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ABSTRACT  

One of the most controversial topics in Applied Linguistics is the role of learners’ 

explicit knowledge (including metalinguistic knowledge) and explicit instruction in 

second language (L2) learning and teaching. There seems to be no agreement between 

those who propose that explicit knowledge is essential for L2 learning and those who 

believe that it can even be detrimental for L2 acquisition.   

Additionally, the subjunctive has been reported to be one of the most difficult 

structures to master for L2 learners of Spanish. It has been suggested that the subjunctive 

is acquired fairly late in an acquisition hierarchy of Spanish grammar and that, as a 

consequence, learners must reach a stage where they can produce syntactically 

sophisticated utterances in order to be “ready” for acquisition.  

Taking an Information Processing (IP) approach to language learning as a 

framework, this dissertation investigates the relationship between metalinguistic 

knowledge and grammatical accuracy by three groups of learners of Spanish (at 

beginning, intermediate, and advanced levels of proficiency). Their metalinguistic 

awareness/knowledge is assessed through a set of terminology and grammaticality 

judgment tasks. Their mastery of the Spanish subjunctive is evaluated through a set of 

receptive and productive tests involving different subordinate clauses that require the 

subjunctive, such as describing a scenario, filling the blank or conjugating the verb in the 

appropriate form, among others.  



  
 

14 
 

The three groups of participants are compared with respect to their metalinguistic 

knowledge and their mastery of the subjunctive, and it is examined whether 

metalinguistic knowledge correlates with mastery of the subjunctive.  Findings include: 

1) an improvement on both subjunctive accuracy and terminology knowledge across 

levels; 2) a positive correlation between English metalinguistic knowledge and Spanish 

metalinguistic knowledge; 3) a positive correlation between metalinguistic knowledge 

and accuracy in the use of the subjunctive; and 4) agreement between the learners’ 

acquisition hierarchy within the subjunctive and teaching order of subjunctive 

substructures.   

The findings show that metalinguistic knowledge has a positive impact on the 

mastery of this “difficult” structure. They are also consistent with other experimental 

studies that suggest that explicit instruction has a positive impact on L2 learning. The late 

and uneven acquisition of the subjunctive demonstrated by the subjects in this study also 

suports the hypothesis that there are “many subjunctives” to learn and that learners will 

not acquire this structure until they are developmentally ready (third year of instruction).   
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Over the past 40 years there has been a considerable amount of research on the 

effects of teaching focus on second language (L2) accuracy. Those instructors who prefer 

teaching with a focus on meaning are accused of not emphasizing grammatical accuracy 

and those who choose to focus on accuracy are accused of not emphasizing fluency of 

communication. Nowadays, most researchers understand that one does not necessarily 

have to work against the other, and that there must be room in the classroom for both 

accuracy and fluency development.  

The main motivation to support one or another point of view is closely related to 

the role that metalinguistic knowledge is believed to play in language acquisition: those 

that believe that explicit instruction is detrimental for SLA (Felix, 1981; Krashen, 1982; 

Krashen & Terrell, 1983) support a teaching approach based on fluency and 

communication, and those that believe that SLA cannot take place satisfactorily without 

explicit instruction (Schmidt, 1990; Ellis & Laporte, 1997; Lightbown, 1998; Herdina & 

Jessner, 2000) support teaching approaches focused on form. 

Given the disparity in teaching approaches, it would not be surprising to find that 

each of them can be beneficial depending on factors such as age and type of learner or the 

structure/skill to be taught. Even within the group of explicit instruction supporters there 

is disagreement: some researchers believe that explicit instruction is valuable only for 

teaching “simple and portable” structures, but not for “complex” ones (Green & Hetch, 

1992; MacWhinney, 1997), while others believe precisely the opposite (deGraaf, 1997; 

Lightbown, 1998). In the case of Spanish, the best example of a “complex” structure 
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would be the subjunctive, which has been reported to be the most or one of the most 

difficult structures to master for second language (L2) learners of Spanish, especially 

those whose first language (L1) is English (Lozano, 1972; Givón, 1979; Smith, 1980; 

Terrell, Baycroft & Perrone, 1987; Collentine, 1995; Johnston, 1995).  

In this dissertation I study the relationship between L1 and L2 metalinguistic 

knowledge and L2 accuracy in the use of the Spanish subjunctive. In addition, I study the 

development of learners’ accuracy in the use of this structure, paying special attention to 

the different types of subordinate clauses in which this structure can appear. The data will 

also provide information to investigate the progress of both metalinguistic knowledge and 

subjunctive accuracy across the three levels. 

1. Definition of Terms 

Even though the terms that I make reference to in this dissertation are widely used 

in the literature, they are often employed with different meanings. Thus, I consider it 

essential to offer a specific definition of the central ones in order to avoid any possible 

confusion. 

1.1. Foreign Language (FL) and Second Language (L2) Acquisition 

The main difference between foreign and second language is that foreign 

language learning takes place when the language is not the dominant language of the area 

(French in the United States), whereas second language acquisition takes place in the 

country where this language is spoken (French in France). The term “second language” is 

often used to describe both language types, as well as third or additional languages that 
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are or are not spoken in the area. In this dissertation I will refer to this broad definition of 

“second language”.  

1.2. Acquisition vs. Learning 

Krashen (1981) distinguishes between acquisition and learning stating that 

“acquisition” is an unconscious internalization of a language, whereas “learning” implies 

that the internalization is carried out consciously. In this dissertation, although child and 

adult acquisition/learning will be considered different, both terms will be used 

interchangeably. 

1.3. Learning vs. Knowledge 

Irrespective of whether the learning conditions or teaching method encourage 

learning with or without awareness, the end product may be either implicit or explicit 

knowledge or, more likely, a combination of both (Han & Ellis, 1998, p. 4). Implicit and 

explicit learning and implicit and explicit knowledge are related but distinct concepts that 

need to be separated: “learning” refers to the processes of learning, and “knowledge” to 

the end-products of learning (or sometimes to knowledge that is innate and not learned at 

all). In this dissertation, and given that there is no experimental treatment involved, it will 

be knowledge that will be analyzed at all times. 

1.4. Explicit Knowledge and Metalinguistic Knowledge 

These two terms have received a great deal of attention in the last decade, since 

they have been indistinctively used by some researchers, but not by others. As Isemonger 

points out, even if they were considered separately, the differences between them are still 

unclear: 
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If metalinguistic and explicit knowledge are related but not exactly the same 

thing, then what are they and what is the nature of the connection, or dare we say 

interface? If metalinguistic knowledge is that part of explicit knowledge that is 

potentially verbalizable, then what is the part that is not verbalizable and that is 

distinguishable from this metalinguistic knowledge? (Isemonger, 2007, p. 113). 

Given the many definitions of explicit knowledge in the literature and the absence 

of definitions of metalinguistic knowledge, in this dissertation I will make use of the 

extended definition of “explicit knowledge”, which includes both analyzed knowledge 

and metalanguage: 

Explicit L2 knowledge is the declarative and often anomalous knowledge of the 

phonological, lexical, grammatical, pragmatic, and sociocritical features of an L2 

together with the metalanguage for labeling this knowledge. It is held consciously 

and is learnable and verbalizable. It is typically accessed through controlled 

processing when L2 learners experience some kind of linguistic difficulty in the 

use of L2. Learners vary in the breadth and depth of their L2 explicit knowledge 

(Ellis, 2004, pp. 244-5, my emphasis). 

1.5. Metalinguistic Awareness/Ability 

Metalinguistic awareness has been defined as the combination of explicit mental 

representations (metalinguistic knowledge or explicit knowledge) and attention or 

consciousness (Bialystok, 2001). Given that many authors do not make the difference 

between conscious and unconscious explicit knowledge and since verbalizing explicit 
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knowledge implies awareness and consciousness, I will make reference to (conscious) 

explicit knowledge or metalinguistic awareness/knowledge interchangeably. 

1.6. Implicit Knowledge 

Usually, implicit knowledge is defined as the counterpart to explicit knowledge: 

procedural, unconscious, and easily accessed knowledge that is available for use in rapid, 

fluent communication (Ellis, 2006, p. 95). In Gregg’s (1989) terms, explicit knowledge 

would be “knowing that”, whereas implicit knowledge would be “knowing how”. This 

opposition is explained in Table 1: 

Table 1. Key Characteristics of Implicit and Explicit Knowledge (R. Ellis, 2005, p. 151) 

 

Characteristics Implicit knowledge Explicit knowledge 

 

Awareness Intuitive awareness on 
linguistic norms 

Conscious awareness of 
linguistic forms 

Type of knowledge Procedural knowledge of  
rules and fragments 

Declarative knowledge of 
grammatical rules and 
fragments 

Systematicity Variable but systematic 
knowledge 

Anomalous and inconsistent 
knowledge  

Accessibility Access to knowledge by 
means of automatic 
processing 

Access to knowledge by 
means of controlled 
processing 

Use of L2 knowledge Access to knowledge during 
fluent performance 

Access to knowledge during 
planning difficulty 

Self-report Nonverbalizable Verbalizable 

Learnability Potentially only within 
critical period 

Any age 



  
 

20 
 

1.7. Controlled and Automatic Processing 

For Information Processing (IP) models (Anderson, 1983; McLaughlin, Rossman 

& McLeod, 1983; Towell & Hawkins, 1994), language learning is a matter of 

automatization: declarative mental representations become procedural and controlled 

processing of those representations becomes automatic. In this dissertation, declarative 

knowledge will refer to explicit knowledge (accessed through controlled processing), 

whereas procedural knowledge (accessed through automatic processing) will refer to 

implicit knowledge (see Table 2 below for correspondences and interaction between the 

terms): 

Table 2. Types of Knowledge (Ellis, 1994, p. 86) 

 

Types of processing 

 
Types of 

knowledge 

 Controlled Automatic 

Explicit A new explicit rule is used 

consciously and with deliberate 

effort 

An old explicit rule is used 

consciously but with relative speed 

Implicit A new implicit rule is used 

without awareness but is 

accessed slowly 

A thoroughly learnt implicit rule is 

used without awareness and without 

effort 

 



  
 

21 
 

In Table 3 below I summarize the different terms used in the literature that will be 

made reference to in the following chapters. Although not all of them are equal, I 

consider them to be equivalent regarding the linguistic knowledge underlying the 

processes involved: 

Table 3. Distinctions between Two Kinds of Linguistic Knowledge in SLA (Adapted from 

White & Ranta, 2002, p. 260) 
 
Knowledge underlying 

production/comprehension 

Knowledge underlying 

metalinguistic task 

performance 

Author 

Acquisition 

 

Learning Krashen  

(1981) 

Implicit Explicit Bialystok (1978) 

Automatic processing Controlled processing McLaughlin et 

al. (1983) 

Procedural Declarative Anderson (1983) 

 

1.8. Mood Selection 

Spanish has three moods (or four, in grammars that consider the conditional a 

separate one): indicative, subjunctive and imperative. Mood selection refers to the 

learner’s ability to choose one or another when appropriate. Given that the imperative, by 

nature, is different from the indicative and the subjunctive (it is a direct command), 

whenever “mood selection” is mentioned, I refer to the ability to distinguish between 

indicative and subjunctive. In order to abbreviate, this idea will also be referred as 

“subjunctive use”.   
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1.9. Intake and the Noticing Hypothesis 

Most researchers agree that input is necessary in order to be able to acquire a 

language (in both L1 and L2). However, not all available input is comprehensible for the 

learner and thus, not all of it is useful for the learner’s advance in her acquisition. Intake 

is precisely the part of input that is noticed (usually a mixture of acquired and unacquired 

structures) and that is used in grammar-building (Schmidt, 1990). According to Schmidt, 

input is taken into short-term memory as intake only when it gets the learner’s attention 

at the level of noticing and undergoes reinforcement by rehearsal. The Noticing 

Hypothesis, then, implies that there can be no language learning without noticing.  

2. Rationale and Significance of the Study 

Most researchers agree that learning the Spanish subjunctive is a challenge for L2 

learners of Spanish who are native speakers of English (Lozano, 1972; Givón, 1979; 

Smith, 1980; Terrell, Baycroft & Perrone, 1987; Collentine, 1995; Johnston, 1995). The 

effects of formal instruction on the subjunctive acquisition are unclear and there remain 

questions about the effectiveness of different types of instruction (Stokes & Krashen, 

1990; Collentine, 1998; Farley, 2001; Collentine, Collentine, Clark & Fruginal, 2002; 

McCollam Wiebe, 2003; Ellis, Loewen & Erlam, 2006). Most of the studies that deal 

with explicit knowledge/instruction and their effect on the acquisition of grammatical 

structures of diverse complexity do so through experiments that include pre-tests, 

treatments, and post-tests. The results and implications derived from these studies vary 

greatly, since different instructional approaches are favored depending on the researcher, 

the methodology or the theoretical approach (see literature review in next chapter). A 
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problematic area in these studies (especially those without delayed post-test) is that what 

is characterized as an overall accuracy progress for students may only exist in the short 

term (Mikulski, 2006).  

This study is different from those before because there is no experimental 

treatment and, as a consequence, teaching methodology is not a variable. Instead of 

focusing on the learning process and how it can be altered, this study is based on the 

actual metalinguistic knowledge and subjunctive accuracy that participants possessed 

regardless of their exposure to explicit/implicit teaching. The reasons why I decided to 

choose the subjunctive as a target structure for this study are the following: 

a. Subjunctive is known to be problematic and to cause errors for learners 

b. This structure is introduced in elementary and lower-intermediate 

textbooks (at the university where the study was conducted, it is 

introduced by the first time in second semester and every semester since 

then up to seventh semester). 

The subjunctive has been reported to be one of the latest structures to be acquired 

by students of Spanish despite of its early introduction in L2 curricula (Terrell, Baycroft 

& Perrone, 1987; Bruhn de Garavito, 1997; Mikulski, 2006). Although the subjunctive is 

present in everyday speech, it is also acquired fairly late by children whose first language 

is Spanish (Blake, 1980). It has been suggested that children’s difficulty to distinguish 

abstract concepts such as actuality and non-actuality might play an important role in the 

late acquisition of some instances of the subjunctive (Gili Gaya, 1972; Pérez-Leroux, 
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1998). In the case of adult L2 learners, the subjunctive is not acquired all at once either, 

but the reasons must be of a different nature, since abstract concepts such as reality and 

irreality should not pose a problem for these learners. This staggered acquisition of the 

subjunctive leads Mikulski (2006, p. 30) to propose that the subjunctive is not a single 

feature to be mastered and that it would be useful to think of the acquisition of many 

subjunctives (i.e., the many contexts for the use of the subjunctive) instead.  

The present study attempts to contribute to our knowledge in this area by focusing 

on the development of these “many subjunctives” by learners of Spanish as an L2 at three 

different levels of instruction (beginner, intermediate and advanced). The purpose of this 

part of the study is to examine the development of these structures and observe whether 

order of instruction plays a role in order of acquisition.  

3. Research Questions 

The following are the research questions (RQ) that this study addresses: 

1. Development of metalinguistic knowledge across levels (RQ1). What is the 

level of English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge at the three levels of Spanish 

instruction (beginner, intermediate and advanced)? Are there any significant differences 

in metalinguistic knowledge of students at these levels?  

2. Correlation between English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge (RQ2). Is 

there any correlation between metalinguistic knowledge scores in English and Spanish? 
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3. Development of substructures within subjunctive across levels (RQ3). Which is 

the level of Spanish subjunctive accuracy at those three levels of Spanish instruction? Are 

some substructures developed before others? 

4. Correlation between English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge and 

subjunctive accuracy (RQ4). Is there a relationship between English/Spanish students' 

metalinguistic knowledge and their accuracy in the use of the subjunctive at the three 

levels of instruction? 

5. Developmental sequences (RQ5). How do findings relate to (natural) 

developmental sequences in the acquisition of grammatical structures? Are the 

developmental sequences demonstrated by students across the three levels in this study 

the same as the ones proposed in the literature or do they follow order of instruction? 

4. Overview of the Dissertation 

In Chapter II, the nature of the subjunctive mood in Spanish is reviewed and it is 

explained why it is considered as one of the most difficult structures to master in Spanish, 

especially for learners whose first language is English. In Chapter III, I establish the 

theoretical framework on which this study is based and review some empirical studies 

that have been published on related topics, such as teaching approaches, role of 

metalanguage, interaction between explicit and implicit knowledge, and developmental 

sequences of acquisition. In addition, the theoretical framework is applied to the 

acquisition of the subjunctive mood. In Chapter IV, I re-state the research questions and 

hypotheses of this study and review the materials and testing procedure together with the 
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statistical procedures carried out. In Chapter V, I present the results for each of the 

research questions. In Chapter VI the results are discussed in relation to the theoretical 

background proposed earlier. In Chapter VII, I summarize the results and discuss the 

implications and relevance of the study within the field of Applied Linguistics, as well as 

its limitations and future research suggestions.  
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CHAPTER II: THE NATURE OF THE SUBJUNCTIVE MOOD IN SPANISH  

In this chapter I describe the nature of the subjunctive mood in Spanish both in 

independent (main) and dependent (nominal, adjective, adverbial, and conditional) 

clauses. I decided to consider conditional clauses apart from adverbial clauses because 

the conditional is oftentimes considered a different mood and is usually presented 

separately from other adverbial clauses in FL textbooks (see p.76). In addition, most texts 

distinguish between these five types of sentence structure (main, nominal, adjective, 

adverbial, and conditional) because they are assumed to be mastered at different stages of 

second language acquisition (Smith, 1980; Mikulski, 2006).  

Modality has been characterized as “the grammaticalization of speakers’ 

(subjective) attitudes and opinions” (Palmer, 1986, p. 16). A verbal mood is a 

morphological paradigm that instantiates a modal value (Mikulski, 2006) and describes 

the actuality of the event in terms such as possibility, necessity or desirability (Chung & 

Timberlake, 1985). While English has gradually lost mood distinctions, Spanish uses the 

indicative and the subjunctive productively as a way of expressing them. Mood choice 

obeys syntactic (specific requirements that the main verb imposes on the subordinate 

verb), semantic (what constitutes reality or not) and pragmatic (intention/perspective of 

the speaker) factors, as will be explained below. 

1. The Subjunctive in Independent and Pseudo-Independent Clauses 

Although the subjunctive usually appears in dependent clauses, there are some 

independent or pseudo-independent clauses that allow or require the subjunctive (Pando 
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Solís, 2005, p. 142). According to Gili Gaya (1951, quoted by Rivero, 1977, p. 72), they 

are not true independent clauses, but “mental subordinations” that do not depend on a 

main verb grammatically, as will be explained below.  

1.1. Constructions of Doubt Introduced by an Adverb 

Adverbial elements such as “tal vez”, “acaso”, “puede que”, “a lo mejor”, 

“quizá(s)”, and other adverbs ending in “-mente” such as “posiblemente” allow for the 

use of both the indicative or the subjunctive depending on the degree of certainty 

expressed by the speaker. 

(1) a. Tal vez venga después  

‘Maybe I’ll come later [less certain]’ 

b. Tal vez vengo después  

‘Maybe I’ll come later [more certain]’ 

 

(2) a. Quizás sea verdad  

‘Maybe it is true [less evident]’ 

b. Quizás es verdad  

‘Maybe it is true [more evident]’ 

 

1.2. Constructions with Elided Verb 

Some NP subordinate clauses require the use of the subjunctive/imperative in 

Spanish (see section about “Dependent Clauses” below). Sometimes, the main verb is 

omitted giving as a result a “pseudo-independent” clause introduced by a subordinating 

conjunction, adverb or pronoun that establishes that dependency relationship with the 

elided clause. In the following examples (in (3)) the elided clause is in parenthesis and 

the remaining part is the pseudo-independent clause: 
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(3) a. (Quiero) ¡Que te mejores! 

 ‘(I want you to) Get better!’ 

b. (Vamos) Donde digas 

‘(We go) Wherever you say’ 

c. (Hacemos) Lo que tú quieras 

‘(We do) Whatever you want’ 

  

1.3. Exclamation/Desiderative Constructions 

Some interjections, such as “ojalá” (which is derived from Arabic “if God 

wishes”), and “así” (similar to “ojalá”) introduce clauses in the subjunctive. Some 

scholars (e.g., Fernández Álvarez, 1987) include them in the “pseudo-independent” 

category because they consider that a main verb is elided. To all effects, this interjection 

would function as a main verb: 

(4) a. Ojalá lluevan billetes de 100 esta noche en mi casa 

 ‘I wish it rained 100 bills at my house tonight’ 

b.¡Así Dios te ayude! 

‘God help you!’ 

 
1.4. Reduplicated Constructions 

These constructions are characterized by the repetition of the verb and, in most 

cases, they are equivalent to a sentence introduced by “aunque” (“even if”), which would 

require the subjunctive, as it will be explained later (Martinell, 1985, p. 23): 

(5) a. Venga quien venga 

 ‘No matter who comes’ 

b. Te guste o no (te guste) 

‘Like it or not’ 
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1.5. Fixed Expressions and Interjections 

Many independent subjunctives have become fixed constructions with an 

expressive function (Martinell, 1985, p. 27). Some of them have been fossilized and they 

do not longer allow for modifications in number, person or tense:  

(6) a. Que yo sepa… 

    ‘As far as I know…’ 

b. Maldita sea 

    ‘Damn it’ 

c. Venga 

    ‘Come on’ 

d. Vaya 

    ‘Well’/ ‘Oh no!’ 

e. Tiene una fama que no veas 

    ‘He is famous like no other’ 

f. ¡Y que lo digas! 

    ‘You tell me!’ 

 

2. The Subjunctive in Dependent Clauses 

The subjunctive is often found in dependent or subordinate clauses following a set 

of syntactic, semantic and pragmatic criteria. Below, the four different types of 

subordinate clauses where the subjunctive may appear are explained and compared to the 

use of the indicative. 

2.1. Nominal Clauses 

In nominal clauses (NP) we expect to find the indicative when the verb in the 

main clause expresses the following (Collentine, 1995, p. 124): 
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(7) a. Belief: 

Creen que vienes con nosotros  

‘They think that you come with us’ 

 

b. Evidence: 

Ven que vienes con nosotros  

‘They see that you come with us’ 

 

c. Inference: 

Es evidente que vienes con nosotros  

‘It is evident that you come with us’ 

 

d. Knowledge: 

Saben que vienes con nosotros  

‘They know you come with us’ 

 

d. Report of a statement:  

Dicen que vienes con nosotros  

‘They say that you come with us’ 

 

On the contrary, the subjunctive would be expected in the subordinate clause 

when the verb in the main clause indicates: 

(8) a. Doubt/denial:  

Dudan que vengas con nosotros  

‘They doubt that you come with us’ 

 

b. Evaluation: 

Es bueno que vengas con nosotros  

‘It’s good that you come with us’ 
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c. Reaction:  

Les sorprende que vengas con nosotros 

‘They are surprised that you come with us’ 

 

d. Report of a command:  

Dicen que vengas con nosotros  

‘They tell you to come with us’ 

 

e. Volition: 

Quieren que vengas con nosotros  

‘They want you to come with us’ 

 

2.2. Adjectival Clauses 

In adjectival (or relative) clauses we expect the subjunctive when the antecedent: 

1) has no particular referent (9a); 2) is a variable (many distinct referents can be assigned 

to it) (9b); or 3) its existence is negated (9c) (Collentine et al., 2002): 

(9)  a. Juan desea encontrar un compañero que sea cordial  

‘Juan wishes to find a mate that is cordial’ 

 

b. Juan hablará con un profesor que tenga experiencia en este asunto  

‘Juan will speak to a professor that has experience on this topic’ 

 

c. Juan no conoce a nadie que pueda hacer eso  

‘Juan does not know of anyone that can do that’ 

 

Only in a few examples and with a reduced number of main verbs such as 

“buscar” (to look for) could there be sentences that contrast in meaning depending on 

mood selection: 
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(10)  a. Busco un hombre que mide 1,80m  

‘I am looking for a man that is 1.80m’ [I know him] 

 

b. Busco un hombre que mida 1,80m  

‘I am looking for a man that is 1.80m’ [if he exists] 

 

However, in most of the cases the meaning of the main verb dictates whether the 

antecedent will be known (“tener” (to have), “conocer” (to know), “haber” (to be)) or 

unknown (“necesitar” (to need), “querer” (to want), “no haber” (not to be)) to the 

speaker: 

(11)  a. Tengo un novio que baila flamenco  

‘I have a boyfriend that dances flamenco’ 

 

b. Conozco a un chico que baila flamenco  

‘I know a boy that dances flamenco’ 

 

c. Hay un chico que baila flamenco  

‘There is a boy that dances flamenco’ 

 

d. Necesito un novio que baile flamenco  

‘I need a boyfriend that dances flamenco’ 

 

e. Quiero un novio que baile flamenco  

‘I want a boyfriend that dances flamenco’ 

 

f. No hay un chico que baile flamenco aquí  

‘There is no boy that dances flamenco here’ 
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2.3. Adverbial Clauses 

In adverbial clauses we expect to find the subjunctive when the action of the 

subordinate clause has not occurred or was not in progress by the time expressed in the 

main clause. In this type of sentence, there might be contrasts depending on mood 

selection (Bull, 1965). For example, in (12a, 13a) the subordinate verb in the subjunctive 

indicates that the action of this verb has not occurred yet, whereas the indicative 

counterpart in (12b, 13b) indicates that it is a habitual action that has happened and 

continues to happen: 

(12)  a. Lo hacemos cuando lleguen  

 ‘We will do it when they arrive’ 

 

b. Lo hacemos cuando llegan  

‘We do it when they arrive’ [usually] 

 

(13)  a. Lo hará siempre que me visite  

‘He will do it everytime he visits me’ 

 

b. Lo hace siempre que me visita  

‘He does it everytime he visits me’ 

 

Some adverbial conjunctions, such as the ones in (12) and (13) can imply a past, 

current or habitual relationship with the main clause and therefore can require the 

indicative or the subjunctive depending on this relationship. In contrast, some other 

conjunctions always require the subjunctive because of their meaning, since they always 



  
 

35 
 

imply a relationship of future with the main clause (“para que” (in order to), “antes de 

que” (before), “sin que” (without)): 

(14)  a. Lo hago para que aprendas  

‘I do this so you learn’ 

 

b. Lo hago sin que me veas  

‘I do it without you seeing me’ 

 
2.4. Conditional Clauses with “si” 

Although conditional clauses are adverbial clauses, I have decided to analyze 

them separately because they are usually taught separately. Adverbial constructions with 

“si” (‘if’) are usually divided in two parts: protasis (adverbial “if” clause) and apodosis 

(main clause). The use of the subjunctive in the subordinate clause depends on the degree 

of certainty and doubt of the speaker. Table 4 shows the three possible conditionals 

ordered from more possible to least possible:  
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Table 4. Three Types of Conditional 

 Protasis (subordinate clause) Apodosis (main clause) 

‘Si’ + present INDICATIVE Present/Future INDICATIVE CONDITIONAL I: 

Possible clauses Si me toca la lotería… 

‘If I win the lottery… 

…me voy/iré de vacaciones 

…I’ll go on vacation’ 

‘Si’ + imperfect 

SUBJUNCTIVE 

Conditional INDICATIVE CONDITIONAL II: 

Hypothetical clauses 

 Si me tocara la lotería… 

‘If I won the lottery… 

…me iría de vacaciones 

…I would go on vacation’ 

‘Si’ + pluperfect 

SUBJUNCTIVE 

Conditional Perfect INDICATIVE CONDITIONAL III: 

Impossible clauses 

 Si me hubiera tocado la 

lotería… 

‘If I had won the lottery… 

…me habría ido de vacaciones 

…I would have gone on vacation’ 

 

3. Summary 

Theorists have tried to integrate the use of the Spanish subjunctive in a unified 

theory for a long time with no luck. The subjunctive in nominal, adverbial and relative 

clauses seems to obey different semantic/syntactic/pragmatic constraints. This together 

with the fact that the subjunctive is not translatable into many languages such as English 

(Rodríguez-Mondoñedo, 2002, p. 23), makes it an enormously difficult structure to 

master in Spanish as a Second Language, as it will be explained in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER III: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND EMPIRICAL STUDIES  

In the past decades there has been a great deal of research and speculation on both 

the cognitive processes underlying second language acquisition and their pedagogical 

implications. There seems to be disagreement for many aspects regarding the acquisition 

and/or teaching of a (second) language. In this section I analyze some of those 

disagreements and argue that the middle point of the continuum, rather than one or 

another side of a dichotomy, is oftentimes a good (if not the best) option. Later on I 

establish the theoretical framework in which I base my study and review studies 

regarding the stage of language development where the subjunctive is acquired and the 

developmental sequences within subjunctive acquisition in both L1 and L2 learners. In 

the last part of the chapter, I summarize studies regarding: 1) subjunctive acquisition by 

L2 learners; 2) approaches to L2 teaching (explicit vs. implicit knowledge); or 3) both. 

