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The pression ofuturity is a prime example dinguistic variationandis
conditioned by linguisti@and externatonstraintsThe epression of futurity by native
speakers (NS) of Spanish has been extensively investigate@rozco, 2004, 20Q7
2018 Sedano, 19945ilva-Corvalan and Terrell, 1989). Several studies have focused on
the analysis of the periphras{leF)and morpholoigal (MF) future forms, while others
have included the present indicati®). However, tudies have not adopted a
functionalist concepiorientedapproache.g.,BardoviHarlig, 2007; Kanwit, 2014yon
Stutterheim and Klein, 198 Wwhen examining how thinguistic function is used (i.e.,
adopting a semantidsased view of syntax and morphgigexamining all forms that
express futurity: PF, MF, PI, and others). Furthermore, only a limited number of studies
have examinethe expression of futurity by seond language (L2) learners (e.qg.,
Gudmestad and Geesl2013 Kanwit, 2014), and heritagaeakers (HS)(g, Gémez
Soler and de Prada Pérez, 2016).

In order to address these gaps, the present amretdods study examidduture

time expression amoB L2 learnerg20intermediatemid, 14 intermediatdigh, 14



advancedand40 HSs(5 intermedate-mid, 14 intermediatdigh, 21 advanced).
Participantscompleted an interview protocol, a preference task, and a metalinguistic
awareness questionnaif@verall, the data revealed that both L2 learners and HSs favored
the PF, LFandPIl and produced significantly lower rate of the MF, subjunctive
conditionaland other verb form&hen expressing futurity in Spanisfhe developmental
patterngegardingthe expressiorof futurity werelargely similarin L2 learners and HSs
However, there were differeasbetween the two groups thefrequency of use of

certain verb formsThe analysis also revealed that the verb formgleyed to express
futurity were conditioned by linguisticonstrainttemporal distance, typmdquantity

of temporal adverbials]ause type, semantic type of verb, and markers of certainty) and
externalconstraint§exposure t@&panistdialect, formaleducation in Spanish, and
gender) At the metalinguistic levebverall L2 learners exhibited a more formalized way

of explaining thé choices based aextbookor instructionalrelated mattex The study
concludes that L2 learners and HSs use a widetyaof verb forms to express futurity,
which may reflect the input they are exposedgavell as their language acquisition
processThe esultsand contributionsire discussed in the frameworktbé functionalist
approach, grammaticalization, second and heritage language acquisition, and pedagogical

implications.
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CHAPTER1: INTRODUCTION

1.1.Statement of the problem, rationale, and scope

The term Afutureod i s us erdfertoatimmeescr i be

posterior to thepresenie.g.,Comrie, 1976, 1985; Reichenbach, 2088Bva-Corvalan
and Terrell, 1989)The expression of futurityn Spanish hasndergone a process of
grammaticalizationThat is theverbforms thatspeakergmployin future context have
evolved throughout the yeafSurrently,the expressiorof futurity in Spanishs a
linguistic variable vinich can beexpressed byariants like the periphrastic future (PF),
the morphological future (MF), or the present indicative (PI).

A considerable mmber of studies have examined the expression of futurity in
native speakers (NS) of Spanish (eGutiérrez, 1995Méndez Vallejo, 2008; Orozco,
2004, 2007, 2015; Sedano, 19%lya-Corvalan and Terrell, 1989). Scholars have
traditionally concentratednothe analysis of frequencies of use of the PF and the MF
(e.g.,Bauhr, 1992Blas Arroyo, 2008; Méndez Vallejo, 200Bedano, 1994 Other
studies have examindke expressiorof futurity as a tripartite structure, includitige Pl
(e.g.,0Orozco 2005, 200 205; Claes and Ortiz Lopez, 201 Bcholars have examined
the frequencies of use of the aforementionatiawtsas well as their contexts of
aternation shedding light othe processes d¢dnguage variation and chang&verall,
current trendshroughaut the Spanisispeaking worldguggesthat the PF is the preferred
form to express futuritythe use of the MF is declining, and the use of the Pl in future

contexts seems taelon the rise (e.g., Orozco, 201B)addition, studies have revealed

LIn this study, expression of futurity (or future time expression) refers to the mapping of a semantic notion
onto verb forms. Thus, expression of futurity does not equal future tense, although future tense can be
employed to express futurity. As will be@ained below, in this study the dependent variable of

expression of futurity does not include expressiangohd verbs.

ev
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thatspek er s 6 u verb farnhsis cohdéiened by linguisti¢e.g., temporal
markers, clause typ@nd externafe.g.,dialect, genderyonstraints.

This dissertatioraims to buildand expanan the aforementioned research by
examining the expression of tueverbforms in Spanish within a functionalistoncept
orientedapproach (i.e., examining all forms tlhah e  sparticphgntausel to express
futurity in aninterview protocal PF, MF, Plsubjunctive conditional, lexical futureand
others) The @al is to documertendencies that reveal a comprehensive picture of the
expression of this linguistic function

The present dissertati@malyzeghe expression offuturity among two groups of
bilinguals: second language (L2) learners, who started acg@panishafter puberty,
and heritage speakers (HS), who hhgen exposetb Spanish from an early age. While
a substantial body of research exists regardingxpeession of futurity among Spanish
monolingualnative speakers, the field remainsderinvestigatedn L2 learnerge.g.,
Geeslin and Gudmestad, 20jdmestad and Geeslin, 20K3nwit, 2014) andHSs
(e.g., Gomez Soler and de Prada Pérez, 2016) across proficiency levels.

In order toaddress these issues, the present study adopts améeteotls
approactbyquant i tatively and qualitatively
of futurity throughthe use of multiple protocolsnanterview protocqgla preference task,
a metalinguistic awareness questionnaire, and a language backgrestidrqaire.

The goat of analyazng how L2 learners and HSs express futurity in Spaaish
manifold First, by employing afunctionalistapproach, the studyill shed light on
language variation and dhe possiblegrammaticalization imcessesf the verls

employed to express futurity a context in which Spanish is in contact with English

e x ami
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addition,acontrastive analysis of the tendenciethi@ L2 and HS group®ay reveal
differences in the development of variation in structure choice based orespeald a g e
onset of bilinguasm and varying degrees of experience of Spanish use and instruction,
ultimately shedding light on the second language acquisition (SLA) of variable

expressiongndon possible pedagogical implications

1.2.Research questisn

To advance our knowledge tife expression of futurity in Spanisthe present
studywas guidedy the following research questions (RQs):

RQ1. How do the developmental patterns of the expression of futurity compare in
Spanish L2 learners and heritageaers of different proficiency levels?

RQ2.a. Whatinguistic constraintgtemporal distanceéemporal adverbialglause
type semantic type of verb, and markers of certgiopndition the use of futuneerb
forms in L2 learners and HSs?

RQ2.b. Whaexterral constraintgexposure to Spanish dialeébrmal education
in Spanish, gendeand age) condition the use of futwmerbforms in L2 learners and
HSs?

RQ3. What is the relationship between the production of future time forms and

the metalinguistic aareness of L2 learners and HSs?

1.3. Outline of the dissertation
This chapter has introduced the statement of the problem, scope, rationale, and

research questions that guide this dissertaGbapter 2 presents a review of the

of



literature, focusing on thimain theoretical frameworks and on the empirical research that
guided the study. Chapter 3 describes the methodology employed in the study, providing
a detailed description of the protocols that will shed light on the research queRtiens.
Chapter 4eports the results of the quantitative analygithe production of expression

of futurity and the results of the PChapter 5 presents the findings of the metalinguistic
awareness questionnaiféext, Chapter 6 summarizes the results of the dissartatio
Chapter 7 triangulates and discusses the findings yielded by the analyses in chapters 4
and5. Finally, Chapter 8 catudes the dissertation with remarks on the limitations of the

study and proposes suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapters dedicatedo reviewing the literature that informed the present
study. | begin by describing thi@guistic variableof expression of futurity in Spanish,
outlining the main patterns of usage and current trends throutjfe8panistspeaking
world. | also highlighthe linguistic anekxternal constrainthat have been found to
condition the variation irntheexpression of futurity. Then, | provide an overviefwv
variation in structure choicandits acquisition in a secorahd heritage language as well
as an outline of the current trends in this growing field. Lastly, | focus on the existing
studies on the expression of futurity by Spanish language learners and heritage speakers

and unveil the reseeln questions of the prewst study.

2.1. Futurity in Spanish

This section provides an accountloé expressiorof futurity in Spanish. | begin
the section by introducing the theoretical framework of the study. Then, | describe the
concept of futurity ang@resent the verbal formsed to express future time in Spanish.
Next, | review empirical research time expressiorof futurity by native speakers of
Spanish and outline the main patterns of usage and current trends throughout the Spanish
speaking worldFinally, I highlight thelinguistic andexternal constrainthat have been

found toconditionthe expression of futurity and provide a summary of the section.

2.1.1.Theoreticalframework
The present dissertation combines a variationist sociolingughioach with a

functiondist approach to language order toobtain a comprehensive picturetbé



expressiorof futurity in Spanish. The study focuses on language variation, an area of
research thagxploreshow language users differ in their productiand perception of
linguistic forms, be it at the phonological, syntactic, lexical, or pragmatic levels.
Languages possess a range of resources for expressing a given concept of,fandton
linguistic variable is the set of related forms which mean the same ttabg\, 1972.
Specifically, the study focuses on ttesources used for expressing tbaceptof

futurity in Spaniste.qg., PF, MF, P| or subjunctive) The study of languageaxiation
hasbeen extensively researchi@lg.,Chambers, 2002; DiagZampos, 2011 abov,

1966 1972 among others). timerous studies have demonstrated that langueaggs
systematically according fguistic constraintgsuch as the position of the variant in a
context or the speech style) and external or scoiatraintsuch as speakes 6 a g e,
gender, or socioeconomic status). In other words, language variation is not free or
random.

Language variation cde invespatedby adopting different approaches. The
form-oriented approach focuses on a particular form or forms REgand MF and
analyzes their distribution in speech. In contrast, the conoefitnctionoriented
approach (e.gBardoviHarlig, 2007;von Stutterheim and Klein, 1987) examines the full
range of linguistic devices employed to exprefisnation(e.g., examiningll forms that
express futurity: PF, M1, and others). The present study adopts a functionalist
approaclthat views language nos @n independent formal system, but as a system that is

molded by the functions performed by language (Mitchell and M2@34). The reason

2l'n this study, the words f#functi on onotiomofifutdfiecc oncept o wi
time (e.g., Von Sutterheim and Klein, 198&rdoviHarlig, 2007). In othewords, in this study the word

Afuncti ono irsnmaticattermsed as a ¢

3 As noted in the introduction, PF stands for periphrastic future, MF stands for morphologicalafatLiRi

stands for present indicative. These acronyms will be tisedghout the rest of the study



for adhering to a functionalist approach is t8panish offers a range of options to

convey futurity and therefor@na priori list of forms used texpress futurity may not

yield the most comprehensive picture. Bardbharlig (2007) ntes that considering all
possible forms is especially relevant in the study of the interlanguage of L2 learners. The
next sections wilpresent the different verbal forms that are used to express future time in

Spanish as well as tle®nstraints conditionig their use.

2.1.2.Expressiorof futurity in Spanish

The term Afutureodo is used to describe
moment of speech (Comri#976,1985; Reichenbach, 2005), that is, referring to a time
posterior to the present (SiNzorvalan and Terrell, 1989). As is the case with-fiast
expression, this displacement from speech time usually requires the use of temporal
marking, which cate expressedia multiple forms.To locate events in timéanguages
may mark verbs for tensed aspeéf or they can rely on lexical and contextfedtures.

Reichenbach (2005) states ttertses determine tinwaith reference tahe time of
the utteranceReichenbach developed a systeiisymbolic logicin which three elements
are involved intie description of tenses: point of speech f§8int of event(E), and point
of reference (R)Figure %1 illustrates the threaforementioned elementsrough the
representation of present and future tefrséhe examples, the direction of tinse

repreentedas the direction of the arrow from left (pastyight (future).

4 filt is relatively rare for a langge to totallyack any grammatical means for marking the future. Most

ev

€

languages have at least one or more weakly grammaticalized devices for ddings@a hl and Vel upi | |

2013.



Figure 11. Representation of present and future tense (Reichenbach, 2005, p. 72)

Present Simple Future Future Perfect
I see John I shall see John I shall have seen John
1 k 1 1 F 1 1 1 r'
SRE SR E S E R

As seen irFigure 11, in present tense the pointsggeechthe point ofevent and
the point of eference are simultaneous and therefore located in the same point in the
arrow. In simple future tense, the pointeskntis a time after both the point of speech
and the point of reference arsdtherefore locatetb the right of theoint ofspeechin
the example of the future perfecttendel( s hal | have seen John. 6) t
expressed in the tense does not concern one event, but two events. Reichenbach refers to
these time points as the point of the event and the pointesErefe. In the exartg the
point of the event is the time when | will see John, whereas the point of reference is a
time after the pointodvent | n an i sol ated sentence |ike 6I
clear which time poinis usedas the poinof reference. Thigleterminatioris providedby
the context of speech and is often expressed by temporal markers such as tomorrow, or
Thursday. In the example provided, the point of reference could be next week, next
month, next summer, etc. This stuahplyzesthe expressia of futurity as a function that
expresses an event that takes place after the moment of speech and reference.
Specifically, the study analyz#se expressiorof futurity in cases in which there is a verb
in the utterance and in whiche point ofeventand the point of reference coincideis
importantto noteth&®#e i chenbachdés system is not without
(2005)notes we should not be astonishedadtuallanguage does natways fit the

schema which we try to construct in symbddigic. In this regardptherscholars €.g.,



Bauhr, 1992Dahl, 1985 Palmer, 198ppositthatthe future differs from the present and
the pasin thatwe cannot perceive the futudeectly. For this reasorwhen it comes to
the future, tense and mooceantertwined This blurry distinction between tense and
moodin future time expressiomas linguistic consequences regarding the semantics of
TMA systemgDahl, 1985)In a similarline of thought Jaqug2012 proposs thatit is
necessary to complemeReichenbacts logicattemporal explanatioof verbal systems
with modality.
Comrie (198, 1985)offers another definition of tense in which dhefinesit as
the grammaticalization of location in time. There is a range of variation faurdse
systems aoss the languages of the worffebr instance, tense markers derived from
spatial expressiongkk the periphrastic future (e.dyanvaaleerelibro.6 Juan i s goi n¢
to read t hexamgeonkgradmaticalization afriuture tinie.Spanish adh
other Romance and Germanic languafgsiretense is not obligatory to express futurity
andfuturity can be expressadinglexical resources. An example of this phenomenon is
the expression of futurity using the simple present, which may be disandulduat
lexical markers such as temporal advalbie.g.Jeomafianaé | r ead.d6) omorr ow
Having conceptually described €uity, | now turn to define the unit of analysis of
expression of futurity in this study as well as the verbal forms employed tessxXjpitue
timein Spanish (understoodt®es i mpl e fut ure i n Reichenbachds
functionalist conceptorientedapproach described in the previous section, the analysis
will include all verbal forms conveyinthe semantic notion déituretime®. That is, this

study focuses on thelationship between meaning and fqigemanticsased view of

5 Following Edmonds, Gudmestad, and Donaldson (20&dmestagnd Geesh (2011, 2013, and
Kanwit (2014) each predicate that is supplied in future time contexts will be coded for the marking of the
verb.
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syntax and morphologyandtense categories will be defined primaiityterms ofthe
function they perform in a given conteXtus,the analysi®f theexpressiorof futurity
was not restriedto theinflectionally-marked futuréense Since futurity is a semantic
concept, we cannot isolate the meaning of verb forms from their contexheaadalysis
includedall verbsforms thatexpressed futurityakingthe contexinto accounti.e.,

taking into accoundidverbs that modify the verb tempoyaknd the temporal content of
the question that participants were respondingTtiog¢ analysis ofhe expressiorof
futurity was restrictedo the verbal domin.

The most commomerbal forms used to express futurity in Spanish are the
morphological future (MF), the periphrastic future (PF), and the present indicative (PlI),
as seen in (a), (b), and (c), respectively.

