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Abstract

The paper is inspired by the theoretical framewpr&vided by Auer’'s (2005) typology of
“dialect/standard constellations”, which aims toted¢ common dynamics in the current
processes of dialect/standard convergence in Europe

Some adjustments to Auer’'s proposal will be suggksto better suit it to a specific
sociolinguistic situation: that involving Italiannd Piedmontese in the north-western Italian
Region of Piedmont. A set of linguistic featured Wwe analyzed with the aim to depict dynamics
of intralinguistic and interlinguistic convergenedated to the ongoing standardization processes
in Italian and Piedmontese.



1. Introduction

The paper addresses the main dynamics in the pradesonvergence from an Italo-Romance
dialect towards Italiah. Such dynamics are investigated within the thecaétframework
provided by Auer’s (2005) typology of “dialect/sthard constellations”.

As is well known, Auer attempts a uniform descoptiof the European repertoires by
distinguishing five sociolinguistic types. Amongeth, the type of dialect-standard relationship
which proves to be the most widespread in Europerimeddiaglossia following Bellmann
(1998). Such a relationship is characterized byedigo-standard convergence, resulting in a
continuum of intermediate varieties between thdedtaand the standard; these varieties are
called regiolects Furthermore, the standard variety tends to cayjevéo lower varieties and
hence tolerate regional features, leading to differegional norms depending on the different
dialectal substrata; such regional norms are cafigobnal standards

In recent years, some attempts have been made tter bi¢ this model to specific
sociolinguistic contexts. In a similar fashion, wél attempt to adapt the diaglossia type to an
ltalo-Romance situation.

The Italo-Romance dialect we will focus on is Piesitese, which is spoken alongside
Italian in a north-western region of Italy (Piedrorll of the Italo-Romance dialects, including
Piedmontese, can be defined as “primary dialects®€ (Coseriu 1980), since they are sister
dialects of Florentine, the dialect from which Stard Italian has developed. Like every Italo-
Romance dialect, Piedmontese is hence a languagh wehseparate from Italian (cf. Berruto
2005).

Moreover, Piedmontese is the low varietytloé repertoire andtalian is the high variety,
also serving as the language for daily use. As tighbulk of Italo-Romance situations, such a
repertoire is termedilalia by Berruto (1989), a notion which shares some foretdal features

with that of diaglossia.

2. Theltalian continuum

First of all, it is worth recalling some cruciakeps in the re-standardization process of Italign. B

using the ternre-standardization we aim to stress that the process is giving tis@ new

standard variety.



To put it simply, until the Unification of Italy veareached (in 1861), Italian was used by a
clear minority of the population and almost exchedy in writing and in formal styles. The
relationship between Italian and Italo-Romanceetis was that afiglossia Since Unification,
and in particular in the last century, Italian vasreasingly spread as the language for daily use.
In fact, this period has witnessed the transitimmf diglossia to dilalialn order to be suitable
for spontaneous speech, the codified written stahbas undergone a process of convergence
towards spoken informal varieties and “low” sociarieties, i.e. a process of “downward
convergence”, as termed by Auer and Hinskens (1¥&)h a process has led to the emergence
of a new standard variety: the so-callesb-standardtalian (Berruto 1987).

At the same time, Italian has increasingly spreatbray speakers of Italo-Romance
dialects (see Section 3 below). In the process agfuiging Italian, dialect speakers have
transferred dialect features to ltalian, thus gjvimse to different regiolects. As a result, the
conventionalization of some of these features, enemriting and in formal styles, has come to
constitute accepted regional norms, fiegional standardsNeo-standard Italian is conceived as
being made up both of linguistic features sharetionaide and linguistic features which
characterize different regional standards.

