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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

The Quechua language is native to many countries in South America, specifically those 
that are considered home to The Andes. These countries – Peru, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, 
Chile, Argentina, and even the western part of the Amazon in Brazil – contain a population that 
is accustomed to being around the Quechua language with speakers who are either fluent or 
bilingual in both Spanish and Quechua (Merma Molina 2004:192). This indigenous language has 
existed for centuries, having been discovered by the Spaniards upon their arrival to South 
America in the 1500s. The Spaniards’ discovery of this language not only marked the first time 
both languages had been in contact with each other, but also was the first time Quechua was 
recorded. One of the first historically well-known Spanish-Quechua bilingual speakers was the 
Inca Garcilaso de la Vega.  Due to the fact that his parents were a Spanish explorer and an Inca 
princess, he describes language barriers and translation misinterpretations between the Peruvians 
and the Spaniards in his Comentarios reales de los Incas (1943).  Although his main objective in 
writing the Comentarios reales may not have been to provide linguistic evolution and usage, 
Garcilaso de la Vega provides us with evidence of Spanish and Quechua contact and the 
misunderstandings that come with being introduced to a new language. 

In studying any ancient language, questions arise regarding the expansion of the 
language, its relationship to other indigenous languages, and the number of years spoken. 
Archaeological and linguistic research have shed some light on interesting evidence of the 
Quechua language dominating the Western coast region of South America for some time before 
the Incas even expanded their territory. Although much expansion had occurred and Spanish and 
Quechua were introduced to each other some centuries ago, similar problems exist today among 
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the Spanish-speaking urban population and the monolingual Quechua-speaking rural population 
with regard to understanding and effectively communicating.    

As with any language, Quechua includes many different dialects among speakers; 
linguists have divided these dialect areas into two main parent groups: Quechua I and Quechua 
II. According to Alfredo Torero, a Peruvian linguist who has studied Quechua dialects in
addition to other indigenous languages for many years, Quechua I specifically refers to Ancash, 
Huánuco, Pasco, and Junín dialects, whereas Quechua II refers to the rest of the dialects found in 
Peru, Ecuador, Colombia, Bolivia, and Argentina (Torero 1964:472)1. Torero explains, “Peru, 
Bolivia, and Ecuador have the largest number of [Quechua] speakers,” followed by several 
thousand in Argentina and a few thousand in Colombia (my translation, 1964:447). He 
distinguishes between dialects found in Peru on the basis of phonological differences, most 
commonly with respects to the use of phonemes equivalent to the Spanish /ch/, /ñ/, /s/, and /ll/. 
He maps these differences in pronunciation and tongue position for each of these sounds to 
indicate what allophones are most common and where they are found. While his study 
incorporates phonological differences found within each subgroup, language shift has 
undoubtedly occurred since the time of these investigations and new language boundaries have 
formed or shifted through time. With the majority of Quechua speakers centered in Peru — 
around three million speakers total according to Torero (1983:61) — this country will represent 
the main focus of the present study.    
 Recent interest in this language has produced a number of syntactical, semantic, and 
phonological investigations.  All of these studies show that there is indeed interference between 
the two languages, which has produced variants of traditional Spanish and Quechua.  A recent 
1 Torero (1983:62) also states that although these two major Quechua families that are represented have their own 
subgroups, the physical border of the languages varies due to the interposition of the non-Quechua speaking regions 
with either different tribal languages or Spanish.   
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and very descriptive mapping of the Quechua language can be found in Heggarty and Beresford-
Jones’ (2010) study. Their figure appears below: 

In this representation, variations of Quechua are found along the coast of South America with a 
variation of dialects running through physical country borders. For the purposes of the present 
study, the dialect that will be most observed is Southern Quechua since it is spoken in Cuzco and 
neighboring villages. Of course, within the umbrella of Southern Quechua, there are many 
different subgroups of the language: Ayachucho, Cuzco, Puno, Northern and Southern Bolivian, 

Figure 1. The two major language families of the 
Andes: present-day distribution (Heggarty and 

Beresford-Jones 2010:31) 
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and Santiagueño which is found only in Argentina. Torero summarizes his perception of 
Quechua I and II groups in a version of his own map, charting a few specific subgroups of 
Quechua II that have been found to be more prominent in some regions: 

Though it would be beneficial to look at each subgroup individually and compare it as a whole, 
the contents of this study will refer to only Southern Quechua in general terms without any 
discussion as to which particular dialect a tendency may derive from due to the changing 
boundaries of dialects.  Since there was no sure way, given time constraints, of making sure all 

Figure 2. Área total del quechua (Torero 1974 in 
Torero 1983:92) 
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participants were within the dialectal group centered around Cuzco, I decided to recruit subjects 
from a broader area.  

Quechua is an agglutinative language that is described as object-verb (OV) consistent 
(Lehmann 1973:47); it differs from consistent verb-object (VO) languages which remain, such as 
English and Spanish. This means that the sentences in this language, for the most part, follow a 
pattern that contains a subject-object-verb (SOV) pattern instead of what we English speakers are 
used to (subject-verb-object). Verbs in Quechua are marked for person and number by using 
morphemes. Spanish contains morphemes that mark verbs for person and number as well, as 
seen below: 

Singular Plural 
1st Person Hablo “I speak” Hablamos

“We speak” 
2nd Person Hablas

“You (informal) speak” 
Hablaís  
“You all (informal) speak” 

3rd Person Habla
“You (formal) speak” 

Hablan
“You all (formal) speak” 

Table 1. Verb: Hablar, “to speak” (present indicative tense) 

Quechua, at times, adds morphemes after verbs in their entirety to indicate such variables. 
Quechua does not include irregular verbs, unlike Spanish. Their endings are reported to be 
regular as well, although spelling may vary due to the fact that written Quechua varies depending 
on region2: 

2 Although there is a general understanding of the Quechua verb endings, “to this day there is no real agreement on 
spelling; there is no universally accepted alphabet, in spite of the few that have been recognized as official by 
different bodies” (Noble and Lacasa 2007:2). In addition, the verb endings presented above demonstrate those of 
Lamas Quechua, which is part of the Quechua II family. Many other dialects contain endings similar although not 
exactly the same. 
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Table 2. Verb:  Ri, “to go” (present indicative) (Sánchez 2003:25) 

The first person plural pronoun refers to “we” as a group; however, Quechua defines this 
pronoun as being either inclusive or exclusive. An inclusive “we” includes the speaker and the 
audience, whereas exclusive “we” does not refer to the audience. Rather, exclusive “we” refers 
only to the speaker and other people who are not currently present. Reporting information and 
retelling events that happened in the past to the speaker have different grammatical markers that 
are used by Quechua speakers. The pluperfect verb tense, for example, is used among Quechua 
bilinguals in order to report information secondhand (Escobar 1997:865). The speaker wants to 
make the audience aware that he/she was not the first to hear, witness, or be a part of whatever 
information may have been transmitted. Likewise, Quechua verbs also include evidential 
markers that indicate reported and/or historical information by using –sqa for all persons 
(Escobar 1997:865). On the other hand, the evidential marker –rqa is used to refer to past events 
that were experienced or witnessed firsthand by the speaker.  

In addition to verb-final syntax, Quechua also includes interrogative and negative markers in 
sentence-final position as seen in (1) and (2) respectively:  

(1) a. hamu-sa-nku 
 Come – CONT – 3PL3 
 “They are coming” 

3 See ABBREVIATIONS page 

Singular Plural 
1st Person Ri-ni

“I go” 
Ri-ni-sapa (exclusive) 
Ri-nchi (inclusive) 
“We go” 

2nd Person Ri-nki
“You (familiar) go” 

Ri-nkichi
“You (all) go” 

3rd Person Ri-n
“He/She/It goes” 

Ri-n(sapa)
“They go” 
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b. hamu-sa-nku-ču
Come – CONT – 3PL - INT
“Are they coming?”

(2)  (mana) ni imatapis ruwa-sa-nku-ču 
 (not) not anything do – CONT – 3PL – NEG 
 “They are not doing anything”  (Lehmann 1973:52) 

Lehmann does not spend much time addressing the additional morphemes that create context for 
these sentences such as the continuing (CONT) indication of the verb or the third person 
pronoun; however, he does state that -ču (along with –i and –ri) is used for yes/no questions and 
occurs at the end of a sentence, acting both as a question marker and as a negative marker, as 
seen in (1b) and again in (2) respectively. In addition to the negative marker –ču, the Quechua 
word for “no” (mana) may also be used as a type of double marking for negation (Pineda-Beruly 
2014:114). As seen in the examples above, the negative and interrogative markers follow the 
subject, verb, and object of Quechua sentences. This syntactic characteristic is something that 
appears to be transferred over from the indigenous language to the Spanish language with many 
monolingual Quechua speakers learning Spanish for the first time.  Even bilinguals who have 
spent more time learning and speaking Spanish either have made or will make changes on 
occasion in the syntactical pattern of their speech due to their knowledge of Quechua. 
 As far as written Quechua goes, its suffixes and infixes are added to roots – often to just 
one root – in order to create a very detailed, specific sentence with plenty of morphological 
information attached. Judith Noble and Jaime Lacasa, authors of Introduction to Quechua, point 
out that the use of infixes and suffixes is a very important feature in the Quechua language: 
“Infixes, used primarily with verbs, provide nuances or modifications to the meaning of the 
original word.  Suffixes are used primarily to conjugate verbs and […] show the grammatical 
function of the word in the sentence” (2007:2).  Simply put, many different infixes and suffixes 
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may be added to a word to represent an entire thought while the thought appears to be just one 
long word: 

(3) ¡Aparichimpullawaychehña! 
Apa-   ri-       chi-    m-                       pu- lla- wa-ycheh-   ña 
Carry-please-make-in this direction- it- just-to- me- right away 
“Please bring it to me right away (addressing more than one person)!” 

(Noble and Lacasa 2007:3) 
Torero goes on further to explain the morphology of this agglutinative language, describing three 
types of suffixes (derivatives, flexives, and enclitics) that all play important roles in the 
formation of Quechua sentences and have great grammatical weight. “The derivative suffixes,” 
he states, “precede the flexive [suffixes]. The enclitics, which occur in word-final position, are 
combined with all of the root classes” (1983:74). Understanding a language’s concepts, even 
those as simple as suffixes, will help in understanding the thought process that bilinguals have 
when translating into a second language; it makes the foundation for a speaker’s knowledge and 
understanding of the language. For this reason, I have provided a summary of a few of Torero’s 
observations regarding Quechua’s morphological components in order to better describe a 
language that varies when it comes to writing and regional dialects. 

(4)  Torero’s (1983:74-76) observations of morphological components: 
 There are numerous verbal derivatives.

About twenty cases of this kind of derivative may be found among Quechua II and can be
seen by adding -či- at the end of Quechua verbs. This addition indicates making,
permitting, or provoking a verb to occur. It is with this simple addition that Quechua
speakers are able to create new verbs with a different meaning, although one that is not
far from the original concept. For example:

a. /ranti/ - “to buy”
/ranti- či/ - “to provoke to buy”
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(Rocha Martínez 2010:155) 
 The personal paradigm acknowledges four persons: first, second, third, and a fourth

which may be described as either “inclusive” or “exclusive”.  “Inclusive” is a first person
plural pronoun which includes the speaker and the audience, may be seen in the chart on
page 6 that demonstrates the Quechua verb conjugation of “to go.” The first person plural
“exclusive,” however, makes the distinction that the audience or the listeners are not part
of the “we” the speaker is referring to.4

 Nominal derivatives are few and are used less frequently in comparison to verbal
derivatives, yet are still present in some Quechua dialects. In Ayacucho Quechua, for
example, the morpheme –yuq, which means “owner,” may be added to the Quechua
equivalent for house, /wasi/. In this example, /wasi/ becomes /wasiyuq/ and refers to a
homeowner.

 Derivatives continue with the transformation of a verb to a noun, as often seen in other
languages. In Quechua, a –q may be added to refer to the agent or –na, which will then
refer to the instrument or object itself.

a. /tusu/ - “to dance”
/tusuq/ - “dancer”

b. /piča/ - “to sweep”
/pičana/ - “broom”

In addition to these examples, the addition of –ya- to an adjective changes the meaning to 
represent “becoming the adjective.” Torero offers /puka/ as an example, which means 

4 Although most Quechua dialects can be seen implementing the inclusive-exclusive person among first person 
plurals, this has not always been the case. Evidence has been found that may suggest some dialects of Quechua, 
specifically Huánuco and Ayacucho Quechua, previously only used the inclusive person instead of differentiating 
between the two (Filimonova 2005:323-325).   
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“red.” For someone to become red or turn red, the verb would be /pukaya-/ in order to 
properly communicate the action.  

 Enclitics are used as markers for interrogation, negation, inclusion, connection, contrast,
perception-assertion, aspect, relief, or emphasis. Examples of this may be seen with in
examples (15) – (21) later on, which show emphasis and plurality expressed by different
morphemes.

 The order of constituents within a sentence is flexible; however, when the sentence is
transitive, the tendency in speech is to make it subject-object-verb (SOV).

Torero has also encountered a very limited amount of gender that has been incorporated into the 
Quechua language in some dialects. Since Quechua is a language without gender (unlike 
Spanish), this adoption is particularly interesting. Like gender, the Spanish pluralization –s and 
the suffixes –ado/-ada seem to have also been picked up from Spanish speakers (1983:76). 
Quechua, traditionally, uses the plural marker –kuna after a noun when choosing to indicate 
more than one item or person. However, there have been trends in which adding –s has been 
used as a way to signify plurality as well. These newfound tendencies are further evidence that 
Quechua has adopted some Spanish characteristics. If Torero encountered this exchange while 
performing his study, then there is reason to believe that this exchange still goes on today and 
may have adapted into the borrowing of more morphemes, words, or phrases. Just as Quechua 
seems to have adopted certain Spanish qualities in specific dialects or regions, one must wonder 
if Spanish has developed either a tolerance or an adoption of particular Quechua tendencies.  
 In my current study, the use of gender-neutral pronouns or the omission of pronouns 
altogether will be tested among Spanish-Quechua bilinguals in order to determine if these 
tendencies are still being practiced or if there is a more general understanding of the use of such 
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grammatical components. Specifically, a bilinguals’ response including a direct object (DO) 
pronoun may show whether or not gender is a grammatical component speakers are aware of or 
if there is more of a tendency towards grammatical gender neutrality or omission. In Jinny 
Choi’s (2000) study on the direct object pronoun use among bilingual Guaraní and Spanish 
speakers in Paraguay, she found that there was a tendency to either omit the pronoun or 
neutralize the grammatical gender of the pronoun. By neutralizing the pronoun, speakers would 
use the lo/los pronouns, both grammatically masculine, to reference a direct object that was 
grammatically feminine. Choi also found that bilingual speakers, when faced with a question that 
did not include a definite article prior to the direct object, favored omitting the direct object 
pronoun. Questions that did include the definite article describing the direct object, however, 
produced more responses with a DO pronoun. Example (5) shows a question with a definite 
article preceding the direct object, and two possible responses from Speaker 2: 

(5) Speaker 1: “Tienes        las llaves?” 
Speaker 1: Have (2SNG, PRES) the keys (FEM, PL)? 
Speaker 1: Do you have the keys? 
Speaker 2: “Si,   los          tengo”   / “Si, Ø   tengo” 
Speaker 2: Yes, them (DO, MASC, PL) have (1SNG, PRES) / Yes, have (1SNG, 
PRES) 
Speaker 2: Yes, I have them. / Yes, I have Ø. 