(2). (a)Correré mafana(MF)

RunFUT tomorrow

01 widnho rrruonw.to
(b) Voy a correr mafana(PF)
go-PRSto run-INF tomorrow

61l dm going to run tomorrow. 6
(c) Corro mafana. (PI)
RunPRS tomorrow
6l run tomorrow. 6
Additionally, other less frequent forms of expressing future tintle respect to
the time of speechavebeen documentdd SpanishFor example, the lexical future

(LF) expresses futurity by combining a modal verb denoting desire or obligation
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conjugatedn the present indicative followed by an infinitii@ardoviHarlig, 2004;
Gutiérrez, 1995;Jaque, 201)7 as seen in (d). The present subjunctive in nominal
subordinate clauses ()6t o god + gerund (f), abed present
usedin futuretime contexts (e.gAponte Aleqén and Ortiz L.pez, 2010; Gaes and
Ortiz Lopez, 2011Gutiérrez, 1995). | created the examples below to illustrate the
expression of futurity with the vedorrer6t o rundé wusing the differer
(d) Mafiana tengo qguecorrer.

Tomorrow haveAUX  to runINF

0l hawe ttoomorr r ow. 0
(e) Ojala corra mafana.

If only runSBJV-PRS tomorrow

6l f only | run tomorrow. 0
() Espérame, guevoy corriendo

Wait-IMP-me, that gePRS.1ps ritPTCRPRS

6 Wiafor me, r&amni ng. o
(g) Mafiana a estashorasestoy corriendo

Tomorrow at these times adUX-PRS runningPTCRPRS

6Tomorrow at this time | am running. 6

As abovementioned, the present study focusesxpressiorof futurity

understood as simplefur e i n Rei chenbachds terms. That I
where the pint of eventand the point of reference coincide and follow the point of
speech (as in-g). Expression of future time in cases where the point of reference is

different to the poinbf event(e.g., present perfect or future perfeggs not examined
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In addition it is important to note that verbal forms withuretense marking that do not
convey future meaning in the context of the utterance were not included in the analysis
eithe. For example, it is common in Spanish to employ the MF to expresshityba
(e.g.,estaracansado6 he couldégd .b el htiisr edi stemic use of ¢t}
the analysis of the present study.

Several sociolinguistic studies have explored the expression of futurity in Spanish
in the last decades (e.@auhr, 1992;Blas Arroyo, 2008Moreno de Alba, 1970;
Orozco, 2005, 2007; Sedano, 1994ya-Corvalan and Terrell, 1988mong others). As
Geesin (2011) notes, the first studies were qualitativaatureand employed an
ethnographic approach, while more recentissiiave been empirical and guided by a
guantitative approach. A great number of scholars examining the expression of futurity in
Spanish have focused on the analysis of frequencies of use of the MF and the PF (e.qg.,
Bauhr, 1992Blas Arroyo, 2008; Ménde¥allejo, 2008;Sedano, 1994), while others
have included the PI, examining expression of futurity as a tripartite linguistic seructur
(e.g., Gutirrez, 19950rozco, 2005, 2007, 2018sborne, 208). The section that
follows will review the literature othe expressiorof futurity by Spanishmonolingual

native speakers, highlighting current trends.

2.1.3.Empiricalresearclon future expressionn the Spanishspeakingvorld

Having presented expression of futurity understood as simple future in
Reichenbalgian terms, | now proceed to review the literature on future time expression in
different regions of the Spanisgpeaking wod. The reviewvas largely obtaineftom

variationist studies relying on corpora and sociolinguistic intervidethodologies
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differ between studies (e.g., different sources for data, or different operationalization of
variables) andtherefore studies arot entirely comparable. The literature on Spanish
monolingual speakers will help situate the results of the L2 and HS groups.

Although futuretime expression differs across varieties of Spanish, two main
trendsare foundn the recent literature on tlexpression of futurity throughout the
Spanishspeaking world: (1) the PF is the preferred form to express fuandits use is
on the rised.g, Orozco, 2007, 20, 2018 Sedano, 1994 and (2) the use of the MF is
declining, especially in oral mod€drtagena, 199%aque, 2012). The preference for the
PF to express futurity hdmeen documentesicross the Spanisdpeaking worldincluding
Chile @aque, 2017silva-Corvalan and Terrell, 1989), Puerto Rico (Claes and Ortiz
Lépez, 2011), Colombia (Orozc@Q05, 2007), Mexico (Gutiérrez, 1995; Lastra and
Martin Butraguefio, 2010), Venezuela (Sedano, 1994), the Dominican Repubbe (Silv
Corvalan and Terrell, 1989), and Spditas Arroyo, 2008Diaz PeraltaandAlmeida,

2000. For instance, Sedano (1994) set out to explore the distribution of frequencies of
use of the MF and the PF in Venezuela as well abrteistic constraintgonditioning

their use. Sedano analyzed 120 interviews recorded in the 1980s and found that the
frequency of use dhe PF by informants was 80.4%, a percentage four times higher than
the 19.6% use of the MF. Regardihg constraints conditioninthe expressin of

futurity, Sedano found that speakers tended to favor the MF in contexts referring to
distant time, doubt, and uncertainty. In contrast, the PF was preferred in immediate
contexts and contexts expressing certainty. It is important to note that bas RISo

been found to be the preferred form to express futurity in other Romance langueiyes

as French (Poplack and Turpin, 1999) and Portuglsadck and Malvar, 2007;
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Thomas, 1969).

The preference for the PF in Spanisieven more marked the Colombian,
Dominican, and Puerto Rican communities in New York @ty C) and in other parts
of theUS where speakers are in contact with English (@gpzco, 2004, 2007, 2015;
Zentella, 199). For example, Orozco (2007) analyzed the expressitnwity in 20
Spanish monolingual residents in Barranquilla (Colombia) and 20 Colombian residents in
theNYC area and found that participants in Barranquilla employed the PF with a
frequency of 45.9% in the sociolinguistic interviews, while the frequehaseof the PF
among Colombians living in NYC was 62.5%. These tendeffeigsl in sociolinguistic
interviewssuggest that the change towaagweferencdor the PHs accelerated/hen
Spanish is in contact with English.

Although the overwhelming maijby of theresearch finds that the PF is the
preferred form to express futurity, there are two regions in Spain where the MF registers
strikingly high use compared to the Pfie Canary Islands (i.e., Almeida and Diaz
Peralta, 1998) and the Valencian Coumity (i.e., Blas Arroyo, 2008). In the Castellon
region of the Valencian Community of Spain, Blas Arroyo performed a corpus study and
analyzed 191 interviews. The results showed a high ube MF (46% compared to
54% use of PFBIlas Arroyo (2008proposed thizthe high rate ofise ofthe MF in
Castellormay bedue tolanguage contact with Catalamlanguagevhere the PF tends to
be avoidedecause it becomes confused with the preterit in oral speech. In other words,
according to the authdgnguage contact@pears to lower the rate of change towdhas
PF intheexpressiorof futurity in this regionHowever this hypothesis has nbeen

substantiatedMore research is needed to uncover the current status of future expression
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in other regions oBpain

With the exception othe two Spanish regions mentioned above, the use of the
MF is considered to be in decline, registering low frequencies in numerous parts of the
Spanishspeaking world (e.gQrozco, 205; Sedano, 19943ilva-Corvalan, 1994). For
example, Gborne (2008) observed that the MF accounted for 14.7% of future time
reference in Andalusia (Spain), Claes and Ortiz Lopez (2011) found that the MF
accounted for 7.4% of future time expression in San Juan (Puertq &ico)aque (2017)
reported that th#1F was usedn only 0.5% of expressions of futurity in a 2009 corpus
generated in Chile. As is the case with the rise of the PF, the pattern of low frequencies of
use of MF seems tioe acceleratemh Spanish that is inontact with English in the United
States. The figures iable 21 illustrate the decline of the use of MF and its acceleration
in US Spanish, focusing on studies examining Puerto Rican speakers.

Table 21. Distribution of futurity variants in Puerto Ri@and New York City (Orozco,
2015, p357)

Community MF Pl PF

Puerto Rico (Silva&Corvalan and Terrell, 1989) 20.9% 4.2% 74.9%

San Juan, Puerto Rico (Claes and Ortiz Lépez, 201] 7.4% 20.1% | 72.5%

New York Puerto Ricans (Orozco, 2015) 4.1% 17.2% | 78.7%

The first study in Table-2 is by Siva-Corvalan and Terrell (1989), who explored
the expression of futurity in the Caribbean. For Puerto Rico, they examined interview
data fr om t heoodipadgedssnorimdEingilisticailtad ( L @nclke B
1977). The analysis revealed a 20.98¢ of the MF in the interviews with speakers from

San Juan (compared to 4.2% for the Pl and 74.9% for the PF). The second, more recent
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study is by Claes and Ortiz Lopez (2011). Claes and Ortiz Lopez perforooepies

study ofthe expressiorof futurity in San Juan with the goal of examining the pragmatic
andsocial constraintthat comlitionedits use. The authors analyzed 29 interviews from
the PRESEEA corpus and found a 7.4% ugh®MF (compared to 20.1% fahe Pl and
72.5% for the PF). In other wasdthe frequency of use tife MF was roughly 50%
lowerthaninSilveCor val 8n and Terrell ds 1989 study ( a
partly due to the overall higher educational level of informants in th@ 4@@ly). The

third and most recent studyby Orozco (2015), who set out to explore the state of
Puerto Rican Spanish in contact with English in NYC. Orozco observed a 4.1fthse
MF in future time contexts among Puerto Ricans living in NYC (verdis 290 use of Pl
and a 78.7% use of PF). lam, the three previous studies suggest a tendency towards a
restricted use of the MF thataccelerateth situations where Spanish is in contact with
English.However, more data is needed to ascertain whétiephenomenois also
observedn otherpopulations (e.g.Cubaarsand the Dominicas living in theUS).

The two trends described above regarding the PF and the MF suggest that the
expression of futurity isindergoing changg.g., Orozco, 2015). A phenomenon of
grammaticalization appears to be nogess: the PF seems to be on its way to becoming
the default, unmarked expression of futurity in Spanish, while the MiParain the
marked forms. Orozco and Thoms (2014,%)3 poi nt out that fithe cul
futurity variants appears tesult from a process known as cyclicity, which affects verbal
morphology and triggera number ofnternal morphosyntactic adjustmentds a result
of cyclicity, the PF has acqgeid semantic functions that usedomassociatedith the

MF. At the sameiine, the MF has also acquired new semantic domains; namely doubt,
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indeterminacy, conjecture, probability and polite commands @eagslin, 2011;
Gutiérrez, 1995Nifo-Murcia, 192; Silva-Corvalan, 1994).

As previously mentioned number oEcholars haw focused on the distinction of
theMF and PF when studying the expression of futurity in Spanish, while others have
analyzed futurity as a tripartite linguistic variable (i.eamining MF, PF, and PI).
However, as Silv&orvalan and Terrel (B®) pointout, the range of possibilities to
express futurity in Spanish goes beyond the MF and the PF. Indeed, Gutiérrez (1995)
found instances of use of the subjunctive, conditional, &%iture, and other forms in
future time contexts in a corpus generatethenSouthwest of the United States. More
recently, Jaque (2017) found roughly 40%useof the LF in a 2009 corpus from Chile.
Further, data from Orozco and Thoms (2014) sugdleatsestricting the analysis to the
MF and PF may miss close to 20% of cagkexpression of futurity. The authors
performed a metanalysis of the verb frequencies employed to express futurity,
combining data from studies that have examined futuritytapartite linguistic variable
in Spaniskspeaking countries and thks. The metaanalysis revealed that the MF
accounted for only an average of 11.4% of future time references, the Pl averaged a
larger use accounting for 17.8%\arbal futuremarkersand the PF was found to be
overwhelmingly preferred, averaging 70.8%. Altgbuhe Pl averaged a 17.8%
frequency use in these studies apgeardo have become the second preferred form to
express future time in Spanish, this form has ofterbaeh exammedin the literature of
future expressiann contrastthis dissertationdopts a functionalist approach. That is,
the study aims to examine the totality of the verb forms used to express fidafited

as the grammatical function that expresses ¥ieatehat takes place after the moment of
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speech)The reason for adhering & functionalist approach is to obtain a comprehensive
picture of expression of futurity throughout the Spassighaking world.

This section has presented the current trends regatdegpressiorof futurity
throughout the Spanisspeaking world, focusg on the frequencies of use of the
different verbal forms that express future time. As mentioned earlier in the section on
variation theory, language variation is not free (e.g., Labov, 1966). That is, there are
linguistic andsocial constraintthat comlition the use of the forms employed to express
futurein Spanish. The section that follows presents the e@istraintgshat have been

found toconditionthe expression of futurity.

2.1.4.Constraintonditioningthe expressiorof futurity in Spanish

As seen in the previous section, Spanish possesses a réingeisfic resources
for expressing futurityBeginning with Labov1966), numerous studies have
demonstrated that languageries systematically according to linguistic autial
constraints This section provides an overviewssdveral othefactors conditioning the
expression of futurity in Spanish, first regardlimguistic constraintsand then regarding
social constraintsThelinguistic constraintso be reviewed and examined in this
dissertation came groupedccording to whether they are of a semantic or grammatical
nature.The £manticconstraintsare temporal distanceemporal markergnd certainty.
Constraintsof grammatical nature includgause typ@ndsemantic type of verb

Theconstrainof temporadistance, one which | propose to examine, measures
how far in the future an event will occur, that is, how remote it is in time from the time of

utterance (Comri e, 1985) . Going bacik to

Rei

C
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Figure 11, we observe that in future tense the poirg\@ntis located to the right of the
point of speech in the timeline. Temporal distance refers to how far to the right from the
point of speech the point elventis located. For instance, an evean occurn the
immediate futurein the near futurée.g., next weekend), or in the long future (e.g., in 10
years). All three examples woute locatedo the right of the point of speech; however,
the immediate future would be located closer to thiatpf speeb, while thedistant

future wouldbe locatedarther to the right. Although temporal distance basn
operationalizedn different ways, there seems to be a consensus that the MF is more
likely to occur in the distant futurandthe PF andte PI tend tde usedn the near

future (Blas Arroyo, 2008;astra and Martin Butraguefio, 2010; Orozco, 2@#sjano,
1994).

Anotherconstraintl propose to examine is that of certair{tyn-)certaintyis an
unavoidable implication of thieiture,since wecannot knowfor sure what will eventually
happen Dahl, 1985,Nuyts, 2001 Palmer, 198F Certaintybelongs to the realm of
epistemic modalitywhichi s concerned with speakersd assurm
possibilities, specifically regarding confidenm the truth of the propositions expressed
(Coates, 1983). In his study on how the mental representation of reality relates to its
expressions ithe humanlanguageNuyts (2001)defines epistemic modaligsii(the
linguistic expressionf) an evaluatiorof the chances that a certain hypothetical state of
affairs under consideration will occréd ( p In ottfke@wordscertaintyrefers to
s p e a ktteudesod assessmetoward the probability or possibilityf anevent
happening (Sedano, 1997his estimation othelikelihood of an event occurring cadre

situatedon a continuous scale that ranges froompleteconviction to neutraity, to
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doubt Forexampleite speakersdé confidence AsiBlast he tr ut
Arroyo (2008) ansecano (1994) point out, it i s not poc:c
beliefs, which makes it difficult to ascert a
event happening in the future. Therefore, linguistic studies often employ contextual data
(i.e., makers) when available to classify instances of futurity regarding certdintyset
of (un-)certainty markers varies from corpus to corpus (Marqués Aguado, 00S8).
study measured certainty regarding futurity focusing on the types of epistemic gertaint
markers examined byluyts (2001) modal sentence adverfesg.,
probablementéprobably), predictive adjectivege.g, es probablequedt is probable
tha), mental state predicatés.g.,pensar6 t o t kreendkt o objeahd nodak 6
auxiliaries(e.g., puededmayd . Note thatin this studytheverbal markersised to express
(un)certainty (an independent variable in the study) are not the uséllsto express
futurity (the dependent variabldh sum, ve can assume a speaker is carédiout the
propositional content of an utterance whe or shemploys epistemic certainty markers
that express that the spealseconfident about the truthf a proposition.
Although the operationalization of tlkenstraintof certainty is not uniform across
studieson future time expression, there appears to be a relationship between the
expression of certainty and thee of thdPFand the Pin monolingual speakers of
Spanish(Aaron, 2014; Almeida and Diaz Peralta, 1998sBArroyo, 2008; Gudmestad
and Geeslin, @1L1; Lastra and Martin Butraguefio, 20%@dano, 1994 Scholars have
also suggestea relationship between uncertainty and the use of thenMRKure time
contexts(e.g.,Diaz Peralta and Almeida, 200®edano, 294).Overall on the continuum

of epistenc modality, speakers choose MF when the uncertainty is the greatest (i.e., the
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MF morpheme is syncretic with uncertainty), and the Pl when they are more confident

that the action will take place (Diaz Peralta ahrieida, 2000)Following Gémez Soler

andde Prada Pérez (2016), certainty markers in this dissertation were analyzed using the

following scale: high certainty (e.gpbviament&® o bvi ousl yd6), cred d cert ai

qgueél think that ¢)g,quizadhped bhavps@&)Y t ai nty
Another linguigic constraintexamines whether lexicahdadverbial temporal

markerg(i.e., nonverbal temporal indicatorafluence the use dhe futureverbforms

employed to express futuritfhese temporal markers sigfialuretime reference

directly or explicity (Cohen and Schwer, 2014y means o&dverbs (e.gmafiana

domorrowd and other lexical expressions (egndiezafiosdn ten year§. This

constraints relevant because it sheds lighttheprocess of grammaticalizatio/hen a

verb form does notaed orvery often appears witholdxical or averbialtemporal

markersit can be consideremhunmarkedorm to express futurityin studiesexamining

this linguisticconstraint the presence oftamporaladverbialor lexical marker has been

found to favor the MF and to strongly promote the PI, while the absence of this kind of

marker has been found to favor the PF (Aaron, 2006; Blas Arr6@8,; Zudmestad and

Geeslin, 2011; Orozco, 2005, 2007). These results are not surprising. Since the Pl lacks

morphology referring to future time, language users rely on lexical marking to

disambiguate meaning and express futurity. For instance, returriimg ¢xample in 2.c.,

we observe thatorro mafianad | run tomorrowd would be inter

theabsence of the markerafiana In contrast, the PF seems to have expanded its

aspectual meaning to become temporalized and no longer needs texrkers to

disambiguate meaning (Orozco, 201&)addition to the presence or absencemt
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verbaltemporalmarkersthis study will examine thquantityand positiorof these type
of markergo account foredundanyg.

