffusion of innovative
elements in the linguistic systems; while the sociolinguistic history of the speakers is the
primary determinant of the language direction and degree of diffusion of the
innovations…‖ (134-135). Furthermore, Silva-Corvalán disagrees with the claims of
Thomason and Kaufman with respect to the diffusion of features:
―It may be possible that any linguistic feature can be transferred from any
language to any other language as a ‗nonce-borrowing‘ in the speech of
bilinguals, but only those that are compatible… with the structure of the
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borrowing language at any given stage will be adopted, disseminated, and passed
on to new generations.‖ (Silva-Corvalán, 1994/2000:134).
Many authors distinguish the linguistic outcomes of language contact based on
whether the situation is one of language maintenance or language shift. In cases of
language maintenance, the term borrowing is used, defined by Thomason and Kaufman
as ―the incorporation of foreign features into a group‘s native language by speakers of
that language‖ (1988:37). Van Coetsem (2000) points out that borrowing implies
agentivity of the recipient, or borrowing, language. This differs from substratum
influence, or imposition using Van Coetsem‘s terms, which is often considered the result
of imperfect learning of the target language in a case of language shift, and relies on
source language agentivity. In other words, borrowing is a characteristic of language
maintenance and refers to the incorporation of foreign material from the L2 to the L1.
Substratum influence, on the other hand, is a characteristic of language shift and involves
the incorporation of elements from the L1 to the L2 due to imperfect learning. Borrowing
often begins with the lexicon and structural borrowing generally only occurs after a
considerable degree of loanword incorporation. In contrast, substratum influence
generally begins with phonological or syntactic change and is not characterized as much
by lexical influence. 30

30

Weinreich (1953) argues that crosslinguistic influence results from the structure of the

languages involved, noting that the study of ―purely linguistic problems about bilingualism‖
allows the linguist to ―see the cause of the susceptibility of a language to foreign influence in its
structural weaknesses‖ (1953:4). As pointed out by Silva-Corvalán (1994/2000), this argument is
circular in that the structural weaknesses are only considered weaknesses once they have shown
variability.
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2.1 Lexical Borrowing
One of the most recognizable areas of cross-linguistic influence is that of the lexicon.
Bilingualism is not required for lexical borrowing, as evinced by the numerous
borrowings in English from languages such as Spanish (adobe, sierra, canyon, coyote),
Japanese (sushi, kimono), French (rendezvous, coup, tête-à-tête). Spanish has also
borrowed extensively from other languages, including Arabic, alfombra ‗rug‘, alcalde
‗mayor, algodón ‗cotton‘, ojalá ‗if Allah will (I wish)‘, cero ‗zero‘, and numerous
indigenous languages, such as Nahuatl, from which Spanish borrowed chicle ‗gum‘,
chocolate ‗chocolate, and tomate ‗tomato‘. Lexical borrowings can be established
borrowings, those that have been incorporated into the language and are used by many
speakers, including monolinguals who are not in contact with speakers of another
language, or nonce-borrowings, referring to single-word switches that are fully integrated
into the morphosyntax of the recipient language. Sankoff et al. (1986) argue that if a
speech event is produced with the syntax and morphology of one language, then any nonnative lexical elements are considered nonce-borrowings. Other researchers (MyersScotton 1993) consider single-word switches and borrowings as falling along a
continuum and note that these occasional switches can lead to established borrowings in a
language through increased use and morphophonemic adaptation. In this way, nonceborrowings differ from code-switches, which are often multi-word sequences that
maintain the morphophonemic structure of the original language.
Two factors that often contribute to lexical borrowing are need and prestige. Speech
communities may be introduced to new cultural knowledge or advancements in
technology and therefore borrow words to fill lexical gaps, as with the introduction of
new technology that gives Spanish computadora ‗computer‘, and celular ‗cellular phone‘
from English. Other words are incorporated into the lexicon due to a certain degree of
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prestige that the language carries, e.g., the often cited lexical items beef and pork,
borrowed into Middle English from French that co-exist with the English cow and pig. In
cases of bilingualism, the intensity of the contact, cultural pressure, including social and
economic advantages as well as employment and educational opportunities, and language
loyalty all contribute to the degree of lexical borrowing.
Lexical borrowings can be divided into loanwords and loanshifts. Loanwords are
borrowings in which all or part of the morphemic content derives from an outside
language. In Chipilo Veneto, words like ordeñadora ‗milking machine‘ or licuadora
‗blender‘ are loanwords borrowed in their native form from Spanish. Loanshifts, on the
other hand, maintain the morphemic content of the native language but derive meaning
from the outsider language, generally in the form of semantic extension. For example,
Portuguese/English and Spanish/English bilinguals in the United States have extended the
meaning of Portuguese grossería and Spanish grosería ‗rude comment‘ to also mean
‗grocery store‘, due to its similarity to the English term. Phonetic similarity is not
required for a loanshift as evinced by the extension of the Portuguese frio ‗cold spell‘ to
mean ‗infection‘, again stemming from analogy with English ‗cold‘ (Grosjean 1982).
Lexical influence also manifests itself in the form of discourse markers. Discourse
markers are not considered code-switches because they do not contribute to the syntactic
structure of the sentence (Poplack 1980), and like lexical items, a high degree of
frequency can lead to the full establishment of non-native function words in the native
language. Hill and Hill (1986) have noted the full integration of Spanish function words
into Nahuatl, including entonces ‗well‘, pues ‗so‘, pero ‗but‘, hasta ‗until‘, etc. Much
work has found that English discourse markers frequently occur in the bilingual Spanish
of the United States. Lipski (2005) analyzes English so-insertion and argues that due to
its high frequency and occurrence in otherwise monolingual utterances, it cannot be
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considered an instance of code-switching or a nonce-borrowing. Instead, he attributes the
occurrence of so to a sort of ‗metalinguistic bracketing‘ in which English frames the
monolingual Spanish discourse. English is the dominant language and the language most
likely used at work and school, and therefore the insertion of English function words
presents evidence that both languages are simultaneously activated, even in monolingual
discourse (Grosjean 2001).

2.2 Phonology
Cross-linguistic influence is also well noted in the phonology of bilinguals.
Weinreich (1953) claims that interference occurs when bilinguals identify a phoneme in
the L2 with one in the L1. Therefore, the L1 affects the production of the phoneme in the
L2. This can lead to underdifferentiation, overdifferentiation, re-interpretation, or
substitution. For example, French speakers of English may underdifferentiate the
phonemic difference in English of /I/ and /i/ by producing /i/, a vowel that occurs in
French, in all contexts. On the other hand, overdifferentiation occurs when a phonemic
contrast in the primary language is extended into the secondary language, for example the
extension of vowel length or phonemic distinctions into a language that does not exhibit
the same distinctions.
Re-interpretation occurs when a speaker applies rules from the L1 into the L2. To
take an example from Romaine (1995), Italian speakers of English may pronounce
orthographic double consonants as long phones, e.g., Patty as [patti], following the Italian
pattern. Bilinguals may also substitute a sound from their language that most closely
represents the phoneme they do not have. Taking an example from Lehiste (1986),
English has the voiced and voiceless fricative phonemes /ð/ and /θ/ whereas French does
not. Speakers of French therefore focus on the fricative feature of the English phonemes
and use /s/ and /z/ as acceptable substitutions.
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Phonological influence can also occur from the L2 to the L1, although this is often
the last area to be affected in a bilingual situation. Clyne (2003) distinguishes between
the convergence of features and the transference of features in his study of contact
between English and a variety of immigrant languages in Australia. For example, the
German word [a f] has converged with English [ v] producing the German form [ f]
‗of‘. Transference is seen, for example, in the diphthongization of monophthongs such as
/o/, /e/, and /u/, attested in a number of community languages, under the influence of
Australian English.

2.3 Structural Change
More controversial is the nature of structural change in bilingual speech. It has been
noted by a number of researchers that the borrowing of structural features is rare
(Winford 2003, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000). Thomason and Kaufman (1988) claim that
situations of intense language contact, entire grammatical systems may be transferred
from one language to another. Winford (2003) raises the question of the nature of
structural borrowing in comparison to lexical borrowing. Recall that lexical borrowing
implies recipient language agentivity, and bilingualism is not required (for example,
Japanese borrowing lexical items from English such as Japanese basubaru from English
baseball). Structural borrowing, on the other hand, is initiated by bilinguals in both the
recipient and source language, i.e. a case of imposition, or source language agentivity.
This may be reflected in leveling effects and regularization of syntactic patterns, such as
the extension of regular verb morphology to irregular verbs. Substratum influence may
also be seen in word order and sentence structure. For example, German speakers may
produce an English sentence such as He comes tomorrow home patterned on the German
Er kommt morgen nach Hause (Lehiste 1986).
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With respect to the borrowing of structural features, recall that Thomason and
Kaufman (1988) claim that anything is possible in language contact, and the more intense
the contact, the heavier the lexical and structural borrowing. They note that intense
cultural pressure from a politically or economically more powerful group further
promotes structural borrowing in the language of the minority group. In contrast, SilvaCorvalán (1994/2000) argues that in situations of language contact, it is not structural
features that are transferred but rather lexical and pragmatic features of the grammar.
Specifically, she claims that the permeability of a grammar to interlingual influence
depends on the ―existence of superficially parallel structures in languages in contact‖
(1994/2000: 135). The types of transfer she argues for are threefold: (i) the extension of
the discourse-pragmatic function of a structure in language B based on the functions of a
parallel structure in language A, (ii) the preferred or increased use in language B of an
existing structure parallel to a structure in language A and a decreased use of variant
structures in language B, and (iii) the loss of semantic-pragmatic constraints governing
the use of the variants in a language B when the parallel structure in language A is not
subject to those constraints.
Drawing on samples of the Spanish of Los Angeles, Silva-Corvalán examines four
properties that could be construed as evidence for syntactic transfer from English. For
example, considering her participants‘ non-target omission of complementizers in
complement clauses (1a), she points out that such omission is permitted in formal and
written registers (1b) and thus the non-expression of que is not a syntactic innovation due
to English contact.
(1)

a. Yo creo Ø inventaron el nombre.
‗I believe (that) they invented the name.‘
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b. Te ruego Ø me lo envies pronto.
‗I pray (that) you send it to me promptly.‘
She also discusses the omission of verbal clitics and the use of redundant possessives
with inalienable possession that appears to follow an English pattern (2a). Silva-Corvalán
argues that this is not, however, a new syntactic structure in Spanish given that Spanish
does allow for this type of structure (2b).
(2)

a. …y me dieron en la cara, y Ø quebraron mi, mi jaw.
‗...and they hit me in the face, and they broke my, my jaw.‘
b. Tiraron una piedra y me quebraron mi portalápices (*a mí).
‗They threw the stone and broke my pencil-holder.‘

The loss of pragmatic constraints is also attested with respect to word order, where
Spanish generally prefers VS to introduce new topic referents. Compare the examples in
(3), where (3a) is produced by a monolingual Spanish speaker (from Ocampo 1990:97,
cited in Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000) and (3b) is produced by a Spanish-English bilingual.
(3)

a

….estuve una hora ahí [a clinic] tocando timbre, salió el médico.
‗…I was there [a clinic] for an hour, ringing the bell, the doctor came
out.‘

b. Una vez estaba en una gasolinera aquí y una señora llegó ahí. Yo
estaba ahí esperando, estaban trabajando en el carro. Una señora
entró y me preguntó si conocía…
‗Once I was at a gas station here and a lady got there. I was waiting
there, they were fixing my car. A lady came in and asked me if I
knew…‘
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In (3a), the new referent el medico ‗the doctor‘ is introduced in postverbal position, while
in (3b), the new referent la señora ‗the woman‘ is introduced in preverbal position,
following English word order. Silva-Corvalán argues that in this case a new syntactic
structure is not introduced into Spanish but rather there is a change in the discoursepragmatic constraints that govern the choice of word order in Spanish. Spanish allows
both VS and SV word order and the English-like pattern in (3b) is thus attributed to the
bilingual‘s preference for convergence across the two languages.
A loss of discourse-pragmatic constraints is also observed in Spanish in contact with
Shipibo, a language of Peru. Unlike Spanish or English, Shipibo is a mixed pro-drop
language that requires overt subject pronouns in the 1st and 2nd person but not in the 3rd
person verbal forms. Sánchez, Camacho and Elias (2005) examine subject expression in
the L2 Spanish of Shipibo speakers to determine if the mixed pro-drop system of Shipibo
is transferred into the L2 Spanish. Results show that Shipibo speakers produce first
person null subjects without antecedents, as in (4), indicating that they are able to extend
the use of null subjects through all persons. However, they also produce overt subjects
with overt antecedents, as in (5).
(4)

En carro he venido.
‗I came by car‘

(5)

Los primeros días yo trabajaba en artesanía, cuando yo llegué aquí.
‗The first days when I got here, I used to work doing handcrafts.‘

The authors conclude that Shipibo speakers have acquired the core properties of Spanish
grammar in that they are able to extend the use of null pronouns into the first person
singular form, where Shipibo requires an overt pronoun. However, the use of redundant
overt pronouns, as in (5), shows some degree of insensitivity to the discourse conditions
regulating such use in Spanish.
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3. Theoretical and variationist analyses of syntactic variability
Variability in bilinguals‘ language productions, such as that discussed above, has
been examined from both a theoretical and a variationist perspective. The former studies
focus on experimental contexts where particular responses are viewed as target-like or
target-deviant based on a controlled discourse condition. Variationist studies, on the other
hand, utilize sociolinguistic interviews as a means of collecting naturalistic, spontaneous
data where multiple factors can be considered collectively.

3.1 Theoretical analyses of syntactic variability
In situations of language contact and bilingualism, some properties of the syntax are
thought to be more stable, others more susceptible to variation. Among the stable
properties are those that derive from abstract morpho-syntactic features of Case and
Agreement, e.g., whether the language is VO or OV and whether it licenses null subjects.
But especially prone to interlingual effects are those grammatical properties that are
regulated by discursive/pragmatic considerations, e.g., the expression and interpretation
of overt subject pronouns and constituent order across discourse focus contexts. For
example, Italian or Spanish bilinguals will retain or acquire the licensing of null subjects
(a core property), but may demonstrate target-deviant expression of overt subjects (a
peripheral property).
In null subject languages, such as Italian and Spanish, an overt subject pronoun is
favored when there is a switch in referent in discourse, as seen in the following discourse
connected utterances:
(6)

Pepe no vino hoy a trabajar.

*Pepe/?él/ Ø estará enfermo.

‗Pepe did not come to work today.

He must be sick.‘
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(7)

Hoy no fui a trabajar.

Pepe/él/*Ø pensó que estaba enfermo.

‗Today I did not go to work.

Pepe/he thought I was sick.‘

In example (6), the referent does not change and therefore an overt pronoun would be
pragmatically infelicitous. In (7), there is a shift in topic and an overt subject pronoun is
favored. Overt subjects are also favored when new information is introduced (8) or when
a subject is focused or topicalized (9).
(8)

(9)

¿Quién vino?

Él/Mario/*Ø vino.

‗Who came?

He/Mario/*Ø came.‘

El periodistai dijo que éli/ÉLi no había escrito ese reporte.
‗The journalist said that he (himself) had not written that report.‘

As should be clear from the preceding examples, the distribution of null and overt
subject pronouns in null subject languages is regulated by conditions at the interface of
syntax and pragmatics. This is further supported by studies in L1 acquisition. In his study
of child acquisition of Catalan, Grinstead (2004) observes that the distribution of null and
overt subject pronouns, dependent on discourse structure, emerges with the development
of the Topic/Focus field of the clause (Rizzi 1997). Catalan-speaking children do not
produce overt subject pronouns until approximately the age of two (unlike children
acquiring overt subject languages, such as English, German, or French) when the
Topic/Focus field is instantiated. Thus, Grinstead attributes the absence of overt subject
pronouns in Catalan-speaking children to divergence in the areas of the grammar
regulated by discourse-pragmatics.
The syntax-discourse/pragmatics interface is also the site of optionality in bilingual
L1 acquisition. Müller and Hulk (2001) note that there are two constraints on
crosslinguistic influence in bilingual L1 acquisition: first, language A must allow for
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more than one possible structural analysis of some aspect of the grammar and language B
must provide positive evidence for one of these analyses; second, the area in question
must require the interfacing between syntax and pragmatics (the ‗C-domain‘). They
propose that acquisition proceeds in two phases— before and after the instantiation of the
C-domain—and that the locus of interlingual influence is the C-domain. Their hypothesis
is supported in their analysis of pragmatically regulated object omission in monolingual
German-, Dutch-, French-, and Italian-speaking children and Dutch-French and GermanItalian bilingual children. In the first phase, the bilingual children behave like
monolingual children in that they use object drop, but they use it to a higher degree. Once
the C-domain is integrated, object omission decreases to more adult-like levels, but the
transitional period lasts longer in the bilingual children.
Serratrice, Sorace, and Paoli (2004) expand on Müller and Hulk‘s analysis and argue
that even though the C-domain is in place, crosslinguistic influence should still be
possible. They propose that even after the instantiation of the C-domain bilinguals will
not make syntactically ungrammatical errors but rather pragmatically inappropriate ones.
They suggest that to strengthen the argument for crosslinguistic influence in bilingual
acquisition, bilingual English-Italian children need to be compared with bilinguals of two
null subject languages.
Examining the production of Spanish-Italian bilinguals, Bini (1993) found that
Spanish L2 learners of Italian initially produce infelicitous overt subject pronouns and
later converged on the monolingual norm (which is identical for the two languages).
Likewise, Margaza and Bel (2006) found that intermediate level Greek learners of
Spanish used overt pronouns in contexts where both Spanish and Greek would use a null
pronoun. Sorace (2005) attributes this to processing abilities, stating that ―these
differences selectively concern the access to and the integration of the syntactic
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component and the coordination of multiple sources of knowledge…‖ and that ―speakers
may resort to default strategies, such as the use of overt subject pronouns and the
positioning of subjects in preverbal position‖ (76).
Indeterminacy at the interfaces also characterizes the speech of heritage speakers of
Spanish in the U.S, who may not have fully acquired the properties of the peripheries of
the grammar (Montrul 2008). In addition to variability in the distribution of overt
pronominal subjects, heritage speakers have been shown to demonstrate indeterminacy in
the use of the direct object marker a and clitic-doubling in inalienable possession
constructions (Montrul 2004), both of which are semantically conditioned. This is
exemplified in (10), with examples from Montrul.
(10)

Y lo que hizo el lobo era también *comió la Caperucita. Lo que hizo el
cazador para dar un lección al lobo fue *cortar el estómago del lobo y
*quitar la abuela y la Caperucita.
Cf. comió a la Caperucita, cortarle el estómago al lobo, quitar a la
abuelita
‗And what the wolf did was also eat Little Red Riding Hood. What the
hunter did to teach the wolf a lesson was to cut the wolf‘s stomach and
take out the grandmother and Little Red Riding Hood.‘

Heritage speakers also exhibit divergent patterns of lexical mapping of the arguments
of unaccusatives (Hertel 2000, 2003), and psychological predicates (Toribio and Nye
2005, Dvorak 1981, Dvorak and Kirschner 1982), as seen in (11-12), taken from Toribio
and Nye (2005).
(11)

A mis compañeros les gustan el dulce de leche.
Dat my peers CL-Dat-3pl gustar-3pl the dulce de leche
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Cf., A mis compañeros les gusta el dulce de leche.
‗My room/workmates like dulce de leche.‘
(12)

El jefe le interesan los trabajadores.
The boss Cl-Dat-3sg interesar-3pl the workers
Cf., Al jefe le interesan los trabajadores.
‗The workers interest the boss.‘

Finally, heritage speakers and other bilingual speakers have been shown to
demonstrate insensitivity to the distinction between Clitic Left Dislocation and
Topicalization structures, both of which fall outside the scope of the core syntax and are
regulated by lexico-semantic and discursive properties (Camacho 1999, Zapata et al.
2005), as exemplified in the interaction in (13), where the response in (13b) shows the
fronting of an indefinite DP, considered ungrammatical in monolingual varieties of
Spanish.
(13)

a. ¿Y tú vuelves a Ayacucho para ayudar a tus padres en la chacra?
‗And you return to Ayacucho to help your parents in the farm?‘
b. Sí, claro… maíz para cultivarlo, para sembrar
yes of course…corn to cultivate-CL, to plant
‗Yes of course to cultivate corn, to plant (corn)‘ (Camacho,
1999:124)

Interestingly, Zapata et al. (2005) found similar, though less pronounced, targetdeviant patterns of Clitic Left Dislocation and Topicalization among monolingual
Spanish speakers, suggesting that peripheral areas of the grammar may be subject to
indeterminacy even in monolingual grammars. Variability in the selection of certain
syntactic structures, then, may be enhanced in a situation of language contact and
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bilingualism. That is, variability may not be due to interlingual interference, but may be
the result of language contact itself (Sorace 2004, 2005).

3.2 Variationist analyses of syntactic variability
Syntactic variability has also been investigated from a variationist perspective, with
much attention placed on the variable expression of null and overt subject pronouns in
Spanish. Unlike the studies presented above, which focus on the particular discourse
function of the null or overt subject pronoun, variationist studies consider rates as well as
the factors implicated in subject expression across varieties of Spanish. In general,
Caribbean varieties exhibit the highest degree of overt subject pronoun expression and
Peninsular Spanish varieties exhibit the lowest. For example, Enríquez (1984) found a
rate of 21% overt subject pronouns in Madrid Spanish, while Bentivoglio (1987) found a
rate of 40% in Caracas Spanish. While most studies draw on sociolinguistic interview
data, Silva-Corvalán (2001) points out that it is difficult to compare the reported rates and
implicated factors in the various studies given that the factors considered in each study
are not the same and the type of data analyzed varies, including sociolinguistic
interviews, spontaneous conversation, and written narratives.

3.2.1 Factors affecting subject pronoun expression in monolingual
Spanish
A number of language-internal and language-external factors have been found to be
implicated in the distribution of subject pronoun expression in Spanish. Across different
varieties of Spanish, including monolingual and contact varieties, one of the most
significant factors in determining the distribution of null and overt subject pronouns is
that of the co-referentiality of the subject with the subject of the preceding verb, i.e.
whether or not the subject referent is the same as that of the previous verb (e.g.,
Bentivoglio 1987, Cameron 1992, Enríquez 1984, Silva-Corvalán 1982, 1994). In the
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example below, repeated from (7) above, we see that the subject is not co-referential in
the two clauses and therefore an overt form is preferred.
(14)

Hoy no fui a trabajar. Pepe/él/*Ø pensó que estaba enfermo.
‗Today I did not go to work.

Pepe/he thought I was sick.‘

In the above example, the subjects of the two clauses are non-co-referential given that the
subject of the first clause is the first person singular while the subject of the second clause
is Pepe. Co-referentiality has been identified as generally favoring null subjects (Bayley
and Pease-Álvarez 1996, 1997, Cameron 1992, Flores-Ferrán 2004, Otheguy et al. 2007,
Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000).
Another factor known to be significant in variationist work is the person (and
number) of the verb. This factor distinguishes between the first, second, and third persons
in both singular and plural forms. Within this factor, a further distinction can be made
between specific and non-specific with respect to second person singular and third person
plural referents. In Spanish, a non-specific third person plural form generally occurs with
a null subject, as seen in the following example.
(15)

...en muchas casas te hacían polenta muy seguido y todo y ahorita ya casi
no la hacen... (PS08EM36, female born 1942, monolingual Spanish)
‗...in many homes they would make polenta regularly and now they
practically don‘t make it...‘

In the above example, hacían ‗they used to make‘ does not refer to any specific group of
speakers and thus it occurs with a null pronoun. Whereas Spanish generally favors a null
pronoun with non-specific third person plural referents, Veneto requires a subject clitic
regardless of the specificity of the referent. It may be the case, then, that these forms
occur with more overt pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. However, within the factor
group of person, overt pronouns are generally found to be favored mostly with the 1SG
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form (Bentivoglio 1987, Enríquez 1984, Morales 1997, Otheguy et al. 2007, SilvaCorvalán 1982, 1994, Travis 2007). Furthermore, the overt expression of first person
singular pronouns increases with the use of estimative verbs, considered to be those verbs
such as pienso ‗I think‘ and creo ‗I believe‘ which explicitly express the speaker‘s
opinion (Enríquez 1984, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000).
The present study also examines the ambiguity of the verb form. In Spanish, first and
third person singular forms are ambiguous (not morphologically distinct) in the
imperfect, present and past subjunctive, past perfect, and conditional. Overt pronouns
have been found to be favored in ambiguous verb forms (Bayley & Pease-Álvarez 1996,
1997, Silva-Corvalán 1994, Travis 2005). Silva-Corvalán (1982) found that overt
pronouns are favored in the imperfect and conditional and null pronouns are favored in
the present and preterite. Bayley and Pease-Álvarez (1997) also found a higher rate of
overt pronouns in the imperfect, conditional, and subjunctive verb forms although,
following Silva-Corvalán, they argue that is not likely due to morphological ambuiguity
and may instead be due to the fact that these verb forms are typically background
information and may be more likely to occur with overt subject pronouns regardless of
the ambiguity of the verb form.
Language-external factors, such as a speaker‘s gender, education, and age have also
been found in some cases to have an effect on subject pronoun expression in Spanish,
although there is no general consensus as to the strength of each of these factors. Bayley
& Pease-Álvarez (1997) note a significant effect for gender, where females favor overt
subject pronouns and males favor null forms. The authors are unable to explain why this
difference across genders arises. In the present study, differences across gender groups
are also expected as women may have more exposure to Veneto than men. With respect
to age, Ávila-Jiménez (1996) and Flores-Ferrán (2002) found a significant effect in their
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studies. Ávila-Jiménez further reports that speakers with unskilled occupations produce
more overt subject pronouns than speakers with higher levels of education.
In sum, there are a number of factors implicated in subject pronoun expression in
monolingual Spanish including language-internal factors such as person, verb form
ambiguity, and co-referentiality, as well as language-external factors such as gender, age,
and education. These factors also affect bilingual varieties of Spanish, as discussed in the
next section.

3.2.2 Subject pronoun expression in Spanish in contact with non-null
subject languages
Rates and patterns of subject expression have also been investigated in bilingual
Spanish. A number of studies have examined Spanish in contact with English, a non-nullsubject language. Some of these variationist researchers report increased rates in subject
pronoun expression (Lapidus and Otheguy 2005, Otheguy and Zentella 2007, Otheguy, et
al. 2007). In their large-scale study, Otheguy et al. (2007) report that rates of pronominal
expression in the Spanish of recently arrived immigrants groups from the Caribbean
(Dominican Republic, Cuba, and Puerto Rico) and Mainland (Mexico, Colombia,
Ecuador) to New York City are affected by contact with English and contact with other
Spanish dialects, including Caribbean varieties, which present relatively higher rates of
pronoun expression. Using the tabulation of overt pronoun rates, they found a significant
increase in the overall production of overt subject pronouns between recent arrivals
(30%) and second generation speakers (38%), those who were born in New York City or
who arrived before 3 years of age.
Not only do Otheguy and his colleagues find an increase in rates of overt subject
pronoun expression, but they also find a difference in the patterns exhibited by recent
arrivals and second-generation Spanish speakers in NYC. Lapidus and Otheguy (2005)
find an increase in the use of the non-specific overt 3PL pronoun ellos and Otheguy et al.
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(2007) find that Caribbean and Mainland Spanish speakers converge on the ranking of
some constraints in second-generation speakers. For example, the three highest ranked
constraints for recently arrived Caribbean speakers are person, connect, and tense
whereas for the recently arrived Mainland speakers it is person, connect, and set phrase. 31
However, among those born or raised form an early age in New York City, both
Caribbean and Mainlanders have converged on the same ranking of person, connect, and
tense.
Other researchers report no increase in overall rates of subject expression in U.S.
Spanish, although they do indicate differences in patterns of expression. Silva-Corvalán
(1994/2000), for example, finds a higher rate of overt pronouns in the 3 SG in EnglishSpanish bilinguals whereas a higher rate of overt pronouns in the 1SG is observed in
monolingual Spanish speakers. Furthermore, both Silva-Corvalán (1994/2000) and
Bayley and Pease-Álvarez (1997) note a weakening in the strength of co-referentiality on
subject pronoun expression. Speakers with more exposure to English are less sensitive to
this constraint thus exhibiting more overt pronouns in co-referential contexts. FloresFerrán (2004) also found less sensitivity to co-referentiality in her comparison of subject
pronoun expression across different groups of Puerto Ricans in New York City (recent
arrivals, established residents, native-born residents) with findings reported in previous
studies for monolinguals in San Juan, Puerto Rico (Cameron 1992, Ávila-Jiménez 1995,
1996). While she rejects a contact-hypothesis, her results reveal differences across the
groups: the New York City group exhibits the highest probability of overt pronoun
expression and frequencies of overt pronoun expression in co-referential environments.

31

In Otheguy et al. (2007), the factor group connect refers to the discourse connectedness between

verbs and the factor group set phrase refers to the appearance of the verb in a set phrase, such as
qué sé yo ‗what do I know‘, where a null pronoun rarely occurs.
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Furthermore, she finds that NYC Puerto Ricans produce more overt 3 rd person pronouns
in comparison to speakers in San Juan.
Thus, there is no general consensus with respect to the role of contact with English in
subject pronoun expression. Some studies reveal an increase in the rate of overt subject
pronoun expression while others do not. The next section discusses subject pronoun
expression when two null subject languages are in contact.

3.2.3 Subject pronoun expression in Spanish in contact with nullsubject languages
The studies presented above investigate subject pronoun expression in Spanish in
contact with a non-null subject language, such as English. It remained to be known
whether similar outcomes would be attested in situations in which Spanish is in contact
with a null subject language. One such study investigating precisely that is that of de
Prada Pérez (2009), who examined Spanish in contact with Catalan in Minorca by
comparing four groups: Spanish monolinguals, Catalan data, bilingual Spanish L1 data,
and bilingual Catalan L1 data. With respect to subject pronoun expression, the author
found no significant increase in the rate of overt pronoun expression between bilingual
speakers and monolingual Spanish speakers. However, multivariate regressional analyses
reveal differences in the patterning of subject pronoun expression with respect to
language-internal factor groups (person and number, discourse function, distance from
previous mention, focus, co-referentiality, clause type, animacy, semantic and syntactic
verb type, tense continuity, and verb form ambiguity). Specifically, while the rankings of
constraints affecting pronoun expression differ in monolingual Spanish vs. Catalan,
bilingual speakers demonstrate rankings intermediate between the two. De Prada Pérez
interprets the similar rates of pronominal expression and the differential patterns of
significant variables implicated in pronominal expression as indicative of convergence.
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She further notes evidence of a bilingual continuum in which Catalan L1 speakers pattern
closer to Catalan data and Spanish L1 speakers pattern further from Catalan L1 data.
The study of the language contact situation in Chipilo further contributes to this line
of work given that both Veneto and Spanish are null subject languages. However,
Veneto-Spanish language contact is unique in that Veneto also employs obligatory
subject clitic pronouns in the 2SG, 3SG, and 3PL forms. These subject clitics might be
reanalyzed as subject pronouns and lead to an increase in overt subject pronoun
expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. In a pilot study (Barnes forthcoming), I
examined language-internal (topic, person/number, tense) and language-external factors
(gender, age) that contribute to subject expression in Chipilo Spanish. The patterning of
pronoun expression is in line with that reported for previous work on both monolingual
and bilingual varieties of Spanish: overt subject pronouns are preferred with topic shift,
with 1SG forms, and with the imperfect tense. That is, Veneto subject clitics do not
appear to be reanalyzed as subject pronouns. However, despite the target-like patterning
of overt pronoun use, the overall rate of expression is 26%, which is markedly higher
than the 19% reported for Mexican Spanish in Otheguy et al. (2007). I interpret the
increased rates of overt pronominal subjects in Chipilo Spanish to simplification, i.e., the
reduction of the syntactic options available (even when these options coincide across
languages as in Veneto-Spanish bilinguals). These findings are to be interpreted with
caution, however, given the reduced number of tokens analyzed. More importantly, as
there is no base-line for Veneto, convergence cannot be ruled out. With no monolingual
Veneto sample, we cannot say with certainty that the 26% rate of overt subject pronoun
expression observed in the pilot study is not an intermediate rate, and thus evidence of
convergence between Spanish and Veneto.
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4. Contact, Convergence, and Simplification
Many studies have attributed the variability noted in bilingual and contact language
varieties to convergence. Convergence is defined as ―the enhancement of inherent
structural similarities found between two linguistic systems‖ (Bullock and Toribio 2004:
91). For example, numerous researchers have attributed increased rates of overt subject
pronouns in U.S. Spanish to contact and convergence with English (Lipski 1996, Montrul
2004, Toribio 2004, Lapidus and Otheguy 2005, Otheguy and Zentella 2007, Otheguy et
al. 2007, Shin and Otheguy 2009). Recall that Otheguy et al.‘s study revealed that
exposure to English from an early age seems to play a role in the rate of overt subject
pronoun expression.
An alternative to convergence is simplification. In this view, presented by Sorace
(2004, 2005), target-deviant patterns are to be found at the interfaces since ―interfaces,
because they are more complex than narrow syntax, are inherently more difficult to
acquire‖ (2004:144). 32 Bilinguals experience difficulties in processing structures that
require the coordination of diverse types of information, as when the syntax and other
cognitive domains are activated simultaneously. Increased rates of pronoun expression in
bilingual Spanish would reflect this processing load. This proposal finds support in the
work of Bini (1993), discussed above, who found that Spanish learners of Italian
produced more overt subject pronouns than monolingual Spanish or Italian speakers until
reaching an intermediate level, and also that of Margaza and Bel (2006) and Barnes
(forthcoming). 33
32

Further support for this view comes from Lozano (2006), who finds that both English-speaking

and Greek-speaking learners of Spanish diverge from monolinguals with respect to word order
patterns that are governed by discourse factors; this in spite of the fact that Greek shares these
word order properties with Spanish.
33

Another possibility entertained by Sorace and Filiaci (2006) is that bilinguals show

representational differences from monolinguals: monolinguals of a null-subject language have a
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Both convergence and simplification predict variability in the peripheral features of
the grammar in Spanish. However, these accounts differ with respect to contact or
bilingual Spanish. In the case where Spanish is in contact with a null-subject language,
convergence would predict that the expression of null and overt subject pronouns would
fall between the monolingual norms with respect to rates and patterns. A simplification
account, on the other hand, would predict an increase in overt subject pronouns due to the
complexity of the interface and speakers‘ need to reduce syntactic options. As previously
discussed, De Prada Pérez (2009) argues for convergence in her analysis of CatalanSpanish bilinguals, given that speakers demonstrate intermediate rates of overt subject
pronoun expression (and no significant differences were found between the monolingual
and bilingual groups in the rate of subject pronoun expression) and they demonstrate
intermediate patterns with respect to the variables and factors implicated in subject
expression. Barnes (forthcoming) assumes simplification in accounting for the increased
pronominal expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish, although as stated above,
convergence cannot be ruled out due to the lack of a Veneto base-line.

5. Summary
This chapter has reviewed the linguistic outcomes in cases of language contact and
bilingualism. Interlingual influence may occur in all areas of the grammar, including
lexical, phonological, and morpho-syntactic domains in the form of borrowing (recipient
language agentivity) or imposition (source language agentivity). With respect to morphosyntactic domains, some have argued that in situations of language contact there is no
restriction on the type of features that can be borrowed, whereas others argue that new
one-to-one mapping between null pronouns and the feature [-Topic Shift] and between overt
pronouns and the feature [+ Topic Shift]. Bilinguals, on the other hand, may map the overt
pronoun not only to the feature [-Topic Shift], but they may overextend the overt pronoun and
map it to the feature [+Topic Shift] as well, consistent with pronoun use in English.
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syntactic structures are rarely introduced into a language. Instead, lexical and pragmatic
features of the grammar are borrowed which may lead to the erosion or loss of discoursepragmatic constraints that govern the use of certain structures in the language. Indeed,
studies specific to morpho-syntactic variation have argued that grammars are susceptible
to changes in those areas where the syntax interfaces with the lexical semantics and the
discourse-pragmatics. Among such properties, one of the most studied is the expression
of subject pronouns, a variable feature of Spanish grammar as evinced by the numerous
factors implicated in the selection of a null or overt subject pronoun. Studies of contact
between Spanish and English, a non-null-subject language, have revealed changes in the
rates and patterns of overt subject pronoun expression in Spanish and often attribute these
changes to contact with English and the loss of discourse-pragmatic constraints
regulating subject pronoun expression. Less well-studied are the changes that may be
attested in Spanish in contact with another null subject language. In this case, an increase
in the rate of overt subject pronoun expression may be attributed to simplification where
the pragmatic constraints governing the use of null and overt subject pronouns are
weakened. Language contact in Chipilo can contribute to this line of inquiry by
examining the linguistic outcomes observed in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.

6. Research Questions for the present study
Thus in addition to the aim of presenting a sociolinguistic profile of Chipilo (see the
Research Questions presented in Chapter 3), the present study additionally aims to
contribute to the literature on the linguistic outcomes of bilingualism by examining the
language forms attested in Chipilo. This segment of the project is guided by the following
research questions and hypotheses.
Research Question 4: Does the contact variety of Spanish spoken in Chipilo
exhibit influence that could be attributed to Veneto?
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Hypothesis: It is predicted that bilingual Chipilo Spanish will exhibit
substratum influence from Veneto, given that Veneto is the first language
of many bilinguals, and in many cases it is the language most frequently
used by speakers within the community.
Research Question 5: Do these properties coincide with the well-established
effects observed among other speakers of contact and bilingual Spanish?
Hypothesis: Previous studies have demonstrated that core properties of
the grammar remain intact in situations of bilingualism and language
contact. It is predicted that in the case of Chipilo, areas of the grammar
that fall outside the scope of the core, or narrow, syntax will demonstrate
variability, as found in other studies. The core grammar of bilingual
Chipilo Spanish will remain unaffected.
As argued, the study of two typologically similar languages can offer insights into the
underlying cause of language contact outcomes. To further explore Research Question 2,
the expression of null and overt subject pronouns will be examined and the factors
implicated in subject pronoun expression will be identified. The following research
questions will be addressed.
Research Question 6: Is the overall rate of subject pronoun expression in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish similar to what is attested in monolingual Mexican
Spanish?
Hypothesis: An increase in the rate of overt subject pronouns would
support a simplification account in that variability arises due to language
contact in general and is not specific to the languages in contact.
Research Question 7: Are the language-internal factors person (and number),
verb form ambiguity, and co-referentiality implicated in subject pronoun
expression in Chipilo Spanish?
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Hypothesis: These factors have commonly been found to affect subject
pronoun expression in Spanish (Bayley & Pease-Álvarez 1996, 1997,
Bentivoglio 1987, Cameron 1995, Cameron & Flores-Ferrán 2004,
Enríquez 1984, Flores-Ferrán 2004, Morales 1997, Otheguy et al. 2007,
Silva-Corvalán 1982, 1994, Travis 2005, 2007). These factors are
therefore expected to play a role subject expression in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish.
Research Question 8: Are there differences in subject pronoun expression
across age groups?
Hypothesis: A difference between groups is expected due to the fact that
different age groups may exhibit differing degrees of language use.
Younger generations may have more exposure to monolingual varieties
of Spanish through increased education and employment opportunities in
nearby towns. Older generations may have less exposure to monolingual
Spanish norms and may speak Veneto much more frequently than
younger generations. Older generations may therefore produce more
overt subject pronouns than younger generations as they may reanalyze
Veneto subject clitics as pronouns.
Research Question 9: Are there differences in subject pronoun expression
between gender groups?
Hypothesis: A difference between men and women is expected due to the
fact that women are more likely to work in the home and use Veneto.
Men may have increased exposure to Spanish through monolingual
Spanish speaking co-workers, both within and outside of Chipilo.
Therefore, women may produce more overt subject pronouns than men
as they may reanalyze Veneto subject clitics as pronouns.
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Research Question 10: Are there differences in subject pronoun expression
across L1 groups?
Hypothesis: Speakers who are dominant in Veneto may exhibit increased
rates of subject pronoun expression, particularly in the forms that occur
with an obligatory subject clitic in Veneto. L1 Veneto speakers may also
speak more Veneto and be more likely to reanalyze subject clitics as
subject pronouns when speaking Spanish. L1 Spanish speakers are often
passive bilinguals with limited speaking abilities in Veneto.
In order to answer these research questions, sociolinguistic interviews were conducted
with a number of Spanish-Veneto bilinguals and other members of the community. The
methodology used to collect data for this study is discussed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 5
Methodology
1. Introduction
This dissertation is motivated by an interest in both the social and individual factors
implicated in bilingualism as well as the structural consequences of bilingualism in
Chipilo. As such, it draws on multiple methodologies and tools for data elicitation and
analysis. Data was collected during three separate field trips in 2006 and 2008, with the
final trip lasting approximately two months. The materials for this study focus on
language use patterns of both Spanish and Veneto at the individual and societal level,
language vitality, identity, and attitudes toward the use of both languages. In addition,
sociolinguistic interviews provide naturalistic samples of the Spanish spoken in Chipilo
which affords data for the study of interlingual influence.
This chapter is organized as follows: Section 2 details the participants in the study.
Section 3 discusses the sociolinguistic interviews and questionnaire used in data
collection, and briefly describes my role as a participant-observer within the community.
Section 4 describes the procedure used to collect data. Finally, Section 5 discusses the
data analysis for both the interviews and questionnaires and explains the coding
procedure used for the analysis of subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish.

2. Participants
This section briefly describes the eligibility requirements for participation in each
part of the study and the recruitment process. Background information of the participants
involved in the different parts of the present study is provided below.
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2.1 Eligibility
Criteria for eligibility differed for each component of the study. The goal of the pilot
study was to become acquainted with the social context of Chipilo, with a particular
focus on Veneto-Spanish bilingualism. Thus, monolingual Spanish speakers and/or
people of non-Italian descent were not targeted for participation in sociolinguistic
interviews during the pilot study. Criteria for participation in later sociolinguistic
interviews were less exclusive and included Chipileños who reside outside of Chipilo,
e.g., in Puebla or Mexico City, and also non-Chipileño monolingual and passive bilingual
residents of the community. The inclusion of speakers from different backgrounds
allowed for the elicitation of language attitudes and insights from a variety of
perspectives. All participants were over 18 years of age.

2.2 Participant Background
A total of 54 people participated in the sociolinguistic interviews and 71 people
responded to the questionnaire. Approximately 21 respondents to the questionnaire also
participated in the sociolinguistic interview. 34 Data from 18 interview participants was
selected for statistical analysis. The following sections provide information on the
participants involved in the different parts of this study.