1. Current Controversies on L2 Acquisition and Teaching 

1.1. Teaching Approaches 

For the past 40 years, there has been a long debate on whether language 

instruction should be more or less explicit. Those that reject explicit grammar instruction 

believe that learners will be able to acquire a language without any explicit instruction, 

that is, by immersion in the foreign language and culture (Krashen, 1982). On the other 

hand, those that advocate explicit grammar instruction base their choice on the idea that 

L2 and L1 acquisition are different, and that, especially with older learners, explicit 

instruction is facilitative (Schmidt, 1990). This disagreement in teaching methodologies 

is still far from over. Next I briefly describe the three main approaches to second 
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language teaching: Focus on FormS (FonFs), Focus on Meaning (FonM), and Focus on 

Form (FonF). 

1.1.1. Focus on FormS (FonFs)  

Focus on FormS is characterized by a structuralist, synthetic approach to 

language, where the primary focus of classroom activity is on language forms rather than 

the meanings they convey (Burgess & Etherington, 2002). A clear example of this type of 

instruction would be the Grammar Translation Method according to which language 

should be the object of learning and grammatical structures should explicitly be presented 

by the teacher in a decontextualized manner (Nassaji & Fotos, 2004). Among its 

supporters we find Hammerly (1985), Higgs & Clifford (1982), or Valette (1991). During 

the past years this approach has found more opponents than supporters because it does 

not develop the four skills homogeneously and it has been relegated to very restricted 

applications, such as teaching languages for reading purposes. 

1.1.2. Focus on Meaning (FonM)  

In direct contrast to Focus on FormS approaches, scholars who defend Focus on 

Meaning (Felix, 1981; Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hammond, 1988; Krashen, 1993) 

propose that classroom work should only be concerned with communication and 

negotiation of meaning and that no attention should be given to forms or grammatical 

accuracy, since this “actually has a negative effect on the second language acquisition 

process” (Hammond, 1988, p. 414). 

The Natural Approach, which is based both on Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (1982) 

and Dulay & Burt’s (1973) idea that L2 acquisition follows the same order as L1 
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acquisition, is the clearest example of the FonM approach. Krashen & Terrell (1983, p. 

20) establish the following teaching principles: 

1) Comprehension must precede production. 

2) Production should emerge in stages. 

3) The syllabus must consist of communicative goals. 

4) Activities must foster a lowering of the affective filter of the learners. 

5) ‘Acquisition’ and ‘learning’ are different. 

These five principles have direct consequences on teaching: a) the target language 

is always used; b) students are not forced to speak until they are ready; c) their errors are 

not corrected if they do not interfere with communication; and d) the classroom is 

organized by topic and not by grammatical structure because “conscious learning 

occupies a surprisingly small place in the total picture of adult second language 

performance” (Krashen, 1982, p. 208). 

Felix (1981) shares Krashen & Terrell’s point of view that “formal instruction 

cannot eliminate or suppress those processes which constitute man’s natural ability to 

acquire language(s)” (p. 87) and agrees that explicit grammar teaching should not have a 

place in the classroom. This approach was later partially ratified when Nikolov & 

Krashen (1997, p. 200) confirmed that “there is no loss in accuracy when there is no or 

little emphasis on form”.  
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1.1.3. Focus on Form (FonF)  

Krashen’s views have been widely criticized in the past twenty years (Gregg, 

1984; Lightbown & Spada, 1990; DeKeyser, 1998; Lightbown, 1998; N. Ellis & Laporte, 

1997, to name a few). The majority of these scholars acknowledge the importance of 

communicative competence and comprehensible input (DeKeyser, 1998), but depart from 

Krashen’s “radical noninterface position” (N. Ellis & Laporte, 1997, p. 54) by proposing 

that some aspects of language are so complex for L2 learners that they have to be 

explicitly taught “to overcome incorrect or incomplete knowledge of specific target 

language features” (Lightbown, 1998, p. 179).  

The main problem that FonF proponents find in non-interventionist teaching 

approaches such as the Natural Approach is that “they do not appear to encourage and 

promote grammatical accuracy” (Hawkins & Towell, 1996, p. 200) and that many 

structures cannot be acquired by merely exposing the adult learner to a structure in 

comprehensible input (White, 1988; Schmidt, 1990).  Therefore, they propose that 

explicit grammar instruction is an essential part of grammar teaching as long as it is 

embedded in meaning-oriented L2 classrooms: 

The syllabus remains communicative, with no preplanned L2 forms to be learned 

in any special order. However, when a form is perceived to be problematic, the 

teacher and/or other learners may address it explicitly in a variety of ways, such 

as through direct error connection, rule explanation, modeling, and drilling, to 

name a few (Poole, 2003, p. 2). 
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Long & Robinson (1998) see both FonF and FonM as valuable approaches of 

instruction and they propose that they should complement rather than exclude each other. 

FonF instruction, in their view, maintains a balance by attending to form when necessary, 

yet within a communicative classroom environment (Poole, 2005, p. 49). Likewise, N. 

Ellis & Laporte (1997) analyzed the effects of formal instruction on SLA and concluded 

that: 

a. Negative feedback promotes and facilitates second language syntactic ability. 

b. Learners with explicit knowledge are associated with better performance. 

c. Formal instruction affects second language acquisition. 

d. Attention to language forms is necessary (and they are not acquired unless they 

are noticed). 

This point of view is shared by many other authors, such as Thomas (1988), 

Herdina & Jessner (2000), Terrell (1991) or Swain, Lapkin, Roewen & Hart (1990). Even 

Terrell (1991, p. 58) argues against his own and Krashen’s previous hypotheses by 

claiming that explicit grammar instruction can affect the acquisition of a second language 

in three ways: 

1) As an "advance organizer" to aid in comprehending and segmenting the input.  

2) As a meaning-form focuser that aids the learner in establishing a meaning-form 

relationship for morphologically complex forms.  

3) By providing forms of monitoring, which, in turn, will be available for 

acquisition in the output. 
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His view differs from that of Krashen’s in that grammar instruction also plays an 

important role in second language acquisition, especially in the case of adult learners who 

do not automatically use input to develop competence: 

Some informal evidence exists that adults do not automatically use input to 

develop competence in the way Krashen has suggested. The question then 

naturally arises as to the role of grammar instruction in adult second language 

acquisition. If some adults do not process input as Krashen suggests then it may 

also be the case that a conscious knowledge of grammar may play a greater (or 

even lesser) role in language acquisition and processing than Krashen posits 

(Terrell, 1991, p. 53). 

1.2. Purpose of Instruction: Expert vs. Novice Learners 

The major criticism against Krashen and Dulay and Burt’s theories of second 

language acquisition (see previous point) is that they and their followers seem to make an 

analogy between child and adult L2 acquisition, implying that the same teaching 

methodology should be applied to both types of learners:  

Some have gone so far as to claim that learning an L2 incidentally or implicitly 

from exposure to comprehensible target language samples is sufficient for 

successful second or foreign language acquisition by adolescent and adults, just as 

it appears to be for first language acquisition by young children (Long & 

Robinson, 1998, p. 18)  
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The reason why many scholars agree that children and adults are different types 

of learners is based on the fact that, although adolescents and adults are more motivated 

and cultured than children, their L2 learning in communicative or immersion settings 

results in at least partial failure (Gregg, 1984; Bley-Vroman, 1989; Hawkins & Towell, 

1996; Long & Robinson, 1998; Doughty & Williams, 1998). FonM advocates propose 

lowering the affective filter and providing enough comprehensible input to adults so they 

can learn the “natural way”. However, it is possible that adults get to learn faster if their 

brain maturity and analytical ability are well used in the classroom. Hawkins & Towell 

(1996) and Schmidt (1990) agree that adults cannot acquire an L2 simply by being 

exposed to samples of language: 

Incidental learning (…) appears unlikely for adults. Paying attention to language 

form is hypothesized to be facilitative in all cases, and may be necessary for adult 

acquisition of redundant grammatical features. In general, the relation between 

attention and knowledge provides a link to the study of individual differences in 

language learning, as well as to consideration of the role of instruction in making 

formal features of the target language more salient and facilitating input encoding 

(Schmidt, 1990, p. 149). 

In fact, it should be taken into account that, as there are many different types of 

learners, each of them might benefit from a different teaching approach.  Celce-Murcia 

(1985) establishes a continuum in which she correlates different types of learners and the 

importance of a FonF approach: 
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Table 5. Importance of FonF Related to Learner and Instructional Variables (Adapted 
from Celce-Murcia, 1985, p. 298). 
 
 Less important  

   FonF 

More important 

Learner variables: 

Age 

Education 

 

Children 

Pre-literate 

 

Adolescents 

Semi-literate 

 

Adults 

Literate 

Instructional variables: 

Skill 

Need/use 

 

Listening, reading 

Survival 

 

Speaking 

Vocational 

 

Writing 

Professional 

 

Table 5 illustrates the view that adults who might need a second language for 

professional purposes benefit more from a FonF approach, while children, who are pre-

literate and might need a second language for survival, benefit from a more FonM 

approach. The main difference between adult and child learners, then, might lie in the 

level of grammatical awareness they possess or the type of bilingual they are: children 

who are learning a second language are “novice” (“preliterate” in Celce-Murcia’s terms), 

and they do not yet have a formal education; adults who learn a second language, on the 

contrary, are usually “expert” (or “literate”) because they have had some type of formal 

education and they have a fully developed first language. Saville-Troike (2006) 

summarizes the different advantages that both groups of learners enjoy when learning an 

L2 (see Table 6): 
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Table 6. Age Differences in SLA (Saville-Troike, 2006, p. 82)

Younger Advantage  Older Advantage  

•  Brain plasticity  
•  Not analytical  
•  Fewer inhibitions (usually)  
•  Weaker group identity  
•  Simplified input more likely 

•  Learning capacity  
•  Analytic ability  
•  Pragmatic skills  
•  Greater knowledge of L1 
•  Real-world knowledge   

 

Saville-Troike emphasizes that adults cannot benefit from the same brain 

plasticity as children, and in addition, that their motivations, their purposes and their 

linguistic knowledge of a previous language can help them in other ways. As there are 

two distinct types of learners, it is consistent to presuppose that different teaching 

methodologies will be needed to suit their needs:  

Greater analytic ability might also be an advantage for older learners, at least in 

the short run, since they are able to understand and apply explicit grammatical 

rules (….) Younger learners are probably more successful in informal and 

naturalistic L2 learning contexts, and older learners in formal instructional 

settings (Saville-Troike, 2006, p. 84). 

1.3. The Role of Metalanguage and L1 Grammatical Knowledge in L2 Learning 

The idea of classifying and labeling learners of an L2 as ‘expert’ or ‘novice’ can 

also be applied to discern different degrees of grammatical expertise in L1. Hudson & 

Walmsley (2005, p. 612) suggest that it is reasonable to presuppose that a comprehensive 

knowledge about one’s own first language can be a strong enough linguistic basis for 
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learning other languages. As Herdina & Jessner (2000, p. 67) point out, “spending time 

learning in the language one knows best may benefit both languages equally with respect 

to developing those language-related skills basic to academic progress in our schools”.  

As it has been previously mentioned, formal or explicit grammar instruction is not 

supported by many second language acquisition theorists who consider that these kinds of 

methodologies are least likely to succeed in developing language proficiency.  However, 

these authors criticize the use of formal grammar instruction in second language 

classrooms because students who are presented with explicit rules usually lack a 

sufficient grammar terminology (Krashen, 1982; Omaggio, 1983). Jeffries' study (1985, 

p. 389) presents evidence that “students do not understand grammatical terminology” and 

that “almost any student would perform poorly on a test of grammar terminology 

administered at the beginning of second language instruction”.  

Research has shown that this is not only a problem specific to their L2, but also in 

their native language. Consequently, it would be logical to think that if L2 learners had 

been exposed to formal grammar in Ll classes, the use of grammar terminology in L2 

classes would be an advantage (or at least not an obstacle). Moreover, once basic 

concepts of general grammar have been learned, it should be easier for students to 

acquire other foreign languages with less effort. Hudson & Walmsley (2005, p. 594-5) 

address the following reasons why children should learn about L1 grammar (together 

with metalanguage): 
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- to expand their grammatical competence 

- to underpin this competence in performance 

- to support foreign-language learning 

- to develop their thinking skills  

- to develop their investigative skills 

- to appreciate their own minds 

- to develop a critical response to some of the ways in which language is used 

in their everyday environment 

The advantages of this kind of knowledge are also mentioned by authors, such as 

Ellis (2004), Han & Ellis (1998), Hedge (2000) and Paradis (2006), who suggest that they 

might assist learners in becoming “expert” learners: 

Metalinguistic knowledge (…) allows learners to monitor the output of linguistic 

competence and thus increases their production of correct forms, the frequency of 

which may eventually (though indirectly) establish the implicit procedures that 

will sustain their automatic use. To the extent that there are lacunae in linguistic 

competence, speakers will rely on metalinguistic knowledge and pragmatics. With 

increase of proficiency, the use of metalinguistic knowledge is either speeded up 

or gradually replaced by the use of implicit linguistic competence, hence 

switching from relying on one set of neural substrates to relying on another 

(Paradis, 2006, p. 1) 
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It is important to notice here that, as Han & Ellis remark, analyzed knowledge can 

exist independently of technical language, although it “may be preciser, clearer and 

better-structured if the learner has access to metalingual terms” (1998, pp. 5-6). 

1.4. Interaction between Explicit and Implicit Knowledge 

The reason why the role of explicit grammar teaching in language acquisition is a 

controversial topic is directly related to the interface between explicit and implicit 

knowledge. Implicit and explicit knowledge can be distinguished according to two 

principal criteria: accessibility and awareness (Han & Ellis, 1998, p. 6). The main 

motivation for many scholars to support the explicit teaching of a second language 

(including metalanguage) over implicit teaching is the belief that explicitly learned rules 

can become implicit with time and practice. However, not all theorists agree with this. 

The interface hypothesis addresses the issue of the interaction between explicit and 

implicit knowledge in L2 acquisition. The three positions are explained below. 

 1.4.1. Noninterface Position  

According to this position (Krashen, 1981; Hulstijn, 2002), explicit and implicit 

knowledge involve different acquisitional mechanisms (acquisition and learning, 

respectively, in Krashen’s terms) and are accessed by different processes (automatic for 

implicit and controlled for explicit knowledge). Thus, they are entirely distinct and there 

is no interface between them: explicit knowledge cannot be converted into implicit 

knowledge and vice versa. Explicit knowledge contributes only indirectly to L2 

proficiency development and it only affects learning, not acquisition. 
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1.4.2. Strong Interface Position  

Proponents of this position (Bialystok, 1978; Gregg, 1984; DeKeyser, 1998) 

claim that explicit and implicit knowledge are the extremes of a continuous system: 

implicit knowledge can be converted into explicit knowledge and explicit knowledge can 

become implicit knowledge as long as learners have enough communicative practice 

(Sharwood Smith, 1981; DeKeyser 1998). There are some variations within this position 

regarding the directionality of the interface: 

a. Full interface position (Bialystok, 1978): Language exposure feeds directly into 

explicit or implicit knowledge. Formal practicing can transfer explicit knowledge 

into automatic implicit knowledge, and inferencing can transform implicit into 

explicit knowledge (White & Ranta, 2002, p. 263).  

b. Explicit-to-implicit position (Anderson’s ACT* model): Anderson’s Adaptive 

Control of Thought model (1983) is based on the distinction between declarative 

(explicit) and procedural (implicit) knowledge. The model, which is fully 

explained on page 55, is based on the premise that all knowledge has to be 

declarative at the beginning, which means that there is only one directionality: 

explicit to implicit.  

1.4.3. Weak Interface Position  

  According to this position (Terrell, 1991; Ellis; 1994), there is a specialized 

system for the acquisition of implicit linguistic knowledge, whereas general learning 

mechanisms are involved in the acquisition of explicit knowledge. Also, a distinction is 

made between developmentally ready rules and non-developmentally ready rules (see 
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Processability Theory on page 57): explicit knowledge can be converted into implicit 

knowledge in the case of grammatical rules which are ready to be acquired (called 

‘developmental rules’), but not in the case of rules which are expected to be acquired 

later in the process (called ‘non-developmental’). Not all knowledge originates in an 

explicit form and formal instruction helps to automatize both explicit and implicit 

grammatical knowledge (Ellis, 1994, p. 89).  

1.4.4. Summary 

It does not seem reasonable to suppose that the interaction between implicit and 

explicit knowledge is nonexistent, nor that the interaction between the two is as strong as 

DeKeyser (1998) seems to suggest. The fact that only some (if any) explicit knowledge 

seems to be replaced by implicit knowledge suggests that developmental sequences might 

be involved, as the weak interface hypothesis advocates. Paradis (2006) defends the idea 

that it is not a matter of development of one into another, but replacement:  

There is a gradual shift from using metalinguistic knowledge to using implicit 

competence. It is comparable to the situation of a French boy who, over his 

adolescence, goes from drinking water at supper to drinking wine, by gradually 

adding more wine to his water. The water does not become wine over time; it is 

gradually replaced by wine. There is no transaccidentation involved. Nor is there 

any transubstantation from metalinguistic knowledge to implicit competence. 

Gradually, reliance on the latter replaces the use of the former (Paradis, 2006, p. 

4). 
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1.5. Summary  

In this section I have reviewed a number of problematic issues that have been 

addressed by SLA theory. Although many of them have been presented as “black or 

white” dichotomies, there are many shades of grey in between that could easily be 

considered as an option. For example, most researchers agree now that it is not a matter 

of fluency OR accuracy, because both of them can have their own place in the classroom. 

Also, regarding the interface between implicit and explicit knowledge, it is very probable 

that it is a matter of replacement, rather than conversion from one to another. In the 

following section I will choose a cognitive model of language processing that is in 

accordance with the assumptions I just mentioned.  

2. Theoretical Framework 

There are two dominant current cognitive models of language processing: 

information processing (IP) and connectionist models: 

Information-processing does not assume language-specific cognitive mechanisms, 

but does assume that humans are composed of separate information-processing 

mechanisms, including perceptual systems, output systems, memory systems, 

attention capacities, and several learning processes, including automatization and 

restructuring (McLaughlin and Heredia, 1996). In contrast, a connectionist 

account assumes only a massively interconnected neural network, with behaviors 

due to the nature of connection patterns and with learning being the adjustment of 

those patterns of connectivity in response to the continual processing of linguistic 

(and other) exemplars (Mellow and Stanley, 2001, p. 59). 
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Connectionist models do not believe in Universal Grammar (UG), whereas 

information-processing approaches (such as the ones I will discuss below) were 

developed as a way of complementing UG, which, after all, was not intended to be a 

theory of second language acquisition. According to Sanz (2005, p. 6), UG is intended to 

be a first language acquisition theory that is focused on learner internal factors and not on 

external factors. Therefore, it can be complemented with a second language acquisition 

theory without any apparent overlap. These processing approaches, then, share the idea 

that first language acquisition is controlled by a language-specific module, whereas 

second language acquisition relies on general cognitive mechanisms (Mitchell & Myles, 

1998, p. 73). 

2.1. Information Processing and ACT* Models 

The crucial idea of the information-processing approach (IP) is that complex 

behavior builds on simple processes (McLaughlin & Heredia, 1996). According to IP, the 

mind is a limited-capacity processor that needs automaticity of certain processes in order 

to free-up memory: 

In order to function effectively, humans develop ways of organizing information. 

Some tasks require more attention; others that have been well practiced require 

less. The development of any complex cognitive skill involves building up a set of 

well-learned, efficient procedures so that more attention-demanding processes are 

freed up for new tasks (….) learning involves the transfer of information to long-

term memory and is regulated by controlled processes. That is, skills are learned 
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and routinized (i.e., become automatic) only after the earlier use of controlled 

processes (McLaughlin & Heredia, 1996, pp. 214-5). 

The general lack of success in adult foreign language learning is easily explained 

by a theory which holds that adult second language learning is controlled by general 

human cognitive learning capacities rather than by the Language Acquisition Device used 

by children (Bley-Vroman, 1989). In IP approaches, language learning is viewed 

precisely as the acquisition of a complex cognitive skill. As with any other task, various 

aspects of language have to be practiced and integrated into fluent performance. 

Learning, then, involves a shift from controlled towards automatic processing (known as 

“automatization”). Controlled processes are limited in capacity and demand attention, but 

they are flexible because the activation is under the attentional control of the subject 

(Schneider & Shiffrin, 1977); automatic processes, on the contrary, are difficult to 

suppress or alter, but they are quick to access and need little attention because they have 

been acquired through long practice and take up very little mental capacity (McLaughlin 

et al., 1983). The process is as follows: 

1. Learners make use of controlled processing in the L2. This processing 

requires a lot of attentional control and it is constrained by the limitations of 

Short-Term Memory (STM). 

2. Through practice and repeated activation, controlled sequences become 

automatic, and they are now stored in Long-Term Memory (LTM). Controlled 

processes require more processing space. As a consequence, when they are 

automatized, there is more space available and more information can be 

extracted, segmented, and transformed into intake that will be later 
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incorporated into the L2 system (Wood Bowden. Sanz & Stafford, 2005, p. 

126). 

3. The incremental nature of learning is explained by the availability of STM 

(when controlled processes become automatic) for other higher levels of 

processing. 

4. The continuous movement from controlled to automatic processing results in 

constant restructuring or reorganization of the linguistic system of the L2. 

Reorganizing mental representations as part of learning makes structures more 

coordinated, integrated, and efficient, including a faster response time when 

they are activated (Saville-Troike, 2006). In SLA, restructuring of internal L2 

representations, along with larger stores in memory, accounts for increasing 

levels of L2 proficiency: 

…adult learners (…) will initially tend to rely very heavily on declarative 

memory for linguistic processing due to an age-related attenuation of the 

procedural system’s ability to learn or process. Practice, however, is 

predicted to improve performance in the procedural system, and therefore 

high-proficiency L2 learners will likely resemble L1 speakers in their 

reliance on the procedural as well as declarative memory system (Wood 

Bowden et al., 2005, pp. 113-4). 

Restructuring also accounts for fossilization and the U-shaped learning curve 

in SLA: fossilization of forms occurs when processes become automatic 

before being learned properly without further restructuring; the U-shaped 

learning curve occurs when over-regularization is applied to a previous 

unanalyzed form (for example, a previously acquired unanalyzed form like 

“went” is momentarily produced applying the past tense “–ed” rule (“goed”) 

before using the irregular form again). 
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Another processing model that has been applied to second language learning and 

that is very similar to the Information-Processing Approach is Anderson’s ACT* model 

(Adaptive Control of Thought, 1983). The main difference between this and 

McLaughlin’s model is terminology (Mitchell & Myles, 1998, p. 87): declarative 

knowledge (similar to controlled processes) becomes procedural knowledge (similar to 

automatic processes) through automatization. 

In this model, there are three types of memory that interact with one another: 

working memory (similar to STM), and two kinds of Long-Term Memory: a declarative 

LTM and a procedural LTM. The move from declarative to procedural knowledge takes 

place in three stages (Towell & Hawkins, 1994, p. 238): 

1. The cognitive stage (a description of the procedure is learned): Only 

declarative knowledge can be accessed in performance by means of 

interpretive strategies (mainly problem solving and analogy).  

2. The associative stage (a method for performing the skill is worked out): as 

learning progresses and productions are formed through processes of 

composition and proceduralization, the information is stored in more 

economical productions. It is important to rule out errors in order to avoid 

fossilization at this stage. 

3. The autonomous stage (the skill becomes more and more rapid and 

automatic): When learning reaches this stage, productions no longer need to 

work in conjunction with declarative knowledge by calling it into working or 

short-term memory. They can be called on their own. 

According to both models, the difference between L1 and L2 learning would be a 

matter of the stage reached, not of the processes involved: 
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We speak the learned language by using general rule-following procedures 

applied to the rules we have learned, rather than speaking directly, as we do in our 

native language. Not surprisingly, applying this knowledge is a much slower and 

more painful process than applying the procedurally encoded knowledge of our 

own language. Eventually, if we are lucky, we can come to know a foreign 

language as well as we know our native language. At that point, we often forget 

the rules of the foreign language. It is as if the class-taught declarative knowledge 

had been transformed into a procedural form (Anderson, 1980, p. 224). 

These two models propose that children benefit from data-driven, bottom-up 

processing, whereas adults need both interactive bottom-up and top-down processing, 

since abstract knowledge of rule systems may serve as a shortcut, saving them “from the 

trouble of generating false hypotheses about underlying rules” (McLaughlin et al., 1983, 

p. 153). 

2.2. Processability Theory 

As it was explained in the previous section, the basic assumptions that processing 

models make is that complex skills are composed of simpler component skills, which are 

hierarchically organized. Processability Theory is “a universal framework that accounts 

for the trajectory of L2 development on the basis of the constraints that derive from the 

architecture of the emerging L2 grammar” (Pienemann, 2002, p. 190). Similarly to 

Towell & Hawkins (1994, see page 59), Processability Theory recognizes the need for 

both a theory of grammar (UG) and a theory of processing (IP) that allows learners to 

produce the knowledge encoded in the grammatical system.  
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Based on the assumption that language learners exhibit progress through the same 

stages and in the same order regardless of order of instruction and first language 

background (VanNaerssen, 1981, p.  94), Pienemann’s Processability Theory (1998) 

states that, in order for language learners to acquire a determined structure, they have to 

be developmentally ready. According to him, there is a hierarchical order of processing 

procedures by which structures and operations involving no exchange of grammatical 

information, such as formulaic sentences or word order will be processed before 

operations that require such information exchange, such as object clitic placement or 

mood selection in a subordinate clause (p. 76).  

As a consequence, the Teachability Hypothesis predicts that because of this 

implicational relationship between acquisitional sequences, “a given linguistic structure 

cannot be added through instruction to the learner’s interlanguage at any desired point” 

(Pienemann, 1984, p. 198). The role of formal instruction is not considered useless, 

nonetheless, since they consider that it “may only accelerate the transition through 

established stages of development” (Salaberry, 2000, p. 100). 

2.3. Towell & Hawkin’s Model of Second Language Acquisition (1994) 

All of the theories and approaches discussed so far have their pros and cons: UG 

models explain the what of language acquisition but not the how; cognitive models 

explain the processes, but not the nature of the mental grammar. It has already been 

discussed that most of the issues in SLA have traditionally been presented in the form of 

apparent dichotomies that seemed to exclude each other. In this study a “third way” has 
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been chosen as an answer to most of those issues because all of them should be 

implemented into a single model of second language acquisition: 

The most that can perhaps be hoped in the near term is some agreement on the 

research questions that need to be addressed and on the merits and shortcomings 

of the various explanatory ideas that are currently being pursued. In the longer 

term, of course, one hopes for a convergence of views, and even now there is 

some indication that this has begun in a limited way (O’Grady, 2003, p. 43). 

