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Drawing on the analogy between the linguistic

Romanization of Burope and the Hispanization of Aserica, this paper
attempts to investigate the validity of the so-called substreanm
theory tc¢ account for the development and diversification of the
Romance languages. Phonetic peculiarities of Spanish in America are
analyzed, and it is concluded that substratum influences do not
adequately account for these features. Therefore, it is deduced that
the substratum theory as an explanation of the transformation of
Latin into the Romance languages is not confirmed by the development
of Spanish in America. (Author/AN) .
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¢ince the sixteenth century, students ¢f language have teen

avara that the Romance langusges were pocern forms of Latin that
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oy divergent develorvment had become different languages. 3ut
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clrzady in the sixteeath century, as now, vshilologists were not
content simaly tc record this fact. They wanted an explanaticn,
£2 chenge in general and for the occurrence of
different chenges in difierent vlaces. The explanation vut forth
by many at that time was that The barbarian inve ‘ons that had
desiroyed the Reman “mpire had zlso caused the corrudtion of the
lanmuaze. 3ut as early as 1612 it was provosed that not only

),

the tartarian {ftermanic) invaders weres responsibls for the

vren Latin vas first brousht to the cenguered proviitces of the
“mnire, the inkaditants of those provinces must heve learnsd it
somawnat imperfectly, retaining somz features of their natvive

lenzuzages gnecially Feztures of rromunciation: i.e., 2 Toreign
'3 =2 ? X J x ’ &

cceent. -
. Trat both pre-iLatin lansuages (ilike Gaulizh in France and

2ain) and the languzges of the later Germanic in-

ve.ders (the Trawcs in France, the Visigoths in Spain) caused the

g broe<dorvm of Lzatin into the Romance langucges se2as to hzve been
»
< renora2lly zccepted 2b the beginaing of the L8th censury. Later
- in the esatury it wes cleser to ues® serioas students of languege
thzt linsuiciic chanse czn and Cdoes occur suites without any ex—-
terngl pressures, bub tho idez that liaguiciic change coa be
*pocer reaG &t tag zunusl meeting of tag Cuundiar sssocizticn oF
Q Letin Americsr Stacies (CALAS), sdmunton, Mey 1975,
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1ined and the taorms subsirztun znd suzerstratum were coined Lo

desizmate vhat vere assumed to be two clearly distinet types of
Llenguzze contact. Substratum and superstratum came to be wefined
in terms like these: "A superstratum is an invading groun that
vizrds into another groupn zlready inhabiting a territory and
speaiing another language. Yhen the relationship is reversed,
whzn it is the settled grouv that gives up its language, even
shougn it is numerically stronger, one calls it a substratum.”
{(Yon Vartburg 1943) "By substratum I mean a linguistic layer

3
vzich is eventually superseded by the language that comes to
t
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he same sense a superstratum is a linguistic
lzyer on top of the predominating language. Thus, e.g., Keltic
iz the substratun of Latin in Gaul, while Frankish is its super-
stratum.” (Pulgram 1958) Some scholars (e.g. Blaylock {960,
Izzo 1973) have pointed out that if substratum and superstratum
are taus understood, there is really no linguistically significant
difierence betveen them, that the only rea%zéifference is whether
tie "uhratum" language vas being usesd already in a given terri-
tory vwhen the "main-streaa" language was brought in or the "main-
st:éam" languzze was already there when speakers of tane Ystratum"
lernuege arrived. But in spite of the undiscriminating defi-
nition and szide from the metaophorically implied layers, threre

i o JGistinetica between the two concedts, usuzlly unstated,

cn r.ore or lecs uaconseciously held by scholars who seem %o

worts with explicit cdefinitions in terms of chronologically
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d were, in the ordinary case,
far more nuasrous than the Koman sdministrators, merchants and
cettliers who came into their iterritory (zné from vhom they
learned the Latin language), Romance scholars hold implicit in
their conced’ of substraium that substratun langueges are the
languages of subjugated reoples who learn 2 new lanzuage from a

sccio=-volitically dominant group representeéd by oniy a relatively

(2

mell nuadber of persoxns. And since in the Romance-sdyaiking

wcrld the superstratum languages are chiefly the languages of

+

he Germanic invaders who conquered various arezas during the

[4

‘N

th to the Tth centurpes, suverstratum language is understood

to bz the lansuage of a conguering and temporarily politically-
dozinent minority. Thus as actuzlly used, the terms substraium
eénd csuperstrztum have not only 2 rather unimportant chronological-
Seographical nmeaning buit 2lso an important sociolinguistic
cignificance which shoulé of course be made explicit and be
clearly distinguished from the other meanings. Iven more im~
nortant, however, is that most scholars conceive of supersirztum

influence as ordinary linguistic borrowing, the veluntary, more

e}

r less conscious imitation of words, wuriis of phrase, etc. of
anotrer language: the sort of thing vwe can see happening under
our own eyes today (s when English coedkers start using Spanish