Now we turn to review the literature on the linguistimstraintof clause typga
constrainof grammatical natur€l hisconstraintaccounts fowhether the verbs
expressing futurityare produceth main or subordinate clausés.Spain, bottBlas
Arroyo (2008)in CastellonandDiaz Peralta and Almeida (200@)theCanary Islands
found that the use of the MF was more frequent in main claumstbat a higher
percentage of PF than MF appeared in subordinate cl&ises the PF is the preferred
form to express futurity and its use seems to be on theBias,Arroyo (2008kuggests
that the attraction of subordimatontextsnmay play a role iprocesses of linguistic
changeGudmestad anGeeslin (2011also found thaNSsof differentSpanishspeaking
countriesfavored the PF in subordinate clauseBile the Pland the MFRweregenerally
usedin main clausedn contrastKanwit and SolonZ013 found that speakers Mérida
(Mexico) and ValencigSpain) favoredPF and the Ph main clausesThis divergent
finding regarding the PF may be due to the type of t&kle the results regarding
clause typén Blas Arroyo (2008) and Gudmestad and shieq2011)stemmed from
production tasks (interviews), Kanwit and Solon (2013) employedite20wiitten
contextualized questionnaire.

The last linguisticonstrainto be reviewedocuses orthe £mantic type othe
verb. The most comprehensive studgaeding thisconstraints by Aaron (20®). In her
study, Aarorstudied thalternanceof the PF and MF in Peninsular Spanish in written
texts datingrom the 18 to the215' centuy andin an oral corpufrom the20" century

Theconstraintexaminingthe semantic type of the verkas codednto five categories:
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stative, movement, perceptive, psychological, and dynakaimn observe that verbs
denoting movement (like ¢o ga favoredthe use of the PF more than other dynamic
verbs.However stative psychologicg and perceptive verbs disfawaithe use of the PF
The authomnotes that this result aligns with the lexical origins of theHREexpresses
movement (not stativity or psychological traitis) contrastthe data revealed that thee
of the MF was preferedin stative or internal context&nother study that examined the
effectof thesemantidype of verb inthe expressiorof futurity is byBlas Arroyo (2008)
In line with Aaron (2006)in his study on the expression of futurity in Castel{Spain),
Blas Arroyo found thathe use of theMF was favoredvith modals(like querer6t o want 6
andpoder6 t o b e), paskiblyebecauaie MFis related taa more contingent
meaning. Iris study, the MFwas also favoreth periphrases with aspe@l content
(e.g.,.soler6 use t o6 pdndirsverbsoffperaeptiani(egpediallerot o .lme e 6)
addition Blas Arroyo found aoositiveassociatiorbetweerthe use of thiMF and verbs
of movementspecifically to the verlr 6 t 4 Tlie@utho attributes this association
bet ween t he MF athehistoricatevolugon of tisGpeaficvgra 6 t o
which went from having eneaningfully related tanovemento servingas an auxiliey
verb inperiphrase$PF). Thus,Blas Arroyo notes that is possiblethat the conflict
between the twaforementioned functiorsould restrict the use aof to the PR orit is
also possible that speakers e t he MF t o e x pavo@sepetitioline ver b o6t
sum, we find that theonstraintof semantic type of verlbreveals that th®F is preferred
with stative and psychological vetbs

In addition to the aforementiondidguistic constraintsexternal constraintsave

been found to constrain the use of forms that express fuasrityell External costraints
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are also referred to as extralinguistic since they are not intrinsically related to language
(as opposed tlinguistic constraints In this studygexternalconstraintsncludesocial
constraintgsuch as gender, age, and dialect) as welkggsitional constraintghat
affect language use (e.g., language proficiency and study abroad experience in the case of
L2 and HS learnersThis section will address ésocial constraintandthe following
section on the expression of futurity in L2 leashand HSs wilteview the literaturen
the acquisitionalactors

Several sociolinguistitactors trigger an understanding of language change
(Labov, 1972). Accordig to Chambers (2002), age is the primary social factor affecting
language change. For erple, Guy (1990) posited that, in situations of language change
from below, innovations stemmed from the language registers of younger speakers.
Regarding expressiorf tuturity and age, in his study on Colombian and Puerto Rican
Spanish ilNNYC, Orozco (25) found that younger speakers favored the PF and
disfavored the MF, while their elder counterparts exhibited the opposite pBi&sn.
Arroyo (2008) also found thgbunger speakeia Castellon (Spainjisfavored thaise
of theMF more than th speakexin the older age groupk follows that if young
speakers are linguistic innovators, it is possible that linguistic patterns in the younger
populations could predict future trends in the expression of futurity. For this réaison,
study investigatepossibledifferences between the younger e older participants

The nextsocial constrainto be reviewed is gender. In genemlsociolinguistic
studieswomen are generally the drivers of linguistic charigiaf-Campos, 201;
Labov,200]). Regarding the expressiorof futurity, Balestra (20063tudiedthewritten

expression of futurity in Californiand found thatvomen usd the PF more frequently
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than men since the beginning of the XIX centumyaddition Balestra notethat the use
of the PF acelerated towards the end of the XIX centand that the innovations
introduced by women in the XIX century became the dominaramarsed in the
Spanish of the USouthwest and the rest of Spanggieaking countrie@.g, Moreno de
Alba, 1970;Silva-Corvalan 1994).More recentlyOrozco (2007jound thatin New
York City, women favor the PF while men favor the M contrast he found the

opposite in Barranquilla (Colombia)rozco noted that the opposite patterns with egar

to expression of futuytand gender in the two social settings@arensi st ent wi t h

(1989) observation that Agender does not

t he communi tThe findigsaf tewphesehstudy avill help toshed more light
on thismatter.

Studies examining future expression in Spatgpkaking populations living in the
United States (e.g., Orozc2007, 2015) haveobservedadditional socibnguistic
constraintsuch as English proficiency, lengthUS residency, and age of aral in the
US. For example, Orozco (2007) examined the expression of futurity of Colombians
living in NYC and found that speakeno had been living in NYC for over 10 years
employed the PF with a higher frequency and thewith a lower frequency than
speakers that had been living in NYC for a shorter period of tBmee the goal of the
present study is to examitiee expressiorof futurity in L2 learners and HSs of three
different proficiency levels, thiactors of length ofUS residencyandage of arnval in the
US are not includedh the analysisln order tominimize diversity in the HS group, the
HS participants of the present study were born ind8er migrated to th&S when they

were five years old or younger

E c

hav
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This section has provided an acnbof the expressiorof futurity in Spanish. The
section has described that futurity in Spanish is expressed by the MF, the PFatitk Pl
less frequently, by additional verb forms such as the lexical future or thenppesfect.
The PF is the preferrddrm to express future time throughout the Spasstaking
world, a trend that is on the rise (e.g., Orozco, 2015). In contrast, the use of the MF is
declining, with very few exceptions in areas of Spain still showigh frequencies of
use (e.g., Almela and Diaz Peralta, 1998). This section has also highlighted that
linguistic andsocial constraintsondition the use of forms to express future time. For
example, the PF is favored in contexts of certaintyiarlde dsence of lexical markers.
The litelature onthe expressiorof futurity and theconstraints conditionings use in

Spanish monolingual speakers informed the results of the L2 and HS groups of this study.

2.2. Vaiationin Spanish as a second language

In the last decades, a growing bodySeicond Language Acquisition (SLA)
research has adopted a variationist approach, examining how L2 speech varies according
to linguistic andsocial constraintée.g, Bayley and Tarone€012; Geeslin, 2011;
Kanwit, 2017;Preston 1989 Tarone, 2007)In this section, | provide an overviesf the
acquisition ofvariation in structure choida a second language as well as an outline of

the current trends in this growing field.

2.2.1.Variationin asecondanguage
Numerous studies have demonstrated thatuageg usearies systematically

according to linguistic anslocial constraintée.g.,Guy, 1990;Hudson, 1996t abov,
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1966 1972 Lavandera, 1978)rozco, 2005Silva-Corvalan, 1994, AW, among others).
For example, the previous section illustrated howfithid of variationist linguistics
examineshow Spanish native speakers differ in their production of furerbforms

analyzingconstraintsuch as temporaigtance or Spanish diale@LA research has

found that | ear ne tha éresimir tanatige languagesgesg., i N way s

Adamson and Reagan, 1991; Bayley and Preston 1996; Geeslin, 2011; Preston, 1989;
Tarone, 1983, 2007In addition L21 e a r varatios ia structurer verb formchoice
is conditioned by factorsuch as language prafncy andhetype of task performed

(Geeslin and Gudmestad, 2008).

Learnersd interlanguage (Il L) is a system

Tarone, 2007; Song, 2013Jystematieneans that at any given time we can detect a rule
based nature ithe IL (Corder, 1967), whileariable means that at any given time
learners may alternate forms depending on linguistic and extralinguistic factoss (Elli

1985). In other words, there appears to be variability in the systematicity of IL.

Regarding the mresentation ofariationi n t he bi |l i ngual 6s mind,

(2007) proposed a sociolinguistic model that shows two grammars. Each of the ggammar
has different variants that vary in three levels: at the sociolinguistic faets such as
interlocutor and context systematically cause the learner to select one IL variant over
anotherAt the linguistic levelfactorssuchassemantics and thr@omponents of grammar
(e.q., definiteness or specificity of the subjexthstrain variationLastly,atthe time of
acquisition levelforms learned early in life are more internalized and automatic than
forms learned later in life, whiatequiremore aténtion and control and cannot be

accessed automatically.

F a
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Before delving further into the topic of L2 vation, | must define the concept of
A v ar D girtca itdsrone of theain goalsof the present studw first type of variation
is vertical, it is elated to language development and refers to L2 variability between
forms that are (nojtargetlike. In other words, vertical variation happens when L2
learners variably produce certain linguistic forms that are produced invariably
(categorically) by moningual (L1) speakerd/ertical variation is related to instability in
the representation of the lingtissforms.For instanceSpanish Ldearners may or may
not mark adjectives with the feminine ending agreeing with a feminine noun, so that in
contextdike casabonitad b e a +FEM hHousdFEMO a learner may produdsonita
0 b e a {tEIMf6 ublanitod b wifal-MASCO A secondype of variation is horizontal
and occurs in both L1 and L2 between two or nmatvelike forms that exist and vary
depending on linguistiandsocial factors (Rehner, 2002). For example, in Spanish, the
MF and the PF can be empéal to express futusit and language users employ one form
or another based on the presenctaofors that constrain their use. In the horizontal
variation example, the use thfe PF andhe MF is constrained by linguistic factors such
as certainty andetnporal distance, aselV as by social factors such as age or dialect
(which are some of the independent variables in this stlithig study focuses on
horizontalvariation whichis part of the knowledgthatlearners possess about a second
language (e.gPreston2002;Tarone, 2007). The next section will explain how L2
learners acquireariation when the use o#o or more formwariesdepending on

linguistic and social factors
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2.2.2.Acquisitionof variationin Spanishasa secondanguage

The fieldof acquisition ofvariation in structure choide L2 Spanish has
experienced considerable growth in recent years (Geeslin, 2011). Studies have explored
variation in linguistic phenomerscross proficiency levels across a range of learning
contexts and dfierent tasks. Searal of the linguistic phenomena explored in L2 Spanish
are subject expression (e.g., Geeslin, Linford, Fafulas, lamtyDiazCampos, 2013),
copula contrast in the variable attributive contexts in the [copula+adijective] structure
(e.g.,Geeslin, 2003, 21D), differential object marking (e.qg., Killam, 2011), subjunctive
mood (e.g., Geeslin and Gudmestad, 2008; Gudmestad, 2012), future expression (e.g.,
Kanwit, 2014; Solon and Kanwit, 2014), past expression (e.g., Salaberry 2002, 2011),
progressive verbs (g., Fafulas, 2013), direct object pronouns (&/@lovrh, 2008;

Zyzik, 2006),and perception of aspiration (e.g., Schmidt, 20¥a&)iation in these
linguistic phenomenaan be considered horizontal variation sinaepends otinguistic
and social factors.

As Geeslin (2011) observes, language variation influences comprehension and
production of a second language and therefore plays a key role in the process of SLA. IL
is shapeds learners are exposed to patterns afamrrace in danguage and form
their probabilities regarding linguistic and social contexts that affect certain linguistic
phenomena. That is, learners need to ascertain whr@mnt of a linguistic variablis
usedwhen.

Regardinghe expressiorof futurity, learnes need to acquire thieguistic and
externalconstraints on the use of the MF, PF, PI, and other verb forms to refer to the

future. An important line of research focuses on the developmeatiafion in structure
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choiceacross different proficiecy leves in a second language. Geeslin (2011) proposed
three main stages of development. The first stage conssitsytéform to function
mapping (Andersen, 1984). This stagéollowedby a secondtage of free variation that
then becomes a more ggaticvariation in the third stage. | will illustrate this
development sequence by outlining the stages of acquisition of the Spanish copula
contrastserestar6t o bed in variable attributive
Spanish. First, leaars tendo overgeneralize the uses#rin all contexts. That is,
learners useerboth in contexts that requiserand in contexts that requiestar. In the
second stage, learners gradually incorpogatarinto their L2 grammar. At the
beginning ofhaving loth serandestarin their grammars, learners may use both
interchangeably, and they gradually acquire the constraints of use of each form. In the
third stage, variation is systematic, althoughlithguistic and sociatonstraints acquired
may notnecessaly be nativelike.