Towell & Hawkins’ model of second language acquisition (1994, in Figure 1) 

provides an integrated account of the interaction between the following factors 

considered problematic in SLA, most of which have already been reviewed: transfer, 

stages of development, cross-learner systematicity, variability and incompleteness of 

language acquisition. They explain the stages of acquisition with a UG approach, but they 

resort to an IP account to understand how learners use their knowledge: 
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Figure 1. Towell & Hawkins' model of second language acquisition (1994) 

 

In this model, UG and the L1 form a set of internally derived hypotheses both by 

direct transfer (t) from UG to L1 and from L1 to the internally derived hypotheses, 

indicated by a solid line in Figure 1, or mimicking (m), indicated with a dashed line. This 

mimicking occurs when monolingual learners apply their L1 parameter setting to the L2 
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and they mimic the surface properties of the L2 while retaining the L1 parameter setting. 

These initial hypotheses have to be confirmed or rejected, strengthened or modified and 

transformed into productions usable in real time. Additionally, the role of external input 

and output is indicated at the bottom of the diagram.  

All knowledge (internally and externally derived) initially goes into declarative 

memory. From here, Towell & Hawkins suggest four possible learning routes: 

a. Confirmation by external data of an internal hypothesis leading to the creation 

of a production to be stored in procedural memory first in associative form 

and then in autonomous form for rapid use via the short-term memory 

b. Initial storage of a form-function pair in declarative memory as an unanalyzed 

whole. It cannot be analyzed by the learner’s grammar but it can be 

remembered for use in a given context. It may be shifted to procedural 

memory at the associative level. Under controlled processing, it may be re-

examined to see if it can be reorganized to take into account what the learner 

now knows about the L2. 

c. Explicit rules are taken to be part of conceptual knowledge and may be 

proceduralized as such (learned by heart). They may be recalled very rapidly 

but only in the form in which they were learned. 

d. Strategies are a matter of proceduralizing mechanisms for faster processing of 

comprehension. As learners repeatedly carry out the same kind of operations 

to extract meaning from texts, these will go through the stages of 

proceduralization towards autonomous knowledge. 

This model describes the difference in fluency of speech between L1 and L2 

speakers: the native speaker has direct access to procedural knowledge, whereas the non-
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native speaker, depending on the level of language proficiency reached, usually has to 

resort to declarative knowledge when producing the intended utterances. 

2.4. Summary 

It is difficult to embrace a theoretical framework of language acquisition without 

falling into one of the extremes of the various continua that have been analyzed in this 

chapter. For Towell & Hawkins (1994) and Pienemann (1984, 1998) language is a 

modular system, constrained by principles unique to language (UG), but with other more 

general principles of learning and cognition that encode, store, and access that 

knowledge: 

Researchers with different training backgrounds (linguists, psychologists, 

educationalists) do not sufficiently profit from each other’s expertise and too 

seldom do they engage in collaborative research (….) all SLA topics, albeit often 

indirectly, are ultimately concerned with the way in which the mind/brain of the 

L2 learner represents and processes linguistic information (….) practitioners 

based their teaching method on a particular theory, without acknowledging that 

there simply is no such thing as a “correct theory”( Hulstijn, 2007, pp. 191-196). 

Towell and Hawkins’ (1994) model together with Pienemann’s Processability 

Theory (1998) and Teachability Hypothesis (1984) provide with answers to many of the 

questions that have arisen in this chapter: 

- Adult and child language acquisition is different. There is no evidence to support 

that UG is fully accessible for adults learning a second language. L2 acquisition is 
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constrained by what the learner knows about her L1. Towell and Hawkins’ model, 

thus, embraces both emergentist and generativist points of view when it offers 

both the mimicking and the transfer mechanisms in order to internally derive the 

initial hypotheses. It is possible, as Towell & Hawkins demonstrate, to include 

both groups’ ideas in one L2 learning model such as theirs. This is precisely what 

has been referred to as the novice (L1) vs. experienced (L2) learner. 

- There can be transfer from an L1 when producing interlanguage. Different L1s 

will have a different effect on the production of a second language. Teaching 

approaches should take L1 into account as much as possible and predict (or 

identify) the problems that will arise as a result from transfer. 

- Focus on Form (FonF) seems to be the least controversial teaching approach for 

adult learners in a classroom setting and it seems adequate enough to facilitate the 

shift/replacement from declarative to procedural memory.  

- Explicit and implicit knowledge may interact with each other in different ways. 

Paradis’ (2006) claim that implicit replaces explicit knowledge would fit in 

Towell and Hawkins’ model, as well. 

- Although different L1s may play different roles in the L2 outcome, the 

Processability Theory and Teachability Hypothesis can be combined with this 

model to explain why some structures are more resistant to acquisition (such as 

the subjunctive for learners of  Spanish who are native speakers of English). In 

this case, the hypotheses that the learner internally derives might be transferred 
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from English, where the subjunctive is not as salient as in Spanish. Explicit Rules 

Formulas might be necessary in order to process this new structure. 

3. Application of the Theoretical Framework to the Acquisition of the Subjunctive 

In this section I will apply Towell & Hawkins’ model together with Pienemann’s 

Processability Theory and Teachability Hypothesis to the acquisition and teaching of the 

subjunctive in Spanish by learners whose first language is English. First I will review 

studies on the placement of the subjunctive acquisition on a general Spanish acquisition 

hierarchy and later on I will review the developmental sequences within subjunctive itself 

for both L1 and L2 learners of Spanish. 

3.1. Processability Theory for Spanish and the Subjunctive 

In this section I first summarize previous studies on Processability Theory for the 

acquisition of the Spanish subjunctive. Later I review some studies that deal specifically 

with the development of specific subjunctive structures within subjunctive, both for 

native and non-native speakers. 

3.1.1. Subjunctive Placement in a Spanish Acquisition Hierarchy 

3.1.1.1. Native speakers. The acquisition of the subjunctive is a long and complex 

process for L1 speakers of Spanish (Mikulski, 2006). The subjunctive appears for the first 

time in the speech of children at the age of approximately three and a half years (Pérez-

Leroux, 1998), but it takes several years for them to use this mood in all of the contexts in 

which it is obligatory. In fact, adult-like usage of the subjunctive was reported to take 

place at around 7 to 12 years old (Blake, 1980; 1983). 
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It has been noted that cognitive development plays a role in the development of 

the subjunctive.  Pérez-Leroux (1998) noted that correctly completing a false belief task 

is an indication that the child can distinguish between actuality and non-actuality, which 

is the key factor determining mood choice in relative clauses (Mikulski, 2006, p. 31). 

 The number of years that it takes for L1 Spanish-speaking children to use the 

subjunctive in all of its contexts raises the question of how much time it will take for L2 

learners to develop a similar system of mood distinction in their interlanguage systems 

(Mikulski, 2006, p. 32).  

3.1.1.2. Non-Native Speakers. As it will be shown below, adults also master the 

subjunctive very late in comparison to other structures of Spanish. Obviously, children’s 

inability to understand false beliefs cannot be used as an explanation for adults’ late 

acquisition of this structure. Next I summarize where the subjunctive is assumed to be 

acquired in some proposed hierarchies of L2 acquisition specific to Spanish and why it is 

expected to be acquired so late.    

 Johnston (1995) applied Pienemann’s hypotheses in his analysis of the 

acquisition of Spanish by L2 learners and established the following stages of acquisition 

(complemented with examples by McCollam Wiebe, 2003): 
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Table 7. Developmental Stages for Spanish as an L2 (adapted from McCollam, 2003 and Johnston, 1995. Examples by McCollam, 2003) 

Stage Principle Structural outcomes Structure from Spanish 
 

Example 

1 Word or formulae: no exchange of 
grammatical information 
(monomorphemic chunks) 

Words Lexical items “Me llamo 
John” 
“¿Cómo estás?” 
“¡Órale!” 

2 Semantic Order: basic utterances 
 

Lexical morphemes SVO word order “Mi hermano 
tengo coche” 
“Yo estudio 
anoche” 

3 Exchange of grammatical information 
across word boundaries but still at the 
phrase level (noun-adjective 
agreement).  
END OF “PRESYNTACTIC 
OPERATIONS.  

Phrasal information exchange NP agreement, VS and VOS order 
appears, wh- questions, adverb 
fronting, personal “a”, reflexive type 
verbs, emergence of impersonal “se”
 

“Son 
estudiantes” 
“Mañana voy a 
clase de ingles” 

4 Exchange of grammatical information 
across phrases (subject-verb 
agreement). Inter-phrasal unifications 
 

Internal to Salient position 
exchange. The learner must identify 
syntactic categories in order to 
produce subject-medial 
constructions involving inversion. 
Inter-phrasal information exchange 

Emergence of object (direct and 
indirect) clitics, word order frees up.
SV agreement, sequences of clitics 

“¿Es usted de 
los Estados 
Unidos?” 
“Come el chico 
la manzana” 
“Se lo dio” 

5 Exchange of grammatical information 
between main and subordinate clause 
(relative clause constructions, 
subjunctive constructions) 

Main and subordinate clause Verbal mood, fusion with the 
complementizer of the prepositional 
marker, relative pronoun 

“Es dudoso que 
diga la verdad” 
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Table 7 presents the five stages of (inter)language development: In Stage 1, there is no 

exchange of grammatical information between words and the learner is expected to utter 

isolated words or memorized chunks. In Stage 2, some basic utterances in SVO order 

appear. In Stage 3 there is some exchange of grammatical information between words, 

such as adjective-noun agreement, but only inside the phrase. In Stage 4, there begins to 

be inter-phrasal exchange of information, evidenced by the appearance of clitics and 

some variation in word order. It is in Stage 5 when there is exchange of grammatical 

information between clauses (for example mood selection in subordinate clauses).  

According to this sequence and Pienemann’s Teachability Hypothesis, learners will be 

ready to acquire verbal mood (Stage 5) only after they master Stage 4. If this is not the 

case, “no amount of teaching will induce learning” (Johnston, 1995, p. 25). 

Another proposal for syntactic development that fits Johnston’s separation 

between presyntactic and syntactic operations was proposed by Givón (1979), who 

breaks up two major stages of development: 

 

 

 

 

 



 

67

 
Table 8. Givón’s Interlanguage Developmental Stages (1979, p. 223) 

Presyntactic Syntactic 

a. Topic comment structure 

b. Loose conjunction 

c. Slow rate of delivery 

d. Word order is governed mostly by 

one pragmatic principle; old 

information goes first, new 

information follows 

e. Roughly one-to-one ratio of nouns-

to-verbs in discourse, with verbs 

being semantically simple 

f. No use of grammatical 

morphology 

g. Prominent intonation-stress marks 

the focus of new information; topic 

information is less prominent 

a. Subject-predicate structure 

b. Tight subordination 

c. Fast rate of delivery 

d. Word order is used to signal 

semantic case functions 

 

 

e. A larger ratio of nouns-over-verbs 

in verbs in discourse, with verbs 

being semantically complex 

f. Elaborate use of grammatical 

morphology 

g. Very much the same, but perhaps 

not exhibiting as high a functional 

load, and at least in some languages 

totally absent 

 

 
 
 
Givón’s presyntactic stage in Table 8 presents the characteristics that correspond to the 

first three stages of development in Johnston’s proposal (Table 7), whereas the syntactic 

stage characteristics correspond to Johnston’s stages 4 and 5. It is precisely the 

advancement from presyntactic to syntactic stage (evidenced by the acquisition of the 
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subjunctive) that would mark the difference between an intermediate and an advanced 

language learner. 

Collentine (2003) took Givón’s Interlanguage (IL) Developmental Stages (Table 

8) as a point of departure for his Syntactic-Foundation Hypothesis, according to which 

complex syntax cannot be processed before certain prerequisite developmental conditions 

are satisfied. He argues, for example, that learners will reach the syntactic stage only 

when they are able to produce syntactically sophisticated utterances and when they are 

able to manipulate the target language’s morphological system. It will not be until then 

that they will be able to produce complex syntax, such as subordinate structures 

(Collentine, 1995, p. 125). This analysis places learners of Spanish completing the 

intermediate level probably at a stage that is beyond the presyntactic stage, yet prior to 

the syntactic stage (Collentine, 1995, p. 130).  

It seems clear that both proposals of syntactic development in learners of Spanish 

as a second language (illustrated in Table 7 and Table 8) agree that subjunctive 

instruction will only be beneficial once a learner can process complex syntax (between 

second and third year of instruction, according to Tschirner (1996, p. 9)). The motivation 

of such a claim is that in order to select the indicative or the subjunctive in the 

subordinate clause, the complex syntax and pragmatic/semantic relationships between the 

two clauses (such as knowledge (see (15a) below), volition (15b) or doubt (15c)) have to 

be processed in short-term memory (Collentine, 2003, p. 79): 
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(15) a. El perro sabe que le voy a dar de comer 

 The dog knows(IND) that I am going(IND) to give him food 

 “The dog knows I will feed him” 

 

 b. El perro quiere que le dé de comer 

  The dog wants(IND) that I give(SUBJ) him food  

 “The dog wants me to feed him” 

 

c. El perro duda que le dé de comer 

    The dog doubts(IND) that I give(SUBJ) him food 

    “The dog doubts that I feed him” 

 

According to Lightbown (2004, p. 66), there is “evidence that some high-

frequency features with low salience and/or high redundancy are late and/or difficult 

acquisitions”. The subjunctive would be one of these structures, since it is redundant in 

most cases (see chapter II) and many of its forms appear to elude intake (Collentine, 

2003). On the other hand, and given the high complexity of mood selection, Givón 

proposes that it can not be acquired until the learner is in the syntactical stage (see page 

67); Johnston places command of the subjunctive in the latest stage of development (see 

page 65); and Smith (1980) claims it is the most difficult structure to learn:  

The subjunctive is mostly a phenomenon of dependent clauses; since it is assumed 

that students will not use complex sentences until the end of the course, it follows 

that the subjunctive is not as necessary at the beginning. Furthermore, the 

subjunctive forms are not as common as indicative verb forms, and many 

instructors argue that the indicative forms should be thoroughly mastered first in 
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order to avoid confusion when the subjunctive forms are finally introduced 

(Terrell, Baycroft & Perrone, 1987, p. 20) 

3.1.2. Developmental Sequences within the Subjunctive 

Acquisition of mood selection is a process that spans over a period of seven years 

for L1 learners (Blake, 1980) and various semesters for L2 learners (Smith, 1980; Stokes, 

1988; Collentine, 2003). Some researchers have observed that knowledge of the Spanish 

subjunctive system is not a block achievement and that its acquisition occurs at different 

stages (Blake, 1983; Pérez-Leroux, 1998), which suggests that the subjunctive is not a 

single feature to be mastered (Mikulski, 2006, p. 30). Next, I will summarize and 

compare stages of acquisition within the Spanish subjunctive for both L1 and L2 learners. 

3.1.2.1. Native Speakers. It has already been pointed out that the main reason for 

the late acquisition of mood selection among children is their lack of mental 

representations of “events that are independent or even incompatible with the reality of 

physical events” (Pérez-Leroux, 1998, p. 589). The staged acquisition of the subjunctive 

is, then, presumed to be in accordance with their cognitive development: as children’s 

capacity to represent mental phenomena increases, so do the contexts where the contrast 

between subjunctive and indicative is applied. 

The developmental timetable for the acquisition of mood selection in Spanish (as 

evidenced by the gradual disappearance of errors in oral speech) is the following (Blake, 

1980): 
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(16) indirect commands > adverbial clauses > relative clauses > sentential 

complements to verbs of doubt, assertion  > indicative in complement clauses to 

factive emotive verbs such as “alegrarse”.  

A possible explanation for this timetable is that direct commands and adverbial 

clauses of finality with “para” (’for’) might be acquired as formulaic chunks that are 

highly abundant in daily speech (Gili Gaya, 1972). However, the choice of mood with 

nominal clauses appears to be extremely sensitive to the speaker’s own point of view. 

The speaker’s attitudes seem to determine “whether certain main clauses strongly doubt, 

weakly doubt, strongly assert, or weakly assert the proposition contained in the 

complement” (Blake, 1983, p. 22), which might be difficult to perceive and acquire for a 

young child. 

3.1.2.2. Non-Native Speakers. As explained in the previous section, it seems 

unreasonable to think that the development of the subjunctive in children resembles that 

of adults’. For example, adults’ usage of the subjunctive or indicative in subordinate 

clauses could never be related to their capacity to represent mental phenomena such as 

reality/irreality. In fact, research has shown that children and adults differ in their 

developmental sequences within subjunctive use: 

At least some rules and interpretive principles that are late acquired by children 

may be quickly incorporated into the second language learner’s grammar, 

allowing the learner to skip stages in development characteristic for children 

learning their first language (…) Adult-learner facility with these constructions 

might be attributed to the prior maturation of a grammatical construct and/or level 
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of representation inaccessible to children at early stages (Goodluck & Birch, 

1988, p. 99) 

Smith (1980) found that most errors in L2 writing involve adverbial clauses (17a), 

followed by nominal clauses expressing opinion or emotion, especially impersonal 

expressions (17b):  

(17) a. Cuando sepa la respuesta, te la digo 

 When I know(SUBJ) the answer, I tell (IND.) it to you 

 “When I know the answer, I will tell it to you” 

 

 b. Me apena que aprendas sintaxis así 

 To me it is(IND) pitiful that you learn(SUBJ) syntax like this 

 “It is pitiful for me that you learn syntax like this” 

 

c. Si sabes la respuesta, es mejor que la digas 

 If you know(IND) the answer, it is better(IND) that you say it 

 “If you know the answer it is better for you to say it” 

  

d. La casa que tienen tus padres es horrible 

 The house that own(IND) your parents is(IND) horrible 

 “The house that your parents own is horrible” 

 

e. Tal vez vaya hoy a tu fiesta 

 Maybe I go(SUBJ) today to your party 

“Maybe I go to your party today” 

 

f. Lily quiere que no me vaya para el Norte 

Lily wants(IND) that I do not (SUBJ) to the North 

“Lily does not want me to go to the North” 
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g. La chica duda que su novio la abandone por eso 

The girl doubts (IND) that her boyfriend leaves(SUBJ) her for that 

“The girl doubts that her boyfriend leaves her for that reason” 

 

Smith (1980) also observed that conditional clauses (17c) and relative clauses 

(17d) seem to be major sources of problems in L2 learners’ writing. Also, independent 

clauses introduced by “tal vez” and “quizás” (17e) present numerous problems. In 

contrast, errors involving command situations (17f) and doubt (17g) in subordinate 

nominal clauses were the less numerous. 

Stokes (1988) and Isabelli & Nishida (2005) also found that nominal clauses are 

acquired earlier than adverbial clauses and that relative clauses are the most difficult to 

master for L2 learners of Spanish: 

Although the subjunctive is not as pervasive in English within noun clauses as it 

is in Spanish, nevertheless it does appear, for example, in the sentence, “I insist 

that he go (rather than ‘goes’) immediately”(…). However, there are no analogous 

cases of a non-periphrastic subjunctive within relative clauses in English. With 

regard to the subjunctive in adverbial clauses, although English does not posses a 

similar usage, Spanish usually provides a much more obvious cue for the 

necessity of a subjunctive/indicative selection in adverbial clauses than it does for 

relative clauses (…). Furthermore, it has also been my experience that many texts 

devote the least amount of space to subjunctive/indicative usage in relative 

clauses, with the result that this structure often receives the least amount of 

attention in the classroom” (Stokes, 1988, p. 709). 
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In fact, mood selection in relative clauses has aroused a great deal of attention 

because, in these constructions, the subjunctive marker is not redundant, as it is in 

nominal and most adverbial clauses (grammaticality is not always at stake) and, as a 

consequence, “the relevant evidence for acquiring the distinction is much harder to come 

by for the L2 learner” (Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito & Prevost, 2005, p. 99). In 

contrast, adverbial clauses seem to offer the most clearly defined semantic criteria for 

mood selection because the subjunctive functions as a substitute for the future tense in 

subordinate clauses.  

 
3.2. Consequences for the Teaching of the Subjunctive 

Formal instruction in the subjunctive tends to begin in the second semester of 

study, as evidenced by the presence of the subjunctive in nominal clauses in the latter half 

of many first-year textbooks (see page 76). However, some researchers agree that 

learners are not prepared to understand and acquire mood selection until the 3rd year of 

instruction (Smith, 1980; Terrell et al., 1987; Collentine, 1995; Tschirner, 1996; 

Collentine et al., 2002) and some even doubt the efficiency of such an early introduction 

(Bruhn de Garavito, 1997). Nevertheless, and given that the subjunctive is one of those 

syntactic features considered fairly complicated, it might require “more complex 

processing operations that can only be mastered sequentially over a long period of time” 

(Ellis, 2002, p. 232), which gives sense to such an early introduction.  

Collentine attributes the inefficacy of subjunctive instruction in lower levels to the 

false assumption that learners are already able to parse and generate complex syntax by 
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the time subjunctive instruction begins. He shows that, by the time learners begin 

receiving subjunctive instruction, they are still in the presyntactic stage. As a 

consequence, both Collentine (1995) and Pereira (1996) wonder whether the subjunctive 

might be more learnable if, prior to subjunctive instruction, learners received form-

focused instruction fostering their knowledge of complex Spanish syntax (Collentine et 

al., 2002). Given that the subjunctive is one of those syntactic features considered 

complicated, it requires “more complex processing operations that can only be mastered 

sequentially over a long period of time” (Ellis, 2002, p. 232).  

In terms of order of instruction within the subjunctive, Collentine (1998) notes 

that teaching generally begins with nominal clauses followed by adjectival clauses and 

adverbial clauses, which does not  seem to be the order in which they are acquired, 

according to Smith’s study (1980). This issue will be directly addressed in this 

dissertation. 

The textbooks employed at the institution where this study was conducted follow 

the following order of instruction within the subjunctive:  
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Table 9. Order of Instruction According to Textbook by Level 

Level Textbook  Order 

Beginner  

(Level 1) 

¡Dímelo Tú!, 4th ed. 

Mundo 21, 3rd ed. 

Nominal > Ojalá > Relative >Adverbial 

Ojalá > Nominal > Relative > Adverbial > 
Conditional 

Intermediate 
(Level 2) 

Manual de 
Gramática, 3rd ed. 

 

Avanzando, 5th Ed. 

Nominal > Relative > Adverbial > Conditional 
> Ojalá 

 

Nominal > Ojalá > ”Other cases” (adverbial 
and relative) > Conditional 

Advanced 
(Level 3) 

Gramática Española. 
Análisis y Práctica. 
3rd Ed. 

Ojalá > Nominal > Adverbial > Relative > 
Conditional 

 
 

Table 9 shows that the textbooks at the institution where the experiment was 

conducted follow more or less the same pattern: instruction in the subjunctive starts with 

nominal clauses followed by relative and adverbial clauses. The conditional is 

consistently taught at the end as a consequence of the need of mastering the imperfect 

and pluperfect tense of the subjunctive in order to be able to show the contrast between 

the three conditionals (see page 35). Introduction of ojalá-type clauses, in contrast, varies 

greatly: it is introduced at the beginning in two of the texts, after nominal clauses in other 

two texts and last in one. 

3.3. Summary 

In this section we have seen that subjunctive acquisition is a long, complex 

process that takes a long time both for L1 and L2 speakers. The reasons why L1 learners 
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and L2 learners find it difficult to acquire are of a different nature, which follows from 

the already discussed idea that child and adult second language acquisition are carried out 

through different mechanisms (see page 42).  

It has also been discussed that mood selection is not acquired at once, but in 

different stages, which gives support to the idea that there are many subjunctives to be 

acquired (Mikulski, 2006), each at a different stage within linguistic development. 

Reasons for this uneven acquisition of the subjunctive might lie in the fact that some 

clauses that require the subjunctive are more salient than others, or that some semantic 

criteria to select mood are more clearly defined than others.  

Given that the subjunctive is not as productive in English as it is in Spanish and 

that many times it is redundant (and therefore non-essential for meaning), it is difficult to 

imagine that the internally derived hypotheses of the L2 learner are reorganized without 

any explicit rules or formulas (see Towell & Hawkin’s model on page 59). It looks 

pertinent, then, that in order to acquire these clauses, some focus on form has to be 

provided, besides comprehensible input. In the case of high-salience instances of the 

subjunctive, it could also be that enhanced input is as valuable as explicit instruction, as 

VanPatten suggests. 

In the next section I will review empirical studies dealing with the acquisition of 

diverse grammatical structures by L2 learners (especially the subjunctive in Spanish) and 

its relationship to different teaching methodologies.  I will also pay attention to previous 

studies that correlated metalinguistic knowledge with accuracy in L2. 
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4. Empirical Studies 

In this section I will review empirical studies that have been carried out in the past 

years dealing with:  1) subjunctive acquisition by L2 learners; 2) FonM vs. FonF 

approaches to L2 teaching (explicit vs. implicit knowledge); or 3) both. This section has 

been divided into “studies with experimental treatment” and “studies without 

experimental treatment” because: 

in a classroom setting, it is very difficult to control what happens during the 

experiment (…). If [the teachers’] personal beliefs are that the L2 should be 

taught through an implicit teaching approach, their personal beliefs may take 

precedence over the directions they are given for methodology (Grim, 2005 p. 

99).  

4.1. Studies without Experimental Treatment 

Alderson, Clapham & Steel’s (1997) participants were first-year undergraduate 

learners of French (N = 509) who completed a test of linguistic and metalinguistic 

knowledge that was afterwards correlated with their proficiency in French. The total test 

battery included: a metalinguistic assessment test, a gap-filling test (Camus), a grammar 

test (SUCE), a language proficiency test (C-test), a reading comprehension test, a writing 

test, a words-in-sentence test (MLAT), an inductive language learning test (Swahili), and 

a biodata cover sheet. They found out that the relationship between metalinguistic 

knowledge and general French language proficiency is weak, the highest correlation 

being between the metalinguistic total with the grammar test (.34) and with the language 

proficiency test (.47). As a consequence, they conclude that metalinguistic knowledge 
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and language proficiency appear to constitute two separate factors of linguistic ability and 

that there is no evidence to support the belief that students with higher levels of 

metalinguistic knowledge perform better at French, nor that they improve their French 

proficiency at higher rates than other students. There is no evidence from this study to 

justify the teaching of metalinguistic knowledge as a means of improving students’ 

linguistic proficiency. However, as they acknowledge, acquisition of some linguistic 

items is more amenable to explicit instruction while others are best acquired through 

naturalistic exposure with no focus on form. This study tests French proficiency in 

general and it might be that the low correlations have to do with the fact that some non-

complex structures can be, in fact, acquired without any exposure to explicit knowledge. 

Elder, Davies, Hajek, Manwaring & Warren (1996) replicated Alderson et al.’s 

(1997) study with three groups of beginning language students (Chinese, N = 57; Italian, 

N = 94; and French, N = 78) and with similar results. Participants took four tests of 

metalinguistic knowledge/language awareness: a metalinguistic knowledge test both in 

English and French (the same that Alderson et al. developed for their study), a words-in-

sentences test (MLAT), and the inductive language learning test (Swahili), all of which 

were also used by Alderson et al. (1997). The results of this battery of tests was 

correlated with the class achievement tests and exams administered to students during the 

first semester of language study combined with a c-test, a multiple choice test of reading 

comprehension, and an open-ended test of writing ability (all of them also used in 

Alderson et al.’s study). They found a weak relationship between English grammatical 

knowledge and foreign language performance at the early stages of learning (between .21 
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and .56). They acknowledge the limitations of this study: the relationship between 

English metalinguistic knowledge and success in acquiring a language other than English 

might become stronger as language study progresses, since it might be that at this early 

stage of learning the features of language being measured are quite trivial. 

In an attempt to determine whether students are disadvantaged when they are 

assumed to possess a working knowledge of terminology before entering the classroom, 

Jeffries (1985) documented the extent of students’ knowledge of traditional English 

grammar terminology and correlated it with the grade at the end of one term of study of 

elementary French, German or Spanish for 81 students enrolled at the University level. 