The foremost dynamic characterizing the re-standatidn of Italian is thus the
aforementioned downward convergence of the staAdavhich represents a “corollary”, as
termed by Auer and Hinskens 1996, 12, of dialetttmdard convergence). One relevant
example is the use of personal pronouns with séexef meaning. As shown in Table 1,
Standard Italian makes a distinction between refeepronouns and personal pronouns for 3sg
and 3pl; conversely, in Piedmontese (and in otteo-Romance dialects) the same forms are

used both as reflexive and personal pronouns, tag isase for 1sg/pl and 2sg/pl.

Tab. 1. Personal pronouns and reflexive pronouns

Personal pronouns Reflexive pronouns

Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine

3sg egli esso ella, essa sé
Standard (lui) (lei)
Italian 3pl essi esse sé
(loro) (loro)
3sg chiel chila chiel chila

Piedmontese o o
3pl lor/lorautri lor/lorautri




The regiolect behaves similarly to Piedmonteséhéregiolect, indeed, personal pronouns
also convey a reflexive meaning, as in utteranggeiilwhich the personal pronodumi is used

with a reflexive meaning (“himself”):

(1) il deputato offende Iue il partito
‘the member of Parliament offends both himself dredparty’
(Flavia AmabilelLa Stampa28.12.2009).

Cf. Standard Italiafl deputato offende se il partito; Piedmontesél deputa a ofend cHie

e so parti

Furthermore, it can be argued that this featungars of a regional standard. In fact, it is
worth noting that the utterance is taken froenStampaa national daily newspaper published in
Turin (the capital of Piedmont); and, as is knoamewspaper article can be considered among
Ammon’s (2004) “model texts*. Moreover, personal pronouns are used with a refex
meaning in various regiolects, even in formal stylas noted in recent grammars (i.e. one of
Ammon’s 2004 “codices”); cf. Cordin (2001, 610).

Emphasis should be put on two further aspects, ela@tacterizing most linguistic features
involved in the downward convergence of standaatialh. First, the tendency to generalize
personal pronouns as reflexive pronouns is widapresd by Romance languages; second, the
same phenomenon is formerly attested for old haledbeit excluded from the standard literary
variety (cf. Cerruti 2009, 83-86). Broadly speakirggpntact-induced forces and language-
internal forces are often intertwined in the adwament of features towards the standard, and re-
standardization does not lead to the emergencengtiistic features formerly unattested in
Italian but rather to the acceptance into the noffiormerly sub-standard features.

Moreover, a regional standard can include some grhena that do not occur in other
regiolects. For example, in Italy the useg@ as a pragmatic marker of repetition is attestdy on
in Piedmont (and, outside lItaly, in the Italian-akieg region of Switzerland). In this area, the
adverbgia can be used in interrogative clauses to signal tiva speaker is asking for the
repetition of information that he once knew butratrretrieve at the time of speaking (the same
holds true for Piedmontese dialect, whereas notego@rt exists in standard Italian). Below is
an utterance taken once again frosnStampa



(2) com’e gia che lo chiama? ah, si! albero da passeggi
‘what does he call it again? oh, yes! walking-tree’
(Anna Berral.a Stampal4.09.2012).

The second most relevant re-standardization dynavbgervable nowadays is that of
convergence between different regiolects, i.e.zZomtial convergence. This happens primarily in
two ways. The first involves the diffusion of a t@én linguistic feature from one given regiolect
to another, even before possibly being acceptexniab-standard Italian. Such is the case with
the presence of the intervocalic voiced alveolerafive [z] in environments in which standard
Italian prescribes the voiceless [s] (e.g. [ka:zejuse’, instead of [ka:sa]), a phenomenon
which spread from northern regiolects to centrall @outhern regiolects, ultimately being
accepted into the “modern” standard pronunciatibitadian.*

