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SPANISH PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE USAGE
BY U.S. SPANISH HERITAGE SPEAKERS

Knsu Hislope
North Georgia College & State University

Abstract: This study is a descriptive, qualilative focus-on-form
case study of the writlen production and recogniton skills of the
Spamsh present subjunctve of ten heritage speakers enrolled ina
Spanish class. A pre-test and two posttests were given to
determine if a Spanish reading selection containing an input flood
of the present subjunctive would effect the participants’ skills in
recognizing and producing the form in close passages and il there
would be long-lerm retenton of the form. Results indicate
sporadic written use of the form after exposure to the treatment and
lower or similar scores on the recognition task both before and
after the treatment.

Introduction

~ Very few research studies have focussed specifically on Spanish language
heritage speakers at the colle e or university level. The need for such studies 1s
mcreasing as more heritage speakers enroll in Spamsh foreign language courses.
The present study is a descriptive, qualitative focus-on-form case study ol the
wrilten production and recognition skills of the Spanish present subjunctive of ten
heritage speakers cnrolled in Spanish courses at Purdue University. The present
subjunctive was focussed on because itis generally recogmzed that in varieties of
LIS Spamnush there is an increased usc of the indicative mood in contexts where the
subjunctive would normally occur in *standard” Spamish. Torreblanca (1997:137)
claims that US Spanish is following the popular tendency of a language 1o
morphologically simplify. Silva-Corvaldn (1994) also agrees. She defines
simplification as *a complex process involving the expansion of a form to a larger
number of contexts (1.¢. generalization) at the expensc of a form undergoing
simplification, which 1s used with increasingly lower frequency’ (257).
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Previous Studigs on the Subjunctive

Ocampo ( 1990) conducted a study on three bilingual generations of Chicano
Spanish speakers in East Los Angeles 1o determine mood selecuon. He found that
in obligatory contexts the first generation produced the subjuncuve 100 of the
ume while the second generation used it 91% and the third generation used 1t only
62% (48). In those contexts where both the subjuncuve and indicauve may occur,
Ocampo (1990:48) reported the following percentages of subjunctive usage: first
generation 70%, second generation 60%, and third generaton 22%. Ocampo
(1990:45) concludes that for the third generation the subjunctive in varuble
contexts * ... almost does not constilule an option ... It has lost the semantic
matrices that disunguished it from the indicative’ (translaton muine). He goes on
to say that the use of the subjunctive in the required conlexis ‘is governed only by
formal restrictions; the semantic aspeet no longer plays any role” (translation
mine) (45). He suggests thal at this rate, the final outcome is complete loss of the
subjuncuyve (45).

Silva-Corvalan {1994}, in another study on East Los Angeles Spamsh, found
that the subjunctive is not being used as often in the third generation. In the
asscrtive and nonassertive syntactic contexis that Silva-Corvaldn {1994:263)
studied, the distribution of the subjunctuve was 42.4% in the first generation, and
26.5% and 17.3% for the second and third generations respectively. She notes
thatfor all three generations the contexts where the subjuncuive 1s retained the
most is in the obligatory categories of volitional, purpose clauses, and concessive
clauses (1.¢. guerer “to want'. para que “1n order that’, and aungue *although’
respectively) (265). The Irequency of the subjunctive occurring 1n obligatory
contexts 1s 93 8% for the (irst generation, 74.2% for the second generation, and
52.5% for the third generation (267). These results differ substantially from
Ocampo’s (1990:48) findings of 100%, 91%, and 62% for each generation in the
same conlext. The inleresling percentage (o note Is Silva-Corvaldn's (1994:267)
93.8% use lor the first generation in obligatory contexts. This staustic
demonstrates that 1t is not only the second and third generations that are
experiencing reduced usage of the subjunctive. Silva-Corvalin (1994:267-8)
states that this * ... indicates that the seeds of change are 1o be found in the
basically monolingual communities of origin.'
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Whereas Ocampo (1990:45) says that the subjunctive mood will eventually be
lost. Silva-Corvaldn (1994:269) states that there is "no evidence in Los Angeles
that the mood opposition will be obliterated.” However, she does acknowledge
the possibility that ‘the selection of subjunctive may become solely dependent on
morpho-svntactic and lexical features of the context’ (269). Thus, the subjunciive
may become a grammaticalization where the use of the indicative in the same
phrase would be meaningless to the speaker.