For this purpose a test of English grammar terminology (TEGT) requiring students to 

identify components of sentences and define them was administered and correlated with 

the following eight variables: grade at the end of  their first semester of foreign language 

learning; ACT composite scores; ACT part scores for the English usage section; total 

scores on the MLAT short form; part scores on the MLAT short form; number of 

semesters of previous foreign language study; and previous study experience in the same 

language for which the student was currently enrolled. She found that, in the case of 

French and German, the correlations between TEGT and the end of the semester grades 

were significantly strong (0.55 and .63 respectively) and significantly moderate with 

Spanish (.36). She also found positive correlations between the TEGT and the other 

variables considered (between .39 and .60).  These results lead her to propose that “those 

students who begin instruction with some knowledge of formal grammar terms are most 

likely to perform according to the teacher’s expectations” (p. 389) and that this 
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advantage/disadvantage should be taken into consideration when deciding a teaching 

approach or choosing a specific textbook. 

Han & Ellis (1998) examined the relationship between explicit and implicit 

knowledge and general language proficiency in 48 advanced adult learners of English in 

the United States (from different backgrounds).  The test consisted of five tasks focused 

on complement clauses in English: 1) an oral production test (OPT); 2) a grammaticality 

judgment test (GJT) given three times (first two with a time constraint and the last one 

without it); 3) an interview; 4) the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL); and 

5) the Secondary Level English Proficiency Test (SLEP). The measures resulting from 

grammar knowledge tests were grouped into a factor analysis that produced two 

significant factors, one for implicit knowledge and another one for explicit knowledge. 

These two were correlated with each other as well as with the two measures of language 

proficiency (TOEFL and SLEP tests). They found that metalanguage (terminology) plays 

only an “insignificant role” in general language proficiency (with correlations close to 

zero). However, they also found that analyzed explicit knowledge (as measured by the 

delayed GJT) may play a significant role (with correlations above .43). As a 

consequence, they conclude that “teaching explicit knowledge might more profitably 

emphasize the development of analyzed knowledge than metalanguage” (Han & Ellis, 

1998, p. 19). 

Golonka (2006) investigated the range of performance outcomes resulting from 

study abroad among 22 intermediate learners of Russian. She compared OPI previously 

recorded interviews with their post immersion OPI tests. The five variables she analyzed 
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were linguistic (grammar, vocabulary, accuracy) and metalinguistic (self-corrected errors 

and sentence repair). She found that students who were attentive to form and made more 

self-corrections and sentence repair on the pre-immersion OPI test gained more accuracy 

than students who were less attentive to form. For example, during the pre-immersion 

interviews, the null gainers repaired their sentences less than one time, whereas the 

gainers repaired their sentences 3.6 times on average.  The five predictors accounted for 

47% of the variance in the post immersion OPI score, which shows that “students who 

demonstrate higher levels of grammatical knowledge before study abroad and who were 

attentive to form in the [pre-immersion] OPIs were very likely to gain in speaking 

proficiency during the program, as measured by the [post-immersion] OPIs” (p. 502). 

Collentine (1995) investigated whether L2 learners of Spanish completing the 

intermediate level operate closer to the presyntactic or to the syntactic stage of the 

developmental continuum, as evidenced by their accuracy in the use of the subjunctive. 

For this purpose he carried out a test consisting of two tasks: a conversational task 

between him and 40 students at the intermediate level where they were prompted to use 

the NP subordinate clauses in the subjunctive in natural conversation and a controlled-

oral production task where students were shown drawings and asked to answer questions 

about them. Of all the utterances produced in task 1, only 36% were biclausal. The 

indicative was used in all obligatory contexts, but the subjunctive was only used in 13% 

of the contexts were it was required, which implies presyntactic-stage operations. In the 

case of the second task, Collentine found that learners prefer to simplify answers that 

may require the subjunctive (89%) but not the ones that require the indicative (71%). 
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Most of these simplifications were carried out through parataxis (juxtaposition) or 

coordination, which also shows that these learners are at a point “well before the 

syntactic stage” (p. 130). 

 
4.2. Studies with Experimental Treatment 

Although the present study does not involve any kind of treatment, it is important 

to mention experimental studies that have been carried out in the past because they 

present an important perspective on hotly debated issues, such as explicit versus implicit 

teaching or short and long time effects of instruction.   

Harley (1989) examined the effect of a FonF approach to grammar teaching in the 

context of French immersion classes at the grade 6 level (N = 319). In a pre-test, 

immediate post-test, delayed post-test design, immersion students who were exposed 

during an eight week period to an experimental set of FonF teaching materials were 

compared with other immersion classes who did not receive the experimental treatment. 

The test materials consisted of a composition task, a cloze test, and an oral interview, all 

designed to assess the students' ability to make appropriate use of the imparfait and the 

passe compose. An analysis of covariance of the immediate post-test results indicate that 

at the end of eight weeks the experimental classes outperformed the comparison classes 

on the cloze test and the oral interview, but not on the composition task. Three months 

later, a follow-up round of delayed post-testing was conducted to assess the long term 

effect of the experiment. However, the ANCOVA results revealed no significant 

differences between the two groups, which “might be construed as support for Krashen's 
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(1982, 1984) hypothesis that comprehensible input is all that is needed by immersion 

students” (p. 354-5). Harley also suggests that the experimental teaching served to 

accelerate L2 development in an area where more traditional immersion methods would 

eventually show the same results.  

Day & Shapson (1991) continued the line of investigation of Harley (1989) and 

evaluated the effect on French conditional proficiency of a FonF approach to L2 teaching 

in an immersion context. Pre-, post-, and follow-up tests of oral and written language 

were administered to grade 7 experimental (N = 156) and control groups (N =  159). 

Treatment for the experimental group (integrating formal, analytic with functional, 

communicative approaches to language teaching) lasted six weeks. The control group 

continued in their immersion classes with no special treatment. The instruments 

developed for the study consisted of a cloze test, a written composition, and an oral 

interview. The repeated measures analysis of variance results showed that the 

experimental group performed significantly higher in writing both in the post (one week 

after treatment) and follow-up testing (eleven weeks after treatment). Although 

statistically significant gains were not revealed in speaking, an examination of the 

individual class data revealed greater and more consistent growth in speaking for the 

experimental than for the control classes, suggesting that they benefited somewhat from 

the experimental treatment in this domain as well. They attribute the smaller gains made 

by students in speaking to the “lag between assimilation of a new rule and its 

automatization in speaking” (p. 53), which suggests that “more time and effort may be 

needed to allow students to assimilate fully their new grammatical learning” (p. 55). 
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Lando (1996) studied the effects of direct instruction on the past tense 

compositions written by advanced learners of Italian (N = 100). Participants were 

randomly assigned to an experimental and a control group. The data were collected from 

compositions produced as a course requirement (both for the pre- and post-tests). The 

compositions were open topic, although participants were required to make use of the 

past tense system. At the time of the pretest, there were no significant differences on the 

accuracy of past tense for both the experimental (65.9%) and the control group (67.9%). 

The control group kept their regular instruction under a FonM approach while the 

experimental group underwent a teaching approach for three weeks (15 hours) that was 

also based on a FonM, but combined with FonF characteristics, such as grammatical 

presentation, direct explanation of rules, form-focused exercises, explicit feedback and 

direct explanation of rules by their peers. The post-treatment results indicated a lack of 

gain by the control group, both at the immediate post-test and the delayed post-test (five 

months later), with an overall progress percentage of +1.1% from Time 1 to Time 3. On 

the contrary, the experimental group gained an overall progress percentage of +9.2% 

from Time1 to Time 3 (five months after instruction), which indicates that “meaning-

focused, communicative practice alone has not proved sufficient” (p. 30) and that “L2 

learners will continue to have difficulty with these basic structures if sufficient form-

focused instruction is not provided” (p. 33). 

Robinson (1996) examined the effect of four different training conditions on the 

learning of simple and complex rules regarding pseudo clefts of location (a sentence 

formed by a main and subordinate clause such as ‘Where Mary and John live is in 
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Chicago not in New York’ with a meaning that could be expressed by a simple sentence 

such as ‘John and Mary live in Paris’) by intermediate learners of English as an L2 in 

Hawaii. The four conditions were the following: 1) implicit: participants were presented 

with the sentences and were instructed to remember them (as a memory test); 2) 

incidental: participants completed a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ comprehension question about the 

sentences; 3) rule-search condition: participants were asked to identify the rules 

illustrated in the sentences; and 4) instructed: participants read through the rules that were 

the focus of the study. When comparing the results on a grammaticality judgment task 

given after the treatment, Robinson found that the implicit and incidental conditions were 

not significantly superior to the rule-search and instructed conditions in accuracy or speed 

of performance. He also observed that responses to easy rule sentences were significantly 

faster than responses to hard rule sentences for subjects in all conditions and significantly 

more accurate for all subjects except those in the implicit condition. He concluded that 

explicit instruction, accompanied by structured exposure to relevant examples, has 

advantages over rule-search and implicit learning (p. 47).  

Williams and Evans (1998) studied the choice of forms for FonF instruction and 

the interaction between choice of forms and instructional treatment. Subjects were three 

groups of eleven intermediate ESL students: a control group, an enhanced input group 

(with an artificially increased incidence of the forms in their input but no explicit rules or 

corrective feedback), and an explicit instruction group (with a brief presentation of rules 

and feedback). The forms chosen were participial adjectives of emotive verbs (‘bored’ vs. 

‘boring’) and the passive. Both forms posed difficulties for learners, but they differed in 
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degree of complexity and amount of occurrence in their input. ANOVA results showed 

that explicit FonF was the most effective condition but only when the form has emerged 

in the learners’ interlanguage (in this case, participial adjectives). When there was no sign 

of emergence (passives), there was no significant difference between the groups. They 

suggest that learners’ readiness is a more important factor than the type of FonF used and 

that forms that are easily misanalyzed by learners, but also easily explained are excellent 

candidates for instruction with a more explicit focus on form. 

Lim’s study (2001) investigated how different types of focus-on-form instruction 

affect L2 learning of the English present perfect. 80 Korean high school students at grade 

10 were divided into four groups who received different types of instruction for a total of 

270 minutes over a three weeks period: rule, input visual enhancement, rule plus input 

visual enhancement, and a control group: The rule condition consisted of explicit 

grammar instruction; the input visual enhancement condition consisted of texts with 

target structures underlined or color-coded; the rule plus input enhancement was a 

combination of both; and the participants in the control group were given the texts with 

no explanation.  The comparisons showed that, in the short term (one week after 

treatment), subjects in the rule plus input enhancement group showed higher proficiency 

than the other groups (p=0.007). However, this short-term gain was not maintained over 

the course of time (five weeks, p=0.408), suggesting that drawing learners’ attention to a 

linguistic feature alone may not be sufficient to facilitate learning in the long-term. 

Collentine et al. (2002) investigated three different form-focused instruction 

approaches fostering second semester learners of Spanish’ knowledge of the Spanish 



 

88

subjunctive in relative clauses in order to find out whether teaching is more effective 

when it is combined with the instruction of relevant syntactic structures surrounding 

subjunctive use. For this purpose, the researchers designed three self-paced instructional 

software lessons that provided form-focused grammar instruction incorporating 

consciousness-raising techniques (in order to raise metalinguistic awareness), structured 

input (form-focused input tasks), and enhanced-learning techniques (highlighting some 

structural relationships in different colors). The three lessons were the following: a) a 

subjunctive lesson that related the mood selection to the nature of the antecedent; b) a 

complex-syntax lesson that focuses on types of clauses and antecedents; and c) an object 

pronouns lesson that had been taught previously in the semester. The control group (N = 

23) used the pronoun and complex-syntax materials; the syntax-subjunctive group (N = 

23) used the complex-syntax and the subjunctive lessons; and the subjunctive-only group 

(N = 23) used the pronoun lesson and the subjunctive lesson. The pretest-posttest 

procedure took place within one week and involved a production task and an 

interpretation task. The ANCOVAs indicated that both treatment groups improved in 

their abilities to produce and recognize instances where the subjunctive is necessary in 

relative clauses with no significant differences. However, the results also indicated that 

the group that received complex syntax instruction produced a significant advantage: this 

group seemed to know the subjunctive’s syntactic distribution better than the subjunctive-

only group and they rarely over-generalized, in contrast to the only subjunctive group, 

suggesting that they clearly understood the syntactic distribution of subjunctive forms. 
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Klapper & Rees (2003) assessed the relative merits of FonFs and FonF 

approaches in a longitudinal study involving two experimental groups of undergraduate 

learners of German as a foreign language: one exposed to FonF teaching and another one 

to FonFs instruction. Both groups received similar amounts of instruction and had a 

similar profile in terms of entry German language proficiency scores. The study observed 

the development of the two groups’ language competence over the four years of their 

study, using a grammar test and a C-test (both of which were repeated at the end of every 

year). Although the two groups in the sample had a nearly identical proficiency at the 

beginning, results indicated that the FonFs learners made significantly greater progress on 

both tests than the FonF learners in their two first years of study (7.20% versus 4.43% on 

the C-test and 11% versus 0.1% on the grammar test).  

However, by the end of residence abroad (in the 3rd year), the FonF group 

regained parity with the FonFs group on both tests (a mean progress of 10.90% by the 

FonF group versus 8.95% by the FonFs group for the C-test, and a 16.21% by the FonF 

group versus 9.49% by the FonFs group for the grammar test). At the end of the four-year 

program, both groups’ final mean scores were not significantly different (FonFs=70.14, 

FonF=71.71), which leads to the conclusion that studying abroad helped the FonF group 

to “catch up” with the FonFs Group. As a consequence, Klapper & Reese concluded that 

the rapid gains of the FonFs group over the first two years suggest that an element of 

conscious and explicit focus on structures can increase the rate of acquisition in 

beginning stages.  
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In spite of this, it should be taken into account that the FonFs group in this study 

also had a substantial meaning-and communication-based element in their program, 

which under my view makes this specific FonFs approach more similar to what has 

traditionally been labeled as a FonF approach. 

5. Summary 

There is still a great deal of controversy regarding the role that 

metalinguistic/terminology knowledge and provision of explicit grammar instruction play 

in the acquisition of an L2. The vast majority of publications since the early 1990s 

support the idea that FonF is useful to some extent (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 42) and that FonF 

methodologies do not necessarily “divorce the language from situations of use” (Hawkins 

& Towell, 1996, p. 207). FonF seems to be a comfortable, non-radical approach where 

meaning and grammar teaching are neither given up in the classroom.  

[N]ot only is paying attention to language form facilitative, but (…) it may, in 

fact, be necessary, at least for adult second language learning (….) Explicit 

instruction facilitates student awareness of target language forms and/or meanings 

and of the discrepancies between what they have themselves constructed for their 

second language and the system which becomes apparent to them (through 

instruction) from the target language data they are confronted with. In other 

words, it acts as a selective attention device (….) Grammar instruction in many 

cases may be what makes the learner initially aware of an aspect of her learner-

language grammar which needs modification (Gass, 1991, p. 137). 
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Regarding the interaction between explicit and implicit knowledge, there is a 

debate on whether one develops into another (Ellis, 1994) or one is progressively 

replaced by the other (Paradis, 2006). Be it as it may, it seems that most researchers seem 

to agree that they are related: 

Practice under the guidance of explicit knowledge may indeed facilitate the 

acquisition of implicit competence, though not because explicit knowledge 

eventually becomes implicit competence (Paradis, 2006, p. 5). 

From the studies reviewed in this chapter, it can be inferred that participants’ level 

of proficiency is a decisive factor in order to determine the (dis)advantages of FonF and 

explicit teaching: beginner level students seem to benefit as much from FonF as from 

FonM teaching approaches, but intermediate and advanced L2 learners benefit more from 

explicit teaching. In addition, knowledge of terminology seems to play only a modest role 

for beginner students (Alderson et al., 1997; Elder et al, 1996; Jeffries, 1985), but explicit 

knowledge has a moderate correlation with language proficiency for advanced L2 

learners (Han & Ellis, 1998). In fact, the initial advantage of FonF teaching approaches 

over FonM diminishes in the long term (Harley, 1989; Klapper & Rees, 2003) for 

beginner learners but not for advanced learners, where this advantage is maintained 

(Lando, 1996).  

It is important to note, nevertheless, that structure choice and readiness is also a 

decisive factor when it comes to decide a teaching approach: from studies such as 

Collentine’s (1995) and Williams & Evans’ (1998) it can be inferred that instruction 
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(whatever the type) will be only facilitative when students are developmentally ready to 

acquire the structure.  
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CHAPTER IV: THIS STUDY 

The aim of the present study is to investigate the relationship of metalinguistic 

knowledge of learners’ first and/or second language grammar with their second language 

accuracy in the use of the Spanish subjunctive. This study also examines their L1 and L2 

Metalinguistic Knowledge (MK) progress across three different levels (beginner, 

intermediate and advanced learners) as well as their internal development of subjunctive 

acquisition.  

1. Research Questions 

Based on the theoretical and practical issues outlined in the first three chapters, 

this study addresses the following five research questions: 

1. Development of metalinguistic knowledge across levels (RQ1). What is the 

level of English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge at the three levels of Spanish 

instruction (beginner, intermediate and advanced)? Are there any significant differences 

in metalinguistic knowledge of students at these levels?  

2. Correlation between English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge (RQ2). Is 

there any correlation between metalinguistic knowledge scores in English and Spanish? 

3. Development of substructures within subjunctive across levels (RQ3). Which is 

the level of Spanish subjunctive accuracy at those three levels of Spanish instruction? Are 

some substructures developed before others? 

4. Correlation between English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge and 

subjunctive accuracy (RQ4). Is there a relationship between English/Spanish students' 
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metalinguistic knowledge and their accuracy in the use of the subjunctive at the three 

levels of instruction? 

5. Developmental sequences (RQ5). How do findings relate to (natural) 

developmental sequences in the acquisition of grammatical structures? Are the 

developmental sequences demonstrated by students across the three levels in this study 

the same as the ones proposed in the literature or do they follow order of instruction? 

2. Methodology 

2.1. Participants  

The participants for this study were 232 students recruited on a volunteer basis 

from thirteen 2nd, 3rd, and 4th year Spanish classes at the University of Arizona. Table 10 

summarizes the minimal expected course competencies for the three groups studied 

according to the Spanish Department of the university where the study was conducted: 

Table 10. Language Competencies by Level 

 

LEVEL/GROUP (stated by the 
University course descriptions) 

Semester/Year Competencies (ACTFL) 

LEVEL/GROUP 1: beginner Fourth semester (200 
level courses) 

ACTFL level: Novice 
High to Intermediate Low 

LEVEL/GROUP 2: intermediate Fifth/Sixth semester 
(300 level courses) 

ACTFL level: 
Intermediate Mid 

LEVEL/GROUP 3: advanced Seventh semester or 
more (400 level 
courses) 

ACTFL level: 
Intermediate High to 
Advanced low 
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The majority of BS degree programs at the University of Arizona require two 

semesters of foreign language classes in order to graduate; many of the BA degree 

programs require four. As a consequence, many of the participants in the beginners group 

were taking Spanish in order to meet the foreign language requirement imposed by the 

university. In contrast, intermediate level courses are required for all majors and minors 

in Spanish, and advanced level courses are only required for students majoring in the 

language. It is assumed, then, that as the level increases, so does the motivation and 

specialization of the student. As stated by the syllabi for those classes, all the groups were 

familiar with the present subjunctive: beginners have studied the present subjunctive and 

intermediate and advanced students had studied the subjunctive in its entirety.  

2.2. Materials  

The materials for this study are divided in three parts: 1) A test of general 

metalinguistic knowledge in English and Spanish (see Appendix A (on page 176)), which 

consists of a terminology test (TT) in which grammatical constituents have to be 

identified, and a grammaticality judgment task (GJT) in which participants will have to 

identify ungrammatical sentences and provide corrections and grammar rules; and 2) A 

test of grammatical competence in the subjunctive (see Appendix B (on page 182)), 

which is divided in five different tasks: A first forced choice (FC1), sentence completion 

(SC), fill in the blank (FB), a second forced choice (FC2), and open questions (OQ); and 

3) a background questionnaire (see Appendix C (on page 187)) to sort out heritage/native 

speakers of Spanish, demographic data, and other language-related information 
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(experience(s) abroad, other languages spoken, etc). The tasks are described in detail 

below. 

2.2.1. Test of General Metalinguistic Knowledge in English and Spanish 

 This test consists of two parts (each in English and Spanish): a Terminology Test 

(TT) and a Grammaticality Judgment Task (GJT). 

2.2.1.1. Terminology test (TT). In order to measure the students’ knowledge of 

grammar terminology in both English and Spanish, they were presented with ten 

sentences in English and ten sentences in Spanish and asked to identify and underline a 

specific grammatical constituent for each sentence that might consist of one or more 

words (subject, preposition, main verb, etc.). Although instructions for both sets of 

sentences were in English, the names of the constituents were in the same language as the 

sentence. For example, in the English task, the prompt was “Underline which word(s) 

is/are the ADJECTIVE”, whereas the Spanish task read “Underline which word(s) is/are 

the ADJETIVO”. 

One point was given if all the required words were underlined; 0.5 points were 

awarded if only part of the required words was underlined; and zero points were given if 

no words or any incorrect word(s) were underlined. The maximum points for each part is 

ten. 

2.2.1.2. Grammaticality judgment task (GJT). This task consists of five sentences 

in English and five sentences in Spanish and it is broken down in three parts: 1) 

identification of the ungrammatical sentences, and, in the case that the sentence is 
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categorized as “ungrammatical”: 2) correction of the errors; and 3) provision of rules. 

The reason why the GJT consists of three parts is because, as it has been noted by Ellis et 

al. (2006), Elder & Manwaring (2004) and Bialystok (1978, p. 37), “overall judgments of 

grammaticality can often be made implicitly, but justification and correction require 

explicit knowledge”. According to Bialystok (1978), in a GJT, implicit knowledge would 

be used to decide the grammaticality of a sentence, but explicit knowledge would be 

necessary in order to analyze incorrect sentences more in depth (and consequently, would 

be accessed with controlled effort and used in tasks that allow careful planning and 

monitoring (Han & Ellis, 1998)). Both the TT and GJT were used to evaluate the degree 

of explicit knowledge of the participants.  In order to evaluate the provision of rules for 

ungrammatical sentences, I used an adaptation of Han & Ellis’ (1998) rubric illustrated in 

Table 11:  
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Table 11. A Scale for Rating Metalingual Comments (Adapted from Han and Ellis, 1998, 
pp. 11-12) 

 

Level Description 

0 The learner is able to identify the sentence as ungrammatical, but (s)he is unable 

to explain how he/she reaches a judgment or his/her explanation is incorrect and 

does not contain even very simple technical language 

“Wait is OK. Waiting is not correct” 

1.5 The learner states a partially correct rule, or the learner states a correct rule that 

is imprecise and incomplete but using some technical language 

“After saw just walk, not to walk, not infinitive. Just simple verb” 

3 The learner states a completely correct rule using appropriate technical language 

“Allow someone to do something. Allow with infinitive with to”. 
 
 

To determine the reliability of the use of this scale, a second rater scored a 

random selection of approximately 16% of the total metalingual comments. The Pearson 

Product Moment coefficient of reliability for the two raters was .83 for the GJT in 

English and .92 for the GJT in Spanish. The maximum score for both the English and 

Spanish parts is 9 points (3 ungrammatical sentences per language).  

2.2.2. Test of Grammatical Competence in the Subjunctive.  

This test was designed to assess the competence of the participants in the use of 

the subjunctive mood. It is divided in five different tasks: forced choice 1, sentence 

completion, fill in the blank, forced choice 2, and open questions. 
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2.2.2.1. Forced choice 1 (FC1). In this task there were ten sentences in which the 

participants were asked to circle one out of two options provided:  

(18) Tus padres te sugieren que comes/comas más tomates 

The task consisted of two NP clauses, two relative clauses, three adverbial 

clauses, one conditional clause, one “ojalá” type clause and one main clause (a detailed 

explanation of the reasons why the numbers of substructures is unequal is provided in 

page 106). One point was given for each correct answer. If seven or more responses were 

blank, the task was considered incomplete and it was not computed. The maximum score 

was ten points. 

2.2.2.2. Fill in the blank (FB). This task consisted of five situations involving a 

dialogue. The participants were asked to fill in the blanks (a total of ten) with the correct 

form of the verbs in parenthesis: 

(19) En la parada de autobús: 

Jaime: ¿Qué hace esa señora corriendo? 

María: Ella  le _______________ (gritar) al conductor del autobús para que no se 
_______________ (ir) sin ella. 

 

There were four main clauses, two NP-clauses, two adverbial clauses, one relative 

clause, and one conditional clause. One point was given for each correct form of the verb. 

If the participant used the correct mood but the verb did not agree in person or number 

and/or was misspelled (“trabejen” instead of “trabaje”, for example), the item was given a 

score of half a point. Each incorrect (choosing the wrong mood) or blank response 
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received a score of zero. If seven or more responses were blank, the task was considered 

incomplete and it was not computed. The maximum score for this task was ten points. 

2.2.2.3. Forced choice 2 (FC2). This task consisted of five situations, such as the 

one exemplified in (20) below. The participant is asked to choose the option which 

describes the situation (one in the indicative and another in the subjunctive): 

(20) María estaba en el centro comercial con su hijo Juan, pero Juan ha desaparecido y 
María lo está buscando: 

a) María busca un niño que tiene 12 años 

b) María busca un niño que tenga 12 años  

 

The situation in (20) describes a mother looking for her son in the mall. The 

option in the indicative (a) depicts that same situation, whereas the answer in the 

subjunctive (b) describes a situation in which the mom looks for any child who is that 

age. For this task, there were two NP-clauses, two relative clauses, and one adverbial 

clause. One point was given to each correct answer. If four or five responses were blank, 

the task was considered incomplete and was not computed. The maximum score for this 

task was five points. 

2.2.2.4. Sentence completion (SC). This task included ten sentences to be 

completed: three NP-clauses, one adverbial clause, two “ojalá” type clauses, one relative 

clause, one conditional clause, and two main clauses: 

(21) Cuando hace calor, mis amigos y yo… 
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One point was awarded if the verb’s mood was correctly chosen and it was 

correctly conjugated; half a point was given if the choice indicative/subjunctive was 

clear, but the form was still incorrect; and no points were given if the wrong mood was 

chosen. If seven or more responses were blank, the task was considered incomplete and it 

was not computed. The maximum score for this task was ten points. 

2.2.2.5. Open questions (OQ). This task consisted of five drawings/explanations 

presenting five different situations (such as the one depicted in Figure 2). The 

participants were asked to answer a question related to the drawing with a complete 

sentence: 

 

 

 

¿Qué quiere María? 

________________________________ 

________________________________ 

________________________________ 

Figure 2. Example of the open question task (OQ) 
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For this task there were four NP-clauses and one adverbial clause. Two points 

were given to each correct answer and one point was awarded for a clear attempt to use 

the correct mood. For example, to the question “¿Qué quiere María?”: 

- “Quiere que Pedro cierre la ventana”   would receive 2 points 

- “Quiere que Pedro cerre la ventana” would receive 1 point 

- “Quiere que Pedro cierra la ventana” would receive 0 points 

- “Quiere que Pedro cerra la ventana” would receive 0 points 

If three or more responses were blank, the task was considered incomplete and it 

was not computed. The maximum score was ten points. 

2.2.3. Background Questionnaire 

The background questionnaire was designed in order to obtain information on the 

personal, educational and linguistic background of the participants. This questionnaire 

served also to identify native/heritage speakers, participants who spent a considerable 

time in a Spanish speaking country, or participants who also spoke other languages. 