2%io, »laza, or Pr. chrise longue, etc. or vhen Trench spezliers

-

atont from Inplish le jazz, le weekend, etc.) But substratum

iaftluence ic thought of 2as uninventlionzl, unconccious carryover

b

o native languege speaech hadits into the new languege. It ic,

iu short, inperfect learning, cpcaiiing the new lansugge with @
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Jomi M occeant--a thing quite different from ordinary linguistic
borrosing, walch linguists understand well, axd more akin to
crecolizetion, which is poorly understood.

in the wcmence spneaking countries of “urope, vhere little
1s ¥novm of the yre-Letin languages but their nemes and vhere
the first attestations of the Romance languzzes avpear 700 to
1007 years aiter the presumable extinction of the substratum
lenzuages, it is easy for substratum enthusiasts (substrato-
menizes) to atiridbute 2ll sorts of sound changes to substratum

inflvence. (E.g., Fr [u]>»[ﬁ])as in cuva > Sp. cuba but Fr.

cuve, has been atiributed to CGaulisk; and Sp [f] > [h], as in

Zaculare > Tp. hablar vs. Port. falar, furnus > Suv. horno vs.
¥r. four, is clzimed to be due to the inability or the Iberians

Lo nronounce [f], to cite but two cases out of 2 dozen or more.
Jhd ?

[y

i course, there have also been skeptics, who have objected
tze Tacile attribution of sound changes to practically unknovm
lenuages; but in most instances lack of decisive evidence has
nrevenied them from meking an airtizht case.

The Hicpeanization of fmerica is in many ways znalogous to
vhe Romanization of Zurope, but rmuch of the information that
12 lask in the case of Zuropean Rwomenization is knovm or can he
Tound out in the case of thne Hispanization of Iatin America.
Conzesuensly it should be easier to show whether immortant
eotures of She indigenous languoges have curvived, snd it should
b2 necsible to form some judgment about the dity of the
zo-called eubotratun theory zs a cause of the chanses and

divorsification of the lomance lungusges.
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Tnere have, in fact, been plenty of attributions of Latin
fmerican peculiarities - especially of pronunciation -~ to the
influence of native fmerican languages. Before mentioning any
of +them, however, I wish to remark that the two best-known
Teztures of American Spanish are not and never have bheen
attributed to iIrdian influence. I refer to the general Spanich

trerican lacic of distinction betveen /8/ and /3/ (as in cazar/

casar, cierra/sierra) a_&vbetleen /A/ end /y/ (as in mella/maya).

Thzce features are fully accounted for in the history of
Poninsular Spanish and need not detain us.

FY
Tzae first notable attempt to explain American phonetic
foatures as the result of Indian influence was the work of a
Gzrnan vhonetician nameé Rudolf Lenz, published in 1893. Lenz
care to the remarkable conclusio.. that "in the rain, the Spanish
scoxen oy the common veonle of Chile is Spanish with Araucanian
counds." Lenz's opinion was accepted by lieyer—-Lubke, the leadi

2

Remance vnilolozist of his generation, who cited it in his.

infiuentizal Introduction to Romance Lincuistics in 1901, and by

Ctto Jesperuen, vho discussed it as a clinica2l case in his
Lansuage of 1821,

That T.enz succeeded in convincing ileycr—-Lubke and Jespercen,
"o vere toth generally skeptical of substratum influence, ic
to the credit of his ability to present a persuasive case, not
is abilities ac a Hicpanist. It seenc that Lenz came to
Crile well treined in preoretics but with only a classrocn
aovtedge of Upanich. He observed features in Chilean pronunciz-—

tion thet he hed not nowm zboul, and he nreseanted them in-'a

6
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Len” mouograph together with facts about the conguest and
Grttloaent of Crile vhich ae thougsht had favered the survival
o# lraucenian speech habits. The chief Chilean features
cvtributed to Lraucanian by Lenz vhere affriceted pronunciation
o Jtr/ (o%rc, Iren), assibilafed pronunciation of /rr/ (carro,

nerre), and asviration of syllable-final /s/ (mismo, hasta,

vozcue). The fact that Lenz called this last "+he most notable

¢i all Chilean changes" and “the nmost curious aspect of Chileanf?
phaonstics” is enough to destroy his credibility in the eyes of o
enyone ewven slightly Tamiliar with Hispanic dialectology, for

the aspiration of /s/ is common to 2lmost half of Spain and most

of the loviland arsas oi Spanish America. In normzl, unafifected

¢t

i3

ré 1

ozbly used by more sveakers than the supposzdly

}.J.