This particular part of the study was the most in need of investigation among Spanish-Quechua 
speakers. Does the presence of a definite article affect the use of the pronoun? Can there be 
gender disagreement between the direct object and the direct object pronoun even if there is a 
definite article in the previous sentence? With a better understanding of Quechua and its 
grammatical system, it is then possible to assume that the same characteristics seen among 
Spanish-Guaraní speakers may also occur among Spanish-Quechua speakers. Since both 
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indigenous languages vary immensely from Spanish, it will be interesting to see how gender is 
portrayed among pronominal usage. 
 Other changes in Spanish have been observed among Spanish-Quechua bilinguals, such 
as verb tense usage, pronoun usage, variation of word meanings, doubling of possessive 
pronouns and direct objects, and, as previously studied before, phonological variations. Most, if 
not all, of these linguistic components will differ by region and dialect and depend on the level of 
experience of each speaker. Although the present study will not dive too deeply into each 
category represented in the list above, these variables will be taken into consideration if needed. 
Previous studies (Escobar 1993, 1997; Hauman de Bautista 1982; Kalt 2012; Klee 1989, 1996; 
Ocampo and Klee 1995, and more) have shown that bilinguals with fewer years of experience 
speaking their L2 have more occurrences of these interferences than bilinguals with more 
experience speaking the two languages. This makes sense, since those with fewer years of 
experience with an L2 will most likely make more mistakes than those with more experience.  
Even though some of the language consultants have been speaking Spanish for an extended 
amount of time, there are still natural occurrences from their original Quechua that influences 
their Spanish. While considering these past studies, I would like to see if any of these 
interferences have become a norm that is socially and linguistically acceptable among Peruvians. 
As language shifts and changes constantly, so do the “rules” and expectations. Have sentences 
become so diverse that almost anything is deemed acceptable and/or “proper”? The idea of 
learning “proper” Spanish in a formal setting has been termed as Castilianization – an idea that 
serves as a symbol of urbanization (Choi 2000:534). Whether or not this idea still lives on has 
yet to be determined, but it is clear that, in Peru, those living within the cities with the most 
education tend to be more experienced with the Spanish language and its rules.  
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 The opportunity to learn the Spanish language is not freely available for all rural 
inhabitants of South America. Education is a luxury that comes at a monetary price at some 
point, so it becomes difficult for migrant workers and families who live in villages surrounding 
major cities to pay for schooling for their children. Due to the lack of funds for lower 
socioeconomic families, there is a learning curve between lower-income families and 
professional Spanish-speakers in the Cuzco area that contributes to the results of these language 
studies. Those who can afford schooling are able to continue into the workforce and/or college, 
thus furthering their proficiency in Spanish. For those without that opportunity, language is 
acquired by experiencing life with other Spanish speakers in the cities. Though no formal 
education may exist for some of these people, they adapt and learn enough to be able to sell their 
goods and work within the city.  

This brief introduction to the Quechua language and the situation of learning a second 
language in Peru serves only to sketch a basic understanding of the indigenous language spoken 
by some four million people in South America. More complex grammatical concepts will be 
discussed in the following chapters in order to further explain the variation in both the Spanish 
and the Quechua languages. 



14 

CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 
The investigation of the influence of the indigenous language Quechua on Spanish in the 

Andean region is not a newly investigated subject. There have been many studies and several 
research expeditions to the area to further open the envelope of language interference. There are 
several areas, however, that are in need of further research and investigation among bilingual 
Spanish-Quechua speakers, specifically the use and meaning of direct object pronouns. One 
specific study that has attracted my interest (Choi 2000) has shown that, for Spanish in contact 
with an indigenous language, the use of the direct object clitic pronoun is greatly affected by the 
speaker’s native language, length of time learning Spanish, and other sociohistorical variables. In 
addition to the use of such pronouns, another question arises regarding definite and indefinite 
articles: how does the presence or absence of an article affect the use of a direct object (DO) 
pronoun? Although Choi’s study took place in Paraguay, where Guaraní is the indigenous 
language studied, this current investigation attempts to determine whether or not this phenomena 
is also seen in Peru where Spanish and Quechua dominate the language preferences. In the 
following section, I will briefly introduce and compare articles that have been useful for my 
research. In addition to the previous investigations and already published articles presented 
below, data provided from my own investigations and experiences will support any language 
shifts seen in Peru as well as provide a starting point for further investigations.  

As our own English language varies within the nation and even within different areas of a 
state, so will Spanish dialects and accents vary depending on location even if the distance is not 
that great. Though phonetics will not be a heavily investigated topic in this research, there will be 
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commentary in regards to syntax and basic sentence structure that will more than likely change 
depending on location. Since Peru is the main focal point, my own investigation will take place 
in the city of Cuzco with bilingual Spanish-Quechua participants from the city and surrounding 
villages. This previous Incan capital holds tourism as its primary source of revenue, thus 
welcoming many different languages and dialects in day-to-day contact with Spanish and 
Quechua. Many who live outside of the city limits travel into the main squares to sell various 
handmade crafts or food items also contribute to the changing Spanish language. Cuzco is home 
to a mix of Spanish-Quechua bilingual speakers as well as monolingual Spanish and Quechua 
speakers whose dialects vary, especially when it comes to comparing education levels and 
socioeconomic backgrounds, amount of time speaking Spanish, and both the Spanish and 
Quechua languages themselves. 

The main question I address in this research involves the use of the direct object clitic 
pronoun among Spanish-Quechua bilingual speakers in Peru. Also, I explore if there an 
exception to the general rules of direct object pronoun usage when bilinguals either use the 
ungrammatical one or do not include it at all. Not only will this specific pronoun be analyzed, 
but also will the influence of a definite article. As mentioned below, a definite or indefinite 
article in a question may have some sort of effect on the DO pronoun use in the speaker’s 
answer. Does this happen among bilinguals whose first language does not include articles or 
pronouns, or is it a characteristic acquired later on? Does the presence of a definite article before 
a direct object in a question affect the usage of the direct object pronoun in an answer in a 
discourse setting? Along with these questions, verb tense, syntax, and other variables within the 
questions and answers will be monitored to see if there is any influence on these other parts of 
speech. Direct object pronouns will be the primary focus of this thesis along with the use of 
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definite articles; however, multiple factors within the survey sentences will be examined in order 
to determine which grammatical components play a role in the speaker’s choice of whether or 
not to use the DO pronoun. In order to analyze tendencies seen in the participants’ speech, one 
must first be familiar with the rules and uses of each of these parts of speech.    
2.2  Clitic Pronouns 

Since DO pronouns will be one of the main focuses in this study, it is important to 
understand what they really are. These pronouns, along with indirect object pronouns, are also 
known as clitic pronouns. A clitic pronoun may also be referred to as an “atonic [unstressed] 
pronoun”, which “inclines or supports [the verb]. This term is very appropriate because 
phonetically and syntactically they form part of the verb and almost function as the verb’s 
morpheme” (my translation, Wheatley 2006:185). Though the clitic pronouns do not carry much 
weight in a sentence, they are viewed as support of the primary verb when appearing before a 
conjugated verb. The use of these pronouns appears to be a somewhat complicated acquisition 
for non-native Spanish-speakers, including the English-speakers I have observed in a classroom 
setting learning Spanish as well. For those who are in the process of acquiring this second 
language, they appear to have a difficult time understanding the concept that there is no concrete 
Spanish word for “it” and that direct and indirect object pronouns can vary in word order when 
compared to English. Like with any new language learning process, the acquisition and use of a 
language improves with practice and varies on different levels of the learning process. Klee 
(1989) observed in her study that the first pronouns one learns and uses most often among 
Quechua speakers learning Spanish are me, te, and nos. In terms of the direct and indirect object 
pronouns, the singular lo and le are acquired first, followed by their plurals los and les, and 
finally the feminine forms la/las. This acquisition sequence is most likely due to the fact that 
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there is no gender in Quechua; therefore an acquisition and distinction of gender in a second 
language does not come as naturally as it would with a first language that is gender-specific. The 
same may be applied to English-speakers learning Spanish and the inconsistent tendency of 
using adjectives and pronouns that do not agree with the grammatical gender of the direct object. 
Klee’s (1989) study focuses on four participants from very different backgrounds, and analyzes 
the length of time spent in school as well as which language is spoken the most and which 
language was acquired first. With this information, Klee finds that “as the level of education and 
the number of contacts with monolingual Spanish speakers increase, the more these subjects 
[participants] demonstrate native-like norms of competence in the use of object pronouns” 
(1989:406). She encounters that bilinguals, who have been speaking for longer, more consistent 
amounts of time, have acquired tendencies that a monolingual Spanish speaker might have. 
Klee’s (1989) study will be taken into consideration when looking at the amount of time my 
participants have been speaking Spanish.   

In addition to Klee’s (1989) investigation, another important study will considered when 
it comes to looking deeper into Spanish-Quechua bilingual grammar. Liliana Paredes (2001) 
found in her research of bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers that there is an overgeneralization 
of lo as the third person direct and indirect object pronoun. In addition to this discovery, she 
found that there is a use of le as a direct object pronoun where, according to standard Spanish 
rules, the lo form should be used in the direct object placement. Consider the following examples 
from Paredes’ (2001:190) study: 

(6)  Cuando crecieron  mis  hermanos,  ya  lo 
 When  grew up (3PL, PRET)  my  brothers, already it (DO, MASC, SNG) 
dejé de ayuda. 
left (1SNG, PRET) of helping. 
“When my brothers grew up, I stopped helping them.” 
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(7) a.  Las  vacas … le   llevas    a un sitio, lo 
  The  cows…   it (IO, SNG)  take (2SNG, IND)  to a place, it (DO, MASC, SNG) 
 dejas ahí  
 leave (2SNG, IND) there. 
 “You take the cows to a place and leave them there.” 

b. Le  abrazó  a  su  perrito. 
 It (IO, SG)  hugged (3SNG, PRET) (personal a)   your/his/her  puppy. 
 “He hugged his puppy.” 

As seen in (6), there is disagreement in number between the direct object (hermanos; plural) and 
the direct object pronoun (lo; singular) – a technique described by the author as loísmo. This is 
when the proper pronoun is replaced with the general lo. In this example, the correct direct object 
should have been los in order to show agreement with gender and number (masculine plural). In 
(7a) another phenomenon is captured where the direct object (vacas; feminine, plural) is replaced 
by an indirect object pronoun (le; singular) in the first part of the sentence, and then is later 
replaced with (lo; masculine singular) in the second half. In this case neither is considered 
correct due to le being an indirect object pronoun and lo, although being a direct object pronoun, 
not agreeing in either gender or number. The correct direct object pronoun for both placements 
should have been las, the direct object pronoun that is both feminine and plural, thus agreeing 
with vacas. This leísmo can also be seen in (7b): the replacement of the direct object (perrito) 
with the indirect object pronoun, le. Such changes can be seen among bilingual speakers who 
tend to have a more difficult time consciously and consistently replacing an object with the 
correct object pronoun, a struggle expected when there is a change from a language without 
grammatical gender to a language with grammatical gender. More evidence of the leísmo and 
loísmo can be seen among bilinguals who are not as experienced in Spanish as others and will 
also be watched for in the survey that will be presented later on.  
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Paredes (2001) goes on to suggest that, in addition to the leísmo and loísmo, there are two 
other tendencies that bilinguals in Lima demonstrate: dropping the clitic pronoun altogether (8), 
and using a clitic doubling for a direct object which is not grammatical in standard Spanish (9): 

(8) a.  ¿Extrañas     mucho  a  tu  papa? 
 Miss (2SNG, IND) much  (personal a)  your  father? 
 “Do you miss your father a lot?” 

b. Sí, sí Ø  extraño. 
 Yes,  yes  miss (1SNG, IND). 
 “Yes, yes I miss (him).” 

(9) El  campo  lo    alimenta a   los  animales. 
The  field  it (DO, MASC, SG) aids (3SNG, IND)  to  the  animals. 
“The field feeds the animals.”  

It appears that, in the case of clitic doubling, there is rarely a correct agreement between the 
object and the clitic pronoun. Instead of making a connection with number or gender, the chosen 
pronoun shows that there is an overall generalization among bilingual speakers (8), supporting 
Klee’s (1989) study suggesting that the feminine pronouns are the last acquired pronouns. It is 
my hope in this study to establish whether there has been any change among bilinguals –  if there 
is in fact a lack of feminine pronouns used in speech or if there is a general loísmo used instead.   
Any use of direct object pronouns will be looked into to determine whether or not there may be 
separate levels of acquisition or whether or not the speaker is aware of and using grammatical 
gender/number-appropriate pronouns. This will be further discussed in the survey that was 
passed out with special attention paid to what features appear to be correlated with the drop of 
the direct object pronoun ([±human], presence of the definite article, etc.).  
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In the case of the clitic dropping that Paredes (2001) describes, Choi (2000) also observes that 
there is a clitic drop among Paraguayan Spanish speakers based on whether the object is  
[-human] or [+human]. Guaraní, an indigenous language in Paraguay, has been in contact with 
Spanish for more than four centuries (Choi 2000:532). Due to this prolonged exposure, the 
Spanish of the Spanish-Guaraní bilinguals has become somewhat simplified by dismissing some 
of the weaker grammatical components of the Spanish language, such as clitic pronouns. Weaker 
components may be taken out of the sentence as long as the main idea is still intact, even though 
the sentence may sound ungrammatical or incomplete. Since Guaraní has been in contact with 
Spanish in this region for such an extended time, it would be interesting to see if this type of 
simplification may also be seen among Spanish-Quechua speakers. Further study of the Quechua 
syntax will be observed and compared to the results that I have gathered from my own survey to 
show a similarity or difference in the use or omission of clitics among those influenced by 
Quechua. Since the normative Quechua order includes direct and indirect objects appearing 
before the verb in a typical sentence, this study might yield different results in comparison to 
Choi’s (2000) results due to the fact that Guaraní is not a language that includes clitic pronouns. 
Quechua, on the other hand, has a system that does not represent object pronouns in the surface 
structure of the sentences, nor does it code nouns, pronouns, or adjectives for number and gender 
(Klee 1996:76). Since Quechua and Guaraní have very different grammatical rules, it will be 
interesting to see how they compare when observing results from Choi’s (2000) study and my 
study. This specific use of pronouns among bilinguals may be related to grammatical rules of 
their own indigenous languages, the acquisition of the Spanish language in general, or even new 
language trends that may not have occurred before. Regardless, it is important to analyze the 
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results in order to determine if tendencies such as clitic drop or clitic doubling have taken place 
as the norm in Andean Spanish. 