2.3. Procedure  

Data for level 1 (beginner) and level 2 (intermediate) was collected during the 

2007 Spring semester. Part of the level 3 (advanced) data were also collected in the 

Spring of 2007, but given the high level of heritage speakers in these sections, additional 

data collection had to take place in the Fall of that same year (at the same time of the 

semester).   
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After getting clearance from the Human Subjects Agency and permission from 

the Spanish and Portuguese Department Head and each individual course instructor, the 

researcher visited all the sections personally and asked for volunteers to complete the test 

during class time. Students were told that the aim of the study was to examine the 

relationship between the languages they spoke and their use of the language. Those who 

decided not to participate were asked by their instructor to do an alternate assignment. 

Students were informed that they would have the entire class period to finish, although 

most students took between 15 and 25 minutes to complete the test.  

3. Hypotheses and Statistical Procedures  

In this section I describe and justify the statistical analyses that were conducted on 

the data in order to facilitate the interpretation of the results and subsequent conclusions 

to be addressed in Chapters VI and VII. The following are the hypotheses to the research 

questions (same numbering as research questions): 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant improvement for both metalinguistic 

knowledge in Spanish and accuracy in the use of the subjunctive. The improvement for 

English metalinguistic knowledge might not improve significantly as a consequence of 

Spanish instruction. 

To address question 1, it was necessary to calculate whether the score in the 

different metalinguistic knowledge related tasks improved significantly as level 

increased. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was carried out for each of the four tests: 



 

104

the terminology test in Spanish (TTS) and English (TTE), and the grammaticality 

judgment tasks in Spanish (GJTS) and English (GJTE).  

Factor analysis is a statistical data reduction procedure used to explain variability 

among variables in terms of fewer unobserved variables called factors. The advantage of 

using it is that it allows a reduction in the number of variables by combining two or more 

variables into a single factor. In order to analyze the specific development of 

metalinguistic tasks which share characteristics, such as language (Spanish or English) or 

task type (terminology or provision of rules), five different factor analyses were carried 

out:  

1) Terminology (TTS and TTE); 

2) Provision of rules (GJTS and GJTE); 

3) Metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (TTS and GJTS);  

4) Metalinguistic knowledge in English (TTE and GJTE);  

5) Metalinguistic knowledge as a whole (all four tests).  

In order to account for the participants’ development across levels, new ANOVA 

procedures were carried out for all these factor score variables 

Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive and significant correlation between the 

measures of English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge, specially in the intermediate 

and advanced levels. 
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To investigate the possible relation between English and Spanish scores in the 

four metalinguistic knowledge related tasks, a Pearson Correlation coefficient between 

scores in each language for both tasks (TT and GJT) was conducted. In addition to this, a 

correlation coefficient was calculated between the Spanish and the English metalinguistic 

knowledge factor, which combines both terminology and grammaticality judgment tasks, 

in order to determine a more general relationship measure between metalinguistic 

knowledge in both languages.   

In interpreting the data, I will follow Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken’s (2003) 

suggestions for the interpretation of correlations in social sciences research:  

Table 12. Interpretations for Correlations in Social Sciences Research (adapted from 
Cohen et al., 2003) 

Interpretation Correlation  

(positive or negative) 

Small .10 to .29   

Medium .30 to .49 

Large .50 to 1.0 
 

 

Hypothesis 3: There will be a positive and significant development on the 

accuracy of subjunctive use across the three levels of instruction. In addition, the 

different substructures requiring the indicative or the subjunctive will follow different 

rates of acquisition, supporting the idea that the subjunctive is not acquired in block. 

To answer the first part of question 3, all the variables related to accuracy in the 

use of the subjunctive were reduced to one general subjunctive accuracy factor score 
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variable. An ANOVA procedure was carried out in order to compare the mean scores of 

general accuracy in the subjunctive across levels. 

In order to study each substructure, I grouped together all the items in all the 

subjunctive exercises according to type of clause being tested (NP clause, adverbial 

clause, relative clause, main clause, conditional, and ojalá-type clause), and I computed a 

mean score ranging between 0 and 1 for each type.  

Table 13. Tasks and Task Items that Tested Sub-structures within the Subjunctive 

 
TYPE OF 
CLAUSE 

Exercise 

 Forced 
Choice 

Fill In 
The 
Blank 

Forced 
Choice 2 

Sentence 
Completion 

Open 
Question 

TOTAL

NP c, d,  b, f2 b, d a, g, i,  a, c, d, e 13

Relative b, e c2 a, e j  6

Adverbial f, h, i a2, d2 c h,  b 8

Main g,  a1, c1, 
d1, f1 

 c, e  7

Conditional a,  e  b,   3

Ojalá-Type j   d, f  3

TOTAL 10 10 5 10 5 40

 

Table 13 summarizes the substructures tested in each exercise. The reason why 

not all substructures are tested in every task is because some exercises are more suitable 

to specific types of clause than others. For example, the Forced Choice 2 exercise (FC2), 
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where a scenario is presented and two possible descriptions are presented to the 

participant (both grammatical, but only one correct), is more suitable for relative or 

adverbial clauses. The open question exercise, where a whole sentence is asked, is more 

appropriate for NP clauses than relative clauses. In order to prevent participants who only 

conjugated verbs in the subjunctive from scoring high, a balance was kept between 

clauses that require the indicative and clauses that require the subjunctive, making the 

final number of substructures unbalanced. Ojalá-type clauses and present conditional 

clauses have a reduced number of examples because the same mood is always required 

(the indicative for conditional and the subjunctive for ojalá-type clauses). 

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for each type of clause taking level as the 

independent was conducted to investigate which substructures present more difficulty in 

the acquisition process. 

Hypothesis 4: The correlation between English/Spanish metalinguistic knowledge 

and accuracy in the use of the subjunctive will be positive and significant across the three 

levels of instruction.  

I correlated students’ scores in the metalinguistic and subjunctive tasks. I 

computed a correlation matrix of all variables using Pearson Correlation Coefficients and 

then examined it for significant relations. In order to investigate a more general 

relationship between metalinguistic knowledge and subjunctive accuracy, I also 

correlated the previously computed factor analyses for metalinguistic tests with 

subjunctive accuracy scores and the general subjunctive proficiency factor score.  
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Hypothesis 5: Only students at the advanced level will show enough mastery on 

the use of the subjunctive to affirm that “it is acquired”. Students at both the beginning 

and intermediate level will show an incomplete acquisition of this structure (as predicted 

by the Syntactical Foundation Hypothesis). In addition, nominal and adverbial clauses 

will be acquired before relative and ojalá-type clauses, as stated in the literature. Order of 

instruction will not affect acquisition order (as predicted by the Teachability Hypothesis). 

To test the latter assumption, I compared my findings in research question 3 with 

those in the literature. Order of acquisition as evidenced by accuracy in the use of the 

different substructures was compared to the order in which the different substructures 

were introduced to participants in the textbooks they used throughout their career at the 

university level. No statistical analyses were carried out. 
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 CHAPTER V: RESULTS  

The overarching purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between 

L2 learners of Spanish metalinguistic knowledge and their accuracy in the use of the 

subjunctive at three levels of instruction. Another of the main purposes was to determine 

the order of acquisition of the different substructures within the subjunctive and compare 

it to the order in which they have been taught.  

This chapter presents the demographic information of the participants. It provides 

the exclusion rationale as well as the descriptive statistics for the nine measures for all the 

groups. Reliability and inter-rater reliability are discussed in the following section. The 

remaining five sections provide the results for the statistical tests carried out in order to 

answer the five research questions of the study. 

1. Demographics and Descriptive Statistics  

A total of 13 classes participated in the study, with 4 sections from the beginner 

level (N = 75), 3 sections from the intermediate level (N = 62), and 6 sections from the 

advanced level (N = 95). However, for reasons that will be explained below, heritage 

speakers (HS) and participants who delivered incomplete tests were excluded from the 

analyses. 

A heritage speaker is defined as a “student who is raised in a home where a non-

English language is spoken, who speaks or merely understands the heritage language, and 

who is to some degree bilingual in English and the heritage language” (Valdés, 2000, p. 

1). The University of Arizona has a large Spanish heritage speaker (HS) population. As a 
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consequence, the Department of Spanish and Portuguese has implemented a HS track that 

corresponds to the non-heritage track, but only for beginner and intermediate levels. In 

advanced level classes, both heritage and traditional learners are placed in the same 

classes. 

Although HSs in beginner and intermediate levels are usually moved to specific 

HS sections with the help of a placement exam, some of them are mistakenly placed in 

traditional sections for different reasons (lack of space in the heritage speakers sections, 

errors in placement, refusal of students to change sections…). With the help of the 

background questionnaire (see Appendix C) a total number of 53 students were classified 

as HS or native speakers (1 beginner, 6 intermediate, and 46 advanced students).  Since 

part of the HSs’ learning experience took place in a completely different environment 

(Valdés, 2000) they were excluded from the study.  

Given the voluntary nature of the test, it was expected that some students would 

not complete all the tasks. Participants who left 30% or more incomplete were also 

excluded from the total computation (a total of 2 beginner students). The final total 

number of participants was reduced to 177 (72 beginner, 56 intermediate, and 49 

advanced).  

The demographic information for the participants comes from the background 

questionnaire and is presented in Table 14: 
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Table 14. Participant Characteristics 

  Beginner Intermediate Advanced Total

Female 43 42 33 118 

Male 26 13 16 55 

GENDER 

Missing data 3 1 0 4 

18-20 52 31 11 94 

21-24 17 20 27 64 

25+ 1 4 11 16 

AGE 

Missing data 2 1 0 3 

1 21 10 0 31 

2 25 14 2 41 

3 13 17 17 47 

4+ 10 11 30 51 

YEAR of STUDIES 

Missing data 3 4 0 7 

ABROAD 
EXPERIENCE (in a 
Spanish Speaking 
Country) 

None 70 43 14 127 

 Vacation or 
less than one 
month 

0 3 5 8 

 Study 
abroad of 
more than 
one month 

1 6 30 37 

 More than a 
year  

0 4 0 4 

 Missing data 1 0 0 1 

No 65 51 35 151 

Yes  5 5 14 24 

OTHER LANGUAGES 
SPOKEN (self reported 
proficiency of at least 4 
points in a scale of 7) Missing data 2 0 0 2 
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The information provided in Table 14 shows that, as in most language classes at 

the university level, women outnumbered men (66%) and the mean age was 21.28 years 

old, which is typical in terms of the female/male and age distribution at language courses. 

Although the most populous group was the beginner level, most of the students were 

either in their third or fourth year of college, which seems to suggest that level and year 

of studies do not necessarily coincide. Regarding abroad experiences, most of the 

students who spent more than one month in a Spanish speaking country were those at 

level 3 (73%). In fact, only 28% of students at that level did not have any kind of abroad 

experience. In addition, the level with the higher number of multilingual participants is 

level 3 as a result of their taking Portuguese as part of their mayor or minor requirements 

in the Spanish & Portuguese department (58%). Only those who self-reported a 

proficiency of 4 or more on a 7-point scale (provided in the background questionnaire) 

were labeled as multilinguals. Other languages reported to be spoken were German, 

Hindi, French, and Russian, among others. 

The descriptive statistics for the 9 measures used in this study are provided in 

Table 15 (all scores are out of 10). All of them had a reasonable spread of scores by level, 

with standard deviations between 1 and 3.  
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Table 15. Mean Scores for All Tests (All  Levels)  

 

  Metalinguistic Knowledge SPC  Subjunctive Accuracy 

   TTE TTS GJTE GJTS   FC FB FC2 SC OQ 

Level 1 Mean 5.31 5.47 3.51 1.64 5.75 5.44 6.21 4.12 2.70

  N 72 72 72 72 72 71 65 52 64

  SD 1.80 2.17 2.81 1.98 1.57 2.40 2.32 2.25 2.68

Level 2 Mean 5.88 6.41 4.60 2.90  6.51 7.17 7.21 6.00 4.97

  N 56 53 55 54 56 54 56 49 49

  SD 1.47 1.28 2.31 2.88 1.27 1.85 2.27 1.83 2.87

Level 3 Mean 6.57 7.17 5.44 4.31 7.95 8.51 8.57 7.64 7.97

  N 49 49 49 49 49 49 49 48 48

  SD 1.14 1.34 2.58 2.71 1.36 1.12 1.63 1.71 2.36

All levels Mean 5.84 6.23 4.39 2.78 6.60 6.84 7.22 5.87 4.96

  N 177 174 176 175 177 174 170 149 161

  SD 1.61 1.85 2.71 2.71 1.68 2.31 2.32 2.42 3.42

 
Note. TTE: Terminology test in English; TTS: Terminology test in Spanish; GJTE: 
Grammaticality judgment task in English; GJTS: Grammaticality judgment task in 
Spanish; FC: Forced choice 1; FB: Fill in the blank; FC2: Forced choice 2; SC: Sentence 
completion; and OQ: Open questions. 
 

 
In order to provide a visual representation of the developmental patterns across 

levels, the mean scores in Table 15 are presented in Figure 3 below: 
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Figure 3. Mean scores for all tests (by level) 

Note. TTE: Terminology test in English; TTS: Terminology test in Spanish; GJTE: 
Grammaticality judgment task in English; GJTS: Grammaticality judgment task in 
Spanish; FC: Forced choice 1; FB: Fill in the blank; FC2: Forced choice 2; SC: Sentence 
completion; and OQ: Open questions. 

 

The data displayed in Table 15 and Figure 3 show that, although all mean scores 

improve from level to level for all tasks, there is a striking difference between scores 

according to task: forced choice 1 (FC1), fill in the blank (FB) and forced choice 2 (FC2) 

have the highest scores, whereas both grammaticality judgment tasks (GJTS and GJTE) 

have the lowest scores across the three levels of instruction. 

2. Reliability of the Instruments and Inter-Rater Reliability 

A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated to determine the reliability of the 

different test measures. Table 16 shows the measure of reliability for each task. These 
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varied between .449 and .798, indicating that the reliability coefficient of two of the tasks 

is in some cases below the recommended 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978): 

Table 16. Reliability of the Instruments 

 

TASK Cronbach’s

Alpha 

FC1: Forced choice 1 .574

FB: Fill In The Blank .783

FC2: Forced Choice 2 .449

SC: Sentence Completion .795

OQ: Open Questions .798

TEST AS A WHOLE .918

 

The reliability of Forced Choice 1 (FC1) and Forced Choice 2 (FC2) measures is 

not high (.574 and .449). That might be due to the fact that guessing was more probable 

because only two possible answers were presented for each item. Also, the number of 

items was low (ten items for FC1 and five items for FC2), which lowers the reliability of 

these tests. 

Fill in the blank (FB), sentence completion (SC) and open questions (OQ) 

reliability index is somewhat higher (.783, .795, and .798 respectively)) due to the fact 

that guessing is more difficult, since the whole verb has to be conjugated. The number of 

items is relatively low, as well (ten items for FB and SC, and five items for OQ).  
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The test as a whole increases the overall reliability of the subjunctive accuracy 

component to .918. This might be because the total number of items was 40, which is 

considerably higher than the tests one by one (ten items or five items).  

There is considerable variation in the reliability of the five tests: only the tests in 

which there is no “choosing” seem to be reliable enough, which seems logical from the 

point of view of chance. However, the five tests together give a better index of reliability 

than the tests analyzed one by one. For this reason, a factor analysis will be carried out in 

order to have an overall subjunctive accuracy score. 

3. Development of Metalinguistic Knowledge across Levels (RQ1) 

In order to determine the development of metalinguistic knowledge across levels, 

raw scores of the four different tasks involving metalinguistic knowledge (TTE, TTS, 

GJTE, and GJTS) were tabulated and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

performed with level as the independent variable. The results of the ANOVA shown in 

Table 17 reveal a significant difference across levels for all four tasks (p < .05). A visual 

representation of the gains from Level 1 to Level 3 is shown in Figure 4 below. 
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Table 17. ANOVA Results for the Differences between the Metalinguistic Knowledge 
Scores across All Levels 
 

    
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 45.829 2 22.915 9.662 .000

Within Groups 412.648 174 2.372    

TTE 

Total 458.477 176      

Between Groups 86.764 2 43.382 14.558 .000

Within Groups 509.588 171 2.980    

TTS 

Total 596.352 173      

Between Groups 90.310 2 45.155 8.216 .000

Within Groups 950.826 173 5.496  

GJTE 

Total 1041.136 175   

Between Groups 170.064 2 85.032 16.788 .000

Within Groups 871.185 172 5.065  

GJTS 

Total 1041.249 174     

 
Note. TTE: Terminology test in English; TTS: Terminology test in Spanish; GJTE: 
Grammaticality judgment task in English; GJTS: Grammaticality judgment task in 
Spanish.  
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Figure 4. Comparisons of means for all tasks involving metalinguistic knowledge across 
levels 
 
Note. TTE: Terminology test in English; TTS: Terminology test in Spanish; GJTE: 
Grammaticality judgment task in English; GJTS: Grammaticality judgment task in 
Spanish. 
 

ANOVAs (in Table 17) show a significant overall difference in the mean scores 

of all metalinguistic tests across levels, especially for GJTS and GJTE, as it can also be 

observed visually in Figure 4. In order to investigate whether this improvement is 

significant from level to level, a Scheffé post-hoc test of differences was conducted. 

Results are illustrated in Table 18:  
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Table 18. Scheffé Post-Hoc Test of Differences across Levels for the Four Metalinguistic 
Knowledge Tests (Mean Differences) 

 
TTE Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.5644 1.2519** 

.6875 

 
TTS Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.9428* 1.7012** 

.7583 

 
GJTE Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.9787 1.7312** 

.7525 

 
GJTS Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

1.1319* 2.4085** 

1.2766* 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 
 
Note. TTE: Terminology test in English; TTS: Terminology test in Spanish; GJTE: 
Grammaticality judgment task in English; GJTS: Grammaticality judgment task in 
Spanish. 
 
 

The post-hoc analyses above show that, although there is a significant 

improvement from level 1 to level 3 in all metalinguistic tests (p < .01), this improvement 

is non-significant from level 1 to level 2 and from level 2 to level 3, except for the case of 

GJTS, in which the differences across all levels are significant and TTS, in which the 

differences from level 1 to level 2 is also significant. 
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In addition, a Principal Component Factor Analysis was performed using all the 

measures of metalinguistic knowledge (TTE, TTS, GJTE, and GJTS). To compensate for 

cases with missing values, a pair-wise deletion of cases with missing values was 

employed. The factor analysis produced a four-factor solution, but only one factor had an 

eigenvalue greater than one (2.469), which accounted for a remarkable 61.72% of the 

variance. This factor had strong loadings for both terminology tests (.818 for English and 

.819 for Spanish) and sizeable loadings for both provision of rules tests (.774 for English 

and .728 for Spanish), which means that all tests contributed more or less homogeneously 

to this factor score.    

Four more factor analyses were carried out in order to group data that might share 

commonalities: 1) Metalinguistic knowledge in English (TTE and GJTE); 2) 

Metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (TTS and GJTS); 3) Terminology (TTS and TTE); 

and 4) Provision of Rules (GJTE and GJTS), all of which were also recorded as new 

variables. 

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the new five factor 

analysis scores with level as the independent variable. The results of the ANOVA shown 

in Table 19  reveal a significant difference across levels for all scores (p < .01). A graphic 

representation of the gains from Level 1 to Level 3 is shown in Figure 5 below. 
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Table 19. ANOVA Results for the Differences between the Five Metalinguistic Knowledge 
Factor Scores across All Levels 
 

     
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Between 
Groups 34.445 2 17.222 21.473 .000

Within 

Groups 
136.347 170 .802 

Metalinguistic Knowledge 
(MK) 

Total 170.792 172  

Between 
Groups 26.049 2 13.025 15.384 .000

Within 

Groups 
144.772 171 .847 

Terminology (T) 

Total 170.821 173  

Between 
Groups 28.691 2 14.346 16.982 .000

Within 

Groups 
145.299 172 .845 

Provision of Rules (PR) 

Total 173.991 174  

Between 
Groups 

22.132 2 11.066 12.485 .000

Within 

Groups 
153.344 173 .886 

Metalinguistic Knowledge 
in English (MKE) 

Total 175.477 175  

Between 
Groups 

37.624 2 18.812 23.710 .000

Within 

Groups 
134.878 170 .793 

Metalinguistic Knowledge 
in Spanish (MKS) 

Total 172.501 172  
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Figure 5. Comparisons of means for all factor scores involving metalinguistic knowledge 
across levels 
 
Note. MK: Metalinguistic knowledge; PR: Provision of rules; T: Terminology; MKE: 
Metalinguistic knowledge in English; MKS: Metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish. 
 

Again, the differences in the mean scores for all the metalinguistic knowledge 

tests between the three levels are significant (p < .01). In order to investigate this 

improvement more closely, Scheffé post-hocs were conducted (see Table 20): 
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Table 20. Scheffé Post-Hoc Test of Differences across Levels for the Five Metalinguistic 
Knowledge Factor Scores (Mean Differences) 
 
General Metalinguistic  
Knowledge (MK) 

Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 
Level 2 

.5857** 1.0737**
.4879* 
 

Terminology (T)  Level 2 Level 3 
Level 1 
Level 2 

.5037* .9346** 
.4308 
 

Provision of Rules (PR)   Level 2 Level 3 
Level 1 
Level 2 

.5131* .9834** 
.4702* 
 

General Metalinguistic  
Knowledge in English (MKE) 

Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 
Level 2 

.4399* .8652** 
.4252 
 

General Metalinguistic  
Knowledge in Spanish (MKS)

Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 
Level 2 

.5765** 1.1280**
.5514** 

 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
 

Post-hoc tests reveal that the improvement from level to level is more often 

significant when comparing factor scores than when comparing scores for individual 

tasks. The only improvements that are non-significant in this analysis are metalinguistic 

knowledge in English (MKE) and terminology (T) both from level 2 to level 3. For all the 

other measures, the difference between the mean scores is significant from level to level 

(p < .05). It is interesting to note that the improvement in general metalinguistic 

knowledge in Spanish is higher than that of English, as Figure 5 shows.   
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4. Correlation between English and Spanish Metalinguistic Knowledge (RQ2)  

To address whether there is a relationship between scores for metalinguistic 

knowledge in English and Spanish, Pearson Product Moment correlations were calculated 

between the measures of English and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge. The results are 

shown in Table 21. 

Table 21. Pearson Correlation Coefficients for the Metalinguistic Knowledge Score 
Tasks and Factor Scores in English and Spanish for All Levels.  
 
 All levels  Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

Terminology Test in English and 

Spanish (TTE & TTS) 

 

.639** 

N = 174 

 .671** 

N = 72 

.527** 

N = 53 

.376** 

N = 49 

Grammaticality Judgment Task in 

English and Spanish (GJTE & GJTS) 

 

.484** 

N = 175 

 .266* 

N = 72 

.555** 

N = 54 

.496** 

N = 49 

Metalinguistic Knowledge Factor 

Score in English and Spanish (MKE & 

MKS) 

.707** 

N = 173 

 .672** 

N = 72 

.658** 

N = 52 

.608** 

N = 49 

 
N = number of participants 
 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 

The overall correlation between task scores in English and Spanish is medium-

large and significant at the .01 level.  A closer look at the correlations level by level 

provides some interesting details: as level increases, the correlation between terminology 

knowledge in English and Spanish decreases from large (.671, .527) to medium (.376), 
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whereas the correlation between provision of rules in English and Spanish increases from 

small (.266) to large (.555) and decreases again to medium (.496). In the case of the 

correlation between general metalinguistic knowledge factor scores in English and 

Spanish, there seems to be a slight decrease, although all correlations are large (.672, .658 

and .608). A graphic representation of the data is provided in Figure 6: 
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Figure 6. Correlation between metalinguistic knowledge tests in English and Spanish by 
level 

 

Note. TTE: Terminology test in English; TTS: Terminology test in Spanish; GJTE: 
Grammaticality judgment task in English; GJTS: Grammaticality judgment task in 
Spanish; MKE: Metalinguistic knowledge in English; MKS: Metalinguistic knowledge in 
Spanish. 
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5. Development of Substructures within the Subjunctive across Levels (RQ3) 

In order to determine an overall score of accuracy in the use of the subjunctive, a 

Principal Component Factor Analysis was performed using all the measures of accuracy 

in the use of the subjunctive (forced choice 1 (FC1), fill in the blank (FB), forced choice 

2 (FC2), sentence completion (SC), and open questions (OQ)). To compensate for cases 

with missing values, a pair-wise deletion of cases with missing values was employed. 

The factor analysis produced a four-factor solution, but only one factor had an eigenvalue 

greater than one (3.378), which accounted for a notable 67.56% of the variance. This 

factor had strong loadings for all tests (.846 for FC, .855 for FB, .861 for SC, and .890 for 

OQ) except for the FC2 test, which was sizeable (.630). This means that all tests 

contributed more or less homogeneously to this factor score.    

 This factor score was recorded as a new variable (called from now on 

‘Subjunctive Accuracy’ or ‘S’). A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

performed with level as the independent variable. The results are shown in Table 22 and a 

graphic representation is given below in Figure 7: 

Table 22. ANOVA Results for the Differences between the Overall Subjunctive Accuracy 
Factor Scores across Levels 

   
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Subjunctive 

Accuracy 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total 

61.967

66.030

127.996

2

134

136

30.983

.493

62.877 

 

 

.000
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Figure 7. Comparison of means for the subjunctive accuracy factor score across levels 

 

ANOVA results indicate that there is a significant improvement in the overall 

accuracy of subjunctive use (F (2, 134) = 62.877, p < .01). Scheffé post-hoc analyses 

were conducted in order to determine whether this overall significant improvement is also 

significant across levels (illustrated in Table 23 below): 

Table 23. Scheffé Post-Hoc Test of Differences Across Levels for the Subjunctive 
Accuracy Factor Score (Mean Differences) 

 Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.9222** 1.6207** 

..6985** 

**p < .01 

*p < .05 
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The post-hoc test in Table 23 shows that there is indeed an improvement in the 

accuracy of the subjunctive use across levels that is significant across all levels (p < .01). 

In order to determine the specific development in the acquisition of the different 

substructures that require (or do no require) the subjunctive, scores for each of the 

different clauses (nominal, conditional, adverbial, relative, ojalá-type, and main clause) 

were tabulated and averaged. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed 

with level as the independent variable. The results of the ANOVA are shown in Table 24 

and a graphic representation is provided in Figure 8.
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Table 24. ANOVA Results for the Differences between Subjunctive Accuracy Scores 
across All Levels by Substructure 

   

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3.195 2 1.598 48.522 .000

Within Groups 4.148 126 .033  

Nominal 

Total 7.343 128  

Between Groups .043 2 .022 .208 .813

Within Groups 15.256 146 .104    

Conditional 

Total 15.299 148      

Between Groups 2.973 2 1.486 43.692 .000

Within Groups 4.422 130 .034  

Adverbial 

Total 7.395 132  

Between Groups 2.096 2 1.048 20.247 .000

Within Groups 7.558 146 .052    

Relative 

Total 9.654 148      

Between Groups 5.482 2 2.741 31.577 .000

Within Groups 12.847 148 .087    

Ojalá-type 

Total 18.330 150      

Between Groups 1.196 2 .598 18.817 .000

Within Groups 4.670 147 .032    

Main 

Total 5.866 149      
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Figure 8. Comparison of mean scores for the different types of clauses requiring 
indicative/subjunctive by level and clause type 
 
 

Table 24 and Figure 8 show progress for accuracy in the use of the subjunctive 

for all clauses, except for the conditional, for which the improvement is non-significant at 

the .05 level. For all the other substructures tested, in contrast, there is a significant 

difference in the progress of mood selection (p < .01). Scheffé post-hoc test results are 

shown below in Table 25: 
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Table 25. Scheffé Post-Hoc Test of Differences Across Levels for Accuracy in the Use of 
the Subjunctive According to Substructure (Mean Differences) 
 
Nominal clauses Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.2277** .3820** 

.1543** 

 

Adverbial Clauses Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.1044* .3517** 

.2473** 

 

Relative Clauses Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.1915** .2808** 

.0892 

 

Ojalá-type Clauses Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.3006** .4537** 

.1530* 

 

Main Clauses Level 2 Level 3 

Level 1 

Level 2 

.1365** .2129** 

.0763 

 
*p <  .05 
**p <  .01 
 

Post-hoc tests reveal that the development of nominal, adverbial and ojalá-type 

clauses is significant level by level, that is, the improvement from  level 1 to level 2 and 

from level 2 to level 3 is significant, at least, at the .05 level. In the case of relative and 

main clauses, although the overall improvement between level 1 to level 3 and between 
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level 1 to level 2 is significant, it is not significant from level 2 to level 3, indicating 

perhaps, a plateau in the acquisition of relative clauses (at a .77 out of a possible 1.0 for 

level 3) and a ceiling effect in the case of main clauses (.95 out of 1 for level 3).  