When acquiringzariation regarding concepts or functions whose expression is
variable L2 learners simultaneously modify two characteristics of their developing

grammars (Geeslin, 2010). Learners modify both the frequency with wigghuse each

cont e

variant (e.g., the two forms for the copul ar

and the constraints that affect the selection of these variants (i.e., linguissiocaadd
constrainty Because of the complexity of acquiring ttumstraints mentioned abqve
variationis acquiredate. In spite of thdifficulty, learners have beenuiod to reach near
nativelike proficiencyof variation(e.g., Gudmestad, 2012; Gudmestad and Geeslin
2013). Although L2 learnei@e able taeach nar nativelike proficiency, it is important

to note that the developmentwariationin structure choiceniL2 is not always linear
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(Gudmestad, 2012; Kanwit, 2014his phenomenois known agdJ-shapedievelopment
in languageacquisition(e.g.,Carlucci ad Case, 2013; Gomez Soler, 20&8|lerman,
1983 Montrul, 2004. That is, learners may move from ntarget-like to targetlike use
and then back to netarget like use before approaching natike frequencies of use.
This phenomenon is illustrated Budmestad (2012), who analyzed the IL of Spanish L2
mood use, looking at the linguistic and ehtrguistic constraintsnvolved and
comparing | ear ner s dhelingustictcamstréinggss @u d meesqtueecthécd e s .
studywere formregularity, semanticategory, time reference, and hypotheticalitye
extrdinguistic constraintsvereparticipantgroup and task typ@articipants in the study
were learners across five proficiency levés130) and native speakeis<20). They
compkted three oral prodtion tasks in Spanish, a background questionnaire, and a
proficiency test. Results showed that learners gradually acquire the predictors for mood
use that are relevafur NSs. Interestingly, the frequency of subjunctive production
decreased from proficiecy level 3 to level defore increasing again at level 5, where
learners reached nathi&e patterns of use. In sum, the development of the acquisition of
L2 mood in Spanish was not linear.

It is important to note how the methodoldgy researchingariationin L2 has
evolved. Early research on L2 variation adapted research tools from sociolinguistics (e.g.,
Adamson and Regan, 1991), relying on recorded sociolinguistic interviews and analyzing
the socidinguistic constraintausing the statistical packay@arbrul. In the last decade,
there has been a shift toward the usbath productive and receptivasks to triangulate
resultsdue to studies finding task effects. An example of task sffieédundin a study

by Geeslin andsudmestad (2008) exploriige ar ner s® acqui sition of
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Results suggested that participants selected the subjunctive mood more frequently in the
written contextualized task than in the oral production task. In addition to eénmploy
different tasks, Geeslin (2011) notibdit a great amount of emphalsésbeen placed
toward defining the object of investigation by function. That is, instead of analyzing
forms that express equivalent meaning, numerous studies now examine alhfatrms t
may express the same meaning at spaiet in time. For instance, regarditige
expressiorof futurity, a functionalist approach such as the one employed in the present
study examines all verb fornpsoduced in futurdime contextsnstead of focusingn a
set number of vaaints(e.g., MF andPF). Furthermore, as Kanwit (2014) observed, there
has been a focus systematically define independent variabdsla number obtudies
have used statistics with regression models that allow for dependeblesridth
multiple vdues

Havingpresenéd an overvievef the acquisition ofariationin a second
language, in the nesectionl will review empirical studies that illustrate this
phenomenon. Specifically, the next section will thoroughly review the existing research
on the acquisition of futity in Spanish as a second languagerder toinform this

dissertation.

2.3. Expressn of futurity in Spanish as a second language
This section reviews the empirical research on the expression of futurity by
Spanish language learners. First, | desctite goals, methodology, and findings of

existing studies and connect them to my prpjleighlightinga number ofet
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unexamined factors. Then, | briefly outline the results of research on the acquisition of

futurity in other Romance languages.

2.3.1.Acquisitionof future expressionn Spanishasa secondanguage
As explained earlier, the linguistic function of expressing futurity in Spanish can
be performedby multiple forms (PI, MF, and Plbeingthe most frequent), the use of
which is onditionedby linguistic andsocial constraintée.g., Blas Arroyo, 2008;
Orozco, 205). In the last decade and a half, the field of second language acquisition has
started examining the acquisition of thiguistic variable Recent studies exploring the
expression bfuturity in L2 Spanish have found two main trends: (a) L2 leesmise the
MF significantly more frequently than NSs, and (b) learners use the PF less frequently
than native speakers (e.g., Gudmestad and Ge28lif3). These results suggest that
learnes have internalized thakpression of futurity is variable (i,et can be expressed
using different verb formsHoweverL 2 | e asage efrfusuidty lacks the
sociolinguistic competence of native speakers (Kanwit, 2014; Orozco and Thoms, 2014).
Gesslin and Gudmestead (2010) were the first to explore the adouisitthe
expressiorof futurity in L2 Spanish as part of a project in which they set out to examine
the range and frequency of occurrence of forms in five potentially variable
functions The authors examined the relationship between futore expressin and
time abroad, years of study, and gendex group of 16 advanced learners of Spanish
(graduate students and instructors) and a control NS dgeauficipants completed a
language baakound questionnaire,discreteitem, multiplechoice grammar &, and a

semistructured sociolinguistic interview thasked about plans for the future, past, and
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other topics. All questions in the intervievere wordedn the Plto prevent priming.

Resllts showed that NSs produced a higher quantity of instances of futurity than L2
learners. There were additional differences between the two groups: L2 speakers
produced higher frequencies of PF than NSs (75.9% compared to 59.0%)N&kil

produced more K (16.5% versus 8.8%) and subjunctive (11.3% versus 2.3%) when
referring to the future. Participants in both groups used the conditional to express futurity
in a limited number of instanceResults also revealed that the thea&ernd constraints
examing (i.e., time abroad, years of study, and gender) played a role in the production of
futureverbforms Regardingime abroad, L2 speakers who had spent one year abroad or
more used the PF more and the MF and PI less than those whpdmdess than a ge
abroad. Furthermore, L2 participants who had studied Spanish formally for nine years or
more produced the MF in more instances than those with fewer years of learning. Lastly,
both groups exhibited differencesth regard tagenderalthough with diffeent patterns:
males in the NS group produced the MF more frequently than the NS females, and the
male L2 speakers produced the PF more than their female counterparts.

Having demonstrated that advtatheced | earner
extralinguistc factors of exposure to input and gender, Gudmestad and Geeslin (2011)
examined how t hes etime pxpraskianvasidd accasdingto f f ut ur e
linguistic factors. The authors employed the safiwted spoken interview datsin the
2010 study degibed abovend analyzed the following seven independieguistic
constraintstemporal distance, presence of a lexical temporal indicatpr,hafiana
6tomorrowd) conveying futuri tdauseye, t he senten

contingency(un-)certainty,negation, and person/number. The res@ltealed that the
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constraintof temporal distancdexical temporal indicatogndclause typeavere related
to the verb forms that both groups use to express futuritprtrast, (ufcertainty,
granmatical person and number only affected verb fas®in the native speaker group.
These results suggest that although learners had an advanced proficiency level of
Spanish, they had not yet reached naliie use of variatio regardinghe expressiorof
futurity.

Since one of thgoak of this study is to examirbe effect oflexical temporal
markerson the expression of futurityit is important to highlight the findings regarding
lexical temporal indicatar(LTI) in Gudmestad and Geeslin (2010yerdl, the pattern
observed in the NS and L2 groups regarding lexical markers was similar: the Pl was used
more often witha LTI, while the PF was used more often in the absenad @1. The
frequent use od LTI with the R is expectedsince the Pl carrieso morphology
signifying the future. The most notable result reported in the study is that L2 speakers
only employed the Pl when a lexical temporal indicator was présgnimafiana
d&@ o mo r,thasweabying on LTIs tindicate futurity (i.e., 100% uss LTI with PI by
L2 speakers compared to 84.4% use by NiBgjontrastL2 speakers used the PF more
often (in 560% of contexts) in the absenceadfTI. Temporal indicatorslid not seem to
affectthe frequency of use of the M sum, the study demainated that, even at
advanced proficiency levels, there are key differences between NSs and L2 learners in
both the number of linguistic constraints included in their grammarsdhd ways in
which thesdinguistic constraintg¢e.g, temporal indicato)sare employedin other
words, advanced learndesled to achievaativelike competence.

Gudmestad and GeesliB011)called for additional research that includes diverse
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populations and employasks that focus explicitly on the relationship betwestam
linguistic constraintsand the expression of fututiene reference. These suggestians
part of the present dissertatjomhich includes heritage speakers of three proficiency
levels as a pgaulation, as well as a task (the preference task) tbasés explicitly on the
relationship between lexical temporal markers and expression of futurity

While Gudmestad and Geeslin (2011) focused on advanced learners of Spanish,
Solon and Kanwit (2014) explored the emergence of future verbal morphology and the
development of futurime expression ibeginrer and intermediate learners.
Specifically, the atlhors examined the use of the Pl in future contamtithe initial
form-meaning mappings learners create regarflinge verbforms.Participants
included104 beginning and intermediate adult Spanish leathatsveredividedinto
five proficiency leves. The tasks of the study wea@ oral conversatiotask and a letter
writing task.Solon and Kanwit found that learners relied on the PI to express futurity
the early stages of development, whiglexpectedsince beginner L2 learners use the
strategyof connecting a single form to a single meaning (e.g., Andersen, 1984). As
learner proficiency increased, so did the variety of forms that learners empoyed
express futurity. That is, learneroved from the onéo-one principle to multi
functionalityin their expression of futurityResults also suggest that the PF appears
before the MF, which could be due to the PF beiagjer to conjugate (e.g., no gudar
conjugation) ananorefrequent in the inputhan the ME Interestingly when the MF
appearsthere seems to be variation based in modality. In other words, future verbal
morphology is used most often in written form than in oral form. The lexiaaiefyLF)

emerged alongside the MF awds rarely used



37

Solon and Kanwi{2014)call for future studies that include native speakers,
investigate the lexical resources learners may rely on to refer to future time (especially
temporal adverbials), employrgitudinal data, and analyze instructional effects. Several
of these suggestiomseaddesseth thestudiesreviewednext

The research reviewed so far has focused on learners of a specific proficiency
level (i.e., beginner/intermediate and advanced).fifsieanalysis othe developmenof
future-time expression in L2 Spanistas erformedby Gudmestad and Geeslin (2013)
The study examined how tliequency of selection of PI, PF, and MF develops across
proficiency levels, as well as thiaguistic congraintsconditioning the selection of each
form. Participants werg51 L2 learnes dividedinto five proficiency levels (from
beginner to almost nativep addition 22 native speakers of Spanish served as a control
group. The instrument of the study wea80item written contextualized questionnaire.
Contexts in the questionnairessgmatically varied according to the temporal distance of
the event, the presence/absence of a temporal marker, and the presence/absence of a
marker of(un)certainty. Participnts had to select their preference for the PF, VPl
in each context of the questionnaiResults revealed that the frequency of selection of
each verb form in the questionnaire changed as learners became more proficient in
Spanish Interestingly the developmental pattern was not always linearséhection of
the PF slowly increased; however, the selection of the Pl decreased and then increased,
and the selection of the MF displayed the opposite pattern (i.e., it increased and then
decreased). Albbroficiency levels selected the PF most often exfredevel 1, which
favored the PIThe MF was the second most preferred form for levdsvhich may

have been due to instructional effects. At level 5, nadive speakers selected the Pl
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more frequatly than the MF, which was the least preferrednforhe NSs in the control
group selected the PF most frequently, followed by the MF and finally the PI. Thus,
results indicate that no learner group showed nditceeselection rates of all three forms,

af i nding that aligns wWDIl)HindiBgs tbmthee advamckd and Gee s
proficiency learners of their studRegardinghe acquisition of theonstraints

conditioningthe expression of futurity, certainty appeared to be thecfirsstrainto be
acquired, being applied in a natillee manner aproficiency level 2In contrastthe

lexical temporal indicator constraint appeared to be acquired last, and it was not until the
highestproficiencylevel (i.e., level 5) that the L2 learners behaved nativelike

manner As | will describe shortlythe present study further examined lexical markers in
the expression of futurity.

The most comprehensive work on the SLA of the expression of future to date is
by Kanwit (2014). The study draws comparisdretween 40 native speakers (20 NSs of
English, 20NSs of Spanish) and 105 Spanish learners across five proficiency levels.
Participants completed an oral prompt response task, a contextualized preference task,
and an allowable temporal distances taskhénoral prompt response task, participants
read & prompts, which addressed futttime contexts (e.gDescribetusplanes para
estefin desemana De s cr i b e thisecomingw & a k e andl tég distractors
and were instructed to respond inldcam and record themselves after reading each
prompt. In the contextualized preference task, participants read 20 contextualized items
that together formed a story about a college student namesbsl&ach item had three
possible completions that wedentical except for the verb expressing futurity (P1, MF,

and PF), and participants selected one option. Finally, in the allowable temporal distances
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task, participants read 21-dentextualized itens and were asked to complete a sentence

by selecting whib of the temporal indicator(s) indicating five different time frames (e.qg.,
ahoramismod i ght nowd) could be used to foll ow a
variable in the study was the fowhthe verb used to express futurity (i.e., Pl, MF, PF,

ard LF). Tenlinguistic constraintsvere analyzedemporal distance, temporal

adverbials, clause type, person and number, lexical type, temporal morpholbgy on

precedingverb, negation, certaintgpntingency, animacy. Theocial constrainta/ere

thepat i ci pant 6s sex, agnationofsstudydbyoada(dr natiomdf st at us,
origin for NSs).

One of the most important contributiolmg Kanwit (2014)s the proposed five
developmental stagen the acquisition of futurBme expression for Spaninguage
learners. Kanwit found that stage one is characterized by high rates of use of the present
indicative as well as bfyequentuse of temporal adverbBhe authoproposes that, in the
absee of other productive verbal forms, L2 learners relyexichl marking over
morphasyntactic marking (in line with previous literature on beginner level learners,

e.g., VanPatten, 2004 ost linguistic constraintsire not found to affe¢heuse of future
verbforms in stage ondHowevertemporal distancéoperationalized as five temporal
distances from the immediate future to at least one year in the fdagg)pegin to play a
role: While the Pl is used especially with the immediate futesécal futures seem to

begin to mark more distant temporalily.stage two the use of MF increases, causing a
decrease in the use of Pl to express futurity. In stage two the use of PF is low, and more
constraints conditiothe use of the forms employé&alexpress futurity. In stage three, the

use of the PF starkly inases, while the use of the MF and, to a lesser extent the PI,
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decrease. Additionaonstraintge.g., person/number) bedim constrain which form is

used to express futurityn stage far, frequencies remain similar to stage three, with the
noteworthy fnding that the PF becomes the preferred form to express futurity
Additionally, theconstraintof study abroad experience was found to be significant for the
first time. Lastly, in stagéve, theproduction of the MF and PF increases, wiileuse

of thePI continues to decrease andtrongly restrictetb linguistic contexts that include
temporal adverbials. The role of temporal distas@xpandedin level five, allthe

s t u greditters conditioninghative speakers of Spanish hdeen addetb the model

of Spanish L2 speakers except for clause type (referring to whether the verb forms
expressing futurare locatedn main or subordinate clauses). Overall, the results suggest
that while all independent variablegere gradually addetd ot h e preaglictivgeu p s 6
model s, L2 | earner s6 pr oabifoons dvengedfamdNSaccept an

norms even at the highest proficiency level.

2.3.2.Acquisitionof future expressiorasa secondanguagen French

This section will compartheresultsof sudies on the acquisition of future time in
Spanish with results frofarench, anther Romance language. To date, two studies have
examined theacquisition of futurity in L2 French by English native speakers. Moses
(2002) performed a longitudinal studyerthe course oé year. Participants were 24
learners of Frenchndthe task consistedf an oral interview. Moses found thae PF
appeared Here the MF, which aligns with findings fBolon and Kanwit (2014). Results
also revealed that the frequency eéwf adverbials decreased as language proficiency

increased.
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In another study, Nadasdi, Mougeamd Rehner (2003) examined interviews
with high school immersion students in the Ontario region of Canada and found that
French learners used the PF with tinghest frequency to express future time (79%),
followed by the MF (18%)and the PI (3%). These results pattern with the Spanish L2
learnerdn levels 24 in Gudmestad and Geeslin (2011). Overall, the acquisition of future
expression in L2 French seenmisigar than its acquisition of L2 Spanish, with learners
moving from oneto-one form to function mapping to multifunctionality and displaying a
preference for the use of PF at higher levels, which patterns NS use. However, it is worth
mentioning that theanticipants in the studies reviewed had English as their first
language, and results may be different for learners with other native languages.