2.2.1 Interview participants
Sociolinguistic interviews were conducted with various members of the Chipilo
community, with varying degrees of proficiency in Veneto. Table 5.1 provides the L1 and
home language of each participant. The majority of participants report Veneto as their L1
and claim to speak Veneto in the home.
34

Due to the anonymity of the questionnaire and the assistance of participants in distributing the

questionnaire to other potential participants, an exact number of respondents who also participated
in the interviews cannot be determined.
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Table 5.1: Participants
Participant

Gender

Year of Birth

L1

Home Lang

P0601
P0602
P0603
P0604
P0605
P0606
P0607
P0608
P0609
P0610
P0611
P0612
P308CG13
P308TB14
P308GM15
P308OR16
P308PR17
P308TE18
P308AL19
P308AB20
P308CA21
P308EC22
P308PZ23
P308YZ24
P308MZ25
P308TM26
P308FD27
P308RP28
P308AZ29
PS08AM30
PS08AM31
PS08AS32
PS08CA33
PS08DP34
PS08XP35
PS08EM36
PS08EM37
PS08GC38
PS08JC39
PS08JP40
PS08TC41
PS08RC42
PS08JD43
PS08LZ44
PS08MG45
PS08ML46
PS08MA47
PS08OP48
PS08PM49
PS08IB50
PS08PP51
PS08GP52

F
F
F
F
F
M
M
M
M
F
M
M
F
F
F
F
F
M
M
F
M
M
F
F
M
M
M
M
M
F
F
M
F
F
F
F
F
M
F
M
F
F
M
F
F
F
F
F
M
M
F
M

1983
1938
1962
1965
1942
1983
1988
1959
1927
1985
1986
1970
1960
1954
1983
1967
1964
1940
1982
1912
1987
1988
1983
1987
1951
1937
1981
1973
1981
1976
1984
1989
1943
1950
1937
1942
1941
1979
1965
1989
1948
1944
1970
1984
1975
1984
1973
1967
1989
1972
1987
1956

Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Veneto
Spanish
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Veneto
Spanish
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish

Veneto
Both
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Both
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Veneto
Spanish
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Spanish
Spanish
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Veneto
Both

Interview
Length
15:07
17:20
14:26
15:34
16:05
15:14
14:25
19:37
15:47
15:58
14:11
1:31:26
11:48
1:08:42
19:21
25:41
17:43
42:09
17:50
32:28
20:26
28:18
18:56
27:46
46:38
28:18
15:39
20:34
18:56
1:07:04
1:05:21
15:14
1:3:36
55:17
55:17
21:14
1:14:48
46:09
1:13:47
1:05:25
1:36:42
1:36:42
1:1:21
44:12
53:55
37:27
1:22:35
1:38:28
13:13
16:29
27:30
26:33
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PS08MB53
PS08TP54

F
M

1948
1953

Veneto
Veneto

Veneto
Veneto

27:58
1:13:38

In total, 31 women and 23 men were interviewed, ranging in age from 18 to 96.
Almost all participants are of Chipileño background and practically all report Veneto as
their L1 and as the primary language of the home. Seven participants (P0601, P0607,
P308FD27, PS08GC38, PS08JC39, PS08OP48, and PS08PM49) come from mixed
marriage backgrounds and, of these, only two (participants P0601 and P0607) claim
Veneto as their L1. Five claim Spanish as their L1 and learned Veneto to varying
proficiencies in late childhood. All claim high comprehension skills in Veneto, but some
express little confidence with respect to speaking skills. Participants PS08GC38 and
PS08PM49, for instance, rarely speak Veneto and prefer to speak Spanish with both
Chipileño and non-Chipileño interlocutors. Participant PS08OP48 married a Chipileño
and uses both Spanish and Veneto in her home, although she regularly speaks to her
children in Spanish and her husband speaks to them in Veneto.
Other participants were raised speaking Veneto but have since moved out of the
community. Participant PS08MA47 is a Chipileña who lives in nearby Puebla and speaks
Spanish regularly, and participant PS08JD43 is of Chipileño heritage but was raised in
Mexico City and visits Chipilo on weekends and holidays. He claims to have learned
Veneto as his L1 but notes that the preferred language among his family members is
Spanish. Three non-Chipileños were interviewed for this study. These participants were
all raised speaking Spanish and moved into the community at an older age. Participant
PS08ML46 is a monolingual Spanish speaker and has resided in Chipilo for
approximately two years. Two other monolingual Spanish speakers, participants
PS08EM36 and PS08GP52, married into the community, over 15 and 40 years ago,
respectively, but have since learned Veneto to varying degrees. Both understand Veneto
but only participant PS08GP52 claims to speak it.
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2.2.2 Variationist analysis
Data from eighteen Chipileños who participated in sociolinguistic interviews was
selected for quantitative analysis of pronominal expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.
Participants were selected based on gender, age, and L1, as shown in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2: Participants in Variationist Analysis
L1 Veneto

L1 Spanish

Age group 1 (18-30)
Women P308YZ24
PS08AM31
Men P308EC22

Age group 1 (18-30)
Women PS08ML46

Age group 2 (31-50)
Women P308PR17

Age group 2 (31-50)
Women PS08JC39
PS08OP48
Men PS08JD43

Men

P308RP28

Men

P308FD27
PS08GC38

Age group 3 (51-64)
Women PS08TC41
PS08RC42
Men P308MZ25

Age group 3 (51-64)
Women NA

Age group 4 (65+)
Women PS08CA33
Men P308TM26

Age group 4 (65+)
Women PS08EM36
Men NA

Men

PS08GP52

All L1 Veneto speakers are Veneto dominant and report using the language in all
interactions with Veneto-speaking interlocutors. Given that few monolingual Spanish
speakers were interviewed, L1 Spanish for this study includes a range of exposure to
Veneto. Within the L1 Spanish group, participants PS08ML46, PS08GP52, PS08EM36
are of non-Chipileño descent and were all raised speaking Spanish until adulthood. As
noted, participant PS08ML46 has lived in the community for approximately two years
and has very limited knowledge of Veneto and participants PS08GP52 and PS08EM36
married into the community. These latter two both claim to be able to understand Veneto
but only PS08GP52 claims to speak it as well. Also included in the L1 Spanish group is
participant PS08JD43 who is of Chipileño descent but was raised in Mexico City. While
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he claims to have learned Veneto as a child, he reports using Spanish with all family
members and friends in Mexico City and is Spanish dominant.
The other L1 Spanish participants come from mixed marriage backgrounds.
Participant PS08GC38 has a Chipileño father and a Mexican mother and was raised
speaking Spanish. He claims to be able to understand Veneto but rarely uses it.
Participant P308FD27 also has a Chipileño father and a Mexican mother, but does report
speaking Veneto with other Veneto speakers. Similarly, participant PS08JC39 has a
Mexican father and Chipileña mother but reports speaking Veneto with certain Venetospeaking interlocutors. PS08OP48 has a Chipileña mother and a Mexican-Chipileño
father and reports understanding Veneto, but is more comfortable speaking Spanish.
Thus, these speakers are all Spanish dominant, with varying degrees of proficiency in
Veneto.

2.2.3 Questionnaire Participants
A total of 71 participants responded anonymously to the questionnaire: 32 male, 37
female, and two people who did not indicate their gender. Of the 71 participants, twentythree are between 18-30 years of age, thirty are between 31-50 years of age, twelve are
between 51-64 years of age, and five are over 65 years of age. Only six participants
declare Spanish as their L1, 48 declare Veneto and 15 claim both Spanish and Veneto.
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Table 5.3: Questionnaire participants by age group and gender
Age Group
Women (n=37)
11
18-30
17
31-50
7
51-64
2
65+
N=71, two missing values for gender

Men (n=32)
12
12
5
3

Total (n=71)
24
30
12
5

3. Method and Materials
This section will describe the materials and methodology used in the data collection
for this study. With an interest in both the social and linguistic aspects of bilingualism in
Chipilo, a sociolinguistic questionnaire was distributed and sociolinguistic interviews
were conducted with various members of the community. The sociolinguistic interviews
additionally provide samples of naturalistic, spontaneous speech for the analysis of
interlingual influence. Each of these will be discussed below.

3.1 Sociolinguistic Interviews
Sociolinguistic interviews allowed for the investigation of both the social and
linguistic aspects of bilingualism in Chipilo. In addition, the interviews served as a means
for the researcher to establish relationships with community members and become
integrated into the community by learning about its history and daily life. While the
target population was bilingual Chipileños, non-Chipileños who live in Chipilo, and
Chipileños who no longer live in Chipilo were also interviewed.
This study aimed to obtain the natural, vernacular Spanish of bilinguals in Chipilo
and to elicit language attitudes and issues of in-group and out-group membership. Both
are affected by the often noted problem with sociolinguistic interviews: the observer‘s
paradox. The researcher wants to observe natural speech, in other words, speech used
when not being observed (Milroy and Gordon, 2003). For many participants, the idea of a
―formal‖ interview results in a more formal speech style because they either want to
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portray themselves as professional, impress or please the interviewer, or they are nervous.
Furthermore, speakers may adapt their attitudes and other opinions based on those
perceived to be preferred by the interviewer.
Many researchers have proposed a variety of techniques to avoid, or at least lessen,
the effects of the observer‘s paradox, including the use of questions designed to distract
the participant from the interview situation (Labov 1966, Milroy and Gordon 2003).
Milroy and Gordon note that the topic of the interview should be of interest to the
participant, in which case they may begin to forget the perceived formality of the
situation. Furthermore, in Chipilo some community members have grown accustomed to
outsiders requesting permission to conduct interviews and produce video-recordings, and
as a result, many have become not only habituated with providing the basic information,
but many have also become skeptical of outsiders. Therefore, to avoid or minimize the
above mentioned difficulties, the interviews were designed to avoid the typical questions
about Chipilo history and culture and instead focused on topics of interest to each
participant. The term entrevista ‗interview‘ was also used infrequently so as to avoid a
sense of formality.
Interviews were adapted to each participant, and oftentimes included questions about
identity, intermarriage, and inter-ethnic relations with non-Chipileños which often led to
emotional involvement and thus less careful speech. Interviews typically focused on
personal information (such as family, school, work, and activities), language usage and
preferences, attitudes, identity, linguistic vitality, and also local customs, traditions,
stories, and problems confronting Chipilo, such as the declining dairy business and the
encroachment of Puebla. Some sample questions are provided below.
(1)

Daily life, traditions
a. ¿Cómo era Chipilo cuando usted era pequeño?
‗What was Chipilo like when you were a child?‘
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b. ¿Hay tradiciones venetas que todavía se celebran aquí?
‗Are there still Veneto traditions celebrated here?‘
(2)

Language use
a. ¿Con qué frecuencia habla español/véneto?
‗How often do you speak Spanish/Veneto?‘
b. ¿Con quién habla español/véneto?
‗Who do you speak Spanish/Veneto with?‘
c. ¿Hay chipileños que no sepan hablar véneto?
‗Are there Chipileños who do not know how to speak Veneto?‘
d. ¿Hay chipileños que no enseñen véneto a sus hijos?
‗Are there Chipileños who do not teach Veneto to their children?‘

(3)

Language and Identity
a. ¿Se considera mexicano, chipileño, o italiano?
‗Do you consider yourself Mexican, Chipileño, or Italian?‘
b. ¿Se puede notar que alguien es chipileño por su forma de hablar
español?
‗Can you tell somebody is Chipileño from the way they speak
Spanish?
c. ¿Se identifica con la cultura mexicana?
‗Do you identify with Mexican culture?‘

(4)

Attitudes towards language use and maintenance
a. ¿Le gustaría que enseñaran véneto en la escuela?
‗Would you like Veneto to be taught in school?‘
b. ¿Le molesta que haya gente de fuera aquí en Chipilo?
‗Does it bother you that outsiders live in Chipilo?‘
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c. ¿Cómo ve el futuro del véneto en Chipilo? ¿Se va a mantener o se va
a perder?
‗How do you see the future of Veneto in Chipilo? Will it be
maintained or will it be lost?
d. ¿Qué piensa del periódico, Al Nostro? ¿Contribuye al mantenimiento
del véneto?
‗What do you think of the newspaper, Al Nostro? Does it contribute
to the maintenance of Veneto?‘
Interviews took place most often in the participant‘s home or in a local café and all
were conducted by the researcher. Occasionally interviews took place on the street or
near a participant‘s place of employment, such as a stable or workshop. Most interviews
were conducted one-on-one although on some occasions, participants were interviewed
with one or two family members or in the presence of another member of the Chipilo
community. Participants were often recruited through the friend of a friend method
(Milroy and Gordon 2003) and on several occasions the researcher was accompanied to
an interview appointment by a mutual friend. Interviews typically lasted between 15 and
100 minutes and were recorded with a Marantz 660 digital recorder. When possible, the
recorder and microphone were left discreetly on a table so as to avoid discomfort on the
part of the participant.

3.2 Questionnaire
In addition to the sociolinguistic interviews, a questionnaire was created to collect
quantitative data with respect to language use patterns and attitudes towards bilingualism.
The questionnaire for this study consisted of 81 items over six thematically-organized
sections: (1) personal background information, (2) self-reported language expression, (3)
language use, (4) language vitality, (5) language attitudes, and (6) linguistic insecurity.
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All items were close-ended with multiple choice answers. Participants were asked to
mark the appropriate response for each item.
The questionnaire was first distributed through a Yahoo! group email list-serve that is
primarily used as a tool for writing and communicating in Veneto. This method yielded
very few responses and the questionnaire was later distributed in person using the ‗friend
of a friend‘ method. On some occasions, the researcher was present during the
administration of the questionnaire and on other occasions participants responded to the
questionnaire at home and later returned it to the researcher.
The first section of the questionnaire asked for personal information about the
participant, including place of birth, age, education, time spent in Chipilo, L1, languages
spoken by their parents and grandparents, and the place of birth of other family members.
With respect to first language, participants were given the option of selecting Veneto,
Spanish, or both Veneto and Spanish given that some Chipileños acquired both Veneto
and Spanish simultaneously in the home.
In the second section, participants were asked to rate their abilities in both Spanish
and Veneto on a four-point scale: muy bien, bien, no muy bien, nada ‗very good, good,
not very good, not at all‘. They were asked to rate their ability in speaking,
comprehending, reading, and writing in both languages.35
(5)

Sample self-rating items
a. ¿Cómo comprende usted el español?
‗How well do you understand Spanish?

35

Romani (1992) did not include the ability to read or write Veneto in her study due to the fact

that it does not have a standardized writing system and the language is seldom written for public
purposes. However, today there are many movements to standardize and use a written form of
Veneto and many Chipileños do claim to be able to both read and write it and so it was included in
the present study.
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b. ¿Cómo lee usted el véneto?
‗How well do you read Veneto?
The third section of the questionnaire focused on language use. Participants were
presented with nine questions, such as the one in (6) and were given five options: sólo
véneto ‗all Veneto‘, más véneto que español ‗mostly Veneto‘, la misma cantidad de
véneto y español ‗the same amount of Veneto and Spanish‘, más español que véneto
‗mostly Spanish‘, sólo español ‗all Spanish‘. Participants were asked to mark the
response that most reflects their language use in each case.
(6)

Sample Language Use Items
¿Qué lengua se usaba en su casa cuando usted era pequeño?
‗What language did you use in your home when you were a child?‘
a. ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus mejores amigos?
‗What language do you use to speak with your closest friends?‘

Participants were encouraged to write on the questionnaire if they wanted to clarify or
elaborate their responses. This proved particularly useful for language use items focusing
on public domains, such as school and place of employment where the language chosen
is more dependent on the language of the interlocutor and not on the domain.
The remaining part of the questionnaire contained 40 items targeting language
vitality, identity, language attitudes, and linguistic insecurity. These were presented with
a 7-point Likert scale where 1 represented either low (e.g. importance) or disagree and 7
represented high, or totally agree. Participants were asked to rate on the scale of 1-7 their
agreement with different statements. Examples are provided below (see Appendix A for
the complete questionnaire).
(7)

Sample language vitality items
a. ¿En su opinión, qué importancia tienen las dos lenguas en la
comunidad de Chipilo?
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‗In your opinion, how important are the two languages to the
community of Chipilo?‘
b. En su opinión, ¿con qué frecuencia se usa el véneto en los hogares de
Chipilo?
‗In your opinion, how often is Veneto used in the homes of Chipilo?‘
(8)

Sample language and identity items
a. El véneto es un aspecto importante de mi identidad.
‗Veneto is an important part of my identity.
b. La cultura mexicana es un aspecto importante de mi identidad.
‗Mexican culture is an important part of my identity.

(9)

Sample language attitude items
a. ¿Qué importancia tiene para usted poder hablar véneto?
‗How important is it to you to be able to speak to Veneto?‘
b. Prefiero que mis hijos (o los niños de la comunidad) me hablen en
véneto.
‗I prefer that my children (or the children of the community) speak to
me in Veneto.‘

(10)

Sample linguistic insecurity items
a. Me siento incómodo cuando alguien intenta hablarme en español.
‗I feel uncomfortable when someone trys to speak to me in Spanish‘
b. Cuando hago una llamada, me siento incómodo si tengo que hablar
en véneto.
‗When I make a phone call, I feel uncomfortable if I have to speak
Veneto‘

Questionnaires were often distributed in person by the researcher and on some
occasions they were distributed to an entire group of participants at once. Most
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participants responded to the questionnaire independently but others occasionally
received help either from the researcher or from a family member or friend. All
participants were informed that their responses were completely confidential.
Close-ended questions and items were chosen for the questionnaire to maintain
uniformity in responses and facilitate coding and quantitative analysis. However, the
scalar nature of the questionnaire may not accurately reflect a participant‘s attitude
toward a particular item and, for some participants, the scale proved to be difficult. Thus,
the questionnaire was not utilized during the third field work trip and instead items from
the questionnaire were incorporated into the sociolinguistic interviews. The questionnaire
data, then, serves as a complement to the interview data and provides a more complete
profile of the sociolinguistic context of Chipilo.

3.3 Participant Observation
The data collection discussed above was further facilitated by participant-observation
in the community. Participant observation refers to the researcher, an outsider, becoming
involved in the community as more of an insider. Milroy and Gordon (2003:68) note two
main advantages to participant observation: the ability to collect large amounts of quality
data, and a strong familiarity with the culture of the community. Participant-observation
was critical to this study as it facilitated data collection. Prolonged stay in the community
and contact with numerous informants allowed the researcher to establish relationships
with several members of the community that then led to increased contact with other
community members. Daily interactions with Chipileños at home, at their place of work,
and in public domains weakened the outsider status of the researcher thereby relieving
some degree of anxiety during the research investigations.
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4. Procedure
Participants were identified through the friend of a friend method (Milroy and
Gordon, 2003). Most participants were recruited in person by the researcher, although
several were contacted by phone or approached on the street. Many interviews were
arranged with the help of various Chipileños who often accompanied the researcher to an
interview location. Interviews were always performed by the researcher, but on some
occasions, other Chipileños also participated in the interview process. 36 Interviews
occasionally took place on-the-spot or were scheduled for a later day and time.
As noted, the questionnaire was originally distributed through the Yahoo!
chipilo_véneto list-serve run by a local Chipileño man. This yielded very little results and
questionnaires were instead distributed in person. In addition, some questionnaire
participants offered to distribute them to family members and return them to the
researcher at a later date.

5. Data Analysis
5.1 Analysis of Interview Data
Interviews were fully transcribed by the researcher. 37 Transcripts were then analyzed
for linguistic data including interlingual influence, language switching, and borrowings.
Excerpts from the transcripts were identified as revealing particular insight on language
use patterns, Chipileño vs. Mexican identity, and language attitudes.

36

Recall that Chipilo is a small community with dense, multiplex networks. The Chipileños

assisting the researcher were always known by the participants and in many cases were a relative
or mutual friend.
37

Transcripts are not included as an Appendix in this dissertation so as to maintain the anonymity

of the participants. Much personal information was revealed during the interviews and, due to the
small size of the community, identification of participants based on the transcripts would be likely.
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5.2 Analysis of Questionnaire Data
Data collected from the sociolinguistic questionnaires was coded for statistical
analysis in SPSS. Participants were assigned coded abbreviations to ensure anonymity
and numerical values were given to all responses. Participants were divided into groups
based on gender, age, and L1. There are three L1 groups: L1 Veneto (n=47), L1 Spanish
(n=7), L1 both (n=16). The four age groups are as follows: Group 1, 18-30 (n=24), Group
2, 31-50 (n=30), Group 3, 51-60 (n=12), and Group 4, over 65 (n=5). Coded
questionnaire responses were submitted to a one-way ANOVA to identify differences
across the four age groups and the three L1 groups. A t-test was used to determine
differences across gender. These results are presented in the following chapter.

5.3 Coding of Linguistic Data
To examine the distribution of subject pronouns, a total of 4,696 tokens from
interview data from 18 participants were coded for analysis in VARBRUL. Following
previous work (e.g., Bayley & Pease-Álvarez 1997, Flores-Ferrán 2004, Otheguy et al.
2007), all instances of possible usage of null and overt pronouns were included in the
analysis, in what has been called the ―envelope of variation‖ (Milroy and Gordon 2003;
Otheguy et al. 2007). In the present study, several instances of pronoun usage are
considered ―outside‖ of the envelope of variation in assessing pronoun use, such as those
that require an expletive subject (11a), reverse psychological predicates (11b), subject
relative clauses (11c), set phrases (11d), and the discourse marker dice ‗he says‘, (11e).
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(11)

Outside the envelope of variation
a. ...le dijeron hay un pueblo italiano aquí en México. (PS08TC41,
female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗…they told him there‘s an Italian town here in Mexico.‘
b. Pero no me gusta esa, la forma de que ellos escriben con la, con,
como en español ¿no? (P308EC22, male born 1988, L1 Veneto)
‗But I don‘t like the way they write with the, like Spanish, no?‘
c. Que no hay, este, mujeres aquí en Chipilo que trabajen así.
(PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗That there aren‘t any, um, women here in Chipilo who work like
that.‘
d. ¿Cómo te diré? Yo hubiera yo hecho lo mismo. (PS08RC42, female
born 1944, L1 Veneto)
‗How should I tell you? I would have done the same thing.‘
e. No, ya no diga nada, dice, mire, firmamos, dice, y ya nadie paga,
dice, ya nos vamos, dice... (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗No, don‘t say anything, he says, look, we‘ll sign, he says, and no
one pays, he says, we‘re leaving, he says…‘

Included in the analysis were non-specific 3PL forms, such as in (12). These forms
were included given that they occur with an obligatory subject clitic in Veneto and
therefore, they may occur with overt subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.
(12)

Dicen que somos racistas pero… (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1
Veneto)
‗They say we‘re racist but…‘

Except for the cases mentioned above in (11), all conjugated verbs were coded for the
following independent linguistic and social variables: person (and number), verb form
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ambiguity, co-referentiality, gender, L1 and age.38 Table 5.4 shows the factor groups and
constraints analyzed in this study.

Table 5.4: Variables and Associated Constraints
Variables

Constraints
Person

First person singular
Third person singular
First person plural
Third person plural

Verb Ambiguity

Ambiguous
Unambiguous

Co-referential

Co-referential
Non co-referential

Age

Group 1 (18-30)
Group 2 (31-50)
Group 3 (51-64)
Group 4 (65+)

Gender

Female
Male

L1

L1 Veneto
L1 Spanish

The factor group person, which consists of the constraints 1 SG, 3SG, 1PL, and 3PL,
has been returned as significant in numerous studies (Bentivoglio 1987, Enríquez 1984,
Morales 1997, Otheguy et al. 2007, Silva-Corvalán 1982, 1994, Travis, 2007). Also
returned as significant in some studies is verb ambiguity (Bayley & Pease-Álvarez 1996,
1997, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000, Travis 2005). Within this factor group, ambiguous verb
forms often favor overt subject pronouns whereas unambiguous verb forms favor a null
pronoun. Ambiguous verb forms include first and third person singular forms in the

38

Gender and age were included in the analysis given that they may dictate the amount of

exposure a speaker has to Spanish and Veneto. Women work primarily in the home and younger
generations are more commonly finding employment and education opportunities outside of
Chipilo.
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imperfect, present and imperfect subjunctive, past perfect, and conditional. An example is
provided in (13).
(13)

...pero no quería salir porque estaban las niñas. (PS08TC41, female born
1948, L1 Veneto)
‗…but she didn‘t want to leave because the little girls were there.‘

In (13), the imperfect form quería ‗I/he/she wanted‘ is coded as ambiguous due to the
fact that it could refer either to a first person singular or third person singular referent.
Another factor often returned as significant in determining the distribution of null and
overt subject pronouns is that of co-referentiality (e.g., Bayley & Pease-Álvarez 1996,
1997, Bentivoglio 1987, Cameron 1992, Enríquez 1984, Otheguy et al. 2007, SilvaCorvalán 1982, 1994). Verbs were coded as co-referential if the subject was the same as
the preceding verb. The excerpt in (14) provides an example.
(14)

Example of co-referentiality
a. Voy al gimnasio una hora y media, regreso, voy al pan. (P308YZ24,
female born 1987, L1 Veneto)
‗‗I go to the gym for an hour and a half, I come back, I go get the
bread.‘
b. Voy a casa de mi abuelita a dejarle el pan porque pues ya está viejita.
‗I go to my grandmother‘s house to leave her some bread, because
she‘s old now.‘

In (14a), the referent is the same for each verb voy ‗I go‘, regreso ‗I return‘, voy ‗I go‘
and so each was coded as co-referential. In (14b), the first verb voy ‗I go‘ was coded as
co-referential with the last verb in (14a) whereas the second verb está ‗she is‘ was coded
as non-co-referential since the subject refers to the speaker‘s grandmother and not the
speaker as in the previous verb voy ‗I go‘.
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The coded data was submitted to statistical analysis using a variable rule program,
Goldvarb, to determine the weight of each factor in the distribution of null and overt
subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.

6. Summary
This dissertation aims to explore the social motivations for the sustained VenetoSpanish bilingualism observed in Chipilo and examine its linguistic outcomes in the
Spanish of the community. In order to identify the factors implicated in the social and
linguistic landscape of Chipilo, questionnaire and interview data were obtained from
Chipileño participants from a variety of backgrounds. Moreover, a subset of the interview
data was transcribed and coded for factors implicated in subject pronoun expression in
Spanish. Coded data from both the questionnaire and sociolinguistic interviews were
submitted to statistical analysis. Results are presented in the following two chapters. The
results from the sociolinguistic questionnaire will be presented first in Chapter 6 to
establish the social context for the sustained bilingualism in Chipilo and the linguistic
outcomes will be presented in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 6
The Social Context of Bilingualism in Chipilo
1. Introduction
This chapter presents the current social context of bilingualism in Chipilo, by
reference to the data afforded by the sociolinguistic surveys and interviews administered
to 71 and 54 participants, respectively. As discussed in chapter 2, a number of factors
have contributed to the maintenance of Veneto in Chipilo, among them the linguistic
homogeneity of the group and the relative isolation of the community during its initial
years as a colony. As previously noted, immigrant groups typically undergo language
shift by the third generation, a trend not observed in Chipilo. This chapter will identify
and address the factors implicated in the continued maintenance of Veneto in Chipilo and
examine differences across gender, L1, and age groups. Data from the sociolinguistic
questionnaire and interviews will be presented.
This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses general language use
patterns and presents a breakdown of the degree to which each language is used in a
variety of domains as reported by participants in a sociolinguistic questionnaire. Section
3 discusses linguistic insecurity and the linguistic self-reports of the participants. Section
4 examines the level of prestige attributed to both Spanish and Veneto. Section 5 explores
the relationship of language and identity in Chipilo. After establishing a general picture
of the distribution and status of the two languages in Chipilo, Section 5 discusses the
differences that arise between gender, L1, and age groups.

2. The Distribution of Veneto and Spanish in Chipilo
As previously discussed, Veneto and Spanish have co-existed in Chipilo for over 127
years and are both actively used within the community. Spanish is the official language
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of the church and the only language of education. Veneto is not taught in the schools and
most, if not all, instructors are non-Veneto speakers. In contrast, home and family
domains are typically associated with Veneto, and Spanish is reserved for non-Venetospeaking guests. Recall, however, that the community is not a classic case of diglossia
given that Veneto is also used in a variety of public domains, such as local businesses,
local government, and school. In other words, Veneto is used in multiple domains with
Veneto-speaking interlocutors and Spanish is addressed to non-Veneto speakers. The
church and school are officially deemed Spanish-speaking domains, yet Veneto may be
used in either domain between Veneto speakers. Also recall that not all community
members are bilingual. Monolingual Spanish speakers have married into and/or have
moved into the community and therefore the two languages cannot be strictly allocated to
specific domains.
The strong association between Veneto and the home is evident in the language use
patterns. Table 6.1 provides the frequencies of reported language use in a variety of
domains and with different interlocutors. Veneto was the predominant language of the
home during childhood for 81.4% of respondents (those choosing All Veneto or Mostly
Veneto) and 73.2% report that Veneto is the main language used in the home today.
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Table 6.1: Distribution of Veneto and Spanish by Domain/Interlocutor

Domain
Childhood
Home
Current
Home
With
Parents
With
Children
With
Relatives
With
Friends
With
Neighbors
With
Classmates
With
Co-workers

All
Veneto

Mostly
Veneto

Equal Amount
of Spanish
and Veneto

Mostly
Spanish

All
Spanish

45.7% (32)

35.7% (25)

7.1% (5)

7.1% (5)

4.3% (3)

38% (27)

35.2% (25)

9.9% (7)

9.9% (7)

7% (5)

71% (49)

10.1% (7)

4.3% (3)

5.8% (4)

8.7% (6)

53.1% (26)

26.5% (13)

8.2% (4)

2% (1)

10.2% (5)

46.4% (32)

30.4% (21)

13% (9)

8.7% (6)

1.4% (1)

39.4% (28)

28.2% (20)

18.3% (13)

7% (5)

7% (5)

38% (27)

33.8% (24)

19.7% (14)

2.8% (2)

5.6% (4)

20% (8)

15% (6)

20% (8)

12.5% (5)

32.5% (13)

13.6% (8)

25.4% (15)

27.1% (16)

18.5% (5)

25.4% (15)

The above frequencies show that Veneto is the preferred language at home, with
parents, children, relatives, friends, and neighbors. Spanish is more often associated with
education and employment, both of which are domains that may require travel to nearby
towns or the large city of Puebla. It is interesting to note that the same amount of Spanish
and Veneto is most often selected for friends, neighbors, and co-workers. Unlike family
members, who are likely to also be Veneto speakers, many respondents reported that the
language used with friends, neighbors and co-workers depends on the interlocutor, who
may or may not be a Veneto speaker.
The association between Veneto and family is further seen in the context of
acquisition for each language: 88.7% of the respondents report that they learned Veneto
in the home, in comparison to the 23.9% who report having learned Spanish at home.

118

Table 6.2: Context of Acquisition of Spanish and Veneto
Domain

Veneto

Spanish

At home

88.7% (63)

23.9% (17)

At school

2.8% (2)

38% (27)

Both home and school

2.8% (2)

33.8% (24)

Table 6.2 clearly shows that Veneto is most often acquired at home and Spanish is
learned mostly at school, or in a combination between school and home. In situations
where Veneto is not the language of the home, as may be the case in mixed-marriage
households, children learn the language in the community through interactions with
Veneto-speaking children and community members. Indeed, the two respondents who
indicate having learned Veneto at school both report learning only Spanish in the home
and both indicate having one Spanish monolingual parent. In these cases, the school and
interactions with other Chipileño children serves as a means to learn Veneto. These
speakers often become passive bilinguals with varying degrees of proficiency in Veneto.
In sum, Veneto is the language of the home and family domain, although it may be
used in any domain, including employment and education, depending on the interlocutor.
Spanish, on the other hand, is typically reserved for interactions with out-group members
or non-Veneto-speaking Chipileños and is more often associated with education and
employment domains. The degree to which an individual uses each language may affect
his or her proficiency confidence in speaking either language.

3. Linguistic Insecurity
Participants were asked to indicate the degree to which they speak, understand, read,
and write Spanish and Veneto. They were presented with the following scale: muy bien,
bien, no muy bien, nada en absoluto ‗very well, well, not very well, not at all‘. Overall
frequencies are presented in Table 6.3. Note that the self-ratings for speaking and
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comprehension skills are similar for Spanish and Veneto: 39.1% and 42.3% report
speaking each language very well, respectively, and 57.1% and 53.5% report
understanding each language very well. This indicates that speakers feel nothing of
linguistic insecurity in either language.

Table 6.3: Self-Ratings in Spanish and Veneto Language Abilities
Spanish

Veneto

Speaking
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

39.1% (27)
46.4% (32)
14.5% (10)
0

Speaking
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

42.3% (30)
42.3% (30)
15.5.% (11)
0

Comprehension
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

57.1% (40)
35.7% (25)
7.1% (5)
0

Comprehension
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

53.5% (38)
40.8% (29)
5.6% (4)
0

Reading
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

52.1% (37)
45.1% (32)
2.8% (2)
0

Reading
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

14.1% (10)
36.6% (26)
43.7% (31)
5.6% (4)

Writing
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

44.3% (31)
45.7% (32)
10% (7)
0

Writing
Very well
Well
Not very well
Not at all

7.1% (5)
18.6% (13)
54.3% (38)
20% (14)

All persons who participated in this study are bilingual (although to varying degrees),
and therefore none reports nada en absoluto ‗none at all‘ for ease of expression or
comprehension in either language. This response is only selected for reading and writing
skills in Veneto. Given that no formal education is provided in Veneto and there is no
standard written form for the variety spoken in Chipilo, it is not surprising that speakers
are less secure about their reading and writing abilities in Veneto. Note that the
participant quoted in (1) disparages the language as having no grammatical rules.
(1)

I: Crees que hablas bien el español? Y el véneto?
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Sí. Sí. Hablo mejor, si pusiéramos comparacionarlo mejor el español que
el véneto. El véneto es el mío, es con el que me comunico pero
gramaticalmente no sé reglas, no sé cómo escribirlo. No sé- no hay reglas
o a lo mejor las hay pero nadie nos las enseñó. El español, tengo buena
ortografía. Lo aprendí bien porque me lo enseñaron toda la vida.
Entonces si pusiéramos un examen, digamos, de cómo lo escribo, cómo
lo leo, es más fácil en español. Pero cómo me expreso, es más fácil en
véneto. (PS08AM01, female born 1978, L1 Veneto)
‗I: Do you think you speak Spanish well? And Veneto?
Yes, yes. I speak better- if we were to compare them, I speak Spanish
better than Veneto. Veneto is mine, it‘s the language I use to
communicate, but grammatically I don‘t know the rules. I don‘t know
how to write it. I don‘t know- there are no rules or maybe there are but
nobody taught them to us. I have better spelling in Spanish, I learned it
well because they taught it to me all my life so if you gave me an exam,
let‘s say, of how I write, how I read, it‘s easier in Spanish. But how I
express myself, it‘s easier in Veneto.‘
On the one hand, this speaker demonstrates insecurity in her knowledge of Veneto
grammar due to a lack of formal education in the language, yet, at the same time, she
identifies Veneto as her own and comments on her ease of expression in Veneto over
Spanish. In spite of her lack of confidence in reading and writing Veneto, the same
speaker later revealed that she enjoys reading the Veneto-language newspaper, Al Nostro
(see Chapter 2), and even writes letters and notes in Veneto to her husband and other
family members. Therefore, the perceived weaknesses in reading and writing Veneto are
not necessarily reflected in this speaker‘s behavior. This does not seem to be uncommon,
as other participants also commented that they leave notes for family members or even
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send text messages in Veneto to family and friends. The lack of instruction in Veneto,
therefore, does not prevent speakers from reading and writing the language, but it does
affect their sense of linguistic security in this regard as compared to that of Spanish.
Other speakers who express linguistic insecurity in Veneto are often those that were
raised speaking predominantly Spanish in the home. The excerpt in (2) comes from a
participant with a Chipileño father and a Mexican mother. He reports speaking only
Spanish in the home and while he understands Veneto, he claims to speak it infrequently
and expresses difficulty in doing so.
(2)

En mi casa siempre hablamos el español entonces lo que yo sé de véneto
pues lo aprendí por afuera, por la calle, no? Por mis amigos o por la
escuela de oído, no? De oír que otras personas lo hablan aquí, entonces
me cuesta más trabajo a mi hablar el véneto si alguien llega y me dice
‗oye háblame en véneto‘ me tardo más en pensarlo y hablarlo y me
cuesta más trabajo. (PS08GC38, male born 1979, L1 Spanish)
‗In my house we always speak Spanish so what I know about Veneto I
learned outside on the street, no? From my friends or from hearing it at
school, no? From hearing that other people speak it here, so it‘s hard for
me to speak Veneto and if someone comes and says to me ‗hey speak to
me in Veneto‘ I take awhile thinking about it and speaking it, and it‘s
harder for me.‘

Linguistic insecurity not only exists with respect to the minority language but also
with respect to the majority language, Spanish. As shown above in Table 6.3, few
participants rate their speaking or comprehension abilities in Spanish to be Not Very
Good, 14.5% and 7.1% respectively. As noted, education is predominantly a Spanishspeaking domain due to its status as an official institution and the presence of nonChipileño students and teachers. The prevalence of Spanish at school and the lack of its
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use at home may result in linguistic insecurity with respect to Spanish once speakers are
no longer obligated to attend school. One young woman remarks that the infrequency
with which she currently speaks Spanish has led to difficulties in her ability to express
herself in the language.
(3)

Y yo, este, ahorita que ya no voy a la escuela ni nada que ya hablo
siempre el véneto, ya ahorita si me cuesta mucho tra-, este, trabajo hablar
en, en español. (P308YZ24, female born 1987, L1 Veneto)
‗And, um, now that I don‘t go to school or anything, since I‘m always
speaking Veneto, now it‘s hard, um, hard for me to speak in Spanish.‘

This speaker rarely uses Spanish at home or with family and friends, and is therefore
more comfortable expressing herself in Veneto. This is further evinced by the fact that
during her interview she directed Veneto phrases such as come se dilo? ‗how do you say‘
and come se chamelo? ‗what is it called‘ to a Veneto-speaking co-participant as she
apparently struggled to express herself in Spanish. Linguistic insecurity in Veneto is also
claimed by other speakers who report infrequent use of Spanish. In (4), a woman who
speaks Veneto with all members of her family relates that she often makes mistakes when
speaking Spanish.
(4)

Dígame, a veces me equivoco mucho porque estoy en casa. Soy ama de
casa entonces oigo la televisión pero no es igual oír que hablar entonces
muchas veces se equivoca uno al hablar el español. (PS08EM37, female
born 1941, L1 Veneto)
‗I say, sometimes I make many mistakes because I‘m home. I‘m a
housewife so I listen to the television but listening and speaking are not
the same, so many times one makes mistakes when speaking Spanish.‘

Given that there are no Veneto monolinguals in the community and all speakers have at
least some level of education in Spanish-language schools, linguistic insecurity in
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Spanish is often felt among speakers who spend most of the time speaking Veneto and
have infrequent contact with outsiders. In general, most of the Chipileños interviewed
report high levels of receptive and productive skills in both languages.
Chipileños‘ comfort with both Veneto and Spanish is further reflected in responses to
linguistic security items presented on the questionnaire. In this component of the
questionnaire, participants were invited to agree or disagree with a number of statements
on a seven-point scale, as seen in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4: Linguistic Insecurity
Item
When I make
a call I feel
uncomfortable
speaking
Veneto.
When I make a
call I feel
uncomfortable
speaking
Spanish.
When someone
talks to me in
Veneto and I
respond in
Veneto I feel
relaxed.
I feel
uncomfortable
when someone
tries speaking
to me in
Spanish.
I feel
uncomfortable
when someone
tries speaking
to me in
Veneto.
In a restaurant
I feel
comfortable
ordering in
Spanish.

Not in
agreement
1
87.9%
(58)

Totally in
agreement
7
4.5%
(3)

2
-

3
3%
(2)

4
4.5%
(3)

5
-

6
-

74.6%
(50)

1.5%
(1)

-

3%
(2)

4.5%
(3)

4.5%
(3)

11.9%
(8)

6%
(4)

1.5%
(1)

1.5%
(1)

9%
(6)

3%
(2)

7.5%
(5)

71.6%
(48)

62.7%
(42)

6%
(4)

4.5%
(3)

7.5%
(5)

7.5%
(5)

3%
(2)

9%
(6)

78.8%
(52)

7.6%
(5)

1.5%
(1)

3%
(2)

1.5%
(1)

3%
(2)

4.5%
(3)

13.6%
(8)

5.1%
(3)

5.1%
(3)

8.5%
(5)

-

6.8%
(4)

61%
(36)
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In a restaurant
I feel
comfortable
ordering in
Veneto.
I feel good
when I speak
Veneto.
It is difficult to
know and use
two languages.

8.6%
(5)

1.7%
(1)

1.7%
(1)

10.3%
(6)

3.4%
(2)

8.6%
(5)

65.5%
(38)

-

1.5%
(1)

4.4%
(3)

7.4%
(5)

10.3%
(7)

5.9%
(4)

70.6%
(48)

69.7%
(46)

19.7%
(13)

1.5%
(1)

4.5%
(3)

3%
(2)

1.5%
(1)

-

Table 6.4 shows that overall, respondents feel comfortable speaking both Spanish and
Veneto in diverse domains. It is interesting to note, however, that 87.9% disagree with
feeling uncomfortable speaking Veneto when making a call as compared to the 74.6%
who disagree with feeling uncomfortable when speaking Spanish on the telephone, i.e.,
they do feel comfortable with both, though more so with Veneto. Similarly, 62.7%
disagree with respect to feeling less comfortable when someone tries speaking to them in
Spanish as opposed to the 78.8% who disagree with feeling uncomfortable being
addressed in Veneto. These differences in frequencies indicate a high level of confidence
and comfort with Veneto and stronger feelings of discomfort when speaking Spanish may
reflect the fact that speakers who initiate conversation in Spanish are more likely to be
out-group members. Also worthy of note is the low percentages of persons who agree
with the statement Es difícil conocer y usar dos lenguas ‗It is difficult to know and use
two languages‘.
In sum, bilinguals in Chipilo use both languages in most of their daily interaction. If
they report a lack in proficiency, it is in reading and writing in Veneto, due to a lack of
formal instruction. Overall, speakers express high levels of linguistic security in both
languages and speakers appear to be more comfortable speaking Veneto, despite its status
as a minority language. This reflects positive attitudes towards the language, which will
be discussed in the next section.
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4. Language Attitudes
The attitudes that a speaker has towards a language is often a defining factor in
language maintenance or shift. If a speaker perceives a language to be prestigious, useful,
and a strong marker of in-group membership, he or she is more likely to maintain the
language (Giles et al. 1977, Allard and Landry 1992). This section will explore speaker
attitudes with respect to the prestige of Veneto in Chipilo, attitudes towards the
importance of Veneto and Spanish in Chipilo, and attitudes towards language use and
code-switching.

4.1 Language and Prestige
In Chipilo, there are a number of ways to refer to the languages spoken. Spanish is
referred to as both español ‗Spanish‘ and mexicano ‗Mexican‘. Veneto has been called
talian ‗Italian‘ (Meo Zilio 1987b) and more recently, véneto, but it is also frequently
referred to as chipileño or dialecto.39 This last term is particularly interesting for the
connotation that it carries for some Chipileños. While the language enjoys prestige within
the community as the home language and a symbol of in-group membership, some
downplay the importance of the language since it is only a dialecto ‗dialect‘. This may be
reinforced by negative outsider perspectives that disparage the language as not ‗real
Italian‘. When asked about whether she considered it important to speak Veneto, one
participant pointed out that even though Veneto is not a real language, they continue to
preserve it.
(5)

I: ¿Es importante para usted hablar el véneto?
T: Pues sí la- realmente sí porque le digo más que nada, pues, no es

39

Meo Zilio notes that these two forms, chipileño and dialecto are ―forme meno usuali tra i

vénetofoni‖ ‗less common forms among Veneto-speakers‘ (1987b:239). Interestingly, today both
forms seem to be the most common, along with véneto, and talian is rarely used.
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un idioma, verdad? Pero pues sí es otra lengua que podemos hablar y,
pues, más que nada pues lo conservamos (P0604, female born 1965, L1
Veneto)
‗Well, yes, really, because more than anything, it‘s not a language, right?
But, it is a language that we can speak, and so, more than anything we
preserve it.‘
As noted above, Veneto is often viewed as lacking grammatical rules due to the fact
that there is no formal instruction in Veneto. When asked about the possibility of a
Chipileño teaching the language in the schools, one Chipileña replied that the
grammatical rules would first have to be established.
(6)

Habría que primero que poner las reglas gramaticales para ya fijas para
escribir y para leerlo (P308CG13, female, born 1960, L1 Veneto)
‗We would first have to create official grammatical rules, already set, to
write or read it.‘

Despite the perception that it lacks a grammar, speakers are not ashamed of Veneto.
As shown in Table 6.5, respondents are very much in favor of Veneto instruction in the
schools.
Table 6.5: Veneto in School
Item
I would
like it if
they
taught
Veneto in
school.

Not in
agreement
1
2.9%
(2)

2

3

4

5

6

Totally in
agreement
7

-

2.9%
(2)

5.8%
(4)

5.8%
(4)

8.7%
(6)

73.9%
(51)

While Veneto has received little support from the Mexican government, much work
is being done to establish a written standard (see Chapter 2). These efforts have been
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further encouraged by the fact that in March of 2007, Italy gave official status to Veneto
and other dialects of Italy. This has not been overlooked in Chipilo and is reflected in the
way some speakers refer to the language, as in the excerpts in (7) and (8).
(7)

Pues está haciendo muchas cosas para rescatar y pues primer
principalmente ya está catalogado como lengua. No es un dialecto. Ya es
lengua. Ya es registrada y todo. (P308TB14, female, born 1954, L1
Veneto)
‗Well, they are doing a lot to rescue [Veneto] and well, first, mainly it is
now classified as a language, it‘s not a dialect. It‘s a language. It‘s
registered and everything‘

(8)

O sea, por eso se conservó el dia- el nuestro dialecto, el nuestro que hoy
en día ya es lengua. En Italia a partir del año pasado, de marzo del año
pasado ya el dialecto véneto se considera ya como una lengua. En Italia.
Acá todavía no. (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗I mean, that‘s why our dialect has been preserved. Today it‘s a
language. In Italy, since last year, since March of last year the Veneto
dialect is considered a language. In Italy. Not yet here.‘

The new status of Veneto as a language has led some people to try to avoid the term
dialecto ‗dialect‘ as a way of referring to Veneto. The same speaker in (7), at a later time
during the interview, corrected herself when referring to the language that her mother
used in school:
(9)

Estamos hablando de hace 30 años que pues ella estaba más
acostumbrada a tener escuela todo, todo en dialecto, perdón, todo en la
lengua. (P308TB14, female born 1954, L1 Veneto)
‗We‘re talking about 30 years ago that, well, she was used to having
school all in, all in the dialect, excuse me, all in the language.‘
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Regardless of its status as a dialect or language, speakers are proud to speak Veneto
and recognize it as an important aspect of their identity (see section 5 below) and as a
symbol of in-group membership, as expressed in (10).
(10)

Y de la lengua pues también nos da mucho gusto y mucho orgullo
hablarla. Pues es parte de nuestra identidad. (P308MZ25, male born
1951, L1 Veneto)
‗And the language, well, it also brings us great pleasure and much pride
to speak it. It‘s part of our identity.‘

In sum, while Veneto may be perceived by some to lack official grammatical rules,
the language continues to enjoy a high level of prestige in the community. Speakers are
not embarrassed to speak Veneto and in fact many are in favor of Veneto being used in
the schools and of efforts toward standardization. The official status change of Veneto in
Italy has further encouraged these efforts and promoted favorable attitudes with respect to
the maintenance of Veneto in Chipilo.