Gutérrez { 1994) analyzed the subjunctive in the speech of monolinguals from
Michoacdn, Mexico. In those conlexts where the subjunctive was required,
Gunérrez (1994:116) found the three generations used it 93%, 94%., and 96% of
the time respectively. Although these numbers vary slighily, it is noteworthy that
the third generation used the subjunctive in required contexts more than the first
generation, This is the opposite of what both Ocampo (1990} and Silva-Corvaldn
(1994) found. In the variable contexts where both moods may be used, the
subjunctive was present 89%, 76%, and 77% for each generation indicating a
possible decrease in usage of the subjunctive among vounger speakers {Gutiérrez.
1994:116-7). He claims that more data are needed to confirm this possibility
though (117). Thus, we see a slight decrease in the use of the subjunctive in a
monolingual setting.

Silva-Corvaldn (1994:268) states that *the phenomenon ol gradual loss of
miwxd distinctions . represents part of an evolutionary trend in Spanish and other
Romance languages.” She lists several standard vaneues of Spanish such as
Argentinean, Mexican, Paraguayan, Uruguayan, and Venezuelan that are in the
process of simplitication ol subjuncuve forms (268). Rojas Anadén (1979) in a
study of university students from Panama, Peru, Chile, Ecuador, and Colombia
also found a reduction in subjunctive use and concluded that * the subjunctive 1s
slowly disappearing from the Spanish spoken in Latin Amenca’ (translation
mine). However, Silva-Corvaldn (1994:270) poinis out that the process of
simplificaticn *is nol abrupt: it does not occur in all possible contexts at onee ...
The dillusion 1s gradual and contexi-selective ... * In the case ol Chicano
Spanish, the internally motivated change that is already in progress in
monolingual vaneties has been accelerated perhaps because of language contact
with English (Silva-Corvaldn 1994:268, Gutiérrez 1994:121, Colombi 1997:181).




The amount of cxposure that cach subscquent gencration has with the Spanish
language seems o be a major factor in the loss of the subjunctive mood.

Because ol the subjunctive’s decrease in usage, the researcher chose 10
perform a focus-on-form (FonF) experiment with the focus being on the simple
present subjunctive paradigm in Spanish. Williams and Evans (1998:139) define
FonF as ' ... instruction that draws learners’ attention to form in the context of
meaninglul communication.” Sang (2000:17) argues, *Focus on Form does not
mean we are going back to the drill and Kill classroom because FonF does not
imply constant, indiscriminate grammar cxplanation and practice. FonF means
precisely the opposile: setting limits on what 1s explicitly taught.”

In impheit FonF, “the aim is to artract learner attention and to avoid
metalinguistic discussion, always minimizing any itlerruption o the
communication of meamng’ whereas in explicit FonF, *the aim is 1o direct leamer
attention and to exploit pedagogical grammar in this regard’ (Doughty and
Williams 1998:232). Leow (2000) (cited in Lee and Valdman 2000:x1v) claims
that* . research indicales implicit procedures lor awareness ... prove 10 be less
elfective in ucceleraling acquisition und advancing language development than a
varety ol types of explicit approaches.” Doughty and Williams (1998) claim the
opposite. They state, * .., 1t is somctimes possible to aim more or less implicily
to attract the leamer’ s attention 1o hinguistic features and promotce the processing
ol these features without providing any sort of explicit gmdance ... ' (236).

