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1. Introduction

The city of Lima, Peru was completely transformed in the 20™ century by the so-called “invasion”
of migrants from the provinces. As a result of migration, Lima grew from a city of 645,000 inhabitants
in 1940 to 6.5 million residents by the early 1990s. For native Limefios, who conceived of Lima as the
seat of the former Spanish viceroyalty and Creole culture, the massive influx of migrants resulted in an
“ethnic, social, cultural, and economic” confrontation (Golte and Adams 1987: 19). The majority of
migrants came from rural provinces where indigenous languages, primarily Quechua, are spoken. The
reaction of many Limefios to the new immigrants was not a positive one; they viewed the newcomers
as socially inferior “invaders” who had taken over Lima, implanting poverty and ugliness (Golte and
Adams 1987: 19). However, as Golte and Adams point out, in reality a new type of city was created,
one in which new forms of production, both economic and cultural, were developed and in which the
principal actors were migrants.

Linguistically, the massive migration is especially interesting given the situation of language
contact in Peru. In 1940 when the “invasions” began, over half of the population of Peru spoke an
indigenous language. However, by the beginning of the 1980's only one-fourth of the population had
some proficiency in one of these languages. It has been estimated that by 1989 approximately 60% of
those who spoke indigenous languages in Peru also spoke Spanish (Escobar 2000: 30). Thus, there has
been fairly rapid language shift in Peru over the past 60 years. As a result, migration from the Andean
region has brought Andean Spanish, a variety that has been influenced by Quechua, into direct contact
with coastal Limefio Spanish.

Given the fact that the majority of the population of Lima now comprises migrants and their
offspring, several Peruvian linguists have described the possible impact of dialect contact on
traditional Limefio Spanish. Rivarola (1990: 171), for example, has stated: “[...] la variedad costefia
estandar de tipo tradicional ha dejado de tener, en mi percepcién, fuerza normativa irradiadora y
absorbente. [...S]e da ahora en la costa la presencia de fenémenos ajenos a los patrones tradicionales de
esta zona, fenémenos que ejercen presion sobre ellos y que creo pueden terminar modificandolos o
sustituyéndolos.” Cerron-Palomino (1995: 176) has characterized this process in even more radical
terms: “el castellano andino [...] ante el desborde popular y la recomposicién de las urbes, va
arrinconando al castellano académico-normativo peruano, en franco proceso de retirada.”

In this chapter we will describe a pilot study conducted in Lima in which we examine some
features of the clitic system of Andean migrants, their adult children, and native Limefios to determine
whether certain characteristics of Andean Spanish, particularly leismo (i.e., the use of le(s) as an
accusative), loismo (i.e., the use of lo(s) as a dative), and the use of the archmorpheme lo, are
spreading to Limefio Spanish.

2. Characteristics of Andean Spanish

Features of Andean Spanish that distinguish it from the coastal variety spoken in Lima include
object/verb word order, lack of number and gender agreement, the use of the archmorpheme lo for
direct object pronouns, duplication of direct objects, loismo and leismo. Some of these features, such
as lack of number and gender agreement, are very common in the interlanguage of Quechua speakers,
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but their frequency diminishes in the speech of more proficient Spanish speakers. Other characteristics
of Andean Spanish, particularly the use of the archmorpheme lo and leismo, occur even in the speech
of monolingual Spanish speakers from the Andean region (Caravedo 1999; Klee 1990, 1996; Rivarola
1990; Valdez Salas 2002)

In a study of bilingual and monolingual Spanish speakers in the Peruvian Andes as well as
monolingual speakers of Spanish in Cajamarca, where Quechua has not been spoken for well over 100
years, Caravedo (1999) found in a corpus comprising 19 informants that leismo was used by bilingual
speakers approximately 15% of the time, and was used by monolingual Spanish speakers in the Andes
30% of the time. In Cajamarca leismo was found in 19% of the occurrences of the direct object clitic.
As is apparent in these results, leismo is found even more frequently in the speech of monolingual
Spanish speakers in these two areas than in the speech of Quechua-Spanish bilinguals. Caravedo also
found that loismo is used by both monolingual and bilingual speakers but the total occurrence of
loismo in her study was less than 6%.