Other investigators (DeMello 2004; Klee and Caravedo 2005) have noted that there is a 
case of doubling the clitic pronouns among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers of various areas 
within Peru and other Quechua-speaking countries. George DeMello’s corpus contains this 
example (2004:336):  

(10) Lo        vendieron   el  terreno  al  banco. 
It (DO, MASC, SG)    sold (3PL, PRET)  the  land   to the  bank (MASC, SG). 
“They sold the land to the bank.” 

He concludes his research by defending the claim that there is evidence of clitic doubling in 
areas with a larger indigenous population, drawing attention to La Paz and Lima as strong 
examples of this construction. In addition to this phenomenon, DeMello provides discrepancies 
observed between the direct object pronoun used and the article before the direct object itself, as 
in the example below (2004:346): 

(11) ¿Quién  lo    tiene    la  llave? 
Who  it (DO, MASC, SG)  has (3SNG, IND)  the  key (FEM, SG)? 
“Who has it, the key?” 

In sentence (11) the use of a pronominal lo can be seen, where the appropriate direct object 
pronoun, la (feminine, singular), should have been used. Since llave is grammatically feminine 
and singular, the only option for this doubled clitic would be la. This use of lo shows that this 
kind of overgeneralization of this particular pronoun is a characteristic of bilinguals that agrees 
with Paredes’ (2001) study. Both authors provide cases where bilinguals overuse the masculine 
lo more than the feminine la in situations that call for the latter. DeMello (2004) highlights 
several different grammatical areas in which clitic doubling is observed, one of which being 
[+animate] objects, which recalls Choi’s (2000) research in Paraguay. Choi (2000) suggests that 
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the appearance of a direct object pronoun depends on whether or not the object/reference is 
human, whereas DeMello (2004) states that it is dependent on whether or not the object is 
animate (human and also animal). Even though the regions for both studies are different 
(Paraguay versus a corpus of cities in South America and Spain), DeMello observes that clitic 
doubling in Lima is a dominant trait when the object is [+animate], though he does not offer 
examples of such occurrences. Because DeMello (2004) indicates that [±animate] is a variable 
instead of [±human] as Choi (2000) suggests, it would be interesting to investigate in which 
cases there is a drop/doubling if the object is an animal or living creature, which may or may not 
be considered animate by some speakers. DeMello’s (2004) research provides a different point of 
view altogether by suggesting that there is some overuse of the pronouns among indigenous 
bilinguals.  

In a pilot study conducted by Klee and Caravedo (2005), somewhat similar results were 
yielded regarding the clitic use of pronouns in Lima, Peru. There is a greater use of leísmo 
observed than loísmo, along with the use of the archmorpheme lo, which tends to be similar to 
loísmo with the exception of its agreement in number. They find that the masculine pronoun may 
be used for both masculine and feminine direct objects in the speech of the migrant participants, 
in contrast to it rarely being seen among the children of migrants and participants from Lima.  
The following example is typical of the results found in Klee and Caravedo’s research (2005:18): 

(12) […] lo    pintan    las calles,  lo 
[…] it (DO, MASC, SG)  paint (3PL, IND)  the streets, it (DO, MASC, SG) 
ponen la piedra pa[ra] jugar 
put (3PL, IND) the rock (FEM, SG) for to play 
“[…] they paint the streets, they place the rock to play”  
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Although the same tendencies occur among the participants in Klee’s (1989) and Paredes’ (2001) 
study, Klee and Caravedo (2005) do not go into much detail defining what kind of object 
(animate, human) influences the use of the direct object pronoun. They show that these trends, 
however, are being passed on from native speakers of Quechua to their children. 

The majority of the literature in this section has provided specific examples either from 
certain countries or from specific regions of South America in which some sort of language shift 
is taking place. This change seems to be more difficult for non-native speakers to keep up with, 
especially when the first language of the non-natives is without grammatical gender. Just like L1 
English-speaking students taking a Spanish course, speakers who identify Quechua as their L1 
will either learn to simplify their Spanish by incorporating features of Quechua into their Spanish 
use, or slowly acquire the grammatical use of the clitic pronouns. The new objective, then, is to 
see whether or not this adaptation is influencing the dialect of a specific region or a people group 
specific to certain parameters of education or work. Is there a grammatically acceptable form of 
Spanish-Quechua becoming dominant in the Andean region that does not conform to “correct” 
Spanish? The most crucial component of these tendencies will be the type of direct object: does 
the use of the pronoun depend on an intentional switch from one language to another, or does it 
simply depend on amount of time speaking Spanish? This study will try to find out whether or 
not there is a tendency among bilinguals and how, if at all, it relates to previous studies 
performed. 
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2.3 Definite Articles 
As observed in these previous studies, it has been discovered that the presence of the 

definite article has some sort of effect on the use of the pronoun when giving a response to a 
question. Choi (2000:534) point this out in her study by giving the following examples:  

(13) a. ¿Tienes    dinero? 
 Have (2SNG, IND)  money? 
 “Do you have money?” 

b. Sí,    tengo.
 Yes, have (1SNG, IND) 
 “Yes, I have.” 

(14) a. ¿Tienes    el   dinero? 
 Have (2SNG, IND)  the money? 
 “Do you have the money?” 

b. Sí,  lo tengo. 
 Yes, it (DO, MASC, SG)  have (1SNG, IND) 
 “Yes, I have it.”  

The structure of the response in (13b) is often witnessed in Paraguay as a way for non-native 
Spanish speakers to simplify Spanish rules that come with gender agreement although it is 
grammatically correct. Instead of using the correct direct object pronoun that grammatically 
agrees with the direct object to answer the question, these speakers simply omit the pronoun 
altogether. In example (13a) the interrogative sentence comes without a definite article 
(“money”), and the result is a response that includes no direct object pronoun. Responding in the 
ungrammatical “I have,” as the speaker has done, is enough to make the message clear. 
Examples (14a) and (14b), on the other hand, show that when there is an article before the direct 
object (“the money”), the answer is more likely going to have a direct object pronoun as well. 
Even though this is not always the case, Choi (2000) has concluded that the presence of the 
article before a direct object has an effect on the pronoun usage among speakers who consider 
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Guaraní to be their first language. Since non-native Spanish speakers are observed to have used 
sentences like (13b) in Paraguay, I wanted to see whether or not this is the same among Quechua 
speakers and Spanish speakers who have different levels of formal education. For L1 Quechua 
speakers, is this DO pronoun omission seen among those who learned Spanish through formal 
education or is it seen more from those who did not receive any formal training in Spanish (i.e. 
working in the city or communicating in general with native Spanish speakers)? 

In Spanish the direct object pronouns correspond (for the most part) with the definite 
articles describing the noun. The definite article describing a feminine object like casa/casas 
(“house/houses”) will be la or las, depending on plurality. The direct object pronoun, then, is 
la/las. The definite article for a grammatically masculine plural object, libros (“books”), will 
then use the definite article los. The only difference is with singular masculine objects: the 
definite article for libro (“book”) is el, but the pronoun used would be lo. Again, the direct object 
pronoun for libros would be los. It is intriguing to see how non-native Spanish speakers 
sometimes use, misuse, or omit both the pronoun and the article in speech since they are the 
exact same word (without the same meaning). There are some instances in which the definite 
article does not need to be used in Spanish, a technique that can be at times a little difficult for 
non-native speakers to understand. When a noun refers to something or someone specific, it is 
important to use the definite article as a determiner before the noun – or in the case of this study, 
the direct object. The same rule applies in English: it would be incorrect to say “I go to store” or 
“Book is on table”, even though English speakers would understand the core concept of the 
sentence. In Spanish, however, the omission of the article may occur when using certain verbs 
(“to study”/estudiar) and with certain prepositions (“of”/de). For example: Estudio psicologia “I 
study psychology”; Escucho música “I listen to music.” Other verbs that do not require the 
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article prior to the object are enseñar “to teach”, buscar “to look for”, and aprender “to learn”. 
Of course there are more rules on the usage of definite articles (before specific people and their 
titles, before certain countries and cities, compound geographic names, etc.), but these rules will 
be addressed if needed for the specific nouns they modify in this study. 

Quechua is a language that has neither definite nor indefinite articles. Because of this 
characteristic, it is understandable that Quechua speakers may not have a firm grasp of the 
concept of articles when first learning Spanish. Several researchers, specifically some who have 
studied second language acquisition, have encountered a sort of nullification of any gender-
related article. Since Spanish requires the article to agree with the head noun in both number and 
gender, those who consider Spanish as their L2 may find this difficult to follow when coming 
from a language that does not have grammatical gender. Sometimes the article is left out 
altogether. Quechua includes morphemes that indicate a specific person or thing to which a 
speaker may be referring and uses the morpheme –ta to act as an accusative marker. For 
example:   

(15) Pay  alq-ta   maqa- ya-     n 
He  dog-ACC  beat-   DUR-3SNG 
“He/She is beating the dog.”   

(Black, Bolli and Ticsi Zarate 1990:48 in Sánchez 2003:22) 
Even though Quechua has no word for “the”, Quechua uses demonstrative pronouns in order to 
refer to specific objects for clarification: 

(16) ¿Pa(-tah)   kay wana? 
 Who (is) this  young man? 
 “Who is this young man?” 

(17)  Chay  wana 
 That  young man 
 “That young man” 
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(18) Haqay  chay  wana 
Over there   that  young man 
 “That young man over there” 
 

(19) Kay-kuna,  Pidru(-pis)  Ruwirtu-pis (ka-nku). 
 This –PL,  Pedro (-and)  Robertoand (they-be). 
 “These are Pedro and Roberto.” 
 

(20) Chay  sipas-kuna 
 Those  young woman-PL 
 “Those young women”   

     (Noble and Lacsa 2007:18-20) 

Example (16) shows an instance where kay (“this”) is used to define a singular object nearby, 
whereas (19) includes the plural marker –kuna in addition to –kay to refer to more than one 
object nearby. As seen in (17), (18), and (20), the demonstrative pronoun chay (“that”) remains 
the same for both singular and plural objects. Quechua speakers will use haqay “over there” in 
(18) in addition to chay, to indicate an object not physically near the speaker.   

Though these examples contain demonstrative pronouns and not definite or indefinite 
articles, Quechua does maintain some system for identifying specific objects to which the 
speaker is referring. Even though the present study only includes examples with definite articles, 
it will be interesting to see how the presence or absence of such parts of speech will affect a 
bilingual speaker’s preference in choosing to use or omit a direct object pronoun.  

The aforementioned articles, books, and investigations all have been useful in further 
understanding language contact in the Andean region. Choi’s (2000) study provides a theoretical 
foundation for this current study – the different language structure and rules that are in contact 
with each other may begin to merge into one another by adopting different sentence structures, 
words, or other grammatical characteristics. One example of Quechua adopting Spanish may be 
seen in the –s plural marker. Traditionally in Quechua, plurality may be expressed by adding      
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–kuna to the root (21a); however, because of the influence of the –s ending in Spanish, similar
endings are now seen and accepted in Quechua (21b): 

(21) a. llahta-kuna 
  town-[plural marker] 
 “towns” 

b. llahta-s
   town-[plural marker] 
 “towns” 

(Noble and Lacasa 2007:263)  
Since Quechua is seen accepting some components of Spanish, one must wonder if the same may 
be seen in Spanish in regard to direct object pronoun omission. The previous studies have 
provided enough evidence to initiate a study to further examine such language trends. Because 
these two languages have been in contact with each other for such a long time, it is 
understandable that one or both may have adopted a new norm with the use of direct object 
pronouns. In the sections that follow, I will describe how this study will be performed and 
present the results that are collected from a survey that examines this very tendency.     
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CHAPTER III 
METHOD 

3.1  Introduction 
 In order to observe how and why direct object pronouns are used and in what 
circumstances omission (example [13b]) and inclusion (example [14b]) occur, a survey was 
created to analyze tendencies among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers. The current study 
derived from an adaptation of a previous survey of mine that consisted of a more simple design 
that tested a small number of people. The group tested in 2014 produced several interesting 
outcomes that required further examination and testing. After reviewing the data, I decided to 
take similar questions and basic method and focus on some specific variables to focus on in the 
current study. My pilot study laid the groundwork for the improved current study by providing 
the same theoretical framework with a similar, more improved quiz format. In the more recent 
survey, more participants will be used to answer a larger number of questions that provide 
context and background. In addition, preliminary questions regarding the participants’ 
educational background and language usage will be provided to gain more information about 
each individual. Since the present study is an extension of my own pilot study from 2014 
regarding the same topic, I would like to first introduce my 2014 study and the results that were 
produced from the survey. 
 Outlined below is the investigation that took place in 2014, along with the results and any 
peculiar or interesting observations obtained from the data. My 2014 study included a 
questionnaire that was distributed to different participants in a different place and time, and the 
results influenced modifications for a newer survey to be distributed. The 2014 study laid the 
groundwork for the 2015 study by using a similar question-answer set up along with three types 
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of answer choices. In addition, I took some of the preliminary questions from the 2014 study and 
added on to them in order to get a better understanding of each participant’s background. Such 
changes will be mentioned in the following sections.  
3.2 2014 Pilot Study 

For the pilot study, I created an electronic survey made up of eleven questions in order to 
test bilingual speakers’ use of direct object pronouns when answering an interrogative question 
that may or may not have a definite article describing the direct object. The hypothesis was that 
there would be a clear difference in the use of the direct object (DO) pronoun among Spanish-
Quechua bilinguals depending on whether or not the definite article is present in the previous 
question. As Choi suggests, there is a strong tendency to simplify sentences by taking out the DO 
pronoun among Spanish-Guaraní bilinguals (2000:537-538). Since there is evidence of 
simplification in Spanish when the speakers know both Spanish and an indigenous language, the 
goal was to see if the same tendencies are found specifically with Spanish-Quechua bilinguals. 
The survey questions included simple sentences that only contained one verb and one subject. 
The verb tenses used in the pilot included: future, present indicative, and preterite, along with 
both masculine and feminine objects that were singular and plural. There were three multiple 
choice options: one with a pronoun agreeing in grammatical gender and number (22a), an option 
that included a pronoun matching in number but not grammatical gender (22b), and a third 
option that omitted the pronoun altogether (22c). For example: 

(22) ¿Quién  toca    guitarra? 
Who      play (3SNG, PRES) guitar (FEM, SNG) 
“Who plays guitar?” 
a. Jorge  la  toca. 

 Jorge  it (FEM, SNG)   play (3SNG, PRES) 
 “Jorge plays it.” 
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b. Jorge  lo        toca.
Jorge  it (MASC, SNG)  play (3SNG, PRES)
“Jorge plays it.”

c. Jorge  toca.
Jorge  play (3SNG, PRES)
“Jorge plays.”

The answer sentences varied between A, B, and C so that choice A did not always include la as 
the pronoun and C did not always include lo. Participants were asked to choose the sentence they 
would most likely use as a response if being presented with the question.   