An implicit FonF technique, written input flooding was used in the present
study in order 1o investigate subjunctive usage and recognition in a more
naturalistic environment. In this technique, participants are subjected to an
excessive number of tokens of the grammar form being investigated. Other
implicit techniques use writing enhancement (bolding, underliming, italics, ctc.) to
draw the participants’ attention to the form without exphcitly instructing them on
usage rules. The researcher wanted to investigate any changes that henlage
speakers would experience 1n subjunclive usage after being exposed Lo an input
flood in a reading reatment. [t was fell that this technique more closely
reproduces the reading conditions that these participants might be exposed o in



cveryday life. In other words, the present subjunctive forms were not highlighted
in any way because this does not occur in any natural reading the participants may
do on their own. The elfectiveness ol (his technique is controversial. According
o Tomlin and Villa (1994:197), * ... input (looding ... might be sufficient o cue
the learner to onent 1o the appropnate formal differences, thus making particular
grammatical relatonships easier to detect.” However, Williams and Evans
{1998:141) believe that an input flood alone may not be enough to get students to
notice grammatical items. Schrudt (1990:143) has argued that what gets noticed
relies heavily on task demands. Therefore, being instructed to look consciously
for rules may prove o make a difference in long-term leaming. On the other
hand, DeKeyser ( 1995) found that implicil learning was not superior to explicit
learming of complex rules. Most agree that the [ocus should be on forms that are
difficult to acquire. Sanz (2000:17) agrees and lists the Spanish subjunctive as an
idcal candidate.

Methodology

Before beginning the expeniment participants lilled out a questionnaire which
ehcited confidential information about family and Janguage background, reading
and writing practices in both Spanish and English, language self-assessments,
language attitudes, and nuscellaneous information related to language, language
usage or their Spanish classes.

The participants were given three grammar oriented excreises which were
developed by the researcher: A pre-test, an immediale postiest, and a delayed
postiest. Each test consists of the sume cloze exercises 1o lest production skills
and a multiple choice exercise (o fest recogmtion skills (see Appendix for
samples). In the cloze actvities participants had to fill in the correct form of the
supphicd infimbive. The muluple chonce exercise consisted of a Spamsh sentence
with two Enghsh translations. The participants had to choose the translation that
best expressed the idea of the Spanish sentence. Thus, the sentences were not
direct translations, but tapped into the meaning of each sentence depending on
how the participant interpreted the Spanish present subjunctive into English. In
both activities, the imperfect versus preterite aspect distinction was tested to serve
as a distractor.
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The pre-test was admimstcred on the second day of the experiment. Ths test
served as a baseline to evaluate participant performance before being given the
treatment. Three weeks luler, participants were given the reatment which was a
four page magazine article taken from a Spanish language textbook. L was
chosen [or both its familiar topic (an adolescent’s relationship with his/her father)
and lairly easy reading level as well as an unnaturally high occurrence (47 tokens)
ol the present subjunctive in the article. After reading the article, participants
compleled the immediate posttest. 1t is different from the other tests mn that it
contains reading comprehension questions. These questions were used as
distractors The immediale postlest serves as an instrument Lo gauge any possible
effects due to the input flood in the treatment. The delayed posttest occurred on
the final day of the expenment three weeks atter the immediate posttest. Thus test
serves as a means o sce if a long-term recall ef(eet oceurs after reeciving the
treatment. The rescarcher compared the responses of cach test for cach
participant to determine what differences, if any, occurred 1n their responscs.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The following research questions and hypotheses gumided the present study:

1 Does implicit focus on the present subjunctive through an input flood in a
reading passage elicit ‘wnltten production of the form’ in the immediate posttest?
Is there a long-term recall effect as determined through the delayed postiest?

It was hypothesized that immediately after receiving the treatment, the
participants’ writlen production of the present subjunctive would be higher than
before receiving the input flood but there would be no long-term recall of the
form. In other words. participants would *forget’ anything gained by the tme ot
the delayed posttest.

2 Does implicit focus on the present subjunctive through an input [lood in a
reading passage elicit *recognition of the form” in the immediate postiest? [s
there a long-term effect on recogninon of the form as determined through the
delaved posttest?