4.2 Attitudes towards Language Use
As the previous sections have demonstrated, Veneto is considered the main language
of communication between Veneto speakers and is used in a variety of domains.
However, Spanish is also regarded as important to the community as it is the language of
the school, church, and interactions with outsiders. This is reflected in speakers‘ attitudes
towards the importance of each language. Spanish and Veneto are viewed as important
both at the individual and societal level, although Veneto is perceived as more important
in all cases, as reflected in participants‘ responses to the questions in Table 6.6.
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Table 6.6: Importance of Spanish and Veneto

Item
How important
is Spanish to
you?
How important
is Veneto to
you?
How important
is Spanish to
Chipilo?
How important
is Veneto to
Chipilo?
How important
is it for you to
speak Veneto?
How important
is it that your
children speak
Veneto?
How important
is it for you to
speak Spanish?
How important
is it that your
children speak
Spanish?
It seems
important to me
to continue
speaking
Veneto.
It seems
important to
Chipilo to
continue
speaking
Veneto.

Not
important/
Not in
agreement
1
1.4%
(1)

2
-

3
-

4
7%
(5)

5
5.6%
(4)

6
8.5%
(6)

Very
important/
Totally in
agreement
7
77.5%
(55)

-

-

-

5.6%
(4)

1.4%
(1)

5.6%
(4)

85.9%
(61)

4.4%
(3)

1.5%
(1)

2.9%
(2)

13.2%
(9)

10.3%
(7)

13.2%
(9)

54.4%
(37)

-

-

1.4%
(1)

2.9%
(2)

2.9%
(2)

10%
(7)

82.9%
(58)

1.4%
(1)

-

1.4%
(1)

1.4%
(1)

1.4%
(1)

4.3%
(3)

90%
(63)

-

-

1.4%
(1)

-

2.8%
(2)

2.8%
(2)

91.5%
(54)

1.4%
(1)

-

2.8%
(2)

1.4%
(1)

4.2%
(3)

9.9%
(7)

80.3%
(57)

1.81%
(1)

-

1.8%
(1)

1.8%
(1)

5.3%
(3)

7%
(4)

82.5%
(47)

-

-

-

1.4%
(1)

2.9%
(2)

2.9%
(2)

92.9%
(65)

-

-

2.9%
(2)

1.4%
(1)

7.2%
(5)

8.7%
(6)

79.7%
(55)

The above table shows that Veneto is perceived as very important both at the
individual and at the community level. It is interesting to note, however, that when
presented with the item Me parece importante seguir usando el véneto ‗It seems
important to me to continue using Veneto‘, 92.9% report being completely in agreement.
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Agreement is much lower in response to the item A la comunidad de Chipilo le parece
importante seguir usando el véneto ‗It seems important to the community of Chipilo to
continue using Veneto,‘ where only 79.7% report being completely in agreement. In
other words, speakers view the continued use of Veneto as important at an individual
level but register less conviction in its importance at the societal level.
The importance of Veneto to Chipilo is further reflected in participants‘ responses to
the perceived use of each language in the homes of Chipilo. As seen in Table 6.7, Veneto
is perceived to be spoken much more often than Spanish in Chipilo homes.
Table 6.7: Veneto and Spanish use in the homes of Chipilo
Item
How often is
Veneto spoken
in the homes of
Chipilo?
How often is
Spanish spoken
in the homes of
Chipilo?

Never
1
-

2
-

3
1.4%
(1)

4
1.4%
(1)

5
9.9%
(7)

6
16.9%
(12)

Very
often
7
70.4%
(50)

19.7%
(14)

11.3%
(8)

18.3%
(13)

5.6%
(4)

11.3%
(8)

14.1%
(10)

19.7%
(14)

Participants‘ preference and high regard for Veneto is also reflected in their ratings of
the attractiveness of Veneto. Respondents were asked ¿En su opinión, qué lengua es más
bonita? ‗In your opinion, which language is more attractive?‘ and presented with a 7point scale for each language. Some respondents did not choose a rating for Spanish and
instead only rated Veneto, indicating that Veneto is more attractive than Spanish, as
shown in Table 6.8. Note that the range spans the entire scale for Spanish but is limited to
the three most positive ratings for Veneto.
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Table 6.8: Attractiveness of Veneto and Spanish

Item
How pretty is
Veneto?
How pretty is
Spanish?

Not at
all
pretty
1
-

2
-

3
-

4
-

3.3%
(2)

1.7%
(1)

5%
(3)

8.3%
(5)

5
5.8%
(4)
11.7%
(7)

6
5.8%
(4)
20%
(12)

Very
much
so
7
88.4%
(61)
50%
(30)

In sum, Spanish and Veneto are both considered important to Chipilo at the
individual and societal level, although Veneto is generally rated higher. Veneto is thought
to be more frequently used in the homes of Chipilo and is considered more attractive than
Spanish. Thus, it appears that the subjective ethnolinguistic vitality of Veneto is high in
that speakers perceive the language to be important, frequently used, and attractive.

4.3 Attitudes and Language Use
As established in the preceding sections, Veneto and Spanish co-exist in Chipilo and
both are used for a variety of purposes. Language-switching is common, particularly
when there is a change in interlocutor (see section 6), but language mixing is not. Several
survey items addressed Veneto-Spanish code-switching. As presented in Table 6.9, codeswitching is viewed unfavorably. Very few speakers respond favorably to the item Me
suena bien cuando alguien mezcla español y véneto en la misma conversación ‗It sounds
good to me when someone mixes Spanish and Veneto in the same conversation‘,
however, only 24.2% report strongly disliking code-switching.
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Table 6.9: Attitudes towards Code-switching
Item
It sounds good to
me when
someone mixes
Veneto and
Spanish in the
same
conversation.
It bothers me
when someone
speaks Spanish
and Veneto in the
same
conversation.
The mixing of
Spanish and
Veneto helps to
maintain Veneto.
The mixing of
Spanish and
Veneto
contributes to the
loss of Veneto.

Not in
agreement
1
57.6%
(38)

2
12.1%
(8)

3
10.6%
(7)

4
9.1%
(6)

5
3%
(2)

6.1%
(4)

Totally in
agreement
7
1.5%
(1)

31.8%
(21)

7.6%
(5)

7.6%
(5)

18.2%
(12)

6.1%
(4)

4.5%
(3)

24.2%
(16)

76.1%
(51)

6%
(4)

3%
(2)

6%
(4)

4.5%
(3)

1.5%
(1)

3%
(2)

8.7%
(6)

4.3%
(3)

1.4%
(1)

5.8%
(4)

1.4%
(1)

5.8%
(4)

72.5%
(50)

While code-switching is not the norm in Chipilo, 72.5% are in full agreement with
the statement En mi opinión, la mezcla de español y véneto contribuye a la pérdida del
véneto ‗The mixing of Spanish and Veneto contributes to the loss of Veneto.‘ It is often
commented by Chipileños that some bilinguals, particularly younger generations, are
incorporating increasing amounts of Spanish into Veneto. In fact, many participants
report correcting others or being corrected themselves for inserting Spanish words or
switching to Spanish when speaking Veneto, as related in (11) and (12).
(11)

Pues o una cosa u otra, verdad? Es lo que le decimos. O hablen español o
hablen el dialecto. Porque se oye feo una cosa revolvida. (PS08CA33,
female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗One or the other, right? That‘s what we tell them. Either speak Spanish
or speak dialect. Because a mixed up thing sounds ugly.‘
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(12)

Y yo digo me de na gelatina de durazno y me dice el, el chipi- señor de
la tienda que es de Chipilo, ―no nada más hay de pérsego.‖ O sea me, me
corrige. (PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗And I say can I have a peach gelatin? And the Chipileño- the man at the
store who is from Chipilo says to me, ―no, there‘s only peach.‖ So, he
corrects me.‘

Switching from Veneto to Spanish is also viewed as a form of politeness by many
speakers. Numerous participants note that speaking Veneto in the presence of non-Veneto
speakers is mala educación ‗rude, impolite‘, although very often the participants claim
that it is difficult to avoid, as in the following example in which a participant was asked
what language she uses with different interlocutors.
(13)

I: Y cuando va a la tienda a comprar algo?
Si es de aquí es igual. Es igual. Le pedimos en dialecto. Y no podemos
dirigirnos entre nosotros en español.
I: ¿No?
No, no sé, no sé, no es que uno quiera, es falta de educación porque está
una persona que no sabe el dialecto y nosotros nos comunicamos en
dialecto y luego en dialecto nos decimos Parla par spañol. Al é na
vergoña, no? Es una vergüenza que hable uno, vaya, falta de educación.
(PS08EM37, female born 1941, L1 Veneto)
‗I: And when you go to the store to buy something?
If he‘s from here, it‘s the same. The same. We ask him in dialect. And
we can‘t speak to each other in Spanish.
No?
No, I don‘t know, it‘s not that one doesn‘t want to, it‘s impolite because
someone is there who doesn‘t know the dialect and we speak to each
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other in dialect and then in dialect we say to each other, speak Spanish.
It’s embarrassing. It‘s embarrasing that someone speaks that way, it‘s
impolite.‘
One participant acknowledges the impolite aspect of speaking Veneto in front of nonVeneto speakers but does not agree with it.
(14)

Una cosa que no debería de ser pero es mala educación hablar otro
idioma cuando el otro no lo entiende. Siento que es nuestro idioma,
nuestra comunidad y los que deberían de acoplarse a nosotros son los de
fuera y no nosotros a ellos, ¿verdad? (P308PR17, female born 1964, L1
Veneto)
‗Something that shouldn‘t be but it‘s impolite to speak another language
when someone doesn‘t understand it. I feel that it‘s our language, our
community, and those from outside of town should adapt to us and not us
to them, right?‘

The positive and protective attitudes towards Veneto are further reflected in the
response to the item Prefiero que mis hijos (o los niños de la comunidad) me hablen en
véneto ‗I prefer that my children (or the community children) speak to me in Veneto,‘
with which 83.3% were in complete agreement (see Table 6.10 below). On the other
hand, only 6% respond that they prefer that children speak to them in Spanish.
Furthermore, 78.1% report that they would be bothered if their child stopped speaking
Veneto. In fact, when asked whether she would teach her children Spanish, one young
participant responded that her children will have to learn Spanish at school because she
does not plan to use it with them at all.
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(15)

I: ¿Vas a enseñar español a tus hijos?
Y: No, no, no, no que le enseñe la escuela pues yo no, no no, le voy a
hablar nada de español (P308YZ24, female born 1987, L1 Veneto)
‗I: Are you going to teach Spanish to your children?
Y: No, no, no, no, let the school teach them, I‘m not going, not going to
speak any Spanish to them at all.‘

Thus, many speakers have very strong attitudes towards the use of Spanish and
Veneto both at an individual and societal level. Table 6.10 provides a profile of responses
to the items targeting attitudes to language.

Table 6.10: Attitudes towards Language Use
Item
I prefer that my
children (or the
community
children) speak to
me in Spanish.
I prefer that my
children (or the
community
children) speak to
me in Veneto.
It bothers me
when a Chipileño
speaks to me in
Spanish instead
of Veneto.
It would bother
me if my child
stopped speaking
Veneto.
It bothers me
when a Chipileño
does not know
how to speak
Spanish.
It bothers me
when a Chipileño
does not know
how to speak
Veneto.

Not in
agreement
1
70.1%
(47)

2
4.5%
(3)

3
4.5%
(3)

4
9%
(6)

5
4.5%
(3)

6
1.5%
(1)

Totally in
agreement
7
6%
(4)

3%
(2)

1.5%
(1)

-

4.5%
(3)

4.5%
(3)

3%
(2)

83.3%
(55)

20.9%
(14)

-

6%
(4)

4.5%
(3)

11.9%
(8)

9%
(6)

47.8%
(32)

10.9%
(7)

-

-

3.1%
(2)

1.6%
(1)

6.2%
(4)

78.1%
(50)

19.7%
(13)

1.5%
(1)

7.6%
(5)

16.7%
(11)

7.6%
(4)

6.1%
(27)

40.9%
(66)

13.4%
(9)

3%
(2)

3%
(2)

7.5%
(5)

6%
(4)

6%
(4)

61.2%
(41)
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Recall that there are no monolingual speakers of Veneto in Chipilo, and most
Chipileños claim that there are relatively few Chipileños who do not speak Spanish well.
As shown in Table 6.10, 40.9% agree that they are bothered by a Chipileño who cannot
speak Spanish. On the other hand, not knowing Veneto is considerably more bothersome,
in that 61.2% concur that it would bother them if a Chipileño does not know how to
speak Veneto. Similarly, 47.8% fully agree that it would bother them if a Chipileño spoke
to them in Spanish instead of Veneto. On this topic, one man notes that when a Chipileño
speaks Spanish to another Chipileño, he is losing his identity as a Chipileño:
(16)

I: ¿Le molesta que un chipileño le hable en español?
Sí, bastante.
I: ¿Por qué?
Porque se está olvidándose de su identidad. Porque se está olvidando de
un valor muy grande que, que él tiene y que por estúpido lo está dejando.
Sí, solamente por eso me molesta. No porque me habla español o porque
no me gusta el español sino me molesta él como persona vaya. Se está
abandonando de su origen, de su identidad. (P308MZ25, male, born
1951, L1 Veneto)
‗I: Does it bother you when a Chipileño speaks to you in Spanish?
Yes, very much.
I: Why?
Because he is forgetting his identity. Because he‘s forgetting a great
worth that he, by being stupid, is leaving behind. For that reason it
bothers me. Not because he speaks Spanish to me or because I don‘t like
Spanish, rather he bothers me as a person. He is abandoning his origin,
his identity.‘
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In sum, Veneto enjoys high status and prestige in the community and the Chipileños
interviewed registered favorable attitudes with respect to the importance of Veneto and
its continued maintenance. Code-switching is viewed unfavorably and participants
associate the mixing of Veneto and Spanish as leading to the loss of Veneto. Lack of
knowledge in the language, in turn, is associated with loss of identity. The link between
language and identity in Chipilo will be discussed in the next section.

5. Language and Identity
To understand the relationship between language and identity, we must take into
consideration the historical, social, and psychological factors that contribute to a person‘s
identity. In discussing the socio-historical origins of the community, it was stated that the
initial homogeneity of the community allowed the immigrants to retain much of their
Italian customs and interact with each other following the social norms already
established in Italy (see Chapter 2). This in turn promoted the maintenance not only of
the Veneto language but also of the Veneto, or unique Chipileño, identity in the
immigrant context. This unique identity is recognized by Chipileños and non-Chipileños
alike. One monolingual Spanish speaker who recently moved to the community
comments on her perceptions of Chipileños prior to living in the community.
(17)

Pues como te imaginas todo el pueblo, o sea, yo me imaginaba los
chipileños como muy cerrados, muy en su rollo, hasta cierto punto fresas.
(PS08ML46, female born 1984, L1 Spanish)
‗Well, like you imagine the whole town, I mean, I imagined the
Chipileños to be very closed-off, very into their own business, to some
extent snobby.‘
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Other Chipileños note that the relationship between Mexicans and Chipileños may be
tense at times, and that in general the two groups maintain separate ethnic and cultural
identities. One woman comments that the two groups constitute different worlds:
(18)

Y no, no congeniamos eh? No congeniamos. Ellos son en su mundo y
nosotros en el nuestro y aunque esté la pareja pero siempre que no jala
uno más como, no jala uno con su familia de él. ¿Sí? Como que no, no
asentamos.
‗And we don‘t get along, eh? We don‘t get along. They are in their world
and we are in ours, and even though there are couples, but one doesn‘t
get along with, doesn‘t get along with his family. Right? Like we don‘t,
don‘t get along.‘

Of course, the above quotes reflect the sentiments of particular speakers. The community
has accepted both a Mexican and a Chipileño identity and these quotes simply illustrate
that the total assimilation of Chipilo into mainstream Mexican society has not yet
occurred. Chipileños perceive themselves and are perceived by outsiders as comprising a
separate group, defined by different cultural and linguistic characteristics. It is often
noted that the Chipileños differ from surrounding communities in their work ethnic (19),
their way of celebrating holidays or special events (20), and their mannerisms (22-23).
The appreciation of aspects of Italian culture is often noted as simply en la sangre ‗in the
blood‘, as in (21) in which a woman notes that Italian soccer matches are often
celebrated.
(19)

...la ideología chipileña es muy diferente a la mexicana. Me explico. Es
más a la italiana se parece mucho más y, este...
I: ¿Cómo es diferente?
J: Por ejemplo, todos mis amigos de la universidad, ninguno trabaja. Son
muy pocos los que trabajen y aquí en Chipilo casi todos trabajamos.
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Estamos acostumbrados a levantarnos temprano y sabemos que nadie nos
va a dar nada que lo que hagamos en esta vida. Si somos millonarios o si
somos pobres, si vivimos bien o si vivimos mal, va a ser por nosotros y
nosotros vamos a disfrutar la vida como nosotros la realicemos o como
nosotros nos esforzemos por disfrutarla. Eso es lo que yo me fijo más
que somos diferentes. (PS08JP40, male born 1989, L1 Veneto)
‗...the Chipileño ideology is different from the Mexican ideology. I‘ll
explain. It‘s more like the Italian, more like, um...
I: How is it different?
For example, all my friends from the university, none of them works.
Very few of them work and here in Chipilo almost all of us work. We‘re
used to getting up early and we know that nobody is going to give us
anything other than what we do in this life. If we are millionaires or poor,
if we live well or live badly, it‘s going to be because of us and we are
going to enjoy life in the way that we make it or how we much effort we
make to enjoy it. That‘s what I notice most about how we‘re different.‘
(20)

Sabes que, que no somos de mucha fiesta, de mucha fiesta. En cambio
los de los pueblos son mucha, muy fiesteros. Por alguien hace fiesta, por
todo hacen fiesta y aquí no. (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗You know, we aren‘t very into parties, into parties. On the other hand,
people from the towns are very into parties, they‘ll throw a party for
anyone, for everything they throw a party and here no.‘

(21)

I: ¿Aquí nada más cuando juega Italia [se hace fiesta]?
Ah sí, entonces sí. Sí sentimos nuestra sangre que nos llama, verdad?
(PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗I: [You throw parties] only when Italy plays?
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Ah yes, that‘s when we do. We do feel our blood that calls us, right?‘
(22)

I: ¿Cómo es la gente? Es diferente de otros pueblos?
Pues yo digo que sí. Tenemos nuestras manera de ser muy digamos
especial. (PS08EM37, female born 1941, L1 Veneto)
I: ¿Cómo es?
Manera de ser como que muy poco cariñosos.
‗I: What are the people like? Are they different from the other towns?
I‘d say so. We have our way of being, very, let‘s say, special.
I: What is it like?
The way of being is like, not very affectionate.‘

(23)

D: Es que también tenemos otros modos (PS08DP34, female born 1950,
L1 Veneto)
I: ¿Cómo qué?
D: Somos gritones. Son- todos gritan ¿verdad?
A: Y el modo de vestir y todo (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1
Veneto)
I: ¿También es diferente?
A: Sí también es diferente.

These perceived differences between in-group Chipileños and out-group Mexicans
have persisted, leading to a separate Chipileño identity and therefore a local distinction
between chipileños and mexicanos. When asked what language is used for interactions
with customers in his store, one man noted the distinction.
(24)

Depende si es, son, este, porque es que aquí nosotros nos diferenciamos
chipileños y mexicanos y, este, si es con un chipileño en véneto y si es
con... español (P0608, male born 1959, L1 Veneto)
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‗It depends if he is, they are, um, because here we differentiate
between Chipileños and Mexicans and, um, if it‘s with a Chipileño
then Veneto, and if it‘s with [a Mexican]…Spanish.‘
The distinction between Mexican and Chipileño is made more salient by the different
physical characteristics portrayed by the Chipileños. Given their Northern Italian
heritage, many have light-colored skin, hair, and eyes and are often referred to as güeras
‗blondes‘. In (25), one woman notes that the different physical appearance of the
Chipileños has led to outsiders coming into the town, just to see the blonde Chipileñas,
and in (26) a man comments that the distinct physical appearance of the Chipileños has
created a type of jealousy on the part of outsiders.
(25)

Entonces la gente viene y no sé porque viene. Yo tengo mis teorías pero,
no sé, luego se puede malinterpretar pero yo lo veo que vienen mucho
por racismo, por autoracismo porque luego te lo dicen. Lo veo con los
compañeros de trabajo de mi esposo ―ah sí, vamos a Chipilo, a ver si
vemos unas güeritas‖.
‗So the people come and I don‘t know why they come. I have my
theories but, I don‘t know, it could be misinterpreted but I see it that they
come because of racism, a type of self-racism because they say it. I see it
with my husband‘s co-workers ‗ah yeah, let‘s go to Chipilo to see if we
see some blondes.‘40

(26)

I: ¿La gente de fuera se burla de ustedes, por ejemplo cuando entran a la
escuela?

40

The concept of auto-racismo ‗self-racism‘ was mentioned by several participants in this study

and refers to the Mexicans demonstrating a type of racism against themselves through their
perception that the Chipileños are in some sense more attractive. Chipileños also claim to have
heard comments such as hay que mejorar la raza ‗we have to improve the race‘ uttered by
outsiders who come to town.
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Sí hay un poco, más que nada es como una envidia. Y a la mejor cuando
entras a la escuela, salen a las universidades hay, hay como una poca de
envidia pero eso es común, es normal. La gente de aquí de Chipilo no es
fea. (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗I: Do outsiders make fun of you [Chipileños], for example when you
start school?
Yeah, there‘s a little, more than anything it‘s like jealousy. Maybe when
you start school, or they go out to the universities, there is a little bit of
jealousy, but that‘s common, it‘s normal. People from Chipilo aren‘t
ugly.‘
While Chipileño identity is based very much on shared ancestry, that of having
Italian heritage and the accompanying physical characteristics, it is also based on the use
of Veneto. It is not necessary to speak Veneto to be considered Chipileño, but it is a very
strong marker of ethnic identity. This is clear from responses to items targeting identity,
presented in Table 6.11.
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Table 6.11: Identity in Chipilo
Item
Veneto is an
important aspect
of my identity.
Veneto culture is
an important
aspect of my
identity.
Spanish is an
important aspect
of my identity.
Mexican culture
is an important
aspect of my
identity.
Can you tell a
speaker is
Chipileño by the
way he/she
speaks Spanish?

Not in
agreement
1
-

2
1.4%
(1)

3
-

4
2.9%
(2)

5
7.1%
(5)

6
2.9%
(2)

Totally in
agreement
7
85.7%
(60)

-

-

-

-

4.2%
(3)

7%
(5)

87.3%
(62)

1.4%
(1)

1.4%
(1)

4.3%
(3)

17.1%
(12)

20%
(14)

15.7%
(11)

40%
(28)

5.7%
(4)

4.3%
(3)

2.9%
(2)

8.6%
(6)

14.3%
(10)

17.1%
(12)

47.1%
(33)

5.6%
(4)

-

1.4%
(1)

4.2%
(3)

15.5%
(11)

14.1%
(1)

59.2%
(42)

The above responses clearly show that the Veneto language and culture are considered a
more important aspect of Chipileños‘ identity than the Spanish language and Mexican
culture. It is important to point out, however, that the latter are still viewed as significant,
though secondary, aspects of the participants‘ identity.
The distinct identities of Chipileños become salient in their choice of which language
to use in a given situation. As previously discussed, Veneto is often associated with
family and the local, Chipileño culture, whereas Spanish is viewed as an outsider
language, as appreciated in (27), where one participant notes that the use of the two
languages creates two separate identities.
(27)

No es lo mismo hablarle español que hablar en véneto con la gente. Es
como si, a veces, siento como si fueras dos personas distintas. El español
es formal. Para el trabajo. Para la escuela. Para los amigos que no son de
acá o así. Pero lo que es la familia, lo que nosotros sentimos como
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nuestro, siempre usamos el véneto. (PS08AM01, female born 1978, L1
Veneto)
‗It‘s not the same to speak Spanish or to speak Veneto to people. It‘s as
if, sometimes, I feel as if I were two distinct people. Spanish is formal.
For work. For school. For friends that aren‘t from here. But for what is
family, for what we feel is ours, we always use Veneto.‘
The in-group vs. out-group distinction is particularly clear when we consider
responses to the question ¿Se considera chipileño, mexicano, o italiano? ‗Do you
consider yourself Chipileño, Mexican, or Italian?‘. Participants express strong ties to both
the national Mexican culture and the local Chipileño culture. And while many
participants state that they are Mexican, the following passages show that others espouse
a dual identity as Mexican and Chipileño, and to a lesser extent, Italian.
(28)

Italiano nacido en México, ¿no? Porque no soy ni de acá ni de allá
porque nací en México y tengo cultura mexicana pero creo que tengo
más cultura véneta (P308EC10, male born 1988, L1 Veneto)
‗Italian born in Mexico, no? Because I‘m neither from here nor there
because I was born in Mexico and I have Mexican culture but I think I
have more Veneto culture‘

(29)

Yo me considero chipileño. Te voy a decir por qué. Porque está el
mundial en fútbol no le voy a México, le voy a Italia. Pero soy una
persona que conoce muy bien la cultura de México y soy mexicano,
vaya. Pero no puedo decir soy mexicano cien por ciento. Me considero
más chipileño que mexicano. Y tampoco italiano italiano, no, o sea sí soy
de descendientes italianos pero vivo en México. Estoy acostumbrado a la
cultura de México aunque la, la ideología chipileña es muy diferente a la
mexicana. (PS08JP40, male born 1989, L1 Veneto)
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‗I consider myself Chipileño. And I‘m going to tell you why. Because
when the World Cup is on, I don‘t root for Mexico, I root for Italy. But
I‘m a person who knows Mexican culture very well and I‘m Mexican.
But I can‘t say that I‘m 100% Mexican. I consider myself more
Chipileño than Mexican. And not really Italian, either. I mean, I have
Italian ancestors but I live in Mexico. I‘m used to Mexican culture,
although the, the Chipileño ideology is very different from the Mexican.‘
(30)

Mexicana, pero... ay no sé es raro. Pero también italiana. Bueno, no
italiana pero sí. (PS08LZ44, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗Mexican, but...ay, I don‘t know, it‘s strange. But also Italian, well, not
Italian, but yes Italian.‘

(31)

Este, depende. Depende, este. Como en el mundial soy italiana. En las,
casi siempre soy mexicana, eh? Porque pues vivo en México. Trabajas en
México y, pues, de Italia nada más tenemos la sangre. Y en México la
fuerza y el corazón, todo. Pero chipileña a veces. (PS08AM31, female
born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗Um, it depends. It depends, um. Like during the World Cup, I‘m Italian.
In the, I‘m almost always Mexican. Because, well, I live in Mexico. You
work in Mexico and, well, Italian I only have in my blood. And in
Mexico strength and heart, everything. But Chipileña sometimes.‘

(32)

Yo me considero mexicana.
I: ¿Más que chipileña?
Más que italiana. Yo soy chipileña pero soy mexicana. Porque yo, Italia,
no conozco nadie de Italia, no conozco Italia, mi hija, entonces ¿dónde
nací? Yo nací en México (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗I consider myself Mexican
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I: More than Chipileña?
More than Italian. I‘m Chipileña but Mexican. Because I, Italy, I don‘t
know anyone from Italy, I‘ve never been to Italy, my daughter, so, where
was I born? I was born in Mexico.‘
(33)

Yo me siento chipileña antes que mexicana. Pero nosotros nacimos aquí,
digamos que es nuestra patria también porque a mi me dij- si me dijeran
vete a, a vivir a otro lado hasta me dijeran tiene la oportunidad de ir a
vivir a Italia, no iría. Para conocer sí pero mi tierra es ésta. Es aquí donde
nací, donde crecí, donde fui a la escuela, donde tengo mi gente, no?
(PS08EM37, female 1941, L1 Veneto)
‗I feel Chipileño before Mexican. But we were born here, let‘s say that it
is our country too because if they said to me, if they said go live
somewhere else, even if they said I had the opportunity to go live in
Italy, I wouldn‘t go. To visit yes, but my country is this one. This is
where I was born, where I grew up, where I went to school, where I have
my people, no?‘

Note that the speakers quoted in (28), (29), and (33) acknowledge their Mexican
culture but they feel that the Veneto, or Chipileño, culture is distinct and more dominant
in their lives. For many Chipileños, identity as Mexican stems more from nationality and
place of birth than it does from an actual sense of belonging to the mainstream culture. 41
The lack of total assimilation into Mexican culture has led to the establishment of the
separate Chipileño identity. In (34), a Chipileña begins by clearly identifying herself as
Mexican. However, as she elaborates we see that in fact she also distinguishes between

41

This is perhaps why very few Chipileños consider themselves Italian. Most have never been to

Italy and the Mexican culture is undeniably a part of their cultural identity.
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Mexican and Chipileño identity, and by the end of the passage, she is decidedly
Chipileña.
(34)

Yo soy mexicana. Orgullosísima de ser chipileña pero cien por ciento
mexicana. Yo creo que el ser chipileño es como un, otra identidad, o sea,
no sé cómo te diré, igual y me estoy contradiciendo ahorita pero no sé,
ser de Chipilo es como otra identidad. Ni eres italiano ni eres mexicano,
o sea, eres de Chipilo. Eres chipileño yo creo que más bien, no sé, yo
creo que, no sé, pues soy chipileña más que mexicana yo creo que
chipileña, digo, me preguntan mi nacionalidad y siempre digo que soy
mexicana pero de corazón chipileña (PS08MG16, female born 1975, L1
Veneto)
‗I am Mexican. Very proud of being Chipileña but 100% Mexican. I
think that being Chipileño is like another identity, I mean, I don‘t know
how to tell you. Maybe I‘m contradicting myself now but I don‘t know.
Being from Chipilo is like another identity. You‘re neither Italian nor
Mexican, I mean, you are from Chipilo. You are Chipileño, I think more
so, I don‘t know, I think, I don‘t know. I‘m Chipileña more than
Mexican. I mean, they ask me my nationality I will always say Mexican,
but Chipileña at heart.‘

The dual identity felt by many Chipileños is based on the distinction between the ingroup and the out-group: despite the fact that they were born in Mexico and have
Mexican nationality, they are Chipileños, with a different cultural heritage. This conflict
of identity was also noted by Sartor and Ursini‘s (1983), who comment that ―Chipilo e
ambivalente, e rischia per un periodo ancora lungo di esserlo sempre di piú, in equilibrio
tra due culture, senza decidersi a quale darsi definitivamente‖ ‗Chipilo is ambivalent, and
risks being so for a long period, in a balance between two cultures, without deciding
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which one to dedicate itself to‘ (1983:123). This observation was made over 25 years ago
and still appears to be relevant today. Many participants have never traveled to Italy, and
therefore they are very removed from an Italian identity. At the same time, there are
geographic and linguistic boundaries that identify the community as an entity separate
from Mexican national culture.
To a lesser extent, there is also a distinction between Chipileños who are legítimo
‗genuine‘ and those who are mitad-mitad, as seen in the following passages from women
describing their families.
(35)

Mi hijo el mayor se casó con una muchacha de aquí. Pero legítima de
aquí, vaya. El único. Los otros ya están mitad mitad. (PS08RC42, female
born 1944, L1 Veneto)
‗My oldest son married a girl from here. But genuinely from here. The
only one. The others are half and half.‘

(36)

Sí, yo yo ten- mis antepasados todos son chipileños. Mi mamá, o sea, yo
no tengo nada nada de, de mezclas, ni mi esposo. (P0603, female born
1962, L1 Veneto)
‗Yes, my ancestors all are Chipileños. My mom, I mean, I don‘t have any
mixing, and neither does my husband‘

Chipileños who are mitad mitad ‗half and half‘ are aware of this distinction and embrace
it as part of their own identity within the Chipileño identity, as in (37).
(37)

Yo te voy a decir cómo me considero: mita e mita. Mitad y mitad. No sé
de donde, si de aquí por acá o de aquí por acá o así ¿no? Pero me gustan
las dos culturas. Me gusta, me siento orgullosa de pertenecer a este
grupo. Pero también me gusta mucho lo que me ensensó mi papá porque
te puedo decir que mi abuela, la mamá de mi papá era indígena.
(PS08JC39, female born 1965, L1 Spanish)
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‗I‘m going to tell you how I consider myself: half and half. Half and half,
I don‘t know if from here to there or there to here or how, no? But I like
both cultures. I like, I feel proud to belong to this group. But I also very
much like what my father taught me because I can tell you that my
grandmother, my father‘s mother, was indigenous.‘
Not only do the Chipileños perceive themselves to be a distinct group, but they also
feel that they are perceived by other Mexicans as a distinct group. The sense of not
entirely belonging to the Mexican national culture contributes to a stronger sense of
identity. A Chipileño identity has been developed in which speakers identify themselves
as members of a group, based on shared Italian ancestry, cultural values and norms, and
the Veneto language. Chipileños consider themselves to have a culture distinct from the
mainstream Mexican culture, but at the same time recognize that they are not Italians, but
Mexican.
(38)

…en Italia somos mexicanos y para los mexicanos somos extranjeros. Lo
único que tenemos es a Chipilo (PS08AM01, female born 1978, L1
Veneto)
‗…in Italy we‘re Mexicans and for the Mexicans we‘re foreigners. The
only thing we have is Chipilo‘

In sum, the Veneto language and culture remain strong symbols of in-group
membership, yet simultaneously, Spanish is accepted and appreciated as a strong part of
Chipileño identity, even though it is often associated with outsiders. Following the four
possible outcomes for immigrant communities outlined by Berry (1990) (assimilation,
integration, separation, or marginalization) Chipilo has not collectively assimilated into
mainstream Mexican society but rather the community has integrated into Mexican
society in that they have maintained their distinct group values, including the ethnic
language, while at the same time adopting aspects of the national culture. This
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biculturalism has contributed to the high ethnolinguistic vitality, and ultimately the
maintenance of Veneto in the community.

7. Linguistic Vitality
Today, the encroachment of Puebla, the fourth largest city in Mexico, threatens the
geographic and linguistic boundaries of the community. Many Chipileños consider the
influx of outsiders and the absorption of the community by Puebla as an inevitable future.
However, the increase in mixed marriages, i.e. those between a Chipileño and a Mexican,
does not appear to be a major concern for the Chipileños, as shown in Table 6.12.
Table 6.12: Attitudes towards Mixed Marriages
Item
It bothers me
when a Chipileño
marries a
Mexican woman.
It bothers me
when a Chipileña
marries a
Mexican man.
Mixed marriages
negatively affect
the future of
Chipilo.
Mixed marriages
negatively affect
the future of
Veneto.

Not in
agreement
1
54.4%
(37)

2
4.4%
(3)

3
8.8%
(6)

4
10.3%
(7)

5
5.9%
(4)

6
2.9%
(2)

Totally in
agreement
7
13.2%
(9)

51.5%
(35)

4.4%
(3)

7.4%
(5)

10.3%
(7)

4.4%
(3)

10.3%
(7)

11.8%
(8)

45.6%
(31)

2.9%
(2)

5.9%
(4)

11.8%
(8)

7.4%
(5)

7.4%
(5)

19.1%
(13)

29.9%
(20)

4.5%
(3)

6%
(4)

14.9%
(10)

7.5%
(5)

7.5%
(5)

29.9%
(20)

Chipileños do not disapprove of mixed marriages, but they recognize that in many
cases such unions may lead to the loss of Veneto as the language of the children. In (39),
one woman observes that children of mixed marriages are more Mexican than Chipileño,
again highlighting the distinct identity of the two groups.
(39)

Porque también en los niños como que, jala, este, ya no nacen igual de
aquí. Ya tiran a lo, a lo de México. Por cuanto ser chipileño que tenga
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este el, la mitad y mitad pero como que le gana el, el mexicano.
(PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗Because also the children go towards, um, they aren‘t born the same
here. They move towards, towards the Mexican. For as much as he is
Chipileño, that he is half and half, but it‘s like the Mexican part wins.‘
However, as the borders of the community blur, it may enhance the saliency of the
language and ethnicity link. The Chipileño identity and Veneto language use may remain
strong as speakers are confronted directly with out-group members and, as a
consequence, the ethnolinguistic vitality of Veneto may remain high. This is important,
as currently, there is no official government support of Veneto, and Veneto is not used in
education, media, or print. When asked if Veneto will be maintained or if it will be lost,
the participants interviewed present no consensus. The speaker quoted in (40) focuses on
the role of the Chipileños in maintaining Veneto, whereas the speaker in (41) believes
that the everyday use of Veneto will continue given that children are raised speaking
Veneto before Spanish. The speaker in (42), however, believes that the influx of outsiders
will eventually lead not only to the loss of Veneto but to the loss of the Chipileño identity
associated with it.
(40)

¿En Chipilo? Pues está dificil. Depende de nosotros, si le tenemos mucho
aprecio o poco aprecio mantenerlo o no. Solo depende de nosotros.
(P308RP28, male, born 1973, L1 Veneto)
‗In Chipilo? Well, it‘s difficult. It depends on us, if we have a lot of
appreciation or little appreciation to maintain it or not. It just depends on
us.‘

(41)

La verdad, yo no porque pues todos lo hablan. No se puede perder. Los
niños chiquitos es lo primero que aprenden el chipileño. (PS08AM31,
female, born 1984, L1 Veneto)
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‗Really, I don‘t [think Veneto will be lost] because, well, we all speak it.
It can‘t be lost. Young children, it‘s the first thing that they learn, the
chipileño language.‘
(42)

Lo veo, lo veo que va a desparecer como va a desaparecer la identidad
del chipileño y no creo que tarde mucho. ¿Por qué? Porque ya está
entrando a vivir a esta zona mucha gente que no se identifica ni con el
véneto ni con la cultura ni con la cosmovisión. (P308FD27, male born
1981, L1 Spanish)
‗I think, I think that it will disappear just like the Chipileño identity will
disappear. And I don‘t think it will take long. Why? Because many
people are moving here who don‘t identify with Veneto or with the
culture or with the worldview.‘

In sum, the future of Veneto in Chipilo cannot be predicted. While there is no official
institutional support of Veneto, local efforts have been made to publish Veneto-language
newspapers and books (see Chapter 2) and there is interest in teaching Veneto in the
schools. The use of Veneto in the community is perceived to be strong and speakers
promote its continued use. The positive status of the language, together with its positive
association to Chipileño identity, strengthens the linguistic vitality of Veneto.

8. Social Variables
The previous sections revealed that Veneto enjoys a high level of ethnolinguistic
vitality in that Chipileños report high levels of Veneto language use and favorable
attitudes towards its continued use. This section explores whether any differences arise
between three social groups: men and women, speakers of different L1 backgrounds, and
speakers from different age groups with respect to some of the themes discussed above.
The social variables of gender, L1, and age were selected for statistical analysis because
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they may affect a speaker‘s degree of exposure to and use of Veneto and Spanish. Recall
from Chapter 3 that women are more likely than men to work in the home and thereby
may use more Veneto and may have more favorable attitudes with respect to Veneto
language maintenance. A speaker‘s L1 is also predicted to correlate with language use
preferences and language attitudes. A speaker‘s age may also reveal differences in
language use and attitudes given that younger generations may have more exposure to
Spanish and mainstream Mexican culture through increased education and employment
opportunities. A t-test revealed significant differences across gender and a one-way
ANOVA revealed significant differences for a number of items across L1 groups and age
groups.42 Results for each social group will be presented in turn.

8.1 Language and Gender
Due to the strong association between women and the home and family domain, it
was predicted that women would report higher levels of Veneto use and have more
favorable attitudes to Veneto language maintenance. These predictions are partially
confirmed. With respect to language use patterns, women do, in fact, report using more
Veneto in the home than do men, a result that was revealed to be statistically significant,
as seen in Table 6.13. However, other items regarding language use with parents,
children, relatives, neighbors, friends, classmates and co-workers reveal no significant
differences between men and women. The mean responses are provided in Table 6.13.

42

Bonferonni post-hoc tests revealed significant differences for certain items. These items are

discussed here in relation to other non-significant items. Statistical analyses for all items are
presented in Appendix B for gender, Appendix C for L1 groups, and Appendix D for age groups.
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Table 6.13: Language Use by Gender
1=All Veneto; 5=All Spanish; * indicates significance
Item
Childhood Language
*Home Language
F (59.788) = 4.351, p =
.041
Parents
Children
Relatives
Friends
Neighbors
Classmates
Co-workers

Men
Women
Men
Women

N
32
36
32
37

Mean
2.00
1.83
2.34
2.00

Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women

31
36
16
32
32
35
32
37
32
37
16
22
30
27

1.71
1.75
1.94
1.91
1.94
1.86
2.03
2.30
2.03
2.11
3.75
2.86
3.33
2.85

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

1.136
1.082
1.359
1.106

2.01
.180
.240
.182

1.346
1.317
1.340
1.279
1.014
1.089
1.204
1.244
1.062
1.149
1.438
1.490
1.269
1.486

.242
.220
.335
.226
.179
.184
.213
.205
.188
.189
.359
.318
.232
.286

Men and women therefore appear to use Veneto to similar degrees with a variety of
interlocutors. In the same vein, they report similar degrees of proficiency in both
languages. Table 6.14 shows that there are no significant differences between men and
women in their linguistic self-reports.
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Table 6.14: Linguistic Self Reports by Gender
1=Very well; 4=Not at all; * indicates significance
Item
How well do you speak
Spanish?
How well do you speak
Veneto?
How well do you
understand Spanish?
How well do you
understand Veneto?
How well do you read
Spanish?
How well do you read
Veneto?
How well do you write
Spanish?
How well do you write
Veneto?

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

.682

.122

Men

N
31

Mean
1.74

Women
Men

36
32

1.78
1.62

.722
.707

.120
.125

Women
Men

37
31

1.84
1.52

.727
.627

.120
.112

Women
Men

37
32

1.51
1.44

6.51
.619

.107
.179

Women
Men

37
32

1.59
1.56

.599
.564

.184
.109

Women
Men

37
32

1.49
2.31

.559
.821

.098
.145

Women
Men

37
31

2.46
1.65

.803
.661

.132
.359

Women
Men

37
31

1.70
2.74

.661
.815

.318
.146

Women

37

2.95

.815

.134

Differences between men and women arise when we examine items targeting
attitudes, identity, and linguistic insecurity. In response to the questions ¿Qué
importancia tienen las dos lenguas para usted? ‗How important are the two languages to
you?‘ and ¿En su opinión, qué importancia tienen las dos lenguas en la comunidad de
Chipilo? ‗In your opinion, how important are the two languages to the community of
Chipilo?‘, women rate Veneto as more important than men, a difference that is
statistically significant (see Table 6.15). In addition, women identify more with Veneto as
seen in their response to the item El véneto es un aspecto importante de mi identidad
‗Veneto is an important aspect of my identity‘. These differences are presented in Table
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6.15. Note that in spite of the significant differences in the responses between men and
women, both groups rate all three items highly.

Table 6.15: Attitudes and Identity by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
*How important is
Veneto to you?
F (46.961) = 12.011 p =
.001
*How important is
Veneto to Chipilo?
F (45.861) = 6.930 p =
.011
*Veneto is an
important aspect of
my identity.
F (46.203) = 8.065 p =
.006

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

.948

.168

Men

N
32

Mean
6.56

Women

36

6.89

.523

.087

Men

31

6.55

.995

.179

Women

37

6.81

.569

.094

Men

32

6.50

1.164

.206

Women

36

6.81

.624

.104

Given the above findings, the analyses depicted in Table 6.16 are unexpected: to a
statistically significant degree men agree more than women with the statement En mi
opinión, la mezcla de español y véneto contribuye a la pérdida del véneto ‗In my opinion,
the mixing of Spanish and Veneto contributes to the loss of Veneto‘, and with the
statement Me agradaría que en la escuela se enseñara el véneto ‗I would like Veneto to
be taught in school‘. This highlights that Veneto is not solely associated with women
and/or the home domain, but rather that Veneto is viewed as important by the entire
community.
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Table 6.16: Attitudes towards Language Use by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance

Item

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

* I would like it if they
taught Veneto in
school. F (58.888) =
4.166 p = .045

Men

31

6.58

.992

.178

Women

36

6.17

1.630

.272

*The mixing of
Spanish and Veneto
contributes to the loss
of Veneto.