J.  £11 the other supposed Araucanian substitutions of

normaal f

¢

(nrleczn Couanich are also videspread in the Spanish-spesking

vorld, occurrings both in Epzin and in other points in Spanish
Lranich omd Tiatin 4merican scholears attacized Lenz's thesis

wlriost ot oace, but it continued to be cited for over four decades

~

mamined and carefully refuted every
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detell of it. One cannot welp lamenting the effort that was

to undo what never shoulc have been done in the first

. frenueomian substratun influence on the Spanish of Chile is
furvanately novw o dead iscue, but therc are other caces that vre

ctiil elive, some in fact newly conceived. Just ten years ago

-7
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o fztec 1nfluence the Central Ilexican tendency to trill gyllable-

()

tinal /r/ (varte, hablar) and tc omit unstressed vowels betvisen

/&/ or /s/ end final /s/ (lonches, sracias). A Iexican phcaeti-

cian immediaztely countered the first by pointing out that Aztec
has no r at all, either trilled or flapped. Xarly Aztec borrovi-

ings from Spanish revlaced both /r/ and /rr/ by /i/ (xenolz, xalc

for sefora and jarro). It coulé 2lso have been pointed out that
there is nothing »articularly Wexican about /rr/ in syllaovle-
final position. I have observed it in Spaniards, Argentinians,

and meny otaers; and 2lso in Portuguese.sveakers from both

. Portugal ané Brazil.

As Tor %he matter of lonches stc., it is apvarently a recent

innovation, for it was not mentioned in an excellent descriztion
of Iiexican pronunciation written a2t the turn of the century.
lereovar, it is in conflict with the structure of Aztec, which
nernits only one consonant at the end of a syliable.

It has always struck me as incongruous that substratum
langsuages should be invoked for conservation as well as for
change, btut it has been done both for Latin in Spain and for
Snanish in llexico. Intervocalic /3/ tends to weaken and fall
in nost varieties of Spanish, including the supvosedly pure
varieties of ladrid and ?ozota. and /-s/, as I mentioned
earlier, is asdirated in much of the Spanish-sveaking viorld.
Tne central plateav of llexico, hcviever, does not snare these
tendencies. Because it preserves both /-d—/ and /-s/, it is
.zid that these sounds are reinforced (not merely nreserved),
20 the reavon is Aztec substratum. Aztec haé /s/ but so did

S omnigh vhen lexico was conquered. Asztec did not have /d/,
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to have

all the

Bertil llalmbersg states that "Paraguayan intonation is very un-

cn¢ non-Parzguoyan Sdenish. Although the case is admittedly

gquite &

. .
insress

2 b oy e
insenay

ctl /y/

1 /é/, ihich he has observed, ere Cuarani features. The

Lizet of theue uay be céue to the concervative influence of
thool tocchirn vhe elivracrate tne c¢istinetion hebtveen wvouel -
vl (vso, lei, ete.) and vovel + yod + vowel (Levd, ensaye,

sa." Thic is vegue and proves nothing. There are con~-

zlmeery alco clains that Paraguasyan cffricated pronunciation

cc it ic imcossible to urndersyvond hovi Lztec can bo

ivle for the allegedly reinforced /-é-/ of highland

ere is only one area of Latin Americe where the assumption

igencus influence on pronunciation sceems at least

le, nomely Paraguzy. In that country Gueran{ is said
equal nrestige with Spanish aad to be spoken by nearly
vorulation. Ilievertheless, even for Paraguay the alleged

ces zre minor - almost trifiing - and they are contested.

le intonationel differences in Cpain itself. At the
n2 would have to analyze the intonationzl patterns of

speakers vho have not been exposed to the influence of

and compare thenm with the patterns of Paraguayan Svanish

ifferont, we should consider how much we would be

ed if o Polish phonetician wvere to tell us that the

ion of Alberta ¥nglish has been influenced by 3lackfoot,
it is not lilzz the intonation of Londen English.