The previous studies on the acquisition of future expression in L2 Spanish all
make significant contributions tbe field. However, a&udmestad and Geeslin (2011)
and Kanwit (2014point out, more research is needed. A topic that has not received
enoughattention is the use of lexical resources employed to express future time. While
adverbs and temporal markerss@heen analyzeduantitatively, a comprehensive
examination of their use has rien attemptedAnother unexplored topic is the use of
other strategies that learners employ when conveying future Aimexample is
circumlocution which is the use of mgwords when fewer are sufficient.
Circumlocution is a strategp whichL2 learners resort when they do not have the right
words to expess the meaning they intend. Other phenomena we may observe when L2
learners are trying to overcome a language baareehesitations (e.qpséd | donét
knowo) , pauses, and silence. One of the goal

providea comprehensive picture of the strategies used by learners to express futurity. The
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examination of these features gpecially relevanin terms ofdocumenting lower
proficiency | e dutumtysinsedheyare phe enesshiat@ne less Erpe

to rely on morphesyntax to communicate (VanPatten, 2004).

2.4. Expression of futurity in Spanish as a heritagguage

After reviewingthe studies on the acquisition of expression of futurity by L2
learners, this chapter shifts the focus to heritage speakers of Sgdmeiskeason for
including HSs in the study is that a contrastive analysis of the tendendieséntivo

groups might bable to reveal differences in the developmentasfationbased on

speakers6é age of onset of bilingualism and vV
with the ultimate goal of shedding light on theories of the acquisititimeoéxpression of

conceps or functions whose expressiorvagicble. With this goal in mind, this sectida

organizedas follows: First, | will define the term heritage speaker. Then, | will highlight

how HSs® | inguistic anedlanguagetacquisitibtande x per i ence s

command in a way that differs from that of monolingual and L2 speakers. Next, | will
review empirical studies on the expression of futurity by HSs. Finally, | will summarize
the gaps in the literature, outline the goals offtfessent dissertation anehveil the

research questions that guide the study.

2.4.1.Defining heritagespeakers

While a variety of definitions of the term heritage speaker have been suggested,

this dissertation used the definition suggested by Valdés 20860 describes HSs as

language students who are raised in a home setting where a minority language is spoken
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(in this case, Spanish), who speak or at least understand the language, and who are to
some degree bilingual in Spanish and in Engligritagespeakers are earhylinguals
and begin to learn the dominant language in early childhood at home, outside the home,
or at school.n contexts like th&JSit is common for HS children to experience language
shift to thesocietaldominant language when thetart schooling€ g., Goldenberg, 2008;
Montrul, 2004;Polinsky, 1997. In other words, the heritage language becomes their
weaker language and tends to tepindin morphaesyntactic and lexical development
compared to the HSOG sntosmomolingugl eoms (Mamtrulg20E2y e and e
As Montrul and Bowles (2009) point out, it is important to note iHdare a
heterogeneous group. Forexampl&s 6 communi ty t-gdgmmantoan be Spa
Englishdominant, which has a great influermefactorssuch as languagese (e.g.,
whether a bilingual is balanced or unbalanced) and identity.
H S dirfguistic abilities differ from monolingual Spanish speakers, and several
theoretical frameworks have been proposed to account for this phenomenon. First, the
Ai ncompl et enacpgpaerspective that has been posi
t hat the reason HSs never develop Afull 6 kno
language (HL) is either due to transfer, reduced input conditions, or othesfactor
Attrition, on the other hand, refers to the loss of a property that was previously acquired.
The incomplete acquisition account is not without criticismdit hasbeen arguethat it
cannot account for all HS divergendafnam and Sanchez, 20Rthman, 2007).
Anothere x pl anati on focuses on fAmissing inputo (
argues that some properties are not acquired [®skply because these properties are

not a part of the input the HS is exposed to (e.g., inflected infinitivesaizilian
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Portuguese; Rothman, 2007). Alternatively, Potowski, Jegerski, and MSigah
(2009) assume that HSs6 | inguistic systems n
aforementioned processiEssome extent.
More recently, Putnam and Sanchez (2013) praptse Featrte Activation
Hypothesiswhich argueshat lower levels o&ctivationof the HLfor production and
comprehension may result in lower levels of feature assembly for production at earlier
stages and comprehension at advanced levels which comitidlanguageattrition or
loss.In other words, as HSs activate the HL lessandless hei r fAabi |l ity to r
heritage grammar becomes exceedingly more di
It is likely that different HS learners in the present study will exfabbiof the
aforementionegpghenomenao different degrees:or example, according to the missing
i nput hypothesis (Rothman, 2007), we can hyp
of futurity will differ from monolingual Spanish speakers since HSs goesed to a
variety of Spanish that is in contact with English (and, as described earlier, this contact
variety appears to show a higher use of PF and lower use of MF than monolingual
Spanish)lt is also possible that different HSs will employ differenésaof usef MF
depending on the Spanish dialect they Hasen exposetb. To explore these
phenomengathis study analyzed expression of futurity by HSs and compared it to
monolingualNSsand L2 learners, taking into account factors such as quantity of
language usenput, and proficiency level.
This study was thus informed by Val d®sb
while variability exists in this population, by examining their spontaneous language

production we can still provide the field with apdate wih respect to their preferences
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in the use of futurgerbforms and we can detect if acquisitional levels differ to the point

of statistical significance.

2.4.2.Similaritiesanddifferencesbetweersecondanguagdearnersandheritage
speakers

Heritage speakers differ from L2 learners regarding factors sushea$
language acquisition, quantiimdtype of input, language use, and socioeconomic status
(Montrul, 2012). Linguistic input serves as the fundamental material upon which
grammars aconstructed (Putnam and Sanchez, 2013), and HS and L2 leamers
exposedo different kinds of input. Whiledritagespeakers are exposed to the &tL
home (i.e., in a naturalistic setting) from infancy,ledrnerdend to begin exposure
later, oftenin a classroom setting. As seen in Tab the type and amount of input
both populations receive aldiffersin terms ofmode and quality, though both
populations receive variable inpMontrul, 2012).

Table 22. Input differences and similarities bten heritage speakers and L2 learners
(Montrul, 2012, p. 10)

Input | Heritage Speakers | L2 Learners

timing early (childhood) late (around puberty)

setting naturalistic (home) instructed (classroom)/ (naturalistic,
study abroad)

mode aural written and aural (literacy)

amount and frequency  variable variable

quality restricted to environment  restricted to environment
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The abovementionadputdifferences between HSs and L2 learners have been
found to have consequences for instructional practice: HSs often come to the classroom
having developed functionatgficiencies in the HL and show some advantages in the
areas of language comprehension, vocabulary, phonological decoding, and pronunciation
(Au, Knightly, Jun and Oh, 2002). Howevetrpncerningstructural aspects of the
language, HL and L2 learners setmexhibit similar gaps (Lipski, 1993).

The learning setting also plays an important role inahguageacquisition
process. L2 learners leaarsecond language a classroom context where there is often a
metalinguistic component involved. That isgtéis reflection and manipulation of
language that prompts participants to direct attention to rules or patterns of the target
languageln contrastHSs (at leasinitially) acquire the HL at home context that is not
focused on language patternditeracy skills €.g.,reading, writing, and metalinguistic
knowledgg. Regar di ng HSs 6 met eviouditgraturehas revealddn o wl e d g e
that HS learnersare not able tgroduce grammatical terminology performsimple
grammatical analyss of Sparsh(Correa, 2011Samanieg@ndPino, 2000) Further
Beaudrie (2009) found th&tSs often founaxplicit grammar explanationsgually
tailoredtowardslL2 learnersonfusing in the Spanish classrodmaddition Correa
(2011) examined the role of metajuistic knowledge on the acquisition of the
subjunctive and found that knowledge of terminology and grammar ruleslatedto
accuracy in the use stibjunctivefor L2 learners but ndor HL learners. Thus, we find
differences related to metalinguskinowledge and language acquisition in L2 learners

and HSs.
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As previously mentioned, etalinguistic awareness is one of Hreas of study of
the presaet dissertationAccording tothefindingsreviewed abovewe can hypothesize
that L2 learners, who reed explicit instruction on grammatical structures or functions
(e.g., expression of futurity) will show higher metalinguistic awarenegisemxpression
of futurity than HSs whaevere simply exposetb authentic discourse.

This section has reviewed seaidifferences between L2 learners and HSs and
how they impact language developméitie next section reviesthe literature on the

acquisitionof futurity by HSs.

2.4.3.Expressiorof futurity by Spanishheritagespeakers

This section presents the liature orthe expressiorof futurity by heritage
speakers of Spanish. To date, amchy knowledge, only one study has explored HSs of
two different proficiency levels, and no study has examined the development of
expression of futurity across HSs of ditfat proficiencies. Therefore, this review will
focus on existing studies that explore language contact and change in the United States.
The lteratureon language contact is relevant to tiiissertationsince the input HSare
exposedo at any level isikely to be a product of Spanidinglish bilingualism. One of
the main gquestions thatiseis how the Spanish of speakers living in th&compares to
their monolingual counterparts. Specifically, whether Spanish speakersUf thee a
reduced or simjfied variety, and whether language changes across generations. To shed
light on this matter, Silv&orvalan (1994) set out to create a modeheflarge and
dynamic bilingual community of MexicaAmerican bilinguals in Los Angeles, focusing

on three gemations of speakers. Regarding expression of futurity, &leevalan found
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a low frequency of the MF ithefirst generation and predicted thhis form would be

lost in second and third generatid®s,since the input they woulde exposetb would
notinclude a large percentage of use of MF. The data confirmed the hypothesis. These
results align with previous findings that suggest that in sitns of language contact, the
most marked tenses disappear first (e.g., the pluperfect subjunctive in Spfaihish)
Corvalan proposes that simplification may be due to bilinguals developing strategies to
lighten the cognitive load of using two differdimguistic systems in situations of intense
language contact.

Two decades after Sivdo r v al 8 n 0 s Seléeramnd ge Prad Parezz
(2016) set out to investigate the expression of futurity by heritage speakers of Spanish in
Florida. The goal of the aiily was to examine the linguistic factors that can predict the
use of each of the futurity forms (PF, MF, andl B well as whether regiomroficiency,
and/orsociolinguistic generatiohad an effect ofuture time expression. The study
analyzed futurexgression in 39 HSs that completed a PowerPguinded semi
structured sociolinguistic interview. Datgere co@dfor the followinglinguistic
constraintscertainty, temporal distance, presence/absence of a temporal adverb, clause
type, person, anderb type. Results showed an abundant use of PF (77.3%) and PI
(19.6%9, and scarce use of MF (3.7%). These findingmawith the trend of decreasing
use of the MF in favor of the PF orally, providing further support for the hypothesis that
the MF isbeing lostin US Spanish Interestingly Gomez Soler and de Prada report a
chain effect in which not only is the MF beirgplaced by th&F,but the PRalsostarts
being replaced by the R&.g., in he domain of motion verpsshowing a pattern of

innovation Generation and proficiency lewgkrenot found to constraithe expression
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of futurity. However, it is possible &t the lack of significant selts regarding

proficiency may be due to the small range of levels examined (27 participants were

advanced sggakers, while 12 were neadvanced)In contrastthe regional dialect of

Spanish was found to play a role. SpeclficaCaribbean Spanish showed a higher rate of

use ofthePI. This study reports on implications of language contact and lends further

support to the trend of thase of theMF decreasing in the Spanish of the United States.
This chapter has presentedaerview of the expression of futurity in different

Spanishspeaking communities, including Spanmbnolingualnative speakers, L2

learnes, and heritage speakers. Given the literature and gaps described above, the present

study aims to increase our unstanding of future time expressiddpecifically, the

study aims tanform theories of second language acquisitiomasfable expressiorsy

drawing comparisons between second language and heritage learners. Specifically, it

aims to exhaustively examinlegt lexical temporal markers and strategies used to express

future time across proficiency levels and to shed light on possible differemdie

development of future time expression between L2 learners andr-gklition by

focusing on young HSs, ttlstudy could inform future trends in the expression of futurity

in the United States.

2.5. Research questions
The present studgxploresthe following research questions:
RQ1. How do the developmental patterns of the expression of futurity compare in

Spanish L2 learners and heritage speakers of different proficiency levels?
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RQ2.a. Whatinguistic constraintgtemporal distance, temporadlverbials, clause
type, semantic type of verb, and markers of certainty) condition the use of future verb
forms in L2learners and HSs?

RQ2.b. Whaexternal constraint&xposure to Spanish dialect, formal education
in Spanish, gender, and age) conditio& use of future verb forms in L2 learners and
HSs?

RQ3. What is the relationship between the production of futore fiorms and

the metalinguistic awareness of L2 learners and HSs?
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CHAPTER3: METHODS

This chapter presents the methodology for the present dissertation. First, |
describe the participant groups as well as the recruitment process. Then, | explain the
motivation for the protocols used, describe their design, and detail the coding procedures
and methods of analysis employed. Since the knowledge we gain about a grammatical
structure can vary in different tasks, it is important to build a dataset that ima@ude
variety of tasksn order totriangulate data (Geeslin, 2010). Specifically, thiglgtused
an interview protocol, a preference task (PT), a metalinguistic questionnaire, and a
language background questionnaire. The goal cftvementioned protoceWwas to
provide a detailed picture of Lt2inl earnersod a

Spanish.

3.1. Participants

This section describes the characteristics of the participants in the study, as well
as the process in which participantsre recruiéd There were two groups of
participants: Spanish second language learners (L2) aidgeespeakers of Spanish
(HS). L2 learnersire definedas native speakers of English who started acquiring Spanish
in a classroom setting after their native languaagk lieen established (Genesee, Paradis
and Crago, 2004). Heritage speakers in this saudydefinedollowing Valdés (2000) as
language students wlame raisedn theUS in a home setting where Spanistspoken
who speak or at least understand the lagguand who are to some degree bilingual in
Spanish and Englisif.o minimize diversity in the HS group, | restricted the HS group to

those who were born in the United States or who migrated tdShehen they vere five
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years old or youngem addition participants in the heritage speaker group have not
attended bilingual schooling programs because intensive early language experience in
Spanish in some participants could yield confounding results. Tablg&ents a

summary of the participant groupinded in this study.

Table 31. Overview of participant groups in the study

Group Proficiency level | Number of | Age Inclusion or
participants exclusion criteria
L2 Learners | Intermediatemid | 20 18-36 | College education
Intermediatehigh | 14
Advanced 14
Heritage Intermediatemid | 5 1832 | College education
Speakers Intermediatehigh | 14
Advanced 21

As seen in Table-3, the study interviewed 88 participants (MN248, HS:
N=40). The L2 and HS groupgere dividednto intermediatemid (IM), intermediate
high (IH), and advanced (ADV) proficiency levels to allow for the study of
developmental patterng acquisition. The reason for not including a low proficiency
group is that when the stughas piloted low proficiency speakers often relied @xical
items to answer the questions eliciting expression of futurity.

Second language learner and heritggEaker data were craesectional, meaning
that it looked at learners of different proficiency levels at a single point in time and drew
conclusios from the patterns of differences across the grdopmder toplace students
in the appropriate level, bto k i nt o account participantsd sc
the DELE (the flagship exam of the Cervantes Institdieg entire proficiency tésan

be found in Appendix F. While the DELE is not without limitations, especially for the
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heritage speakempulation, it is commonly used in both L2 ad& research (e.gde

Prada Pérez and Pascual y Cabo, 2012; Giancaspro,M0a8ul, 2010; Van Odt,

2016, among others) and has been found to correlate with other language proficiency
measures (e.g., in Vddsch, 2016, DELE scores correlated with-sel$essment and
lexical decision tasks scoreff).my study, participants scoring betweenZon the

DELE were placedn the intermediatenid proficiency group, participants scoring
between 39 were in the itermediatehigh proficiency group, and participants scoring
over 39 points were in the advanced proficiency group. It is important to note ¢thia? tw
participantsvere placedn a proficiency level different than the level suggested by their
scores on thBELE. The reason for this adapted placement is that, although these L2
|l earnersd scores were under 30/ (specificaliyr per for
fluency and syntactiaccuracy andomplexity)revealed that they had an intermediate
high proficiency level. Data from tHanguage background questionnaigarding their
number of years of formal instruction in Spanish as well as $haiy abroad experience
corroborated this observation (see 8.2or a detailed description of the questionnaire,
which canbe foundin Appendix E). In addition to the DELE scores, since the L2 and HS
groupswere comprisedf college students, proficienégvel was triangulated by
examining st ude ntiatghéir cormera mivessity. Gehesalty eparecipants
taking 100 and 200 level courses placed in the intermediatiel proficiency group,

those taking 300evel courses placed in the interegtehigh group and students at the
400 level or higher placed the advanced group. The low number of participants in the
HS intermediatenid group is due to the difficulty of finding them in the NJ area.