Men

31

6.68

.832

.149

Women

36

5.42

2.395

.399

F (44.482) = 52.004 p =
.000

In sum, women view Veneto as more important to themselves and to the community.
They identify more with Veneto than do men, and report using more Veneto in the home
than do men. These results are in line with the predictions of this study and are consistent
with Romani‘s (1992) claim that women are more likely than men to work in the home
and therefore use Veneto as their primary language. However, men feel more strongly
about the mixing of Spanish and Veneto, believing that code-switching leads to Veneto
language loss, and they are more firm in their conviction that Veneto should be taught in
the schools. Note that while the differences may be significant, both men and women
report high Veneto language use and view Veneto as important to themselves and the
community.

8.2 Language and L1
L1 is also predicted to affect speakers‘ language use patterns and language attitudes.
Recall that participants were divided into three L1 groups: L1 Spanish, L1 Veneto, and
L1 both. Significant differences with respect to language use and attitudes towards
language use and identity were found across the three L1 groups.
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8.2.1 L1 and Language Use
Significant differences were found across all three groups with respect to the
language used in the home during childhood. L1 Veneto speakers report the most Veneto,
followed by L1 both, and L1 Spanish. This pattern continues into present-day usage. L1
Veneto speakers use significantly more Veneto than the L1 both and L1 Spanish groups.
These results are presented in Table 6.17.

Table 6.17: Language Use across L1 groups
1=All Veneto; 5=All Spanish; * indicates significance
Domain
L1
N
Mean
*Childhood
Language
F (2, 66) =
21.389, p < .05
*Home
Language
F (2, 67) =
12.524, p < .05
*With Parents
F (2, 65) =
31.777, p < .05
*With
Children
F (2, 46) =
18.155, p < .05
*With
Relatives
F (2, 65) =
11.726 p < .05
With Friends

*With
Neighbors
F (2, 67) =
8.011 p < 05
*At School
F (2, 36) =
4.019 p < .05
At Work

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

3.71
1.50
2.25

Std.
Deviation
1.604
.587
1.125

Std. Error

Min/Max

.606
.087
.281

1/5
1/3
1/4

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16

3.71
1.74
2.62

1.604
.820
1.408

.606
.120
.352

1/5
1/4
1/5

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
15
5
34
10

4.14
1.20
2.20
3.60
1.35
2.90

1.464
.500
1.568
1.673
.544
1.595

.553
.074
.405
.748
.093
.504

1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
14

3.14
1.55
2.36

1.574
.686
1.151

.595
.100
.308

1/5
1/3
1/4

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16
7
47
16

3.14
2.04
2.06
3.29
1.77
2.38

2.035
1.083
1.063
1.890
.813
1.025

.769
.158
.266
.714
.119
.256

1/5
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/4
1/5

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

4
29
6
6
38
14

5.00
3.07
2.50
4.17
2.87
3.14

.000
1.580
.837
1.329
1.359
1.406

.000
.293
.342
.543
.220
.376

1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5

159
Significant differences between L1 groups were also found with respect to the
languages used with parents, children, and other relatives. L1 Veneto speakers use more
Veneto with their parents than the other two groups and L1 both use more Veneto with
their parents than L1 Spanish speakers. 43 L1 Veneto speakers use more Veneto with their
children and with other relatives than L1 Spanish speakers and L1 both. No significant
differences were found between the L1 both and L1 Spanish groups with respect to
language use with children and other relatives.
Outside of the home and family, there are also differences in language use across the
three groups. L1 Veneto speakers use significantly more Veneto with their neighbors than
L1 Spanish speakers. A speaker‘s L1 is also a strong indicator of language use at school.
Recall that Veneto is not used as a language of instruction and most, if not all, of the
teachers are monolingual Spanish speakers from outside the community. In spite of the
lack of instruction in Veneto, L1 Veneto and L1 both speakers report using significantly
more Veneto in school than L1 Spanish speakers.
While not statistically significant, it is interesting to point out that L1 both speakers
claim to use more Veneto in school than L1 Veneto speakers. As noted in Section 2, this
may be due to the fact that for some L1 Spanish and L1 both speakers, Spanish is the
language of the home and the school serves as the main domain for Veneto use. One
participant, whose father is Mexican and whose mother is Chipileña, reports that her
mother chose not to speak Veneto to her and her siblings and, instead, she learned Veneto
at school.
(43)

Yo creo que a mi mamá le daba pena que mi papá no hablara el dialecto
y que a nosotros nos hablara dialecto sin que mi papá lo entendiera. Lo

43

In the case of mixed marriage households, both languages may be used. One participant wrote

on the questionnaire that she uses Spanish with her mother and Veneto with her father; therefore
she chose la misma cantidad de véneto y español.
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más gracioso es que yo no lo aprendí en casa. Yo lo aprendí en la
escuela. (PS08JC39, female born 1975, L1 Spanish)
‗I think that my mother felt bad that my father did not speak dialect and
that she spoke dialect to us and he couldn‘t understand. The funny thing
is that I didn‘t learn it [dialect] at home. I learned it at school.‘
Participants were also asked to indicate the amount of Spanish and Veneto they use
with their close friends and co-workers. No significant differences were found between
the three L1 groups in these two cases. Several participants clarified to the investigator
that the language used with friends and co-workers depends on whether the interlocutor is
a Veneto speaker. If the friend or co-worker is Chipileño, then Veneto will be used.
Given that many Chipileños attend school or are employed outside of Chipilo, their social
networks have expanded to include monolingual Spanish speakers. It is interesting to
note that L1 Spanish speakers report using la misma cantidad de véneto y español ‗the
same amount of Veneto and Spanish‘, with friends, indicating that Veneto is the common
choice among Chipileños and that even if Veneto is not the primary language of the
home, it may in fact be the primary language for interactions with Chipileños in other
domains.
L1 Veneto speakers also report better speaking ability in Veneto than L1 Spanish or
L1 both speakers with respect to the self-ratings, as seen in Table 6.18. All other selfratings in expression, comprehension, and reading and writing skills reveal no significant
differences across the three groups.
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Table 6.18: Linguistic self-reports across L1 groups
1=very well; 4=not at all; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
*How well
do you
speak
Veneto? F
(2, 67) =
7.529, p =
.001

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16

2.29
1.53
2.12

Std.
Deviation
.756
.620
.719

Std. Error

Min/Max

.286
.090
.180

1/3
1/3
1/3

Thus, L1 is a strong indicator of language use patterns and L1 Veneto speakers report
more confidence in speaking Veneto. Overall, L1 Veneto speakers use more Veneto than
the L1 Spanish or L1 both groups. This is in line with the predictions that if a Chipileño
is raised speaking Veneto, Veneto will maintain a high communicative function. In cases
where Spanish is learned first, or where both languages are learned simultaneously, the
use of Veneto decreases.

8.2.2 L1 and Attitudes
L1 is also a strong indicator of attitudes. Not surprisingly, in response to the question
¿Qué importancia tienen las dos lenguas para usted? ‗How important are the two
languages to you?‘, Veneto is returned as more important by L1 Veneto speakers than by
L1 Spanish speakers, almost reaching statistical significance. Note that Veneto is still
rated highly by L1 Spanish speakers (mean = 6.14), demonstrating that while Spanish
may be the language of the home for these speakers, Veneto is still viewed as an
important community language (although to a lesser extent than Spanish). This is
illustrated in Table 6.19.
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Table 6.19: Importance of Spanish and Veneto by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
How important is
Spanish to you?
How important is
Veneto to you?
F (2, 66) = 3.205
p = .053
*It is important
to me to continue
using Veneto. F
(2, 66) = 3.618, p
< .05
*How important
is it to you that
your children are
able to speak
Veneto (if you
have children)?
F (2, 55) = 10.767
p < .05
*When a
Chipileño
marries a
Mexican it
negatively affects
the future of
Chipilo. F (2, 64)
= 3.473, p < .05

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16
7
46
16

6.57
6.49
6.50
6.14
6.87
6.62

Std.
Deviation
1.134
1.159
1.033
1.215
.499
1.025

Std. Error

Min/Max

.429
.169
.258
.459
.074
.256

4/7
1/7
4/7
4/7
4/7
4/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

6.43
6.96
6.81

.976
.206
.750

.369
.030
.188

5/7
6/7
4/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

6
41
11

5.83
6.98
6.82

1.602
.156
.603

.654
.024
.182

3/7
6/7
5/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
15

3/57
3.78
1.93

2.573
2.504
1.710

.972
.373
.441

1/7
1/7
1/6

The desire to maintain Veneto and pass it on to further generations is also strong
among all three groups. Responses to the item Me parece importante seguir usando el
véneto ‗It is important to me to continue using Veneto‘ show that while all groups find it
important to continue speaking Veneto, L1 Veneto speakers view it as significantly more
important than L1 Spanish speakers. In addition, the item ¿Qué importancia tiene para
usted que sus hijos puedan hablar véneto (si tiene hijos)? ‗How important is it to you that
your children are able to speak Veneto (if you have children)?‘ shows that L1 Veneto and
L1 both speakers find it important for their children to speak Veneto significantly more
than L1 Spanish speakers. A significant difference is also found in the responses to
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Cuando un/a chipileño/a se casa con un/a mexicano/a afecta negativamente el futuro de
Chipilo ‗When a Chipileños marries a Mexican it negatively affects the future of
Chipilo‘. L1 both speakers disagree significantly more with this statement than L1
Veneto speakers. Note, however, that both groups do not, in general, agree with this
statement.
No significant differences were revealed across groups with respect to other items
targeting the importance of Spanish and Veneto to Chipilo and items such as Prefiero que
mis hijos (o los niños de la comunidad) me hablen en véneto ‗I prefer that my children or
the children in town speak to me in Veneto‘ and Me molestaría que mi hijo dejara de
hablar véneto ‗It would bother me if my child stopped speaking Veneto‘. This indicates
that for many participants, regardless of their L1, the use of both languages is perceived
as important.
Significant differences arise between L1 groups with respect to how they rate the
attractiveness of Spanish and Veneto. Participants were presented with the item ¿En su
opinión, qué lengua es más bonita? ‗In your opinion, which language is more attractive?‘
and they were given two scales, one for Veneto and one for Spanish. Overall, L1 Veneto
speakers rate Veneto as significantly more attractive than L1 Spanish speakers. 44 Note
also that L1 Veneto speakers and L1 both speakers have a much broader range in
response to the attractiveness of Spanish, and are the only ones to assign Spanish the
lowest rating. No significant differences were found across L1 groups with respect to the
attractiveness of Spanish, as seen in Table 6.20.

44

Due to the presentation of two scales, one for each language, 11 respondents did not respond to

the Spanish scale. They may have exclusively rated Veneto, viewing it as more attractive than
Spanish in direct response to the question, or they may have simply overlooked the item. Only two
respondents failed to respond to the attractiveness of Veneto.
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Table 6.20: Attractiveness of Spanish and Veneto by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item

L1

N

Mean

How
attractive is
Spanish?
*How
attractive is
Veneto?
F (2, 65) =
4.163 p < .05

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

6
41
13
7
46
15

5.83
5.83
5.85
6.43
6.93
6.67

Std.
Deviation
.983
1.626
1.772
.976
.250
.724

Std. Error

Min/Max

.401
.254
.492
.396
.037
.187

5/7
1/7
2/7
5/7
6/7
5/7

A difference between L1 groups also arises with respect to comfort when speaking
Veneto. Not surprisingly, L1 Spanish speakers feel significantly less comfortable, Me
siento más a gusto cuando hablo véneto ‗I feel more comfortable when I speak Veneto‘,
and less relaxed, Cuando alguien me habla en véneto y le contesto en véneto me siento
relajado ‗When someone speaks to me in Veneto and I answer him in Veneto I feel
relaxed‘, when speaking Veneto than L1 Veneto speakers and L1 both speakers. It is
interesting to note that the L1 both group reports a slightly higher rating (mean = 6.47)
with respect to feeling relaxed when speaking Veneto. This difference is not significant,
but does indicate that L1 both speakers are indeed proficient Veneto speakers. This is
illustrated in Table 6.21.
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Table 6.21: Linguistic insecurity by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
*I feel more
comfortable
when I speak
Veneto. F (2,
64) = 6.339, p
< .05
*When
someone
speaks to me
in Veneto and
I answer him
in Veneto I
feel relaxed.
F (2, 63) =
4.006, p < .05

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
14

4.71
6.46
6.36

Std.
Deviation
1.113
1.224
1.216

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
15

4.43
6.23
6.47

2.699
1.655
.990

Std. Error

Min/Max

.421
.180
.325

4/7
2/7
3/7

1.020
.249
.256

1/7
1/7
4/7

No other significant differences were revealed across L1 groups with respect to
linguistic insecurity. In sum, results reveal that there are significant differences across L1
groups with respect to language use patterns and attitudes towards the use of Veneto and
Spanish in the community. L1 Veneto speakers view the continued use of Veneto as
significantly more important to Chipilo than L1 Spanish speakers. In addition, L1 Veneto
and L1 both speakers view it as significantly more important for children to use Veneto
than L1 Spanish speakers. Furthermore, L1 Veneto speakers rate Veneto as significantly
more attractive than L1 Spanish speakers and L1 Spanish speakers are significantly less
comfortable or relaxed when speaking Veneto. Thus, L1 is a strong indicator of language
use patterns and of attitudes towards languages.

8.3 Language and Age
Significant differences were also found across age groups. Recall that participants
were divided into four age groups: Group 1 (18-30), Group 2 (31-50), Group 3 (51-64),
and Group 4 (over 65). It was predicted that younger generations would use more
Spanish than older generations due to increased employment and education opportunities
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outside of Chipilo and therefore a stronger desire to assimilate in mainstream Mexican
culture. However, no significant differences were found across age groups with respect to
language use patterns or linguistic self-reports. Table 6.22 presents the distribution of
Spanish and Veneto across age groups.

Table 6.22: Language Use across Age groups
1=All Veneto; 5=All Spanish; * indicates significance
Item
Childhood
Language

Home
Language

With Parents

With Children

With Relatives

With Friends

With
Neighbors

At School

At Work

Age
group
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

N

Mean

24
29
12
5
24
30
12
5
24
30
11
4
10
24
11
4
23
29
12
5
24
30
12
5
24
30
12
5
14
19
5
2
20
28
8
3

1.75
2.10
1.33
2.60
2.21
2.00
2.17
2.40
1.58
1.90
1.27
2.25
1.60
1.79
2.00
3.00
1.96
1.83
1.67
2.40
2.25
2.13
1.83
2.40
2.00
2.10
1.75
2.60
3.71
3.21
2.40
2.00
2.90
3.21
3.00
3.00

Std.
Deviation
1.113
1.081
.651
1.517
1.414
1.050
1.403
1.140
1.248
1.398
.905
1.893
1.265
1.103
1.549
1.414
.928
1.037
.985
1.673
1.260
1.252
.937
1.673
1.142
1.094
.866
1.517
1.437
1.548
1.673
1.414
1.447
1.397
1.512
1.000

Std.
Error
.227
.201
.188
.678
.289
.192
.405
.510
.255
.255
.273
.946
.400
.225
.467
.707
.194
.193
.284
.748
.257
.229
.271
.748
.233
.200
.250
.678
.384
.355
.748
1.000
.324
.264
.535
.577

Min/Max
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/5
2/5
1/4
1/4
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
2/4
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Furthermore, responses to the question ¿En su opinión, qué importancia tienen las
dos lenguas en la comunidad de Chipilo? ‗In your opinion, how important are the two
languages to the community of Chipilo?‘ reveal unexpected results. Participants in Group
1, the youngest group, rate Spanish as less important to the community than Group 3, a
difference that is statistically significant (see Table 6.23). This is an unexpected result
given that younger generations have more education and employment opportunities
outside of Chipilo and are exposed to Spanish and mainstream Mexican culture more
often than older generations. In contrast, there are no significant differences across
groups with respect to the importance of Veneto to the community. These results are
presented in Table 6.23.
Table 6.23: Importance of Spanish and Veneto to Chipilo by age group
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item

Age group

N

Mean

Std.
Error
.359
.339
.000
.250

Min/Max

5.33
5.57
7.00
6.75

Std.
Deviation
1.761
1.794
.000
.500

*How
important is
Spanish to
Chipilo? F
(3, 64) =
3.701, p = .024
How
important is
Veneto to
Chipilo?

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
12
4

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
30
12
4

6.62
6.70
6.83
6.75

.924
.794
.577
.500

6.23
6.40
6.47
5.95

3/7
4/7
5/7
6/7

1/7
1/7
7/7
6/7

These results do not imply that Spanish is not viewed as important to the younger
generations. If we look at the mean response shown in Table 6.23 for each age group, we
see that overall Group 1 does view Spanish as important (mean = 5.33). However, the
range of responses in the younger two groups is between 1 and 7, whereas all respondents
in Group 3 choose 7 and in Group 4 they choose 6 or 7. In contrast, no significant
differences were found across age groups with respect to the importance of Veneto to
Chipilo. By comparing the two items we can see that the means for the importance of
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Veneto to Chipilo are higher overall, except for Group 3 for whom Spanish is viewed as
slightly more important to Chipilo than Veneto. Also noteworthy is that the range with
respect to the importance of Veneto to Chipilo is broader in the younger two groups than
in the older two groups. This may reflect a negative outlook on the future of Veneto
within the community and the perception that Veneto is being replaced by Spanish.
This difference in generations is also seen in response to the question ¿Qué
importancia tiene para usted que sus hijos puedan hablar véneto (si tiene hijos)? ‗How
important is it to you that your children are able to speak Veneto (if you have children)?‘.
The oldest group rated Veneto ability in children as important (mean of 6.00), however
this was significantly lower than the third group (see Table 6.24). Furthermore, the range
of responses in Group 4 is much broader than that of the other three groups. No
significant differences were found with respect to the importance of children speaking
Spanish in Chipilo. Again, note that the range of responses across the groups vary.
Groups 1 and 2 have a broad range of responses, indicating weaker attitudes towards the
importance of children speaking Spanish whereas Groups 3 and 4 have a more restricted
range. These differences may be due to the fact that older generations place more
importance on accepting national Mexican culture and Spanish as the language of
opportunity. Veneto is considered by many to be a home and family language, and may
therefore not be viewed as important as Spanish.
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Table 6.24: Importance of children speaking Spanish and Veneto by age group
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
*How important
is it to you that
your children are
able to speak
Veneto (if you
have children)?
F (3,55) = 2.713,
p = .047
How important is
it to you that
your children are
able to speak
Spanish (if you
have children)?

Age
group
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

N

Mean

Std.
Error
.118
.088
.000
1.000

Min/Max

6.88
6.85
7.00
6.00

Std.
Deviation
.485
.456
.000
2.000

17
27
11
4

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

16
26
11
4

6.19
6.69
7.00
6.50

1.642
.884
.000
1.000

.410
.173
.000
.500

1/7
3/7
7/7
5/7

5/7
5/7
7/7
3/7

Age group differences are also seen in response to the question ¿En su opinión, qué
lengua es más bonita? ‗In your opinion, which language is more attractive?‘. Group 1
rates Spanish as significantly less attractive than Group 2 (see Table 6.25). No significant
differences were found across groups with respect to the attractiveness of Veneto. This
result is presented in Table 6.25.
Table 6.25: Attractiveness of Spanish and Veneto by age group
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age group N
Mean
*How pretty
is Spanish? F
(3, 56) =
3.185, p =.041
How pretty is
Veneto?

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

22
24
9
5
24
28
12
5

5.05
6.29
6.33
6.20
6.88
6.82
6.83
6.60

Std.
Deviation
2.011
1.122
1.118
.837
.338
.548
.577
.894

Std.
Error
.429
.229
.373
.374
6.73
6.61
6.47
5.49

Min/Max
1/7
3/7
4/7
5/7
6/7
5/7
5/7
5/7

Again, it is interesting to note the range of responses across the four groups. Group 1
rated Spanish as less attractive than the other three groups and only participants from
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Group 1 rated Spanish as not attractive at all, with the lowest rating. There is a much
higher overall response to Veneto, particularly that of Group 1.
With respect to identity, the item La cultura mexicana es un aspecto importante de
mi identidad ‗Mexican culture is an important part of my identity‘ reveals interesting
differences between the youngest generation and the older generations. Group 1 identifies
less with Mexican culture than Group 3, a difference that is statistically significant, as
shown in Table 6.26. In contrast, no significant differences across age groups were found
for the item La cultura veneta es un aspecto importante de mi identidad ‗Veneto culture
is an important aspect of my identity‘.

Table 6.26: Identity by age group
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item

Age group

N

Mean

Std. Error

Min/Max

6.88
6.79
6.83
7.00

Std.
Deviation
.338
.559
.577
.000

Veneto
culture is an
important
aspect of my
identity.
*Mexican
culture is an
important
part of my
identity. F (3,
66) = 3.098, p
< .05

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
12
5

.069
.104
.167
.000

6/7
5/7
5/7
7/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
12
5

5.00
5.52
6.67
6.60

2.147
1.682
.778
.894

.438
.312
.225
.400

1/7
1/7
5/7
5/7

When we compare the raw data again we see that Groups 1 and 2 had a much broader
range of responses for the item concerning Mexican culture than for the item concerning
Veneto culture. The minimum rating with respect to Mexican identity for the older age
groups was 5 whereas the minimum for the younger age groups was 1. Recall from
section 5 above that only 46.5% chose the highest rating in response to Mexican identity
whereas 87.3% chose the highest rating for Veneto identity.
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Two predictions were made with respect to differences across age group. On the one
hand, younger generations might have less favorable attitudes towards Veneto due to
greater exposure to Spanish through increased employment and education opportunities
in Puebla. On the other hand, younger generations may maintain favorable attitudes
towards Veneto as a means of maintaining in-group and out-group distinctions. The
results presented here are somewhat unexpected in that not only do younger generations
report favorable attitudes towards Veneto, they also demonstrate less favorable attitudes
towards Spanish and identify less with Mexican culture than older generations. The
increased employment and education opportunities in neighboring towns may give rise to
a stronger need of distinguishing themselves from the outsider groups. Thus, the in-group
vs. out-group distinction is enhanced as community boundaries shift and Chipileños are
exposed to more mainstream Mexican culture and language. It has been noted by many
(Edwards 1985, Fishman 1999, Fought 2006) that ethnic identity is particularly relevant
to a speaker at the boundary between the in-group and the out-group. In this case,
Chipileño identity becomes more salient in the younger generations who want to
distinguish themselves from the out-group Mexican society with whom they interact. At
the same time, however, the younger generations seem to view Veneto as somewhat
threatened within the community. Recall that there was also a broad range of responses
among this group when queried on the importance of Veneto to Chipilo. This may be due
to the fact that the younger generation feels threatened by the increase in education and
employment opportunities in Puebla and that the language, while important, may be in
danger. Indeed, members of Groups 1 and 2 are the ones who have primarily worked to
establish a standard writing system and preserve local customs and traditions.
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8.4 Summary
Predictions for the variables of gender and L1 were confirmed through the statistical
analysis of questionnaire responses. Women identify more with Veneto and view Veneto
as more important to themselves and to the community than men. It is important to point
out, however, that men also highly rated each of these items and, in fact, men had more
favorable attitudes towards teaching Veneto in schools and a more protective stance
towards Veneto in viewing the mixing of Veneto and Spanish as contributing to the loss
of Veneto. Predictions for L1 groups were also borne out in that L1 Veneto speakers use
more Veneto than L1 both and L1 Spanish speakers, are more comfortable speaking
Veneto, and have more favorable attitudes to the continued use of Veneto. Unexpected
results arise with respect to age groups: the younger generations find Spanish to be less
attractive and less important to Chipilo than older generations. Furthermore, they identify
less with Mexican culture. These results will be discussed further in Chapter 8.

9. Conclusion
The community of Chipilo presents a unique case of an immigrant community where
not only has Veneto, a minority language, survived for more than three generations, but
the younger generations appear to place less value on the use of the dominant language,
Spanish, at the individual and societal level than the older generations. Further results
from the sociolinguistic questionnaire and interviews demonstrate that age, gender, L1,
attitudes, and identity are all factors that contribute to the sustained bilingualism of
Veneto and Spanish in Chipilo in a way that has thus far prevented language shift.
In sum, this chapter has presented evidence that Chipilo is a highly bilingual
community and that speakers are very proud of their ethnic heritage and encourage its
preservation. As such, they demonstrate a unique, dual Chipileño-Mexican identity that
shows every indication of persisting. That being said, we expect that the intense Veneto-

173
Spanish bilingualism will have consequences for the contact languages. The next chapter
will examine the linguistic consequences of the sustained bilingualism on Chipilo
Spanish.
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Chapter 7
Outcomes of Sustained Bilingualism on Chipilo Spanish
1. Introduction
This chapter discusses the linguistic consequences of Spanish-Veneto language
contact in Chipilo. As established in the preceding chapter, Chipilo represents a case of
intense contact where both Veneto and Spanish enjoy prestige and frequent use. Given
the long-standing contact between the languages, there is a certain degree of mutual
interlingual influence that is expected. In fact, many residents claim that a Chipileño can
be distinguished from other Mexicans through their ‘sing-song‘ intonations and other
influence from Veneto, such as the neutralization of /r/ and /rr/ and double negation, both
discussed below. For the most part, however, the antecedent literature has focused on the
introduction of Spanish lexical items into Chipilo Veneto (Sartor and Ursini 1983, Meo
Zilio 1987b, MacKay 1992). By contrast, previous work has contributed little with
respect to describing the Spanish of Chipilo.
This chapter presents transcriptions of spontaneous naturalistic data to examine the
effects of language contact on the Spanish of Chipileño bilinguals. Section 2 discusses
lexical borrowing and lexical switching, including discourse markers. Section 3 addresses
language switching of longer segments of discourse. Section 4 briefly touches on
phonology and Section 5 discusses morphosyntactic consequences of bilingualism,
including leveling effects and substratum influence. Section 6 examines subject pronoun
expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. Section 7 considers linguistic properties that
require the articulation of the syntax with other modules. In some cases, the patterns
observed may be ascribed to influence from Veneto; in other cases the patterns may be
the result of language contact in general.
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2. Lexical Borrowing and Lexical Switching
This section will describe the nature of lexical borrowing and language switching
among bilingual Chipileños. Spanish lexical borrowings in Veneto are discussed, as are
the less frequently attested examples of Veneto borrowings in Chipilo Spanish. Discussed
separately are discourse markers, for which the distinction between borrowing vs.
switching is less clear and may depend on the direction of influence.

2.1 Lexical borrowing
Lexical borrowing from the majority language into the minority language is the most
common type of interlingual influence. The more intense the contact between two
languages, the more lexical, and even structural borrowing, occurs (Thomason and
Kaufman 1988). As noted in Chapter 4, a language often borrows lexical items from
another language because of the prestige of the lending language or the perceived lexical
gaps in the receiving language. In Chipilo, Veneto has borrowed numerous words to refer
to technological advancements that did not exist in the original Veneto variety spoken by
the immigrants. For example, Veneto uses the Spanish words ordeñadora ‗milking
machine‘, licuadora ‗blender‘, computadora ‗computer‘, and various other such terms.
These loanwords are often fully incorporated into the Veneto lexicon and are
morphophonemically adapted, as in bolseta ‗little bag‘ from Spanish bolsa ‗bag‘ and the
Veneto diminutive marker –eta, and cerilli ‗matches‘and pingüini ‗penguins‘ (also a type
of packaged food item) from Spanish cerillo ‗match‘ and pingüino ‗penguin‘ that occur
with the Veneto plural marker –i.
Veneto has, in turn, influenced Spanish in the form of respectful address and
exclamatives. A common form of respect in Veneto is the use of barba ‗uncle‘ and yeya
‗aunt‘ to speak to one‘s elders. This has also been transferred to Spanish where speakers
use tío/tía ‗uncle/aunt‘ as a respectful way of addressing members of the community.
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Chipilo Spanish also exhibits Veneto exclamatives such as the phrase oyoyoí ‗oh geez‘,
and dío ‗God‘. The speech sample in (1) provides an example of oyoyoi in bilingual
Spanish, and (2) provides an example of its use in Veneto. Example (3) shows the use of
Veneto dío ‗God‘ in a Spanish utterance.
(1)

Y pues mis amigos decían oy yoi ya vamos a, vamos a perder.
‗And so my friends said oy yoi we‘re going to lose.‘ (PS08AM31, female
born 1984, L1 Veneto)

(2)

¡Oyoyoí, Carlo! Si l é cusita no i te porta ñent no. (Montagner, 2005:63)
‗Geez, Carlo! If that‘s how it is they won‘t bring you anything.‘

(3)

O dío, mi hermana corrió con un danino con el yogur para beber y
nosotras con las cubas. (PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗Oh God, my sister ran with the Dannon yogurt to drink and us with the
alcoholic drinks.‘

It is also frequently claimed that bilinguals will use Veneto phrases or extend Veneto
meanings into Spanish. Under Veneto influence, the meaning of Spanish hacer ‗to make,
to do‘ has been extended to include ‗to say, to tell‘, thereby replacing Spanish decir ‗to
say, to tell‘ in reportative speech. This follows a Veneto pattern where the verb far ‗to
make, to do can be used instead of dir ‗to say, to tell‘. Two speakers in particular
frequently used the verb hacer in reportative speech: a 24 year old woman and a 60 year
old woman.
(4)

Y le hago ―calmate que soy tu novia.‖ Así le hago desmadre también a
él. Me hace ―lárgate de aquí que me corras a las viejas.‖ (PS08AM31,
female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗And I said to him ―calm down, I‘m your girlfriend.‖ I mess around with
him like that too. He says to me ―get away from here, you‘re chasing
away all the girls.‖‘
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(5)

Y una vez me hace ―vamos a dejarle serenata hasta allá atrás‖ y le hago
―sale.‖ (PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗And one time he says to me ―we‘re going to leave him a serenade over
there‖ and I said to him ―ok‖.‘

(6)

Me tiré en el piso, me hace mi mamá ―¿qué buscas?‖ (PS08AM31,
female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗I threw myself on the floor. My mom says to me ―what are you looking
for?‖.‘

(7)

―Vaya a hacer unas tortas, mamá, para los niños de la escuela. ¡Vaya!
Haga algo por usted,‖ me hacía. ―Salga de aquí mamá. Está metida en el
nido‖, me hacía mi hijo. (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗―Go prepare some sandwiches, mom, for the schoolchildren. Go ahead!
Do something for yourself,‖ he said to me. ―Get out of here, mom.
You‘re stuck in the nest, my son said to me.‖‘

The above examples show that while lexical borrowing is more prevalent from Spanish
into Veneto, Veneto does exert an effect on the Spanish of bilinguals in the form of
exclamatives and semantic extensions.

2.2. Lexical Switches
Subconscious switches from Veneto to Spanish occur in several monolingual Spanish
interviews conducted with the researcher. In the examples presented below, speakers
were in monolingual Spanish mode and the switches were most likely unintentional
(Grosjean 2001). In (8), the speaker uses the Veneto verb aver ‗to have‘ instead of the
Spanish tener ‗to have‘. In (9) and (10), the speakers correct their switches from Veneto
om ‗man‘ to Spanish señor ‗man‘, and from Veneto cua ‗here‘ to Spanish aquí ‗here,
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respectively. In (11) the Spanish verb costar ‗to cost, be worth‘ appears with Veneto
imperfect verb morphology.
(8)

I: ¿Cuantos años tiene Fátima?
21. María á 19. Pero son muy tranquilas ellas. (PS08AM31, female born
1984, L1 Veneto)
‗I: How old is Fátima?
21. Maria á 19. But they are very calm.‘

(9)

…porque yo estaba ahí junto al om, al señor. (P308MZ25, male born
1951, L1 Veneto)
‗…because I was there next to the om¸ the man.‘

(10)

I: ¿Dónde nacieron sus papás?
Mi papá cua, aquí en Chipilo. (P0609, male born 1927, L1 Veneto)
‗I:Where were your parents born?
My father cua, here in Chipilo.‘

(11)

Pero eso de la ganadería es, se, o sea la, no costea el trabajo y la
mantención de los animales con lo que paga la leche. (PS08DP34, female
born 1950, L1 Veneto)
‗But the dairy business is, I mean, it wasn‘t worth the work and the
maintenance of the animals for the money it pays.‘

Each of these instances of language-switch was unintentional given that the speakers
were being interviewed in Spanish by the researcher. All speakers are L1 Veneto and all
report speaking mostly Veneto on a regular basis; therefore, despite being in monolingual
Spanish mode, Veneto is not completely deactivated in these contexts (Grosjean 2001). In
addition, interviews often included the presence of other Veneto speakers which may
have led to increased activation of Veneto although each example was directed to the
researcher.

179

2.3 Discourse Markers
Borrowing and language-switching also occur in the form of discourse markers in
Chipilo. However, it is difficult to ascertain which contact phenomenon—borrowing vs.
language switching— is in evidence. Spanish discourse markers have been incorporated
into Veneto and have become established borrowings. Less common is the production of
Veneto discourse markers in bilingual Spanish, which may be examples of language
switching, also explored here.

2.3.1 Spanish Discourse Markers in Veneto
Spanish discourse markers are often observed in Veneto. Sartor and Ursini note the
occurrence of what they call ‗forme avverbiali ed exclamative‘ ‗adverbial and
exclamative forms‘ in the Veneto of bilingual Chipileños (1983: 177). These forms
include pues ‗well, so‘, vaya, este ‗um‘, bueno ‗well, alright‘, ándale ‗alright, go ahead‘,
and hijo ‗son‘. Examples (12-15) are Veneto speech samples taken from Sartor and
Ursini (1983:190). Example (16) is a telephone interruption recorded during an interview
with a Chipileña.
(12)

De la me faméia? Buèno, é gnist me nòno, popà, al popà de me popà.
‗From my family? Well, my grandfather came, my father, the father of
my father.‘

(13)

Pués, qua i é gnisti, i é gnisti parché, pues si, i ghe ciacolea che qua l‘era
vero providente...
‗Well, they came here, they came here because, well yes, they told them
that around here was very productive.‘

(14)

Vaia, no savon parché che i é gnisti...
‗Well, we don‘t know why they came...‘
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(15)

I veci, che i é gnisti qua, i li a mandadi tór col barco qua, este, come se
ciamelo el presidente che ghe n era qua, Porfirio Dias al li a mandadi tór.
‗The older ones, that came here, they were sent here with a boat that, um,
what‘s his name? The president that was here, Porfirio Dias, he sent for
them.‘

(16)

Ah bueno. Sí, grazhie. Ándale, stame ben. Grazhie. (PS08EM37, female
born 1941, L1 Veneto)
‗Ah okay. Yes, thank you. Alright, take care. Thank you.‘

The telephone conversation recorded in (16) was conducted in Veneto as seen by the use
of grazhie ‗thank you‘ and stame ben ‗take care‘, both of which would only occur with a
Veneto-speaking interlocutor. However, we see Spanish discourse markers bueno and
ándale. Unlike discourse markers in other language contact situations, such as Spanish in
contact with English the United States or Spanish in contact with indigenous languages in
Latin America, the Spanish discourse markers that occur in Veneto do not appear to coexist with Veneto discourse markers. Instead, they have either fully replaced Veneto
discourse markers or serve as a means to fill a lexical gap in Veneto. 45

2.3.2 Veneto Discourse Markers in Spanish
Although less common, several Veneto discourse markers occur in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish. All occur under specific discourse conditions where a speaker wishes to
emphatically mark something in the discourse. Two Veneto discourse markers that occur
in bilingual Chipilo Spanish are mo and po.46 The following example of mo comes from

45

Veneto does have bon ‗good‘ and ben ‗well‘ that can be used as discourse markers although the

Spanish forms appear to be incorporated into Chipilo Veneto and are more common.
46

In MacKay‘s (2002) Veneto lexicon of Chipilo and Segusino both mo and po are defined as a

―reinforcing interjection‖. However, she gives no examples of their usage.
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an e-mail sent to the Yahoo! list-serve (entry dated 6/11/2003). The second example was
provided by an informant.
(17)

Ma varda mo: ya ó invitá tante olte a chipileñi a ñir entro cua e no i dis
da ñir no.
‗But look: I already invited Chipileños to come here many times and
they decide not to come.‘

(18)

dighe mo que tu ol ndar!
‗Tell mo that you want to go!‘

Chipileños occasionally use mo when speaking Spanish, as in the following example
produced by an elderly woman while watching television.
(19)

Mira mo. (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗Look mo.‘

Somewhat more common in the Chipilo Spanish data is po. This discourse marker is
used in two common Veneto phrases, the first is the greeting que po ‗what‘s up‘ and the
second, utu po ‗can you believe it‘, expresses exclamation. As with mo, the particle po
occurs in Chipilo Spanish specific discourse environments, for example when the speaker
wishes to express some degree of emphasis. The use of po in the following examples is
also accompanied by a change in intonation (see section 4 below), such that the overall
effect is that Spanish lexical items are inserted into what is an otherwise Veneto
utterance.4748
(20)

Pues yo no sé. Sería un payaso po. Pues no se ve en un espejo.
(PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)

47

This is not surprising, given the similarities between Spanish and Veneto (see Muysken‘s 2000

for discussion of congruent lexicalization).
48

Given that these discourse markers express some type of emphatic focus, it is not surprising that

they will be accompanied by specific intonation. This co-insertion of discourse item and
accompanying intonational contour merits further research.
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‗Well I don‘t know. He would be a clown, po. He doesn‘t look at himself
in the mirror.‘
(21)

I: ¿Por qué duró tanto [el véneto]?
Y: Pues. porque las personas lo siguen, este, lo siguen platicando, o no, o
no dejan de, de platicarlo no.
E: ¿Pero por qué crees tú que no, que siguen? ¿Por que no lo dejan? ¿Por
qué crees tú que pasó eso?
Y: Ah, porque lo queremos po. (P308YZ24, female born 1987, L1
Veneto)
‗I: Why has [Veneto] lasted so long?
Y: Well, because people keep, um, they keep speaking it, or don‘t, they
don‘t stop speaking it.
E: But why do you think that they haven‘t, that they still do? Why don‘t
they leave it? Why do you think that happened?‘
Y: Ah, because we like po.‘

(22)

3: Y el modo de vestir y todo.
I: Ah, ¿también es diferente?
3: Sí, también es diferente.
1: Sí
3: Luego luego los captan los que están1: En una bolita.
3: En una bolita.
2: Porque ya nos conocemos po. También ella capta su gente, ¿verdad?
(PS08DP34, female born 1950, L1 Veneto)
‗3: And the style of dress and everything.
I: Ah, it‘s also different?
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3: Yes, it‘s also different.
1: Yes.
3: Then they recognize us, those who are1: in a little group
3: in a little group
2: because we know each other po. She also recognizes her people,
right?‘
Note that in all three examples the use of po corresponds to the use of pues, as in the
following example produced by a monolingual Spanish speaker.
(23)

Los muchachos como que, son más como que, son más, cómo te diré, es
más fuerte pues. (PS08ML46, female born 1984, monolingual Spanish
speaker)
‗The guys are like, they are more like, how can I tell you, it‘s stronger
pues‘

The use of po thus overlaps with Spanish pues. In this case, Veneto discourse markers in
Spanish differ from the Spanish discourse markers in Veneto because they co-exist
alongside Spanish markers. The phonetic similarity and discourse functions of Veneto po
to Spanish pues may at first glance make po appear to be a borrowing from Spanish,
reduced to po and then reanalyzed as Veneto. However, po is also found in the Veneto
variety of Segusino and is therefore not a borrowing of Spanish pues.
Another example of a Veneto discourse marker is me digue ‗I say‘. In example (24) it
initiates a code-switched sequence similar to the emphatic particles presented above. In
(25), it occurs as a language switch.
(24)

Porque ya, no tienen tiempo de estar ahí par pensar en que le vamos a
poner no. Ya, ya la ordeñadora y ya no. Pues me digue no. O porque no,
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o porque les da pena a ellos decir moldedora. (P308YZ24, female born
1987, L1 Veneto)
‗Because, they don‘t have time to be there thinking about what we‘re
going to call it. The milking machine and that‘s it. So I say, no. Or
because they don‘t, or they‘re embarrassed to say moldedora‘
(25)

I: ¿Con quien habla español usted?
Dígame a veces me equivoco mucho. (PS08EM37, female born 1941, L1
Veneto)
‗I: Who do you speak Spanish with?
I say sometimes I make a lot of mistakes‘

Another feature common in Chipilo Spanish is the use of dice, which occurs most
often in story-telling. While this occurs in monolingual varieties of Spanish, its use may
be increased in bilingual varieties. For example, Lipski (1994) notes its occurrence in
bilingual Spanish varieties, such as Bolivian highlander Spanish and Peruvian Spanish.
(26)

Dice, estaba mal encarado, dice, vámonos a la casa, dice, que ese, este,
tiene fea cara y le tuvieron miedo. (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1
Veneto)
‗He says, he was upset-looking, he says, let‘s go to the house, he says,
because that one, um, has an ugly face and they were afraid of him.‘

(27)

Y, este, y ya cuando, dice, ya me voy, dice, no sé que lleguen tus papás y
se van a enojar de que estoy aquí que. Y ya cuando salimos, este, dice,
pues yo venia por una cosa, dice, para ver si, si quieres ser mi novia.
(PS08XP35, female born 1937, L1 Veneto)
‗Y, um, and then when, he says, I‘m leaving, he says, I don‘t know if
your parents will arrive and they‘ll get angry that I‘m here. And so when
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we went out, um, he says, well I came for one thing, he says, to see if, if
you want to be my girlfriend.‘
(28)

No pero es que necesito yo decir algo. No no ya no diga nada, dice, mire
firmamos, dice, y ya nadie paga, dice, ya nos vamos, dice, pero con una
condición que nos acompañan hasta el coche (P308MZ25, male born
1951,L1 Veneto)
‗No, but it‘s that I need to say something. No, no, don‘t say anything, he
says, look we‘ll sign, he says, and nobody pays, he says, we‘re leaving,
he says, but with the condition that you accompany us to the car.‘

(29)

Siempre me hablaron así. Entonces le, después salió y venían a ver, o
sea, venían y me hablaban. Le dije tu mamá ahí está, dice. Dice, no, dice
no tía si la tiene usted que ver. La tiene que ver usted cómo está. Dice no
sé por que salió de aquí. Aquí estaba bien mi mamá. No sé por qué se
salió de aquí. (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗They always talked to me like that. So, to him, afterwards he left and
they came to see, I mean, they came and they spoke to me, I said to him
your mom is there, he says. He says no, he says no Aunt, you have to see
her. You have to see how she is. He says, I don‘t know why she left here.
Here my mother was fine. I don‘t know why she left here.‘

Nevertheless, the discourse marker dice in the above examples may have its origins in
Veneto, where the verb dir ‗to say, to tell‘ is repeated in story-telling. In (30), the use of
dice occurs in the past tense in Veneto and in (31) it occurs in the past tense in Spanish.
(30)

Por ehenplo, me mare me contea che me nono al, al pensea tornar indrio
a Italia, al pensea tornar indrio. Mi qua mi no stae no, l a it, ades, l a it,
da qua a tre mesi, lu l era faoro, l a it, da qua a tre mesi mas o menos, par
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i viadi, l a it, e tornon indrio. Ma da la un mese l e mort de morte
repentina… (Sartor and Ursini 1983:195)
‗For example, my mother told me that my grandfather thought about
returning to Italy, he thought about returning. Me here, I‘m not staying,
he said. Now, he said, from here until months, he was a blacksmith, he
said. From here to three months, more or less, for the travel, he said, and
we go back. But one month later, he died of a sudden death.‘
(31)

Entonces yo hablando así con su mama de ella, o sea, mi consuegra. Ah
pues sí, dice, tienes razón pues sí, le dije, por qué le cubre, le dije, que no
hable chipileño. Es un idioma que ellos tienen que aprender, o sea, se
están defendiendo con tres idiomas a la vez, le dije. Porque estaban
estudiando el inglés, el mexicano lo sabían, y el chipileño no lo querían
hablar. entonces yo le dije háblenlo (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1
Veneto)
‗Then, me talking like that with her mom, I mean, my co-mother-in-law.
Ah, well yes, she says, you‘re right. Of course, I told her, why are you
covering him up, I told her that he doesn‘t speak Chipileño. It‘s a
language that they have to learn, I mean, they are defending themselves
in three languages at once, I told her. Because they were studying
English, Spanish they already knew, and Chipileño they didn‘t want to
speak. So I told her, speak it to them.‘

In sum, interlingual influence at the lexical level is common across both Spanish and
Veneto in Chipilo. Lexical borrowing is most common in Veneto, where the language
borrows from Spanish to fill lexical gaps, both for lexical need (e.g., technological
advances) and discourse markers. Lexical borrowing from Veneto into Spanish appears to
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be restricted to Veneto exclamatives, emphatic particles, and discourse markers that
occur under particular discourse conditions.