In a recent study of the Andean Spanish spoken in Cajamarca, Valdez Salas (2002) also found a
trend toward leismo (i.e. in 15% of her sample) primarily in speakers under age forty who were from
urban areas. She discovered that individuals with secondary education were more inclined to use
leismo than those with only primary education and interprets this as a move toward leismo as the
prestigious norm. She notes that because gender and number pose difficulties for speakers of Andean
Spanish, the use of le for the direct object may provide a way for speakers to avoid this problem.* Her
finding that feminine leismo occurs to a much higher degree than in Madrid lends support to this
hypothesis.” Godenzzi (1991) also found evidence of lefsmo in Punefio Spanish, but attributes it to
speakers originally from Puno with no distinction according to social class or level of education.

In his analysis of so-called leismo in contemporary Spanish American educated speech, DeMello
(2002) argues that leismo does not form part of the syntax of non-contact Spanish American Spanish,
including that of Lima. While this may be true of “traditional” Limefio Spanish, leismo has been noted
in the speech of migrants to Lima (cf. Paredes 1996). Paredes (1996) analyzed the clitic systems used
by Quechua-speakers of varying proficiency levels in Spanish who resided in Lima, and found that the
tendency to use le to mark a direct object was fairly comparable among the four proficiency groups
that she examined: 16% for the high proficiency group; 13% for the middle proficiency group; 18% for
the low proficient group and 15% for the very low proficiency group. She interpreted this as indicating
a tendency toward leismo which, she states, “seems to be accepted by all groups” (p. 136). She also
notes that the preference of le to mark direct objects is associated with the animacy of the object
referent.

A number of studies have examined the use of the archmorpheme lo to mark the third person
direct object (i.e., neutralization of number and gender). Klee (1990, 1996), for example, examined the
clitic pronoun system of speakers in Calca, Peru, a district capital near Cuzco. She found that the use
of the archmorpheme lo occurred in all social groups, even in the speech of the regional elite. The
plural direct object pronoun los was found in less than 50% of the expected occurrences even in the
speech of professionals. The pronouns la and las occurred only slightly more than 10% of the time and
were generally replaced with the pronouns lo and sometimes los (126/238 = 53%). Other scholars
(Cerrén-Palomino 2003, A. Escobar 1978; A.M. Escobar 1988, 2000; Godenzzi 1991, Lozano 1975,
Pozzi-Escot 1973) have also described this phenomenon in Andean Spanish.

Caravedo (1996) has hypothesized that some non-stigmatized features of Andean Spanish have
begun to transfer to Limefio Spanish as a result of symmetrical relationships between speakers of
Andean Spanish and coastal Spanish speakers who are at the lower levels of the social spectrum. From
there, the features may extend to other social levels. Other features of Andean Spanish, particularly
stigmatized ones such as assibilated /r/, are likely to be replaced in the speech of migrants with variants
that are found in coastal Spanish or with variants that are more acceptable to speakers of Limefio
Spanish (cf. Paredes 1992).

3. Methodology

To test these hypotheses, we conducted 108 sociolinguistic interviews in Lima in 1999-2000 with
the help of several fieldworkers.® The interviews were conducted in several shanty towns inhabited by
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Andean migrants, and participants included both first generation migrants as well as adults who had
been born in Lima but whose parents had migrated from the Andean region. In addition, we conducted
interviews in poor, but “traditional” (i.e., non-migrant) neighborhoods in Lima. The individuals in
those neighborhoods and their parents were born in Lima and the consultants had resided there all their
lives.

We have analyzed a subset of data representing the speech of 15 speakers, including speakers of
Andean Spanish as well as native Limefios. (See Table 1 for a description of their characteristics.) The
analysis centered on phonological and morphological features that are characteristic of the Andean
variety of Spanish and represent the most fundamental differences between the Andean and Limefio
dialects. The linguistic variables were quantified and, when appropriate, Varbrul analyses were
conducted to determine in what linguistic environments features of Andean Spanish are maintained
and to identify correlations between linguistic variables and social variables. As mentioned earlier, the
analysis described here focuses on certain characteristics of the clitic pronoun systems used by
migrants and the children of migrants, as well as by the native Limefios in our sample.