6. Correlation between English/Spanish Metalinguistic Knowledge and Subjunctive 
Accuracy (RQ4) 

To investigate the relation between metalinguistic knowledge and subjunctive 

accuracy, all variables regarding subjunctive accuracy were interrelated to variables 

regarding metalinguistic knowledge using Pearson Product Moment correlations. The 

results are shown in Table 26 (all levels), Table 27 (level 1), Table 28 (level 2), and Table 

29 (level 3). 
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Table 26. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Measures of Metalinguistic Knowledge 
and Subjunctive Accuracy (All Levels) 
 

  
Forced
Choice

(FC)

Fill
Blank
(FB)

Forced
Choice 

2
(FC2)

Sentence 
Completion 

(SC) 

Open 
Questions 

(OQ)

Subjunctive
Accuracy

(S)

Corr. .323(**) .338(**) .268(**) .505(**) .421(**) .453(**)Terminology 
in English 
(TTE) N 177 174 170 149 161 137

Corr. .406(**) .412(**) .165(*) .508(**) .527(**) .540(**)Terminology 
in Spanish 
(TTS) N 174 171 167 146 158 134

Corr. .333(**) .270(**) .140 .425(**) .388(**) .459(**)Provision of 
Rules in 
English 
(GJTE) 

N 176 173 169 148 160 136

Corr. .434(**) .487(**) .266(**) .530(**) .563(**) .561(**)Provision of 
rules in 
Spanish 
(GJTS) 

N 175 172 168 148 160 136

Corr. .489(**) .497(**) .275(**) .620(**) .608(**) .642(**)Metalinguistic 
Knowledge 
(MK) N 173 170 166 146 158 134

Corr. .415(**) .430(**) .246(**) .563(**) .530(**) .559(**)Terminology 
(T) N 174 171 167 146 158 134

Corr. .443(**) .436(**) .232(**) .548(**) .553(**) .585(**)Provision of 
Rules (PR) N 175 172 168 148 160 136

Corr. .382(**) .355(**) .238(**) .537(**) .470(**) .522(**)MK English 
(MKE) N 176 173 169 148 160 136

Corr. .508(**) .550(**) .263(**) .615(**) .649(**) .657(**)MK Spanish 
(MKS) N 173 170 166 146 158 134

 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 27. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Measures of Metalinguistic Knowledge 
and Subjunctive Accuracy (Level 1) 
 

    
Forced
Choice

(FC)

Fill
Blank
(FB)

Forced
Choice 

2
(FC2)

Sentence
Completion

(SC)

Open 
Questions 

(OQ) 

Subjunctive
Accuracy

(S)

Corr. .131 .119 .010 .434(**) .341(**) .342(*)Terminology 
in English 
(TTE) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .179 .167 -.176 .365(**) .457(**) .333(*)Terminology 
in Spanish 
(TTS) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .233(*) -.035 -.083 .242 .229 .217Provision of 
Rules in 
English 
(GJTE) 

N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .276(*) .281(*) .011 .529(**) .477(**) .443(**)Provision of 
rules in 
Spanish 
(GJTS) 

N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .252(*) .157 -.089 .479(**) .478(**) .408(**)Metalinguistic 
Knowledge 
(MK) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .170 .157 -.094 .433(**) .438(**) .366(*)Terminology 
(T) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .312(**) .119 -.054 .444(**) .414(**) .383(**)Provision of 
Rules (PR) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .215 .053 -.042 .396(**) .344(**) .330(*)MK English 
(MKE) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

Corr. .257(*) .250(*) -.121 .505(**) .550(**) .439(**)MK Spanish 
(MKS) N 72 71 65 52 64 46

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 28. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Measures of Metalinguistic Knowledge 
and Subjunctive Accuracy (Level 2) 
 

   
Forced
Choice

(FC)

Fill
Blank
(FB)

Forced
Choice 

2
(FC2)

Sentence 
Completion 

(SC) 

Open 
Questions 

(OQ)

Subjunctive
Accuracy

(S)

Corr. .336(*) .337(*) .427(**) .490(**) .336(*) .427(**)Terminology 
in English 
(TTE) N 56 54 56 49 49 43

Corr. .274(*) .433(**) .313(*) .435(**) .397(**) .564(**)Terminology 
in Spanish 
(TTS) N 53 51 53 46 46 40

Corr. .268(*) .396(**) .074 .272 .402(**) .443(**)Provision of 
Rules in 
English 
(GJTE) 

N 55 53 55 48 48 42

Corr. .347(*) .435(**) .287(*) .307(*) .498(**) .481(**)Provision of 
rules in 
Spanish 
(GJTS) 

N 54 52 54 48 48 42

Corr. .484(**) .635(**) .412(**) .483(**) .570(**) .671(**)Metalinguistic 
Knowledge 
(MK) N 52 50 52 46 46 40

Corr. .419(**) .510(**) .473(**) .527(**) .442(**) .595(**)Terminology 
(T) N 53 51 53 46 46 40

Corr. .342(*) .457(**) .201 .331(*) .514(**) .525(**)Provision of 
Rules (PR) N 54 52 54 48 48 42

Corr. .357(**) .436(**) .305(*) .466(**) .426(**) .495(**)MK English 
(MKE) N 55 53 55 48 48 42

Corr. .429(**) .614(**) .392(**) .428(**) .569(**) .640(**)MK Spanish 
(MKS) N 52 50 52 46 46 40

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 29. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Measures of Metalinguistic Knowledge 
and Subjunctive Accuracy (Level 3) 
 

   
Forced
Choice 

(FC)

Fill
Blank 
(FB)

Forced
Choice 

2 
(FC2)

Sentence 
Completion 

(SC) 

Open 
Questions 

(OQ) 

Subjunctive
Accuracy

(S)

Corr. .175 .385(**) .033 .319(*) 154 .271Terminology 
in English 
(TTE) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .512(**) .499(**) .096 .392(**) .311(**) .493(**)Terminology 
in Spanish 
(TTS) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .162 .328(*) .120 .334(*) .196 .283Provision of 
Rules in 
English 
(GJTE) 

N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .254 .504(**) .027 .385(**) .284 .371(**)Provision of 
rules in 
Spanish 
(GJTS) 

N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .361(*) .574(**) .094 .487(**) .322(*) .479(**)Metalinguistic 
Knowledge 
(MK) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .416(**) .533(**) .078 .431(**) .282 .464(**)Terminology 
(T) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .242 .483(**) .083 .420(**) .281 .383(**)Provision of 
Rules (PR) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .195 .411(**) .097 .384(**) .208 .326(*)MK English 
(MKE) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

Corr. .447(**) .620(**) .069 .484(**) .368(*) .527(**)MK Spanish 
(MKS) N 49 49 49 48 48 48

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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The Pearson Correlations for all levels presented in Table 26 indicate a large and 

significant relationship (p < .01) between mostly all measures of metalinguistic 

knowledge and the general subjunctive accuracy score (S) (between .453 and .657). The 

highest correlations are found between metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (MKS) and 

all measures of subjunctive accuracy  (between .508 and .657), with the exception of 

Forced Choice 2, which seems to have only a small correlation index with all the 

measures of metalinguistic knowledge. This could be related to the great variation on the 

scores of this exercise, due to the low reliability of the test and the small number of items. 

Overall, there is at least a moderate relationship between all measures of subjunctive 

accuracy (with the exception of FC2) and all measures of metalinguistic knowledge. In 

addition, the general subjunctive accuracy score has a higher correlation with 

metalinguistic knowledge scores in Spanish than with metalinguistic knowledge scores in 

English  

Correlations for level 1 are the smallest ones overall (see Table 27). It is 

interesting to note that FC2 even has negative, although non-significant and fairly small 

correlations with almost all measures of metalinguistic knowledge. However, sentence 

completion (SC), open questions (OQ), and General Subjunctive Accuracy (S) do have at 

least, medium correlations with all measures of metalinguistic knowledge (but 

considerably smaller than all the participants taken as a whole), except for provision of 

rules in English (GJTE), whose correlations are small. The correlation indices that are 

large are those between SC and MKS (.505), SC and GJTS (.529), and OQ and MKS 

(.550).  
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Correlations for level 2 are the largest ones overall (see Table 28). Subjunctive 

accuracy scores strongly correlate with most measures of metalinguistic knowledge (with 

the exception of provision of rules and tests in English, which have medium correlations). 

The general metalinguistic knowledge factor score (MK) seems to share the largest 

correlations with the subjunctive accuracy scores (between .412 and .671) followed by 

the metalinguistic knowledge factor score in Spanish (between .392 and .640). With the 

exception of FC1 and FC2, almost all scores related to subjunctive accuracy are at least 

moderately correlated with all the metalinguistic knowledge scores. 

Correlations for level 3 (see Table 29) are smaller than those in level 2, but larger 

than those in level 1. Quite strikingly, the largest correlations are found between Fill in 

the blank and the metalinguistic knowledge scores (between .328 and .620). The best 

metalinguistic predictors of subjunctive accuracy, in turn, are terminology in Spanish 

(between .311 and .512) and general metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (between .368 

and .620). With the exception of FC1, FC2, and OQ, almost all measures of subjunctive 

accuracy are at least moderately related with all measures of metalinguistic knowledge.  

In order to facilitate comprehension of the overall findings, the figures below 

provide the scatter-plots for the correlations between general subjunctive accuracy (S) 

and the different metalinguistic knowledge scores:  
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Subjunctive Accuracy Factor Score 

 
Figure 9. Scatterplots for the correlations between general metalinguistic knowledge and 
general accuracy in the use of the subjunctive (all levels) 

 

Subjunctive Accuracy Factor Score 

 
Figure 10. Scatterplots for the correlations between provision of rules and general 
accuracy in the use of the subjunctive (all levels) 
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Subjunctive Accuracy Factor Score 

 
Figure 11. Scatterplots for the correlations between terminology knowledge and general 
accuracy in the use of the subjunctive (all levels) 

 
Examining the correlations and their development across levels, the same pattern 

appears for all measures (see Figure 12): the correlations between subjunctive accuracy 

and metalinguistic knowledge seem to be at their highest point at level 2, and they 

decrease again at level 3. The only case in which the correlation is even lower at level 3 

than at level 1 is the one between subjunctive accuracy and metalinguistic knowledge in 

English, which again suggests that the relationship between subjunctive accuracy and 

metalinguistic knowledge in English and Spanish follow different routes. 
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Figure 12. Correlation between the general subjunctive accuracy score and various 
metalinguistic awareness factor scores 

 

Note. S: Subjunctive accuracy score; MK: Metalinguistic knowledge score; T: 
Terminology score; PR: Provision of rules score; MKE: Metalinguistic knowledge in 
English score; MKS: Metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish score. 

 

7. Developmental Sequences (RQ5) 

In order to investigate the developmental sequences within the subjunctive, the 

scores of each individual substructure were averaged. Overall, the clause with the lowest 

mean score is the conditional (overall, only 40% of the responses were correct) followed 

by adverbial and ojalá-type clauses (with a 60% and a 62% of correct responses, 

respectively). In contrast, 85% of the main clauses were correctly identified as requiring 

the indicative. The accuracy scores (out of one point) are shown in Table 30: 
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Table 30. Mean Scores of Substructures by Level 
 

   Nominal Conditional Adverbial Relative 
Ojalá-
type Main

Mean .47 .40 .44 .49 .37 .74
N 40 53 42 53 54 54

Level 
1 

Std. 
Deviation .199 .335 .225 .253 .343 .235

Mean .69 .38 .55 .68 .68 .88
N 41 48 43 48 49 48

Level 
2 

Std. 
Deviation .196 .294 .160 .231 .286 .173

Mean .85 .43 .79 .77 .83 .95
N 48 48 48 48 48 48

Level 
3 

Std. 
Deviation .149 .336 .163 .190 .238 .080

Mean .68 .40 .60 .64 .62 .85
N 129 149 133 149 151 150

Total 

Std. 
Deviation .239 .321 .236 .255 .349 .198

 
 
 

Level 1 participants’ scores are low (between 37% and 74% of correct responses) 

with main clauses being the easiest ones and ojalá-type clauses being the most difficult. 

Both ojalá-type and conditional clauses have a considerably large standard deviation, 

which means that there was a big variability in responses for these substructures. On the 

contrary, nominal clauses have the smallest standard deviation, meaning that the 

responses on this substructure were more homogeneous. 

Level 2 scores, as expected, are higher than scores in level 1, although in some 

cases, non-significantly (see discussion on page 125). It has already been mentioned that, 

in the case of conditional clauses, there seems to be a decrease in proficiency, which, 

however, is not significant. The highest mean score for these participants is for main 
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clauses (88%) followed by nominal clauses (69%). The lowest mean score, on the 

contrary, is for conditional clauses (38%), which is the only score under 50% for this 

group. 

Level 3 scores are the highest ones, as expected. Again, the highest mean score 

was achieved for main clauses, with a remarkable 95% of correct responses, followed by 

nominal clauses (85%) and ojalá-type clauses (83%). The most difficult substructure for 

this group was again the conditional, which received the only score under 50% at this 

level. All the other mean scores are above 75%.    
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CHAPTER VI: DISCUSSION 

The present study investigates the acquisition of the subjunctive in Spanish and its 

relationship to metalinguistic knowledge in English and Spanish. More specifically, this 

dissertation examines whether subjunctive accuracy is related to knowledge of 

grammatical terminology and ability to provide grammatical rules in both languages 

across three different levels of instruction (beginner, intermediate and advanced). 

Additionally, the development of acquisition of both subjunctive accuracy and 

metalinguistic awareness is investigated in order to provide a general overview of the 

acquisition of the different structures within the subjunctive across levels. In this section, 

the results of the experiment are discussed within the context of the research questions 

stated in Chapter IV. 

0. Overview of the Findings 

The scores for grammaticality judgment tasks in English and in Spanish are fairly 

low scores across all levels and the standard deviations are larger than in the other tests, 

which means that participants have problems providing rules and that there is variability 

among participants (see Table 15 and Figure 3). In level 1, students’ knowledge of 

English rules is higher than that of Spanish, as would be expected of beginning level 

participants. However, as level progresses, this difference between provision of rules in 

English and Spanish becomes smaller, maybe as a result of a more advanced general 

proficiency in Spanish and explicit grammar instruction in Spanish. The difference 

between English and Spanish scores can be attributed to the fact that they are difficult to 

transfer from language to language (the fact that English sentences require overt subjects 
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does not necessarily mean that this rule applies in Spanish). However, although there is 

progress in the provision of rules for both languages across all levels, knowledge of 

English rules is consistently higher than that of Spanish. 

Regarding terminology (as tested in TTS and TTE), it is striking to notice that 

participants identify different grammatical components more easily in Spanish than in 

English sentences across all levels, which could be a consequence of the different manner 

of acquisition of both languages. All mean scores are above 50%, which means that they 

know at least half of the terms that were tested (in both languages). The fact that the 

scores for Spanish terminology are higher than those for English might be related to how 

used those students have become in identifying grammatical components in their Spanish 

classes. However, participants do not seem able to fully transfer that knowledge from 

language to language, as it would be expected. 

Krashen (1982), Omaggio (1983) and Jeffries’ (1985) claim that students who are 

presented with explicit rules usually lack a sufficient grammar terminology is partially 

supported by these findings. However, it is interesting to note that this knowledge 

develops significantly across time and that teaching terminology and rules might have a 

positive effect on acquisition of diverse grammatical structures. 

Concerning the subjunctive accuracy component of the study, sentence 

completion (SC) and open questions (OQ) seem to be the most difficult tasks for 

participants at all levels, as evidenced by the low mean scores. This might be due to the 

open ended nature of the task. For this same reason, both forced choice exercises (FC1 

and FC2) seem to be the easier than fill-in-the-blank (FB), which is of medium difficulty. 
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The number of participants who completed each of the tests confirms that the more 

difficult a task is supposed to be, the more students failed to complete it or left it blank. 

For example, for SC, only 72.2% of level 1 participants completed it. In contrast, this task 

was completed by 97.9% of level 3 participants. In the case of OQ, only 63.8% of level 1 

participants completed the task, whereas 97.9% of level 3 students did. The first forced 

choice task was completed by 100% of the participants, which means that, either the task 

was not considered difficult, or that it was completed randomly. This is supported by the 

test reliability analysis (for details go to page 114): tasks with the lowest reliability (FC2: 

r = .449; FC1: r = .574) are those which were completed by most participants and which 

were easier to complete randomly, whereas those tasks which were completed by fewer 

students were those with the highest reliability coefficients (OQ: r = .798; SC: r = .795; 

FB: r = .783) and those which were more difficult to be completed successfully by 

random. For this reason, when interpreting subjunctive scores, more weight will be given 

to FB, SC and OQ than to FC1 and FC2. In addition, given the high reliability of all the 

subjunctive scores taken as a whole (r = .918), the comprehensive subjunctive accuracy 

factor score (S) that includes all four task scores will also be given high consideration.    

1. Development of Metalinguistic Knowledge across Levels 

Overall, there is a significant improvement in metalinguistic knowledge across 

levels, which implies that participants graduate with a significantly higher knowledge of 

rules and terminology in both languages than when they started in college. In some cases 

this improvement does not differ significantly from level to level, as it is the case of the 

terminology and provision of rules in English. Given that students took a compulsory 
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composition course at the beginning of their studies and that most of them have not taken 

other English courses (except for majors in English), it would be possible that 

metalinguistic transfer from Spanish into English might have occurred. In contrast, the 

improvement of rule knowledge in Spanish across levels is clear and significant from 

level 1 to level 2 and from level 2 to level 3, which may suggest that knowledge of 

Spanish rules is more directly related to their exposure to Spanish during college. In the 

case of Spanish terminology, the clearest improvement is from level 1 to level 2, which 

might account for an exposure to Spanish terminology that slows down by level 3.   

After reducing the data into five new variables through factor analyses, the 

ANOVAs conducted show that there is also a significant overall improvement in 

metalinguistic knowledge as a whole (regardless of language) that is also significant from 

level to level, with only two exceptions (metalinguistic knowledge in English (MKE) and 

general terminology (T)) from level 2 to level 3. Additionally, results confirm again that 

the development of English metalinguistic knowledge as a whole is slower and less 

obvious than that of Spanish metalinguistic knowledge, although significant in the long 

run.  

Overall, the data confirm the hypothesis that there is improvement in 

metalinguistic knowledge across levels for both English and Spanish (hypothesis 1). The 

improvement in Spanish metalinguistic knowledge could be a consequence of exposure 

to Spanish (explicit) instruction. The slower improvement in English, in contrast, could 

be related to either transfer from Spanish explicit knowledge or other exposure to 
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grammar, as for example, in English composition classes that are required for graduation. 

The correlations carried out in order to answer research question 2 will clarify this issue.     

2. Correlation between English and Spanish Metalinguistic Knowledge 

In general, metalinguistic knowledge in English (MKE) and metalinguistic 

knowledge in Spanish (MKS) are correlated: Students who demonstrate knowledge of 

terminology and grammatical rules in Spanish also demonstrate knowledge of 

terminology and grammatical rules in English (or vice-versa), something that has also 

been reported in other studies: 

It is unlikely that an English-speaking student who cannot identify an adverb or 

pick out an indirect object in an English sentence can do so in a French or a 

German sentence, and even if s/he could, it would suggest some failure to grasp 

the general principles involved; that is to say, it would suggest a lack of language 

knowledge (Bloor, 1986, p. 160). 

A closer look at the results (Figure 13) shows that the terminology knowledge 

correlations between English and Spanish are slightly smaller in level 3 than in the other 

levels, which means that the terminology that the students learn in Spanish is not 

transferred automatically into English as levels progress, although there is improvement 

on both tests. On the contrary, the opposite happens in the case of provision of rules 

(Figure 13): the correlation between provision of rules scores in both languages is 

medium for level 1 and level 2, but large for level 3. This could mean that, as study 

progresses, the acquisition of rules in one language facilitates the knowledge of rules in 
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the other. It could also be possible that, as participants reflect on how Spanish works, 

they also reflect on the mechanisms of English. The different correlations between 

languages in familiarity with terminology and knowledge of rules are something that is 

worth further research. 

 

Figure 13. Comparison of metalinguistic knowledge task scores. 

 

 In order to provide an overall pattern of the relationship between metalinguistic 

knowledge in English and metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish it is necessary to look at 

the relationship between the factor scores that combine terminology and provision of 

rules tasks in both languages.  The graph in Figure 14 shows that the overall 
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metalinguistic knowledge development in English and Spanish is related, but not parallel: 

participants at level 1 show a better knowledge of metalinguistic knowledge in English 

than in Spanish, which can be expected from students who are just starting to learn 

Spanish. At level 2, metalinguistic knowledge in both languages is at the same point. 

However, by level 3, students demonstrate a higher knowledge of Spanish metalinguistic 

knowledge than in English. This would imply that the terminology that students learn in 

Spanish does not necessarily affect the terminology that they acquire in English, and that 

maybe it was transferred in level 2 but not so much in level 3.  

 

Figure 14. Comparison of metalinguistic knowledge factor scores in English and 
Spanish 
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Hypothesis 2, which predicted that that there is a relationship between 

metalinguistic knowledge in English and Spanish, is supported partially. All 

metalinguistic knowledge scores increase, but at a different pace: students enter level 1 

with a higher metalinguistic knowledge in English than in Spanish but they end up with a 

higher metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish than in English. A possible explanation for 

these results is that students enter L2 (Spanish) classes knowing more about their L1 

(English). As level progresses, instruction in the L2 provides students with tools and 

knowledge about the L2. The close relationship between L1 and L2 knowledge could be 

a reflection of students’ inclination to compare both languages, and transfer from L2 to 

L1 is possible. However, by level 3, when students feel more comfortable in their L2, 

their inclination to compare languages ceases to be so strong and so does the relationship 

between knowledge about both languages.     

3. Development of Substructures within the Subjunctive across Levels 

The results for the differences between subjunctive accuracy across all levels as 

measured by the overall subjunctive accuracy factor score (S) show that, as expected, 

there is an improvement in the use of the subjunctive that is significant from level to 

level, which means that the progress on subjunctive accuracy is clear and staged. This 

suggests that instruction, whatever the type might be, is beneficial for students’ 

acquisition of the subjunctive mood by level 3. 

Regarding the specific development of the different substructures that require 

mood selection, the ANOVAs show that there is an overall significant improvement for 

all of them except for conditional clauses. Conditional clauses, although adverbial in 



 

152

nature, are usually taught separately and considered different. There are three types of 

conditional: one that requires the indicative in the protasis, and the other two, which 

require the subjunctive (see page 35). In this study, only the first conditional was 

included because only the present subjunctive was tested (level 1 participants had not 

studied other tenses within the subjunctive). For this reason, and given that the other two 

types of conditional do require the subjunctive, it might be possible that the inclusion of 

conditional II and III in the test could have made the results significant (at least for 

participants in level 2 and 3, which had studied other tenses of the subjunctive by the 

time the study was conducted).  

All the analyses of the remaining substructures show that there is an overall 

improvement from level 1 to level 3. With the exception of main and relative clauses, the 

development of accuracy in the use of the other structures is significant from level to 

level, which means that the progress is clearly visible at the different stages.  In the case 

of relative clauses, participants at level 1 start with an average score of 49% of correct 

scores and they end up with an accuracy of 77% at level 3. The improvement from level 1 

to level 2 is significant, but not the one from level 2 to level 3, which could mean that 

students reach a plateau at the intermediate/advanced level and the improvement slows 

down. On the other hand, the accuracy in the use of the indicative in main clauses goes 

from a 74% at level 1 to a 95% of accuracy at level 3, with significant improvement from 

level 1 to level 2, but not from level 2 to level 3. These results suggest that, given the 

high accuracy level for level 3 participants, there might be a ceiling effect for this 

structure. A possible explanation is that for main clauses, which always select indicative 
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mood, there is always the chance of getting a high score without being proficient in the 

subjunctive. However, the fact that there is improvement from level to level indicates that 

level 1 participants do incorrectly select the subjunctive mood for these clauses whereas 

level 3 participants do not. 

Overall, and with the exception of conditional clauses, there is a steady progress 

in the acquisition of the subjunctive from level to level with main clauses being used 

accurately 95% of the time by level 3. Relative and ojalá-type sentences seem to be the 

most difficult to acquire (after conditional clauses) with a 78% and a 77% accuracy rate 

respectively by level 3.  

The substructure with the highest advancement overall is the ojalá-type clause, 

which improves 45% from level 1 to level 3, followed by nominal clauses, which 

improve 38%. Main clauses, as it has been pointed out, had a high score by level 1 (74%) 

and the improvement by the time participants reach level 3 is only 21% due to the ceiling 

effect discussed before. 

Accuracy on the use of ojalá-type clauses shows a surprising improvement of 

30% from level 1 to level 2 followed by nominal clauses, which improve 22%. On the 

contrary, adverbial and relative clauses show a slow, although significant improvement of 

10% and 19% from level 1 to level 2, respectively. The reason for this difference is easily 

explained by the amount of rules underlying mood selection in these cases: ojalá-type 

clauses require the subjunctive, but adverbial and relative clauses may require the 

indicative or the subjunctive depending on the adverb or the antecedent, respectively: 
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(21) a. Ojalá mi tío venga hoy a darme el regalo 

     “I wish my uncle comes (SUBJ.) today to give me my present”  

 b *Ojalá mi tío viene hoy a darme el regalo 

     “I wish my uncle comes (IND) today to give me my present” 

 

(22) a. El chico que quieras, es tuyo 

     The boy you want (SUBJ.), you have him 

     “No matter which boy you want, you have him” 

 

 b. El chico que quieres, es tuyo 

     The boy you want (IND.), you have him 

     “The boy you want [a specific one], you have him” 

 

(23) a. Cuando me llame tu hermana, te digo 

    When your sister calls (SUBJ.) me, I tell you 

     “As soon as your sister calls, I’ll tell you” 

 

 b. Cuando me llama tu hermana, te digo  

     When your sister calls (IND.) me, I tell you 

     “Whenever your sister calls me, I tell you” 

 

In the case of the ojalá-type clauses, the choice is always subjunctive (21). 

However, in the case of relative (22) and adverbial (23) clauses, choosing one or another 

would render grammatical sentences, although with different meanings. This seems to 

make the decision more difficult, and this is reflected in the results. Also, as will be 

discussed later, order of acquisition might reflect the order in which teaching has taken 

place: first nominal clauses (including ojalá-type clauses), later relative clauses, and 

adverbial and conditional clauses at the end. 
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The development between level 2 and level 3 is much smaller for all substructures 

(from 7% (nominal clauses) to 24% (adverbial clauses), but here is where the difference 

between the acquisition of relative and adverbial clauses can be seen more clearly: 

relative clause improvement is only 8% compared to the acquisition of adverbial clauses, 

which improves 24%. In this case, as it will be discussed later, order of acquisition 

follows again teaching order: relative clauses are presented before adverbial clauses and, 

although their scores are similar by level 3 (77% and 79%), they differ greatly in level 2 

(68% and 55%). 