A second way consists in the (substantially) indeleat emergence of the same
phenomenon in different regiolects. A case in painrepresented by phrasal verbs, which
increasingly tend to be used alongside their singleb counterparts (e.dirare fuori vs.
rimuovere‘remove’, andare avantivs. procedere‘proceed’,tirare su vs. sollevare'lift’, etc.),
even in writing and in formal styles. The preseatphrasal verbs in contemporary Italian partly
is due to contact between the regiolects and thpewtive dialectal substrata (phrasal verbs
correspond to the prevailing pattern of expressanmotion events in various Italo-Romance
dialects, especially in Northern Italy; see e.gniBea and Poletto 2006), and partly can be
regarded as an inherent feature of Italian. It khbe mentioned indeed that phrasal verbs were
already attested for old Italian, although only aoays do they tend to be accepted into the
norm (see their occurrence in “model texts”, assa#td e.g. in Bernini 2010). Furthermore, it is
apparent from the latter case, as well as fronréfexive use of personal pronouns (see above),
that a given phenomenon can be involved in the mycs of both horizontal and downward
convergence.

We can now try to depict the main dynamics deathwhus far; see Figure 1. We assume

as a starting point Auer’s (2005) cone-shaped sgmtation ofliaglossia



Fig. 1. The Italian continuum
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The cone in Fig. 1 reproduces the language spad®l@n. The lower part of the cone
contains non—standard varieties (those most affdnyesubstratum influence), whereas the upper
part also contains neo—standard Italian, whichdendinclude features from different regional
standards. The downward arrow symbolizes downwamavergence, while the continuous
horizontal arrows represent horizontal convergen@ée development of innovations is
represented as well, indicated by the dotted hota@arrows: “regiolects may develop linguistic
innovations of their own which have no basis in stendard variety, nor in the dialects”, Auer
2005, 31). Such intralinguistic dynamics are kgmrafrom interlinguistic convergence, which

in turn is represented by double upward arrows.

3. The Piedmontese dialect continuum



Using the term “Piedmontese”, we intend a seriediakct varieties spoken in the central part of
Piedmont. As of the late TScentury, the dialect of Turin (the capital of tKengdom of
Sardinia) started to serve as a reference diabedhe surrounding varieties; as a consequence,
both the dialects of smaller urban centres andbha dialects oriented towards Turinese (i.e.
the dialect of Turin), replacing some of their ang features with those from Turinese (cf.
Regis 2012, 11-15). The spread of tffepérson ending of the present indicative tersma
[uma], can be taken as a case in point. In faetdihlect of Mondovi, a small town situated 80
km to the south of Turin, changed its original \&rbnding—ma (cf. portmg [purt'ma], ‘we
bring’ andtenma [ten'ma],‘we keep’, still attested in the mid-1&entury) to-oma(portoma
[pur'tuma], and tenoma [te'numa], respectively, just as in Turinesenikrly, the dialect of
Asti, a larger town situated 50 km to the south-@&g urin, turned its original verbal endirg
ema (cf. Alione’s Opera Jocundaearly 16" century) to—oma The reduction of palatalized
plurals in the dialects of small urban centres es gnother clue of the influence exerted by
Turinese; the urban dialect of Vercelli at presemtains only the non-palalatized plural form
tuti, ['tyti] (sing.tut, [tyt]) ‘all’, the same as in Turinese, while the pdiatd plural formtucc
([tytf]) was still used in the early Tocentury, though already in free variation withi (so,
[tyt]] vs. ['tyti]). No metaphonetic plural is used nowadays indiaéects of small urban centres,
although such plural forms a®ni] ‘men’ where still documented in the™8entury dialect of
Mondovi (subsequently replaced by the Turineseriamaform [om] ‘man’/‘men’).