Table 1. Characteristics of Speakers for Pilot Study

Speaker |Gener- | Family Neighborhood |Sex [1*Ing Education | Occupation
ation Back-
in ground
Lima
BAG 1 Andean Shantytown M Quechua |Some Retired
primary
UGT 1 Andean Shantytown M Quechua |Primary Retired
market
vendor
BFT 2 Andean Shantytown M [Spanish Secondary |[Military
OFA 1 Andean Shantytown F Quechua [Some Unemployed
primary
10JG 1 Andean Shantytown M Quechua |Some Building
primary  [caretaker
11BI 1 Andean Shantytown F Quechua  [Primary Unemployed
12BM 1 Andean Shantytown M Quechua |Some Unemployed
primary
13CC 2 Andean Shantytown F Spanish Some Unemployed
secondary
14EF 2 Andean Shantytown M [Spanish Some Unemployed
secondary
15JF 2 Andean Shantytown F ISpanish Secondary [Unemployed
16L.S 2 Andean Shantytown F ISpanish Some Factory
college worker
17MC Non- NonAndean | Established F ISpanish Some Nurses’
migrant Neighborhood college assistant
18JN Non- NonAndean | Established F ISpanish Secondary [Unemployed
migrant neighborhood
19JE Non- NonAndean | Established M [Spanish Secondary [Unemployed
migrant neighborhood
P0JT Non- NonAndean | Established M [Spanish Secondary [Security
migrant neighborhood guard
4. Analysis
4.1 Leismo

In our pilot study the overall rate of leismo was 15% (i.e. 104 tokens of leismo out of a total of
693), which corresponds with Paredes’s (1996) findings. However, her data was exclusively from
Quechua-Spanish bilinguals. While our first-generation speakers were all Quechua-Spanish bilinguals,
our study also included second-generation speakers, none of whom spoke Quechua, as well as
monolingual speakers of coastal Spanish. Although the overall rate of leismo was 15%, individual
speakers show large differences as shown in Table 2 below.* The analysis showed that most favorable
to non-standard object pronouns were speakers 11, 16, 15, 4, and 9 (in that order). First generation
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migrants tend to have higher rates of non-standard variants, although many second generation
migrants, such as speakers 15 and 16, but also speakers 13 and 14 have relatively high rates of non-
standard usage. The native Limefios tend to use non-standard variants rarely, ranging from 3% to 7%.

Table 2. Leismo

Speaker | No.of cases | %
MIGRANTS
3AG 6/40 15%
4GT 5/25 20%
9FA 6/31 19%
10JG 3/22 14%
11BI 17/44 39%
12BM 4127 15%
Total 41/189 22%
CHILDREN OF MIGRANTS
8FT 0/44 0%
13CC 9/75 12%
14EF 5/30 18%
15JF 16/57 28%
16LS 24162 39%
Total 54/268 20%
LIMENOS
17MC 3/78 4%
18IN 2[72 3%
19JE 1/15 7%
20JT 3/71 4%
Total 9/236 4%
Total for all

speakers 104/693 15%

Clitic choice for the third person object can be conditioned by features of the object referent (e.g.
information status, definiteness of the NP referent, animacy, specificity of the object referent) and the
interaction of pragmatic strategies (cf: Garcia and Otheguy 1977, 1983; Klein 2000). We will examine
these aspects as our analysis continues; however, for now we focus on the use of leismo with
[+human], [+animate, - human], and [-animate] direct objects.

Leismo occurs primarily when the direct object is a human male, as can been seen in Table 3 and
in examples (1) — (6) below.

Table 3. Leismo and Animacy

Human Animate Inanimate Inanimate | Total leismo with
[-Human] w/ llamar inanimate
M F M F M F
Migrants | 24/41 8/41 0/41 | 0/41 | 3/41 | 1/41 | 5/41 (12%) 9/41 (22%)
(59%) | (20%) | (0%) | (0%) | (7%) | (2%)
Children | 41/54 7/54 0/54 | 0/54 | 1/54 | 1/54 | 4/54 (7%) 6/54 (11%)
] of (76%) | (13%) | (0%) | (0%) | (2%) | (2%)
Migrants
Limefos 7/9 2/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 (0%) 0/9 (0%)
(78%) | (22%) | (0%) | (0%) | (0%) | (0%)
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Migrants