The study also coded the corpus generated bydaheipants for age and
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educational levelTo control for thepossible effects of differences in educasidevel,

this variable wassimilar in both participant groupSpecifically, all participants had

completed at least some college educattantiac pant s6 age ranged bet we

years old Although tre ag range is noverywide, there may be differences between the

younger and the older participants of the stéhcording to Chambers (2002), age is the

primary social factor affecting languageange Several sidies have reported younger

speakers being linguistic innovators (e.g., Guy, 1990; Labov, 20b&jefore, it is

possible that linguistic patterns in theuwnger populationsf the HS of the studgould

help us predict future trendstime expression of futurity in Spanish in the United States.
Regarding participant recruitment, | used purposeful sampling, selecting subjects

that met theaforementioned langge age, and educational level criteria. Using the

purposeful sampling techniglenabled the elimination of age and educational level

effects when comparing and contrasting expression of futurity in the two groups. To

recruit participants for the L2 aidiS groups, | visited Spanish classes at a large public

university on the East Cetof the United States. The language background questionnaire

(see 3.2.4. for more information) corroborated that potential participants conformed to the

aforementioned agand educational level requirements.

3.2. Methodology

This section explains theired-methods methodology employed to answer the
research questions of the study. All participants completed a total of three tasks targeting
the expression of futurity in Spah:

1 An interview protocol,
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1 a preference task (PT), and

1 a metalinguistic awaress questionnaire.

Task 1, the interview protocol, tested pa
Pl and other verbal structures employed to express futurity in spousral speech.

Task 2, the preference t aeferdncefeBardng f oc us e (
the expression of futuneerbforms and temporal lexical markers.

Task 3, the metalinguistic awareness ques
metalinguisticknowledge of expression of future time. All three tasks werepseléd; in
othe words, there was no time limit for participants to complete the tasks. Together,
tasks1l,2an8ar e intended to present a detailed pi
speaekersd6 expression of futurity in Spanish.

In addition participants completedlanguage background questionnaire. The
results from the questionnaire were used to examine the effects ofcamsthintge.g.,
number of years of formal study of Span@stexposure to a specific Spanish dialect) on
participant s & yeTaspsrlg2sand, as well asfthe fangtiagerbackground
guestionnaireganbe foundin Appendices AE.

The goal of collecting data from a variety of tasks and sources rentgulate
findingsto more accurately depitite state of the anmh the expresion of futurity in
Spanish. Thelifferent tasks tapped into different kinds of knowledfeerefore, the
aforementioned tasksr ovi ded a mul ti di mensional view of
futurity that may nobe necessarily reveal@hen, for examplegroduction data alone
are considereds a single source of analysis (Kinginger and Farrell, 2004).

Table 32 presentstherolef t he research protocols i n a
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Table 32. Overview of the role of protocails relation b the RQs

Research Question

Protocol(s) used to answer the RQ

RQ1. How do the developmental patterns of
theexpression of futurity compare in Spanisk
L2 learners and heritage speakers of differe

proficiency levels?

- Task 1: Interview protocol (see 312.
- Task 3: Metalinguistic questionnaire
(see 3.2.3.)

- Language background questionnairg
(see 3.2.4.)

RQ2.a. Whatinguistic constraintgtemporal
distance, temporal adverbials, clause type,
semantic type of verb, and markers of
certainty) conditiorthe use of future verb

forms in L2 learners and HSs?

- Task 1: Interview protocol (see 3.2.1
- Task 2: Predrence task (see 3.2.2.)

RQ2.b. Whaexternal constraint&xposure to
Spanish dialect, formal education in Spanisl
gender, and age) conditiorethise of future

verb forms in L2 learners and HSs?

- Task 1: Interview protocol (see 3.2.1
- Language background questionnairg
(see 3.2.4.)

RQ3.What is the relatioship between the
production of future time forms and

metalinguistic awareness?

- Task 1:Interview protocol
- Task 3: Metalinguistic questionnaire
(see 3.2.4.)

In the subsections that follow, | explain the motivation for and the design of the

three task employed in the present study. Then, | highlight the goals of the language

background gestionnaire.

3.2.1.Task1: Interviewprotocol

In the interview protocol (Labov, 1984), | examined r t i @rodquetiontofs 6

futurity in SpanishThis sectionis organizeds follows: First, | introduce the task and
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connect it to the research quessidhat it helps to address. Second, | describe the format
of the task, followed by examples. Thirgarbvide an eglanation ofhow the interview
protocol controls fom number opotential confounds such as priming effects. Finally, |
discuss the codingrpcedures and the statistical analyseswese maden the basis of

the data collected from the interview.

Accordng to Milroy and Gordon (2(8), interviews are the most common
approach to data collection in sociolinguistic and variationist researclyoshef the
interview protocol in this study was to elicit naturalistic data. Specifically, the protocol
was desiged to elicit comparable responses from all participants (see 3.2.1.1. for a
detailed description of the protocdjaving obtained comparablesponsest was
possible to begin exploring the research questions by performing frequency tests to
examine thalistribution of the variants in production (in this case Pl, MF, MF, and
others) as well athe constraing conditioning the expression aitfirity. Data from the
interview also allowed to analyze the lexical resources and linguistic strategies that
spealers employ when expressing futurity, as well as the developmental stages in L2
speakers and HSs of different proficiency levels. In the sention | explain how the
interview adjusts to the goals of the current study and provide examples of thewntervie

guestions

3.2.1.1. Description of the interview protocol
In the interview protocol, | asked participants 36 questaimit their experieces
as students, about their past, abduttheir plans for the futur&.o obtain comparable

responses, | used a protocol comprised of questions sy&PugEsplanetienespara las
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vacacionesleveran® 6 Wh at ar e your pl.dheguesbmsdefisced mmer br
the topic of the conversation and enabled me to trace thensatteexpression of futurity
in different populations (Labov, 1984). The entire protocol of questionbec&mundin
Appendix A. Participants were asked to answer in a way thebwaatural as possible. |
avoided using the t entsranditoldthera that weemware goingtd h par t
have a ficonversationo or a fAchato instead in
relaxed atmosphere (Orozco, 2004). The conversationlig#ally recorded, transcribed,
and analyzed.
After reviewing interview gestions from existing studies, | decided to follow
Gudmestad and Geeslin (2011) for the format, since the questions elicited expression of
futurity without using future verb form®.g.,¢Dénde tevesencincoafio®?
6aWhere do you s es.?fmddified thedorftentiofreevéral questiopse a
since they included linguistic structures that intermeehaite proficiency students would
not be able to follow (e.g., conditiahquestions asking for hypothetical answers).
Guided by the backgrounds atiné interests of the potential participants in the present
study, | designed 36 questions that college students could encounter in real life:
a) Eighteen questiordicited expresion of futurity, the focus of this studyemporal
distancevas manipulatedcross six contexts following Kanwit (2014), and there were
three questions for each of the following six conditions:
1- later that day (immediately after completing the study)
2- the next day
3- the next weekend

4- the next school break (summer breake @r two months away)
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5- after graduation (two months to three years away)
6- the year 2027 (ten years from in the future)

The reason for eliciting more answers than previousesuglg, Kanwit, 2014,
included six prompts) was to ensure participantsipced enough tokens. | memorized
the questions beforehand amtoccasions modified the order thereof, with the goal of
eliciting as spontaneous speech as possible. For instakigped a question if a
participant had already discussed that topic.
b) The remaining 18 questions were distractors. Note that questions targeting expression
of futurity and distractor questions were intertwined. The goal was to distract participants
from the topic of the task (i.e., expression of futurity) while still ensupiagicipants
were engaged in the task. Specifically, dist
lives as students as well as about their hobbies and past experiences.

Examples of stimuli from the studyre presentedelow. The entire interview
protocolis includedin Appendix A.
(2). (a) ¢ Qupiensahacerdespués deompletaresteestudi®@
6What are you going to do after completing t
(b) ¢ Cudles sotusplanesparaestefin desemana
60What are your pweaeaealerdnd?dt he upcoming
(c) ¢ Qué planeenespara lasracacionesleveran®
6What are your plans for summer break?5f
(d) ¢ Como témaginada vidaen el afio 20277
6 How do vy bfainthemeag2026e

Examples of distractors:
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(e) ¢@mo va el semestre, qeérsos tomas?
OHow is the semester going? What courses
(f) ¢ Qué tegustahacerentu tiempolibre?
O0What do yiawouin kfer e ® tdiome ? 06
(9) ¢ Cambia laidade highschool a&universida@ ¢ Como?
060Does | i f e cshhaaohtg ec dlrloeng ehd gHhow? 6
In December 2016, | piloted the interview with native Spanish speakers as well as
with HSs and L2 learners to check that:
a) speakers expressed themseingsrms offuturity whenexpected,
b) speakers from intermediateid, intermediaténigh and advanced proficiency levels
were able to understand and answer the questions, and
c) speakers considered the topics of the questions realistic.

The findings of the pilot study revealedthiow and (to a lesser degree)
intermediateproficiency students were not able to understand several questions.
Regarding questions about the future, repetition and paraphrasing of the question helped
intermediate students understand. Regarding disteadimice the questions that caused
the most dficulty were follow-up questions, | decided to omit those questions for the
intermediatemid proficiency participants. Feedback from the pilot study revealed that L2

learners and HSs found the topics realistic

3.2.1.2. Controlling for additional varilds in the interview protocol
The questions in the interview controlled for several potential confounding

factors.In order toavoid priming effects, the interview protocol was the first task that

ar

€
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participants ompleted. Furthermore, questions about tlesgnt, as well about the past

and futurewere askedh an effort tokeep participants unaware of the goal of the study

and to obtain as naturalistic data as possible. As mentioned in the previous section, half

of the questions focused on futurity, whileetrest served as distractdrs addition to

avoid priming effects in the expression of futurity, questions about the future were

formulated in present tense using formulae sucXas planeienesmafnana? Wat

are your pl arrlke rdasoiior using these formwla® & that questions such
as¢Quéhacesmafiana® What are you doing tomorrow?6 cou
Mafanatrabajo6 | wo r k & Theafosementowed measurasned to ensure that

the responses obtained were representativatofalistic uses of futurity.

3.2.1.3. Data coding and analysis of the interview protocol

The present study used a mixegthods approach and employed quantitative as
well as qualitative analyses in the intew protocol data. First, for the quantitaiv
analysisthe dependent and independent variables wlergifiedandcoded. For the
dependent variablexpressions of futuritwere identified n parti ci pant sdé r es
the interview protocolThis varigble provides information about the frequency with
which each group used verb forms expressing futuRscall that tis studyfollowed a
functionalist approachnd the analysis included all verbal forreferring to events or
actions taking place in thetlre (after the moment of speech)hat is,tense categories
were defined primarilyn terms ofthe function they perform in a given context. Thhs,
dependent variable of the study was not limited to the analythe bfF andthe PF, but

included allverbal forms that refer to future time (Gudmestad and Geeslin; Rahivit,
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2014 and in which the point of event and the point of reference canaitd the point of
eventfollows. For examplethe dependent variable of expression of futurity coded the
subjunctive when itvas usedn contexts that refeed to events or actionkat maytake
placein the future.

The dependent variable this studyhasseven categories. Table33ontains a
list of the verb forms thavere codedrom the interview protoa, as well as examples
taken from the corpus generated by the
created to include verb forms that appeared with low frequency in the data (e.g., non
inflected verbs, present progressiva)d thesaitterancesveredocumentedn a separate

document for the qualitative analysis.

study
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Verbform

Example with context

Periphrastic Future
(PF)

Context: The speaker explaineeriplans for that evening.

(L2-36-ADV): Probablementeoy a haceunas tareas que
tengo para | a clase de pr 8¢
d_6 probablygoing to dathe homework | have for my

i nternship course (€é&).6

Morphological Future
(MF)

Context: The speaker explainkdw he envisioned his life in
ten years.

(L2-50-ADV): Tendré32 afios. Me imagino quendrémi
propio apartamento, una carrera mas o menos estable.

d 6132 limagine 6 | | mylovenapartment, a more or les
stablear eer . 0

Present Indicative (PI)
as future

Context: The speaker explained what she planned to have {
lunch that day.

(HS-2-IH): En el almuerzo a lo mejaomoalgo ligero.
OFor | uneas omeythbhda nlg | i ght . 6

Lexical Future (LF)

Context: Thespeaker explained how he imaginedfirst job
after graduation.

(HS-7-IH): No sé todavia gjuiero serintérprete o maestro de
ESL.

61 am n o twasttorbean integpreter of an ESL
teacher . 6

Conditional as future

Context: The speaker explaithhow she envisioned the world
in tenyears.

(L2-53-1H): Entonces creo que, yo no sé si habrd mas paz ¢
habra menos paz, si tenia que adivinar yo adivinosgui&
mas paz en la vida.

6 Then thatlt hdonnkbt know i f the
lesspeaceif | had to guess | guess thaetewould bemore
peace in |ife. o

Subjunctive as future

Context: The speaker explained how she envisioned the wg
in ten years.

(HS-21-ADV): Ojala que ya todsealike mejor, ojala que no
tengamodike guerras o nada asi.

0l f onl yislkevbettery tf h iomd yhawelke whis
or anything |like that.d

Other verb forms

employed as future

a) Noninflected verbs:
Context: The speaker described her plans for that evening
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participating in the study.

(HS-23-IH): Manejara casa, y despu@gendera mi papa.
@rive home and theteke care@ f my dad. 6

b) Present progressive:
Context: The speaker discussed her plans for the upcoming
summer.

(L2-33-IM): Yo no sé, posiblemergstoy trabajandopero yo
no se.
61l dono6t Kklamworkngbutls sd dnd &t kn

c) Other verbs:

e.g., verbs impasttense.

Context: The speaker discussed how she imagined the wor
the year 2027 (ten years in the future).

(L2-38-IM): Es posible que nbabiacambios porque ahora
hay muchas diferen€sic], mucha division en las ideds é.)
0l t i s p o sweielolchangestbecausetnbvetirere

manydifferenc  a | ot of division

It is important to note thatam-target like forms were included in thealysis,

since accuracy is not ttiecus of this study. The following excerpts from the corpus

exemplify instances in which inaccuracwesre found n

verbs.

(1) Context: The speaker talbout her plans for the upcoming Friday.

(L2-39-IM): Si, para viernes tengoabajo y *trabajara en Brower, después

de este probablementg&a happy hour y usualmente *va a bares de antes de

este con amigos.

6Yes,

on Fr i da wil Wworka3®SaeBrowear, after tleatn d

probably (1) "go-3PSto happy hour and usually #o-3PS to bars before

t his

with friends. 0

A

participants®o

*

(2) Context: The speaker commented on how he imagined the world in ten years.

(HS-10-ADV): Ojala que*haigamas informacion sobre lo questas
estudiando con el clima y que la tecnologia esté a par con eso de como

mejorar el clima, con eso del reciclaje, con lo de el consumo de gas o los

fossil fuels.

conju
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0 Ho p e f u Iwill pe ntorle mformatidn about whaydu arestudying
about climate and (hopefully) technology will be up to date with that on how
toimproveclimate wi th recycling, with gas consu

Note that verbs were excluded from the data when they did not express futurity,
even whertheywere issuedvhen answering a question asking about the future. The

following instancesvere not codeth this study:

- Verbsexpressing events or states that express habitual actions (routines) or that

could refer to the present.
(3) Context: Theeaker talks about her plans for the following day.

(L2-41-1H): Siempre me gusta comeatmeal para el desayo, y también la

fruta, y leche, y no sé. Pero para el almuetiados los dias yo comer, como

una ensalada con pollo y luego para la noche es siempre depende en lo que
tengacerca en el dining hall.

d always like to haveatmeal for breakfast, and alsaif, and milk, and |

dondt know.evdyday | éatjke a daladnwithhchicken artlen

at night it always depends on what the

- Verbs where the point of reference and point of event do not coincide

(Reichenbach, 2005).
(4) Context: The speaker talks about how he envisions his life in ten years.

L2-57:Y buenopara ese entonces yo creo gue como habré ido, habré subido
en monte Rainier gque est8 en Washington
si vivo en Washingtolnabré idoa acampara Mount Rainier para ese

entoncessSi.

6 We by khen | think that | wi have been to, | will have hikedt. Rainier in
Washingt on ( éthenjfllivehniWashington will haue gone
tocamppbn Mt . Rainier by then. Yes. 0

- Utterances that did not include a verb.