Overall, hypothesis 3, which predicts that there is a positive development for all 

substructures that require mood selection, is supported with the exception of conditional 

clauses, which do not offer significant results. Although the rate of improvement varies 

across clauses and across levels, in general there is a positive improvement in the long 

run. The idea that the subjunctive is not acquired in block is also supported by the 

different rates of acquisition of the substructures studied. 

4. Correlation between Metalinguistic Knowledge and Subjunctive Accuracy 

 Hypothesis 4 predicted that there would be a relationship between metalinguistic 

knowledge and accuracy in the use of subjunctive across the three levels of instruction. 

The correlation analyses carried out show that there is a large and significant relationship 

between metalinguistic knowledge (MK) and general subjunctive accuracy (S) (.612, p < 

.01), which implies either that those participants with a high metalinguistic knowledge 

are also accurate in mood selection or vice-versa. 
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The highest correlation found for all participants as a whole is the one between 

general subjunctive accuracy (S) and metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (MKS) (.629), 

which is consistent with the idea that metalinguistic knowledge and grammatical 

accuracy are interrelated. The correlation between general subjunctive accuracy (S) and 

metalinguistic knowledge in English (MKE) is also significant (.491), although somewhat 

weaker. The difference in strength of correlations could be related to the possibility that 

participants do not transfer as much metalinguistic knowledge from language to language 

as it has been hypothesized (Bloor, 1986). 

It has already been pointed out that open questions and sentence completion are 

the tasks with the highest reliability scores (.798 and .795, respectively) and also the tasks 

that better seem to distinguish learners who are proficient in the use of the subjunctive 

from those who are not. In fact, general metalinguistic knowledge shares the highest 

correlations with both tasks (.620 and .608), which gives more weight to this assumption. 

Level by level, the correlations between the various measures of metalinguistic 

knowledge and subjunctive accuracy vary considerably. For example, the correlation 

between the general metalinguistic knowledge score (MK) and the general subjunctive 

accuracy score (S) is medium for level 1 (.370), large for level 2 (.615), and large, but 

smaller for level 3 (.533). This would support Paradis’ claim (2006) that explicit 

knowledge is progressively replaced by implicit knowledge: rules are used at the 

beginning when the structures are not yet mastered, and they cease to be needed when the 

tasks become automatized. In fact, Figure 15 shows that subjunctive accuracy scores 

increase at a higher rate than metalinguistic knowledge scores:  
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Figure 15. Comparison of subjunctive accuracy and metalinguistic knowledge factor 
scores 

 

The highest correlations for level 1 are those between the grammaticality 

judgment task in Spanish (GJTS) and the sentence completion (SC) test and between 

metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (MKS) and the SC and OQ tests. Given that these 

were the most difficult exercises for participants at this level as evidenced by the high 

number of participants not completing them, this high correlation could mean that only 

those who had an extraordinary metalinguistic knowledge of Spanish finished or 

completed these tasks successfully. Given that students enter Spanish classes with a 
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knowledge of English grammar rules which is expected to be higher than that of Spanish, 

the correlations with the various metalinguistic knowledge tasks in English were 

expected to be smaller or non-existent at this level. For this reason, possessing knowledge 

of terminology or rules in English at this stage is not a subjunctive accuracy predictor at 

this time, although it might be in the long run. This is supported by the correlation indices 

between all subjunctive scores and GJTE scores, which are small and non-significant 

(sometimes even negative). 

The correlations for level 2 are of a different nature. Most metalinguistic 

knowledge scores are strongly correlated with the different subjunctive accuracy scores 

(with the exception of provision of rules both in English and Spanish, which had a 

medium correlation). This means that students who are more successful in the general use 

of the subjunctive tend to be more metalinguistically aware than those who experience 

problems with the subjunctive (or vice-versa). The strongest correlation for this level is 

between general subjunctive accuracy (S) and metalinguistic knowledge (MK) (.671) 

followed by the one between S and MKS (.640).  

The correlations for level 3, although significant for the most part, are only 

moderately strong, with the exception of the one between general subjunctive accuracy 

(S) and metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish (MKS), which is large (.627).  

The relationship between English metalinguistic knowledge and accuracy in the 

use of the subjunctive mood is not as clear as predicted. Although the data support that 

“spending time learning in the language one knows best may benefit both languages 

equally with respect to developing those language-related skills basic to academic 
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progress in our schools” (Herdina & Jessner, 2000, p. 67), the effect of English 

metalinguistic knowledge is shown to be related with its Spanish counterpart, and maybe 

only indirectly with subjunctive accuracy:  

Figure 16. Role of English metalinguistic knowledge on subjunctive accuracy 

 

Overall, hypothesis 4, which stated that metalinguistic knowledge is related to 

subjunctive accuracy, is supported. The indices of correlation seem to be at their peak at 

level 2, and they decrease slightly at level 3 giving support to the automatization model 

chosen as a theoretical framework for this study (Towell & Hawkins, 1994), which 

predicts that, as grammatical operations become automatized, there is no need for 

controlled processes (and explicit knowledge) to occupy as much space in short term 

memory. In addition, the correlations between subjunctive measures and metalinguistic 

knowledge measures are higher for Spanish than for English, which suggests that the 

relationship between English metalinguistic awareness and Spanish subjunctive accuracy 

is not as straight forward as hypothesized.  
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Study abroad and knowledge of other languages might play a role in subjunctive 

accuracy. However, there is not enough data to investigate their effect on subjunctive 

accuracy scores. Only 2.43% of the students who spent more than one month abroad were 

in level 1, compared to 73% of students in level 3. This lack of balance in number of 

students under both conditions (no experience abroad/more than one month experience 

abroad) makes it impossible to investigate the effect of this variable in the acquisition of 

subjunctive accuracy. Other languages spoken is another variable that can not be 

accounted for in this study: 58% of the students who self-reported to speak other 

languages were in level 3, whereas only 20% reported to do so in level 1 and level 2. 

There is also the possibility that those students who do not do well in Spanish in the 

beginning levels drop the classes early in their career and only those who enjoy it or are 

good at it major or minor in the language and reach intermediate and advanced levels: 

Those who venture beyond the basic requirements could have motivation and an 

affinity for language learning that spurs them on. They continue to elect language 

classes, study more and more grammar, and even major in the language or study 

abroad” (Lee & VanPatten 2003: 132). 

5. Developmental Sequences 

The mean scores of accuracy in the use of the subjunctive in the different 

substructures show that main and nominal clauses seem to be acquired early. In contrast, 

conditional clauses do not seem to be acquired at level 3 (at least Conditional I, which 

requires the indicative), as evidenced by the low scores throughout the levels (less of 

50% accuracy for all levels). 
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The accuracy for ojalá-type and relative clauses increases rapidly from level 1 to 

level 2, but the improvement slows down from level 2 to level 3. In the case of adverbial 

clauses, on the other hand, the improvement from level 1 to level 2 is less visible than the 

one from level 2 to level 3. In Table 31 I compare the hierarchy of acquisition that can be 

derived from the data in this study to hierarchies proposed in previous studies and to the 

order of instruction as proposed by textbooks: 

Table 31. Developmental Sequences Within the Subjunctive in Spanish as an L2 

Previous studies (Smith, 

1980; Stokes, 1988; 

Isabelli & Nishida, 2005) 

Order of instruction 

according to textbooks 

This study 

Nominal > adverbial 

(including conditional)> 

relative 

Nominal > relative > 

adverbial > conditional 

Main > nominal > ojalá-type > 

relative > adverbial > 

conditional 
 

 

This hierarchy is based on the measurement of both general accuracy at the 

specific test times (less than 70% accuracy would not mean that the structure is acquired) 

and improvement across levels:   
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Figure 17. Comparison of mean scores for the different types of clauses requiring 
indicative/subjunctive by level and clause type 

 

All the substructures (with the exception of the conditional) underwent 

improvement, although with different rates: main and nominal clauses were the ones that 

were acquired earlier, whereas relative and adverbial clauses were acquired later 

(although the accuracy level was quite impressive in the long run).  It has been noted that 

relative clauses pose more problems for learners of Spanish than adverbial clauses. My 

data suggest the opposite, but there might be a reason for this apparent inconsistency in 

the findings: most studies that deal with order of acquisition within the subjunctive study 

the presence of the subjunctive in open-ended oral or written tasks, whereas I have 

studied the use of the subjunctive or the indicative in tasks that require the use of one or 

the other (especially the fill in the blank and sentence completion tasks). Collentine 
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(1995) already made reference to the strategies that students employ to avoid using the 

subjunctive (juxtaposition, infinitive clauses) in open ended tasks. It has been noted 

(Stokes, 1988; Isabelli & Nishida, 2005) that the easiest type of clause in which to avoid 

the subjunctive is the relative clause: “busco un hombre guapo” (‘I look for a handsome 

guy’) instead of “busco un hombre que sea guapo” (‘I look for a guy that is handsome’). 

For this reason, studies which base their results on the presence/absence of the 

subjunctive in productive oral/written tasks to predict order of acquisition (Smith, 1980; 

Stokes, 1988; Stokes & Krashen, 1990; Isabelli & Nishida, 2005) concluded that relative 

clauses are the latest to be acquired: 

With regard to the subjunctive in adverbial clauses, although English does not 

posses a similar usage, Spanish usually provides a much more obvious cue for the 

necessity of a subjunctive/indicative selection in adverbial clauses than it does for 

relative clauses. This is usually accomplished by means of a longer, more 

conspicuous conjunction than the minuscule que, typically used to introduce 

restrictive clauses. Antes de que, con tal que, and even donde and cuando function 

as more obvious red flags for the student (Stokes, 1988, p. 709) 

Contrary to what Stokes proposes as a possible explanation for the order of 

acquisition he found in his study, it seems more reasonable for me to suppose that it is 

easier to identify the antecedent in relative clauses than the future modality marker in 

adverbial clauses. In fact, the amount of rules needed to explain the use of the subjunctive 

or the indicative is much smaller for relative clauses than for adverbial clauses. 

Moreover, the fact that adverbial clauses may be introduced by a different number of 
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conjunctions that might (or might not) have a future tense connotation requiring the 

subjunctive, in contrast with the “minuscule ‘que’” that introduces relative clauses, 

makes the choice much harder for adverbial than for relative clauses. Stokes blames the 

small amount of space devoted to relative clauses in textbooks, when it might be that the 

length of explanation is a direct consequence of its difficulty. 

The main difference between the results found in the studies refereed to above 

and the present study is that, in this study, adverbial clauses do not seem to be acquired 

earlier than relative clauses. The scores at level 3 are comparable, but as the graph in 

Figure 17 shows, by level 2 the difference in mastery of relative (68%) and adverbial 

(55%) clauses is quite distant. Contrary to Stokes (1988) and Isabelli & Nishida’s (2005) 

suggestion that relative clauses are the most difficult clauses to acquire for L2 learners of 

Spanish (page 73), the findings in this study suggest that it is adverbial clauses (specially 

conditional clauses) that take a longer time to be acquired, although both relative and 

adverbial clauses seem to be mastered equally in the long run (by level 3). A possible 

explanation for the difference between previous and the present study could be related to 

the fact that relative clauses are easy to omit in productive tasks (such as the ones used in 

Stokes’ (1988) and Isabelli & Nishida’s (2005) studies) but not on receptive or written 

tasks such as the ones carried out in this study. Another possibility is that the type of 

relative clause that has been used in this study is the one in which a change of meaning 

can occur depending on mood (existent vs. non-existent antecedent). It might well be the 

case that subjunctive use in clauses in which a change of meaning is not possible would 

have been lower and consistent with previous findings. 
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The results of this study, then, do not go against or in favor of the Teachability 

Hypothesis (Pienemann, 1984), since the order of acquisition demonstrated is the same in 

which structures have been introduced (nominal > relative > adverbial > conditional). 

The need of an experimental treatment that inverts the order of instruction would shed 

some light on this issue. However, the fact that the subjunctive is introduced to beginning 

learners of Spanish and that it does not seem to be acquired until the advanced level (with 

an accuracy of, at least, 70%), could indicate that participants at the lower and 

intermediate levels are still in the pre-syntactical stage (Collentine, 1995) and that 

amount of instruction was not enough.  

Hypothesis 5, which predicts that acquisition follows developmental sequences 

independent of teaching order is neither supported nor rejected, since teaching order (see 

Table 9 on page 76 for textbook information on the order of presentation of the different 

substructures) resembles acquisition order (or vice-versa). In fact, conditional clauses, 

which are the latest to be introduced in most texts, are the ones which seem not to be 

acquired so easily (although the data were not significant for this type of clause). In sum, 

the Teachability Hypothesis has not been falsified or confirmed by the data available. 

6. Summary 

RQ1: The hypothesis that there is improvement in metalinguistic knowledge 

across levels for both English and Spanish is confirmed. The improvement in Spanish 

metalinguistic knowledge could be a consequence of exposure to Spanish (explicit) 

instruction. The slower improvement in English, in contrast, could be related to either 
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transfer from Spanish explicit knowledge or other exposure to grammar, as for example, 

in English composition classes that are required for graduation. 

RQ2: The hypothesis that there is a relationship between metalinguistic 

knowledge in English and metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish is supported partially. All 

metalinguistic knowledge scores increase, but at a different pace: students enter level 1 

with a higher metalinguistic knowledge in English than in Spanish but they end up with a 

higher metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish than in English. A possible explanation for 

these results is that students enter L2 (Spanish) classes knowing more about their L1 

(English). As level progresses, instruction in the L2 provides students with tools and 

knowledge about the L2. The close relationship between L1 and L2 knowledge could be 

a reflection of students’ inclination to compare both languages, and transfer from L2 to 

L1 is possible. However, by level 3, when students feel more comfortable in their L2, 

their inclination to compare languages ceases to be so strong and so does the relationship 

between knowledge about both languages.     

RQ3: The hypothesis that there is a positive development for all substructures that 

require mood selection is supported with the exception of conditional clauses, which 

improve by level 3, but not significantly. Although the rate of improvement varies across 

clauses and across levels, in general there is a positive improvement in the long run. The 

idea that the subjunctive is not acquired in block is also supported by the different rates of 

acquisition of the substructures studied. 

RQ4: The hypothesis that metalinguistic knowledge is related to subjunctive 

accuracy is supported. The indices of correlation seem to be at their peak at level 2, and 
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they decrease at level 3 providing support to the automatization model chosen as a 

theoretical framework for this study (Towell & Hawkins, 1994), which predicts that, as 

grammatical operations become automatized, there is no need for controlled processes 

(and explicit knowledge) to occupy as much space in short term memory. In addition, the 

correlations between subjunctive measures and metalinguistic knowledge measures are 

higher for Spanish than for English, which suggests that the relationship between English 

metalinguistic awareness and Spanish subjunctive accuracy is not as straight forward as 

hypothesized.  

RQ5: The hypothesis that acquisition follows developmental sequences 

independent of teaching order is neither supported nor rejected, since teaching order (see 

Table 9 on page 76 for textbook information on the order of presentation of the different 

substructures) resembles acquisition order (or vice-versa). In fact, conditional clauses, 

which are the latest to be introduced in most texts, are the ones which seem not to be 

acquired so easily (although the data was not significant for this type of clause). In sum, 

the Teachability Hypothesis has not been falsified or confirmed by the data available. 
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CHAPTER VII: CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter synthesizes the findings presented in Chapter IV and identifies the 

limitations of the study and its instrumentation. It also describes the relevance and 

implications of the results for second language acquisition research and pedagogy 

together with directions for further research. 

1. Summary of Findings  

The core of this study is the relationship between L1/L2 metalinguistic knowledge 

and subjunctive accuracy across different levels of instruction. The results ratify the 

hypothesis that there is a positive and medium-large relationship between general 

metalinguistic knowledge and accuracy in the use of the subjunctive.  

The slight decrease in the correlation between metalinguistic knowledge and 

subjunctive accuracy at level 3 supports Towell & Hawkins’ (1994) model of language 

automatization and Paradis’ (2006) explanation of the shift from explicit to implicit 

knowledge: learners at the beginning level use their knowledge of L1 and UG to derive 

internal hypotheses that are stored in a highly controlled declarative memory. As they 

enter intermediate level, explicit rules and formulas reorganize their mental 

representations, which are still accessed via controlled processes. However, through 

exposure to input and output (interlanguage), the structure becomes increasingly 

automatized and the relationship between metalinguistic knowledge and subjunctive 

accuracy decreases. Paradis (2006) states that metalinguistic knowledge allows learners 

to increase their production of correct forms and establish the implicit procedures that 
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will sustain their automatic use. He adds that speakers rely on metalinguistic knowledge 

and pragmatics whenever they find gaps in their linguistic competence, but that this use 

of metalinguistic knowledge is gradually replaced by the use of implicit linguistic 

competence. Consistent with this assumption is the finding that the correlation between 

metalinguistic knowledge and subjunctive accuracy decreases at the advanced level, 

supporting the idea that explicit knowledge is being replaced by implicit knowledge. It 

has also been discussed that most of the participants at the advanced level went abroad. 

This might have increased their input (and output) and, as a consequence, the 

reorganization of their mental representations, accelerating the process of automatization. 

The different rate of acquisition and command of the substructures studied 

validates the idea that mood selection is not acquired in block, but in different stages 

within linguistic development (Mikulski, 2006). Mood choice obeys syntactic factors 

(specific requirements that the main verb imposes on the subordinate verb), semantic 

factors (what constitutes reality or not) and pragmatic factors (intention/perspective of the 

speaker), which might be the main reason for the uneven acquisition of this structure. 

This study shows that explicit grammar knowledge is related to accuracy in the 

use of a complex structure such as the subjunctive, as suggested by deGraaf (1997) and 

Lightbown (1998). Nevertheless, it remains to be seen whether the correlation between 

metalinguistic knowledge and Spanish accuracy would be larger or smaller with simpler 

grammatical structures, such as object clitics or subject-verb agreement.  It is possible 

that acquisition of some linguistic items is more amenable to explicit instruction while 
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others are best acquired through naturalistic exposure with no focus on form (Alderson, 

Clapham & Steel, 1997).  

The claim that learners with explicit knowledge and greater analytic ability are 

associated with better performance (N. Ellis & Laporte, 1997; Saville-Troike, 2006) is 

supported by the correlation analyses carried out in this study. However, it has been 

argued that it is knowledge of rules that is related to performance in L2 and not 

terminology. Han & Ellis (1998) found that metalanguage plays only an “insignificant 

role” in general language proficiency. This study suggests the opposite, given that 

terminology knowledge, especially in combination with provision of rules, strongly 

correlated with subjunctive accuracy. Thus, although it is perfectly possible for a learner 

to be able to identify a constituent without knowing the label (which was not part of this 

study), knowing it is indeed related to subjunctive proficiency.  

 Participants in this study did not demonstrate mastery in the use of the 

subjunctive until they have reached level 3, supporting Pienemann’s Processability 

Theory (1998), which states that, in order for language learners to acquire a determined 

structure, they have to be developmentally ready. It has been suggested (Leow, 1995; 

Collentine, 1995; Pereira, 1996) that subjunctive intake is mediated by the learner's 

overall proficiency, and that learners must acquire a certain linguistic foundation before 

subjunctive acquisition occurs reliably. Some agree that learners are not prepared to 

understand and acquire mood selection until the 3rd year of instruction (Smith, 1980; 

Terrell et al., 1987; Tschirner, 1996; Collentine et al., 2002), because, in Givón and 

Collentine’s terms, students at level 1 and level 2 are at a presyntactical stage in which 
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they are not able to manipulate complex sentences which require exchange of information 

across clauses. Nevertheless, and given that the subjunctive is one of those syntactic 

features considered fairly complicated, it might require “more complex processing 

operations that can only be mastered sequentially over a long period of time” (Ellis, 2002, 

p. 232), which gives sense to such an early introduction. In fact, and according to Towell 

& Hawkins’ model (1994), time is needed for restructuring to take place, and the only 

means that is available might perfectly be time. 

It is not surprising that metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish has higher 

correlations with accuracy in the use of the subjunctive than metalinguistic knowledge in 

English. Although it has been reported that metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish should 

be related to that of English (Bloor, 1986), the latter does not necessarily have to be 

directly related to L2 accuracy. In fact, the correlations between English metalinguistic 

knowledge and Spanish metalinguistic knowledge seem to suggest that once basic 

concepts of general grammar have been learned in English, it is easier for students to 

transfer them into Spanish with less effort (Hudson & Walmsley, 2005) and use them for 

gaining accuracy in Spanish. 

The subjunctive is not as productive in English as it is in Spanish and many times 

it is redundant (and therefore non-essential for meaning). Thus, it is difficult to imagine 

that the internally derived hypotheses of the L2 learner are reorganized without any 

explicit rules or formulas. It looks pertinent, then, to suggest that, in order to acquire 

these clauses, some focus on form has to be provided, besides comprehensible input.  
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2. Limitations and Further Research 

As with any research project, the present study has several limitations. First, this 

study elicited responses only to written data. The question of whether this modality 

affects the results is an appealing one: the less conscious participants are and the less time 

they have to monitor their output, the more their implicit knowledge is supposed to be 

active (in opposition to explicit knowledge). Future research could use oral tasks in 

addition to written tasks to investigate whether the correlations between metalinguistic 

knowledge and subjunctive accuracy are maintained. 

Second, as the completion of the test was voluntary, some participants may have 

not done their best in completing the tasks and left answers blank. Consequently, a 

substantial amount of answers was not computed. Had it been an obligatory test (required 

as part of their coursework), any blank item could have been computed as a zero and the 

results might have been different.  

A third possible limitation of the present study is that instruction was not a 

variable in the present study, with the consequence that any suggestion for instructional 

treatment on my part keeps being an untested hypothesis.  

A fourth limitation is that only the present subjunctive has been tested in order to 

give the same test across the three levels. It would be interesting to add other tenses 

within the subjunctive to test for development. Further research is needed to investigate 

whether accuracy in the use of other tenses would maintain the same levels of correlation.   
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In spite of the limitations mentioned above, this study contributed to our 

understanding of the role that metalinguistic knowledge both in English and Spanish 

plays in the acquisition of mood selection. This study also gives support to the idea that 

the subjunctive is not one structure that is acquired as a whole, but rather a set of 

substructures that are acquired in a specific order over time. 

3. Relevance and Implications 

The main purpose of this study has been to determine the correlation between 

metalinguistic knowledge of English grammar, metalinguistic knowledge of Spanish 

grammar and accuracy in the use of the subjunctive in Spanish. Teaching approach was 

not a variable in this study, since it is students’ metalinguistic knowledge that has been 

tested, and not what they have been taught. It is important to take this to consideration, 

since it is still possible that what has been taught is not learned and what is learned has 

not been taught. As MacWhinney (1997, p. 279) noted, “you can lead a horse to water, 

but you can't make it drink”, meaning that not all students use the tools provided to them 

by their teachers. However, knowledge of rules and terminology have been found to be 

highly correlated, which could be interpreted with the famous Spanish proverb “When 

the river makes noise, it brings water”. Although correlations do not imply causation, 

they nevertheless inform us of interesting trends, such as the ones discussed here.  

In this study it has been found that L1 metalinguistic knowledge is positively 

related to L2 and written performance, although not as much as I originally hypothesized. 

This suggests that L1 explicit grammar teaching is beneficial at early stages of learning 
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(although maybe not necessary), especially in order to teach/learn complex structures 

such as the subjunctive.  

This study does not support the common belief that “any instruction which 

assumes that students know more than ‘noun’ or ‘verb’ will cause problems for many 

students” (Alderson et al., 1997, p. 108): even students at the lower level had a mean 

accuracy of 50% identifying grammatical terms in English and Spanish. It is with 

providing rules that they really encountered problems. Maybe a more positive attitude 

towards students’ ability to reflect on the grammaticality of sentences would bring better 

results in the classroom. After all, it is a combination of both terminology knowledge and 

familiarity with rules that correlates with a higher accuracy in the use of the subjunctive. 

As a matter of fact, we should not forget that knowing how to correct an ungrammatical 

sentence does not require knowing the rule explicitly, although knowing the rule almost 

always has a grammatical sentence as a result (Green & Hecht, 1992).  

The data gathered through the different types of tasks suggest that not all of them 

test subjunctive accuracy with the same efficiency. It has been noted throughout the 

presentation of results that the tasks in which two possible options are provided, such as 

forced choice, are less reliable than the other tasks. They have been traditionally used to 

test students at lower levels, but they do not discriminate well between students who 

know the structure from those who don’t. On the other hand, sentence completion and 

open questions appear to be better candidates. They seem to let students forget about the 

grammatical focus of the exercise and they let the instructor know whether they have 

mastered the structure.  
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An important finding that this study has brought to light is that learners’ 

proficiency level is an important factor to take into consideration when planning focused 

instruction (Tragant & Muñoz, 2004, p. 212). As Towell & Hawkins’ (1994) model 

predicts, the more automatized the task becomes, the more space is “freed” for other 

procedural tasks.  

It is important to remark that the explicit knowledge tested in this study was not 

subjunctive-specific. Actually, none of the rules tested had any relation with mood 

selection, as well as most of the terms tested had no relation with it (with the exception of 

“antecedent”). This makes the study even more relevant and significant for language 

teachers: it is students with a high general metalinguistic awareness that are more 

accurate in the use of the subjunctive.  

The findings in this dissertation show that metalinguistic knowledge has a 

positive impact on the mastery of this “difficult” structure. They are also consistent with 

other experimental studies that suggest that explicit instruction has a positive impact on 

L2 learning. The late and uneven acquisition of the subjunctive demonstrated by the 

subjects in this study also suports the hypothesis that there are “many subjunctives” to 

learn and that learners will not acquire this structure until they are developmentally ready 

(third year of instruction).   
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APPENDIX A – METALINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TEST 

Terminology Test in English (TTE) 

Answer the following questions by underlining the appropriate answer: 

 
a. Underline which word(s) is/are the ADJECTIVE 
My parents rarely believe what the nice people on TV say. 
 
b. Underline which word(s) is/are the INFINITIVE 
John needs to go to the museum as soon as possible. 
 
c. Underline which word(s) is/are the VERB 
The suitcase in my house belongs to my friend Rosa. 
 
d. Underline which word(s) is/are the ADVERB 
My parents rarely believe what those nice people on TV say.  
 
e. Underline which word(s) is/are the PREPOSITION 
The watch that your sister gave me for Christmas is cool. 
 
f. Underline which word(s) is/are the MAIN VERB 
My sister said that I am the nicest person in the world. 
 
g. Underline which word(s) is/are the SUBJECT 
The car that I borrowed from your father is broken. 
 
h. Underline which word(s) is/are the RELATIVE PRONOUN 
The book that I bought says that Mexico is in North America. 
 
i. Underline which word(s) is/are the ANTECEDENT 
I would like to speak to the person who is in charge. 
 
j. Underline which word(s) is/are the CONJUGATED VERB 
Eating fries with mayo is very European. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

177

Terminology Test in Spanish (TTS) 

Answer the following questions by underlining the appropriate answer: 
 

a. Underline which word(s) is/are the ADJETIVO 
Esa chica que conocí ayer me parece muy simpática. 
 
b. Underline which word(s) is/are the INFINITIVO 
No quiero escuchar nunca más esa historia. 
 
c. Underline which word(s) is/are the VERBO 
Este examen de matemáticas es muy difícil para mí. 
 
d. Underline which word(s) is/are the ADVERBIO 
El DVD que me compraste ayer es interesante. 
 
e. Underline which word(s) is/are the PREPOSICIÓN 
Los zapatos bonitos que compraste antes son para tu mamá.  
 
f. Underline which word(s) is/are the VERBO PRINCIPAL  
Ellos me dijeron que debo comer más tomates y menos hamburguesas. 
 
g. Underline which word(s) is/are the VERBO EN SUBJUNTIVO 
Jaime no piensa que Phoenix sea grande y feo. 
 
h. Underline which word(s) is/are the PRONOMBRE RELATIVO 
Los chicos que llegaron ayer quieren que vayamos a un bar. 
 
i. Underline which word(s) is/are the ANTECEDENTE 
Mi hermano busca una chica que sea inteligente. 
 
j. Underline which word(s) is/are the VERBO CONJUGADO 
Muchas personas en este mundo quieren comer todos los días. 
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Grammaticality Judgment Task in English (GJTE) 

For the following sentences, 
If you think the sentence is grammatical, please, circle GRAMMATICAL and go 
to next example. 