(1) yo le dije a la hi, sefiora, a su hija le dije que me habia encontrado con una prima y me dijo, ah, que
bueno, asi puedes salir, pa’ que no te estés aburriéndote me dijo, dile que venga, quiero hablar con ella
me dijo, le llevé, uy la mama se privo dijo qué tiene que ver, aca no hay familia [...] (9FA: 7)

(2) como es el Unico mi nietecito que tengo, ya pues, le quiero bastante. (11BI: 10)
Children of Migrants

(3) Por ejemplo, mi mama se enterd que €l tenia otra y le agarré y le ... dijo pues ;cdmo es posible?
(13Cc: 1)

(4) a veces cuando hay cumplearios de cada chica le sa, le sacan a almorzar (16LS: 5)
Limefios

(5) incluso la mujercita también, que se enamoro, también me dijo y, pero no, no mas alla que la, le he
limitado, ¢no? (17MC: 6)

(6) Ya hay problemas, que quiere sacarlo [al hijo del colegio], mucho problema, mucho problema, y
en realidad yo estaba ahi ahi luchando, pero asi, él lo quiere sacar que lo saque, yo dije ya, espera
Julio, que no falta nada, faltan dos meses, espera Julio, sacale y ponlo donde tu quieres. (18JN: 7).

In examples (5) and (6) which come from Limefios there is vacillation. The speaker in example (5)
first provides the correct form of the pronoun, which refers to her daughter, but immediately changes
to le. In example (6) the speaker begins by explaining that her husband wants to take her son out of his
school, using the expected form lo: “que quiere sacarlo” but later when quoting herself, she uses the
form “sacale.” This vacillation was not found in the speech samples of migrants and their children.

As can be seen in Table 3, native Limefios in this sample only used leismo with human direct
objects, never with inanimate objects. However, both migrants and their children use le on occasion
with inanimate direct objects, as in examples (7) — (10).

Migrants

(7) ella estaba estudiando, estaba estudiando administracion, pero, de ahi conocio, ya pues, le dejo el
estudio® y ahi vino el hijo, ya pues, se quedé en nada (11BI: 8)

(8) Porque nuestra idioma [xxx] alla es pues la madre del idioma. Ah .. claro, posiblemente los de aca
en Lima también podemos decir, pero también tiene sus fallos, ;no? Bah... no sé como le llaman eso..
(12BM: 13)

Children of Migrants
(9) antes nosotros a veces nos ibamos de paseo a un sitio que le llamabamos la Grama (15JF: 5)

(10) Pero cuando te dicen en quechua, ay como yo no ... los que le entienden, se amarran y lo
regresan ... pero yo que no lo entiendo, estoy tranquila, ahi bailando. (13CC: 13)

The children of migrants use leismo to a lesser degree with inanimate direct objects than the migrants
themselves (11% vs. 22% respectively). Both groups frequently use le with the verb llamar, as in
examples (8) and (9). There is only one example of llamar used in this context with a direct object
pronoun, which lacks gender agreement: “Porque ya uno lo llama casa, casa cuando es una casa ya
totalmente construido” (BM, pg. 8). The use of le instead of a direct object pronoun appears to be
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generalized among the migrants and children of migrants when the verb llamar is conjugated and used
transitively with the meaning “ to name.”

The children of migrants in this study maintain leismo at rate equivalent to their parents (20% vs.
22% respectively). They use leismo primarily when referring to male human direct objects at a rate
similar to that of Limefios (76% vs. 78% respectively). Unlike Limefios, they sometimes use leismo
with inanimate direct objects, but the rate at which they do so is less than that of the first-generation
migrants (11% vs. 22%). The Limefios in the pilot study never used leismo in this context. In addition,
the occurrence of leismo among Limefios is very limited (i.e. 4% of the sample). Leismo seems to be
one feature of Andean Spanish that is brought to Lima by migrants and is being passed on to their
children.