An appropriate label to describe the relationsk@ween Turinese and the other dialects of
Piedmontese seems to be that of “geographicalsiifiti (cf. Chambers and Trudgill 1998, 166—
186). This kind of process, involving an intralimgfic upward convergence from a series of low
varieties (i.c. the dialects of small urban centted the rural dialects) to a more prestigious one
(i.c. Turinese, the basis for endoglossic stantfaedmontese), can be described as in Figure 2,
resorting to the diaglossic model already sketchad Italian. The intralinguistic upward
convergence is here represented by a simple apoiting from rural dialects to Turinese; in
this view, the dialects of small urban centres banregarded as transition or intermediate
varieties between the rural dialects (base of trerand standard Piedmontese/Turinese (tip of
the cone). In parallel to this intralinguistic up@aconvergence, all varieties of Piedmontese
were, and still are, generally involved in an ihtguistic upward convergence towards lItalian,

the roof language for Piedmontese (representeddmyble arrow in Figure 2).



Fig. 2. The Piedmontese dialect continuum
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Speaking diachronically, this kind of process fiistiched Turinese, then the dialects of
small urban centres, and finally the rural dialeasually in a weakened form. It comes as no
surprise that “Turinization” (intralinguistic conmgence) and “ltalianization” (interlinguistic
convergence) often went hand in hand; most of bages mentioned above, in fact, made the
rural dialects and the dialects of small urban eantloser not only to Turinese but also to
Italian, the latter having been an unavoidable hsteme for the codification of
Piedmontese/Turinese.

The interlinguistic convergence from Turinese &idin dates back as early as the first part
of the 18 century and can be observed from both a lexicalpironetic perspective. In terms of
lexicon, adapted borrowings from Italian are uskxhgside, or in place of, the more authentic
Piedmontese/Turinese words: ggefond ‘deep’ (It. profondg vs. ancreus albicoch ‘apricot’

(It. albicoccg vs.armognan conciador‘tanner’ (It. conciatorg vs.faitor, tantissim'very much’
(It. tantissim9 vs. motoben sorgent‘source’ (It. sorgentg vs. sorgiss etc. As for phonetic
features, we are witnessing three different phemanalready investigated in detail by Clivio

(1972) (to which we refer for further examples): the reintroduction of voiceless alveolar
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plosives in intervocalic position plus the etymaotadly preceding unstressed vowel, adratel
‘brother’ (It. fratello) vs. frel (< Vulg. Lat. *fratellu(m)), or invitel ‘calf’ (It. vitello) vs. vel (<

Lat. vitzlu(m)); 2) the affrication of voiceless alveolar fricags, as incery, [ferv], ‘deer’ (lt.
cervq [fervo]) vs. sery [serv] (< Lat. cervu(m), or in cimes [times], ‘bug’ (It. cimice
['fimige]) vs.simes ['simes](< Lat. cimice(m); and 3) the breaking of consonant clusters by the
reintroduction of a protonic vowel, as iiventé (It. diventarg vs. dventé (< Vulg. Lat.
deventary or inverita (It. veritd) vs.vrita (< Lat. veritate(m).’

As long as Italian remained a far-away referenoguage, its use being very restricted in
everyday life, no barrier against Italianizatioeis®d to be necessary. However, the relationship
between Piedmontese and Italian changed dramaticathe second half of the ®Gcentury,
when a considerable loss of speakers of Piedmomesearred. Since the decreasing use of
Piedmontese witnessed, as a counterpart, an imgease of Italian, the latter was no longer
taken as a model for the former, but began to h@$ea menace to the dialect and to its survival.
This new picture led to a sort of re—standardizapolicy for Piemontese/Turinese, which was
essentially based on extensive lexical borrowignfi=rench: it is ausbauizatiorpolicy (i.e.
functional elaboration) attained through Abstandizatiorapproach (i.e. structural distancing
from the superposed standard language, i.c. ljalianregards to this process, Tosco (2011,
238-240) cites an ample list of Piedmontese wandshich distancing from ltalian, as well as
nearing to French,has been systematically pursued; thus, for instarms@rapreneur
‘entrepreneur’ (Fr. entrepreneuy is suggested to be used instead iofprenditor (lt.
imprenditorg, crajon ‘pencil’ (Fr. crayon) instead ofmatita (It. matita), fornisseur‘supplier’