(5) Context: the speaker talked about hovinhggined his life would be in ten
years.

HS-7-1H: Con un apartamento, o con un, con un espacio en Nueva York, con
trabajo, quiza casado o con animales.
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OWi t h an anghaarwithmeespate,in New York, with work, maybe
married or with animals. 0

- The PFin the expressimoyvamosavero | et 6 sdwedl | see
(6) Context: The speaker discussed how she envisioned her life after graduation.
(HS-19-1H): No sé, creo que seraduyndificil en principio para

acostumbrarme al, a la vida de trabajar después de ser estudiante creo que
seré un poco dificil la transicion, pek@amos a ver.

61 donEt know, | think it wilthetobe di f fi
the working Ife after being a student | think the transition will be difficult, but
we’ll seed

- Repetitions or corrections (these instances were coded only once).

(7) Context: The speaker talked about what his plans for summer break (in a
month).

HS-26-1H. En mayaocuando ya terminen las claseg voya, me voya
Ecuador con mis amigos.
6l n May wh elmm goingios] sne goingtoiEcbiador with my

A

Friends. 06

(8) Context: The speaker talked about how she imagined her life in ten years.

(L2-43-IM): Hasta queengo siete afios vivo en Cape May muy al sury me

gusta mucho so es posible que vivir viviré en Cape May, pero no Hosbrau,

me gusta Hosbrau.

ount i | I was seven | | iandelikeitmlotGape May v
itds possi blvee tihnatCalpel iMaey ,wiblut Iniot Hosb
Hosbrau. 6

- Verbs in English.

(9) Context: The speaker talks about how shegines the world in ten years.

(HS-21-ADV): Quizés likewe can slow dowglobal warming.
60 Ma y b &e dan slow dowglobal warmingd

Having operationalized the dependent variable of the study, | now continue to
present the independerdriables Each item expressing futurityas codedor a series of

linguistic andexternal constraintdourindependenlinguistic constraintsvere caled
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following Kanwit (2014) and other previous studies: temporal distataese type,
semantic type of the verb (following Aaron, 2006), and certainty. New additional
constraintgegarding temporal markewgere addedquantity of temporal adverbials, &p
of temporal adverbial, and position of temporal adverbial.

In addition two types of independepkternal constraintwere codedn this
study.Threeexternal constrainteere acquisitionah nature par ti ci pant 6s spe:
(encompassingge of acgisition of Spanishandproficiency level), exposure to Spanish
dialect, ad formal education in Spanishhere werelsotwo social constraintggender
and ageThe data for thexternal constraintwereobtainedfrom the language
background questionnaifsee 3.2.4.). Table-8 presents the classification of the
linguistic andexternal constraintas well as an abbreviated coding guide. The complete
coding guide cabe foundin Appendix B.

Table 34. Independentinguistic andexternal constraintsoded n the interview protocol

Linguistic constraints External constraints

Temporal distance Speakegroup (age of acquisition and
(1= later that day, 2= the next day, 3= th¢ proficiencylevel)

next weekend, 4= the next months, 5= af (1= HS intermediatenid, 2= HS
graduation, 6= in ten years) intermediatehigh, 3= HS advanced, 4= L2
intermediatemid, 5= L2 intermediatigh,
6= L2 advanced)

Type of temporal adverbial appearing in | Exposure t&panisidialect

theutterance (1= Mexico and Cenéil America, 2=

(1= later that day, 2= the next day, 3= th¢ Caribbean, 3= South America, 4= Spain,
next weekend, 4=he next months, 5= aftg 5=US Spanish)

graduation, 6= in ten years, 7= no prese

of adverbial marker)
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Positionof temporal adverbials of time
appeamg in the utterance

(1= before verb, 2= after verb, 3= before
and after verb, 4= NA)

Formal education in Spanish
(1= NA, 2=less than 5 yesy 3= 59 years,
4= 10 years or more)

Quantityof temporal adverbials appearing
in the utterance
(1= one, 2=two omore, 3=NA)

Gender
(1= Female, 2= Male)

Clause type in which the future form
appears
(1= main, 2= subordinate)

Age
(1= 2030, 2=30+)

Semantic type of verb
(1=dynamic normotion, 2= motion, 3=

stative, 4= psychological/ perceptual)

Markers of certimty conveyed in the claus
(1= no marker, 2= high certainty, 3= mid
certainty, 4= low certainty, 5= contingesit

6i f6 cl ause)

| now move on to define and operationalizeitidependenvariables of the

study.First, thelinguistic constraintsthen tle external constraint§ hefirst linguistic

constraint examined ithe study wasemporaldistance. Theonstraintof temporal

distance was used to account for the time between the time of speech and the time when

the event or state would take place. Rebat six temporal distancegere examineth

this study:
1- later that day,

2- the next day
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3

the next weekend,

4

thenext school break (summer break),
5- after graduation (two months to three years away),

6

the year 2027 (ten years in the future).

The intervew protocol included three questions targeting each of the six
aforementioned temporal distances (that is, 18 gurestotal), as well as 18 additional
guestions that served as distractors. Examples of stimuli from thevetnelyresenteih
the sectiordescribing the interview protocol (3.2.1.1). The entire interview proiscol
includedin Appendix A. Examples ofazling for theconstraintof temporal distance are
not provided because the coding for ttasmstraintwas linkedto the questions of the
interview protocol. For example, answers to the three questions regarding plans for later
that daywere codedvith a 1, answers to the three questions regarding plans for the next
day were coded with a 2, etc., as exhibited in @&8 above.

The next thredéinguistic constraintsefer to temporal markers. Specifically, these
constrains examined thguantityof temporal adverbials, the type of temporal adverbial,
and the position of temporal adverbials. The quantity of tempovakhidls was the third
constaintof the study anevas used to account for the use of one or more temporal
adverbials in a single utterance. Even though in most instances participants used zero or
only one temporal adverbial, there were instances in vadaehral speakers produced
two in one utterance. Thus, tlasnstraintaccounted for redundancy. Tabkb 3lustrates

the coding for thig€onstraintwith examples taken from the present dataset.
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Table 35. Quantityof temporal adverbials ia responswith examples and context

Quartity of temporal

adverbials

Example with context

None

Context: The speaker talked about her plans for dinner
day.

(HS38IM): Creo que Vvoy a tene
¢macarrones? pasta, y yo sé que teggacamole en la casq
entonces voy a comes@con papitas.
o1 t hink |1 am goi wiphé trma chas
pasta,and | know that | have guacamole at home, so |
going to eat that with chi

One

Context: The speaker talked about her platex giarticipating
in the present study.

(HS-38-IM): Despuéda mi casa que vivo alla, vamos a ter
un barbequelsic]

After the myhouse that | live there, we are going to hay
barbeque. 0

Two or more

Context: The speaker talked about her pfanshe weekend.

(HS-38-IM): Mafhanael sabadoesRutgers day entonces v
a participar en eso.

oromorrow Saturdayi t 6 s R u ts@ le ams goirty atgy
participate in that.Oo

We now draw our attention to thieird linguistic constraint which examined the

type of temporal adverbials employed in the corpimgs studycodedfor six types of

temporal markers that correspond to the six temporal distanceset@taminech this

study: later that day, the next day, the next weekend,dmtenths, after graduation, and

in ten years. The coding guide also ud#d an option for no temporal adverbials. Table

3-6 illustrates the coding for thonstraintwith examples from the corpus of the study.
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Table 36. Type of temporal adverbials anresponswith examples and context

Type oftemporal Examplewith context
adverbial
Later that day Context: The speaker talks about her plans for that evenir|

(L2-53-IH): No.Esta nocheroy a conocer con mi novio que
no vi por mucho tiempo y entonces vamos a relajarnos.
@No. Tonightl am going to meet up with my boyfrietidat |
havenodot s e e nandsoowe aragoingtorglax.t i

The next day Context: The speaker talks about plms for the next day.

(HS-20-ADV): Mafiana por la mafianme voy a tomar el
examen de espafiol, después voy a ir a comer con unas
amigas.

Gromorrow morning am going to take the Spanish exam,
then | am going tgo eat with some friends.

The next weekeh Context: The speaker talks about his plans for the weeker

(L2-37-IM): El sabadovoy a ir con unas amigas unos amig
a ver un musicaén Broadway.

@n Saturday am going to go with some friends some frier
to see a musical on Broadway.

The next school break| Context: The speaker talks about her plans for the upcom
summer break.

(L2-59-ADV): Luegoa finales de junio y juli@staréen
Espafa haciendo investigaciones.
0 T h e n era bf Jundamduly | will be in Spain doing

A

research. o6

After graduation Context: The speaker talks about where she plans to live
graduation.

(L2-34-IH): Creo quedespués de graduarmey aser aqui
en este ciudad o en Boston.
d think thatafter graduatioh am going to be here in this city

A

orinBoston, 6

In the year 2027 Context: The speaker talked about how she envisioned hg
in ten years.

(L2-34-IH): Pues probablementn diez afiogoya trabajar.
0So primtdngebrsly am goi ng t o Ww(

Anotherconstraint shed light ottne position of temporal adverbials with regards

to the future verb in the utterandéis was the durthlinguistic constraint examineih
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the studyand itwas ©ded as follows: no temporal adverbials, adverbial before the verb,

adverbial after the verb, and adverbials before and after the verb. Exampbesfoand

in Table 37:
Table 37. Positionof temporal adverbials ia responswith examples and context
Positionof temporal Example with context
adverbials
Before the verb Context: The speaker talks about her plans for the
following day.

(HS-5-ADV): Mafianatengo que ir a un evento, porque
voy a ir a Israel, entonces nos dicen un poco de la
historia (é&).

dromorrow! have to go to arvent,because | am going
to Israel, so they t edll

After the verb Context: The speaker tallebout her plans for the
upcoming weekend.

(L2-61-ADV): Probablemente voy a ir a un restaurat
viernes o el sdbado

61l am probably goi rfrgaytoro
Saturdayd

Before and after the verb | Context: The speaker talks about what fanglto do that
evening.

(HS-33-ADV): Esta nochenada, solo estudigvor la
noche
dronightnothing,only studyingat nightd

Thefifth linguistic constraintof the study examined the effects of clause type on
theexpressiorof futurity. Table 38 illustrates the coding for theonstraintwhich
accounted for whether the verb expressing futurity ajgoea a main o a subordinate

clause.
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Table 38. Clause type ima responswith examples and context

Clause Type

Example with context

Main clause

Context: The speaker talked about hispléor that
night.

(HS-1-ADV): Esta noche, buentengo que gtudiar.
0 Toni g Hhhave tovstdyl |,

Subordinate clause

Context: The speaker talked about his plans for that
night.

(HS-1-ADV): No estoy seguro, pero creo Queemos a
salir a alguna parte.
6l am not

swuerder,e bqguoti nlg tth

The gxth linguistic constraintexamined the semantigpe of the verb and itwas

codedfollowing the categorization proposed by Aaron (2006) and used by Kanwit

(2014), with slight modificationslable 39 presents the types of verbs coded in this

study:
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Table 39. Semantic type of verb enresponswith examples and context

Semantic typ of verb

Example with context

dynamic noAmotion verbs

(e.g.,comer, trabajay

Context: The speaker talked about his plans for the
upcoming weekend.

(HS-19-IH): Probablementeoya estudiarmucho, es
posiblequevoya visitar a miabuelaen New York.

"I am probably going tgtudya lot, it is possible that | am
going to visit my grandma in New York”

motion verbs

(e.g.,salir, ir)

Context:The speaker talked abaduis plans for that
evening.

(HS-1-ADV): No estoy seguro, pero creo que vamos a
salir a alguna parte.
60l am not sure, bagotsolmetwhn

stative verbs

(e.g.,estar, tenel)

Context: The speakéealked about how he imagined the
world in the year 2027.

(HS-13-IH): Me parece como que los Estados Unidos 1
vaaserel pa2?s m8s poderoso
presiento como otros paises como Rusia o China van
teneruna posicion atractiva como los Estados Unidos.
601 t s e e keghe Urited i@tateslisinot goinga®e
the most power ful cléelthatr
other countries like Russia or China are goingaeean
attractive position I|ike

psychological/perceptual

verbs (e.g.creer, ve)

Conext: The speaker explains her plans for the followi
day.

(HS-14-1H): Por la nocke ver una pelicula de pronto y
descansar.
0l n theattha emonge maybe a

Theseventhand last linguisticonstraintof the study examined markers of

certanty with the goal of examining’hether the degree of confidence that a speaker has

about an event happenihgs an effect othe way he or she expresses futurity. This

study approached the analysis of certainty by examining certainty markers. Following

Gomez Soler and de Prada Pérezl@Qthe certainty markers in this studyere

analyzed using the following scale: high certainty, mid certainty, and low certiainty.
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addition the study coded for instancessob i f 6 condi ti onal el auses,

which there was no marker oértainty in the utterance. The table below illustrates the

coding for thisconstraint

Table 310. Markers of certainty ia responseith examples and context

Markers of certainty

Example with context

No marker of certaty

Context:The speaker talked about his plans for that nig

(L2-59-ADV): Voy a buscar un trabajo que me de com
6l am going to |l ook for

Marker of high certainty
(e.g.,seguroqued am sure
that 6)

Context: The spéer talkedabout how he imagined his
job after graduation.

(L2-47-IM): Well obviaments/o voy a estar con mi
computadora mucho, pero también creo que voy a
necesitar trabajar con otros desarrolladores de softwa
(&)

0 Weobwuiouslyl am going to spend lot of time with my
computer, but | also think that | am going to need to w
withot her software devel ope

Marker of mid certainty

(e.g.,creoqued | t hi

Context: The speaker talked about his plans after
graduation.

(HS-39-ADV): Me imaginocomo que va a ser, va a ser
un reto nuevo honestamente porque nunca he trabaja
full ti me as? en mi vi da
dimaginel i ke i tds going to b
challenge honestly because | have never worked full ti
in my |ife (é).6

Markerof low certainty

(e.g..talvezd may b e

Context: The speaker talked about her summer plans.

(HS-28-1H): Y quizas mi novio va a mover a Detroit par
trabajar, so voy con él a visitar, so.

0And maybe my boyfriend
work,solamgoi ng with him to

Si6i f 6 cl

Context: The speaker talks about her plans for that
evening.

(L2-51-ADV): S tengo tiempo para cenar voy a comer
una ensalada, si tengo tiempo.

df | have time to have dinner | am going to have a salg
flhave ti me. 0
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It is important to mention that if participants employed more than one marker of
certainty in the clause, | coded the one closest to the verb under examination.
(10) Context: The speaker talks about how she imagines the worldyieaen

(L2-53-1H): Creo queyo no & si habra mas paz, o menos paz.
61 thhatjlnlkdon&tf kinhoew epédcdprb d emsr geace. 0

Having described thinguistic constrainten detail, | now describe how |
analyzed the data generated by the int@npeotocol. First, | performed statistical
analyses using thetatistical Package for the Social Scien@&3SS)Chi-Square tests of
independence were performed to determine wddtiere was a statistically significant
relationshipbetween two or more viables (e.g.futureverb form and L2 proficiency
level, orfutureverb form anclause typg That is, the goal of the Giiquare tests was
to determine whether theonstraintslescribed above conditioned the use of verb forms
participants employed to press futurityln addition | conducted multinomial logistic
regressions in each group to determine whigjuistic constraint®perate as a predictor
or condition the use of aifure form hierarchically (i.e., valuing the strength of the
constraintompared to otheconstraing).

In order toobtain a more detailed understanding of the expression of futurity in
the different groups, a qualitative analysis complemented the quantitative analysis. The
rationale for the qualitative analysis is tbattain spech features such as hesitation or
circumlocution cannot be fully captured by a quantitative analybisrefore, the
gualitative analysis aimed to provide a comprehensive picture of the strategies used by
speakers to express futurity. For example, ingiieditativeanalysiswe may find casesf
circumlocution, which is the use of many words when fewer are sufficient. Other

phenomena we may observe when L2 learners or HSs are trying to overcome a language
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barrier are hesitations (e.09sé6 | d o nédo o6 rkanépansesand silence. Thusn
in-depthanalysis shed light on the presence of other features that the quantitative analysis
did not coddor. Further the qualitative analysis allowed examination of responses that
differed from the tendencidsund, which may indicate inteandintra- groupvariability.
Together, the quantitative and the qualitative analyses will shed light on the
research questions by analyzing and comparing how L2 learners and HSs express futurity
in Spanish. Overall, the atysis will contribute to the field bgdopting a functionalist
approach, by deepening the studyirduistic constraintgspecifically temporal lexical
markers), and by focusing on the effects of age of acquisition, proficiency level, and

language expegnce in L2 learners and HSs.