3. Language Switching
Code-switching is widely considered to be uncommon and unpopular in Chipilo.
Indeed, many participants are explicit in expressing their dislike of mixing of the two
languages (see Chapter 6, section 4.3). But language switching is commonly observed,
triggered by the speech participants and by the topic of conversation. Moreover,
participants often report that switching from Spanish to Veneto is more common than
switching from Veneto to Spanish.

3.1 Language-switching based on speech participants
As noted, language choice is dictated more by speech participants than by domain in
Chipilo. Thus, although all interviews were conducted in Spanish, interruptions revealed
the preference for speaking Veneto with friends and family members. During several
interviews, participants used Veneto with other Veneto speakers who were present or
who suddenly entered the room. In the interaction transcribed in (32-33), a young mother
speaking with the researcher in Spanish switched to Veneto on several occasions when
her young son entered the room.
(32)

ah, que, que no hay- ades, mi hijo, spete an poquet. (PS08AM31, female
born 1984, L1 Veneto)
‗Ah, that, that there aren‘t- in a minute, son, wait a little.‘

(33)

...porque me enamoré de ti y le dije ay yo también. No mi amor, la que
piove tant.
‗…because I fell in love with you and I told him ay me too. No my love,
it’s raining a lot.’ (PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
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Here we see the clear preference for speaking Veneto to her son. (But note the use of
Spanish mi hijo ‗my son‘ and mi amor ‗my love‘ when speaking Veneto to him.)
The preference for Veneto with other Veneto speakers is also seen in (34). In an
interview with an elderly Chipileña woman, a younger Chipileña was present. The
doorbell rang and the elder switched in mid sentence to ask the younger woman to
answer the door.
(34)

Sí sí, como el año nuevo, navidad, par piazher hija, en navidad... (P0602,
female, born 1938, L1 Veneto)
‗Yes, yes, like New Year‘s, Christmas, please daughter, at Christmas…‘

Often during interviews with multiple speakers, participants spoke to each other in
Veneto. In (35), the participant asked his girlfriend to help him think of other examples of
types of business in Chipilo. In (36), the participant looks to her friend for confirmation
with respect to the writing system of Veneto. In (37), two women who were interviewed
together occasionally spoke to each other in Veneto.
(35)

Nah, ya fue eso. Anca que guen elo? (P308CA21, male born 1987, L1
Veneto)
‗Nah, that‘s over. What else is there?’

(36)

Pues es que no la á na escritura o sí? pues es que no tiene así mucha
escritura. (PO610, female born 1985, L1 Veneto)
‗Well, it‘s that it doesnt have a writing system or does it? It doesn‘t have
a writing system.‘

(37)

Mira, somos una familia de 9 hermanos, ¿si? Pero mi papá le gustaba
mucho trabajar en el campo. Tu me yuta eh? Tú nada más dices si es
cierto o no es cierto. No le dices que si es mentira. (PS08TC41, female
born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗We are a family of 9 siblings, right? But my father liked to work in the
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fields a lot. You help me, eh? You just say if it‘s true or not true. Don‘t
tell her that it‘s a lie.‘
The presence of Veneto-speaking community or family members prevented
participants from establishing a complete monolingual mode. For example, throughout
one interview, a young Chipileña frequently turned to her male community co-habitant
for help in expressing herself in Spanish. At one point, a third Chipileño came looking for
the latter, and the participant switched to Veneto to advise him that someone was trying
to contact him.
(38)

E: ¿Pero aparte algo ayudó? ¿Aparte de que queremos el véneto?
Y: Pues la misma gente ¿no? Que no se quiere como, come, este, separar
o come se dilo? Uhuh, separar del idioma.
E: De sus raíces.
Y: Uhuh, sí. Luis, la que te chama la Gaby, o porque a lo mejor le resulta
incómodo hablar en español y se les hace más fácil el véneto.
(P308YZ24, female born 1987, L1 Veneto)
‗E: But, did something else help it? Other than that we like Veneto?
Y: Well, the people, no? That they don‘t want to like, like, um, separate,
or how do you say it? Yeah, separate themselves from the language.
E: From their roots.
Y: Yeah. Luis, Gaby is calling you, or because maybe it‘s uncomfortable
for them to speak Spanish and it‘s easier to speak Veneto.‘

These excerpts demonstrate the strong preference for speaking Veneto with other
Chipileños, as discussed in the preceding chapter. Veneto therefore prevails in most ingroup interactions, even in the presence of a non-Veneto speaking researcher.
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3.2 Language-switching based on topic
Discussion of topics that were intimately related to life in Chipilo also triggered
switches:
(39)

Y se les dice tíos. No no más a los tíos por parte de mamá y papá sino
como son mayores se gue dis barba e yeya. Tía y tío. (P308TB14, female
born 1954, L1 Veneto)
‗And you call them uncles or aunts. Not, not only uncles and aunts on
your father or mother‘s side, but also since they are older you call them
uncle or aunt. Uncle or aunt.‘

On the occasion transcribed in (40), Veneto was used in response to the author‘s
monolingual Spanish interview questions. The participant, who had been interviewed in
Spanish until the point at issue, switched to Veneto during her response to personal
background questions. This switch may have been prompted by the more personal nature
of the topic or the presence of her Veneto-speaking granddaughter.
(40)

I: ¿En qué año nació?
Al dizotto de abril de cuarantado.
I: ¿Dónde nació?
Cua Chipilo.
I: ¿Cuánto tiempo tiene aquí?
Toda la vida, tuta la vita, cua Chipilo. Son maridada de 19 ani, son
enviudada de 22 ani. Ho vu 2 fie con me prim om e dopo ho vu an natro
fiol dopo de vedua. (P0605, female born 1942, L1 Veneto)
‗I: What year were you born?
April 18, 1942.
I: Where were you born?
Here in Chipilo.
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I: How long have you lived here?
All my life, all my life, here in Chipilo. I was married when I was 19, I
was widowed at 22. I had two children with my first husband and then I
had another child after I was widowed.‘
Another example of switching was also noted during an interview with a mother,
whose son interrupted several times. As shown in (41), all interactions with her son were
initially in Spanish, yet after several interruptions she switched to Veneto to firmly
indicate to her son that he needed to do his chores. 49
(41)

a. ¿Sale? O llamo a tu papá.
‗Ok? Or I‘ll call your father.‘
b. Via. Chame a to pare? Fora. Chame a to pare? Nda fora. (PS08OP48,
female born 1967, L1 Spanish)
‗Go away. Should I call your father? Outside. Should I call your father?
Go outside.‘

3.3 Direction of language switching
The preceding sections show that when addressing the interviewer, individually or
collectively, participants generally used Spanish, although they often turn to Veneto
when addressing other Veneto speakers in the same speech situation. In cases where
multiple participants were present, much of the conversation prior and subsequent to the
interview was conducted in Veneto. That is, the interviewer (the author) dictated the
language of discussion. Many participants note difficulty in maintaining a conversation
fully in Spanish, particularly in the presence of other Veneto speakers, and claim to

49

Note that this participant is Chipileña but did not move to Chipilo until the age of seven. She

regularly speaks Spanish to her children and husband and her husband uses Veneto with the
children.
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frequently switch to Veneto when speaking Spanish. However, the opposite is claimed
not to occur, i.e. while switching from Spanish to Veneto is ‗normal‘, switching from
Veneto to Spanish is not. During an interview with two women, one briefly switches
from Spanish to Veneto (42). Afterwards, when asked about code-switching, the two
women admit to switching to Veneto when speaking Spanish, even commenting on the
recent switch.50 Yet when asked about switching to Spanish when speaking Veneto, both
women unreservedly deny it (43).
(42)

Nos oyen hablar español y luego nos dicen no son de aquí pero. Nuantri
ne capton. (PS08DP34, female born 1950, L1 Veneto)
‗They hear us speak Spanish and then they say to us you‘re not from here
but. We get it.‘

(43)

D: Pero siempre metemos el otro (PS08DP34, female born 1950, L1
Veneto)
E: Siempre aunque estemos- (PS08XP35, female born 1937, L1 Veneto)
D: Por ejemplo ahorita que le hablé a ella le dije, o sea, hablamos, este,
metemos el otro aunque no queramos.
E: Estamos hablando español y de momento nos pasamos al otro.
I: ¿Y cuando hablan véneto cambian al español también?
D: No.
E: No.
‗D: But we always mix in the other
E: Always, although we areD: For example, just now that I spoke to her, I said to her, I mean, we
speak, um, we mix in the other language even though we don‘t want to.

50

Code-switching is a cover term here as no distinction was made between code-switching and

language switching when interviewing participants.
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E: We‘re speaking Spanish and then suddenly we switch to the other.
I: And when you speak Veneto do you switch to Spanish?
D: No.
E: No.‘
In sum, language-switching in Chipilo is motivated by a change in interlocutor and a
preference for speaking Veneto with Veneto-speaking interlocutors. Language switching
can also be triggered by topic, as when participants discuss their past. Furthermore, the
presence of Veneto-speaking family members or informants enhances the speaker‘s
bilingual mode and prevents them from truly establishing a monolingual mode with
which to communicate with the interviewer.

4. Phonology
While this dissertation does not focus on cross-linguistic influence manifested in the
phonology of bilingual Chipilo Spanish, some general comments are offered. The
neutralization of /r/ and /rr/ is an often noted influence from Veneto on bilingual
Spanish. 51 This is commented on by Spanish dominant speakers as in (44) and by Veneto
dominant speakers, as in (45).
(44)

La carete[rr]a. La carete[r]a, te dicen. O sea, lo cambian. A veces lleva
doble erre y ellos le ponen una y donde lleva una le ponen dos.
(PS08OP48, female born 1967, L1 Spanish)
‗The highway. The highway, they say. Like, they change it. Sometimes it
has two r‘s and they put one and where it has one they put two.‘

(45)
51

I: ¿Y cuando hablas español te equivocas?

Spanish is also claimed to affect Veneto phonology. Sartor and Ursini (1983) and MacKay

(1992) claims that contact with Spanish has led to the loss of the phonemic distinction in Veneto
between /v/ and /b/ and MacKay (1992) notes the neutralization of the phonemic contrast between
/e/ and / / and /o/ and / /.
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Sí. (PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
I: ¿En qué cosas?
En los acentos. En las erres, en vez de decir dos erres digo una.
‗I: And when you speak Spanish, do you make mistakes?
Yes.
I: In what ways?
In the accent. In the r‘s, instead of saying two r‘s I say one.‘
Furthermore, impressionistic observations point to intonation patterns in bilingual
Spanish that appear to derive from Veneto influence. Many Chipileños comment on the
fact that outsiders discern a ‗different‘ accent in Chipilo. One Spanish dominant
Chipileña of mixed background notes that the different tone of Chipileños reveals them
as Veneto speakers, as seen in example (46). One young Chipileño commented that
classmates identify his accent as non-Mexican (47), and another noted that visitors to her
house did not believe her to be Mexican (48).
(46)

Sí, es bien diferente. No sé, es como una tonadita. No te la puedo decir
porque no me sale pero es bien diferente, o sea, te das cuenta cuando la
persona habla todo el tiempo dialecto. (PS08JC39, female born 1965, L1
Spanish)
‗Of course, of course. Yes, it‘s very different. I don‘t know, it‘s like a
different tone. I can‘t imitate it because I don‘t do it, but it‘s very
different. I mean, you can tell when the person speaks the dialect all the
time.‘

(47)

En mi escuela dicen que tengo acento. (P308EC22, male born 1988, L1
Veneto)
I: ¿Ah sí?
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Sí. Tienes un acento extraño que no eres, dicen, no eres mexicano. Yo sí.
Dicen no porque tienes un acento extraño.
I: ¿Por qué?
Que, me dijeron que alargo las vocales.
‗At my school they tell me I have an accent.
I: Oh yeah?
Yeah. You have a strange accent, you aren‘t, they say, you aren‘t
Mexican. Yes I am. They say no because you have a strange accent.
I: Why?
That, they tell me that I lengthen vowels.‘
(48)

...la otra vez fueron a mi casa, este, a comprar leche y me dijeron que de
dónde era porque era diferente el acento de, o sea, española.
‗...once they came to my house, um, to buy milk and they asked me
where I was from because my accent was different, like, a Spanish
accent.‘

As noted above in section 2.3.2, Veneto discourse markers in Spanish are often
accompanied by specific Veneto intonation patterns that carry over the utterance. Figure
7.1 shows the pitch track for example (20) above. Compare the pitch track of Veneto po
with the Spanish pues in Figure 7.2.
Figure 7.1 Pitch track sería un payaso po „He would be a clown‟
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Figure 7.2 Pitch track es más fuerte pues „It‟s stronger‟

These pitch tracks demonstrate clear differences between Veneto and Spanish
intonation patterns. In Figure 7.2, the Spanish pues has a LH* HL% pitch accent +
boundary contour which shows declination from the previous peak on fuerte. The Veneto
po has a H* H% with no declination from the previous peak on payaso ‗clown‘. This is
an area that merits future research.
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5. Morphosyntactic properties
While structural borrowing is generally regarded as uncommon, the transfer or
imposition (Van Coetsem 2000) of features from the L1 to the L2 is common.
Furthermore, bilingual speech may also be characterized by some degree of
regularization and leveling effects. This section will discuss examples both of general
leveling effects in the Spanish morphosyntax of bilinguals and also structures that may be
due to substratum influence from Veneto.

5.1 Regularization and leveling effects
Bilingual Chipilo Spanish exhibits some features commonly found in other Spanish
varieties, such as regularization and leveling effects. The occurrence of these types of
forms is common among L2 speakers and populations with little contact with normative
measures, such as literacy in the language (Lipski 1994). The following extracts in (49)(54) demonstrate the extension of regular morphology to irregular forms and
regularization and neutralization of gender agreement.
(49)

Hablen español o hablen el dialecto. Porque se oye feo una cosa
revolvida. (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
cf. Spanish revuelta
‗Speak Spanish or speak dialect. Because a mixed up thing sounds ugly.‘

(50)

Pero es que México juega bien, pero pierdemos como siempre.
(PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
cf. Spanish perdemos
‗But it‘s that Mexico plays well, but we lose like always.‘

(51)

...ella tiene más buena memoria. Yo, la verdad no, no me acuerdo bien...
(P0605, female born 194X, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish mejor
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‗...she has a better memory. I, honestly, I don‘t really remember...‘
(52)

Es más facil. Es más facil que nos entendemos más bien en el véneto.
Cf. Spanish mejor
‗It‘s easier. It‘s easier for us to understand each other better in Veneto‘
(PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)

(53)

ya también por eso ya no hay vacas por estar comprando la agua y todo
eso (P308YZ24, female born 1987, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: el agua
‗That‘s also why there aren‘t cows anymore, from buying water and all
that‘

(54)

C: y luego hago, come se dilo, cosas cosas, no, esteN: labores cotidianas
C: labores cotidianos. Si me da tiempo me echo una siesta. (P308CA21,
male born 1987, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: labores cotidianas
‗C: and then I do, how do you say it, things, things, umN: Daily chores
C: Daily chores. If I have time, I take a nap.‘

The use of haiga ‗there is/there are‘ instead of the standard haya also occurs in the
speech of some Chipileños. While present in other Spanish varieties, the use of haiga, an
archaism, is a stigmatized form often found in rural speech. All instances of haiga,
examples (55-57) were produced by women over the age of 67.
(55)

no sé si mi bisabuela haiga venido de Italia o si haiga nacido aquí
(P0605)
‗I don‘t know if my greatgrandmother came from Italy or if she was born
here‘
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(56)

Y más y más entre más mezcla que haiga yo pienso que sí se va a perder
que sería una lástima (P308AB20, female born 1912, L1 Veneto)
‗And more and more, the more mixing there is I think that yes, it
[Veneto] will be lost which would be a shame.‘

(57)

No, gracias a Dios que haiga esas cosas todavía no. (PS08XP35, female,
born 1937, L1 Veneto)
‗No, thank God that those things aren‘t here yet‘

These regularization and leveling effects seen in (49-52) and the gender agreement errors
in (53-54) exhibit what appear to be L2 learner errors or errors due to little normative
pressures. Many bilinguals were raised speaking only Veneto and did not learn Spanish
until they entered school. They may be considered early bilinguals but they may not have
acquired a full Spanish variety (Montrul 2008).

5.2 Indirect object clitics
Another characteristic of Chipilo Spanish is the use of the singular indirect object
pronoun le for the plural indirect object pronoun les. Although this substitution is
common in many varieties of Spanish, DeMello (1992), after examining the substitution
of le for les in corpora collected from 11 Spanish speaking cities, found that le
substitution occurs infrequently in Mexican Spanish. However, in Chipilo this regularly
occurs in the speech of a number of speakers. In some cases, the target plural pronoun les
is replaced by le in all environments. This occurs within a clause, as in (58) and (59)
where the indirect objects mis hijas ‗my daughters‘ and mis hijos are doubled by a
singular indirect object pronoun le, and across clauses as in (60-62), where the referent
for the singular indirect object pronoun is a plural noun in a preceding clause.
(58)

Y ya a Miguel no le costó mucho pero a las niñas si. A mis hijas si le
costó mucho. (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
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‗And it wasn‘t that difficult for Miguel, but it was for my daughters. It
was very difficult for my daughters.‘
(59)

Si yo me casara con una mexicana pues a mis hijos mi esposa no le
hablaría en véneto. (P308EC22, male born 1988, L1 Veneto)
‗If I married a Mexican woman, she wouldn‘t speak to my children in
Veneto.‘

(60)

Porque los papás nos tenían más, hmm la obedec- la gente obedecía más
a los papás, su, sus hijos.
I: ¿Y qué más ha cambiado?
Y ya cambió bastante. Ahorita ya no le hacen caso. (PS08CA33, female
born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗Because the parents had for us, hmm we obey- people obeyed their
parents more, their children.
I: And what else has changed?
It‘s changed quite a bit. Now they don‘t pay any attention to them [their
parents].‘

(61)

E: ¿Qué dirías tú a los jóvenes de Chipilo?
T: Yo no le puedo decir nada. Si le digo algo me pegan. (P308TM26,
male born 1937, L1 Veneto)
‗What would you say to the young people of Chipilo?
I can‘t say anything to them…If I say anything, they‘ll hit me.‘

(62)

Mi papá y mi mamá le teníamos mucho respeto. Nunca le hablábamos de
tú. Le decíamos de usted. (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗My father and my mother we had a lot of respect for them. We never
used tú. We spoke to them with usted.‘
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While the replacement of le for les is not uncommon in monolingual Spanish, it may
be reinforced in Chipilo Spanish through contact with Veneto. Veneto does not mark
number on the indirect object pronoun gue. The following example from the on-line listserve exhibits the Veneto indirect object pronoun both with a singular and a plural
referent (entry dated 11/08/2006).
(63)

Gia ghe ho dit a me fradel e l me ha dit ke si. sta sera su da la junta al ghe
avixa de sto mistier a cuei atri del grupo.
‗I told my brother and he said yes. This afternoon at the meeting he will
advise the others in the group about the work.

Some speakers alternate between the singular le and plural les in environments that
require the plural form. For other speakers, the target form les does not occur. As noted
this may be due to substratum influence from Veneto, which does not mark number in the
indirect object pronoun.

5.3 Redundant Possessive Articles
Another feature of bilingual Chipilo Spanish that may arise from contact with Veneto
is the use of redundant possessive articles, which occur frequently in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish, as seen in (64-68). This occurs often with the third person, where the possessor
may be ambiguous unless clarified through the discourse. This makes the redundant
possessive article in (67) particularly interesting given that the possessive pronoun
nuestro ‗ours‘ is not ambiguous. More interestingly, this occurs even without a specific
possessor, as in (68), where él ‗he‘ does not refer to any specific person.
(64)

Pero sus papás de mi mamá sí vinieron de Italia. (PS08CA33, female
born 1943, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: sus papás/los papás de mi mamá
‗But her parents of my mom did come from Italy.‘
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(65)

La mamá de su mamá de mi yerno, papá de las niñas es mexicana.
(PS08EM37, female born 1941, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: La mamá de su mamá/La mamá de la mamá de mi yerno
‗The mom of his mom of my son-in-law, father of the girls, is Mexican.‘

(66)

Sí lo entienden. Lo contestan. La, la plática que tenemos lo contesta pero
ya a su idioma de ellos. (PS08RC42, female born 1944, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: su idioma/al idioma de ellos
‗Yes they understand it. They answer it. The conversation that we have,
they answer it but in their language of theirs.‘

(67)

era nuestro pariente de nosotros (PS08RC42, female born 1944, L1
Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: nuestro pariente/el pariente de nosotros
‗He was our relative of ours.‘

(68)

Ellos son en su mundo y nosotros en el nuestro y aunque esté la pareja
pero siempre que no jala uno más como, no jala uno con su familia de él.
(PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗They are in their world and we are in ours and even though the couple is
there, we don‘t get along, we don‘t get along with his family.‘

Although common in other varieties of Spanish (Lipski 1994), the occurrence of
redundant possessives in bilingual Chipilo Spanish may be reinforced by their occurrence
in Veneto, which follows the pattern POSS-N-PP. Examples (69a, b, c) were provided by
a Chipileño.
(69)

a. so popá de ela
‗Her dad of she‘
b. so popá de lu
‗his dad of he‘
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c. cuel vestá lá al é so de ela
‗That dress there is hers of hers‘
d. Al suegro, so popà del me om, al era piemontés (Sartor and Ursini
1983:190)
‗The father-in-law, his father of my husband, was Piedmontese.‘

5.4 Substratum influence
The sustained contact with Veneto may reinforce the substratum influence on
bilingual Spanish. In the following examples, feminine agreement is marked on the noun
una poca ‗a little‘ following the Veneto agreement pattern.
(70)

Hay como una poca de envidia, pero eso es común, es normal.
(P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗There is like a little bit of jealousy, but that is common, it‘s normal.‘
Spanish: un poco de envidia
Veneto: an poca de nvidia

(71)

El rigoleto, este, se juega el domingo de Pascua se pone un ladrillo y una
teja, con una poca de arena para que, al ponerlo en la parte de arriba el
huevo lo dejas correr. (P0608, male born 1959, L1 Veneto)
‗Rigoleto, um, you play it Easter Sunday. You put down a small brick
with a cloth, with a little bit of sand so that when you put the egg on the
top part you let it roll down.‘
Spanish: un poco de arena
Veneto: an poc de sabion

(72)

Pero sí, ha de haber una poca de diferencia. (P308AB20, female, born
1912, L1 Veneto)
‗But yes, there must have been a bit of a difference.‘
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Spanish: un poco de diferencia
Veneto: an poca de diferenzha
The above show an extension of Veneto agreement patterns to Spanish. Veneto
substratum influence also occurs in other forms, through the transfer of Veneto sentence
structure. Some examples that occur in the data are shown in (73), with a non-agreeing
postverbal subject, and in (74-75), with the use of the preposition de ‗of‘ following the
Veneto depi ‗more‘.
(73)

De momento nos llegó unos papeles, que nadie quiso firmar por cierto
porque es peligroso firmar, este, nos llegó unos papeles de cuánto debía
cada casa. (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: nos llegaron unos papeles
Veneto: ne é riva dotre carte
‗Suddenly some papers arrived for us, that nobody wanted to sign by the
way because it‘s dangerous to sign, um, some papers arrived for us about
how much each household owed.‘

(74)

Pero me acuerdo de más de mi abuelo. (P308TM26, male born 1937, L1
Veneto)
Veneto: Ma me pense depi de me nono.
Spanish: Pero me acuerdo más de mi abuelo.
‗But I remember my grandfather more.‘

(75)

ya hay que tener más conciencia y un poquito de más madurez para
ahorrar el agua. (P308PZ23, female born 1983, L1 Veneto)
‗One must be more conscious and a little more mature to save water.‘

Another property of bilingual Chipilo Spanish which is likely attributed to substratum
influence is double negation. As seen in the following examples taken from the online
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list-serve, Veneto displays double negation, often employed in emphatic contexts. Double
negation in Veneto therefore carries some degree of pragmatic weight.
(76)

Fursi Daniel no l pol no, ma dente de la casa de la cultura al pol èser que
sí. (entry dated 11/7/2006)
‗Maybe Daniel cannot, but people from the Cultural Center might be able
to.

(77)

No i á mai respondést no. (entry dated 11/8/2006)
‗They haven‘t responded.‘

(78)

No só a qué ora que i nda vía no. (entry dated 11/8/2006)
‗I don‘t know what time they are going.‘

Double negation is not characteristic of Mexican Spanish (although it is attested in other
Spanish varieties), but does occur in Chipilo Spanish, particularly in contexts of emphasis
or contrast. The following example exhibits double negation in Chipilo Spanish, here as a
means to express the speaker‘s displeasure with the actions of his interlocutor.
(79)

E: Cuéntale lo que me dijiste un día que le dijiste a mi nono.
T: No, no.
E: ¿No qué?
T: No, ¿para qué?
E: Eso lo puse en mi nueva novela, te tengo que decir.
T: No, no lo pones en la novela no. Porque no te lo cuento. (P308TM26,
male born 1937, L1 Veneto)
‗E: Tell her what you told me one day about what you said to my
grandmother.
T: No, no.
E: No what?
T: No, why?
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E: I put it in my new novel, I have to tell you.
T: No, don‘t put it in your novel no. Because I won‘t tell you.‘
Other examples are presented in (80-83).
(80)

Pero no, no, no te digo que no vivimos bien no. (PS08CA33, female born
1943, L1 Veneto)
‗But no, no, I tell that we don‘t live well.‘

(81)

¿Es malo tratar así la clientela? Es que no las tratamos como clientela no.
(PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗Is it bad to treat the clients like that? It‘s just that we don‘t treat them
like clients.‘

(82)

Imagínate ya no, ni podríamos trabajar no en lo que, este, lo que
crecimos y en eso. (P308YZ24, female born 1987, L1 Veneto)
‗Imagine, we wouldn‘t be able to work in what we grew up with
anymore.‘

(83)

Ella era la, ay cuidado, ella era la que curaba, este, cómo se llama a todo
el pueblo. Sí, aquí no había, este, doctores, no había nada no.
(P308TE18, male born 1940, L1 Veneto)
‗She was the, oh careful, she was the one who cured, um, what‘s it
called, the whole town. Yes, here there weren‘t any, um, doctors, there
wasn‘t anything.‘

Many participants note the frequent occurrence of double negation in bilingual
Spanish as a way to identify a Spanish speaker as Chipileño.
(84)

Entonces hay una expresion ey mi no so no no? Oye yo no sé. Entonces
habla el español muy achipileñado digo yo porque dice eh yo no sé no en
espanol. (PS08MG45, female born 1975, L1 Veneto)

207
‗There‘s an expression, ey mi no so no, no? Hey, I don‘t know. So he
speaks Spanish very Chipileño-like, according to me, because he says
―hey, I don‘t know no‖ in Spanish.‘
(85)

A veces escucho un chipileño hablar y sé que es chipileño porque repiten
el no dos veces. Dicen ey, no te lo presto no. (P308EC22, male born
1988, L1 Veneto)
‗Sometimes I hear a Chipileño speak and I know that he is Chipileño
because they repeat the no two times. They say hey, I won‘t lend it to
you no.‘

The fact that double negation is commonly noted as a distinguishing feature of
bilingual Chipilo Spanish might be due to the intonational contour that it carries from
Veneto. Recall from Section 2.3.2 that Veneto discourse markers occurring in Spanish
are often accompanied by Veneto intonation patterns. In the case of double negation, one
speaker produced a double negation utterance in Veneto (Figure 7.3) and then produced
the same phrase in Spanish (Figure 7.4). Note that the intonation pattern in Spanish is
nearly identical to that of the Veneto example. As previously noted, this is an area that
merits further work.
Figure 7.3 Pitch track Veneto eh mi no so no „I don‟t know‟
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Figure 7.4 Pitch track Spanish eh yo no sé no „I don‟t know‟

5.5 Summary
The preceding sections have shown that both Veneto and Spanish are subject to
mutual interlingual influence in the bilingual community of Chipilo. Veneto is affected
mostly through lexical borrowings from Spanish in the form of new vocabulary and
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discourse markers. Spanish borrows little from Veneto and is instead subject to
substratum influence in the form of morpho-syntactic structure such as double negation.
The next section will further explore the possibility of Veneto influence on bilingual
Chipilo Spanish through quantitative analysis of pronominal subject expression.

6. Subject Pronoun Expression in Bilingual Chipilo Spanish
Recall that both Spanish and Veneto are null subject languages, although Veneto also
employs obligatory subject clitics in the 2SG, 3SG, and 3PL forms. This section will
examine the constraints implicated in subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish.
Eighteen of the interviews conducted for this dissertation were coded and analyzed
for quantitative examination. Following previous research, the language-internal factor
groups of person, verb form ambiguity, and co-referentiality were selected for an
analysis. The variable person was coded for 1SG, 1PL 3SG, and 3PL. The variable verb
form ambiguity was coded with the factors ambiguous and unambiguous, such that first
and third person singular forms in the imperfect, present and imperfect subjunctive, past
perfect, and conditional were coded as ambiguous. The variable co-referentiality was
coded for the factors co-referential and non-co-referential.
In addition to the language-internal variables, three language-external factor groups
were also examined: age, gender, and L1. These factors may dictate the degree of
exposure a speaker has to Veneto and Spanish. As discussed in preceding chapters,
women are more likely to work in the home and therefore use Veneto and younger
generations are more likely to have employment and education opportunities outside of
the community. L1 was also thought to be especially relevant in this study, given that it
also could dictate the amount of exposure to Veneto or Spanish, and increased exposure
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to Veneto could result in an increase in overt subject pronouns, particularly in the 3 SG
and 3PL, where Veneto employs obligatory subject clitic pronouns.
Following the criteria articulated in Chapter 5, a total of 4696 tokens were submitted
to Goldvarb for statistical analysis, which returned a rate of overt pronominal expression
of 19% for Chipilo Spanish. This is identical with the rates for monolingual Mexican
Spanish reported by Otheguy et al. (2007). Thus, contact with Veneto has not resulted in
any increase in rate of pronoun expression in this Spanish variety.

Table 7.1: Rate of overt subject pronouns in other varieties of Mexican Spanish
Study

Participants/Location

Otheguy et al. (2007)
Otheguy et al. (2007)
Otheguy et al. (2007)

Mexican newcomers in NYC
Mainland newcomers in NYC
Mainlanders Born/Raised in NYC

Percentage of overt
subject pronouns
19%
24%
33%

The Mexican newcomers in Otheguy et al.‘s (2007) study show a rate of 19%, which
is the lowest reported among the newcomers of various dialect backgrounds. The
Mainland newcomers (Colombia, Ecuador, and Mexico) demonstrate a rate of 24%. Both
the Mexican and general Mainland rates are markedly less than contact varieties, as seen
in the Mainland New York born and raised (NYBR) with a rate of 33%.

6.1 Factors implicated in subject pronoun expression in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish
The variationist analysis also allowed for examination of the variables that are
implicated in pronoun expression. Table 7.2 shows the factors and factor weights
implicated in the expression of null and overt subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish. Recall that factor weights range from 0 to 1 with values lower than .5
considered disfavoring and factors with values above .5 considered favoring. The
application value in this analysis is overt subjects, therefore factors with weights below .5
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disfavor overt subjects and factors with values above .5 favor overt subjects. All factor
groups were returned as significant except L1. The significant factor groups are marked
with an asterisk in the table.52
Table 7.2: Factors implicated in subject pronoun expression in Chipilo Spanish
Multivariate analysis of the contribution of linguistic and social factors that affect the
probability of selecting a null vs. overt subject pronoun; significant factor groups appear with
an asterisk. Application value = overt subject pronouns
Chipilo Spanish
Corrected mean
Log likelihood
Significance
Total N
*PERSON
1SG
3SG
1PL
3PL
Range
*VERB AMBIGUITY
Ambiguous
Unambiguous
Range
*AGE
1 (18-30)
2 (31-50)
3 (51-64)
4 (65+)
Range
*CO-REFERENTIALITY
Yes
No
Range
*GENDER
Female
Male
Range
FIRST LANG
Veneto
Spanish
Range

52

.16
-2028.337
.001
4696
Factor Weight

%

N

.69
.44
.28
.34
41

30
15
7
8

1989
960
722
1025

.69
.47
22

38
16

580
4116

.43
.50
.64
.46
21

16
18
27
14

1458
1453
973
812

.42
.56
14

15
21

2096
2600

.52
.45
7

19
18

3435
1261

.52
.48
4

19
18

2515
2181

The factor groups person/number, verb ambiguity, co-referentiality, and gender were also

returned as significant in previous studies (e.g., Bayley and Pease-Álvarez 1997, Silva-Corvalán
1994/2000).

212
This table shows that all of the variables studied, with the exception of L1, are significant
factors in the distribution of null and overt subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish.
In addition, the variables are ranked as ordered in the table.
As shown, person is the highest ranked factor group. In line with previous research,
1SG favors overt subjects (e.g., Morales 1987, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000, Travis 2007).
The 3SG, 1PL and 3PL forms favor null pronouns. A significant effect is found for verb
ambiguity: ambiguous verb forms favor overt pronouns, whereas unambiguous forms
favor null pronouns (e.g., Bayley and Pease-Álvarez 1997). Co-referentiality favors the
null form and non-co-referential forms favor overt pronouns. This is in line with previous
work in which non-co-referential forms favor an overt pronoun and co-referential forms
favor a null pronoun (Bayley and Pease-Álvarez 1996, 1997, Cameron 1992, FloresFerrán 2004, Otheguy et al. 2007, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000).
Significant effects are also found for the variables age and gender. The third age
group (age range 51-64) favors the overt form. The second age group (31-50) hovers
around .5 indicating that it neither favors nor disfavors overt pronouns. The first and
fourth age groups favor null pronouns. A small but significant effect is also exerted by
gender: males favor the null form and females favor the overt form.
No significant effect was found for the L1: both factors (L1 Veneto, L1 Spanish) are
near .5, indicating that they neither favor nor disfavor overt pronouns. However, through
cross-tabulation, we can see if there are differences between L1 groups with respect to
the distribution of null and overt subject pronouns. These results do not reveal
significance, but they may highlight trends.
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Table 7.3: Cross-tabulation L1 and Person

L1 Veneto
L1 Spanish

Null
Overt
Null
Overt

1SG
N %
624 (66)
319 (34)
768 (73)
278 (27)

3SG
N %
401 (84)
75 (16)
406 (84)
78 (16)

1PL
N %
453 (92)
42 (8)
216 (95)
11 (5)

3PL
N %
535 (89)
66 (11)
398 (94)
26 (6)

Table 7.3 shows that L1 Veneto speakers produce more overt 1SG pronouns than L1
Spanish speakers (34% and 27%). They also produce more overt 3 PL pronouns than L1
Spanish speakers (11% and 6%). A slight increase is observed in 1 PL and no difference in
the 3SG. These differences reveal a tendency on the part of the L1 Veneto speakers to use
more overt subject pronouns than the L1 Spanish speakers.
Recall that L1 was returned as not significant overall with respect to pronoun
expression. However, by removing other factors and isolating an individual factor we can
examine the factor groups that are implicated specifically in that factor. Table 7.4 reveals
that with respect to the 3SG form, only age and co-referentiality are returned as
significant. As in the original run, L1 is not a significant factor in the expression of 3 SG
null and overt subject pronouns. In fact, both L1 Spanish and L1 Veneto are returned as
neither favoring nor disfavoring overt subjects.
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Table 7.4: Factors implicated in the expression of 3SG pronouns in Chipilo
Spanish
Multivariate analysis of the contribution of linguistic and social factors that affect the
probability of selecting a null vs. overt subject pronoun in the 3SG; significant factor groups
appear with an asterisk. Application value = overt subject pronouns
3SG in Chipilo Spanish
Corrected mean
Log likelihood
Significance
Total N
*AGE
1 (18-30)
2 (31-50)
3 (51-64)
4 (65+)
Range
*COREFERENTIALITY
Yes
No
Range
GENDER
Female
Male
Range
VERB AMBIGUITY
Ambiguous
Unambiguous
Range
L1
Veneto
Spanish
Range

.15
-412.855
.043
960
Factor Weight

%

N

.47
.54
.58
.37
21

15
17
20
10

265
334
191
170

.44
.57
13

12
19

528
432

.48
.58
10

15
20

801
159

.51
.50
1

16
15

280
680

.50
.50
0

15
16

476
484

With respect to the third person singular, age groups 2 and 3 favor overt 3SG
pronouns and groups 1 and 4 favor null 3SG pronouns. Different results arise if we isolate
1SG, as in Table 7.5. Recall that the cross-tabulation revealed that L1 Veneto speakers
produce more 1SG overt subject pronouns than L1 Spanish speakers. By analyzing this
factor individually, the factor groups verb form ambiguity, age, co-referentiality, and
gender are returned as significant. L1 is again not returned as a significant factor.
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Table 7.5: Factors implicated in the expression of 1SG pronouns in Chipilo
Spanish
Multivariate analysis of the contribution of linguistic and social factors that affect the
probability of selecting a null vs. overt subject pronoun in the 1 SG; significant factor groups
appear with an asterisk. Application value = overt subject pronouns
1SG in Chipilo Spanish
Corrected mean
Log likelihood
Significance
Total N
*VERB AMBIGUITY
Unambiguous
Ambiguous
Range
*AGE
1 (18-30)
2 (31-50)
3 (51-64)
4 (65+)
Range
*COREFERENTIALITY
Yes
No
Range
*GENDER
Female
Male
Range
L1
Veneto
Spanish
Range

.28
-1095.724
.000
1989
Factor Weight

%

N

.45
.77
32

24
58

1691
298

.39
.51
.66
.59
27

21
27
48
36

774
635
356
224

.42
.56
14

24
34

900
1089

.54
.43
11

32
24

1318
671

.52
.48
4

33
26

943
1046

With respect to verb form ambiguity, ambiguous verb forms favor overt 1SG pronouns
and unambiguous verb forms favor null 1SG pronouns. Under the factor group age,
Groups 3 and 4 favor overt subject pronouns and Group 1 favors null subject pronouns.
Group 2 hovers around .5 and neither favors nor disfavors overt first person singular
subjects. Gender is also returned as significant: women prefer overt first person singular
pronouns and men prefer null first person singular pronouns.
Finally, we turn to 3PL. Recall that the cross-tabulation revealed a slightly higher
percentage of overt subject pronoun expression in L1 Veneto speakers than L1 Spanish
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speakers. By examining just the 3PL, the factor groups age, co-referentiality, and L1 are
returned as significant, as seen in Table 7.6.53

Table 7.6: Factors implicated in the expression of 3PL pronouns in Chipilo
Spanish
Multivariate analysis of the contribution of linguistic and social factors that affect the
probability of selecting a null vs. overt subject pronoun in the 3 PL; significant factor groups
appear with an asterisk. Application value = overt subject pronouns
3PL in Chipilo Spanish
Corrected mean
Log likelihood
Significance
Total N
*L1
Veneto
Spanish
Range
*AGE
1 (18-30)
2 (31-50)
3 (51-64)
4 (65+)
Range
*COREFERENTIALITY
Yes
No
Range
GENDER
Female
Male
Range

.08
-298.542
.034
1025
Factor Weight

%

N

.56
.41
15

10
6

601
424

.55
.50
.60
.50
10

10
6
13
5

250
303
231
241

.43
.55
12

6
10

423
602

.50
.50
0

8
9

761
264

When considered in isolation, L1 Veneto speakers favor overt subject pronouns in the
3PL and L1 Spanish speakers favor null subject pronouns in the 3PL. Again, age is
returned as a significant factor with Groups 1 and 3 favoring overt 3 PL subject pronouns
and Groups 2 and 4 neither favoring nor disfavoring overt 3PL subject pronouns.

53

The factor group verb form ambiguity was excluded from this run as 3PL forms are not

ambiguous.
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Overall, the rate and distribution of null and overt subject pronouns in bilingual
Chipilo Spanish is in line with previous work for both monolingual and bilingual
varieties of Mexican Spanish. The rate of overt pronoun expression is 19% which
coincides with that reported by Otheguy et al. (2007) for Mexican newcomers.
Furthermore, the internal factors of person, verb form ambiguity, and co-referentiality are
returned as significant, as found in previous studies (e.g., Bayley and Pease-Álvarez
1996, 1997, Bentivoglio 1987, Enríquez 1984, Morales 1997, Flores-Ferrán 2004,
Otheguy et al. 2007, Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000, Travis 2007). First person singular,
ambiguous verb forms, and non-co-referential forms favor overt subject pronouns. The
external factors of age and gender also are implicated in subject pronoun expression in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish. A small but significant effect is exerted by gender where
women favor overt subject pronouns, particularly in the 1SG. With respect to age groups,
there is a fairly strong effect in that Group 3 favors overt subject pronouns overall. Group
2 favors overt subjects in the 3SG and Group 4 favors overt subjects in the 1SG. Group 1
favors overt subjects in the 3PL. L1 was not returned as significant except with respect to
the expression of null and overt subject pronouns in the 3PL, however, it is not sufficient
to argue that an increase in overt subject pronouns in the 3 PL is due to the obligatory
subject clitic of Veneto.
To determine if the groups differ significantly from each other, a one-way repeated
measures ANOVA and independent samples t-tests were conducted. A 2 (subject form:
null, overt pronominal) x 3 (age groups: age group 1, 2, 3, 4) one-way repeated measures
ANOVA revealed a main effect for subject form, F(1,14) = 556.280, p < .05, no main
effect for age, F(3,14) = 0.000, p > .05, and no subject form by age interaction, F(3,14) =
3.240, p > .05. Idependent samples t-tests revealed no significant differences across
gender groups t(18 16) = .073, p >.05 or across L1 groups t(18 16) = .743), p > .05.
Therefore, while the groups do not differ significantly from each other in the rates of
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overt pronoun expression, they do differ in their distribution of null and overt subject
pronoun expression.