A

(mcyo, varsgusyo. huye) and an alveolar pronunciation of

ion which teadés to e loat in many places,
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rerlonalisnm that is preserved in Pareguey, for cfrfriceted /v/
hns been recoried in many other yarts of the Uranish-speaiing
eria.  loreover, Paul Cossano has argued that early descrig~
ticns of Guarani do not seem to indicate that Cuarani had the
cound in question. IHence it seems possible that Cpanish may
have influenced the pronunciation o® Guarani rather than
vice versza.

The alveolar /d/ and /4/ are zlso open to doubt. After
mcntion&ng the two sounds in genercl, lMalmbers seems to hedge
& little, emvhasizing their zlveolerity only after /r/. Since

/r/ is elways zlveolar or even post—alveolar (it cannot he

'y
]

onouncad as a dental) there's nothing surprising or un-Spauish
asout the essimilaticn of 2 following /t/ or /3/ to the same
noint of articulation. 4nd Cassano, zgain, questions vhether
Gucreni sounds could have produccd the alleged effect, pointing
out that Cuerani /t/ and /d/ have been described as palatel,

not tlveolar, and their distribution is quite different from

ot of Spanish /t, &/.

In suzn, we find thatv in almost cvery case of alleged
cubstratun influence the investigator has operated with in~
cufficient kmnovledge of Hisvanic dialectology znd/or ignorance
c¥ th2 elleged substratum languege, attributing to the influence

of an indigenous langucge charactericitics vhich origineted in

wesers. Yhus we come dovm from zudolf Tenz's "Upanish SPC .en
h Lrazuconian sounds" cigchty years zfo to 2 few almost im-

-

percantihle chenges in voints of artieulation vhich poeriaps

10
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{Lut only perhone) mey be due to imperfect leurning of Svanisih

viffevend, for Anerican Spanish and fortuzuese contain hundreds
0l Inlian viords. I canmot go into this matter now because I

ave used up 2ll nmy time tallking about pronunciation. I want to
point out before closing, however, that even in voczbulary e

o ot seem to have much, if in fact any substratun influence

in the sense of involuntary rersistence of native speech hnabits
becausa of imperfect learning of the new language. %hat we

hove is simple linguistic borrowing, much greater in scale but
0% different in kind from the process by vhich North American

“nglich acquired vords like hickery, pecan, chiprunk, moose,

ms:iray, shunk, totem, squaw, moccasin, tonzhevk, teevee.

unactly like the Anglo-American borrowings, the Spanish-American

torrowings cererally are nemes of plants, animels, features of

F‘o
6
,..l

land, or of Indian culture, for which the Zuropeans had no

words bafore they arrived. In both the English and the Spanish
cases the words were adanted complesely to the phonetics of the
Jaropzan languege, ané words from various Indian languzges wvere
zdonted and thouzht of ns simdly Indien, withoui distinction as
vor o <hing heeame the name for that thing, no matter vhat other
Sorar vers net later. Co we call a Blackfoot house by the
Ueota vowd Gegnc, and a llexican nmay refer o his girlirienc

viTa the Quechuz word china.) Thus cven vhougsh flexican has a

mmer of Antec words neeuliar to itself (carote, nule, sinsonte,

ey’ to 2
monlleie, of

LMol

S N s “pd ann oy 3 seem ma d K
C., ewl ceruvisn hos cortain snecizl vorér From
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“luezrue, otc., the Cerid or Ararall vords canroa, cacigue, huracan,

v —~ . ., o APy r Do e :
.22c0, el arc used elirmest everirwinere, far from their or

gin

[N

P

in the /ntilles, ac are the Aztec vords tomate, chocolute,

~ ~ N - ., .
ouzo0, sevate, tamal and the Quechua words condor, cuina, coca,

nama.

It appears, in chort, that native Americans, although far
more muzerous than their Spanisn conquerers, changed %panish
very little, if at all, by their failure to learn the invaders'
lenguage well, that the only items of the Indien langusges thet
nave come into American Ipanish arc those that Spanish speakers
volbutorily accepted, chd that therefore the so-czlled substratum
theory ag;:xplanation of the transfiormation of Latin inte the
2omonce languzges is not confirmed by the develovment of

Lhonish in Anerica.

Herbert J. Izzo

The University of Calgary
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