[t was hypothesized that there would be no or litlle effect on the participants’
recognition skills of the Spamish present subjunctive. These hypotheses are based
on the notions of declarative versus procedural knowledge (Anderson 1995).
Declarative knowledge is factual knowledge. Procedural knowledge encodes
behavior or alerts the learner what should be done under certain circumstances.
With {ully automatzed procedural knowledge, the learner does not have to think
about what they are doing in order to do it. Declarative knowledge is not
necessarily a prerequisite for procedural knowledge. If the target behavior (or
procedure) is engaged in enough, then this behavior is proceduralized. In the
present experimental situation, hypotheses were drawn on the notion that hentage
speakers have declarative knowledge of the present subjunctive (thus therr
hypothesized ability to recognize the form) but have not proceduralized that
knowledge (thus their hypothesized inability 1o produce the form in writing in the
long-term).

Participants

Parmicipants were recruited from first through eighth semester Spanish by
requesting that teachers supply the names and phone numbers of students they
suspected were heritage speakers. The researcher then conlacted each student,
determined if they were heritage speakers, and described the research as a reading
study. They were told participation was purely voluntary and would not effect
their Spanrsh course grade. Ten heritage speakers volunteered for the study.

They are identified as M (male) or F (female). All participants [rom the northern
Indiana / Chicago area except for FS who s from West LL.os Angeles. M1, F3, and
F4 are of Puerto Rican heritage and all other participants are of Mexican herilage.
Table 1 lists the participants’ age, Spanish class enrolled in, whether they consider
themselves natuve Spanmish speakers or not, sell-ratings on their reading ability in
Spanish on a scale of one (low reading ability) to four (high ability), and whether
they claim to have received instruction n the Spamsh present subjunctive. To
determine familianty with the present subjunctive, the participants were asked on
the questuonnaire if they had received instruction on the difference between hablo
“I talk, present indicative' and que yo hable *that | may talk, present subjunctive.’
No English translations or paradigm names were given so that parlicipants would
be less likely 1o look up the information in between lest dales. This was the only
mcthod used to determine familiarity with the present subjunctive, As distractors,
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participunts were also questioned on imperfectpreterite and prelenite/pust
subjuncuve instruction,

Participant Age Spamish class  Native Spamsh Reading Subjunclive

B enrolled in' speaker? sell-ratng®  nstrucnon
M1 2 241,302 No 2 Yes
M2 20 3m Yes 3 No
M3 19 30 No 3 Yes
M4 30 201 Yes 2 Yes

M5 20 241, 301 Yes 3 Don’t know
Fl 19 301 No - Yes

2 20 302 Yes 4 Don’t know
3 19 202 No 3 No
F4 20 401 Ycs 4 No
k5 19 302 Yes 3 No

Table 1. Participants’ Age, Level, Native Speaker Status, Scli’ Asscssed Reading
Ability in Spanish, and Present Subjunctive Familanty.

They were also asked what Lypes ol matenals they read in Spanish and how often
they read them to determine any possible relationships between reading and
subjuncuve usage. Only M2 reported doing no reading in Spanish. F3 reported
reading magazines in Spanish monthly. The other participants reported reading
newspapers, books and letters/cards from family members anywhere from daily to
monthly.

Analvsis of Wntten Productuion

Table 2 lists the numbers of subjunciive forms that each participant produced
correctly from the pre-test (PreT), immediale postiest (ImPT). and delayed
posttest (DelPT) as well as their total percentages. These numbers represent the
correct forms oul of a lotal of 13 possible correct present subjunctive forms on the
test. These numbers reflect the totul number of correct subjunctives overall, not
considering the participants’ performance on one item over the three tests. Thus,
F1's totals of 6 and 6 correct on the immediate postiest and the delayed postiest
does not mean these were the same items on both tests. Patterns such as these are



reported in Table 3. [tis noted again that each test had identical fill-in-the-blank
activities.

Part PreT ImPT  DelPT  Total # correct  PreT%  ImPT%  DelPT%

on all 3 tests

Ml 1 B 1 6 T 30.8 7.7
M2 5] 5 8 19 46.2 3RS 615
M3 4 10 10 24 308 76.9 76.9
M4 0 4 2 6 0] 308 154
M5 12 9 10 31 923 69.2 76.9
F1 3 &} & 15 23.1 46.2 46.2
F2 Il 12 12 35 84.6 923 023
F3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

F4 9 6 9 24 69.2 46.2 69.2
1555 10 G 11 30 76.9 552 B84.6

Table 2. Number of Correct Subjunctive T'orms Produced and Percentages.