6.2 Other factors implicated in subject pronoun expression in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish
While the overall rate and patterns of overt subject pronoun expression in bilingual
Chipilo Spanish corresponds to that reported for other monolingual varieties of Mexican
Spanish (Otheguy et al. 2007), the close examination of the data reveals instances of
infelicitous pronouns. Some uses mirror what is found in monolingual varieties of the
language and other contact varieties of Spanish, while others may be unique to Chipilo
contact Spanish. The examples in (86-87) demonstrate some pragmatically inappropriate
overt subject pronouns.
(86)

...y somos mexicanos, vaya, nada más con sangre de descendientes
italianas, pero en realidad yo, cuando juega un partido de fútbol México
Italia yo apago la televisión yo no quiero ver perder a ninguno de los dos,
vaya, y creo yo que hasta me duele más cuando pierde México, vaya, me
da más dolor, vaya, pero yo para evitar y no sufrir, yo, yo mejor apago la
televisión y a volar, yo no quiero ver que se enfrenten dos, dos razas
mías. (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗…and we‘re Mexican, I mean, just with Italian blood from our
ancestors, but in reality, I, when Mexico and Italy play a soccer match, I
turn off the television. I don‘t want to see either one of them lose, I
mean, and I think it even hurts me more when Mexico loses, I mean it
causes me more pain. But in order to avoid it and not suffer, it‘s better
that I turn off the television and get out of there, I don‘t want to see
either of my two races confront each other.‘
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(87)

Yo cuando era yo chiquito, me acuerdo que hacían la polenta aquí en esta
esquina y, y había techo, de techo no azotea y ahí para que saliera el
humo... las tejas abiertas, pero era yo, yo creo que dos años tenía yo y me
acuerdo. (P308TM26, male born 1937, L1 Veneto)
I, when I was young, I remember that they made polenta here in that
corner. And there was a roof, a real roof not a flat roof, for the smoke to
get out... open curtains, but I was, I think I was two years old. And I
remember.‘

One possible explanation, also attested in monolingual Spanish, for these seemingly
redundant pronouns is priming, defined by Travis as ―the process whereby the use of a
certain structure in one utterance functions as a prime on a subsequent utterance, such
that that same structure is repeated‖ (2007:101). Thus, in the above examples, the use of
an overt pronoun triggers the continued use of overt pronouns and the use of a null
pronoun triggers continued use of the null pronoun. As noted, this is not specific to
bilingual speech, as it is also implicated in monolingual speech (see Travis 2007).
Another factor known to condition the use of overt pronouns is the semantics of the
verb. Silva-Corvalán (1994) found that some verbs, what she calls estimative verbs, are
commonly found with an expressed subject because they show an opposing opinion. In
the following examples, the estimative verbs appear with overt 1 SG pronouns (SilvaCorvalán 1994, Enríquez 1984).
(88)

Yo me considero mexicana, yo nací aquí, yo quiero mucho a México,
estamos aquí, estamos contentos, yo sí estoy contenta vivir en México.
(P0602, female, born 1938, L1 Veneto)
‗I consider myself Mexican, I was born here, I love Mexico very much.
We are here, we are happy, I am happy to live in Mexico.‘
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(89)

Pues yo creo que mexicano/chipileño porque la identidad es muy distinta
de la, de un mexicano. Yo siento que es, tiene más identidad un chipileño
que un mexicano‖ (P0606, male, born 1983, L1 Veneto)
‗Well I think Mexican/Chipileño because the identity is very distinct
from that of a, of a Mexican. I feel that it is, a Chipileño has more
identity than a Mexican.‘

The use of overt 1SG subject pronouns was a common trend among participants when
asked about their identity as Chipileños and as Mexicans, a theme that aroused strong
sentiments (see Chapter 6, Section 5). The pronouns in the above examples may be
attributed to the semantics of the verb in the sense that these verbs reflect an introspective
or personal attitude towards the discourse.
It is also common in the speech of many bilingual Chipileños to repeat the overt 1 SG
pronoun in both preverbal and postverbal position, as seen in the following examples.
(90)

No queríamos saber nada. Yo me había yo encerrado yo todo el día
dormía yo. Todo el día, todo el día yo estaba yo en la cama. Pero yo
también parecia yo una gallina clueca, de veras. (PS08TC41, female born
1948, L1 Veneto)
‗We didn‘t want to know anything. I had locked myself up, all day I
slept. All day, all day I was in bed. But I also seemed like a broody hen,
really.‘

(91)

Muy tradicionales y muy, muy bonitas que eso está muy bien rescatarlas
[historias tradicionales]. Yo no podría yo hacerlo pero hay viejitas que se
prestan de muy buen gusto hacerlo. (P308TB14, female born 1954, L1
Veneto)
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‗Very traditional and very, very pretty so it‘s great to rescue them
[traditional stories]. I wouldn‘t be able to do it but there are little old
ladies that are very willing to do it.‘
(92)

Pero yo sí viví con ella. Yo viví con ella. Era yo la acompanante de los
novios. Comía yo mis chocolates. Le traían paletas, comía yo porque yo
la acompañaba yo. (PS08CA33)
‗But I did live with her. I lived with her. It was me who accompanied her
with her boyfriends. I ate my chocolates. They brought her lollipops and
I ate them because I accompanied her.‘

As seen in examples (86-87) and (92), the first person singular pronoun also
frequently occurs in postverbal position without doubling in preverbal position. The use
of pre- and postverbal 1SG pronouns appears to serve a pragmatic function as a marker of
emphasis, as articulated by several informants. One participant provided a Veneto
translation of example (90) above.
(93)

Mi me avei mi sera su, mi dormei tut al di mi, tut al di mi erei su del let
mi.
‗I locked myself up, I slept all day, all day I was in bed.‘

In the above examples, it appears that influence from Veneto results in more overt
first person subject pronouns in bilingual Chipilo Spanish, particularly in emphatic
contexts. However, infelicitous pronouns occur also with the 3SG and 3PL pronouns, as
seen in the following examples.
(94)

Mi madre inclusive hablaba un español malo, no hablaba un buen
español, con un acento muy raro y mezclaba mucho las palabras o sea,
no que mezclaba las palabras. Ella cuando hablaba en español hablaba en
español pero le daba la conjugación del italiano...pero lo que pasa es que
ella pensaba en dialecto y traducía en español. Nunca pudo pensar en
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español mi mamá. Ella tenía que ped- inclusive si tú le hablabas en
español ella no te respondía rápidamente ella. Ella pasaba uno o dos
segundos para responder, se ve que traducía su pensamiento, eh, al
español (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗My mother even spoke a bad Spanish, she didn‘t speak good Spanish,
with a very strange accent and she often mixed up words, I mean, she
didn‘t mix up the words. She when she spoke in Spanish, she spoke in
Spanish but she used the Italian conjugation… but what was happening
is that she thought in the dialect and translated to Spanish. My mother
never could think in Spanish. She had to ask-, even when you spoke to
her in Spanish she didn‘t respond to you quickly. She took one or two
seconds to respond. You could tell she was translating her thoughts into
Spanish‘
(95)

No, pero si ellos no hablan el véneto ellos se entienden en español. Ellos
hablan en español y inmediatemente tú les contestas en español, no hay
ningún problema. (P308CG13, female born 1960, L1 Veneto)
‗No, but if they don‘t speak Veneto, they understand Spanish. They
speak Spanish and immediately you reply to them in Spanish, there is no
problem‘

We could attribute the presence of these pronouns to transfer from Veneto to
Spanish. Recall that while both Veneto and Spanish are null subject languages, they
differ in that Veneto requires obligatory subject clitic pronouns in the 2 SG, 3SG, and 3PL
forms. Transfer and reanalysis of these obligatory subject clitics could lead to overt
subject pronouns in these forms in Spanish. This appears to be the case in at least one
instance when a speaker seemingly inserts a Veneto subject clitic into the Spanish
utterance shown in (96).
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(96)

Ella la fue la que la levantó. (PS08RC42, female born 1944, L1 Veneto)
‗She was the one who got her up.‘

Recall that in Veneto the 3SG feminine subject clitic is la and thus this may constitute a
direct transfer from Veneto. In another example, (97) the speaker hesitates at the use of la
as if intending to switch to Veneto.
(97)

Pues la verdad no, te digo la verdad no sé bien porque no sé si, allá con
tu tía Tere se ha la ha de se acordar si ella, si vivieron si nacieron aquí
mis abuelos o si vinieron de Italia. (P0605, female born 1942, L1
Veneto)
‗Well, honestly no, I‘ll tell you the truth. I don‘t know because I don‘t
know, your aunt Tere must remember, if she, if my grandparents lived, if
they were born here or if they came from Italy.‘

In sum, subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish patterns like other
monolingual Spanish varieties. Overt subject pronouns are favored in the 1 SG due to
several factors, including priming and the semantics of the verb. Transfer of the
pragmatic function of 1SG pronouns in Veneto also appears to be implicated in 1 SG
subject expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. However, other cases of infelicitous
pronoun use do arise, although it is difficult to ascribe their use to reanalysis of Veneto
subject clitics. Statistical analysis does not reveal a preference for overt subjects in the
3SG or 3PL forms, indicating that subject clitics are not being reanalyzed as subject
pronouns.

7. Other areas of variability
The above discussion on the expression of subject pronouns provides evidence of
variability in bilingual Chipilo Spanish that mirrors that of other monolingual and
bilingual varieties. This variability is attested at the interface of the syntax with the
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discourse pragmatics. However, as discussed in Chapter 4, other properties of the
grammar are also considered subject to variability, such as those found at the interface of
the syntax with the lexico-semantic component. This is seen in the distinction between
preterite and imperfect, in patterns of lexical mapping in psychological predicates and in
the use of the indirect object marker a, and the use the clitic in inalienable possession
constructions. Bilingual Chipilo Spanish demonstrates variability in each of these areas,
each exemplified with extracts from interview data below. 54

7.1 Tense/Aspect
Veneto and Spanish both employ the imperfect form (98b, 99b), however, Veneto
differs from Mexican Spanish in that it uses the perfect instead of the preterite forms, as
illustrated in (98a, 99a).55
(98)

(99)

Spanish
a. Preterite:

(yo) hablé

‗I spoke‘

b. Imperfect:

(yo) ayudaba

‗I used to help‘

(mi) ó parlá

‗I spoke‘

Veneto
a. Perfect:

b. Imperfect: (mi) yutéa

‗I used to help‘

Montrul (2002) and Silva-Corvalán (1994/2000) have found a loss of or weakening
in the distinction between preterite and imperfect in heritage speakers and contact
Spanish in the U.S. In the case of the bilinguals in Chipilo, there are numerous instances

54

While these other patterns could be submitted to statistical analysis, they are less frequent and

therefore more difficult to quantify.
55

This usage parallels that of Standard Italian (and Peninsular Spanish). Also as in Standard

Italian, Veneto employs both éser and aver as auxiliaries where gender and number agreement
with the subject is also marked (as in i é ndati ‗they went‘).
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when a participant produces a verb both in the preterite and the imperfect (100-108), a
self-correction that demonstrates some degree of uncertainty.
(100)

Entonces entró uno y quiso violar a, quería violar a una mujer...
(PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗Then a man entered and he wanted to, he wanted to rape a woman…‘

(101)

Entonces yo hacía yo pero yo le dije a mis hijos pero vienen a comer
porque si no sale, coman ustedes. Y me ayudaron me ayudaban me
venían y me traían ellos y hacíamos la comida aquí. (PS08TC41, female
born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗Then I did it, but I said to my children come eat because if it doesn‘t
turn out, you eat it. And they helped me, they helped me, they came and
brought me and we made the food here.‘

(102)

Luego llegué yo y luego me culparon que, mis hermanos mayores me
culpaban que ellos estaban muy bien ellos tres. ¿A qué venía yo?
(PS08EM37, female born 1941, L1 Veneto)
‗Then, I arrived and then they blamed me that, my older siblings blamed
me that they were just fine the three of them. What did I come for?‘

(103)

Los sacaban los sacaron de allí, a palos (PS08CA33, female born 1943,
L1 Veneto)
‗They got them out of here, they got them out here, by force.‘

(104)

Total que salimos, salíamos así mi hija. (PS08TC41, female born 1948,
L1 Veneto)
‗In the end, we came out, we came out like this, my daughter.‘

(105)

Pero tampoco no sabía cómo yo llegaba yo a la casa. Yo llegaba yo a la
casa pero hasta que entró, entraba mi hijo, mamá, ya olvídese. ¿Cómo me
voy a olvidar, mi hijo? (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
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‗But I didn‘t know how I arrived home. I arrived home but until my son
came in, my son came in, Mom, forget about it. How am I going to
forget, my son?‘
(106)

Ella sí dice que oyó que oía en la noche, que espantaban. (PS08CA33,
female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗She says that she heard, that she used to hear at night, that there were
ghosts.‘

(107)

Bueno lo estuvieron lo estaban sacando cada mes, era uno al mes
¿verdad? (P308TB14, female born 1954, L1 Veneto)
‗Well, they were releasing it, they were releasing it each month, one a
month, right?‘

(108)

Pero yo decía yo le dije qué te gusta más de Pamela? (PS08AM31,
female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
But I said, I said to him what do you like more about Pamela?‘

Variability is also observed in the use of the imperfect subjunctive. On some
occasions, the imperfect subjunctive form was replaced with the imperfect indicative, as
in (109) or the conditional, as in (110-111). The loss of the subjunctive is common in
contact varieties as found by Silva-Corvalán (1994/2000) and Montrul (2002).
(109)

Luego llegué yo y luego me culparon que, mis hermanos mayores me
culpaban que ellos estaban muy bien ellos tres ¿A qué venía yo? Y
después de mi llegaron otros 5. si no hubieras llegado tú, no llegaban los
otros 5 y estábamos bien 3 nomás. (PS08EM37, female born 1941, L1
Veneto)
‗Then, I arrived and then they blamed me that, my older siblings blamed
me that they were just fine the three of them. What did I come for? And
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after me 5 more arrived. If you hadn‘t arrived, the other 5 wouldn‘t have
arrived and we would be fine just the three of us.‘
(110)

A lo mejor si estaríamos en Italia estaríamos mejor pero bueno pero
estamos bien. (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗Maybe if we were in Italy we would be better, but we are fine here.‘

(111)

Es que si saldría de Chipilo tuviera, vaya, si me casaría se perdería,
porque es una convivencia con una mexicana, vaya, soy mexicano yo
también pero ya se perdería porque es, convivencia de mis hijos sería con
mexicanos. (P308CA21, male born 1987, L1 Veneto)
‗If I left Chipilo, I would have, well, if I got married [Veneto] would be
lost, because if I live with a Mexican, I mean, I‘m Mexican too but it
would be lost become my children would be with Mexicans.‘

The above examples show uncertainty in the distinction between preterite and
imperfect, as well as variability in the use of imperfect subjunctive in if-clauses, both of
which have been found in other bilingual populations, such as heritage speakers and L2
learners (Montrul 2002). Montrul (2002) attributes the loss of the preterite/imperfect
distinction in heritage speakers to imperfect learning, or incomplete acquisition. It is most
prevalent in simultaneous and early bilinguals who may never have fully acquired the
distinction or who may have acquired it but later lost it through reduced exposure to
normative monolingual Spanish. Bilingual Chipileños may in some cases be similar to
these groups in that many do not learn Spanish until they begin school around the age of
6. Furthermore, those that do not finish secondary school may have decreased exposure
to Spanish. In this case, the speakers may never have fully acquired the
preterite/imperfect distinction in Spanish and despite its parallels to the Veneto system,
they demonstrate some degree of uncertainty with respect to these forms.
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7.2 Reverse Psychological Predicates
Variability is also found in the use of the dative marker a and reverse psychological
predicates. Veneto and Spanish demonstrate parallel structures in that the Theme appears
in nominative case and controls agreement and the Experiencer is marked by the dative
marker a and the NP (null or overt) appears with an obligatory clitic copy. However, note
that the Veneto verb pias ‗to be pleasing to‘ (like Spanish gustar ‗to be pleasing to‘) does
not show agreement with the Theme and the dative clitic pronoun does not show number
agreement.56 Recall that in Veneto the 2SG and 3SG and 3PL verb forms are only
distinguished through the use of subject clitics.
(112)

Veneto:
a. A so pare gue pias al can.
b. A so pare gue pias i can.
‗His father likes the dog/dogs.‘

(113)

Spanish:
a. A su papá le gusta el perro.
b. A su papá le gustan los perros.
‗His father likes the dog/dogs.

With respect to reverse psychological predicates, bilingual Chipilo Spanish
demonstrates divergent structures parallel to those found in Spanish heritage speakers in
the United States (Toribio and Nye 2005). For instance, several speakers omit the dative
marker, as in (114-117).
(114)

Pero mi papá le gustaba mucho trabajar en el campo. (PS08TC41, female
born 1948, L1 Veneto)

56

Spanish and Veneto also allow for direct experiencers as in Spanish Él ama a su esposa ‗He

loves his wife‘ where the Experiencer él occurs in the structural subject position and the theme su
esposa in the structural object position.
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‗But my father liked very much to work in the countryside.‘
(115)

Ella se le hace más facil por su lengua de ella misma para no enredar con
las palabras. (PS08RC42, female born 1944, L1 Veneto)
‗It‘s easier for her because of her own language that she doesn‘t mess up
the words.‘

(116)

Mi papá y mi mamá le teníamos mucho respeto. Nunca le hablábamos de
tú. Le decíamos de usted. (PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗My father and mother we had a lot of respect. We never spoke to them
with tú. We spoke to them with usted.‘

(117)

Bueno yo me acuerdo mi papá y mi mamá le teníamos mucho respeto
(PS08CA33, female born 1943, L1 Veneto)
‗Well I remember my father and my mother we had a lot of respect.‘

The dative marker a does not occur in the above examples. This may be due to phonetic
reduction in initial position or coalescence of adjacent vowels, but note that in examples
(114) and (117) the a would appear in sentence internal position and thus its absence
cannot be due to weakening of unstressed segments in sentence-initial position.
In addition to the lack of the dative marker a, bilingual Chipilo Spanish exhibits
variability in verbal agreeement with reverse psychological predicates. Not only do
examples (118) and (119) lack the dative marker a, they also demonstrate verbal
agreement with the Experiencer rather than the Theme. This could be attributed to the
fact that Veneto does not distinguish the verb forms and in each case the morphologically
unmarked verb pias ‗pleasing to‘ is used. Example (120) also demonstrates agreement
with the Experiencer, occuring in sentence-final position. This could be a type of
hypercorrection of agreement. Note also that the dative clitic pronoun le does not agree
with the Experiencer a mis hermanas ‗to my sisters‘. Furthermore, in example (121), the
speaker does not produce the dative pronoun le ‗to him/her‘ at all.
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(118)

Mi marido le gustaba mucho los mariachis. (PS08TC41, female born
1948, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: A mi marido le gustaban mucho los mariachis.
‗My husband liked mariachis a lot.‘

(119)

Pero ella le gustaba mucho las fiestas. (PS08DP34, female born 1950, L1
Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: Pero a ella le gustaban mucho las fiestas.
‗But she liked parties a lot.‘

(120)

Y no, no le gustan tomar a mis hermanas (PS08AM31, female born
1984, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Spanish: Y no, no les gusta tomar a mis hermanas.
‗And they don‘t, my sisters don‘t like to drink.‘

(121)

Ellos hablan español y acá se habla el chipileño pero yo siento que a la
gente en realidad Ø interesa nuestro, nuestra lengua. Porque aunque,
aunque no lo hablen, eh, no les disgusta y eso es, es muy bonito.
(P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
‗They speak Spanish and we speak Chipileño but I feel that people in
reality are interested in our, our language. Because although, although
they don‘t speak it, eh, it doesn‘t bother them and that is, is very nice.‘

In sum, bilingual Chipilo Spanish exhibits divergent use of the dative marker a and
variability in verbal agreement with reverse psychological predicates. While these nontarget-like patterns have been attested in Spanish heritage speakers in the United States
(Toribio and Nye 2005), the regularization of gustar also occurs in rural monolingual
varieties. Therefore, the variability observed in bilingual Chipilo Spanish may be due to
substratum influence from Veneto, which shares the use of the dative marker a but does
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not mark the verb or the dative clitic pronoun for number agreement, to variability as a
result of language contact, or to general patterns of language regularization.

7.3 Inalienable Possession
Divergent use of inalienable possession constructions has been found in Spanish
bilingual populations, such as Spanish in contact with English in Los Angeles and
heritage speakers (Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000, Montrul 2004). It is also observed in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish. Both Veneto and Spanish follow the same constraints on
inalienable possession, as exemplified in (122).
(122)

Spanish: Me duele la cabeza.
Veneto: Al se ha fat mal la testa / me dol la testa.
‗My head hurts.‘

However, many participants demonstrate non-target like inalienable possession
constructions. The following examples arise within the same segment of discourse
between two Chipileña women.
(123)

T: Después ella se lastimó su pie. (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1
Veneto)
R: Es que jalé la mesa, se me cayeron las cajas encima. Me reventé mis
pies. (PS08RC42, female born 1944, L1 Veneto)
Cf. se lastimó el pie / me reventaron los pies.
‗T: Then she hurt her foot.
R: I hit the table, some boxes fell on me. I hurt my feet.‘

This occurs several more times in the discourse of these two speakers, as seen in the
following examples.
(124)

Porque se lastimó su pie, mi hijo, déjala. (PS08TC41, female born 1948,
L1 Veneto)
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‗Because she hurt her foot, my son, leave her alone.‘
(125)

Es que, es que se me iluminaron mis ojos, dije, pero qué niña tan linda.
(PS08RC42, female born 1944, L1 Veneto)
Cf. se me iluminaron los ojos
‗My eyes lit up, I said, what a pretty girl.‘

(126)

Me di dos golpes en mi cabeza. (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1
Veneto)
Cf. Me di dos golpes en la cabeza.
‗I gave myself two smacks in the head‘

(127)

No difícil, mi, difícil, mi hija porque ven acá, no, sabían que le hablaban
su nombre porque el nombre es igual. (PS08TC41)
‗No, difficult, my, difficult, my daughter because come here, no, they
didn‘t know that they were calling his name, because the name is the
same.‘

Other speakers also demonstrate divergent use of inalienable possession
constructions.
(128)

Más que quitarle los terrenos y quitarle el ganado y eso, al quitarle su
idioma le quita gran parte de, de ellos, de su forma de ser, de su forma de
trabajar y todas cosas. (P308MZ25, male born 1951, L1 Veneto)
Cf. al quitarle el idioma
‗More than taking away land or taking away cattle and the like, by taking
away his language you take away a big part of, of them, of their way of
being, their way of working, and those things.‘

(129)

Y esta señora se lo llevábamos, le apretaba su cabecita, y le ponía una,
¿cómo se llama? Era como una esencia de granada, un líquido de
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granada, y lo utaba y lo ponía un panuelo de esos rojos y le apretaba su
cabecita. (P308TE18, male born 1940, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Le apretaba la cabecita
‗And we took him to this woman, she held his little head, and she put,
what‘s it called? It was like essence of pomegranate, a pomegranate
liquid, and she rubbed it and put one of those red clothes on him and held
his little head.‘
(130)

Y ese día le estaba tocando el zaguán del amigo. (PS08DP34, female
born 1950, L1 Veneto)
Cf. Y ese día le estaba tocando el zaguán al amigo
‗And that day he was knocking on the friend‘s door.‘

The above examples show divergent use of inalienable possession, an area of the
grammar regulated by the lexico-syntactic interface. This non-target like use has also
been found by Silva-Corvalán (1994/2000) in Los Angeles Spanish and Montrul (2004)
in heritage speakers. Furthermore, recall that bilingual Chipilo Spanish also exhibits
redundant possessive articles, as in su abuela de ella ‗her grandmother of hers‘ (see
section 5.3 above).

7.4 Summary
The above examples demonstrate that, on the one hand, variability is observed in the
peripheral areas of the grammar, at the interface between different cognitive domains
(discourse-pragmatic, lexico-semantic). On the other hand, the core grammar of Chipilo
bilinguals remains intact. Thus, bilingual Chipilo Spanish exhibits a number of
characteristics that coincide with variability observed in other bilingual populations,
including uncertainty with respect to the preterite/imperfect distinction and variability in
the use of imperfect subjunctive, variability in the lexical mapping of psychological
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predicate and use of the indirect object marker a, and variability in the use of cliticdoubling in inalienable possession constructions.

8. Conclusion
This chapter has presented numerous characteristics of the bilingual Spanish of
Chipilo. At the lexical level, Spanish mostly influences Veneto but we see that Veneto
discourse markers, accompanied by Veneto intonation patterns, also occur in bilingual
Chipilo Spanish. Lexical and language switching from Spanish to Veneto also occurs and
is generally triggered by changes in interlocutor or topic. At the phonological level,
interlingual influence is manifest in the neutralization of phonemes and in the
intonational contours, particularly with discourse markers and in double negation
constructions.
At the morphosyntactic level, bilingual Chipilo Spanish demonstrates non-target like
structures in the form of regularization and substratum effects, such as double negation.
However, overall the naturalistic speech samples presented in this chapter demonstrate
that bilingual Chipilo Spanish is monolingual-like and speakers exhibit variability in
precisely the properties of the grammar that exhibit variability and uncertainty in
monolingual speech. With respect to the expression of subject pronouns in bilingual
Chipilo Spanish, the rate of overt subject pronoun expression is in line with that of other
monolingual Mexican varieties of Spanish. Nevertheless, infelicitous pronoun use does
occur and can be attributed to priming effects or the semantics of the verb, both of which
are implicated in subject pronoun expression in monolingual varieties. However, some
degree of interlingual influence does appear to be playing a part, particularly in the
expression of 1SG pronouns that follow an emphatic Veneto pattern.
Variability is also observed in other properties of the grammar and coincides with the
effects attested in other bilingual populations, such as heritage speakers, L2 learners, and
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other contact varieties of Spanish. In some cases, the features exhibited by Chipilo
bilinguals may be attributed to L2 mistakes, as some speakers may never have fully
acquired a monolingual variety of Spanish (Montrul, 2008). Recall from the preceding
chapter that many Chipileños acquire Veneto at home and do not learn Spanish until they
go to school, a domain which does not necessarily preclude Veneto language use.
Furthermore, many do not complete the full secondary curriculum, thereby lessening
their exposure to normative Spanish. Thus, while bilingual Chipilo Spanish demonstrates
variability in peripheral properties of the grammar (those at the interface between
different cognitive domains), the speech samples presented in this chapter reveal that the
core grammar of bilingual Chipileños remains intact, e.g. with respect to knowledge of
Case and Agreement. These findings will be examined in view of the research questions
posed in Chapter 4 in the following, concluding, chapter.
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Chapter 8
Discussion and Conclusions
1. Introduction
The results from the previous chapters can contribute to our understanding of the
social motivations for and the linguistic outcomes of the sustained bilingualism observed
in Chipilo. This chapter will discuss these results in light of the research questions posed
in Chapters 3 and 4 and the results presented in Chapters 6 and 7. Section 2 will center on
the social context of bilingualism in Chipilo, addressing the role of prestige, language
attitudes, and identity in the sustained bilingualism in Chipilo. Section 3 will focus on the
effects of bilingualism at the level of language structure; this section includes findings of
substratum influence and the expression of null and overt subject pronouns. In addition,
this chapter will provide directions for future research.

2. The Social Context of Bilingualism in Chipilo
One of the aims of this dissertation study was to identify the social factors implicated
in the sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo. The pertinent research questions from
Chapter 3 are repeated below.
Research Question 1: What factors contribute to the sustained bilingualism
observed in Chipilo today?
Research Question 2: What is the distribution of Veneto and Spanish in
Chipilo? Are there differences based on gender, age, or L1?
Research Question 3: What are Chipileños‘ attitudes towards Veneto and
Spanish?
a. In terms of linguistic insecurity?

237
b. In terms of ethnolinguistic vitality?
c. In terms of identity?
d. Do these differ based on gender, age, or L1?
This section will discuss the results presented in Chapter 6 in view of these research
questions, and comparisons will be made to previous studies that have also focused on
language maintenance in Chipilo (Sartor and Ursini 1983, Romani 1992, MacKay 1992,
1999). Sartor and Ursini (1983) provide an in-depth socio-historical and sociolinguistic
description of Chipilo based on interviews conducted with various members of the
community. Romani (1992) discusses language use and language loyalty by reference to
results obtained from a sociolinguistic questionnaire, although she does not analyze her
results statistically. MacKay (1992, 1999) deliberates on language maintenance in
Chipilo based on her own observations and excerpts from the sociolinguistic interviews
presented in Sartor and Ursini (1983). These previous findings are updated by the present
study, which offers a linguistic profile of the language situation in Chipilo through the
use of both sociolinguistic interviews and sociolinguistic questionnaires to identify the
social factors implicated in Chipilo today. As previously mentioned, Chipilo is unique in
that, unlike most immigrant communities, Veneto has been maintained alongside Spanish
for over 127 years. The next section will discuss the factors that contribute to the
sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo today.

2.1 Factors implicated in the sustained bilingualism of Chipilo
In situations of immigrant bilingualism, numerous factors are implicated in language
maintenance and language shift, including number of speakers, marriage patterns,
immigration patterns, prestige, and language attitudes. As previously noted, there is no
specific set of factors that can predict language maintenance or shift (see Romaine 1995).
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The maintenance of Veneto in Chipilo has been attributed to a number of factors.
Initially, the linguistic homogeneity of the immigrants, the large family units of
immigrants, and the relative isolation of the community all contributed to language
maintenance during the first years of the colony (MacKay 1992, Sartor and Ursini 1983,
Zago 2007). Furthermore, Romani (1992) and MacKay (1992, 1999) note that the strong
association between Veneto and Italian identity that characterized the community for
many decades also contributed to the maintenance of Veneto in the community.
However, MacKay (1999) comments that in the 1970s young people began to abandon
Italian identity and replace it with Mexican identity due to the absence of ties between
Chipilo and Italy. This loss of Italian identity was reversed with the re-establishment of
contact with Italy during the centennial celebration of the founding of Chipilo in 1982,
leading to the resurgence of Italian identity.
Today, Chipilo is not isolated from neighboring communities. Chipilo and the
surrounding towns and cities share employment and education opportunities. For
instance, non-Chipileño students from adjacent towns attend elementary school in
Chipilo, and many young Chipileños attend secondary school and university in Puebla.
Thus, there is a considerable amount of interaction between Chipilo and the surrounding
communities. The isolation of the early years is gone, but the use of Veneto in the
community remains strong. The factors that appear to be implicated in the sustained
bilingualism observed in Chipilo today are language prestige, positive attitudes, low
levels of linguistic insecurity, and a strong ethnolinguistic identity. In spite of increased
contact with Italy, many speakers do not perceive themselves as Italian, but rather as
Chipileño. In other words, the relinquishing of Italian identity and the attendant adoption
of Chipileño identity has provided further reinforcement of pride and language
maintenance in Chipilo.
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2.1.1 Prestige and language attitudes
As presented in Chapter 6, Veneto enjoys high prestige in Chipilo and is not regarded
as inferior to Spanish. This may be due in part to the fact that it is a European language
and does not carry the same stigma associated with other minority languages in Mexico,
which are in the main indigenous. Furthermore, the economic independence of Chipilo
and the employment opportunities within the community have associated Veneto with
economic success, resulting in a positive connection between Chipileño society and the
Veneto language. Speakers are not ashamed of Veneto, as it is not associated with
poverty or a lack of education. The high level of prestige associated with Veneto is also
reflected in speakers‘ favorable attitudes towards the continued use and maintenance of
Veneto. Furthermore, as noted by Romani (1992) and MacKay (1992, 1999) contact with
Italy has enhanced favorable attitudes, as more Chipileños are able to interact with other
Veneto speakers and travel to Veneto-speaking regions of Italy.
High prestige and favorable attitudes have also led to low levels of linguistic
insecurity in both Spanish and Veneto. As Chapter 6 shows, bilingual Chipileños are
comfortable speaking both languages in a variety of domains and with a variety of
interlocutors. Linguistic insecurity in Spanish may be demonstrated more by those who
frequently speak Veneto, for example those who are no longer in school and work at
home or within the community. Linguistic insecurity in Veneto, on the other hand, is
mostly evinced by those who were raised speaking predominantly Spanish and who may
be, to some degree, passive bilinguals who choose not to or are unable to speak Veneto.
Note, however, that although speakers acknowledge minimal skills in writing and reading
Veneto, owing to a lack of formal education in the language, this lack of literacy has not
affected speaker‘s confidence.
Speakers‘ attitudes are also reflected in how both languages are perceived in the
community. Overall, Spanish and Veneto are considered to be important both at the
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individual and societal level, although Veneto is often considered slightly more
important. Veneto is also perceived to be more attractive than Spanish and is perceived to
be used more often than Spanish in the homes of Chipilo. These results point to the
overall preference for Veneto within the community and demonstrate that Veneto is not
yet being replaced by Spanish. Romani (1992) noted that at the time of her study, Veneto
and Spanish did not appear to be in a state of conflict and this appears to also be the case
today. Veneto is considered prestigious, perhaps more prestigious than Spanish, at the
local level and together with positive language attitudes on the part of the speakers,
Veneto continues to be maintained both functionally and as symbol of ethnolinguistic
identity.

2.1.2 Chipileño Identity
The prestige of Veneto and the positive attitudes towards it have led to the
strengthening of Chipileño identity. MacKay (1999) notes that in the 1970s, Italian
identity was being replaced with Mexican identity in the younger generations; however, a
resurgence of Italian identity was brought about through the re-establishment of contact
with Italy in 1982 during the centennial celebration of the founding of Chipilo. The
strong association with ethnic heritage is still prevalent today, although few Chipileños
consider themselves Italian. Instead, a Chipileño identity has emerged and while speakers
identify with both the Mexican and the Veneto culture, Chipileños continue to distinguish
the in-group from the out-group, based on both cultural and linguistic distinctions.
Mexico is the place of birth, and Mexican is the official nationality of all Chipileños.
Therefore, the majority of speakers are proud to be Mexican and identify with Mexican
culture and values. At the same time, however, the Chipilo community has rejected steps
towards total assimilation into the mainstream Mexican society. While they embrace
Mexico as their home country and Spanish as the socially dominant language, they have
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maintained their cultural and linguistic differences. The Chipileños have established their
own identity as Chipileños based on shared ancestry, cultural norms and values, physical
characteristics, and language.
Following Berry (1990), Chipilo has refused to assimilate into Mexican culture in
that Chipileños have not given up and replaced their distinct cultural values, norms,
traditions, or language with those of mainstream Mexican society. Neither have they
segregated themselves. They do not reject Mexican traditions or values and they
recognize the importance of Spanish within the community. Instead they have integrated
themselves into mainstream Mexican society by adopting the Spanish language and
Mexican traditions, while at the same time maintaining those cultural aspects that
distinguish them from Mexican society. In this way, they maintain their identity as a
distinct type of Mexican, that of the Chipileño. Recall from Chapter 2, section 6 Zago‘s
description of the Chipileño identity as being a mixture of indigenous, Spanish, and
Italian cultures: ―había que orientarse en forma definitiva hacia lo propio, hacia lo
mexicano; es decir, no hacia lo indígena solo, ni hacia lo español solo, ni hacia lo italiano
solo; sino hacia la mezcla de los tres, porque ese es precisamente el mestizaje cultural del
chipileño‖ ‗they had to orient themselves in a definite way towards their own, towards
the Mexican; that is, not towards only the indigenous, nor towards only the Spanish, nor
torwards only the Italian, but towards the mixture of all three, because that is precisely
the cultural race of the Chipileño‘ (2007:157). Results from the present study show that
Chipileños continue to distinguish between Mexican and Chipileño cultures and do not
wholeheartedly adopt their Mexican identity, although it is important to note that in spite
of the distinction between Mexican and Chipileño, Chipileños do recognize the blend of
Mexican and Italian cultures, as described by a Chipileña woman in (1).
(1)

Es que sí comemos comida mexicana pero no festejamos el Día de los
Muertos por ejemplo. No los festejamos como ellos o sentimos algunas
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tradiciones mexicanas pero todavía jugamos a las bochas o, o sea, eso es
ser chipileño, yo digo. O comen polenta con salsa. Pero también la
polenta típica italiana y la salsa más mexicana no puede ser y así así eso
es Chipilo (PS08AM01, female born 1978, L1 Veneto)
‗We do eat Mexican food, but we don‘t celebrate the Day of the Dead,
for example, we don‘t celebrate like they do or we celebrate some
traditions, but we still play bocci ball, I mean, that is what being
Chipileño is, according to me, or they eat polenta with salsa. But the
polenta is typical Italian and the salsa couldn‘t be more Mexican, and
like that, that is Chipilo.‘
As noted, Chipileño identity is further enhanced through distinguishing physical
characteristics, which are viewed favorably by both in-group and out-group members. In
addition, Chipileños display their Italian heritage through cultural artifacts, such as Italian
soccer jerseys, Italian stickers and logos on cars, and through the names of local
businesses (as mentioned in Chapter 1). Thus, the economic success of the community,
together with distinguishing physical characteristics, has created an environment where
speakers have no reason to be embarrassed by their language or their Italian heritage.
They are proud to speak Veneto and proud to be Chipileño. The use of Veneto, or
Veneto-influenced Spanish, further enhances their membership with the prestigious
group. As the geographic and linguistic boundaries of Chipilo become blurred, due to the
increasing proximity of the city of Puebla, it appears that the Chipileño identity becomes
more salient as younger generations continue to speak Veneto and take pride in their own
Chipileño identity and culture.
At present, bilingualism in Chipilo appears to be stable. This may be due to an
important difference between Chipilo and other minority communities, such as that
studied by Gal (1979). Specifically, the agricultural basis on which Chipilo was founded
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led to economic success and therefore the immigrant language Veneto has never been
associated with a low status, peasant community, as was the case with Hungarian in
Oberwart. Gal noted that the increasing presence of German-speakers in Oberwart clearly
distinguished German as the prestige language and Hungarian as the peasant language,
but that Hungarian maintained its status as a symbol of group identity. It was not until
after WWII that the influx of German speakers also attracted industrial and economic
growth that consequently led to shift to German, of economic necessity. In Chipilo, in
contrast, the economic stability of the community has allowed for Veneto language
maintenance, even with an ever-increasing influx of monolingual Spanish speakers.
A fear of many Chipileños is that the increasing growth of Puebla will eventually
absorb Chipilo and turn the community into nothing more than a neighborhood of Puebla
resulting in the loss of Veneto. However, as discussed in Chapter 3, ethnic identity can,
of course, exist without a separate ethnic language. In Chipilo, Veneto language use is
not the only indicator of ethnic identity but it is certainly a very salient one. The strong
association of Veneto language use with the home and family and as a connection to
Italian ancestry has facilitated the maintenance of the language even in the ever
increasing presence of Puebla. Therefore, while the loss of Veneto would not necessarily
entail the loss of Chipileño identity, at this point, Veneto remains a strong symbol of
ethnic identity and group membership.
In brief, in response to Research Question 1—What factors contribute to the
sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo today?—the findings point to the prestige of
the languages (Veneto and Spanish) associated with the local in-group identity
(Chipileño) of this economically successful European-Mexican community.
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2.2 The distribution of Veneto and Spanish in Chipilo
It is clear from the preceding discussion that Veneto is frequently used within Chipilo
and is well-established as the preferred language for in-group communication. The
second question addressed in this dissertation is that of the distribution of Veneto and
Spanish in Chipilo. More specifically, the work examined whether the general
distribution of Veneto and Spanish is affected by social factors such as a speaker‘s
gender, age, or L1. As noted, Chipilo does not represent a classic case of diglossia, given
that the two languages are spoken in all domains, i.e. Veneto may be heard both at the
church and the school even though all official matters are conducted in Spanish. Veneto
is used predominantly in the home and with family and friends, but is also the preferred
language with customers and co-workers and even in doctor/patient interactions,
provided that those involved are Veneto-speakers. Yet, differences in language use are
expected across groups. For example, women are more likely to work in the home and
maintain close contacts within the Veneto-dominant family domain. Younger generations
have increased opportunities for employment and education outside of Chipilo, and
speakers may have more or less exposure to each language based on their L1. Each of
these will be addressed in turn.

2.2.1 Language use and Gender
Given the active role of women in the home and with family, domains where Veneto
is the preferred language, it was predicted that women would use more Veneto than men.
Men often work outside of the community or with non-Chipileños, thereby increasing
their exposure to and use of Spanish. Results revealed a significant difference between
men and women only with respect to the language used in the home, where women report
using more Veneto than men. No other significant differences were found between the
two groups with respect to language use. Furthermore, no significant differences were
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found with respect to linguistic self-reports. These results differ from those of Romani
(1992), who found that women report using more Veneto than men, and more Veneto
specifically with the children than men. Importantly, Romani‘s results were not analyzed
statistically and thus they may be interpreted as generalizations or trends. The fact that
few statistical differences between men and women with respect to language use and
linguistic self-reports arise in the present study may be due to an increase in more recent
times in small businesses within Chipilo that have given rise to employment opportunities
in the community where Veneto can be used, as noted by MacKay (1999). This increase
in local business may be reflected in the comparable degrees of Veneto used by both men
and women. In sum, Veneto is viewed favorably in Chipilo and thus both men and
women use Veneto in conjunction with Spanish to comparable degrees and report similar
levels of confidence in the expression and comprehension of both languages.

2.2.2 Language use and L1
It was predicted that language use would also be dictated by a speaker‘s L1. Romani
(1992) found that while most participants self-report a high degree of expression in
Spanish, high self-reports of expression in Veneto are limited to L1 Veneto speakers.
Furthermore, L1 Veneto speakers report using Veneto with family members more than
L1 Spanish speakers or L1 both speakers. The present study finds similar results. With
respect to linguistic self-reports, L1 Veneto speakers rate themselves significantly higher
in Veneto expression than L1 Spanish speakers and L1 both speakers. And as predicted,
L1 Veneto speakers are significantly more likely to speak Veneto with a variety of
interlocutors than L1 Spanish speakers, and in some cases L1 both speakers. L1 both
speakers are also significantly more likely to speak more Veneto than an L1 Spanish
speaker. Importantly, L1 Spanish speakers do report using Veneto and many hold Veneto
in high regard, despite the fact that they may not frequently use the language in the home
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or in other interactions. Recall that all respondents to the questionnaire are bilingual and
even though some claim to be passive bilinguals, both languages may be used to some
extent. This is also found by Romani (1992), who notes that even though Spanish may be
used among family by L1 Spanish and L1 both speakers, it does not entirely replace
Veneto and it may still be passed on to the children.
Furthermore, in cases of mixed-marriages in Chipilo Romani (1992) found that
Veneto is often acquired simultaneously with Spanish or is completely replaced by
Spanish as the language of the home. Similar results are reported in the present study.
Recall from Chapter 5 that many participants from mixed marriage backgrounds report
higher degrees of linguistic insecurity in Veneto and some rarely speak it. As the number
of mixed marriages in Chipilo increases, there may be a decrease in the number of L1
Veneto speakers and an increase in either L1 both or L1 Spanish speakers. Given that L1
is strongly associated with patterns of language use, that is, L1 Veneto speakers use more
Veneto than L1 both and L1 Spanish speakers, a decrease in the number of L1 Veneto
speakers may eventually lead to language shift. This is also seen in that L1 Spanish
speakers demonstrate higher degrees of linguistic insecurity in Veneto than L1 Veneto
speakers. Both the present study and Romani also found that L1 Veneto speakers feel
more comfortable speaking Veneto than L1 Spanish speakers. Thus, it appears L1 is a
strong predictor of language use patterns and confidence in linguistic self-reports. This
indicates that the future of Veneto in Chipilo will depend on its continued transmission as
the first language of the children (Fishman 1991).

2.2.3 Language use and Age
With respect to a speaker‘s age, two hypotheses were posed. On the one hand,
younger generations might speak less Veneto than older generations as a result of
increased education and employment opportunities outside of the community where
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Spanish is the dominant language. On the other hand, favorable attitudes and a desire to
maintain distinctions between the in-group and the out-group might result in comparable
degrees of Veneto and Spanish language use by younger and older generations alike. The
results presented in Chapter 6 support the latter hypothesis. No significant differences
were found across age groups with respect to language use patterns or with respect to
linguistic self-reports. This indicates that Veneto continues to be used by the younger
generations to a similar degree as older generations. Younger generations still prefer
Veneto with various interlocutors and, in fact, young participants perceive there to be few
young people in the community who do not speak Veneto.
While the present study found no significant differences in language use or linguistic
self-reports across age groups, Romani (1992) found that younger generations rate
themselves higher in self-reports in Veneto expression than older generations. She
attributes this to a language shift that apparently began around the time that Chipilo
started to have increased interactions with outsiders, for employment and business
opportunities. She also notes higher self-reports in Veneto among younger generations of
L1 Spanish and L1 both background and attributes this to increased opportunities to
travel to Italy, available to all members of the community, and the prestige associated
with Veneto and the economic success of the community. Furthermore, the younger
generations in her study report higher abilities in Spanish than older generations, a
difference she ascribes to increased access to formal education in Spanish and to the fact
that women, as they are generally responsible for the upbringing of the children, favor the
acquisition of both Veneto and Spanish on the part of the children, thus resulting in
higher degrees of linguistic security on the part of the younger generations in both
languages. Romani notes that ―en las nuevas generaciones existe una orientación positiva
para con la conservación del véneto al mismo tiempo que se obtiene una mayor seguridad
en español‖ ‗in the new generations there exists a positive orientation towards the
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conservation of Veneto at the same time that they achieve higher security in Spanish‘
(1992:59). Thus, the results of the sociolinguistic component of this dissertation are in
line with Romani‘s findings in that younger generations continue to exhibit high degrees
of linguistic confidence and language use, comparable to those observed in older
generations.
Studies of other minority language contexts reveal that younger generations may use
the minority language as the language of the home out of need, for example to speak to
elderly family members who have low proficiency in the majority language (Zentella
1997, Clyne 2003). In these cases, the majority language is the preferred language with
other interlocutors. This is not the case in Chipilo, where Veneto is spoken between
parents and their children, among siblings, and with friends, neighbors, and other Venetospeaking community members. The prestige and favorable attitudes associated with
Veneto, as discussed in the preceding section, are therefore prevalent across all
generations thus leading to the continued use of Veneto.
In brief, in response to question 2—What is the distribution of Veneto and Spanish in
Chipilo and are there differences based on gender, age, or L1?—, the findings reveal that
Veneto is used primarily in the home and family domains but that is also used in
education and employment domains. Women use more Veneto in the home than men, but
no other significant differences were revealed between women and men and none across
age groups with respect to language use patterns or linguistic self-reports. L1 was found
to be a significant indicator of language use, that is, L1 Veneto speakers use more Veneto
than L1 both speakers who use more Veneto than L1 Spanish speakers.

2.3. Language attitudes in Chipilo
The preceding section has demonstrated that language use appears to be consistent
across all three groups. The third research question relating to the social context of
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Chipilo targets language attitudes across these same groups: What are Chipileños‘
attitudes towards Veneto and Spanish and do these differ based on gender, age, or L1?
Each of these will be addressed in turn.