The purpose of creating simple sentences was to use examples that bilingual speakers 
could understand the questions on any level. This meant excluding verbs such as perfect tenses, 
progressive tenses, and subjunctive tenses in case some participants were not as familiar with 
these tenses as others. I decided that, for basic language-learning, the more simple tenses could 
be understood on any level of bilingualism, especially since formal education may not have been 
available for all the individuals. In language learning, the simple verbs are usually presented 
first, since they are the building blocks to learning the more complex verbs. Although not all the 
tenses were in the present indicative tense, the verbs did not stray away from the present, future, 
or preterite tenses.  

Table 3 breaks down my original pilot study and the different components represented 
within each of the eleven sentences. Variables such as masculine and feminine direct objects, 
singular and plural objects, verb tenses, and examples from the study may be seen in the table: 
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Variables Number of Questions Example 
Masculine DO 4 los exámenes 

“the exams” 
Feminine DO 7 mi hermana 

“my sister” 
Question with Articles 
Preceding the DO 

6 ¿Los chicos comen las galletas? 
“The boys eat the cookies? 

Questions with No Articles 
Preceding the DO 

5 ¿Quién toca  Ø guitarra? 
“Who plays Ø guitar?” 

Singular DO 5 la tarea  
“the homework” 

Plural DO 6 los huevos 
“the eggs” 

Verb: Present Tense 6 ¿Tienes las llaves?  
“Do you have the keys?” 

Verb: Future Tense 1 ¿La profesora traerá los exámenes? 
“Will the professor bring the exams?”

Verb: Preterite Tense 4 ¿Los niños comieron huevos? 
“The boys ate eggs?” 

Table 3. Pilot Study (2014): Variables Used Within the Survey 

My thinking behind the eleven-question survey was that if there were a pattern of clitic use, then 
it might appear more frequently when in the presence of one variable than with another. The 
initial results confirmed my assumptions, but I saw that the questions needed more context and 
more preliminary questions in order to see a small history of Spanish and Quechua being spoken 
and used for each participant. After I analyzed these results, I revised the questions in order to 
give more context and give the participants more to consider when answering the questions. 
Once all of the eleven multiple-choice questions were answered, participants had some space to 
provide their age, sex, occupation, the number of years spent in a formal education setting, and 
the current city in which they lived at that time. Having read the previous studies already 
mentioned in Chapter II, I expected that those who had spent more years in a formal education, 
where Spanish is spoken, would be more likely to use the clitics than those who had not formally 
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studied the Spanish language. Since Quechua uses accusative markers to signify to whom the 
action is happening (example [17]), I concluded that bilingual speakers would be more inclined 
to omit the clitic in their answers when the question did not include the article with the direct 
object. I also suspected that participants with more years in a formal education would show a 
higher usage of clitics that agree in grammatical number and gender. The pilot study uses 
preliminary questions to gain a better understanding of the level of bilingualism for each 
participant. 

I created the 2014 pilot study online and sent it electronically to friends and 
acquaintances in Peru via email and social media, since I could not make arrangements to travel 
to Peru at that time. The participants were able to answer the required questions online, although 
one individual decided to leave the preliminary information section blank.5 During the course of 
two weeks, the survey was made available and was shared among participants. There was no 
incentive offered to anyone for completing the questions, and the only prior background 
information given was that it was a study needed for a class assignment. The survey included a 
subheading that labeled it as a clitic pronoun study, but no other introduction or explanation was 
given aside from the instructions on the survey. The participants were between the ages of 
twenty and seventy, and mostly lived either in the city of Cuzco or in a neighborhood with 
Internet access right outside the city. Out of the eighteen individuals who chose to take the quiz, 
twelve stated they had some sort of university level education, one had an equivalent high school 
education, and five participants did not indicate a level of education6.   

5 Upon realizing early on that the personal information section was left blank, I made modifications to keep the 
preliminary questions mandatory when filling out the survey.  6 Although the preliminary questions were later marked as mandatory, some did not provide all the necessary 
information needed – an issue that influenced a change in my current study. 
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Participants were given three answer options: one with Ø clitic, one with +clitic (agreeing 
in number and gender), and one with –clitic (agreeing in number, but not gender). The results of 
the 2014 pilot study can be seen in Table 4.  The table includes all eleven questions and if the 
DO is masculine (M) or feminine (F), if the DO is singular (SG) or plural (PL), and if the article 
is included in the DO of the question (Y) or not (N).  The answers shown in Table 4 also 
includes the number of participants who chose each option:  
 

 
The results of my pilot 2014 study showed that, for the most part, bilingual speakers decided to 
choose the direct object pronoun that agreed in gender with the object in the interrogative 
sentence regardless of the presence of the article in the question. Although there was a majority 
of participants choosing one answer choice, there are several occasions in which another option 
was chosen, mainly the DO-omitted answer choice. The majority chose the correct grammatical 
gender for a DO, although there were one or two instances of the general lo that may have been 
seen, and there were several times where the pronoun was omitted altogether. There are two 

    Answers  
 
Question Grammatical 

Gender of DO Number Article 
DO 
Omitted 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

1 M PL Y 0 18 0 
2 M SG N 1 17 0 
3 F PL Y 0 0 18 
4 M PL N 6 12 0 
5 F PL Y 1 0 17 
6 M PL Y 0 17 1 
7 F SG N 1 0 17 
8 F SG N 2 0 16 
9 F SG Y 0 3 15 

10 F SG N 7 1 10 
11 F PL Y 2 1 14 

Table 4. Pilot Study (2014): Answer Choices and Variables for Direct Objects 
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particular instances that created fairly interesting results, though. The first noticeable difference 
comes from two questions, Questions 4 and 11 which were almost identical: 

(23) ¿Los niños   comieron huevos? 
The children eat (3PL, PRET) eggs 
“Did the children eat eggs?”  

 [Question #4 of the Survey] 
(24) ¿Los chicos  comen    las galletas? 

The children eat (3PL, IND) the cookies? 
“Do the children eat (the) cookies?”  

 [Question #11 of the Survey] 

These sentences have almost the same meaning with just a few minor differences. Example (23) 
includes a preterite verb with a masculine direct object while (24) uses a present indicative verb 
with a feminine direct object and a definite article. The results of both of these questions were 
not expected to be very different. For (23), or Question 4 in the survey, the responses were split 
completely: six participants chose the response that omitted the DO pronoun while the other 
twelve chose the response with the appropriate (or correct) pronoun los. In (24), however, there 
was more variation than expected. All three answer choices had been selected by the participants 
for this particular question, resulting in an interest as to what may have caused this variety.  
Since Question 4 and Question 11 were similar semantically (with a verb comer “to eat”) 
followed by a direct object, the responses were expected to be similar in the sense of number of 
participants who used or did not use a clitic pronoun. The presence of the definite article may 
have affected the answer choice of the participants. The answers for both questions are 
summarized in the charts below, in which the number of participants who selected each option is 
displayed: 
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Question 4: ¿Los niños comieron huevos?

Si, comieron.
Si, las comieron.
Si, los comieron.

          
 
 
 

  
  

 
 
  
  
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
As Figure 3 shows, the choices are split between two specific answer options:  

(25) Sí,    comieron 
Yes, eat (3PL, PRET) 
“Yes, they ate.” 
Sí,    los         comieron. 
Yes, them (MASC, PL) eat (3PL, PRET) 
“Yes, they ate them.”    

[Answer choices for Question 4 of the Pilot Study] 
 

Figure 3. Pilot Study (2014): Results from Question 4 

Figure 4. Pilot Study (2014): Results from Question 11 

1
2

14

Question 11: ¿Los chicos comen las 
galletas?

No, no los comen
No, no comen
No, no las comen
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Since there was no definite article for this question, this kind of result was expected. Huevos 
(“eggs”), being a grammatically masculine object, would call for the los pronoun, as seen above. 
The interesting part about Question 4 is that twelve participants included the DO pronoun while 
six decided not to, which is the opposite of what I expected to happen since the question did not 
include a definite article. In Question 11, however, each of these options – A, B, C – has been 
selected at least once. Even though there is a definite article identifying the grammatically 
feminine object, I did not expect to see the lo pronoun chosen. Also, in comparison to Question 
4, the verb has changed from third person preterite to third person present indicative, which may 
or may not have affected the usage of the clitic pronoun. It would be nice to take this one 
instance and expand on how, with the presence of a definite article and maybe depending on the 
verb tense, there were more variations shown in responses. However, this occurred in the pilot 
study just twice with Question 4 and Question 11 – there is not enough evidence to prove that 
this is in fact an occurrence of the general lo. There is one particular case in this survey that may 
support the evidence regarding the general lo that may be seen in Question 11. In addition to 
these two examples, another odd circumstance occurred in my 2014 pilot study that is worth 
mentioning. 

The participants are asked in Question 10: ¿Quién toca guitarra? (“Who plays guitar?”).  
The absence of the definite article implies that this is just a general question of wanting to know 
who has the ability to play guitar, not that the speaker wants to know who plays a specific guitar 
or a guitar nearby. All of the answer options A-C were selected by the participants at least once; 
however, the number of chosen options shows a minor split in the responses. As seen in the 
figure below, the majority of bilingual speakers chose the option that includes the direct object 
pronoun that agrees with the direct object in the question: 
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1
Question 10: ¿Quién toca guitarra?

Jorge la toca
Jorge toca
Jorge lo toca

Figure 5. Pilot Study (2014): Results from Question 10

The fact that all three options are used was interesting since only two of the eleven questions had 
all three choices selected at least once. The number of participants who chose to omit the 
pronoun (Jorge toca/ “Jorge plays”) or include the grammatically correct pronoun (Jorge la toca/ 
“Jorge plays it”) seems to be fairly close. Up until this question, most of the responses ended up 
being fairly similar: a majority of participants would choose to either omit the pronoun or 
include the gender-correct pronoun. There were six times that a participant chose the incorrect 
grammatical gender. However, Question 10 may seem to be a case that shows that at least one 
person used what Klee and Ocampo (1995) called the general lo. Questions 10 and 11 raised 
more questions and interest for the clitic usage and the general lo tendency: did the missing 
article before the direct object affect the results, or was it the specific verb tocar (“to play”)?  
These three examples from my 2014 pilot study provided a variation of responses that were not 
expected, which only led to more questions and indicated a need for a more detailed 
investigation. Although the responses did not provide strong examples of certain tendencies 
described by Choi (2000), Klee (1989, 1996), Ocampo and Klee (1995), or Paredes (2001), the 
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three examples in Figures 3-5 provide interesting results that needed to be deeper explored. After 
looking at the data for the first time, I thought this experiment came up inconclusive. However, 
the three questions above made me want to pursue another study to see whether or not similar 
results were produced. Even if there were options selected by accident or without much 
consideration, these three examples generated enough interest to pursue another, more detailed 
study.  

Based on my pilot study, I decided to pursue a follow-up study with a larger group of at 
least twenty different bilingual men and women. With revisions made to the original survey and 
more individuals to participating in the follow up research, a new survey was distributed to 
further test bilinguals’ use of the clitics. The three questions that had yielded interesting results 
were also taken into consideration. For my 2015 study, I tried to create more questions similar in 
nature to my 2014 pilot study in order to see if similar answers would be obtained or if the first 
pilot study just had peculiar results. After learning from my mistakes with the initial survey, I 
prepared more questions and attempted to make a more complex survey.    
3.3 Current Study 
 The current study strives to go deeper in the use of clitic pronouns among bilingual 
speakers – specifically when, in a dialogue exchange between two speakers, a definite article has 
been used before the direct object pronoun. Since Choi’s (2000) study found that dropping the 
pronoun altogether among bilinguals of Spanish and Guaraní was one of the most common 
occurrences, my 2014 pilot study showed a few instances in which the same results were 
obtained as well. However, the results provided from my previous study did not seem to show 
favor towards dropping of the clitic pronoun as seen in other studies. The current investigation 
was conducted with a larger number of participants, more introductory questions regarding 
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background and language preferences, and questions that had contained more context. These 
more in-depth questions were created to further observe any trends from speakers in a specific 
region or from a particular village outside of the focus city of Cuzco. Information about age and 
number of years in an educational setting was solicited to determine whether or not the time in a 
formal education influenced the choice of a clitic pronoun. In addition to the forty dialogue 
questions, I included several preliminary questions similar to the ones in the 2014 pilot study at 
the beginning of the survey. I asked participants to answer questions regarding occupation, 
language learned first, parents’ language, and the setting and context in which that they used 
Spanish and in which they used Quechua. If Quechua was spoken at home by the participants’ 
parents but not often used by the participants, there might also be a correlation in inconsistent 
choices being made. This could be due to the fact that the participants hearing Quechua at home 
may have adopted an ear for the way in which Quechua sentences are formed. If it was spoken at 
home, an informal dialect may have been used, which may also contribute to inconsistencies. 
With the preliminary questions presented, further observation may be made on the levels of 
bilingualism and/or on the choices made in each question based on which language was most 
spoken at home and which language is most used. 

I paid close attention to ensure that this new forty-question survey provides enough 
context for the participants to respond as they might normally respond if they were in that 
scenario. With the background information given by the dialogue, participants would ideally 
choose the answer they would most likely say in that situation. In the current study, a dialogue is 
held between two people, where Person A asks a question to Person B, and Person B has three 
response options. Participants were asked to choose which response they would probably use at 
that place in the conversation. As in the previous survey, the current study provided the 



41 

following three answer choices: Answer A has Ø clitic, Answer B has +clitic (agreeing in 
number and gender), and Answer C has –clitic (agreeing in number but not gender). In some 
questions, the –clitic answer choice may also include a dative clitic (le) if the direct object was 
[+human]. These options, as in the previous survey, are not always in the same order and vary in 
order between A, B, and C.  An example is given below: 

(26) Julia: Necesito    entregarle  el   reporte    al     jefe  para 
 Need (1SNG, PRES) to turn in (IO) the report    to the boss (MASC, SNG)  for 
 the five    stores.   Is (3SNG, PRES) possible? 
  las cinco tiendas. ¿Es    posible? 
 “I need to turn in (to him) the report for the five stores to the boss.  Is it 
 possible?” 

Ricardo: Ya  lo        terminé. 
  Already  it (MASC, SNG)  finish (1SNG, PRET) 
 “ I already finished it.” 

Julia:  Bueno. Además, necesito        entregarle      otro       reporte con los 
 Good.  Also,       need (1SNG, PRES) to turn in (IO) another report with the 
 porcentajes de venta. ¿Tienes las cifras? 
 percentages of sale. Have (2SNG, PRES) the data? 
 “Good.  I also need to turn in (to him) another report with the sales percentages. 
 Do you have the data?” 

Ricardo: 
a. Sí,    recibí  la   semana pasada. 

Yes, receive (1SNG, PRET) the   week  past 
“Yes, I received Ø last week.” 

b. Sí,    las recibí  la   semana   pasada. 
Yes, them (FEM, PL) receive (1SNG, PRET) the  week      past 
“Yes, I received them (FEM) last week.” 

c. Sí,  los  recibí  la semana   pasada. 
Yes, them (MASC, PL) receive (1SNG, PRET) the week     past 
“Yes, I received them (MASC) last week. 