It 1s important to note that no participants scored the total possible poinls on any
test F2 has the highest total scores followed by MS and then FS. These
participants all scored in the 30's out of a total of 39 possible total points. They
all consider themselves native speakers and F2 and M5 reported not knowing 1f
they had been instructed in the present subjunctive (Table 1). FS reported that she
had been instructed 1n the torm. Itis interesting that the two participants scoring
the highest on the subjunctive forms did not report being instructed in it. ltis
typical of native speakers not 1o be able to label the names of certain verbal
paradigms (e.g. present subjuncuve, past perfect, etc.), however, they are able to
recogmze acceptable verbs from their language. M4 is the lowest sconng
participant 1o consider himself a native Spanish speaker. Of the participants
considenng themselves native, he also rates himsell the lowest on reading ability
in Spanish with a two (Table 1). His low score may be atinbuted to his level of
Spanish class, He s in Spanish 201 (sccond vear Spanish) which is the lowest
level of all the participants. However, he does report having recerved instruction
in the present subjunctive. The participant enrolled in the highest level course,
Spumish 401 (level VII)is F4. Her total number correct is 11 lower than the
highest scorer, F2 (24 correct compared to 35). The three highest sconng
participants report reading materials in Spanish guite often whereas the participant

47
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scoring the lowest (F3) reports only reading Spanish magazines. However, M4
who scored a low total of 6 reports reading a lot in Spanish. Thus, the high
scorers seem Lo show a positive relationship between reading and present
subjuncuve production, however Lhese results cunnot be generalized without a
lurger sample.

For all participants, the number of correct subjunctives on cach test was a (otal
of 56 in the pre-test, 65 in the immediate pmttcét, and 69 in the delayed positest.
These numbers do not support the hypothesis made, that there would not be any
long-term retention as evidenced through the delayed posttest. However, there
was a larger increuse between the pre-test and immediate posttest than between
the immediate posttest and delayed postiest (an increase of 9 versus only 4). Itis
surprising that the total number correct increased overtime, and the rescarcher
cannot determine 1f these effects were from the expeniment treatment or from
other external factors such as classroom learming. Other patterns also emerged
from the data. Two participants used the present subjunctive for a required
indicative. M1 did this on two items only in the immediate posttest which leads
the researcher 1o believe that M1 hypercorrected after the input 1ood. M3 used
the subjunctive for the indicative in the pre-test and delayed posttest. M1 and F3
both used era ,the imperfect of ser "10 be’, for sea, the present subjuncuve, on
both postiests whereas they used es ‘it is’, the indicative, on the pre-test. Perhaps
the treatment triggered a change in producton, but it just triggered the wrong

“ehange. _

As tor individual analysis of each participant, those following the cxpected
pattern of showing an improvement of present subjunctive producuon in the
immediate posttest with a lower score on the delaved postiest were only M1 and
M4. Those showing sustained improvement in both posttests (they received the
same scare which was higher than their score on the pre-test) were M3, FI, and
F2. F3 showed no improvement, scoring a 0 on all tests. The other participants
(M2, M5, F4, F5) showed sporadic results. However, these four participants all
did worse on producing the present subjunctive in the immediate posttest which 1s
completely contrary 1o what the researcher hypothesized [t was expected that
they would perform the best after having just been exposed to the form in the
treatment reading. M2 and F5 received their highest score on the delaved postiest
which could reflect classtoom instrucnion, but this is not known 1o the researcher.
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M35 recerved his highest score on the pretest which is completely unexplainable
given that in a six week period he would have received more Spanish instruction
whether that included subjunctive instruction or not, Perhaps he was studying the
subjunctive during the pre-test and not during the other tests. F4 received a
tugher but equal score (9's) un the pre-lest and delayed posttest.