2.3.1 Language attitudes and gender
It was predicted that the active role of women in the family and home domain may
result in more favorable attitudes towards Veneto as compared to those of men. This
prediction is borne out in that women consider Veneto as more important at an individual
level and at the societal level than do men, and they also identify more with Veneto than
do men. It is important to keep in mind, however, that even though the difference
between men and women is statistically significant for these items, men also show high
ratings in each category. Surprisingly, however, men report more interest in the teaching
of Veneto in school and they find the mixing of Spanish and Veneto to be more negative
for the future of Veneto. These results contrast with those of Romani (1992), who found
that women are more in favor of teaching Veneto in school and are more likely to correct
children who switch to Spanish, although it is worth recalling that Romani did not run
statistical analysis on her results. One possible reason for the present significant
difference between men and women with respect to these two items may be that women,
more so than men, maintain distinct domains for the use of each language. Given that
women are associated with the family and home and are responsible for the upbringing of
the children, they may feel that Veneto is theirs to pass on to the children and thus they
may not feel as strongly about the role of school in the maintenance of Veneto.
Furthermore, given that younger speakers are often claimed to mix Spanish and Veneto
more than older speakers, women may be more willing to accept this as it is the speech of
their children and grandchildren. They may perceive the mixing to be temporary and
believe that mixing will pass with continued Veneto use.
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Another possible reason why men may advocate the teaching Veneto in school over
women is offered by Romani. She notes that women also place value on Spanish and
―evalúan igualitariamente las cualidades lingüísticas de los dos idiomas, y [son] las que
consideran que el bilingüismo no conlleva dificultades‖ ‗evaluate equally the linguistic
qualities of the two languages, and they are the ones who consider bilingualism to not
carry any difficulties along with it‘ (1992:83). It may be, then, that women recognize the
importance of Spanish, as well as Veneto, in the upbringing of their children as members
of both the local and national cultures. Many participants report having experienced
difficulties upon entering school due to a lack of knowledge of Spanish and it is often
claimed by participants that young mothers are increasingly speaking Spanish, along with
Veneto, to their children as a way to avoid similar hardships. This is articulated in the
transcript in (2), where one young mother notes that she speaks both languages to her son
for this reason, and in (3), where a grandmother comments that she tries to preclude the
difficulties experienced by her own children.
(2)

I: ¿Le hablas en véneto?
Sí. (PS08AM31, female born 1984, L1 Veneto)
I: ¿Siempre?
No. También en español porque como este año va a entrar a la escuela
como para que sepa algo.
‗I: Do you speak to him in Veneto?
Yes.
I: All the time?
No. Also in Spanish because since he‘s going to start school this year and
so that he‘ll know something.‘

(3)

A mis hijas sí le costó mucho. Ya después cuando ellas tenían a sus hijos
chiquitos me dicen no me va a pasar lo mismo porque yo le dije que no le
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pase lo mismo que ustedes, mi hijo, háblenle el mexicano para que
también aprendan el mexicano. Están aprendiendo dos, dos idiomas, mi
hija, pero tienen que entrar a la escuela y tienen que contestarle a la
maestra. (PS08TC41, female born 1948, L1 Veneto)
‗It was really hard for my daughters. Later, when they had their young
children they said to me the same thing isn‘t going to happen because I
told them not to let the same thing happen, my son, talk to them in
Spanish so that they learn Spanish too. They are learning two, two
languages, my daughter, but they have to start school and they have to
answer the teacher.‘
Due to the socially dominant presence of Spanish, and the strong association between L1
and language use patterns, as found by Romani (1992) and the present study, the increase
in Veneto and Spanish as the L1 or the language of the home may ultimately lead to a
switch to Spanish on the part of the children in Chipilo.
In sum, both women and men express favorable attitudes overall towards Veneto and
Spanish. In line with the predictions, women identify more with Veneto and view it as
more important to themselves and to Chipilo than do men, although men also respond
favorably to each of these items. Interestingly, women show less favorable attitudes to
the teaching of Veneto in school and are less bothered by language-mixing. These may be
the result of a balanced view of the functions of the two languages in the community.
Women recognize Veneto as the home language, but also recognize the importance of
Spanish as the national language in the upbringing of the children.

2.3.2 Language attitudes and L1
As with language use, L1 is also a strong predictor of language attitudes. It was
predicted that L1 Veneto speakers would have more fvorable attitudes towards Veneto
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than L1 both or L1 Spanish speakers. L1 Veneto speakers assess Veneto as more
important to themselves and they consider it more important to continue speaking Veneto
than L1 Spanish speakers. L1 Veneto and L1 both speakers also deem it more important
that the children speak Veneto than L1 Spanish speakers. L1 Veneto speakers also rate
Veneto as more attractive than L1 Spanish speakers. Similar results are reported by
Romani (1992), who found that L1 Veneto speakers rate Veneto as more attractive, and
are bothered more by the idea of their child and other in-group members no longer using
Veneto than L1 both or L1 Spanish speakers. Again, Romani points out that ―los
hablantes tienden a colocar el véneto y el español en pie de igualdad‖ ‗speakers tend to
place Veneto and Spanish on equal footing‘ (1992:80) and that while Veneto may be
more attractive or speakers may feel more comfortable speaking Veneto, Spanish is also
highly rated. This finding is replicated in the present study. In general, attitudes towards
both Veneto and Spanish are favorable across all L1 groups, thus indicating that both
languages are considered important aspects of community life. As Romani (1992) notes,
the use of Veneto demonstrates solidarity with the community whereas Spanish shows
allegiance at the national level.

2.3.3 Language attitudes and age
Age was also found to be a significant factor in speakers‘ attitudes. Due to the
proximity of Puebla, the increasing education and employment opportunities outside of
Chipilo, and access to television, the internet, and other types of Spanish-language media,
younger generations are exposed to a greater extent to Spanish and to mainstream
Mexican culture than older generations. Two hypotheses were posed with respect to the
effect this would have on speaker‘s attitudes. First, younger generations would have less
favorable attitudes towards Veneto given that Spanish is the language of education and
opportunities outside of Chipilo and it connects Chipileños with the mainstream culture.
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Through education and employment opportunities, speakers are in contact with the
greater national society and establish open social networks that include monolingual
Spanish speakers. Attitudes towards Spanish therefore may be more favorable on the part
of the younger generations. Older generations may maintain strong connections to Veneto
as a symbol of ethnolinguistic solidarity and as the heritage language of their parents and
grandparents and may have more favorable attitudes towards Veneto than younger
generations.
On the other hand, the increased exposure to Spanish may enhance the saliency of
Veneto as a marker of in-group identity and result in favorable attitudes towards Veneto
on the part of the younger speakers. The increased education and employment
opportunities outside of Puebla have blurred the boundaries between the in-group and the
out-group. Expanded social networks expose the younger speakers to the national
Mexican culture and Spanish language. In response, they may enhance their Chipileño
background in order to distinguish themselves from mainstream culture. In contrast, older
generations, still perhaps predominantly based in Chipilo, may feel the need to adapt to
the national society more to show that they too are part of the mainstream national
culture, even though they might, to some degree, not be completely confronted by it.
Results support the latter hypothesis: younger generations consider Spanish as less
important to the community and identify less with Spanish than older speakers. This is
also reflected in response to the attractiveness of Veneto and Spanish: younger
generations rate Spanish as significantly less attractive than older groups. Therefore, it
would appear that younger generations continue to perceive themselves a distinct group,
where Veneto culture and language serve as markers of that distinction. It is important to
note, however, that Spanish is still viewed as important by the younger generations,
though not to the same extent as Veneto. No significant differences were found across
age groups with respect to the importance of Veneto or identity with Veneto language
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and culture, indicating that speakers of all age groups find Veneto to be an important
aspect of the community and of their identity as Chipileños.
At first glance, the lower ratings towards Spanish and Mexican identity appear
counter-intuitive given that the younger generations have more employment and
education opportunities outside of the community and are exposed to national culture
more than older generations. However, if we consider the importance to the initial
generations of accepting and integrating into the national Mexican culture, we can see a
different ideology between the younger and older generations. For example, Romani
(1992) reports a difference in L1 across age groups: a higher percentage of participants
over 50 years of age learned Spanish or both Spanish and Veneto simultaneously as
compared to the younger generations who learned only Veneto. She ascribes this to a
language shift that began around the time that the community was no longer considered a
colony. This led to increased communication with neighboring towns, the construction of
the church and school, and the arrival of electricity and other technology. The increased
contact with outsiders led to a stronger need for Spanish. Thus, during that time period,
children were raised speaking Spanish or both Spanish and Veneto. Romani attributes the
reversal of this apparent shift to the strength of the local economy and the establishment
of relationships with Italy, which both led to an increase in the prestige of Veneto. These
factors cited by Romani as contributing to the shift in L1 in older generations may also
have affected the mentality of the Chipileños at the time. Furthermore, Savarino (2006)
notes a weakening of Italian identity after the end of the Second World War in which the
Fascist regime was defeated and ―se derrumbó repentinamente toda identifificacion con
la patria de los abuelos y con el pais imaginario que habia sido transfigurado en el mito‖
‗all identification with the home country of the grandparents and with the imaginary
country that had been turned into a myth collapsed‘ (298). Thus, these speakers may have
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wanted to accept mainstream Mexican culture and assimilate into Mexican society
through the acceptance of Spanish and Mexican identity.
This difference in L1 across age groups reported by Romani may be reflected in the
present study in the significant difference in responses between younger and older
generations with respect to the importance of Spanish to the community and
identification with Mexican culture. While Group 1 speakers (age 18-30) identify with
Mexican culture, it is significantly less than Group 3 (age 51-64). It is possible that this
difference in attitudes observed between the younger and older generations may change
over time in that younger speakers may be particularly interested in distinguishing
themselves from outsiders now but they may place less importance on this distinction as
they get older (see for example Zentella 1997). It is also possible, as pointed out by
Romani, that speakers of the older generations may have been raised during the time of
the apparent language shift and they have expressed stronger desire to integrate further
into the mainstream national culture. The younger generations, on the other hand, are
proud of their Chipileño heritage and view Spanish and Mexican identity as secondary.
One young speaker accepts Mexico only as his nationality.
(4)

I: ¿Te consideras chipileño, mexicano, italiano?
Este, no hay, no cabe duda por sangre soy italiano cien por ciento. Pero
muy orgulloso de ser chipileño. (PS08AS32, male born 1989, L1
Veneto)
I: ¿Y mexicano?
No
I: ¿Mexicano no?
Para nada no.
I: ¿No te identificas con ser mexicano? ¿Con las tradiciones o algo?
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Por papeles oficialmente, o sea, tengo la nacionalidad mexicana pero no
la acepto.
‗I: Do you consider yourself chipileño, Mexican, Italian?
Um, there‘s no, there‘s no doubt that by blood I‘m Italian one hundred
percent. But very proud to be Chipileño.
I: And Mexican?
No
I: Not Mexican?
No, not at all.
I: You don‘t identify with being Mexican? With traditions or anything?
Officially on paper, I mean, I have Mexican nationality but I don‘t accept
it.‘
While the opinion expressed in (6) is somewhat extreme in that most speakers
consider themselves both Mexican and Chipileño, it does illustrate that the younger
generations do not feel ashamed of their Italian heritage or the use of the Veneto
language. As noted by Romani (1992) and MacKay (1992, 1999), this is most likely due
to a strong sense of pride in the local culture and language that has been enhanced
through economic success and renewed ties with Italy, particularly Segusino. As noted in
previous chapters, in 1982 Chipilo celebrated the centennial of the founding of the
community by establishing a hermandad ‗sister-city‘ with Segusino which brought many
Veneto-speaking Italians to Chipilo for the first time. Since then, there have been annual
excursions and home-stays between the two communities. These excursions are
particularly popular with the younger generations and students, thus strengthening their
connection to Veneto language and culture. The communicative function of Veneto is
also increased through contact with Italy – not only is the language functional within the
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community but it now serves a more global function, that of communicating with other
Veneto speakers, both in Italy and in other Veneto-speaking communities.57
Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 2, the last several years have seen an emerging
interest in standardizing the local variety of Veneto on the part of several local groups
dedicated to the maintenance of Veneto language and culture. For approximately two
years, a Veneto-language newspaper, Al Nostro (see Figure 2.3, Chapter 2), was
published monthly and distributed after mass on Sundays. In addition, this same group
has posted signs written in Veneto around town and in shop windows announcing
different community events (see Figure 8.1).
Figure 8.1 Veneto-language sign posted in a shop window

Translation: This Easter Sunday after 10:00 mass we wait for you to play rigoleto. Bring your
hard-boiled eggs, there will be a prize for the best painted egg, painted only with anelina (a
type of paint). Place: Park. Organized by: Veneti a Chipilo

Other projects include a Veneto-Spanish dictionary, collections of historic photos, short
Veneto-language films and theater productions, and internet blogs and e-mail list-serves.
Many of these projects are supported by younger members of the community and while

57

Veneto speakers in Brazil have also been in contact with Chipileños, particularly through the

Yahoo! e-mail list-serve.
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they may not reach all members of the community, many Chipileños are aware that
preservation efforts are being made.
In brief, with respect to research question 3—What are Chipileños‘ attitudes towards
Veneto and Spanish?—we find that overall there are positive attitudes towards both
Veneto and Spanish within the community, although significant differences do arise
across groups. Women view Veneto as more important at the individual and societal level
whereas men show more positive attitudes towards teaching Veneto in school and less
favorable attitudes towards language mixing. With respect to language vitality, L1
Veneto speakers view Veneto as more important than L1 Spanish speakers. L1 Veneto
speakers also view Veneto as more attractive and feel more comfortable speaking Veneto
than L1 Spanish speakers, who show more linguistic insecurity in Veneto than L1 Veneto
speakers. Younger generations differ significantly from older generations in that younger
generations identify less with Mexican culture and Spanish than older generations.

2.4. Summary of the Social Context of Chipilo
Most language minority immigrants undergo shift to the majority language by the
third generation, but in Chipilo, Veneto has been maintained for over 127 years. Results
from several instruments (interviews, questionnaires) show that gender, age, and L1 are
implicated in the sustained bilingualism observed in Chipilo. It was predicted that women
might use Veneto more and have stronger opinions towards its maintenance than men due
to their role in the home and as the main transmitter of the language to the children. A
speaker‘s L1 was also predicted to be an important indictor of language use and to
influence attitudes towards the maintenance of Veneto. These predictions for gender and
L1 were borne out. Women do, in fact, use more Veneto in the home, rate Veneto
significantly higher in importance to themselves and to the community, and they identify
more with Veneto. L1 correlates strongly with language use and language attitudes. The

259
social variable of age is also implicated in sustained bilingualism in that younger
generations report less favorable attitudes towards Spanish than older generations with
respect to its importance at the societal level and their identification with Mexican
identity. This may be attributed to the positive attitudes and prestige associated with
Veneto, as well as to contact with Italy which have also given rise to emerging interest in
standardizing the language.
In sum, the language use patterns and favorable language attitudes towards Veneto
observed in Chipilo are indicative of high ethnolinguistic vitality within the community.
Younger generations do not appear to be moving towards language shift to Spanish and
instead appear to have less favorable attitudes towards the national culture than older
generations. Therefore, the future of Veneto in Chipilo appears to be a positive one. As
noted by Fase, Jaspaert, and Kroon ―As long as there is a minority group, as long as the
minority group is not demographically broken up, the use of the minority language will
not disappear unless the norms for language use within the group are changed‖ (1992:7).
Speaking specifically to the language situation in Chipilo, if Veneto continues to be
transmitted to the children, and if speakers continue to use Veneto as the language of
intra-group interaction, language shift will continue to be averted. If, on the other hand,
Spanish replaces Veneto as the primary language of the home and of intra-group
interactions, the likely outcome will be language shift.

3. Linguistic Outcomes of Bilingualism in Chipilo
Under such intense language contact conditions as those found in Chipilo, contact
effects are to be expected and are indeed observed. Two sets of questions were pursued,
the first addressing general Veneto substratum influence and the overall effects of
individual bilingualism on Chipilo Spanish, the second focusing specifically on the
expression of subject pronouns.
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3.1 Interlingual influence in bilingual Chipilo Spanish
Given the intense nature of language contact in Chipilo, interlingual effects were
expected in bilingual Chipilo Spanish. As noted, Veneto is the L1 of many, if not most,
people of Italian descent and therefore Veneto is expected to exert influence on bilingual
Chipilo Spanish given that it is the dominant language of many community members.
The following research questions are addressed in this section:
Research Question 4: Does the contact variety of Spanish spoken in Chipilo
exhibit influence that could be attributed to Veneto?
Research Question 5: Do these properties coincide with the well-established
effects observed among other speakers of contact and bilingual Spanish?
With respect to the first research question, it was predicted that bilingual Chipilo
Spanish would exhibit substratum influence from Veneto, given that Veneto is the first
language of many bilinguals, and in many cases it is the language most frequently used
by speakers within the community. That Veneto is the dominant language for many
participants in this study is seen in the language switching and lexical switches that occur
in monolingual Spanish speech. As noted, speakers were interviewed in Spanish but the
presence of other Veneto speakers prevented participants from engaging in a full
monolingual speech mode (Grosjean 2001). Veneto is the first language of many
speakers in this study and the dominant language of daily life within the community, and
thus it prevails in interactions both with in-group and out-group members.
As exemplified in Chapter 7, this prediction is confirmed. Bilingual Chipilo Spanish
exhibits several characteristics that can be attributed to Veneto, such as double negation
and accompanying intonation patterns, as well as the imposition of morphosyntactic
structures. It is important to point out, however, that many characteristics that occur in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish are also frequent in monolingual varieties of Spanish. In this
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case, Veneto may also reinforce characteristics that are sporadically found in
monolingual speech, such as the use of the singular indirect object clitic le for the plural
form les (following the Veneto pattern which does not mark number agreement), and the
use of redundant possessive pronouns, which also occurs in Veneto.
In spite of the substratum influence observed in bilingual Chipilo Spanish, bilingual
Chipileños demonstrate a monolingual-like Spanish grammar. Regarding the second
research question, it was predicted that the core Spanish grammar of these speakers
would remain unaffected, whereas properties of the grammar that fall outside the scope of
the core, or narrow, syntax would demonstrate variability, as consistent with other
studies. These vulnerable properties of the grammar occur at the interface between
different cognitive domains and are thus susceptible to indeterminacy and variability.
Variability in these properties is also observed in monolingual Spanish, but is enhanced
in the speech of bilinguals of diverse types, including heritage speakers, L2 learners, and
near-native speakers (see Chapter 4, Section 3.1).
As predicted, and clearly illustrated in the excerpts presented in this dissertation, the
core grammar of bilingual Chipileños remains intact, i.e. the bilinguals sampled
demonstrate knowledge of core properties of Spanish such as Agr and Case, which
remain unaffected in cases of language contact and bilingualism. Also confirming the
hypotheses posed, bilingual Chipilo Spanish demonstrates variability in the syntactic
interface areas. Given that the variability is found outside the core syntax at the interfaces
between different cognitive domains, the results are in line with previous studies. As
shown in Chapter 7, Sections 6 and 7, bilingual Chipilo Spanish demonstrates variability
with respect to properties regulated by the interfaces of the syntax with the lexicosemantics and the discourse-pragmatics. This variability was amply demonstrated with
examples of the expression of null and overt subject pronouns, the use of dative marker a,
reverse psychological predicates, the distinction between preterite and imperfect, and in
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inalienable possession constructions, as observed in other bilingual populations including
other contact Spanish varieties, L2 learners, and heritage speakers. This type of
variability, such as the regularization of gustar, is also observed in monolingual varieties
of Spanish but may be enhanced in cases of language contact and bilingualism.
Often, studies have attributed such divergent Spanish language use patterns to
convergence with the contact language, which in most previous studies has been a
language from a distinct language family (e.g., English). However, recall that both
Veneto and Spanish are Romance languages and share a number of parallel structures.
Thus, the observed variability cannot be attributed to convergence, and therefore may
arise as a consequence of language contact and bilingualism in general. Recall too that
variability in the periphery is also observed in monolingual speech, indicating that these
properties are inherently vulnerable as a result of the complexity of the interface (Sorace
2004).
The variability observed in bilingual Chipilo Spanish may also be the result of
incomplete acquisition. Montrul (2002, 2008) postulates that the variability observed in
heritage speakers in her studies may be due to imperfect acquisition. She found that
simultaneous English-Spanish bilinguals and early child L2 learners differed significantly
from monolingual Spanish speakers with respect to tense/aspect distinctions and
inalienable possession constructions as a result of imperfect learning or language
attrition. While Chipileños do differ from the heritage speakers discussed by Montrul in
that they are not heritage speakers, similar circumstances may be taking place in Chipilo.
Some bilinguals claim to have learned Spanish simultaneously with Veneto in the home,
but others claim to not have learned Spanish until entering school. However, the school
environment did not prevent the use of Veneto by many speakers where it was in fact the
preferred language of communication among Veneto-speaking peers. In addition, many
Chipileños leave school to pursue employment opportunities with the family business,

263
often within Chipilo, thereby limiting the amount of formal exposure to Spanish. These
speakers may never have fully acquired Spanish, or, if they did fully acquire it, may be
undergoing some degree of language attrition. Thus, the variability observed in bilingual
Chipilo Spanish may also be attributed to incomplete acquisition and the possibility that
child acquisition may be affected by the non-target-like forms in the bilingual speech of
the adults (Meisel 2001).
In sum, with respect to Research Questions 4 and 5— Does the contact variety of
Spanish spoken in Chipilo exhibit influence that could be attributed to Veneto and do
these properties coincide with the well-established effects observed among other speakers
of contact and bilingual Spanish? — we find that there are indeed characteristics of
bilingual Chipilo Spanish that result from substratum influence from Veneto.
Furthermore, these properties coincide with the well-established effects observed among
other speakers of contact and bilingual Spanish.

3.2 Subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish
The study of two typologically similar languages can offer insights into the
underlying cause of language contact outcomes. To further explore Research Question 5,
the expression of null and overt subject pronouns was examined quantitatively and the
factors implicated in subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish were
identified. The following research questions were addressed.
Research Question 6: Is the overall rate of subject pronoun expression in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish similar to what is attested in monolingual Mexican
Spanish?
Research Question 7: Are the language-internal factors person (and number),
verb form ambiguity, and co-referentiality implicated in subject pronoun
expression in Chipilo Spanish?
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Research Question 8: Are there differences in subject pronoun expression
across age groups?
Research Question 9: Are there differences in subject pronoun expression
between gender groups?
Research Question 10: Are there differences in subject pronoun expression
across L1 groups?
Each of these will be discussed below.

3.2.1 Rate of subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish
With respect to the rate of subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish, it
was predicted that an increase in the rate of overt subject pronouns would support a
simplification account in that variability arises due to language contact in general and is
not specific to the languages in contact. A number of previous studies have attributed an
increased rate of overt subject pronoun expression to contact with English, a non-null
subject language (Lapidus and Otheguy 2005, Otheguy et al. 2007, Toribio 2004, Lipski
1996, Montrul 2004). However, in the case of Chipilo both Spanish and Veneto are null
subject languages and thus an increase in the rate of overt subject pronouns cannot be
ascribed to convergence. Instead, an increase in the rate of overt subject pronouns would
support a simplification account, in that variability would be hypothesized to arise from
language contact in general, rather than to the effect of the contact language.
The quantitative analysis of naturalistic data (see Chapter 7, Section 6) reveals that
the rate of overt subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish is 19%, identical
to that reported for Mexican newcomers in New York City by Otheguy et al. (2007).
Therefore, with reference to that Mexican population, no increase in the overall rate of
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overt subject pronoun expression is observed and simplification is not supported. 58
However, we cannot concretely claim that the rate of overt subject pronoun expression in
bilingual Chipilo Spanish is the result of convergence, as there is also no base-line for the
expression of subject pronouns in Veneto.
The results presented here, that Veneto-Spanish bilinguals show no increase in the
rate of overt subject pronouns as compared to a monolingual Mexican variety of Spanish,
differ from those reported by Bini (1993) and Margaza and Bel (2006) who found an
increase in the expression of overt subject pronouns in Spanish learners of Italian and
Greek learners of Spanish, respectively (recall that Italian, Greek, and Spanish are all null
subject languages). The difference between these previous studies and the present
research project may arise due to participant proficiency and the nature of acquisition of
Spanish. In Bini (1993) and Margaza and Bel (2006), the participants were L2 learners of
Spanish whereas in the present study, participants are early or simultaneous bilinguals
who acquired both languages in naturalistic settings (see also De Prada Pérez 2009 for
Catalan-Spanish bilinguals). Furthermore, Bini (1993) notes that more advanced Spanish
learners of Italian do not produce a higher rate of overt subject pronouns, therefore
indicating that the increase observed in intermediate learners may be due to speaker
proficiency.
Although the rate of overt subject pronoun expression is in line with that of
monolingual Mexican varieties, the data presented in Chapter 7 show that infelicitous
pronouns do occur in the Chipilo data. Although, as previously mentioned, the variable
58

However, it should be noted that the recently arrived Mexican Spanish speakers in Otheguy‘s

study may have had some contact with English or with contact Spanish prior to arriving in New
York City (e.g., from relatives already in the U.S., from formal and informal lessons pursued in
preparation for the move, etc). To the best of my knowledge there is no rate available for
monolingual Mexican Spanish studied in a monolingual Mexican environment. This is an area for
future research to be discussed below.
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use of subject pronouns can be attributed to other factors, also implicated in monolingual
varieties, such as priming (Travis 2007) or the semantics of the verb (Enríquez 1984,
Silva-Corvalán 1994/2000). Interlingual influence from Veneto may also affect the use of
the overt 1SG pronoun in forms such as yo me había yo encerrado ‗I had locked myself
up‘, where the emphatic pragmatic function of the double yo ‗I‘ is transferred from
Veneto, although this use is not reflected in an overall increase in overt subject pronoun
expression.

3.2.2 Language-internal factors implicated in subject pronoun
expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish
Following previous quantitative analyses (see Chapter 4, Section 3.2), it was
predicted that the language-internal factors person (and number), verb form ambiguity,
and co-referentiality would be implicated in subject pronoun expression in bilingual
Chipilo Spanish. This is confirmed by the results. Person was returned as significant in
the Goldvarb analysis: 1SG forms favor overt subjects and 3SG, 1PL and 3PL favor null
forms, which is in line with previous research (e.g., Bentivoglio 1987, Enríquez 1984,
Morales 1997, Otheguy et al. 2007, Silva-Corvalán 1982, 1994, Travis 2007). Verb form
ambiguity was also returned as significant, with the ambiguous verb forms favoring overt
subject pronouns, in line with previous work (e.g., Bayley and Pease-Álvarez 1997). Coreferentiality was also returned as significant, where co-referent forms favor null subjects
and non-co-referent forms favor overt subjects (e.g., Bayley and Pease-Álvarez 1996,
1997, Cameron 1992, Flores-Ferrán 2004, Otheguy et al. 2007, Silva-Corvalán
1994/2000).

3.2.3 Language-external factors implicated in subject pronoun
expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish
The language-external factors age, gender, and L1 were also included in the
quantitative analysis. A difference between age groups was expected due to the fact that
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different age groups may exhibit differing degrees of language use. Younger generations
could have more exposure to monolingual varieties of Spanish through increased
education and employment opportunities in nearby towns. Older generations might have
less exposure to monolingual Spanish norms and may speak Veneto much more
frequently than younger generations. Age was returned as a significant factor in subject
pronoun expression. Specifically, age group 3 (51-64) favors overt subject pronouns,
while the other age groups favor null pronouns. If we follow the hypothesis that older
generations may have less exposure to monolingual Spanish norms than younger
generations, we can postulate that older speakers show a preference for overt forms due
to their bilingualism—these speakers may reanalyze obligatory Veneto subject clitics as
subject pronouns. However, why age Group 3 favors overt subjects and age Group 4 does
not is unclear. It may be due to the difference in the number of speakers or tokens in each
group (group 3 comprised four speakers who produced 960 tokens; group 4 comprised 3
speakers who produced 787 tokens). Future research will examine whether the
significance of age in this study may be better analyzed by reference to the factors of
language use and language dominance. If older speakers use more Veneto and thus use
more overt subject pronouns, younger speakers who also speak more Veneto than
Spanish may also exhibit a preference for overt subject pronouns. This is an area for
future research.
The preference for overt subject pronouns in Group 3 may be also be due to the fact
that 613 of the 960 tokens in Group 3 come from L1 Veneto speaking women. Gender
differences in patterns of subject expression were expected due to the fact that women are
more likely to work in the home and use Veneto. Men may have increased exposure to
Spanish through monolingual Spanish speaking co-workers, both within and outside of
Chipilo. Veneto dominant speakers, who may be more likely to be women, might
demonstrate an increase in overt subject pronoun expression based on the reanalysis of
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Veneto subject clitics as subject pronouns. As discussed above, women report using more
Veneto in the home than do men, but no other significant differences were found between
men and women with respect to language use patterns or linguistic self-reports. However,
gender was returned as significant in the expression of subject pronoun expression in this
study. Overall, women favor overt forms and men favor null forms. This may be due to
the fact that, despite few significant differences in language use patterns between men
and women, men may have greater access to monolingual Spanish norms through
employment opportunities outside of the community or through business interactions
with outsiders. Women, on the other hand, may interact more frequently with other
Veneto speakers throughout the day. In this way, women may be behaving similarly to
age group 3, as discussed above, who also favor overt subject pronouns. It is therefore
possible that women reanalyze subject clitics as subject pronouns, although as mentioned
above, this may be a question of language use or language dominance rather than a
gender-specific pattern. Furthermore, the use of the emphatic double yo ‗I‘ discussed in
Chapter 7 seems to occur more often in women‘s speech than men‘s. Again, the use of
emphatic yo ‗I‘ may be ascribed to language dominance rather than be characteristic of
women‘s speech and is an area for future research. This may also be implicated in the
preference for overt subject pronouns observed in Group 3. Specifically, the data for the
L1 Veneto speaking women in Group 3 show frequent use of the double yo in emphatic
contexts. Further analysis of subject pronoun expression in women would be of interest to
determine if the preference for overt subject pronouns in Group 3 is due to the rate of
overt subject expression in women.
With respect to L1, it was predicted that L1 Veneto speakers would exhibit increased
rates of subject pronoun expression, particularly in the forms that occur with an
obligatory subject clitic in Veneto. Chapter 6 revealed that L1 Veneto speakers speak
more Veneto than L1 Spanish speakers and therefore they could be more likely to

269
reanalyze subject clitics as subject pronouns when speaking Spanish. Recall that the L1
Spanish speakers analyzed in this dissertation have some knowledge of Veneto but all are
Spanish dominant and several are passive bilinguals with limited speaking abilities in
Veneto. However, L1 was not returned as a significant factor in the overall expression of
subject pronouns. By examining 1SG, 3SG, and 3PL individually, though, L1 was revealed
to be significant with respect to the expression of the 3 PL forms. L1 Veneto speakers
prefer the overt form with the 3PL and L1 Spanish speakers prefer the null form. This
may be due to the fact that Veneto requires a subject clitic in this form, although further
research is needed. L1 was not returned as significant with respect to the expression of
3SG forms, where a subject clitic in Veneto is also required.
A 2 (subject form: null, overt pronominal) x 3 (age groups: age group 1, 2, 3, 4) oneway repeated measures ANOVA revealed a main effect for subject form, F(1,14) =
556.280, p < .05, no main effect for age, F(3,14) = 0.000, p > .05, and no subject form by
age interaction, F(3,14) = 3.240, p > .05. Independent samples t-test revealed no
significant differences across gender groups t(18 16) = .073, p >.05 or across L1 groups
t(18 16) = .743), p > .05. Thus, while the differences between these groups are not
significant, they do differ in their distribution of null and overt subject pronoun
expression.
In sum, subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo Spanish follows a
distribution similar to that of monolingual varieties. Person (and number), verb form
ambiguity, co-referentiality, gender, and age are returned as significant factors in the
expression of null and overt forms and the overall rate of overt subject pronoun
expression is consistent with that reported in Otheguy et al. (2007). L1 is not returned as
a significant factor, indicating that L1 Veneto and L1 Spanish speakers do not differ
significantly in subject pronoun expression. This result does not support the hypothesis
that speakers reanalyze Veneto subject clitics as subject pronouns. While infelicitous
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pronoun use is observed, this variability can be attributed to other factors implicated in
monolingual Spanish, such as the semantics of the verb and priming.

3.2.4. Summary
In sum, the overall rate of expression of overt subject pronouns is consistent with that
reported by Otheguy et al. (2007). The factors implicated in subject pronoun expression
in bilingual Chipilo Spanish are consistent with those found in other studies of
monolingual and contact varieties of Spanish. It was predicted that person (and number),
verb form ambiguity, and co-referentiality would prove to be significant factors
implicated in subject pronoun expression. This is indeed confirmed. Overall, first person
singular, ambiguous verb forms, and non-co-referenential forms favor the use of overt
subject pronouns. With respect to language-external factors, it was predicted that women,
older speakers, and L1 Veneto speakers would produce more overt subject pronouns as
may have greater exposure to Veneto. Both gender and age were returned as significant
factors: women and speakers in age group 3 (51-64) favor overt subject pronouns. This
may be due to questions of language use and language dominance and further research is
needed to clarify whether the preference for overt subject pronouns stems from Veneto
language dominance or whether it is specific to gender and age groups. However, L1 was
not returned as a significant factor in the expression of subject pronouns. This will be
pursued in future research.

4. Directions for future research
This study has presented robust findings regarding both the social context and the
linguistic outcomes of bilingualism in Chipilo. As discussed, prestige, positive language
attitudes, and a strong association between language and identity have all contributed to
the maintenance of Veneto in Chipilo. The intense language contact that results has
provided a unique testing ground for the study of interlingual influence and variability.
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While this dissertation has aimed to provide a sociolinguistic profile of Chipilo, there are
several limitations that motivate directions for future research. Given that the overall
focus was on bilingualism in Chipilo, there were no monolingual participants sampled.
As a consequence, there were no Spanish or Veneto language samples with which to
compare the bilingual Spanish forms.59
Comparison with a monolingual control group would determine if characteristics
present in Chipilo Spanish are unique to Chipilo, and contact with Veneto, or if they are
characteristic of Mexican Spanish in this particular region of Puebla. As previously
noted, some of the characteristics of bilingual Chipilo Spanish discussed in Chapter 7 are
also attested in monolingual, particularly rural, varieties of Spanish (see Lipski 1994). A
comparison of bilingual Chipilo Spanish with neighboring monolingual Spanish-speaking
communities would tease apart characteristics typical of the Puebla region of Mexico
from contact-induced characteristics that are unique to Veneto-Spanish bilingualism. This
would also be particularly revealing with respect to the expression of null and overt
subject pronouns. While the rate of overt subject pronoun expression in bilingual Chipilo
Spanish is identical to that reported in Otheguy et al. (2007), the speakers in Otheguy‘s
study are recent immigrants to NYC, where contact with English and other varieties of
Spanish is inevitable. However, to the best of my knowledge, there is no study on subject
pronoun expression in monolingual Mexican Spanish. Future research will compare
bilingual Chipilo Spanish to a monolingual Mexican Spanish base-line.
Further study of subject pronoun expression is also of interest to tease apart the
differences that were revealed for gender and age. While both factors were returned as
significant, they may be better explained by reference to language dominance or language
use. L1 was not returned as significant, however, all speakers in the study have some
59

Recall, however, that there are no monolingual Veneto speakers in Chipilo with which to make

comparisons.
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knowledge of Veneto. When compared to monolingual Mexican varieties of Spanish,
differences in the patterning of subject pronoun expression between monolingual
Mexican Spanish and bilingual Chipilo Spanish may be revealed.
Furthermore, sociolinguistic interviews with monolingual Spanish neighboring
communities will provide insight into how Veneto is perceived by outside groups and the
degree to which Veneto may have permeated neighboring communities. Many Chipileños
note the presence of outsiders during some Chipileño traditions, such as Bondi Bondan in
which non-Chipileño children have learned the Veneto songs that accompany the
tradition. 60 In fact, it is occasionally claimed by participants that some outsiders
understand Veneto and have come to achieve varying degrees of proficiency, particularly
those who are employed in Chipilo.61 This study has presented the perspective of ingroup members with respect to the community, but it would be interesting to explore the
outsider‘s perspective.
In addition to themes pursued in the present dissertation, Chipilo presents a wealth of
opportunities to further examine issues of both language contact and language
maintenance. With respect to language contact, further study of contact Veneto is of
particular interest. Many researchers note the introduction of lexical borrowing from
Spanish into Chipilo Veneto (Sartor and Ursini 1983, Meo Zilio 1987b, MacKay 1992),
however interlingual influence in the phonology, prosody, and morpho-syntax is also
expected.62 Just as variability is found in the bilingual Spanish of Chipileños,
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Bondi Bondan is a New Year‘s tradition in which Chipileño children go from house to house

singing a traditional Veneto song wishing their neighbors a prosperous new year who in turn give
the children candy.
61

Importantly, speakers with some degree of proficiency in Veneto would not be included in a

study of the monolingual Spanish in surrounding communities.
62

MacKay (1992) has noted differences in the Veneto variety of Chipilo as compared with that of

Segusino, for example in the neutralization of /b/ and /v/ and /o/ and / / and /e/ and / /.
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susceptibility of the interface areas in bilingual Veneto is expected as well. In fact, it
could be argued that Veneto may exhibit more variability given that there are no
normative pressures, such as monolingual norms, education or literacy in Veneto.
The Chipileño variety of Veneto also merits future research as a distinct variety of
Veneto. This variety differs not only from other Veneto varieties in Italy but also from
the variety spoken today in the towns of origin. One of the most well-noted differences
between the Veneto of Chipilo and that of Segusino is the formation of the present
progressive as seen in the examples in (4), taken from Montagner (2001). The Veneto of
Chipilo exhibits the present progressive form in (4a) whereas the variety spoken in
Segusino and other Veneto-speaking regions presents the one exemplified in (4b)—that
of (4a) is considered archaic (MacKay 1992).
(5)

Present progressive in Veneto
a. Són lá que magne (Chipilo Veneto)
b. Són drío magnar (other varieties of Veneto)
‗I am eating‘

Other differences between the Chipilo variety and the original varieties noted by
Montagner (2001) include the use of the auxiliary aver ‗to have‘ with reflexive verbs in
the past perfect instead of ésser ‗to be‘ (5), and differences in the formation of some past
participles (6). There is also some variation within Chipilo with respect to the
pronunciation of certain phonemes, as in (7).63
(6)

Me ho lavá (Chipilo Veneto)
Me són lavá (Other varieties)

63

The origin of this variation is unknown and requires further study. It occurs word-initially and

word-internally but does not seem to occur in word-final position given that forms such as brazh
‗arm‘ pronounced as [braf] are not attested. Furthermore, the variation only occurs in certain
words such that nazhion ‗nation‘ [naθion] cannot be pronounced [nafion] and silfar ‗to whistle‘
[silfar] cannot be pronounced [silθar].
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‗I took a bath‘
(7)

Te ‗l ho metést lá (Chipilo Veneto)
Te ‗l ho mes lá (Other varieties)
‗I put it there for you‘

(8)

zhonc [θonk] or [fonk] ‗mushroom‘
zhemena [θemena] vs. [femena] ‗woman‘
porzhel [porθel] vs. [porfel] ‗pig‘

As previously discussed, there is influence from Spanish on the Veneto spoken in
Chipilo manifest in various areas of the grammar, but most notably in the lexicon (see
Chapter 7, section 2.1). Montagner (2001) points out the incorporation of the 1PL Spanish
object pronoun nos instead of the Veneto pronoun ne as in (8). However, Montagner also
notes innovations in the Veneto spoken in Chipilo, as seen in the formation of an
indefinite plural article. According to Montagner, Chipilo Veneto uses an and na as
singular masculine and feminine indefinite articles and rarely uses a plural article.
Perhaps following Spanish where the plural indefinite article is frequent (as in 9a),
Chipilo Veneto has developed the plural form ni, as in (9b).
(9)

a. I ne a dit
b. I nos a dit
‗They told us‘

(10)

a. Veneto: Déme fuminante, par piazher.
b. Spanish: Me da unos cerillos, por favor.
c. Veneto: Déme ni fuminante, par piazher.
‗Give me some matches, please.‘
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Veneto also exhibits other characteristics that distinguish it from other Romance
varieties. For example, Veneto demonstrates phrasal verbs,64 unlike Standard Italian or
Spanish, as seen (10), the use of wh-in situ questions, as in (11), and a lack of gender and
number agreement with postverbal subjects, as in (12). And as previously discussed in
Chapter 6, Veneto also exhibits double negation (13).
(11)

Phrasal verbs
crepar via ‗to break off‘
ndar fora ‗to go out‘
levar su ‗to get up‘
sentar do ‗to sit down‘
tornar indrío ‗to return‘

(12)

Wh in-situ questions
Statu come?
‗how are you‘
Alo pasá que?
‗What happened‘

(13)

Lack of agreement with postverbal subjects
Ne é rivá dotre carte.
‗Some papers arrived for us.‘

(14)

Double negation
No só a qué ora que i nda vía no.
‗I don‘t know what time they are going.‘

64

One might speculate that the origin of these phrasal verbs might stem from Germanic influence

as this variety of Veneto is spoken in provinces of Northern Italy that used to be part of the
Austrian empire.
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Influence from Spanish may result in the erosion of these features. In fact, loss of wh-in
situ questions was overheard on one occasion in the phrase come tu sta uttered by a
young Spanish dominant teenager. Interlingual influence in the Veneto spoken in Chipilo
is thus also of interest.
The language contact situation of Chipilo can also provide insight into questions of
language maintenance. With respect to language maintenance and language
documentation/preservation, efforts are being made to publish a dictionary as well as to
continue the use of written Veneto through blogs, list-serves, short-stories, and novels.
Veneto has also been the focus of documentaries and short Veneto language films. The
degree to which these efforts are effective in preserving Veneto remains to be seen. They
are not wide-reaching within the community and generally are the focus of specific
groups of people. Furthermore, there is some effort on the part of a number of speakers to
maintain the purity of Veneto by incorporating Italian lexical items rather than Spanish
items to fill lexical gaps. This can be seen in the use of par esempio ‗for example‘ instead
of par ejemplo, where the Italian esempio is used instead of the Spanish ejemplo. Contact
with Veneto-speakers from Italy may also reinforce the presence of Italian in the Veneto
of Chipilo. While Italian visitors often communicate with Chipileños in Veneto, their
variety of Veneto has borrowed extensively from Italian, thus introducting Italian lexical
items into the Veneto of Chipilo. It would be interesting to examine the extent to which
Italian has permeated the Veneto spoken in Chipilo.
Unlike Chipilo, other Italian colonies in Mexico have not retained the original
language of their ancestors. As noted, Chipilo is the last remaining Veneto-speaking
colony in Mexico, and therefore the factors that have contributed to the maintenance of
Veneto in Chipilo were not effective in other Italian colonies. It is claimed that speakers
in other Italian communities, such as the former colony Manuel González near Huatusco
in the state of Veracruz, have not retained any Italian language abilities, although they
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may still maintain the ethnic identity associated with their Italian heritage. A comparison
of other Italian colonies with Chipilo would provide insight into the factors that led to the
rapid language shift in these communities as opposed to the language maintenance
observed in Chipilo. In addition, a community of Chipileños, La Perla de Chipilo, was
founded in 1963 in the state of Guanajuato, and there are Chipileños residing in other
cities such as Puebla and Atlizco.65 There are also Veneto-speaking colonies established
in other parts of the world, such as the Rio Grande do Sul region of Brazil (see Meo Zilio
1987a for a number of works on Veneto in Brazil). Efforts have been made in these
communities as well to preserve and standardize their variety of Veneto and, in fact,
contact between the Brazilian communities and Chipilo has been established through
online list-serves. It would be interesting to examine the degree of Veneto language
maintenance in these speakers/communities and the effects that contact across
communities has on language preservation efforts.
Within Chipilo, Veneto language maintenance appears strong, but further research
should examine speakers with mixed marriage backgrounds to determine the degree of
language shift to Spanish. The present study has identified L1 Spanish and L1 both
speakers as likely to use less Veneto than L1 Veneto speakers and therefore the rate at
which Veneto is being acquired by the children in these mixed background households is
of interest. Currently, there is no official number of speakers of Veneto in Chipilo
although some estimate around 2,500. More elaborate sociolinguistic surveys and
sociolinguistic interviews with a larger sample of the population would offer a better
understanding of the language contact situation in Chipilo and provide estimates for the

65

McDonald (1991) comments that the ―sense of distinctiveness founded on the historical and

symbolic conceptualization of ‗Italianess‘ derived from their experience in Chipilo persists among
the Italians of La Perla‖ but notes that their Italian identity ―has become individualized‖ in that
there are strong social and economic ties with outsiders (1991:163).
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number of Veneto speakers within the community. Furthermore, interviews in Veneto
would afford data for an examination of contact Veneto and the degree of interlingual
influence manifest in the minority language. In addition, an updated questionnaire with
slightly more open-ended questions would collect the most accurate information possible
with respect to language use patterns and language attitudes. Questions will be redesigned to target even more specific language use patterns, age of acquisition of both
languages, and the degree to which participants speak both languages on a daily basis.