4.2 Loismo

Because loismo is an important characteristic of the clitic system of Andean Spanish, we analyzed
this phenomenon in our sample. As seen in Table 4, there is very little loismo, even in the speech of

Table 4. Loismo

Speaker No. of %
cases
MIGRANTS
3AG 0/56 0%
4GT 0/11 0%
9FA 2/69 3%
10JG 1/13 8%
11BI 1/21 5%
12BM 0/4 0%
Total 4/174 2%

CHILDREN OF MIGRANTS

8FT 0/17 0%
13CC 0/60 0%
14EF 0/22 0%
15JF 0/73 0%
16LS 0/66 0%
Total 0/238 0%
LIMENOS
17MC 0/33 0%
18IN 0/27 0%
19JE 1/34 3%
20JT 0/99 0%
Total 1/193 1%

first generation migrants. It occurs in the speech of only three of the migrants and even in their speech
its frequency is quite low, between 3% and 8%. No examples of loismo were found in the speech of
children of migrants and only one token was found in the speech of Limefios, as is seen in example
(12).

(11) por el papa pues, yo (quiero) que su papa lo escuche, lo grita lo, (...) sea rebelde, asi como,
(mm), gritan (a mi) en su casa, también gritara alla, y que no hara alla, pero yo no pensé que estaba
tan bajo en conducta, (18JN: 13)
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Because loismo occurs so infrequently in the speech of the migrants in this sample, it is not a
phenomenon that is transmitted to the next generation. It also occurs very rarely in the speech of
traditional Limefios.

4.3 The Use of the Archmorpheme lo

In areas where Andean Spanish is spoken the use of the archmorpheme lo in place of the direct
object pronouns la, las, and los is frequent. For this reason, we examined its use among the
participants in the pilot study. As can be seen in Table 5, the migrants tend to use singular lo in plural
contexts. In addition, they use the pronoun lo, and sometimes los, for feminine direct object pronouns
the vast majority of the time. The children of migrants also neutralize number and gender distinctions,
but do so to a lesser degree than first generation migrants. In our sample, the rate of neutralization of
the plural by children of migrants was 57% compared to 64% by first generation migrants. This
compares to a rate of 22% by Limefios.

Table 5. Archmorpheme lo

Speaker No.of % | No. of %

cases of cases of

lo for lo(s) for

plural feminine

MIGRANTS
3AG 1/3 33% 6/7 | 86%
4GT 212 100% 5/5 [100%
9FA 3/6 50% 5/5 [100%
10JG 6/7 86% 4/6 | 67%
11BlI 5/8 62% 5/6 | 83%
12BM 1/2 50% 6/12 | 50%
Total 18/28 64% 31/41 | 76%
CHILDREN OF MIGRANTS
8FT 9/17 53% 0/3 | 0%
13CC 1/4 25% 3/14 | 21%
14EF 3/4 75% 2/4 | 50%
15JF 0/0 -% 524 | 21%
16LS 3/3 100% 1/8 | 12%
Total 16/28 | 57% 11/53 | 21%
LIMENOS

17MC 2/9 22% 0/26 | 0%
18JN 1/3 33% 0/8 | 0%
19JE 1/2 50% 16 | 17%
20JT 0/4 0% 0/23 | 0%
Total 4/18 22% 1/63 | 2%

In regards to the neutralization of feminine direct object pronouns, the migrants rate is quite high
at 76%. They tend to have a partial clitic system (as defined by Garcia and Otheguy 1983); that is, one
that includes case but not gender, as in examples (12) and (13):

(12) [...] no solamente aca en todas partes hay, las malcriadeces de los muchachos, lo pintan la calle,
lo ponen la piedra pa’ jugar® (3AG: 33)
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(13) [hablando de su esposa] Si, claro, que lo ayudaba yo todo, porque, desde que se operé de la
cadera, cuando se oper6 de la cadera estaba como dos afios en cama, y yo lo atendia a su, su gente,
de-pués de ahi (4GT: 28)

The children of migrants have more complex clitic systems, which seem to be a combination of
first-generation migrants’ partial system and the Limefios full system in which there are clear
distinctions between case, number, and gender. Some speakers, such as 16LS or 8FT, have systems
that approximate that of Limefios. The following are examples from speaker 16LS who has the highest
incidence of leismo among second-generation speakers:

(14) desde acé estoy ya estoy un afio y ya las veo pues a mis amigas (16LS: 8)
(15) siempre constantemente voy a verlas a mis primas’ (16LS: 14)

Other children of migrants seem to vacillate between the first-generation migrants’ partial system and
the Limefios’ full clitic system, as in examples (16) and (17) from speaker 13CC below:

(16) mi suegro también ... se busco otra y se fue a vivir con otra. Mi suegra se murié y ahi mismo se
caso él con otra. [...] Entonces ya la casa lo dejo. Entonces, como no estaba tan construida, asi era de
. medio construir, entonces lo repartié pa’ sus cinco hijos. (13CC: 10)

(17) mi padrastro dijo que mejor mi mama se fuera a vivir, esto en Vifiedo, por Surco; él se la llevd ahi
... y la casa de mi mama que esté en Villa Maria, la dejo ... (13CC: 3)

Whether this hybrid system will be passed on to future generations or whether future generations adopt
the system used by Limefios remains to be seen.

5. Conclusions

Overall, our study confirms previous research on leismo as a variable that occurs in Andean
Spanish and is brought to Lima by migrants from the sierra. Unlike other phenomena such as vocalic
alternations or assibilated /r/, leismo appears to be a variable that is not overtly stigmatized, and, as
such, is passed along to many second generation migrants. The native Limefios in the pilot study do
not use leismo to the same degree as migrants and their children. However, the fact that leismo occurs
in Limefio Spanish in some formal styles with certain verbs, such as considerar and saludar, may
contribute to the expansion of Andean leismo among Limefios, perhaps in certain contexts and with
certain types of referents. This is an area that warrants further investigation.

Surprisingly, as it has commonly been considered one of the main characteristics of Andean
Spanish, loismo is found very infrequently in our sample, even among first-generation migrants, and is
not used by the children of migrants. It clearly will not affect traditional Limefio Spanish.

First-generation migrants tend to maintain the archmorpheme lo, neutralizing gender and number
differences in the direct object pronoun. Their clitic system can be defined as a partial system based on
case alone, while the Limefios have a full clitic system, which includes both case and gender. The
children of migrants tend to have hybrid clitic systems, which include elements of both. Whether the
hybrid system will be transmitted to future generations remains to be seen.

The results of this pilot study need to be interpreted with some caution given the small number of
speakers and the overlap of some of the variables (e.g., first generation migrants tend to have only
primary education). Future studies will incorporate a larger number of speakers in each of these
neighborhoods and will attempt to identify the social networks of each of the speakers to explain the
wide variance in the use of these variables. We are also aware that clitic choice for the third person
object can be conditioned by features of the object referent (e.g. information status, definiteness of the
NP referent, animacy, specificity of the object referent) and the interaction of pragmatic strategies (cf:
Garcia and Otheguy 1977, 1983; Klein 2000) and plan to examine these aspects as our analysis
continues.
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In spite of the limitations of the pilot study, it is clear that Lima has been transformed as a result of
the migration from the provinces. In the same way that the migrants hybrid culture is expressed
through music (e.g., musica chicha and rock-chicha) as well as through street and independent theater
and other artistic forms, their language and, to a lesser degree, that of native Limefios is also changing.

Notes

1. Paredes (1996:30) also notes that “the use of the Quechua case marker —TA to indicate dative, accusative,
goal and locative arguments may help to overgeneralize a functionally equivalent form in Spanish.”

2. Le was used as a direct object pronoun in 25.26% of the cases in Madrid (Quilis et al 1985), but of this
25.26%, less than 2% is used in the feminine.

3. The data collection and analysis for this study was supported by a Grant-in-Aid of Research from the
Graduate School and travel funds from the Office of International Programs of the University of Minnesota.

4. Due to large differences between individual speakers, a Varbrul analysis that included extralinguistic
variables could not be conducted.

5. Leisareduplicated direct object pronoun which refers to el estudio.

6. Lo in this context is a reduplicated direct object pronoun which refers first to la calle and then to la piedra.

7. This speaker also exhibits one case of fluctuation: (pg. 13): LS: ...las chicas no, no las veo, no las veo a las
chicas. [N: La sefiora, la ingeniera?] LS: No tampoco no, no no da, no no lo veo.
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