(Fr. fournisseuy instead offornitor (It. fornitore), grandeur ‘size’ (Fr. grandeu) instead of
grandéssglt. grandezza andvitura ‘car’ (Fr. voiture) instead ofmachina(lt. macchind. It is
worth underlining that a French model has also bidlowed for neology, as evident in
computer and Internet vocabulary, eggari ‘mouse’/’computer mouse’, a semantic loan from
Fr. souris ‘mouse’/‘computer mouse’ (note that Italian does amploytopo ‘mouse’ in the
sense of ‘computer mouse’), as wellaadinator ‘computer’ andclaviera ‘computer keyboard’,
both borrowings from Frordinateur and clavier respectively(lt. computerand tastierg (cf.
Tosco 2011, 240-241).

It appears clear that these recent efforts to staime Piedmontese point to French as an
“ideological” and “artificial” roof language, cordgred less menacing for Piedmontese than its
(geopolitically and genetically) “natural” roof lgnage, Italian; however, the choice of French

as a reference language, though not lacking irotéstt and cultural justification (for centuries
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French was the preferred language of the Piedmerdastocracy), runs counter to the long-
standing orientation of Piedmontese towards Italian

Following Joseph’s (1984, 88) terminology, we can that while Piedmontese of previous
centuries resulted mostly from a “circumstantiafiexgence, i.e. “a secondary consequence of
more imposing social, political, economic, racialigious, military, literary factors”, present-
day “Frenchified” Piedmontese results mostly from ‘@®ngineered” emergence, “attained
through direct, conscious effort”. As a consequeticss not advisable to apply the diaglossic
model proposed in Figure 2 to “Frenchifed” Piednesetas well; the hypothesis of endoglossic
medial diglossia (Auer 2005, 12-13) seems in factbetter suit the case. “Frenchified”
Piedmontese is orienting towards, or already dysplaan endoglossic standard which is
restricted to written domains. In spite of theeal genetic relationship, the written standard and

the colloquial varieties operate in separate domais in Figure 3:

Fig. 3. “Frenchified” Piedmontese and spoken Pieuhese
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endoglossic
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4. Between Italian and Piedmontese

As stated before, convergence leads to a contirafurarieties, but such a continuum is actually
made up of two separate (sub)continua: that ofdiaéect and that of Italian. It is rare for
intermediate forms not to be ascribable to either dialect continuum or to the Italian

continuum. Let us consider, for example, utterg3ge
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(3) bisogna duvrare il cervello
‘you need use your brain’
(Regis 2006, 483)

This is a clause with a hybrid lexical forahvrare (“to use”), in which the dialect stem
duvr- is combined with the Italian infinitive endingre (cf. Piedmontesduvr-¢ Italianadoper-
are). Such a form can be treated as an adapted bawgodisplaying an Italian inflectional
morpheme, and hence it can be attributed to Italian

Similar hybrid lexical forms are attested in thaldct as well. One such example is the
case ofpreparé (“to prepare”), showing the Italian stem combineith the dialect infinitive
ending—é (cf. Italian prepar-are Piedmontes@ront-8. According to Berruto (2005, 88), “the
formation of hybrids [...] may promote the birth oihaixed or fused lect. At the present time,
however, the forms it gives rise to are [...] sttlridutable either to Italian or to the dialect dan
here [it] is the inflectional morphology which ddes). Moreover, hybrids are sporadic
manifestations that do not form paradigms”. Heilitcean be argued that there exist intermediate
forms between Italian and Piedmontese but no irgdrate varieties; that is, intermediate forms
do not co-occur regularly.