 [Question #37 Current Study] 
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The example dialogue above show a definite article before the feminine plural direct object 
cifras (“data, numbers”) seen in Julia’s second question in (26) and the three choices with which 
Ricardo may respond. Although the English translation may not sound as complete or as smooth 
as an English speaker might say it, two Spanish translations include what is necessary to form a 
complete thought in (26b) and (26c), even though (26c) includes the incorrect DO pronoun. The 
answer choice without the pronoun, option (26a), however, is ungrammatical – an error included 
as an answer choice on purpose. Choi (2000) found that, although there were ungrammatical 
sentences spoken among Spanish-Guaraní bilinguals, this form of simplification was used and 
deemed as appropriate and understandable among bilinguals in that area. Since there is no third 
person object pronoun in Quechua (Klee 1989:404), there may be a tendency to omit the clitic 
pronoun in Spanish since it is not seen in Quechua. Because of this finding, and because this 
selection was chosen at times within the 2014 pilot study, this choice was kept in all the answers 
for the purpose of the investigation. Quechua is a language that includes both transitive and 
intransitive verbs with objects of the transitive verbs being marked with –ta as seen in example 
(15). Because Choi (2000) observed Spanish-Guaraní speakers omitting the DO pronoun in 
accordance with the grammar of Guaraní, I wanted to see if Spanish-Quechua bilinguals would 
do something similar with respect to the grammar of Quechua. Quechua and Guaraní are similar 
in that they both contain accusative markers to indicate to whom or to what the action is 
happening. Though (26a) is ungrammatical, I kept answer choices like this in the survey to see 
whether or not speakers chose this option based on Quechua influence. If a participant has spent 
little time learning Spanish formally and chose this sentence, then I would be able to see whether 
or not there was a preference for a DO omission.     
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 Since all the speakers and participants being tested are located in Cuzco, creativity had to 
be pursued in order to successfully distribute the surveys among bilingual speakers. It was 
stipulated prior to recruiting subjects for the survey that all the speakers must be bilingual in 
Spanish and Quechua and that they must indicate before taking the test which language they used 
and in what contexts. However, distributing the surveys required some outside help from other 
contacts in the area. A version of this survey was first created as a document and then later 
converted into an online survey, giving the participants a chance to either answer on paper or 
electronically. With the electronic survey available, I printed copies of the document and sent 
them to Peru for my contacts to help by distributing them as well. The choice to either print off 
the documents or to pass it on electronically was left up to those who were distributing, allowing 
for the most convenient option. Those who offered to help in the distribution of this survey had 
either grown up speaking both Spanish and Quechua, or had a close relationship to bilinguals in 
the area. Since the Internet is not as common in every household as it is in more urbanized areas, 
those with access were willing to pass it on to other who did not have Internet access. 
3.4 Participants and Collecting Data 

The data collecting took place primarily during the summer of 2015. During this time, as 
I was in Peru myself, a hard copy was distributed to those who identified themselves as bilingual 
in the Spanish and Quechua languages. The ages of the participants ranged from twenty-two 
years to sixty-four years old and the sample included both males and females. A majority of the 
participants had quite a few years in an academic setting, averaging about thirteen years overall. 
Since the Peruvian education system is different than what we in the United States are used to, it 
is interesting to see the different number of years in a formal educational setting among the 
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participants. Few have completed or have been in school for longer than a secondary education 
or technical training, depending on which path they chose.  
For Peruvians, school lasts about twelve or thirteen years, depending on the track students decide 
to take. The education system is broken up into several different levels: initial, primary, 
secondary, and an upper education that includes university and graduate programs. Once they 
complete their initial and primary educations (similar to a preschool and elementary school 
setting) which is about seven years, they enter secondary education. The secondary level of 
education is broken up into two parts: two years of general studies and three years of 
specialization in either academics or technical training. These final three years of secondary 
education allow the student to decide which career path to take. If they wish to continue their 
education in hopes of going to a university, then they will most likely continue with the general 
education curriculum. For those that would rather begin working sooner, they would be more 
inclined to take technical and vocational courses that will equip them with the necessary skills to 
work. If students decide to take this route, then there are post-secondary technical and vocational 
schools available for certifications. Not all Peruvian schools are free or easily accessible due to 
location, which causes time spent in a formal education to vary among the participants in this 
study. 

A majority of the participants took the survey during some free time at a conference we 
were all attending. A group that I have been working with for some time had scheduled a 
meeting for people of all ages to come and join. In this particular setting, many individuals said 
they were in fact bilingual and offered to participate in this study. Hard copies, along with pens 
and pencils, were provided to fourteen participants who attended the meeting because of the fact 
that Internet connection was not reliably available in the particular area of the conference. The 
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surveys were distributed at different times while people were coming in and going out of the 
meeting; thus, the surveys were also returned at various times. Brief instructions and 
explanations were provided to the participants prior to having them start. They were also 
reminded that all questions within the packet required an answer, that there was no time limit, 
and that no grading would be involved.   

The other eight surveys came from online submissions. There were links to the electronic 
survey given to friends, as stated previously, whit access to the survey until the total number of 
participants needed was attained. This group provided the final results required to complete the 
current study. With all this information gathered, analysis began to test which tendencies are 
seen among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers in the Cuzco area.     
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 

4.1 The Participants 
 I distributed this survey during the summer of 2015 to bilingual Spanish-Quechua 
speakers in the Cuzco area. Twenty-one individuals were willing to participate and took the 
survey either in person with a physical copy or online at their convenience. Of the twenty-one 
people, there were seven males and fourteen females between the ages of twenty-two and sixty-
four (averaging forty-four years old overall). I distributed thirteen surveys while in Peru and 
collected them before leaving, while the remaining eight were submitted online. None of the 
participants were asked to provide their name in order to keep anonymity, and none received 
compensation for filling out the questions. All of the participants indicated they live in Cuzco 
and were native to Peru. Of all the participants, seven indicated Quechua was their first language, 
thirteen indicated Spanish was their first language, and one stated he/she learned both while 
growing up. Five participants grew up with Quechua-speaking parents, four grew up with 
Spanish-speaking parents, and twelve indicated their parents spoke both languages. The results 
are summarized in Table 5: 

Quechua Spanish Both 
Parents’ predominant 

language 5 4 12 
Participants’ L1 7 13 1 

Table 5. Participants’ L1 and Parents’ Predominant Language 
The point of this table is to express how many of the participants grew up around the 

Quechua language; although only seven participants expressed they learned Quechua first, 
thirteen were exposed to it at some stage in their childhood development. The individuals who do 



47 

not have Quechua as their L1 most likely learned the language from other family members or in 
a rural community, as a majority of speakers indicated they spoke the language primarily with 
family and outside the city. Although a participant may not have learned Quechua as an L1, they 
have been exposed to it early on. If this is the case, then it is important to note because hearing 
one language and speaking another may cause the speaker to have language shifts between the 
two. Though they are very different languages, the syntactic formation of Quechua may have an 
effect on the way that the speaker forms Spanish sentences. It is important to consider, especially 
when looking at the data and the answers chosen among specific types of speakers.    
 One of the preliminary questions asked participants to describe the context in which the 
two languages were spoken in their day-to-day life. A majority of the participants said that, on a 
normal basis, Spanish was the predominant language spoken. This did not come as a surprise; 
not only were the surveys written in Spanish, but also Cuzco uses Spanish as its main 
communicative language. For most people working within the city limits, Spanish is the 
language needed to conduct business. The survey showed that, though Spanish was spoken in 
business settings and on a pretty day-to-day basis, Quechua is used outside the cities, with their 
families, with others who spoke Quechua, and with older generations. These participants have a 
forty-year age difference between the youngest and oldest individual, so it is interesting to 
observe that the older participants claimed to speak Quechua with their family while the younger 
individuals indicated speaking it primarily with an older generation.    
 Other information obtained from the preliminary questions included time (years) spent in 
a formal educational setting and current occupation. On average the participants spent eleven 
years in school, meaning that most of them have completed their primary education of about 
seven years (nineteen participants total) and had moved on to either their technical training or 
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their continued educational studies. The number of years in school is seen in the chart below to 
gain a better understanding of the level of education for this particular group: 

   
 

Figure 6. Participants’ Years Spent in School  
There are two participants who have spent only a few years in school, though a majority seem to 
have anywhere from eleven to fourteen years of education. Three participants indicated they are 
housewives, two are students, seven are traders/vendors, and the rest have occupations that 
demanded more school or training such as accountants, teachers, doctors, and cosmetologists.  
 Because most of the participants have over eleven years of education, the survey choices 
selected may reflect some skewed results in favor of one tendency over another due to the 
amount of formal Spanish training, the main tendency being including the DO pronoun in almost 
all of their answers. Further analysis of each of the participants’ answers will then be taken into 
consideration, along with occupation and language background to support any claims made 
previously regarding direct object (DO) usage and time spent in school.   

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

<5 years

6-10 years

11-14 years

15+ years

Number of Participants

Nu
mb

er o
f Y

ear
s in

 Sc
hoo

l



49 
 

When all the results were submitted and the choices were tallied, I wanted to determine if 
something specific contributes to the inclusion or omission of the direct object pronoun. After 
looking at all twenty-one participants’ choices for all thirty-seven questions7, I decided that it 
would be better to represent the data by specific questions and choices selected by specific 
groups (i.e. those who hold degrees, those whose first language is Quechua, etc.). This way there 
is not an overload of information and certain tendencies can be seen with specific dialogues. The 
preliminary questions given will also assist in figuring out whether or not this information has an 
effect on the pronoun usage. 
4.2 Results Overview 
 Considering the results as a whole, a majority of the participants showed responses of all 
three types at least once in the survey – inclusion of the DO, omission of the DO, and inclusion 
of the incorrect DO. For the most part, there is one overwhelming majority answer choice 
selected, as was the case for the pilot study in 2014. For example, for a question that included a 
singular feminine [-human] DO, seventeen participants chose the option with the feminine DO 
pronoun, three chose the DO-omitted pronoun option, and one chose the masculine DO option. 
Not all questions resulted in these specific numbers, though; the majority option may have only 
been the “majority” by one participant’s answer choice. There are some answers that eight 
participants chose, making it the majority answer, while other answer choices had a higher 
number like seventeen participants choosing one answer over another. Out of the thirty-seven 
questions provided, four questions produced split results between two choices instead of the 
given three, an occurrence that was also seen in the 2014 pilot study. These four questions will 
be included in the following sections and will be expanded upon later as well.  
                                                 
7 After collecting all the data, three questions were eliminated from the survey.  These results were not taken into 
consideration for the final analysis as the questions omitted may have included ambiguous usage of the IO and/or 
DO.  
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I noticed that along with split answer choices, there were several questions that seemed to 
come close to producing the same results. This means that for each of the three types of answer, 
the number of participants that chose it was close to the number of participants that chose each of 
the other types of answer: six chose A, seven chose B, and eight chose C, for example. Had it not 
been for the extra participant, two-answer choices would have resulted in the same number of 
participants choosing two different answer choices. Though this pattern only came up twice in 
the entire survey, these questions will be investigated later on since this type of result was not 
seen in the 2014 pilot study. I did not anticipate seeing this in the current survey, but it shows 
that there may be more than one acceptable way to answer the question. Since the number of 
times the answers were chosen was so close, that could mean that there is an openness to 
expressing such a sentence in multiple ways.   

After receiving all the answers, I wanted to see how many times each of the options was 
chosen before diving into specific examples and questions. I was curious to know if there was a 
large number of clitic pronouns used in general, or if it was dependent on the variables in the 
question. The results of all thirty-seven questions are presented in Figure 7, showing which 
answers were chosen as the majority answer choice among all twenty-one participants: 
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Figure 7. Majority Choice Answers for Each Question Type 

 
After omitting three questions – Question 13, Question 28, and Question 38 – the question 
variables changed: nineteen questions did not include a definite article describing the DO, while 
eighteen included a definite article. Of the nineteen that did not include a definite article, that is, 
those questions with a bare DO, omission of the DO altogether was the most common answer, 
followed by the masculine DO pronoun option, which was followed by the feminine DO 
pronoun option. Figure 7 shows the number of times each answer choice was used when the 
question included a masculine article, a feminine article, and when the article was omitted in the 
question. As predicted, the omitted articles primarily produced DO pronoun-omitted responses. 
What is interesting about Figure 7 is that the indirect object le was seen as a majority answer 
chosen once for the masculine objects, but not at all with the feminine questions. This occurrence 
comes from Question 3 in the current survey: 

(27) Jessica: […] Si vienes,                  ¿vas   a traer           al     
             […] If come (2SNG, PRES) go (2SNG, PRES) to bring    personal a + el 
                     vecino      nuevo,  Martín? 

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16
18
20

No Article Before DO Masculine Article used
with a Masculine DO

Feminine Article used
with a Feminine DO

Nu
mb

er o
f P

art
icip

ant
s

Question Types

Indirect Object
Pronoun
Masculine (DO)
Pronoun
Feminine (DO)
Pronoun
(DO) Pronoun
Omitted



52 

         neighbor   new,     Martin? 
 “[…] If you come, are you going to bring the new neighbor, Martin?” 

Sofía: Sí,    le     invité  la  semana pasada. 
 Yes, him (IO) invite (1SNG, PRET) the week    past. 
 “Yes, I invited him (IO) last week.”   

 [Question #3, Answer B, Current Study] 

This is the only time that the majority of participants (twelve of the twenty-one) chose the 
indirect object (IO) pronoun le for this type of question – seven participants included the lo 
pronoun while another two omitted the pronoun. Still, a majority of participants included a clitic 
pronoun. There may be a connection with the verb invitar (to invite) in regards to using the IO 
pronoun, but there is simply not enough evidence to determine why twelve of the twenty-one 
participants chose this answer. The same may be said with other verbs that require a [+human] 
direct object, such as ayudar (“to help”) and conocer (“to know [a person]”). Verbs like these 
were used throughout the study, but the answers varied between a majority of participants 
selecting a DO pronoun and the IO pronoun. Regardless, it appears that the participants preferred 
using a clitic pronoun with these types of verbs. Also, only once did the majority answer result in 
the DO pronoun omission for a question with an article preceding the feminine DO8. For the 
questions including a masculine DO with a definite article, the DO pronoun omission was never 
seen as the majority answer; participants were inclined to choose a clitic pronoun (DO and IO) 
more often than omitting the pronoun altogether.   