In the preceding analysis, the participants’ overall performance was compared
on each test. In the remainder of this section, individual test 1lems 1n the
production lasks will be compared across all three tests for each participant. An
in-depth item analysis revealed an array of occurring patterns. The rescarcher
analyzed euch participant's responses 10 each production test item in order (o
calculate how many items were produced correctly across all three tests or
incorrectly across all three tests. Duning the analysis, seven patterns emerged
from the data. The researcher grouped these patterns into five sets (as shown by
the five columns in Table 3} to facilitate the analysis. The first two columns in
Table 3 are items in which all forms were produced identically across all three
tests (produced erther all correctly or all incorrectly). The last three columns of
Table 3 represent five dilferent patterns which have been grouped into three
patterns as follows:

Pretest Im Posttest  Del Posttest
| incorrect  correct mncorrect
A _ 2 ncorrect  correct correct
3 correct incorrect correcl
correct correct incorrect
correcl ncorrect incorrect

In pattern 1, the participant produced an item incorrectly on the pretest, correctly
on the immediate postiest, and incorrectly on the delayed posttest. Pattern | may
indicate an elfect on that item due to the input flood treatment but having no long-
term effect. In pattern 2, a particular item was produced incorrectly on the pretest
but correctly on both of the postlests. Patiern 2 may indicate an elfect after
recerving the treatmeni and long-term retention. Pattern 3 reflects behaviors that
are countenintuitive 1o that which the researcher anticipated. This pattern
represents any itenmi in which the present subjuncuve was produced correctly m
the pretest but incorrectly on one or both of the postiests. The researcher chose o
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group these three patterns into one since they all reflect patterns which were not
hypothesized. Correct responses were expected on both postlests if the item was
answered correctly in the pretest. However, this did not oceur for those ilems
grouped into the third pattern (e.g. the last column of Tablc 3).

In Table 3, the number of items that follow the above patierns are wbulated as
well as test 1tems that were produced either all correctly or all incorrectly across
all three 1ests.

Part Al items All tlems Paltern 1 Pattern 2 Pattern 3
correctin  incorrectin  Inc®, Cor,Inc  Inc, Cor, Cor  Cor, at least une
all3tests  all3¢ss ~~ incorrecl

M1 1 9 3 0 0

M2 3 3 1 1 2

M3 4 3 ¥ 6 6]

M4 L] 9 2 2 0

M5 8 0 0 1 4

Fi 3 5 2 2 |

F2 11 1 0 l G

Fa 0 13 ] 8] ]

F4 6 0 4] 3

Fs 8 ! ! 0 2

Thus, Table 3 shows that M1 had one test item in which he produced the correct
present subjuncuive form on ull three ol the tests. There were nine test items in
which he did not produce any lorm correctly on any of the three tests. And
finally, he had three items which followed the pattern of being produced
ncorrectly on the pre-test, correctly on the immediate postiest, and incorrectly on
the delayed postiest. There were 13 total 1est items requiring the present
subjuncuive. The items in Table 3 do not add up to 13 for participants M2, F1,
and F5. This is because they produced a different pattem for some test items such
as ‘inc.. inc., cor,” Which cannot be explained fully by the researcher. One
possible explanation is that participants were receiving classroom instruction 1n
the Spamnsh present subjuncuve during the time the delayed posttest was
administered and, thus, their awareness of the form may have been heightencd.



A closer look at column two in Table 3 (all items incorrect) reveals that only
one participant, M5, produced zero items incorrectly on the three tests. This
means that M5 1s the only participant that had at least one of the three occurrences
(prelest. immediate postiest, and delayed postiest) uf each westitem correct. [Uis
disturbing that the numbers of all items incorrect on all three tests are guite high
for some participants. For example, F3 produced no correct forms on any test.
(She has a score of 13 for “all items incorrect’ in Table 3). Her high score of
incorrect items is followed by M1 and M4 who both had nine items in which the
present subjunctive was never produced correctly on any lest. Tor these two
participants, nine of thirtcen items, or 69.2% of the subjuncuve items were
produced incorrectly. Again. M4 is in the lowest level Spanish course of the
participants, but considers himself a native Spanish speaker. M1 considers
himsell to be a non-native speaker,