For those that you find ungrammatical please: 

a. write the grammatical form of the sentence 
b. provide rules explaining why it is ungrammatical (if you do not know, go to 
next sentence) 
 

1. The car that you bought are big. 
a) PLEASE, circle one: GRAMMATICAL / UNGRAMMATICAL 

b)  IF GRAMMATICAL, go to next example 

IF UNGRAMMATICAL, please: 

 - write the correct version of the sentence:  

 
 
 

 - explain the error/give rules: 

 

 

 

 

2. I like people who are nice. 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 - correct version:  

 

 

 

 - explain: 
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3. Is important to pay attention to the road. 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 - correct version:  

 

 - explain: 

 

 

4. Whom told you that? 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 

 - correct version:  

 

  - explain: 

 

 

5. If I were you, I wouldn’t do that. 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

- correct version:  

  
- explain: 
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Grammaticality Judgment Task in Spanish (GJTS) 

Now let’s do the same in Spanish (you can answer in English, if you please): 
 

1. Yo estudio en la Universidad de Arizona. 
a) PLEASE, circle one: GRAMMATICAL / UNGRAMMATICAL 

b)  IF GRAMMATICAL, go to next example 

IF UNGRAMMATICAL, please: 

 - write the correct version of the sentence:  

 

 

 - explain the error/give rules: 

 

 

 

2. Lo me gusta. 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 - correct version:  

 

 

 - explain: 
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3. Las chicas de mi clase son inteligentes. 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 - correct version:  

 

 

 - explain: 

 

 

 

4. La gente de Portugal son muy amables. 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 - correct version:  

 

 

 - explain: 

 

 

 

5. ¿Quién es el CD para? 
a) GRAMM / UNGRAMM 

b)  IF GRAMM., go to next example 

IF UNGRAMM., please: 

 - correct version:  

 

 

 - explain: 
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APPENDIX B – SUBJUNCTIVE ACCURACY TEST 

Forced Choice 1 (FC1) 

Circle the option you think is most appropriate: 
a. Sólo pasarás el curso si estudias/estudies 

b. No conozco a nadie que es/sea más guapo que tú. 

c. Yo creo que tú eres/seas bonito 

d. Tus padres te sugieren que comes/comas más tomates 

e. Jaime no tiene novia y busca una mujer que es/sea buena y simpática 

f. La niña come con las manos sin que su mamá la ve/vea 

g. El chico que viste ayer es/sea psicólogo 

h. Cuando vas/vayas a Phoenix ven a visitarme 

i. Mientras tu duermes/duermas, yo trabajo. 

j. Ojalá tu examen es/sea fácil 
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Fill in the Blank (FB) 

Complete the dialogue conjugating the verb in parenthesis: 
a. En el bar: 

Martín: ¿Por qué está triste ese chico? 

Simón: Ese chico siempre _____________ (llorar) cuando su equipo de fútbol 
_______________ (perder) un juego. 

 

b. En clase: 

Álex: Juan tiene muchos amigos…  

Manuel: Sí,  es bueno que Juan _______________ (tener) muchos amigos. 

 

c. En la calle 

Juan: Pedro, ¿qué buscas en una mujer? 

Pedro: Yo _____________ (buscar) una mujer que  _____________ (ser) 
buena conmigo. 

 

d. En la parada de autobús: 

Jaime: ¿Qué hace esa señora corriendo? 

María: Ella  le _______________ (gritar) al conductor del autobús para que 
no se _______________ (ir) sin ella. 

 

e. En la oficina de lotería: 

Gabriel: ¿Por qué compras lotería? 

Tomás: Si la lotería me _____________ (tocar), me voy a las Bahamas de 
vacaciones. 

 

f. En el restaurante: 

Ana: ¿Qué plato recomienda? 

Camarero: Yo __________ (sugerir) que usted __________ (pedir) los 
tamales o los tacos de camarón. 
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Forced Choice 2 (FC2) 

 
Choose the sentence that best describes the situation. Circle 1) or 2). 

a. María estaba en el centro comercial con su hijo Juan, pero Juan ha 
desaparecido y María lo está buscando: 

1) María busca un niño que tiene 12 años. 

2) María busca un niño que tenga 12 años. 

 

 

b. María está escuchando hip-hop en su casa a las 3.00am. 

1) Los vecinos le dicen que baja la música. 

2) Los vecinos le dicen que baje la música. 

 

c. Mañana habrá un concierto de música rock en el parque y en la televisión 
han dicho que lloverá. 

1) Aunque llueve, Juan irá al concierto. 

2) Aunque llueva, Juan irá al concierto. 

 

d. María está enamorada de Brad Pitt 

1) María piensa que Brad es guapo. 

2) María piensa que Brad sea guapo. 

  

e. María es la nueva presidenta de una empresa muy importante, pero no tiene 
secretario todavía: 

1) María necesita un secretario que habla inglés y español. 

2) María necesita un secretario que hable inglés y español. 
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Sentence Completion (SC) 

Complete the sentence appropriately 

 
a. El médico me recomienda que yo… 

 

b. Te doy el CD si tú… 

 

c. Cuando hace calor, mis amigos y yo… 

 

d. Ojalá mis papás… 

 

e. El carro que tienes… 

 

f. Tal vez el maestro mañana… 

 

g. Es importante que… 

 

h. Mi amigo me dará 10 dólares para que yo… 

 

i. Pedro y María saben que… 

 

j.  En mi clase no hay estudiantes que… 
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a. ¿Qué quiere María? 
O

pe
n 

Q
ue

st
io

n 
(O

Q
) 

A
ns

w
er

 th
e 

qu
es

tio
ns

 in
 S

PA
N

IS
H

 w
ith

 a
 c

om
pl

et
e 

se
nt

en
ce

 th
at

 re
la

te
s t

o 
th

e 
dr

aw
in

g 

b. ¿Para qué le cuenta una historia el papá al 
niño? 
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c. ¿Qué le dice el doctor a Teresa? 

 

 

 
 

 

d. Marcelo y Sara están hablando y riendo en la biblioteca. 
¿Qué les pide la señora? 

 
e. ¿Qué cree Jorge que va a ocurrir? 
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APPENDIX C – BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please complete the tables with your background information. It’s OK to write answers 
such as “not applicable” or “I don’t remember”. 
 
 Yourself 
Age  
Sex  
First language  
Country of birth  
Major  
Year of studies  
 
 Mother Father 
First language   
Second language   
Country of birth   
Occupation   
Age of arrival in US if foreign   
Length of residence in US if 
foreign 

 

 
In which language do the following people address you (besides English)?  
 
 LANGUAGE 
your mother  
your father  
your grandparents  
your siblings  
your relatives  
 
3-In which language do they speak to each other (besides English)?  
 
 LANGUAGE 

your parents or guardians  
your grandparents  
your siblings  
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Please rate your language proficiency in the different languages you know from 1 (very 
poor) to 7 (native speaker): 
 
Language 1: ___________________ 
     very poor             native  
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
Language 2: ___________________ 
     very poor             native  
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
Language 3: ___________________ 
     very poor             native  
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
Language 4: ___________________ 
     very poor             native  
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
How often have you used/practiced the languages during the last 6 months in those 
languages? 
 
      not at all        rarely   occasionally   frequently  very frequently 
 
Language 1:  1  2  3  4  5 
Language 2:  1  2  3  4  5 
Language 3:  1  2  3  4  5 
Language 4:  1  2  3  4  5 
 
 
Have you been abroad for more than one month? If yes, please state:  
- country 
- for how long 
- how old you were at the time 

- reason: tourism/study/business/visiting relatives or friends… 

 

 



 

190

REFERENCES 

Alderson, J. C., Clapham, C., & Steel, D. (1997). Metalinguistic knowledge, language 
aptitude and language proficiency. Language Teaching Research, 1(2), 93-121.  

 
Anderson, J. (1980). Cognitive Psychology and its implications. San Francisco: Freeman. 
 
Anderson, J. (1983). The architecture of cognition. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 

University Press. 
 
Bialystok, E. (1978). A theoretical model of second language learning. Language 

Learning, 28(1), 69-83.  
 
Bialystok, E. (2001). Bilingualism in development. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 
 
Blake, R. (1980). The acquisition of mood selection among Spanish-speaking children: 

Ages 4 to 12. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Texas at Austin. 
 
Blake, R. (1983). Mood selection among Spanish-speaking children, ages 4 to 12. The 

Bilingual Review/La revista bilingüe, 10: 21-32 
 
Bley-Vroman, R. (1989). What is the logical problem of foreign language learning? In S. 

Gass & J. Schachter (Eds.), Linguistic perspectives on second language 
acquisition (pp.  41-68). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 
Bloor, T. (1986). What do language students know about grammar? British Journal of 

Language Teaching, 24(3), 157-160.  
 
Borgonovo, C., Bruhn de Garavito, J., & Prevost, P. (2005). Acquisition of mood 

distinctions in L2 Spanish. Proceedings of the Annual Boston University 
Conference on Language Development, 2005, 29(1), 97-108.  

 
Bruhn de Garavito, J. L. S. (1997). Verb complementation, coreference and tense in the 

acquisition of Spanish as a second language. In W. R. Glass & A. T. Pérez-
Leroux (Eds.), Contemporary perspectives on the acquisition of Spanish. Vol.1: 
Developing grammars (pp. 167-188). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press. 

 
Bull, W. (1965). Spanish for teachers. New York: Ronald Press. 
 
Burgess, J., & Etherington, S. (2002). Focus on grammatical form: explicit or implicit? 

System, 30(4), 433-458. 
 



 

191

Celce-Murcia, M. (1985). Making informed decisions about the role of grammar in 
language teaching. Foreign Language Annals, 18(4), 297-301. 

 
Chomsky, N. (1980). Rules and representations. New York: Columbia University Press. 
 
Chung, S., & Timberlake, A. (1985). Tense, aspect, and mood. In T. Shopen (Ed.), 

Language typology and syntactic description. Vol III: Grammatical categories 
and the lexicon (pp. 202-258). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multiple 

regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences. (3rd ed.) Hillsdale, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Collentine, J. (1995). The development of complex syntax and mood-selection abilities 

by intermediate-level learners of Spanish. Hispania, 78(1), 122-135. 
 
Collentine, J.  (1998). Processing instruction and the subjunctive. Hispania, 81, 576-587. 
 
Collentine, J.  (2003). The development of subjunctive and complex-syntactic abilities 

among foreign language learners of Spanish. In B. Lafford & R. Salaberry (Eds.), 
Spanish Second Language Acquisition. State of the Science (pp. 74-97). 
Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press. 

 
Collentine, J., Collentine, K., Clark V., & Fruginal, E. (2002). Subjunctive instruction 

enhanced with syntactic instruction. In J. Lee, K. Geeslin & J. C. Clements (Eds.), 
Proceedings of the 4th Hispanic Linguistics Symposium (pp.32-45). Sommerville, 
MA: Cascadilla Press.  

 
Davies, A., Elder, C., Hajek, J., Manwaring, D., & Warren, J. (1997). What do they 

know? Language awareness amongst university LOTE students. Australian 
Language Matters, 5(1), 12.  

 
Day, E., & Shapson, S. (1991). Integrating formal and functional approaches to language 

teaching in French immersion: An experimental study. Language Learning, 41(1), 
25-58. 

 
De Graaf, R. (1997). Differential effects of explicit instruction on second language 

acquisition. Netherlands: Holland Institute of Generative Linguistics. 
 
DeKeyser, R. M. (1998). Beyond FonF.  In C. Doughty & J. Williams (Eds.), FonF in 

classroom second language acquisition (pp. 42-63). Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 



 

192

Doughty, C., & Williams, J. (1998). Pedagogical choices in FonF.  In C. Doughty & J. 
Williams (Eds.), FonF in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 197-261). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Dulay, H., & Burt, M.  (1973).  Should we teach children syntax?  Language Learning, 

24,  245-58. 
 
Elder, C., & Manwaring, D. (2004). The relationship between metalinguistic knowledge 

and learning outcomes among undergraduate students of Chinese. Language 
Awareness, 13(3), 145-162.  

 
Ellis, N. C., & Laporte, N. (1997). Contexts of acquisition: Effects of formal instruction 

and naturalistic exposure on second language acquisition. In A. M. B. d. Groot & 
J. F. Kroll (Eds.), Tutorials in bilingualism (pp. 53-83). Mahwah, New Jersey: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Ellis, R. (1994). A theory of instructed second language acquisition. In N. C. Ellis (Ed.), 

Implicit and explicit learning of languages (pp. 79-114). London: Academic 
Press. 

 
Ellis, R. (2002). Does form-focused instruction affect the acquisition of implicit 

knowledge? Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 24(2), 223-226. 
 
Ellis, R. (2004). The definition and measurement of L2 explicit knowledge. Language 

Learning, 54(2), 227-275. 
 
Ellis, R. (2005). Measuring implicit and explicit knowledge of a second language: A 

psychometric study. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27, 141-172. 
 
Ellis, R. (2006). Current issues in the teaching of grammar: An SLA perspective. TESOL 

Quarterly, 40(1), 83-107. 
 
Ellis, R., Loewen, S., & Erlam, R. (2006). Implicit and explicit corrective feedback and 

the acquisition of L2 grammar. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 28, 339-
368. 

 
Farley, A. P. (2001). Authentic processing instruction and the Spanish subjunctive. 

Hispania, 84(2), 289-299.  
 
Felix, S. W. (1981). The effect of formal instruction on second language acquisition. 

Language Learning, 31(1), 87-112. 
 
Fernández Álvarez, J. (1987). El subjuntivo. Madrid: Sociedad General Española de 

Librería. 



 

193

Gass, S. M. (1991). Grammar instruction, selective attention and learning processes. In R. 
Phillipson, E. Kellerman, L. Selinker, M. Sharwood Smith and M. Swain (Eds.), 
Foreign/second language pedagogy research (pp. 134-141). Clevendon: 
Multilingual Matters. 

 
Gili Gaya, S. (1972). Estudios de lenguaje infantil. Barcelona: Bibliograf. 
 
Givón, T. (1979). On understanding grammar. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Golonka, E. M. (2006). Predictors revised: Linguistic knowledge and metalinguistic 

awareness in second language gain in Russian. The Modern Language Journal, 
90(4), 496-505.  

 
Green, P. S., & Hecht, K. (1992). Implicit and explicit grammar: An empirical study. 

Applied Linguistics, 13(2), 168-184. 
 
Gregg, K. R. (1984). Krashen’s monitor and Occam’s razor. Applied Linguistics, 5(2), 

79-100. 
 
Gregg, K. R. (1989). Second language acquisition theory: The case for a generative 

perspective. In S. M. Gass & J. Schachter (Eds.), Linguistic perspectives on 
second language acquisition (pp. 15-40). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Grim, F. M. A. (2005). The integration of focus-on-form instruction within culture-based 

lessons: Its effects on students' knowledge on vocabulary, grammar, and culture 
in 2nd - and 3rd - semester French Courses. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign. 

 
Goodluck, H., & Birch, B. (1988). Late learned rules in L1 & L2. In J. Pankhurst, M. 

Sharwood Smith & P. Van Buren (Eds.), Learnability and second languages: A 
book of readings (pp. 94-115). Dordrecht: Foris Publications. 

 
Hammerly, H. (1985). An integrated theory of language teaching. N. Burnaby, BC, 

Canada: Second Language Publications. 
 
Hammond, R. M. (1988). Accuracy versus communicative competency: The acquisition 

of grammar in the second language classroom. Hispania, 71(2), 408-417. 
 
Han, Y., & Ellis, R. (1998) Implicit knowledge, explicit knowledge and general language 

proficiency. Language Teaching Research 2(1), 1-23. 
 
Harley, B. (1989). Functional grammar in French immersion: A classroom experiment.. 

Applied Linguistics, 10(3), 331-359. 



 

194

Hawkins, R., & Towell, R. (1996). Why teach grammar? In D. Engel & F. Myles (Eds.), 
Teaching grammar: Perspectives in higher education (pp. 195-211). London: 
AFSL. 

 
Hedge, T. (2000). Teaching and learning in the language classroom. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 
 
Herdina, P., & Jessner, U. (2000). The dynamics of third language acquisition. In J. 

Cenoz & U. Jessner (Eds.) English in Europe: The acquisition of a third language 
(pp. 84-98). Clevendon: Multilingual Matters. 

 
Higgs, T. V., & Clifford, R. (1982). The push toward communication. In T. V. Higgs 

(Ed.), Curriculum, competence, and the foreign language teacher (pp. 57-79). 
Skokle, IL: National Textbook. 

 
Hudson, R., & Walmsley, J. (2005). The English Patient: English grammar and teaching 

in the Twentieth century. Journal of Linguistics, 41(3), 593-622.  
 
Hulstijn, J. (2002) Towards a unified account of the representation, processing and 

acquisition of second language knowledge. Second Language Research 18(3), 
193-223. 

 
Hulstijn, J. H. (2007). Fundamental issues in the study of second language acquisition. 

EUROSLA Yearbook, 7(1), 191-203.  
 
Isabelli, C. A., & Nishida, C. (2005). Development of the Spanish subjunctive in a nine-

month study-abroad setting. In D. Eddington (Ed.), Selected proceedings of the 6th 
conference on the acquisition of Spanish and Portuguese as first and second 
languages (pp. 78-91). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.  

 
Isemonger, I. M. (2007). Operational definitions of explicit and implicit knowledge: 

Response to R. Ellis (2005) and some recommendations for future research in this 
area. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 29, 101-118. 

 
Jeffries, S. (1985). English grammar terminology as an obstacle to second language 

learning. The Modern Language Journal, 69, 385-390. 
 
Johnston, M. (1995). Stages of acquisition of Spanish as a second language. Australian 

Studies in Language Acquisition 4, 1-28. 
 
Klapper, J., & Rees, J. (2003). Reviewing the case for explicit grammar instruction in the 

university foreign language learning context. Language Teaching Research, 7(3), 
285-314.  



 

195

Krashen, S. (1981). Second language acquisition and second language learning. London: 
Pergamon. 

 
Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Oxford: 

Pergamon Press. 
 
Krashen, S. (1993). The effect of formal grammar teaching: Still peripheral. TESOL 

Quarterly, 26, 409-411. 
 
Krashen, S. D., & Terrell, T. D. (1983). The Natural Approach. Language acquisition in 

the classroom. Elmsford, NY: Pergamon Press. 
 
Lando, J. (1996). These students were taught grammar: was it worthwhile? Who’s afraid 

of teaching grammar?, 1, 27-36.  
 
Lee, J. F., & VanPatten, B. (2003). Making communicative language teaching happen. 

Boston: MacGraw-Hill.  
 
Leow, R. P. (1995). Modality and intake in second language acquisition. Studies in 

Second Language Acquisition, 17, 79–89. 
 
Lightbown, P. M. (1998). The importance of timing in FonF.  In C. Doughty & J. 

Williams (Eds.), FonF in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 177-196). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Lightbown, P. (2004). Commentary: What to teach? How to teach?  In B. VanPatten 

(Ed.), Processing Instruction. theory, research, and commentary (pp. 65-78). 
Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

 
Lightbown, P. M., & Spada, N. (1990). Focus on form and corrective feedback in 

communicative language teaching. Effects on second language learning. Studies 
in Second Language Acquisition, 12(4), 429-48. 

 
Long, M., & Robinson, P. (1998). FonF: Theory, research, and practice.  In C. Doughty 

& J. Williams (Eds.), FonF in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 15-
41). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 
Lim, J. (2001). The effects of different types of instruction: Focus-on-form Study. Pan-

Pacific Association of Applied Linguistics, 5(2), 253-266. 
 
Lozano, A. G. (1972). Subjunctives, transformations and features in Spanish. Hispania, 

55(1), 76-90. 
 



 

196

MacWhinney, B. (1997). Implicit and explicit processes. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 19, 277-281. 

 
Martinell Gifre, E. (1985). El subjuntivo. Madrid: Coloquio 
 
McCollam Wiebe, K. (2003). The interface between instruction type and learner 

readiness in the acquisition of Spanish personal ‘a’ and the subjunctive. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 

 
McLaughlin, B., & Heredia, R. (1996). Information-processing approaches to research on 

second language acquisition and use. In W. C. Ritchie & T. K. Bhatia (Eds.), 
Handbook of second language acquisition (pp.  213-228). San Diego: Academic 
Press. 

 
McLaughlin, B., Rossman, T., & McLeod, B. (1983). Second language learning: An 

information-processing perspective. Language Learning, 33, 135-158. 
 
Mellow, J. D., & Stanley, K. (2001). Alternative accounts of developmental patterns: 

Toward a functional-cognitive model of second language acquisition. In K. A. 
Smith and N. Nordquist (Eds.), Proceedings of the Third Annual High Desert 
Linguistics Society Conference (pp. 51-65). Alburquerque, N.M.: High Desert 
Linguistics Society. 

 
Mikulski, A. (2006). Native intuitions, foreign struggles? Knowledge of the subjunctive 

in volitional constructions among heritage and traditional FL learners of 
Spanish. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Iowa. 

 
Mitchell, R., & Myles, F. (1998). Second language learning theories. London: Arnold. 
 
Nassaji, H., & Fotos, S. (2004). Current developments in research on the teaching of 

grammar. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 24, 126-145   
 
Nikolov, M., & Krashen, S. (1997). Need we sacrifice accuracy for fluency? System, 

23(2), 197-201. 
 
Nunnally, J. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill Book. 
 
O'Grady, W. (2003). The radical middle: nativism without Universal Grammar. In C. J. 

Doughty and M. H. Long (Eds.), Handbook of second language acquisition (pp. 
43-62. Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

 
Omaggio, A. (1983). Methodology in transition: The new focus on proficiency. Modern 

Language Journal, 67, 330-40. 
 



 

197

Palmer, F. R. (1986). Mood and modality. Cambridge; Cambridge University press. 
 
Pando Solís, E. M. (2005). Contacto y cambio lingüístico: El modo subjuntivo en el 

español de Los Angeles. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Universidad de 
Granada. 

 
Paradis, M. (2006). Implicit competence and explicit knowledge in second language 

acquisition and learning. The Neurocognition of Second Language. Retrieved 
March 9th, 2007 from 
http://cbbc.georgetown.edu/workshops/Workshop%20talks/Paradis-
Long%20Abstract-CBBC%20L2%20Workshop%202006.pdf 

 
Pereira, I. (1996). Markedness and instructed SLA: An experiment in teaching the 

Spanish subjunctive. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois, 
Urbana. 

 
Pérez-Leroux, A. T. (1998). The acquisition of mood selection in Spanish relative 

clauses. Journal of Child Language, 25(3): 585-604. 
 
Pienemann, M. (1984) Psychological constrains on the teachability of languages. SSLA, 6 

(2), 186-214. 
 
Pienemann, M.  (1998). Language processing and second language development: 

Processability theory. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins. 
 
Pienemann, M. (2002). Issues in second language acquisition and language processing. 

Second Language Research, 18(3), 189-192. 
 
Poole, A. (2003). New labels for old problems: The problem of grammar in 

communicative language teaching. PROFILE: Issues in Teachers' Professional 
Development, 4. 

 
Poole, A. (2005). FonF instruction: Foundations, applications, and criticisms. The 

Reading Matrix, 5(1), 47-56. 
 
Rivero, M. L. (1977). Specifity and existence: a reply. Language, 53, 70–85. 
 
Robinson, P. (1996). Learning simple and complex second language rules under implicit, 

incidental, rule-search and instructed conditions. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 18, 27–67 

 
Rodríguez Mondoñedo, M. (2002). Subjuntivo y referencia disjunta en español. 

Unpublished master’s thesis, University of Arizona. 
 



 

198

Salaberry, M. R. (2000). The development of past tense morphology in L2 Spanish. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

 
Sanz, C. (2005). Adult SLA: The interaction between external and internal factors. In C. 

Sanz (Ed.), Mind and context in adult second language acquisition. Methods, 
theory, and practice (pp. 3-20). Washington DC: Georgetown University Press. 

 
Saville-Troike, M. (2006). Introducing second language acquisition. New York: 

Cambridge University Press 
 
Schmidt, R. (1990). The role of consciousness in second language learning. Applied 

Linguistics, 11(2), 129-158. 
 
Schneider, W. & Shiffrin, R. M. (1977). Controlled and automatic human information 

processing: 1. Detection, search, and attention. Psychological Review, 84, 1-66. 
 
Sharwood Smith, M. (1981). Consciousness-raising and the second language learner. 

Applied Linguistics, 2(2), 159-168.  
 
Smith, K. L. (1980). Common errors in the compositions of students of Spanish as a 

second language. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Texas at 
Austin. 

 
Stokes, J. (1988). Some factors in the acquisition of the present subjunctive in Spanish. 

Hispania, 71, 705-710.  
 
Stokes, J., & Krashen, S. (1990). Some factors in the acquisition of the present 

subjunctive in Spanish: A re-analysis. Hispania, 73,  805-806.  
 
Swain, M., Lapkin, S., Rowen, N., & Hart, D. (1990). The role of mother tongue literacy 

in third language learning. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 3, 65-81. 
 
Terrell, T. D. (1991). The role of grammar instruction in a communicative approach. The 

Modern Language Journal, 75, 52-63. 
 
Terrell, T.D., Baycroft, B., & Perrone, C. (1987). The subjunctive in Spanish 

interlanguage: Accuracy and comprehensibility. In B. VanPatten, T. Dvorak, J. 
Lee (Eds.), Foreign language learning. A research perspective (pp. 19-32). New 
York: Newbury House Publishers.  

 
Thomas, J. (1998). The role played by metalinguistic awareness in second and third 

language learning. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 9, 
235-246. 

 



 

199

Towell, R., & Hawkins, R. (1994). Approaches to second language acquisition. 
Clevendon, UK: Multilingual Matters 

 
Tragant, E., & Muñoz, C. (2004). Second language acquisition and language teaching. 

International Journal of English Studies, 4(1), 197-219. 
 
Tschirner, E. (1996). Scope and séquense: Rethinking beginning foreign language 

instruction. The Modern Language Journal, 80(1), 1-14. 
 
Valdés, G. (2000). Introduction. Spanish for native speakers. AATSP Professional 

development series handbook for teachers K-16. New York, NY: Harcourt 
College Publishers.  

 
Valette, R. M. (1991). Proficiency and the prevention of fossilization-an editorial. The 

Modern Language Journal, 75(3), 325-328.  
 
Van Naerssen, M. (1981). Generalizing second language acquisition hypotheses across 

languages: A test case in Spanish as a second language. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of Southern California. 

 
White, L. (1988). Universal Grammar and language transfer. In J. Pankhurst, M. 

Sharwood Smith & P. Van Buren (Eds.), Learnability and second languages: A 
book of readings (pp. 36 -60). Dordrecht: Foris Publications 

 
White, J., & Ranta, L. (2002). Examining the interface between metalinguistic task 

performance and oral production in a second language. Language Awareness, 
11(4), 259-290.  

 
Williams, J., & Evans, J. (1998). What kind of focus and on which forms? In C. Doughty 

& J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition 
(pp.139-155). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 
Wood Bowden, H., Sanz, C., & Stafford, C. A. (2005). Individual differences: Age, sex, 

working memory, and prior knowledge. In C. Sanz (Ed.), Mind and context in 
adult second language acquisition. Methods, theory, and practice (pp. 105-140). 
Washington DC: Georgetown University Press. 