Though not all of the thirty-seven questions will be reviewed individually within this 
investigation, I will expand upon several important and peculiar occurrences that resulted in 
unsuspected data in the following sections. Before going into detail, I want to first show all the 

8 This comes from Question 6, which can be seen further down as (36).  An explanation of this particular question 
will be given later on.  
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questions in the survey and their variables so that the reader may have a better understanding of 
what was included in the suvey. The following tables show whether the questions include human 
(+) or non-human (-) direct objects, masculine (M) or feminine (F) direct objects, singular (SG) 
or plural (PL) objects, and whether or not the question included an article (Yes/No): 

Answers 
Question [±human] 

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO9 

1 + M SG No 2  -  11 8 
9 + M SG No 14  -  1 6 

31 + M SG No 17  -  0 4 
33 + M SG No 13  -  2 6 
36 + M SG No 6  -  10 5 
22 - M SG No 11 5 5  -  
25 - M SG No 3 0 18  -  
30 - M SG No 4 4 13  -  

 
Table 6. Singular Masculine Direct Objects without a Definite Article 

 
Answers 

Question [±human] 
Grammatical 
Gender Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO 

3 + M SG Yes 7  -  2 12 
23 + M SG Yes 12  -  2 7 
34 + M SG Yes 13  -  2 6 

8 - M SG Yes 15 1 5  -  
15 - M SG Yes 8 9 4  -  
27 - M SG Yes 17 0 4  -  

 
Table 7. Singular Masculine Direct Objects with a Definite Article 

 

                                                 
9 The answer choices that include a “-” symbol signify that the particular option wasn’t available to 
participants.  As stated previously, the choice for the indirect object le was included in answers that had a 
[+human] as the DO in the original question in place of the feminine pronoun option. The thought behind 
this change was that participants would most likely not refer to a masculine DO such as Roberto as la in 
their answers.  
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 As the data above show, more participants preferred to use a clitic pronoun when the 
singular masculine object was [+human] and did not include the definite article in the question. 
Questions 1 and 36 show that the answers were split. While eleven participants omitted the 
pronoun in Question 1, ten still used a clitic pronoun, whereas Question 36 shows ten omitting 
the pronoun and eleven choosing a clitic pronoun. These two answers provide evidence that, for 
these [+human] direct objects, Spanish-Quechua bilinguals are accepting of including the 
indirect clitic pronoun as the answer. Table 6 shows that, even though there is no definite article 
in the questions represented, the participants favored including a clitic pronoun. Questions 25 
and 30 show that, for these [-human] direct objects, more subjects favored omitting the pronoun; 
however, Question 22 shows that more subjects favored a clitic pronoun. Even though there are 
only three [-human] direct objects in Table 6, it is interesting to see how one questions differs in 
responses with the other two. These answer choices may be able to serve as evidence to support 
Choi’s (2000) investigation that [±human] may in fact have an effect on the pronouns used.  
 Table 7 shows all the questions with a singular, masculine direct object that included a 
definite article, and the results seem to favor the use of a clitic pronoun regardless of [±human]. 
Both [-human] and [+human] direct objects resulted in participants selecting the option with a 
clitic pronoun, although Question 3 shows a majority favoring the use of the IO. This suggests 
that there is a strong preference for using a clitic pronoun, whether or not it agrees in gender10. 
 The next two tables will show the singular feminine objects with and without the definite 
articles preceding. Based on these two tables, participants appear to prefer the omission of the 
direct object pronoun rather than including the IO pronoun le for the [+human] objects: 

10 This occurs in Question 15, which will be discussed later on in example (34). 
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Answers 
Question [±human] 

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO 

29 + F SG No  -  12 2 7 
35 + F SG No  -  19 2 0 

2 - F SG No 2 4 15  -  
7 - F SG No 7 3 11  -  

11 - F SG No 2 5 14  -  
18 - F SG No 6 4 11  -  
20 - F SG No 7 6 8  -  

 
Table 8. Singular Feminine Direct Objects without a Definite Article 

  
Answers 

Question [±human] 
Grammatical 
Gender Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO 

10 + F SG Yes  -  13 5 3 
6 - F SG Yes 6 5 10  -  

16 - F SG Yes 8 11 2  -  
19 - F SG Yes 1 17 3  -  
32 - F SG Yes 6 11 4  -  

 
Table 9. Singular Feminine Direct Objects with a Definite Article 

 
Table 8 represents a majority of participants omitting the pronoun when the object is [-human], 
although Question 20 shows a similar number of participants choosing all three options. This 
could be evidence of speakers using a general lo since the direct object was a grammatically 
feminine object by defaulting to the grammatically masculine answer choice. Questions 7 and 18 
also show the participants were fairly split on their choice of a pronoun-omitted option and a 
clitic pronoun. Table 9 shows the questions that included a definite article along with a singular 
feminine object, and it can be seen the participants favored the use of including a clitic pronoun. 
Although there were only three questions that included a [+human] direct object between Table 8 
and Table 9, participants did not seem to favor using the IO pronoun for these feminine objects at 
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all. The le/les clitic choice is used more often among the singular masculine objects than it is for 
the singular feminine objects.    
 The following tables will represent the questions that included plural direct objects and 
the results that came from each variable. Because there were fewer questions with plural direct 
objects in the survey than there were singular objects, the outcomes may not fully represent 
whether or not grammatical number plays a crucial role in participants choosing a clitic pronoun 
or omitting the pronoun.  

Answers 
Question [±human]

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO

4 - M PL No 12 4 5  - 
5 - M PL No 11 4 6  - 

Table 10. Plural Masculine Direct Objects without a Definite Article 

Answers 
Question [±human]

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO

14 + M PL Yes 17  - 1 3 
40 + M PL Yes 14  - 2 5 
12 - M PL Yes 15 4 2  - 
21 - M PL Yes 12 3 6  - 

Table 11. Plural Masculine Direct Objects with a Definite Article

For these two groups of masculine plural direct objects, participants favored using a clitic 
pronoun more than omitting it. Because there are only two [+human] direct objects represented 
between both groups of questions, the indirect object pronoun is not seen as much in Tables 10 
and 11 since the IO pronoun was only a choice available for questions that included a [+human] 
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direct object. The plural feminine objects, though primarily [+human] objects, show varied 
results in the absence of a definite article, and a preference for including the feminine DO 
pronoun when the article is present: 

Answers 
Question [±human]

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO

17 + F PL No  - 6 8 7 
39 + F PL No  - 7 13 1 

Table 12. Plural Feminine Direct Objects without a Definite Article 

Answers 
Question [±human]

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO

24 + F PL Yes  - 18 1 2 
26 + F PL Yes  - 16 2 3 
37 - F PL Yes 3 14 4  - 

Table 13. Plural Feminine Direct Objects with a Definite Article 

Table 12 shows that Questions 17 and 39 produced very different results for having the exact 
same variables. Question 17 shows that more participants chose a clitic pronoun than omitting it 
thirteen participants and eight respectively), while Question 39 shows more omitted the pronouns 
in their answer choices (thirteen participants). Question 7 uses the verb invitar (“to invite”) and 
is only used with [+human] objects, which may be a reason seven participants included the IO 
pronoun in addition to the DO pronoun. Question 39 on the other hand uses the verb incluir (“to 
include”), which is not explicitly used for [+human] objects. In this case, the type of verb may 
attribute to the difference in responses – a verb explicitly used for [+human] objects may in fact 
produce more clitic usage than verbs that may be used for either human or non-human objects. 
For the plural feminine objects with the definite article included in the question, participants 
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favored the use of the feminine DO pronoun. 
 Based on the tables above, the participants favored the use of the clitic pronoun when the 
article was present regardless of whether or not the direct object was [±human]. The feminine 
objects produced more answer choices that included the la/las pronouns while producing very 
few indirect object pronouns. The masculine direct objects, though, seemed to have varied results 
that showed clitic pronouns (both direct and indirect object pronouns) being preferred among 
[+human] objects. For plural objects, both masculine and feminine, participants favored using a 
clitic of some kind, regardless of the definite article being present, with the exception of 
Question 39.   
 I would like to explore the questions that contained the most peculiar answer choices first 
before commenting on specific tendencies. These questions will be examined to determine what 
factors – if any – are found in common with the other questions that produced similar answers 
before looking at all the answers as a whole.   
4.3  Questions that Yielded Only Two Choices 
 As seen on occasion in the 2014 pilot study, there are times when the answer choices are 
split between two options instead of the given three. This was interesting to me due to the fact 
that it happened so few times in this thirty-seven question survey. These answer selections 
represent a definite break in the options; participants chose only two of the three answers. Since 
some answer choices are grammatically incorrect on purpose, this is significant because these 
four questions represent the fact that there are only two acceptable options. Four questions 
follow this pattern and are broken down in Table 14:  
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Questions 25 and 27 appear to coincide with Choi’s (2000) findings; if the definite article is 
present in the question, then speakers will be more inclined to choose a clitic pronoun. If the 
definite article is not included, however, then they will most likely omit the pronoun altogether. 
The other two questions in Table 14 seem to also agree with Choi (2000) in that questions with a 
[+human] direct object will also produce clitic usage. 

I want to first explain Question 31 along with the possible answer choices given before 
going into the other two questions.  Question 31 reads: 

(28) Fátima: […] ¿Has     conocido  a   Roberto, el 
 […]   Have (2SNG, PPERF)  meet (PART) personal a  Roberto, the 
 presidente    de  nuestro  grupo? 
 president (MASC, SG)    of  our   group? 
 “[…]  Have you met Roberto, the president of our group?” 

 Oscar: 
a. Sí,  le conocí. Asistimos  a  la 

Yes,  him (IO, SG)  meet (1SNG, PRET).  Attend (1PL, PRET) to the 
misma   universidad. 
same     university. 
“Yes, I met him (IO).  We attended the same university.” 

b. Sí,  conocí. Asistimos  a   la   misma  universidad. 
Yes, Ø meet (1SNG, PRET).  Attend (1PL, PRET) to the  same     university. 
“Yes, I met Ø.  We attended the same university.” 

Answers 
Question 
Number [±human]

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO

25 - M SG No 3 0 18 - 
27 - M SG Yes 17 0 4 - 
31 + M SG No 17 - 0 4 
35 + F SG No - 19 2 0 

Table 14. Questions that Yielded Only Two Choices 
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c. Sí,  lo      conocí.     Asistimos              a  
Yes, him (DO, MASC, SG)  meet (1SNG, PRET).  Attend (1PL, PRET) to  
la   misma      universidad. 
 the same         university. 
“Yes, I met him (DO).  We attended the same university.”  
                                                                                   [Question #31 Current Study] 

The question includes a present perfect verb (haber in the present tense + participle) with a 
response in the preterite tense, and a grammatically masculine DO, Roberto. For this question, 
four participants chose (28a) that includes the IO pronoun while the other seventeen selected 
(28c) with masculine DO pronoun. While this is not the first time the le option has been chosen 
to refer to a [+human] direct object, it is the first time we see a split in choices between a 
grammatically masculine DO pronoun and an IO pronoun; omitting the pronoun seemed to not 
be an option for any of the participants. At first I thought the verb conocer (“to know”) might 
have something to do with this result, but there is another instance conocer is used which 
produces different results. For now, no conclusions can be made on why the IO pronoun option 
was chosen over the pronoun omission.    
      The second [+human] question from this group is Question 35, which includes a feminine 
DO. There is no definite article before mentioning the direct object (Vanessa). In addition, both 
the verbs in the question and the answer choices are written in the present indicative tense: 

(29) Mercedes:  […] ¿No  ves    a    Vanessa? 
                   […] No   see (2SNG, PRES) personal a   Vanessa (DO, FEM, SG)? 
                  “[…] You don’t see Vanessa?” 
 
Sara: 
a. Ah, sí,     la             veo. 

Ah, yes, her (DO, FEM, SG) see (1SNG, PRES). 
“Ah, yes, I see her (DO).” 
 

b. Ah, sí,   veo. 
Ah, yes, see (1SNG, PRES). 
“Ah, yes, I see Ø.” 
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c. Ah, sí,    le                  veo. 
Ah, yes, her (IO, SG) see (1SNG, PRES). 
“Ah, yes, I see her (IO).” 

[Question #35 Current Study] 
The most interesting outcome is not how many people chose one option over the other, but 
which option was chosen as the majority. In the previous question includes the majority of 
participants selected lo as the clitic pronoun to refer to the grammatically masculine [+human] 
object.  Nineteen participants decided that (29a) with the feminine DO was the most suitable 
response for Question 35, leaving only two participants omitting the pronoun with (29b). With 
somewhat similar sentences (grammatical number and proper nouns used as direct objects), it is 
interesting to see different responses for each of these questions. Participants seemed to favor 
using the le option (29c) for the grammatically masculine objects while omitting the pronoun 
altogether with the feminine object. 

The two participants who chose (29b) for Question 35, which was the Ø clitic option, 
were both exposed to Quechua at a young age. One learned it as an L1, whereas the other grew 
up hearing his/her parents speaking both Spanish and Quechua. Both participants indicated that 
they still speak Quechua, though not a majority of the time. This in itself provides some insight 
to L1 Quechua speakers’ tendencies. Feminine pronouns are typically acquired last among L1 
Quechua speakers learning Spanish due to the fact that Quechua does not have grammatical 
gender. Because of this, omission of the DO pronoun has been seen as a default response. Since 
neither of the participants are L1 Quechua speakers, it is not safe to assume that this is the case 
for this particular example; however, it is something to consider, knowing that one of the 
participant’s parents spoke both languages at home.  
 These questions cannot account for the other questions with a [+human] DO in order to 
form a valid observation on the use or omission of the DO pronoun; they merely show the 
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different responses to questions with a [+human] DO. These two may in fact preface the rest of 
the observations to come. Continuing on with the analysis of other important phenomena and 
looking at specific question groups ([±human], questions without articles, etc.) will be helpful to 
determine if certain tendencies are found among specific groups of speakers. 
4.4  Questions with Similar Number of Responses 
 Throughout the current survey, there were several questions that yielded almost the same 
number of responses for each choice. In this case, having an odd number of participants became 
an advantage, even if the majority option was chosen by just one more participant than the rest. 
Two of the thirty-seven questions (Question 17 and Question 20) resulted in a similar number of 
participants choosing the same option, for example six participants would choose Answer A, 
seven would choose Answer B, and eight would choose Answer C. The two questions have been 
broken down by variables: 

Table 15. Questions with Similar Number of Responses 

Neither of these questions had a DO with a definite article, yet both resulted with the majority of 
participants selecting the Ø clitic answer choice. Even though eight participants chose to omit the 
pronoun, thirteen chose a clitic pronoun option for both questions. I want to look at Question 20 
first, as it is the only question in this group with a [-human] DO in this particular group and the 
only question in the survey that pertains to the human body and illness:    

Answers 
Number [±human] 

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO 

17 + F PL No - 6 8 7 
20 - F SG No 7 6 8 - 
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(30) Alex: ¿Ya   tuviste    fiebre  la  semana pasada? 
   Already  had (2SNG, PRET)  fever (DO, FEM, SNG) the week    past? 
 “Didn’t you already have a fever last week?” 

Max: 
a. Sí,    la  tuve,  y    el  sistema  inmune11 no   es 

 Yes, it (DO, FEM, SNG) have (1SNG, PRET), and the system   immune   not   is 
 muy fuerte ahora. 
 very strong now. 
 “Yes, I had it (FEM), and my immune system isn’t very strong now. 

b. Sí,   lo  tuve  y     el sistema inmune  no es 
 Yes, it (DO, MAS, SNG), have (1SNG, PRET)  and  the system immune not is 
 muy fuerte ahora. 
 very strong now. 
 “Yes, I had it (MAS), and my immune system isn’t very strong now.” 

c. Sí,     tuve,  y      el    sistema   inmune  no es  muy  fuerte  ahora. 
 Yes,  have (1SNG, PRET) and  the  system   immune not is  very strong  now. 
 “Yes, I had, and my immune system isn’t very strong now.” 