M4 and F3 did not have any test items in which the present subjunctive was
produced correctly in all three tests, as they both scored a zero on the pre-test for
present subjunctive forms. For F3 the treatment seemed to have no effect on her
production since she scored zeros on both of the posttests. However, for M4 there
was a shght improvement in score, perhaps from exposure to the input flood
treatment. Tle had two items with a short-term effect (correct only on the
immediate posttest) and two items with a long-term effect (correct on both
posttesls).

Paticrn one, incorrect present subjunctive formation on the pre-test followed
by correct and then incorrect present subjunctive on the posttests, was
hypothesized 1 be the most frequently occurnng. Five participants show this
pattern but with a very low occurrence. M1 had three test items which followed
this pattern. M4 and F1 had two items following this pattern while M2 and F5
had only one 1tem following this pattern. Of these [ive participants, only M1 and
M4 do not have test items which follow pattern threc. Although they both have a
large number of 1tems incorrect on all three tests (they both scored 9 in column
two of Table 3), they both show promise in improvement after the treatment and
M4 showed long-term improvement (pattern two).



Pattein two is the most encouraging, showing improvement in present
subjunctive production over a longer period of time. M3 excels over the other
participants in this patlern with a total of six items. Five other participants follow
this pattern, although with a much smaller frequency. Of the six parucipants
perfornung with pattern two behavior, three of them (M2, MS, and F1) also have
items exhibiing the problematic pattern three.

Pattern three, in which the present subjunctive was produced correcily on the
pretest and then incorrectly on one or both of the postlests, presents a problematic
prolile in claiming any cffects on an input flood weatment. MS, who has a farly
high score on all items correct in all three tests (eight items), has four items in
which production was correct in the pre-lest and not in the posttests. F4 and F3
both have fairly high numbers of all-correct items (six and eight items
respectuvely) with some items in pattern three (three und Lwo items respectively).
One possible explanation for the grouped patterns occurming within paltern three
is that participants’ attention was not focused on the verbal paradigm under
investgution bul was focused on passage content and, therefore, parucipants did
not attend to prammatical information. Another possible explanation is that
participants were studying the present subjunctive in their classrooms during the
pre-lest and, thus, were mare aware ol the form at that time. These explanations
seem typical of what may happen with non-native learners of Spanish. Much of
the data n the present study seem (o lead 1o the conclusion that present
sﬁbjuncuvc.umgc for some U.S. Spanish spcakers is sporadic which may be the
casc when a form 1 in the process of simplification.

Recogmuar alysig

Table 4 presents the number of correct recognitions of the meaning of the
Spanish present subjunctive and the corresponding percenlages. There were 11
total 1tems o this multiple choice task. Eight of the items contained subjunctive
forms. The other three items were distractors which are not included in the count
ol correct forms or percentages. Participants had 1o choose between two English
translations of a Spanish sentence containing the subjunctive.



Part  PreT [mPT DelPT  Total # correct PreT% ImPT%  DelPT%
in all 3 tests

M1 3 2 6 11 375 250 75.0
M2 4 5 - 13 50.0 62.5 50.0
M3 4 4 5 13 S0.0 50.0 62.5
M4 5 4 5 14 62.5 50.0 62.5
M5 5 4 5 14 62.5 50.0 62.5
Fl 7 4 5 16 R7.5 S0.0 62.5
F2 4 4 4 12 50.0 50.0 50.0
F3 3 5 6 14 375 62.5 75.0
F4 4 5 B 13 50.0 62.5 50.0
F5 3 5 4 12 375 62.5 50.0

Table 4. Number of Correct Subjunctive Recognitions and Percentages.