5. Conclusions
This dissertation has identified both the social factors implicated in the sustained
bilingualism observed in Chipilo and the linguistic outcomes that arise due to such
intense language contact. This dissertation contributes to a variety of linguistic fields,
including language contact, sociolinguistics, and the social psychology of language.
Research in Chipilo provides insight into the consequences of bilingualism in a situation
of sustained contact.
With respect to the social context of bilingualism in Chipilo, the factors of prestige,
language attitudes, and identity were found to be implicated in the sustained bilingualism
in the community. Unlike other indigenous languages in Mexico, Veneto enjoys high
status. This is due to several reasons. First, Mexicans in surrounding communities may
not be aware of the existence of Chipilo or the bilingualism that exists there and therefore
do not treat the Chipileños as different or as an inferior, poor, lower class; and second,
their European descent, physical appearance (many Chipileños have light hair and eye
color), and economic strength do not trigger negative attitudes or stigmatization. The
attitudes of the Chipileños, as well as those of surrounding communities, are therefore
important factors in the maintenance of the language.
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The future of Veneto in Chipilo appears to be likely. The present dissertation has
demonstrated through observation, sociolinguistic interviews, and sociolinguistic
questionnaires that Veneto continues to be an important part of life in Chipilo. Chipileños
use Veneto with their children and grandchildren, standardization efforts are underway,
and attitudes remain favorable towards the continued maintenance of the language.
Contact with Italy has led to increased exposure to other Veneto varieties and to a strong
interest in Italian culture. Favorable attitudes, a strong sense of ethnolinguistic identity,
high level of prestige, economic success, have all contributed to a high degree of
ethnolinguistic vitality (Giles et al. 1977). Despite the lack of institutional support,
Veneto has been maintained for over 127 years and is beginning to receive support from
various local groups. There is some fear on the part of Montagner (personal
communication) that the standardization of Veneto, and if the community were to offer
Veneto classes, may have the reverse effect on the older generations who may begin to
feel an increase in linguistic insecurity in Veneto. Once grammatical and orthographic
rules are established, the older speakers may feel like less competent speakers. Edwards
(1985) notes that ―from a desire to standardize, to upgrade, and to give fair play to
various dialects, an academic variety may be produced which is some way removed from
the maternal patterns of any native speaker‖ (64). It remains to be seen whether the
standardization efforts in Chipilo will aid in the continued maintenance of Veneto.
Edwards (1985) stresses the importance of group volition in the maintenance of a
language, especially when confronted with urbanization, modernization, and a lack of
governmental support. Without the strong will of the group, language shift is inevitable.
In the case of Chipilo, the community is not economically weak and in fact it is the inmigration of outsiders, as opposed to migration out of the community, that puts it at risk
also for language shift. But, provided that contact with Italy continues, and favorable
attitudes towards the language and Chipileño identity, Veneto is likely to be maintained.
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This dissertation departs from previous studies on Chipilo by focusing not only on
questions of language maintenance but also on the linguistic outcomes of the sustained
societal bilingualism observed in the community. The intense language contact situation
of Chipilo exhibits properties that coincide with the well-established effects observed
among other speakers of contact and bilingual Spanish. As found in these other bilingual
contexts, divergent language use occurs outside the realm of narrow syntax in the
peripheral areas of the grammar found at the interface between different cognitive
domains. That bilingual Chipilo Spanish exhibits similar indeterminacy reflects the
inherent complexity of these interface features and the cognitive strain upon these areas
in cases of intense bilingualism.
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Appendix A
Sociolinguistic Questionnaire
Cuestionario de Bilingüismo de Chipilo
Este cuestionario es una parte de mis investigaciones del doctorado en la lingüística
hispánica en la Universidad del Estado de Pennslyvania. Las siguientes preguntas son parte
de mi investigación sobre el bilingüismo en Chipilo. El cuestionario es voluntario y
confidencial. Si Ud. no desea contestar alguna pregunta, déjela en blanco. Le agradezco de
antemano su participación.

I. Señale la respuesta que le corresponda.
1) Sexo:

Hombre

Mujer

2) Edad:

18-30

31-50

3) Estado Civil:
soltero/a
casado/a con un chipileño/a
casado/a con un mexicano/a
divorciado/a viudo/a
otro: ___________________
4) ¿Cuántos años ha vivido en Chipilo?
toda la vida
0-5
6-10
11-15
15 o más
5) Estudios realizados:
ninguno
primaria incompleta
primaria completa
secundaria incompleta
secundaria completa
profesional
otro: ___________________________
6) ¿Dónde nació?
Chipilo
otra ciudad mexicana
Italia
7) ¿Cuál es su primera lengua?
español
véneto
ambas
8) ¿Dónde aprendió español?
en la casa
en la escuela
en ambas

51-65

65 o más
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9) ¿Dónde aprendió véneto?
en la casa
en la escuela
en ambas
10) ¿Dónde nació
…su padre?
…su abuela paterna?
…su abuelo paterno?
…su madre?
…su abuela materna?
…abuelo materno?

Chipilo
Chipilo
Chipilo
Chipilo
Chipilo
Chipilo

11) ¿Qué lengua habla(ba)
…su abuelo padre?
…su abuelo paterno?
…su abuela paterna?
…su madre?
…su abuelo materno?
…su abuela materna?

español
español
español
español
español
español

otra ciudad mexicana
otra ciudad mexicana
otra ciudad mexicana
otra ciudad mexicana
otra ciudad mexicana
otra ciudad mexicana

véneto
véneto
véneto
véneto
véneto
véneto

las dos
las dos
las dos
las dos
las dos
las dos

Italia
Italia
Italia
Italia
Italia
Italia

otro
otro
otro
otro
otro
otro

otra
otra
otra
otra
otra
otra

II. Señale la respuesta que mejor le describa.
1) ¿Cómo habla usted español?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

2) ¿Cómo comprende usted el español?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

3) ¿Cómo lee usted el español?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

4) ¿Cómo escribe usted el español?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

5) ¿Cómo habla usted véneto?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

6) ¿Cómo comprende usted el véneto?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

7) ¿Cómo lee usted el véneto?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

8) ¿Cómo escribe usted el véneto?
Muy bien
Bien

No muy bien

Nada en absoluto

9) ¿Qué lengua se usaba en su casa cuando usted era pequeño?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
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10) En su vivienda actual, ¿qué lengua se usa?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
11) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus padres?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
12) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus hijos (si tiene hijos)?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
13) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con otros parientes?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
14) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus mejores amigos?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
15) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus vecinos?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
16) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus compañeros de clase (si está en la escuela)?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
17) ¿Qué lengua usa usted para hablar con sus compañeros de trabajo (si trabaja)?
Sólo véneto
Más véneto que español
La misma cantidad de véneto y español
Más español que véneto
Sólo español
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III. Las siguientes preguntas tratan sobre la importancia que tienen el véneto y el español en
Chipilo. Escoja el número de la escala que mejor represente su respuesta. Sea honesto/a. El
número 1 representa lo mínimo y el número 7 representa o lo máximo.
1) ¿Qué importancia tienen las dos lenguas para usted?
Muy poca
Español
1
2
3
4
Véneto
1
2
3
4

5
5

6
6

Mucha
7
7

2) ¿En su opinión, qué importancia tienen las dos lenguas en la comunidad de Chipilo?
Muy poca
Mucha
Español
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Véneto
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3) ¿En su opinión, qué lengua es más bonita?
Poco bonita
Español
1
2
3
Véneto
1
2
3

4
4

4) ¿Qué importancia tiene para usted poder hablar véneto?
Muy poca
1
2
3
4

5
5

6
6

Muy bonita
7
7

5

6

Mucha
7

5) ¿Qué importancia tiene para usted que sus hijos puedan hablar véneto (si tiene hijos)?
Muy poca
Mucha
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6) ¿Qué importancia tiene para usted poder hablar español?
Muy poca
1
2
3
4

5

6

Mucha
7

7) ¿Qué importancia tiene para usted que sus hijos puedan hablar español (si tiene hijos)?
Muy poca
Mucha
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8) ¿Se puede notar si alguien es chipileño por la forma en la que habla español?
No
Sí
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9) En su opinión, ¿con qué frecuencia se usa el véneto en los hogares de Chipilo?
Muy poca frecuencia
Mucha
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
10) En su opinión, ¿con qué frecuencia se usa el español en los hogares de Chipilo?
Muy poca frecuencia
Mucha
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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IV. Las siguientes son opiniones con las cuales algunas personas están de acuerdo y otras no.
Escoja el número de la escala que más se corresponda con su opinión. Sea honesto/a.
El número 1 representa “no estoy de acuerdo” y el número 7 representa “estoy totalmente de
acuerdo”.
1) El véneto es un aspecto importante de mi identidad.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3
4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

2) La cultura véneta es un aspecto importante de mi identidad.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3) El español es un aspecto importante de mi identidad.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3
4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

4) La cultura mexicana es un aspecto importante de mi identidad.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5) Me parece importante seguir usando el véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3

4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

6) A la comunidad de Chipilo le parece importante seguir usando el véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7) Me molesta cuando un chipileño se casa con una mexicana.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8) Me molesta cuando una chipileña se casa con un mexicano.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9) Cuando un/a chipileño/a se casa con un/a mexicano/a afecta negativamente el futuro de Chipilo.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
10) Cuando un/a chipileño/a se casa con un/a mexicano/a afecta negativamente el futuro de
véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
11) Prefiero que mis hijos (o los niños de la comunidad) me hablen en español.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
12) Prefiero que mis hijos (o los niños de la comunidad) me hablen en véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
13) Me agradaría que en la escuela se enseñara el véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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14) Es difícil conocer y usar dos lenguas.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2

3

4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

15) Me molesta que un chipileño me hable en español en lugar de véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
16) Me molesta que un chipileño no sepa hablar véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3
4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

17) Me molestaría que mi hijo dejara de hablar véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3
4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

18) Me molesta que un chipileño no sepa hablar español.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3
4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

V. Las siguientes preguntas tratan sobre los sentimientos que usted tiene al hablar o
escuchar el véneto o el español. Escoja el número de la escala que mejor represente su
respuesta. Sea honesto/a. El número 1 representa “no estoy de acuerdo” y el número 7 “estoy
totalmente de acuerdo”.
1) Me siento más a gusto cuando hablo véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
1
2
3
4

Totalmente de acuerdo
5
6
7

2) Me suena bien cuando alguien mezcla el español y el véneto en la misma conversación.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3) Me molesta que alguien hable español y véneto en la misma conversación.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
4) En mi opinión, la mezcla de español y véneto ayuda a mantener el véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5) En mi opinión, la mezcla de español y véneto contribuye a la pérdida del véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6) Cuando hago una llamada, me siento incómodo si tengo que hablar en véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7) Cuando hago una llamada, me siento incómodo si tengo que hablar en español.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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8) Cada vez que me encuentro con alguien que habla véneto y le hablo en véneto, me siento
relajado.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9) Me siento incómodo cuando alguien intenta hablarme en español.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
10) Me siento incómodo cuando alguien intenta hablarme en véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
11) En un restaurante, me siento cómodo cuando tengo que pedir la comida en español.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
12) En un restaurante, me siento cómodo cuando tengo que pedir la comida en véneto.
No estoy de acuerdo
Totalmente de acuerdo
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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Appendix B
Descriptive Statistics for Gender

Table 1: Language Use by Gender
1=All Veneto; 5=All Spanish; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
Childhood Language
*Home Language
F (59.788) = 4.351, p =
.041
Parents
Children
Relatives
Friends
Neighbors
School
Work

Men
Women
Men
Women

32
36
32
37

2.00
1.83
2.34
2.00

Std.
Deviation
1.136
1.082
1.359
1.106

Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women
Men
Women

31
36
16
32
32
35
32
37
32
37
16
22
30
27

1.71
1.75
1.94
1.91
1.94
1.86
2.03
2.30
2.03
2.11
3.75
2.86
3.33
2.85

1.346
1.317
1.340
1.279
1.014
1.089
1.204
1.244
1.062
1.149
1.438
1.490
1.269
1.486

.242
.220
.335
.226
.179
.184
.213
.205
.188
.189
.359
.318
.232
.286

Std. Error
Mean
.122

Table 2: Linguistic Self Reports by Gender
1=Very well; 4=Not at all; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
How well do you speak
Spanish?
How well do you speak
Veneto?
How well do you
understand Spanish?
How well do you
understand Veneto?
How well do you read
Spanish?
How well do you read

Std. Error
Mean
.201
.180
.240
.182

Men

31

1.74

Std.
Deviation
.682

Women
Men

36
32

1.78
1.62

.722
.707

.120
.125

Women
Men

37
31

1.84
1.52

.727
.627

.120
.112

Women
Men

37
32

1.51
1.44

6.51
.619

.107
.179

Women
Men

37
32

1.59
1.56

.599
.564

.184
.109

Women
Men

37
32

1.49
2.31

.559
.821

.098
.145
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Veneto?
How well do you write
Spanish?
How well do you write
Veneto?

Women
Men

37
31

2.46
1.65

.803
.661

.132
.359

Women
Men

37
31

1.70
2.74

.661
.815

.318
.146

Women

37

2.95

.815

.134

Mean

Std. Error
Mean
.216

Table 3: Linguistic Insecurity by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
When I make a call I
feel uncomfortable
speaking Veneto.
When I make a call I
feel uncomfortable
speaking Spanish.
When someone talks to
me in Veneto and I
respond in Veneto I
feel relaxed.
I feel uncomfortable
when someone tries
speaking to me in
Spanish.
I feel uncomfortable
when someone tries
speaking to me in
Veneto.
In a restaurant I feel
comfortable ordering
in Spanish.
In a restaurant I feel
comfortable ordering
in Veneto.
I feel good when I
speak Veneto.
It is difficult to know
and use two languages.

Men

29

1.28

Std.
Deviation
1.162

Women
Men

35
29

1.66
1.90

1.608
2.059

.272
.382

Women
Men

36
31

2.56
6.19

2.396
1.621

.399
.291

Women

34

5.97

1.883

.323

Men

31

2.42

2.078

.373

Women

34

2.38

2.132

.366

Men

30

1.50

1.408

.257

Women

34

1.88

1.822

.312

Men

28

4.93

2.508

.474

Women
Men

29
28

5.76
6.07

2.116
1.631

.393
.308

Women
Men

28
30

5.79
6.20

2.061
1.424

.390
.260

Women
Men

36
29

6.28
1.52

1.233
.949

.206
.176

Women

35

1.63

1.262

.213

Mean

Std. Error
Mean
.178
.272

Table 4: Teaching Veneto by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
*I would like it if they
taught Veneto in
school.
F (58.888) = 4.166 p =

Men

31

6.58

Std.
Deviation
.992

Women

36

6.17

1.630
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.045

Table 5: Importance of Spanish and Veneto by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
How important is
Spanish to you?
*How important is
Veneto to you?
F (46.961) = 12.011 p =
.001
How important is
Spanish to Chipilo?
*How important is
Veneto to Chipilo?
F (45.861) = 6.930 p =
.011
How important is it
for you to speak
Veneto?
How important is it
that your children
speak Veneto?
How important is it
for you to speak
Spanish?
How important is it
that your children
speak Spanish?
It seems important to
me to continue
speaking Veneto.
It seems important to
Chipilo to continue
speaking Veneto.

Men

32

6.50

Std.
Deviation
.916

Women
Men

37
32

6.49
6.56

1.283
.948

.211
.168

Women

36

6.89

.523

.087

Men

31

6.03

1.449

.260

Women
Men

36
31

5.64
6.55

1.854
.995

.309
.179

Women

37

6.81

.569

.094

Men

31

6.68

1.194

.214

Women
Men

37
23

6.78
6.91

.750
.417

.123
.087

Women
Men

34
32

6.76
6.66

.781
.937

.134
.166

Women
Men

37
21

6.49
6.67

1.239
.966

.204
.211

Women
Men

34
32

6.53
6.81

1.212
.644

.208
.114

Women
Men

36
31

6.92
6.61

.368
.803

.061
.144

Women

36

6.58

1.025

.171

Std. Error
Mean
.127

Table 6: Spanish and Veneto use in home by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
How often is Veneto
spoken in the homes of
Chipilo?
How often is Spanish
spoken in the homes of
Chipilo?

Std. Error
Mean
.162

Men

32

6.53

Std.
Deviation
.718

Women
Men

37
32

6.51
3.91

.961
2.305

.158
.407

Women

36

4.05

2.121

.349
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Table 7: Attractiveness of Spanish and Veneto by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
How pretty is Veneto?

How pretty is
Spanish?

Men

31

6.77

Std.
Deviation
.560

Women
Men

36
29

6.86
5.52

.487
1.617

.081
.300

Women

31

6.13

1.522

.273

Std. Error
Mean
.318

Table 8: Attitudes towards Code-switching by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
It sounds good to me
when someone mixes
Veneto and Spanish in
the same conversation.
It bothers me when
someone speaks
Spanish and Veneto in
the same conversation.
The mixing of Spanish
and Veneto helps to
maintain Veneto.
*The mixing of
Spanish and Veneto
contributes to the loss
of Veneto.
F (44.482) = 52.004 p =
.000

Men

30

2.17

Std.
Deviation
1.744

Women

34

2.09

1.602

.275

Men

30

3.67

2.468

.451

Women

34

3.71

2.290

.393

Men

30

1.60

1.221

.223

Women
Men

35
31

1.71
6.68

1.582
.832

.267
.149

Women

36

5.42

2.395

.399

Std. Error
Mean
.351

Table 9: Attitudes towards Language Use by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
Mean
I prefer that my
children (or the
community children)
speak to me in
Spanish.
I prefer that my
children (or the
community children)
speak to me in Veneto.
It bothers me when a
Chipileño speaks to me
in Spanish instead of
Veneto.
It would bother me if

Std. Error
Mean
.101

Men

30

1.97

Std.
Deviation
1.921

Women

35

2.09

1.788

.302

Men

28

6.43

1.526

.288

Women

36

6.50

1.276

.213

Men

30

5.47

2.161

.395

Women

35

4.91

2.442

.413

Men

27

6.00

2.148

.413
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my child stopped
speaking Veneto.
It bothers me when a
Chipileño does not
know how to speak
Spanish.
It bothers me when a
Chipileño does not
know how to speak
Veneto.

Women
Men

35
29

6.31
5.14

1.762
2.232

.298
.414

Women

35

4.34

2.425

.410

Men

30

5.67

2.139

.391

Women

35

5.51

2.241

.379

Mean

Std. Error
Mean
.206

Table 10: Identity by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
N
*Veneto is an
important aspect of
my identity.
F (46.203) = 8.065 p =
.006
Veneto culture is an
important aspect of
my identity.
Spanish is an
important aspect of
my identity.
Mexican culture is an
important aspect of
my identity.
Can you tell a speaker
is Chipileño by the
way he/she speaks
Spanish?

Men

32

6.50

Std.
Deviation
1.164

Women

36

6.81

.624

.104

Men

32

6.84

.448

.079

Women
Men

36
32

6.83
5.50

.507
1.368

.085
.242

Women
Men

36
32

5.69
5.38

1.546
1.827

.258
.323

Women
Men

36
32

5.75
5.94

1.795
1.625

.299
.287

Women

37

6.14

1.549

.255

Table 11 Attitudes towards Mixed Marriages by Gender
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
It bothers me when a
Chipileño marries a
Mexican woman.
It bothers me when a
Chipileña marries a
Mexican man.
Mixed marriages
negatively affect the
future of Chipilo.
Mixed marriages
negatively affect the
future of Veneto.
F (62.633) = 3.821 p =
.055

Men

N
31

Mean
2.84

Std.
Deviation
2.099

Std. Error
Mean
.377

Women
Men

35
31

2.69
3.32

2.374
2.344

.401
.421

Women
Men

35
31

2.63
3.77

2.250
2.276

.380
.409

Women
Men

35
31

2.94
4.65

2.589
2.214

.438
.398

Women

34

3.65

2.627

.451
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Appendix C
Descriptive Statistics for L1 groups

Table 1: Language Use by L1
1=All Veneto; 5=All Spanish; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
*Childhood
Language
F (2, 66) =
21.389, p < .05
*Home
Language
F (2, 67) =
12.524, p < .05
*Parents
F (2, 65) =
31.777, p < .05
*Children
F (2, 46) =
18.155, p < .05
*Relatives
F (2, 65) =
11.726 p < .05
Friends

*Neighbors
F (2, 67) =
8.011 p < 05
*School
F (2, 36) =
4.019 p < .05
Work

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

3.71
1.50
2.25

Std.
Deviation
1.604
.587
1.125

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16

3.71
1.74
2.62

1.604
.820
1.408

.606
.120
.352

1/5
1/4
1/5

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
15
5
34
10
7
47
14
7
47
16
7
47
16
4
29
6
6
38
14

4.14
1.20
2.20
3.60
1.35
2.90
3.14
1.55
2.36
3.14
2.04
2.06
3.29
1.77
2.38
5.00
3.07
2.50
4.17
2.87
3.14

1.464
.500
1.568
1.673
.544
1.595
1.574
.686
1.151
2.035
1.083
1.063
1.890
.813
1.025
.000
1.580
.837
1.329
1.359
1.406

.553
.074
.405
.748
.093
.504
.595
.100
.308
.769
.158
.266
.714
.119
.256
.000
.293
.342
.543
.220
.376

1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5

Std.
Deviation
.787
.687
.640
.756
.620
.719

Std. Error

Min/Max

.297
.101
.165
.286
.090
.180

1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3

Table 2: Linguistic Self Reports by L1
1=Very well; 4=Not at all; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
How well do
you speak
Spanish ?
*How well do
you speak
Veneto?
F (2, 67) =

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
15
7
47
16

1.57
1.87
1.53
2.29
1.53
2.12

Std. Error

Min/Max

.606
.087
.281

1/5
1/3
1/4
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7.529, p = .001
How well do
you understand
Spanish?
How well do
you understand
Vento?
How well do
you read
Spanish?
How well do
you read
Veneto?
How well do
you write
Spanish?
How well do
you write
Veneto?

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

6
47
16
7
47
16
7
47
16
7
47
16
7
46
16
7
46
16

1.33
1.57
1.38
1.71
1.51
1.50
1.57
1.55
1.38
2.43
2.32
2.62
1.57
1.74
1.50
3.14
2.78
3.00

Table 3: Linguistic Insecurity by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
When I make a
call I feel
uncomfortable
speaking
Veneto.
When I make a
call I feel
uncomfortable
speaking
Spanish.
*When someone
talks to me in
Veneto and I
respond in
Veneto I feel
relaxed. F (2,
63) = 4.006, p <
.05
I feel
uncomfortable
when someone
tries speaking to
me in Spanish.
I feel
uncomfortable
when someone
tries speaking to
me in Veneto.
In a restaurant I
feel comfortable

.516
.683
.500
.488
.621
.632
.787
.544
.500
.787
.783
.885
.787
.648
.632
.378
.867
.816

.211
.100
.125
.184
.091
.158
.297
.079
.125
.297
.114
.221
.297
.095
.158
.143
.128
.204

1/2
1/3
1/2
1/2
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/2
1/3
1/4
1/4
1/3
1/3
1/3
3/4
1/4
1/4

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
43
15

2.14
1.40
1.40

Std.
Deviation
2.268
1.365
1.056

Std. Error

Min/Max

.857
.208
.273

1/7
1/7
1/4

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
15

1.00
2.61
1.73

.000
2.470
1.792

.000
.372
.463

1/1
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
15

4.43
6.23
6.47

2.699
1.655
.990

1.020
.249
.256

1/7
1/7
4/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

6
45
15

1.00
2.51
2.53

.000
2.232
1.885

.000
.333
.487

1/1
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
14

1.71
1.43
2.50

1.113
1.354
2.345

.421
.204
.627

1/4
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto

7
38

6.71
.518

.488
2.369

6.26
4.41

6/7
1/7
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ordering in
Spanish.

Both

13

5.23

2.651

3.63

1/7

In a restaurant I
feel comfortable
ordering in
Veneto.
*I feel good
when I speak
Veneto. F (2,
64) = 6.339, p <
.05
It is difficult to
know and use
two languages.

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
37
13

5.14
5.92
6.00

2.268
1.963
1.780

.857
.323
.494

1/7
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
14

4.71
6.46
6.36

1.113
1.224
1.216

.421
.180
.325

4/7
2/7
3/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
13

1.29
1.64
1.46

.488
1.190
1.127

.184
.177
.312

1/2
1/6
1/5

Table 4: Teaching Veneto by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
I would like it
if they taught
Veneto in
school.

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
15

6.43
6.37
6.33

Table 5: Importance of Spanish and Veneto by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
How important
is Spanish to
you?
How important
is Veneto to
you? F (2, 66)
= 3.205 p = .053
How important
is Spanish to
Chipilo?
How important
is Veneto to
Chipilo?
How important
is it for you to
speak Veneto?
* How
important is it
that your
children speak
Veneto? F (2,
55) = 10.767 p
< .05
How important

Std.
Deviation
.976
1.481
1.234

Std. Error

Min/Max

.369
.218
.319

5/7
1/7
4/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.429
.169
.258
.459
.074
.256

4/7
1/7
4/7
4/7
4/7
4/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16
7
46
16

6.57
6.49
6.50
6.14
6.87
6.62

Std.
Deviation
1.134
1.159
1.033
1.215
.499
1.025

Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
16
7
46
16
7
46
16
6
41
11

5.43
5.86
5.88
6.86
6.74
6.50
6.14
6.87
6.62
5.83
6.98
6.82

1.902
1.786
1.310
.378
.773
.966
1.464
.542
1.500
1.602
.156
.603

.719
.269
.328
.143
.114
.242
.553
.080
.375
.654
.024
.182

2/7
1/7
4/7
6/7
3/7
4/7
3/7
4/7
1/7
3/7
6/7
5/7

Spanish

7

6.86

.378

.143

6/7

310
is it for you to
speak Spanish?
How important
is it that your
children speak
Spanish?
It seems
important to
me to continue
speaking
Veneto. F (2,
66) = 3.618, p <
.05
It seems
important to
Chipilo to
continue
speaking
Veneto.

Veneto
Both
Spanish
Veneto
Both

47
16
6
40
10

6.49
6.69
6.33
6.62
6.60

1.196
1.014
1.033
1.170
.966

.174
.254
.422
.185
.306

1/7
3/7
5/7
1/7
4/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

6.43
6.96
6.81

.976
.206
.750

.369
.030
.188

5/7
6/7
4/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
15

6.71
6.61
6.53

.756
.906
1.060

.286
.134
.274

5/7
3/7
3/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.297
.132
.182

5/7
3/7
5/7

.911
.333
.504

1/7
1/7
1/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.401
.254
.492
.396
.037
.187

5/7
1/7
2/7
5/7
6/7
5/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.634
.256

1/7
1/7

Table 6: Spanish and Veneto use in home by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
How often is
Veneto spoken
in the homes of
Chipilo?
How often is
Spanish
spoken in the
homes of
Chipilo?

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16

6.57
6.51
6.56

Std.
Deviation
.787
.906
.727

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16

3.86
4.04
4.06

2.410
2.284
2.016

Table 7: Attractiveness of Spanish and Veneto by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
Std.
Deviation
Spanish
6
5.83
.983
How pretty is
Veneto
41
5.83
1.626
Spanish?
Both
13
5.85
1.772
Spanish
7
6.43
.976
How pretty is
Veneto? F (2,
Veneto
46
6.93
.250
65) = 4.163 p < Both
15
6.67
.724
.05

Table 8: Attitudes towards Code-switching by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
It sounds good
to me when

Spanish
Veneto

7
44

2.14
2.25

Std.
Deviation
1.676
1.700
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someone mixes
Veneto and
Spanish in the
same
conversation.
It bothers me
when someone
speaks Spanish
and Veneto in
the same
conversation.
The mixing of
Spanish and
Veneto helps to
maintain
Veneto.
The mixing of
Spanish and
Veneto
contributes to
the loss of
Veneto.

Both

14

1.79

1.528

.408

1/6

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
14

3.57
3.68
3.57

2.760
2.390
2.243

1.043
.360
.600

1/7
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
14

1.80
1.47
2.57

1.464
1.358
1.950

.553
.203
.521

1/5
1/7
1/6

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
15

6.00
5.85
6.13

1.528
2.231
1.552

.577
.329
.401

3/7
1/7
2/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

1.17
1.23
1.14

1/7
1/7
1/7

Table 9: Attitudes towards Language Use by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
I prefer that my
children (or the
community
children) speak
to me in
Spanish.
I prefer that my
children (or the
community
children) speak
to me in Veneto
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño
speaks to me in
Spanish instead
of Veneto.
It would bother
me if my child
stopped
speaking
Veneto.
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño does
not know how
to speak

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
14

3.43
1.71
2.29

Std.
Deviation
3.440
1.590
1.978

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
14

5.86
6.73
6.00

1.215
1.086
2.000

.459
.164
.535

4/7
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
14

3.57
5.51
4.57

2.699
2.201
2.409

1.020
.328
.644

1/7
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
42
14

5.00
6.57
5.64

2.769
1.382
2.530

1.047
.213
.676

1/7
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
14

4.00
5.96
5.21

3.000
1.942
2.119

1.23
5.37
3.99

1/7
1/7
1/7
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Veneto.
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño does
not know how
to speak
Spanish.

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
44
14

3.29
4.86
5.07

Table 10: Identity by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
Veneto is an
important
aspect of my
identity.
Veneto culture
is an important
aspect of my
identity.
Spanish is an
important
aspect of my
identity.
Mexican
culture is an
important
aspect of my
identity.
Can you tell a
speaker is
Chipileño by
the way he/she
speaks
Spanish?

.808
.342
.699

1/7
1/7
1/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.474
.091
.341

4/7
4/7
2/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

6.29
6.80
6.44

Std.
Deviation
1.254
.619
1.365

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

7.00
6.87
6.69

.000
.400
.704

.000
.059
.176

7/7
5/7
5/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

6.29
5.33
6.00

.951
1.536
1.265

.360
.226
.316

5/7
1/7
3/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
46
16

6.43
5.31
5.75

1.134
1.904
1.693

.429
.281
.423

4/7
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
47
16

5.71
5.91
6.62

1.496
1.755
.719

.565
.256
.180

3/7
1/7
5/7

Table 11: Attitudes towards Mixed Marriages by L1
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
L1
N
Mean
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño
marries a
Mexican
woman.
It bothers me
when a
Chipileña
marries a
Mexican man.
*Mixed
marriages

2.138
2.268
2.615

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
15

2.29
2.91
2.40

Std.
Deviation
1.704
2.363
2.063

Std. Error

Min/Max

.644
.352
.533

1/5
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
15

2.71
3.07
2.60

2.059
2.359
2.324

.778
.352
.600

1/6
1/7
1/7

Spanish
Veneto

7
45

3/57
3.78

2.573
2.504

.972
.373

1/7
1/7
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negatively
affect the
future of
Chipilo. F (2,
64) = 3.473, p <
.05
Mixed
marriages
negatively
affect the
future of
Veneto.

Both

15

1.93

1.710

.441

1/6

Spanish
Veneto
Both

7
45
14

4.29
4.44
3.00

2.430
2.455
2.287

2.04
3.71
1.68

1/7
1/7
1/7

314

Appendix D
Descriptive Statistics for Age Groups

Table 1: Language Use by Age
1=All Veneto; 5=All Spanish; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
Childhood
Language

Home Language

Parents

Children

Relatives

Friends

Neighbors

School

Work

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
12
5
24
30
12
5
24
30
11
4
10
24
11
4
23
29
12
5
24
30
12
5
24
30
12
5
14
19
5
2
20
28
8
3

1.75
2.10
1.33
2.60
2.21
2.00
2.17
2.40
1.58
1.90
1.27
2.25
1.60
1.79
2.00
3.00
1.96
1.83
1.67
2.40
2.25
2.13
1.83
2.40
2.00
2.10
1.75
2.60
3.71
3.21
2.40
2.00
2.90
3.21
3.00
3.00

Table 2: Linguistic Self Reports by Age
1=Very well; 4=Not at all; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
How well do

18-30

24

1.75

Std.
Deviation
1.113
1.081
.651
1.517
1.414
1.050
1.403
1.140
1.248
1.398
.905
1.893
1.265
1.103
1.549
1.414
.928
1.037
.985
1.673
1.260
1.252
.937
1.673
1.142
1.094
.866
1.517
1.437
1.548
1.673
1.414
1.447
1.397
1.512
1.000

Std. Error

Min/Max

.227
.201
.188
.678
.289
.192
.405
.510
.255
.255
.273
.946
.400
.225
.467
.707
.194
.193
.284
.748
.257
.229
.271
.748
.233
.200
.250
.678
.384
.355
.748
1.000
.324
.264
.535
.577

1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/5
2/5
1/4
1/4
1/4
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/5
1/3
1/5
1/5
1/5
2/4

Std.
Deviation
.737

Std. Error

Min/Max

.150

1/3
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you speak
Spanish?
How well do
you speak
Veneto?
How well do
you understand
Spanish?
How well do
you understand
Veneto?
How well do
you read
Spanish?
How well do
you read
Veneto?
How well do
you write
Spanish?
How well do
you write
Veneto?

31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

29
12
4
24
30
12
5
24
29
12
5
24
30
12
5
24
30
12
5
24
30
12
5
23
30
12
5
23
30
12
5

1.79
1.50
2.25
1.75
1.73
1.67
1.80
1.50
1.52
1.42
1.60
1.58
1.50
1.50
1.40
1.42
1.60
1.42
1.60
2.33
2.33
2.75
2.40
1.57
1.73
1.58
1.80
2.65
2.80
3.33
3.20

Table 3: Linguistic Insecurity by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
When I make a
call I feel
uncomfortable
speaking
Veneto.
When I make a
call I feel
uncomfortable
speaking
Spanish.
When someone
talks to me in
Veneto and I
respond in
Veneto I feel
relaxed.
I feel
uncomfortable

.620
.674
.957
.737
.640
.778
1.095
.590
.634
.669
.894
.717
.572
.522
.548
.504
.621
.515
.548
.702
.922
.622
.894
.662
.640
.669
.837
.573
.961
.651
.837

.115
.195
.479
.150
.117
.225
.490
.120
.118
.193
.400
.146
.104
.151
.245
.103
.113
.149
.245
.143
.168
.179
.400
.138
.117
.193
.374
.119
.176
.188
.374

1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/2
1/2
1/2
1/3
1/2
1/2
1/3
1/4
2/4
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/3
1/4
2/4
2/4

Std. Error

Min/Max

.087
.313
.000
1.200

1/3
1/7
1/1
1/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

23
30
8
5

1.09
1.77
1.00
2.20

Std.
Deviation
.417
1.716
.000
2.683

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

23
30
9
5

2.70
2.33
1.33
1.00

2.687
2.218
1.000
.000

.560
.405
.333
.000

1/7
1/7
1/4
1/1

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

23
29
10
5

6.00
6.00
6.80
5.80

1.651
1.890
.632
2.683

.344
.351
.200
1.200

1/7
1/7
5/7
1/7

18-30
31-50

24
29

2.54
2.03

2.284
1.742

.466
.323

1/7
1/7
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when someone
tries speaking to
me in Spanish.
I feel
uncomfortable
when someone
tries speaking to
me in Veneto.
In a restaurant I
feel comfortable
ordering in
Spanish.
In a restaurant I
feel comfortable
ordering in
Veneto.
I feel good when
I speak Veneto.

It is difficult to
know and use
two languages.

51-64
65+

10
4

3.00
2.00

2.539
2.000

.803
1.000

1/7
1/5

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
9
5

1.38
2.04
1.44
1.60

1.056
2.081
1.333
1.342

.215
.393
.444
.600

1/6
1/7
1/5
1/4

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

19
26
10
4
19
26
9
4
24
29
10
5
24
28
10
4

5.00
5.08
6.40
7.00
6.11
5.27
6.89
6.25
6.21
6.03
7.00
6.40
1.33
1.93
1.20
1.25

2.449
2.399
1.897
.000
1.663
2.325
.333
1.500
1.285
1.476
.000
1.342
.702
1.489
.422
.500

.562
.470
.600
.000
.382
.456
.111
.750
2.62
.274
.000
.600
.143
.281
.133
.250

1/7
1/7
1/7
7/7
1/7
1/7
6/7
4/7
3/7
2/7
7/7
4/7
1/4
1/6
1/2
1/2

Std.
Deviation
1.367
1.654
.866
.000

Std. Error

Min/Max

.279
.313
.250
.000

3/7
1/7
4/7
7/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.298
.149
.000
.735
.175
.087
.250
.600
.359
.339
.000
.250

1/7
4/7
7/7
4/7
4/7
5/7
4/7
4/7
1/7
1/7
7/7
6/7

6.23

3/7

Table 4: Teaching Veneto by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
I would like it
if they taught
Veneto in
school.

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
12
5

6.29
6.07
6.75
7.00

Table 5: Importance of Spanish and Veneto by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
How important
is Spanish to
you?
How important
is Veneto to
you?
*How
important is
Spanish to
Chipilo? F (3,
64) = 3.701, p =
.024
How important

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
30
12
5
24
29
12
5
24
28
12
4

6.29
6.60
7.00
5.80
6.71
6.83
6.75
6.40
5.33
5.57
7.00
6.75

Std.
Deviation
1.459
.814
.000
1.643
.859
.468
.866
1.342
1.761
1.794
.000
.500

18-30

24

6.62

.924
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is Veneto to
Chipilo?
How important
is it for you to
speak Veneto?
*How
important is it
that your
children speak
Veneto? F
(3,55) = 2.713, p
< .05
How important
is it for you to
speak Spanish?
How important
is it that your
children speak
Spanish?
It seems
important to
me to continue
speaking
Veneto.
It seems
important to
Chipilo to
continue
speaking
Veneto.

31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

30
12
4
23
30
12
5
17
27
11
4

6.70
6.83
6.75
6.74
6.93
6.50
6.20
6.88
6.85
7.00
6.00

.794
.577
.500
.752
.254
1.732
1.789
.485
.456
.000
2.000

6.40
6.47
5.95
6.41
6.84
5.40
3.98
.118
.088
.000
1.000

4/7
5/7
6/7
4/7
6/7
1/7
3/7
5/7
5/7
7/7
3/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
30
12
5
16
26
11
4
24
29
12
5

6.29
6.70
7.00
6.20
6.19
6.69
7.00
6.50
6.92
6.93
6.75
6.60

1.488
.837
.000
1.304
1.642
.884
.000
1.000
.282
.371
.866
.894

.304
.153
.000
.583
.410
.173
.000
.500
.058
.069
.250
.400

1/7
3/7
7/7
4/7
1/7
3/7
7/7
5/7
6/7
5/7
4/7
5/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
12
5

6.46
6.61
6.92
6.60

1.179
.832
.289
.894

.241
.157
.083
.400

3/7
4/7
6/7
3/7

Std.
Deviation
.977
.855
.289
.894
2.095
2.277
1.975
2.049

Std. Error

Min/Max

.199
.156
.083
.400
.428
.416
.570
.917

3/7
4/7
6/7
5/7
1/7
1/7
1/7
3/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.429
.229

1/7
3/7

Table 6: Spanish and Veneto use in home by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
How often is
Veneto spoken
in the homes of
Chipilo?
How often is
Spanish spoken
in the homes of
Chipilo?

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
30
12
5
24
30
12
5

6.54
6.40
6.92
6.40
4.04
4.30
2.58
5.20

Table 7: Attractiveness of Spanish and Veneto by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
Std.
Deviation
*How pretty is
18-30
22
5.05
2.011
Spanish? F (3,
31-50
24
6.29
1.122
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56) = 3.185, p =
.041
How pretty is
Veneto?

51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

9
5
24
28
12
5

6.33
6.20
6.88
6.82
6.83
6.60

Table 8: Attitudes towards Code-switching by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
It sounds good
to me when
someone mixes
Veneto and
Spanish in the
same
conversation.
It bothers me
when someone
speaks Spanish
and Veneto in
the same
conversation.
The mixing of
Spanish and
Veneto helps to
maintain
Veneto.
The mixing of
Spanish and
Veneto
contributes to
the loss of
Veneto.

.373
.374
6.73
6.61
6.47
5.49

4/7
5/7
6/7
5/7
5/7
5/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.328
.303
.444
1.166

1/6
1/6
1/5
1/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
9
5

2.17
2.25
1.44
2.40

Std.
Deviation
1.606
1.602
1.333
2.608

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
27
10
5

3.25
4.04
3.00
5.40

2.436
2.312
2.055
2.608

.497
.445
.650
1.166

1/7
1/7
1/7
1/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

22
30
10
5

1.77
1.97
1.30
1.00

1.510
1.810
.949
.000

.322
.330
.300
.000

1/6
1/7
1/4
1/1

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
30
10
5

5.79
6.13
5.80
5.80

2.105
1.871
2.098
2.683

.430
.342
.663
1.200

1/7
1/7
1/7
1/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.268
.367
.622
1.414

1/6
1/7
1/7
1/7

Table 9: Attitudes towards Language Use by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
I prefer that my
children (or the
community
children) speak
to me in
Spanish.
I prefer that my
children (or the
community
children) speak
to me in Veneto.
It bothers me
when a

1.118
.837
.338
.548
.577
.894

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
11
4

1.62
2.07
2.36
3.00

Std.
Deviation
1.313
1.942
2.063
2.828

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

23
27
12
4

6.52
6.52
6.33
6.50

1.377
1.341
1.641
1.000

.287
.258
.466
.500

1/7
1/7
2/7
5/7

18-30
31-50

24
28

4.42
5.61

2.586
2.149

.528
.406

1/7
1/7
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Chipileño
speaks to me in
Spanish instead
of Veneto.
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño does
not know how
to speak
Veneto.
It would bother
me if my child
stopped
speaking
Veneto.
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño does
not know how
to speak
Spanish.

51-64
65+

10
5

4.60
5.80

2.757
1.304

.872
.583

1/7
4/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
28
10
5

5.08
5.64
5.50
7.00

2.394
2.248
2.121
.000

.489
.425
.671
.000

1/7
1/7
1/7
7/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

22
27
10
5

5.91
6.33
6.40
5.80

2.114
1.687
1.897
2.683

.451
.325
.600
1.200

1/7
1/7
1/7
1/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

23
28
10
5

4.30
4.61
5.20
6.40

2.344
2.200
2.898
1.342

.489
.416
.917
.600

1/7
1/7
1/7
4/7

Std. Error

Min/Max

.180
.122
.434
.000
.069
.104
.167
.000
.324
.270
.288
.490
.438
.312
.225
.400

4/7
4/7
2/7
7/7
6/7
5/7
5/7
7/7
1/7
2/7
4/7
5/7
1/7
1/7
5/7
5/7

.407
.237
.310
.400

1/7
1/7
4/7
5/7

Table 10: Identity by Age
1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
Veneto is an
important
aspect of my
identity.
Veneto culture
is an important
aspect of my
identity.
Spanish is an
important
aspect of my
identity.
*Mexican
culture is an
important
aspect of my
identity. F (3,
66) = 3.098, p <
.05
Can you tell a
speaker is
Chipileño by
the way he/she
speaks
Spanish?

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+
18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
12
5
24
29
12
5
24
29
12
5
24
29
12
5

6.54
6.83
6.42
7.00
6.88
6.79
6.83
7.00
5.21
5.48
6.42
6.20
5.00
5.52
6.67
6.60

Std.
Deviation
.884
.658
1.505
.000
.338
.559
.577
.000
1.587
1.455
.996
1.095
2.147
1.682
.778
.894

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
30
12
5

5.33
6.37
6.33
6.60

1.993
1.299
1.073
.894

Table 11: Attitudes towards Mixed Marriages by Age
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1=Disagree; 7=Agree; * indicates significance
Item
Age Group N
Mean
It bothers me
when a
Chipileño
marries a
Mexican
woman.
It bothers me
when a
Chipileña
marries a
Mexican man.
Mixed
marriages
negatively
affect the
future of
Chipilo.
Mixed
marriages
negatively
affect the
future of
Veneto.

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
11
4

2.75
2.83
2.73
1.50

Std.
Deviation
2.172
2.421
2.195
1.000

Std. Error

Min/Max

.443
.450
.662
.500

1/7
1/7
1/7
1/3

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
11
4

3.25
2.86
2.73
1.50

2.270
2.517
2.054
1.000

.463
.467
.619
.500

1/7
1/7
1/6
1/3

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
11
4

3.79
3.48
1.82
3.25

2.245
2.641
1.834
2.872

.458
.490
.553
1.436

1/7
1/7
1/6
1/7

18-30
31-50
51-64
65+

24
29
10
4

4.62
3.72
3.70
4.25

2.446
2.491
2.541
2.500

.499
.463
.803
1.250

1/7
1/7
1/7
1/7
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