[Question #20 Current Study] 
Since the question is about someone having a fever, the grammatical rules and elements are a 
little different. In formal Spanish, when speaking of one’s body or a particular body part, the 
speaker should use the grammatically correct definite article before the noun, even if the speaker 
is referring to his or her own body part/body. For example: 

(31) a.  English: My head hurts. 
b. Spanish: Me      duele  la cabeza. 

 Me (DO) hurt (3SNG, PRES) the head. 
 “My head hurts (me).” 

In (31) the definite article la is used before cabeza even though it refers to “my head”. It is taught 
in textbooks and by instructors that Me duele mi cabeza is incorrect (mi being the possessive 

11 Sistema inmune (immune system) was the translation used for this particular example although the 
formal and more commonly used Sistema inmunitario may have been more appropriate. Deciding which 
translation to use was not an issue discussed before distributing the surveys.     
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adjective for “my”). However, there have been times where the above “incorrect” statement has 
been heard in passing, mostly in South America.   

Question 20 in (30) makes sense without the use of the definite article and without the 
pronoun in the answer choices since expressing symptoms with tener does not need the article.  
Though six participants chose (30a), and another seven chose (30b) – possibly an example of the 
general lo – the majority chose (30c) which omits the DO pronoun altogether.  The expression 
“to have a fever” (tener fiebre) does not include a definite pronoun before the object; the same 
rules apply when talking about having the flu (tener gripe). This suggests a hypothesis that some 
bilinguals may choose to refer to such article-less direct objects with Ø clitics. More data will be 
needed to confirm or reject this possibility.  
 Six participants decided to use the grammatically feminine DO pronoun (30a), and as a 
group they spent an average of 10 years in school. All but one of the participants claimed to have 
bilingual Spanish-Quechua speaking parents; the one who did not said that, though his parents 
spoke Spanish, Quechua is his L1. All the participants who chose this option seem to have had 
some Quechua influence growing up, though most learned Spanish first. Since most of these 
speakers use Spanish in day-to-day living, it is interesting to see so many participants choosing 
this option.   
 On the other hand, the participants who chose the lo option (30b) have a more varied 
background. Of these seven, two indicated that their L1 is Quechua and they had Quechua-
speaking parents, while another two said their L1 is Spanish with Spanish-speaking parents.  
Three had bilingual parents but claim Spanish as their L1. As a group, they have 12.5 years in a 
formal educational setting, giving this group a high number of years of education. Some 
participants have spent time in university or another type of trade school setting, possibly 
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resulting in learning a more “formal” Spanish grammatical system. Since this is the case, it is 
interesting to observe that this many participants decided that lo would be the best fit for this 
grammatically feminine object. This could be, in a sense, a use of the general lo that Paredes 
(2001) mentioned in her findings on bilingual tendencies. This would seem to suggest that, 
though some may have been introduced to a bilingual setting very early on, they should have 
enough experience with Spanish not to use the general lo. What is seen here is in fact opposite to 
what is seen in Klee’s (1989) study. The L1 Spanish speakers make up the main group who 
seems to have used lo in the general sense for the current study, which is strange, since Klee 
(1989) points out that it is mainly bilinguals whose L2 is Spanish tend to use the general lo more 
often.  

Those who did not use a DO pronoun in Question 20 consisted of a mix of Spanish L1 
learners and Quechua L1 learners. Half of the eight first learned Spanish, three learned Quechua 
first, and one claims to have learned both equally. This question has a bare singular DO without 
an accompanying definite article, resulting in the majority of participants selecting the option 
that also does not include the DO pronoun. Is this because there was no definite article before the 
object, or was it because this question pertains to a body/pathological object in conjunction with 
tener that often does not require an article often? In general, the participants seem to have no 
unified strategy for choosing any particular option. Perhaps the participants have never heard 
fiebre used with an accompanying article and were not entirely sure of its grammatical gender. It 
seems that Question 20 might provide some helpful insight for this study: when it comes to 
objects and sentences dealing with the body and also with the verb tener that allows the omission 
of the article, speakers may have a more difficult time discerning whether or not to use a DO 
pronoun.  
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As for Question 17, the direct object is [+human], but they do not represent a specific 
person or group of people. The DO refers to a general group of people that can be represented as 
“others”. Question 17 is repeated in (32): 

(32) Sara: ¿Invitaste    a   otras  personas? 
 Invite (2SNG, PRET)    personal a  other  people (FEM, PL)? 
 “Did you invite other people?” 

 [Question #17 Current Study] 
“Others” (otras) describes what kind of people are to be invited, which means that personas 
(FEM) is the DO. The majority, eight participants, selected Answer A which omitted the DO 
pronoun: 

(33) David: Sí,   invité,    pero  todos    están ocupados. 
 Yes, invite (1SNG, PRET), but  all  are (3PL, PRES)  busy. 

 “Yes, I invited Ø, but they are all busy.” 
[Question #17, Answer A, Current Study] 

While eight participants decided to omit the DO pronoun in (33), seven chose the option 
including the indirect object les, and six chose the grammatically feminine las. 
 One last question I would like to discuss is the only question that used a definite article 
before the masculine direct object that rendered a strange majority response. Question 15 of the 
current study asked: 

(34) José: ¿Por  qué    menciona       el  autor   el  vidrio           vacío 
 For  what   mention (3SNG, PRES)    the author the glass (MASC, SG) empty 
 tantas veces? 
 so many times? 
 “Why does the author mention the empty glass so many times?” 

[Question# 15 Current Study]  
In this question, the direct object is the empty glass (el vidrio vacio), a grammatically masculine 
object with the correct definite article preceding. The majority response, however, seemed to 
represent something different: 
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(35) Ana: Creo          que    la              usó           para 
 Believe (1SNG, PRES)   that  it (DO, FEM, SNG) use (3SNG, PRET)  for    
 representar la vida triste y deprimida de la protagonista. 
 to represent the life sad and depressing of the protagonist. 
 “I believe that the author used it (FEM) to represent the protagonist’s sad and 
 depressing life” 

    [Question #15, Answer C, Current Study] 
Nine participants chose this feminine clitic pronoun option, while eight decided to use the 
grammatically masculine pronoun. I cannot think of an explanation for this occurrence since 
there is no visible pattern seen in these answer choices. Only four participants chose to omit the 
pronoun altogether. This is the only question in which a feminine DO pronoun is used in place of 
the masculine direct object for most participants. 

Now that several unexpected answer choices have been further examined and discussed, I 
want to look at bigger groups of questions and the responses that were generated. One of the 
main goals of this investigation was to determine whether a [±human] direct object played a 
large role in participants choosing a clitic pronoun. In this next section, I will present the findings 
for the questions containing a [±human] direct object and explore possible patterns that may 
appear.    
4.5 DO Pronoun Usage with [±human] Objects 
 This section will explore how direct object pronouns are used with [±human] objects.  
Choi (2000) states that a [±human] direct object may have some sort of impact on the direct 
object pronoun usage among the individuals that she tested. In order to see if any of the same 
tendencies are found among the Spanish-Quechua bilinguals participating in my survey, I 
originally made sure there were twenty [+human] and twenty [-human] questions in the survey 
with half of the questions including a definite article preceding the DO and half of them with no 
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article. After omitting three questions, seventeen questions had a [+human] DO while the other 
twenty remained [-human]. 
 For all the [+human] direct object questions, participants seemed to favor the use of a 
clitic pronoun even though there may not have been a definite article in the question. A majority 
of responses showed more participants selecting a DO pronoun, although there is one question 
that included a majority choosing the IO pronoun. This can be represented in the following table: 

Table 16. Questions with Human Direct Objects

For the nine questions of this category that did not include an article, the DO pronoun omission 
was the preferred answer choice four times, although clitic pronouns are still being used. Six of 
these times, clitic responses were chosen by the majority of participants. For the questions that 

Answers 
Question [±human] (DO) Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO

1 + M SG No 2 - 11 8 
9 + M SG No 14 - 1 6 

17 + F PL No - 6 8 7 
29 + F SG No - 12 2 7 
31 + M SG No 17 - 0 4 
33 + M SG No 13 - 2 6 
35 + F SG No - 19 2 0 
36 + M SG No 6 - 10 5 
39 + F PL No - 7 13 1 

3 + M SG Yes 7 - 2 12 
10 + F SG Yes - 13 5 3 
14 + M PL Yes 17 - 1 3 
23 + M SG Yes 12 - 2 7 
24 + F PL Yes - 18 1 2 
26 + F PL Yes - 16 2 3 
34 + M SG Yes 13 - 2 6 
40 + M PL Yes 14 - 2 5 



69 

did include the definite article, however, there was never a time where the pronoun-omitted 
choice was used most often. This seems to show that, although there are a few questions that 
show a correlation between omitted definite articles and omitted pronoun choices, a clitic 
pronoun that agreed with the gender of the DO was the majority choice selected 70% of the time. 
 For the questions that included a [-human] direct object, the results seem to show a 
preference for including a pronoun when there is a preceding definite article in the question, thus 
agreeing with Choi’s (2000) study. Eight of the ten questions that did not include a definite 
article produced a majority response to omit the pronoun in the answer. The summary of the 
questions including a [-human] DO is shown in Table 17: 

Answers 
Question [±human] 

Grammatical 
Gender Number Article 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO 

2 - F SG No 2 4 15 
4 - M PL No 12 4 5 
5 - M PL No 11 4 6 
7 - F SG No 7 3 11 

11 - F SG No 2 5 14 
18 - F SG No 6 4 11 
20 - F SG No 7 6 8 
22 - M SG No 11 5 5 
25 - M SG No 3 0 18 
30 - M SG No 4 4 13 

6 - F SG Yes 6 5 10 
8 - M SG Yes 15 1 5 

12 - M PL Yes 15 4 2 
15 - M SG Yes 8 9 4 
16 - F SG Yes 8 11 2 
19 - F SG Yes 1 17 3 
21 - M PL Yes 12 3 6 
27 - M SG Yes 17 0 4 
32 - F SG Yes 6 11 4 
37 - F PL Yes 3 14 4 

Table 17. Questions with Non-Human Direct Objects 



70 

Table 17 shows that out of all the [-human] questions, the Ø clitic answer choice was 
chosen as a majority answer only four times. It would seem that these [-human] questions 
resulted in the use of a clitic pronoun more often than omitting the pronoun. Of the ten [-human] 
direct objects that did not include a definite article, the omission of the DO pronoun was the 
majority choice seven times. For the ten questions with the definite article, 9 out of 10 resulted in 
participants favoring a clitic pronoun. Participants chose the DO pronoun that corresponded with 
the grammatical gender of the DO when the article was present, about 80% of the time. There are 
of course some exceptions, one being Question 6. This question has a semi-auxiliary verb “tener 
que” followed by an infinitive, thus having two verb forms: 

(36) Jacob:  ¿Crees              que    no   tengo              que    terminar    la 
 Believe (2SNG, PRES) that   no    have (1SNG, PRES) that     to finish   the 
 tarea para mañana? 
 homework (FEM, SG) for tomorrow? 
 “Do you believe that I don’t have to finish the homework for tomorrow?” 

Papá: No, Jacob, tienes                   que     encontrar     y  terminar. 
  No, Jacob, have (2SNG, PRES) that      to find       and  to finish. 
 “No, Jacob, you have to find Ø and finish Ø.” 

[Question #6, Answer B, Current Study] 
The majority of participants decided that omitting the pronoun would be the best option for this 
question, which is opposite of what was expected. This is perhaps caused by the two verbs 
present in the construction of tener que + infinitive. This is the only question with tener que + 
infinitive, so it is difficult to say if this type of verb affects the answers or not. The direct object, 
la tarea, is introduced with the definite article; however, the second-most favored answer choice 
is the one that included the masculine DO pronoun, which could be another example of using the 
general lo.  The difference in the participants choosing the masculine pronoun over the feminine 
pronoun is just one person, making it doubtful that the difference is significant. 



71 

  Again, this is just one question that does not seem to apply to square with previous 
investigations.  Throughout the survey, there are questions that seem to favor the use of the 
general lo, and an unexplained favoritism towards either omitting the DO pronoun or including it 
for certain speakers. Though the [-human] direct objects tend to be more correlated with the 
omission of the DO pronoun, the [+human] objects are found to favor DO pronoun usage 
regardless of grammatical gender and/or presence of the definite article. I will now present the 
findings according to the participants’ language background. Perhaps there is a pattern seen 
among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers that may play an important role in figuring out the 
DO pronoun usage in these questions. A closer look at the participants’ educational and 
historical background will help gain a better understanding of language patterns.    
4.6  Use of DO Pronouns by L1 Quechua and L1 Spanish Speakers 
 Of the twenty-one participants, eight are L1 Quechua speakers (including one who 
learned both Quechua and Spanish) who have spent an average of 10.3 years in a formal 
education. Almost all of the participants’ parents spoke Quechua, but one of the participant’s 
parents spoke both Spanish and Quechua, while one participant’s parents only spoke Spanish. I 
have summarized all the choices the L1 Quechua participants made in this survey. Because 
bilinguals grew up speaking this indigenous language, investigators researching Spanish-
Quechua bilinguals have found that making the switch from Quechua to Spanish is difficult due 
to the fact that Quechua is a language that does not have a grammatical gender. The natural 
default for speakers using pronouns is to use a grammatically masculine clitic, and I believe this 
finding has already been confirmed in the current study. Again, there are eighteen questions that 
include a DO with a definite article and nineteen that do not – one must assume that the 
responses should be split on whether they used the DO pronoun or not based on previous 
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researchers’ investigations. However, looking at these eight participants, we see that this is not 
the case: 

There are a few unexpected observations found in this table, one of which involves Participant 1. 
Though he has ten years of a formal education, there seems to be a favoritism of the lo pronoun 
over omitting the DO pronoun used in his responses. One of the uses that may be considered as a 
case of using the general lo comes from Question 16 when a mother asks if Marcos bought a 
bracelet for Carmen: 

(37) Mamá: ¿Compró       la    pulsera también? 
  Buy (3SNG, PRET) the  bracelet (FEM, SNG) also? 
 “Did he buy the bracelet, too?” 

Carmen: Lo            compré                   el    verano    pasado   en   Lima 
  It (DO, MASC, SNG) buy (1SNG, PRET) the  summer  past        in    Lima. 
 “I bought it last summer in Lima.” 