F1 has the highest recognition score, 16, with the lowest score being 11 [or M1.
The most astomshing result 18 for F3. She scored (0 of a total of 39 on the
production task, yet 14 out of a total of 24 on this task, which 1s a great
improvement in comparison to the other participants. F3 reports that she has not
received instruction in the present subjunctive (Table 1), vel she 1s able 10
recognize 1t at imes. M1 has the lowest score of 11 but reports that he has
received instruction on the form. Thus, self-reporting on instruction of this form
dies not seem to effect recognition skall.

The total number of correct recognitions of the present subjunctive by all the
participants 1s 42 1n both the pre-test and immediate post-lest and 48 1n the
delaved posttest. These numbers, as expected, were not as widely dispersed as
they were in the production task (56, 65, and 69 respectively). It should be noted
that the items were also analyzed according to clause type. No patterns emerged
to distinguish recogmition in adverbial, adjectival or noun clauses.

Conclusions

For the first research question, it was hypothesized that immediately after
recerving the treaiment. the participants’ written production of the present
subjunctive would be higher than before receiving the input flood and that there
would be no long-term recall of the form. This hypothesis is not supported by the



tindings. In Table 3, other disturbing patterns arc reported. One of these patterns,
although occurnng infrequently, was correct subjuncuve production on the pre-
test yet incorreet production on ane or both of the posttests. Five participants had
one to four items of this pattern. One possible explanation for the occunence ol
this pattern 1s that participanis’ attenuon was not focussed on the verbal paradigm
under invesligation but was focussed on passage content and, thercfore,
participants did not attend to grammatical information. On the other hand,
participants may have overanalyzed or overmonitored the subjunctive forms and
hypercorrected thus producing the incorrect form, Another possible explanation
1s that participants were studying the present subjunctive in their classrooms
during the pretest and, thus, were more aware of the form at that hme.

The patterns observed in this portion of the experiment lead the researcher to
inconclusive results for the wniten production of the Spunish present subjunctive
ol the ten U.S. Spanish speakers in this study. This group exhibits sporadic
written use of the form.

For the second research question, 1t was hypothesized that there would be hile
or no effect on the participants’ recognition of the present subjunctive. No
participant 1ecerved a perfect score on this task. Alter receiving the treatment, six
participants’ scores either lowered or remained the same. Four improved on the
immediate postiest but only one of these four demonstrated long-term retainment.

a

Implicit FonF did not seem 1o positively cffect the production or recognition
skills of the Spanish present subjunctive for these participants. Thus, simply
using readings with an input flood of the Torm may nol be a4 productive use of
class ume lor these heritage speakers. More explicil grmmmar instruction with the
FonF actvity is warranted. Because none of the participants scored 100% on the
recognition task of the subjuncuve, semantic differcnces between the indicauve
and subjunctive may be experiencing a loss within this group m favor of
lexicalization. Tn other words, with these participants there seems to be an erasing
or leveling of a functional difference between the subjunctive and indicative
moods.
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NOTES

' 201-202 are Spanish Level [T and IV (second year Spanish)
241 is Introducuion to the Study of Hispanic Literature
301-302 are Spansh Level V and VI (third year Spanish)
401 1s Spanish Level VII (fourth year Spanish)

* Low Spanish reading abulity = |, high ability = 4

*Ine = incorrect, Cor = correct
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APPENDIX

Sample ProductionTask

Francisco: Mis padres estdn divorciados, Mi mamd es muy buena gente. Siella

{casarsc) otra vez, que (ser) con alguien que le (tratar)
como reina. Esto es lo importante. De mi parte, prefiero un padrastro

quc no (trabajar) todo el iempo, que le (gustar) pasar

nempo con su familia y que (comunicarse) €ON NOSOLTOS pura

mantener un ambiente familiar abierto y amable.

Sample Recognition Task
;'; 1. Mi padre me lamard tan pronto como sepa el horario de su vuelo para
la Navidad.
a. My lather already knows his Christmas flight schedule, and he
will call me as soon as he can.
b. My father doesn’t know his Christmas flight schedule, but he
will call me as soon as he does.

2. Mo hay nadie que sea mds feliz que mi papd.
a. There is no one in the world that is happier than my dad.
b. There is no one here that 1s happier than my dad.