5. A continuum of continua: the Italian/Piedmontese continuum

Leaving aside the case of “Frenchified” Piedmontegleich is the product of an intellectual
élite, we may wonder whether the Italian continuum anddilaéect continuum can be presented
together in a single diagram. So far, we have sstggedepicting the Italian continuum and the
dialect continuum separately from each other; oainnconcern has been to describe the
intralinguistic convergence taking place at theelewf the *“architecture of language”
(Architektur der Sprachesee e.g. Coseriu 1988), in ltalian and in Piecesm respectively.
Now we have to deal with the interlinguistic corgemce between Italian and Piedmontese
taking place at the level of the linguistic repggoAs we have seen, intralinguistic convergence
basically consists in a change of the sociolinguiselience of a given (set of) linguistic
feature(s), while interlinguistic convergence cstssin a transfer of linguistic features from one

language to another.
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Our general diagram should try to capture a pecabae of Auer’s diaglossi®iaglossia
may in fact serve as a cover term for at leastdifferent sociolinguistic scenarios, in which the
dialect and the standard languaga be (A) separate systems, with the standardsalsang for
daily use, or (B) varieties of the same languagih whe standard seldom used in everyday
conversation. The former scenardlalia, turns out to be the most typical in Italy, while
latter, bidialectalism is restricted to some areas of Central Italy,Tascany and Rome (see
Berruto 1989). Whereas both (A) and (B) displayiaedt/standard continuum, (A) would be
better represented by a “continuum of continuad, two separate intralinguistic continua
connected with each other at the interlinguistieele Auer himself (2005, 19) suggests the
existence of such double continua in Europe, inolyid number of Italo-Romance situations.

All that considered, and given the roofing relasibip between Italian (roofing language)
and Piedmontese (roofed dialect), we are led tpgwe the diagram in Figure 4.

The ltalian cone is situated above the Piedmortese. Double arrows and simple arrows
denote “interlinguistic convergence” and “intralingtic convergence” respectively. The point of
contact between the two cones is supposed to lzken tplace at the tip of the Piedmontese
cone; indeed, on the basis of historical evideficeinese can be regarded as a sort of “foot in
the door” for the influence of Italian on dialec@@ompared to the dialect continuum above, a
double curved arrow (“codification arrow”) has besdded, providing a direct connection from
Turinese to the tip of the Italian cone; this isvay to show that throughout the codification
process standard Italian has been chosen as &egedimodel language for Turinese. As in the
dialect continuum, the double arrow starting frdra tip of the Piedmontese cone accounts for
the synchronic interlinguistic convergence betweégdian and Piedmontese (i.e. Turinese,
dialects of small urban centres and rural dialetts$ means that Turinese is no longer the only
channel through which Italianization can take place

In conclusion, the Italian/Piedmontese continuumppsed here seems to be applicable to
situations where two genetically related standaaexist, one of which is roofed by the other
and does not have official status. More specificals for the dialect side, such a continuum may
be suitable for “geographical diffusion” scenariesvhich a roofing relationship between a full-
fledged language (like Italian) and a dialect (Ikiedmontese) is clearly discernible, in ltaly (see
the influence of Genoese, Venetian, and Milanes¢heir surrounding dialects) and probably
elsewhere as well (e.g. in Andalusia: see Villenagdda 1996).



Fig. 4. The Italian/Piedmontese continuum
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2 Each dynamic will be accounted for by analyzingiragle representative phenomenon. We refer theeretad
Cerruti (2009) and Cerruti and Regis (2014) foystematic research on this topic and a discusdi@wader set of
linguistic features.

3 A linguistic feature “that is regularly used by deb speakers or writers in their model texts pefomes standard
by usage” (Ammon 2004, 2).

* Note that, according to Canepari (2005, 23-26)vaunys there coexist four types of standard praation, none
of which is strongly regionally marked: “traditidhai.e. Florentine-based, “modern”, “acceptableidd'tolerated”;
each form can be used by broadcasters, dubbersaetods. At the same time, different standard region
pronunciations have been established.

® Frans Hinskens (p. c.) suggests that these theeelapments should be considered a cue of relesidic, the

dismantling of historical reduction processes.