[Question #16, Answer B, Current Study] 
Even though pulsera has a definite feminine article and the object itself is feminine, Participant 1 
chose the option that included the masculine DO pronoun. This is just one example of the many 
times Participant 1 chose this option; as shown by Table 18 this was selected 64.9% of the time 

Number of years 
spent in school 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO le/les 

Participant 1 10 64.9% 27.0% 2.7% 5.4%
Participant 2 14 5.4% 13.5% 64.9% 16.2%
Participant 3 4 32.4% 18.9% 37.8% 10.8%
Participant 4 17 45.9% 31.6% 32.4% 0.0%
Participant 5 9 40.5% 18.9% 18.9% 21.6%
Participant 6 11 24.3% 13.5% 29.7% 32.4%
Participant 7 11 27.0% 13.5% 56.8% 2.7%
Participant 8 7 16.2% 24.3% 29.7% 29.7%

Averages 10 32.1% 20.2% 34.1% 14.9%
Table 18. L1 Quechua Speakers’ Answer Choices 
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throughout the survey. Participant 2, on the other hand, seems to favor omitting the pronoun 
instead. Omitting it 64.9% of the time, he used the IO pronoun le most of the time when the 
object was [+human]. However, there are one or two occasions where, even if the DO was 
[+human], he omitted the pronoun, as in Question 23: 

(38) Mamá: ¿Por qué  pateaste   al  niño? 
 For what  kick (2SNG, PRET) to the  boy (MAS, SG)? 
 “Why did you kick the boy?” 

Rosa: Pateé    porque    es            malo   y     me 
 Kick (1SNG, PRET) because  is (3SNG, PRES) bad    and  myself (REF) 
 quitó  los lápices. 

 take (3SNG, PRET) the pencils.  
  “I kicked (him) because he is bad and he took the pencils from me.” 

[Question #23, Answer B, Current Study] 
Question 23 includes a definite article in front of the DO since the action happened to a specific 
boy, yet Participant 2 chose to omit the DO pronoun that would show that Rosa kicked him. 

Aside from Participants 1 and 2, most of the L1 Quechua speakers seemed to use a 
pronoun of some sort a majority of the time, including the IO pronoun. Though it should not 
have been used at all since all questions included a direct object, Participants 6 and 8 used it 
often within the survey. Participant 7 was the only one of this group who omitted the DO 
pronoun about half the time, used a DO pronoun about 40% of the time, and only used the IO 
pronoun 7.5% of the time. 
 What can be seen from Table 18 is the speakers' preferences when responding to a 
question that may/may not include a definite article for a DO. Almost all of the speakers used all 
the pronoun options at least once, and some seem to favor one pronoun (or in Participant 2's 
case, a pronoun omission) than another. What I find most interesting about this group is that no 
one has a larger percentage of using the feminine DO pronoun more than the masculine, the IO, 
or omitting it. Klee (1989) did say that the feminine clitic pronouns la/las are the last acquired 
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among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers, and this data appears to justify this. The la pronoun 
is meant to be used within the survey; however, not very many participants - at least from this 
group - used it as frequently as the other pronouns. 

Now that we have looked at the overall pronoun use of the L1 Quechua speakers, we can 
now look at the L1 Spanish speakers' pronoun usage. Table 13 shows a summary of the L1 
Spanish speakers' usage of the DO and IO pronouns:  

Number of years 
spent in school 

Masculine 
lo/los 

Feminine 
la/las 

Omitted 
DO IO le/les 

Participant 1 11 45.9% 29.7% 18.9% 5.4%
Participant 2 11 51.4% 35.1% 5.4% 8.1%
Participant 3 11 24.3% 21.6% 54.1% 0.0%
Participant 4 17 37.8% 24.3% 24.3% 13.5%
Participant 5 17 29.7% 43.2% 16.2% 10.8%
Participant 6 16 27.0% 43.2% 18.9% 10.8%
Participant 7 14 27.0% 32.4% 27.0% 13.5%
Participant 8 10 48.7% 27.0% 24.3% 0.0%
Participant 9 11 27.0% 24.3% 37.8% 10.8%

Participant 10 4 40.5% 32.4% 24.3% 2.7%
Participant 11 11 46.0% 43.2% 8.1% 2.7%
Participant 12 11 37.8% 24.3% 27.0% 10.8%
Participant 13 12 37.8% 27.0% 24.3% 10.8%

Averages 12 37.0% 31.4% 23.9% 7.7%

As in Table 18 with the L1 Quechua speakers, the L1 Spanish speakers represented in Table 19 
show several participants who favor the use of a DO pronoun in general, specifically Participant 
2. This participant seems to use lo/los as a general pronoun (using it 51.4% of the time), while
only omitting the DO pronoun twice in the whole survey. A similar tendency is seen with 
Participant 3, yet he never used the IO pronoun and appeared to favor the omission of the DO 

Table 19. L1 Spanish Speakers' Answer Choices 
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pronoun. This participant has percentages close to the most expected results. Both masculine and 
feminine DO pronouns are used about the same amount of time, while the DO is omitted about 
half of the time, and the IO was never used. Initially there were twenty questions that included a 
definite article preceding the DO and twenty that did not; masculine and feminine objects were 
split up evenly between both of these types of these sentences. If the results of this study were to 
produce similar results to Choi's (2000) study, then the DO pronoun would be omitted about 
51% of the time from the participants' answers since there were nineteen out of thirty-seven 
questions that did not include a definite article with the DO. That means that for the questions 
including the definite article with a grammatically masculine DO (ten questions total), DO 
pronoun inclusion would have occurred about 27% of the time. For the grammatically feminine 
DOs including the article in the question (eight questions), DO pronoun inclusion would have 
happened around 22% of the time. Of the three questions that were omitted after collecting data, 
all three included a grammatically [+human] DO, two of which included a definite article in the 
question and one that did not. Although three questions including [+human] masculine direct 
objects were taken out of the survey, it is still interesting to see Participant 3’s results showing 
similar statistics to what was originally expected. 
 Tables 18 and 19 show that these twenty-one participants favor the usage of the DO 
pronoun, using it 37.0% altogether. While L1 Spanish speakers may favor this pronoun the most, 
the L1 Quechua speakers tend to use zero clitics a little more frequently than using the masculine 
DO pronoun. Interestingly, the L1 Quechua speakers used le/les as an answer choice just a little 
more often than they did the la/las pronouns. This is most likely a prime example of Quechua 
bilinguals acquiring the le/les pronouns before the la/las pronouns when learning Spanish. The 
L1 Spanish group favors the masculine DO pronoun overall, followed by the use of the feminine 
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DO pronoun. As a whole, the speakers tend to favor the inclusion of a clitic pronoun in general; 
including the use of the IO pronoun with the remaining [+human] direct objects, L1 Spanish 
speakers included a pronoun in their answer 76.1% of the time, as compared to omitting it 
23.9%. 

Having broken down the questions and participants into variables and L1 respectively, it 
is interesting to note the trends that are seen. L1 Spanish and L1 Quechua speakers tend to use 
different clitic pronouns: the survey questions show that, overall, clitics are predominantly used 
among bilinguals. While the le/les options are seen among answer choices, participants accepted 
this type of answer and used it in the [+human] questions.  
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 

The results of the current study provided some interesting insights concerning the use of 
clitic pronouns among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers in Peru. The findings of this study  
made it clear that most bilingual participants exhibit certain patterns of preference with clitics. 
For example L1 Spanish speakers tend to use the clitics more often than omitting them. Initially, 
I expected the bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers to share the same pronoun usage tendencies 
as the Spanish-Guaraní speakers that Choi (2000) investigated, but there were some surprises 
that gave the current study more depth and even provided a starting point for further 
investigations. 
 As seen in Chapter IV, participants in general seemed to prefer to use a clitic pronoun 
when answering a question whose direct object (DO) was accompanied by a definite article. The 
type of clitic chosen, however, depends on whether the direct objects that the clitics are referring 
to are [+human] or [-human]. The presence of the definite article with the DO appeared to have 
an influence on the participants’ choosing of a clitic, similar to what other investigations have 
found. Questions that included a [-human] DO showed a correlation between grammatical 
gender of the DO and the pronoun used. Although one exception is seen when talking about the 
human body and the verb tener, the participants were able to use the grammatically correct 
gendered pronoun with the DO overall. The general clitic lo was overused on occasion by a few 
participants, but not often enough to affect the results. It seems that, instead of using the general 
lo, the participants, especially L1 Quechua speakers, were more inclined to omit the pronoun. 

Looking at the questions with a [+human] DO, it is interesting to see that the indirect 
object pronoun was only the majority choice once for all thirty-seven questions. The indirect 
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object pronoun is seen often with [+human] objects and contributes to the frequent use of a clitic 
with [+human] direct objects. Before passing out the survey, I expected more participants to use 
the le/les option since Paredes (2001) included the leísmo as a tendency seen among bilingual 
Spanish-Quechua speakers. However, this was not the case for this group of participants. Both 
L1 Spanish and L1 Quechua groups used the IO vary rarely, showing that there may not be a 
strong leísmo influence in this particular group. Though pronoun usage among [±human] objects 
seems to vary between the individual participants and the L1 Spanish/ L1 Quechua speakers 
individually, it is interesting to see the majority of participants choosing the correct DO pronoun 
first, followed by answers being split among the different types of clitic pronouns.  
 The most interesting part of this investigation is the difference in the L1 Quechua and L1 
Spanish speakers. Though there were more L1 Spanish speakers than L1 Quechua speakers, both 
groups exhibited their own pronoun usage tendencies in this survey. Among the L1 Quechua 
speakers, there is a higher percentage of participants omitting the DO pronoun (34.1% of all their 
answers). However, the masculine DO pronoun was used almost as much by this same group 
about 32.1% of the time. One or two participants from this specific group may have skewed the 
results since they chose one option more than another. Participant 1 included the masculine DO 
pronoun in 64.9% of his answers while Participant 2 omitted the pronoun in 64.9% of theirs. It is 
clear that L1 Quechua speakers, a majority of the time, either favor the masculine DO pronoun or 
drop it entirely. Rarely is there a large use of the feminine DO pronoun, and only twice did I see 
a participant favor the IO pronoun over all other options. This can most likely be explained by 
the fact that the Quechua language does not have grammatical gender and that most bilinguals 
acquire the feminine pronouns only after the masculine and indirect object pronouns. Since they 
tend to learn and use the masculine pronoun more frequently, it makes sense that there are not as 
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many times the la/las and le/les pronouns are used. These participants have an average of 10 
years in school as a group, so they have been exposed to some level to pronouns, but not all of 
them. This preference for omitting the DO pronoun does not necessarily dominate the 
participants’ answer choices, but it is just above their usage of the grammatically masculine 
lo/los options. For native Quechua speakers who are not as familiar with the Spanish rules and 
pronouns, omitting the pronoun is most likely going to be their first choice. While this is 
certainly not the case for every speaker, it is the case for the group overall.  
 The L1 Spanish speakers seem to exhibit a different tendency altogether. According to 
the data, these speakers prefer the use of the grammatically masculine DO pronoun more than 
any other option. With 37.0% of all their answers resulting in using lo/los, it indicates there is a 
strong tendency to use the general lo in the part of Peru, which could support Paredes’ (2001) 
research. Paredes stated in her investigation that the use of the general lo was a common 
tendency among bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers, but I was expecting to see this more often 
in the L1 Quechua group than in the L1 Spanish group. My initial thought was that, since the L1 
Quechua speakers would be the ones having to learn the grammatical gender and pronouns, there 
would be more of a tendency for them to resort to lo when answering the questions. However, 
this is not the case. While there are some participants among the L1 Quechua speakers who use a 
general lo, the tendency appears to be stronger among the native Spanish speakers. The L1 
Spanish group also had a lower number of times they used the IO pronoun option, which came 
out as expected since they learned Spanish first and have spent a larger number of years in 
school as a whole. They are more familiar with the IO pronoun usage and the rules that come 
with having an indirect object, so this result came as no surprise.    
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 Overall, the current study appears to support Choi’s (2000) investigation in that the 
omission of the DO pronoun was considered grammatically correct among Spanish-Quechua 
bilinguals and is often seen when a question presents the object without a definite article. In 
addition to this finding, this research also supports Paredes’ (2001) investigation explaining the 
bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers’ tendency to use the general lo when being faced with the 
option to use a clitic pronoun, although it was mostly seen in L1 Spanish speakers’ responses. 
When the questions have a definite article introducing the direct object, the participants used a 
clitic pronoun more often. Another interesting result was that for plural masculine and feminine 
objects, participants used a clitic pronoun regardless of the article being present of not. This was 
fairly interesting, as grammatical number was not initially an important factor for this survey.   
 Though this survey did test the use of the clitic pronoun among bilingual Spanish-
Quechua speakers, there were several limitations. First of all, a written survey can produce much 
different results than an oral survey or simply observing one’s speech. With a written survey, 
participants are given time to think about an answer. Although the directions stated to list the 
answer they would most likely say, I would imagine some participants felt a need to “be correct” 
or choose an answer that they may not have normally chosen for the sake of sounding correct. 
This comes naturally when being presented with a test or questionnaire; there may be a form of 
unintentional pressure put on the participant to give the “correct answer.” This could have been 
avoided if there had been a recorded conversation or even an oral survey. Another limitation was 
getting all of the results to begin with. Even though Cuzco is a tourist city with Internet access, 
not everyone has a readily available Internet connection at home. Some of these participants live 
just outside the city in the villages and would not have been able to take the survey had I not 
been there to distribute them. Additionally, the survey answers remained anonymous. Anonymity 
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is a good tool to have, but on the other hand following up with some of the participants would 
have been ideal. If one speaker was observed omitting the DO pronoun more than including it, it 
would have been helpful to see why the speaker has that tendency. Lastly, this survey tests a 
group of people at a single point in time. Had it been a series of smaller surveys over a period of 
months or even years, it would have interesting to see any changes or new tendencies observed. 
With the limit of time finishing this investigation, a longer, more extensive study was not an 
option. 
 As a whole, there were expected and unexpected results seen within these participants’ 
answers. Questions that included a [+human] DO and a preceding definite article produced more 
answers with a clitic pronoun. The IO pronoun was observed very little overall, yet it is seen as a 
common answer among the L1 Spanish-speaking participants. The L1 Quechua speakers as a 
group favored omitting the pronoun altogether, while the L1 Spanish speakers favored the use of 
the clitic pronoun over omission. With fewer plural direct objects in the survey, it is difficult to 
say if grammatical number played a huge role in these answer choices. Most of the plural direct 
objects resulted in a clitic used in the answers, but there were fewer plural objects than there 
were singular objects. There were no major correlations found with verb tenses. Verbs may have 
played some sort of role since there were unexpected results with tener when used with the 
human body and auxiliary verbs and with invitar, yet not enough in this current study to make a 
solid conclusion. Future research may need to include compound verbs and other auxiliary verbs 
in order to see if there is some correlation with clitic pronoun usage. Another future study could 
include testing subject for a longer period of time and following up with their responses. This 
could help gain insight to bilingual Spanish-Quechua speakers’ way of thinking about pronouns 
and might be able to track any trends that are seen the more they use Spanish and/or Quechua. 
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Further studies on how Spanish-Quechua bilinguals use the clitic pronouns and the influence of 
the definite article may be able to show how the Quechua language still affects the Spanish 
language in South America while showing any language trends that may be occurring. This will 
help researchers better understand South American Spanish dialects while also showing any 
trends that may be considered the new “norm.”  
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