3.2.2.Task 2: Preferenceask

The Preference task (PT) (e.g., Montrul, 1998; Cuza and Frank, iddh8)
second task of the study. The PT aimed to ex
of expression of futurity in $mish focusing othe presence/absence and location of
temporal lexical markers (e.gnafianad t o0 mo r la semanajwevieneb ne xt . we e k 6)
The goal of this task was tmmplement the interview protocol @@mparing the
development of expression of fuityracross proficiencievels in the L2 and HS groups,
sheddinglighbn partici pantsé preferences regarding
express futurity. In particular, the preference task helped add@2s., which inquired
about thdinguistic constraintsonditioning theexpression of futurityn L2 learners and
HSs.This sections organizedike the section for Task 1. First, | introduce the PT and its

goals. Then | provide a description of the task and its different conditions, as well as
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examples and an expiation of how | have controlled for possible confounding factors.
Finally, | explain how I plan to code and analyze the data.
The Preference task is a widely used method of data collection in bilingualism
research, including research the acquisition ofariation(e.g., Geeslin, 2003; Kanwit,
2014). The primary benefit of a PT is that it allows the researcher tothmakaguistic
contrast that is being targeted salient (lonin and Zyzik, 20d4he PT, | tested
par t i ci ipoasofisstancas oéxpression of futurity in Spanish regarding the
presence/absence and location of lexical markers, specifically temporal markers such as
temporal adverbials (e.gnafianad t o0 mo r la sem@énawevieneO ne xt week o) .
Some participars who did not produce or produced a lower frequency of lexical markers
may still show a preference for them when presented. It is also possible that participants
who produced certain forms (e.g., multiple lexical markers) nodghow a preference
forthen when presented. I n other words, the PT
knowledge of expression of futurity. Specifically, it focused on how the constraints of
lexical markers operate in the expression of futurity. Fliecomplemented the interview
protocol incomparing the development of expression of futurity across proficiency levels
in the L2 and HS groupsheddinglighb n par ti ci pant sé preference:

resources speakers use to express futurity.

3.2.2.1. Description of thgreference task
Participants were asked to read a sparagraptpresenting a context, followed
by three sentences that differ only regarding the lexical temporal markers accompanying

the verb expressing futurity. Then, thegre asked to select the serde that sounded
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better to them. In the PT, there were a total of 36 items. Half the ikerh8)(focused on
theexpressiorof futurity and included three conditions targeting temporal mafkiees
dependent variableYheremainderhalf of the itemsk=18) were fillers. Anexample of
an item focusing on future time and temporal adverlsgisesentethelow:
(3). Instructions Read each context. Then read the follgpvsentences arahoose which
of three possiblsentences you prefer in each context.
Mariay Lola son amigas. Estan tomando un café juntas en el centro de estudiantes de la
universidad. Maria pregunta a Lola por sus planesmaf@na y Lola responde:

(a) Mafana voy a ir al cine con Marcos.

(b) Voy a r al cine con Marcos nfi@na

(c) Voy a ir dcine con Marcos.

In condition 1, participants read sentences with a temporal marker before the verb

that expresses futurity, as seen in (3.a). In condition 2, participants read sentences with a
temporal marker after the verb that expresses futurityeesis (3.b). Findy, in
condition 3, participants read sentences without a temporal marker referring to the verb
that expresses futurity, as seen in (te that out of the 18 experimental iteraix
items tested temporal adverbials with relatioMte, six with relation to PF, and siwith

relation to P1.The entire PTis includedin Appendix C.

3.2.2.2. Controlling for additional variables in the PT
In this section, | explain the steps taken to control for potential confounds. As
presented in th@revious section, dif of the itemsin the PT were fillers designed to

distract participants from the focus of the task (i.e., lexical marketseiexpressiorof
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futurity), and to provide variety in the items so the task was not monotonous and
participarts engaged their attention to complete it.

As described above, conditi@items (as seen in 3.c) wesentences without a
temporal marker referring to the verlatlexpresses futurityhat is, sentences in
condition 3 were ambiguous by themselves reagarthe exact time point when the event
takes place. Specifically, sentences in condii@xpressed in Pl such ®®y a la
cafeterial 61 go t o tlheant agfoetnegr itaod behnteerpetadiset er i a d)
referring to present time and therefarot chosen as the preferred option in the protocol.
To avoid this type of confusion in conditi@items, the context that preceded the target
sentences providdadformation about the time of the future event. For instance, as seen in
(3), the context nde it clear that the sentences refer to actions taking place the following
day (i.e., tomorrow).

In addition | controlled for othefactors related to futuréime reference
following Gudmestad and Geeslin (201%pecifically, all sentences in the PT item
contained only one finite verb (i.e., no subordination), and none of the sentences
containechegation

Items targeting future and filler itemgere scrambledhat is, the order of the
items was randomAlthough this task was untimed, participants wasked taespond as

intuitively as possible andot togo backto compare answers.

3.2.2.3. Data analysis of the PT
To analyze the data from the PT, | used théstcal package SPSS. | began by

calculating the mean preference rating for eadie threeconditiorsin each participant
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group. Thenamultinomial logistic regression was performed to ascertain which
constraintgpredictedp ar t i ci pant sé6 pr ef e/absenaaadlacaighar di ng

of temporal markers in the preference tdekhelogistic regression modghe

dependent variable included the thoeaditions tested in the PT.€.,temporal marker

before the verftemporalmarker after the verb, and no temporal marker). ddrestraints

(independent variables) included in the modlete speaker type (i.e., L2 or HS),

proficiency level (i.e., IM, IH, and ADV), verb type (e.g., PF or PI) and temporal distance

(i.e., near or distant futureMultinomial logistic regressions in each group determine

which constraint®operate as a predar or conditonpar t i ci pant sd prefer enc

temporal markers the expressiorof futurity in Spanish.

3.2.3.Task3: Metalinguisticawarenesguestionnaire
The third task of the study was the metalinguistic awareness questionnaire.
Metalinguistt awareness questionnaires (e.g., Robinson, 2005, 2007) prompt participants
to think about language and to describe any rulgaterns they notice about linguistic
items or language as a whole (Jackson, 2014). The goal of this type of questionoaire is t
gain insight into Awhat | earners know about
mani pul ation of | anguageo (Jessner, 2006, p.
This sections organizedike the previous two sections: first, an introduction,
next, the description and examples oftdwk, then, how additional variablegre
controlledfor, and finally the explanation on how the data will be analyzed.
The metéinguistic awareness questionnaire provided introspective reporting data

and insight on the perspectives of how participantebelthey express futurity in
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Spanish and why. Production data (for example, elicited through an interview protocol as
in 3.2.1)are not sufficient for evaluating how learners perceive variation in the language
they are studying (Kinginger and Farrell, 2D0it is possible that some participants who
did not produce or favored certain forms in a nalike manner (e.g., MF or PHill
still explain their metalinguistic awareness about their imsaddition protocols that
consist on judging isolated sentes (similar to the PT described in 3.2.3) also have
limitations, since these protocols do not tap into whether participantsamere of the
differences conveyed in the different conditions of the task (Potowski et al., 2009). With
these limitations ifmind, the goal of the metalinguistic awareness questionnaire was to
complement the interview protocol and the PT by tappinggnéor t i ci pant sé expl i
knowl edge of expression of futurity. Il trian
perceptions andx@lanations of their choices in the expression of futurity.
Data generated by the metalinguistic questionnaire shed ligheon th
developmental patterns of metalinguistic awareness in the two groups by inquiring about
the relationship between the produntf future time forms and metalinguistic

awareness.

3.2.3.1. Description of the metalinguistic awareness questionnaire

To asess metalinguistic awareness, participants answered questions regarding the
use of Spanish to express future time in differemtexts. There were two parts in the
guestionnaire: part one, the variation task,

and explain variation in sets of minimal pairs. Part two, the metalinguistic narratives,
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asked participants how they thoughtytlexpressed futurity in Spanish. The two pares
explainedbelow.

Part one, the variation task, followed Van Compernolle\&iiiams (2011) and
sought to evalwuate participantsdé ability to
used to expressftirity (i.e., Pl, MF, PF). To this end, participants read two sets of three
sentences that were minimal pairs except for thie ggpressing futurity. One sentence
presented the verb using PI, another sentence used MF, and the last sentence used PF.
Partidgpants were asked to identify the variation and to provide an explanation for it.
Example of stimuli:

(4). Instructions Read the title and then read the three follgnsentences (a, b, and c).
Identify any differences in the sentences (a, b, and cg®qpldin what makes them
different. Do you notice a difference in meaning?

You can write your answers in Emgii orin Spanish (or a combination of both).
Please provide as much information as possible.

Ana tiene planes de ir a Boston

(a) Ana viaja a Boston.
(b) Ana viajara a Boston.
(c) Anavaaviajar a Boston.

Part two of the metalinguistic questionnaire consisted of the metalinguistic
narratives. This part compl emented part one
knowledge of variation between forms usecexpress futurity. Part two followed
Kingingen and Farrell s (2004) | anguage awarenes

scenarios related to life in a college campus (one scanahe near futureone in the
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medium future and one in the distant fefu Participants were prompted to explain how
they would talk about the future in those situations and to comment on how they would
decide which words and verb forms to use.

Example of stimuli:

(5). Instructions For each of the following scenarios, eaiplhow you would talk about
your plans in Spash and how you would decide which words and verb forms to use.
You do not have to answer the question at the end of the scgmariteed toexplain

how you would answer it in Spanish.

You can write in Enggh or Spanish (or a combination of both).

Please provide as much information as possible.

1. You are eating lunch in the university cafeteria when one of your classmates sits down
across the table from you and greets you. Your classmate asks you alsqiagsdor

the upcoming weekend.

After the thee scenariowere presented final question prompted participants to
comment on their personal use of verbs and other words when talking about the future in
Spanish, as well as on the factors that they thbunfluenced their linguistibehavior.

This last question was an opended question and participants were asked to provide as
much information as possibl€he entire metalinguistic awareness questionnsire

includedin Appendix D.



85

3.2.3.2. Controllig for additional variables irhe metalinguistic awareness questionnaire

The metalinguistic awareness questionnaire was completed after the interview
protocol and the PT to avoid having the qgques
theaforementiord protocols

Part one preserdeconditions (i.e., PI, MF, and PF) in different orders for each
item. To avoid confusion about the Pl referring to present tense instead of futurity, each
item had short title referring to the future but not containingthewd A f utAna edo (e. g

tieneplanes dar a Boston6 Ana has pl ané) .to go to Boston

3.2.3.3. Data analysis of the metalinguistic awareness questionnaire

For part one of the questionnaire (i.e., the variation task), responses were scored
on a scale fnm 0 to 3, following a slightlynodified version of Van Compernolénd
Williams (2011). The scoring was as follows:

3: Identifies locus of variation and provides an accurate explanation.

2: ldentifies locus of variation but provides an unclear or incom@eplanation.
1: Identifies locus of variation bpirovides no explanation

0: Does not identify the variation or provides an inaccurate explanation.

After scoring the responses, | calculated the mean scores of each proficiency
group of L2 learners and l4SHigher meascores meant higher metalinguistic
awareness regardinige expressiorof futurity. In order totest whether the differences
between groups were significant, | used the statistical package SPSS to run ANOVAs
using speaker type and proficierey covariatedt was expectethat students in the L2

group, who received explicit instruction about the expression of futurity, were more
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capable of recognizing the locus of variation and explaining its meaning than HSs who
were simply exposetb authetic discourse.
The metalinguistic narratives resulting from part twohef metalinguistic
awareness questionnaire were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. First, for the
guantitative analysis, | identified the future verb forms therte mentionech the
metalirguistic narratives. | then calculated the frequency with which each verb form was
mentioned for each proficiency level afiod each speaker typa addition following the
methodology employed by Kinginger (2008) and Lovejoy (2015), | aedlyhe
narratvesto identify themes or "key narratives” among them. Then, | quantified the
frequency with which each theme appeared in the narratives of each speaker group.
Second, for the qualitative analysis, the themes that emerged in the narratiges w
illustratedthrough representative examples from the corpus generated from the
metalinguistic narratives. Together, the quantitative and the qualitative analysis provide a
more detail ed pi ct urFknallgihorgeatatriarigubte pesulistis 6 nar r a
compared participantsd responses in part one
to their production of futurity in the interview protocol. The goal of the comparison was
to examine whether explicit knowledge about the variabilitgxgfression ofuturity in

Spanishis also demonstrated their productive use of the language.

3.2.4.Languagéackgroundjuestionnaire
Participants also completed an adapted version of the Language Experience and
Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAR), a sirvey of bilingual language status with

predictable relationships between selported and behavioral measures (Marian,
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Blumenfeld and Kaushanskaya, 2007). Because | examined differences in performance
as a function of the type of language acquisitian (L2 and H%cquisition) and
proficiency level, it was important to use a questionnaire to account for pdssiiols
affecting partici pdhmetgestionearenmueredsabootn of f ut ur i
participant soé deintludingdatedbirth, gander, educatiantali o n
attainmentjanguages spoken in order of acquisition and dominance, and age of exposure
to the Spanish languagghe questionnairalsoinquired about information on
participant so6 epepkangdowntnegreludingStudy plaoad) s h
perceived language proficien@ndnumberof years of education in Spanish.

Participants completed the questionnaire in Engbsinsure that participants at
the lower level were able to comprehend all the questions and pro\adelaate
information as possibl@he questionnaireras presentedia a webinterface

(www.surveygizmo.com The entire language background questionriainecludedin

Appendix E.

This chapter provided a detailddscription of the methodological design of the
present study. In summary, | have discussed how the protocols completed by the
participants (i.e., the interview protocol, the preference task, the metalinguistic
guestionnai, and the language backgrounakstionnaire) were designed to address the
research questions regardiihg expressiorof futurity in L2 learners and HSs of different
proficiency levels. In the next chaptetise resultsof the various analyses conducted a

reported and discussed to wes the research questions of the dissertation.


http://www.surveygizmo.com/
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CHAPTER4: RESULTS ON THE PRODUCTION OF EXPRESSION OF FUTURITY
This chapter presents the quantitative analygis regard tahe strategies
employed to express futurity blgd participants in the study. &al that this dissertation
was guidedy research questions that inquired about the:
(1) developmental patterns on the expression of futurity in L2 learners and HSs,
and
(2) linguistic andexternal constraintfhat condition the wé forms and
expressions of futity employed by each group.
The third research questipertaining tametalinguistic awareness wilk
addresseth the next chaptetn order toaddress the two previous research questions,
datawere collectedrom 88 participants who completed a produetask (i.e., an
interview protocol) and a preference task (PT), as detailed in Chapter 3. The verb forms
that participants employed or selectedxpress futurity were then coded and analyzed.
This chapter presents the quantitative analysis of theis@gnerated by the
interview protocol designed to elicit futurity. The data regarding developmental patterns
of expression of futurityre presetedfirst. This sections followedby the analysis of the
linguistic constraintshat may have influencedtsep e ak er s6 choi ce of
futurity (such as temporal distance and clause type). Next is the analysiexfahmsl
constraintge.g, exposure to Spanish dialect and age), the sociolinguistic segment of the

study. A summary of key findingdases the chapter.

4.1. Results of the quantitative analysis regarding the developmental patterns of

expression of futurity

t

he
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4.1.1.Introduction

The goal of this section is to address research question one, which inquired about
how the patterns of the exgwsion of futurity manifested in Spanish L2 learners and HSs
of three different proficiency levels (i.e., intermediat@l, intermedate-high, and
advanced; henceforth IM, IH, and ADV, respectively). In other words, this section aims
to elucidate the devabmental patterns of expression of futurity in L2 learners and HSs.

As described in the methodology section in Chapter 3, the alatiais segment of
the analysisvere obtainedrom an interview protocol that issued 18 questions to engage
the use of futlty by the interviewees, as well as 18 additional questions that served as
distractors. Examples of stimware presenteldelow. Theentire protocol of questions can
be foundin Appendix A.

(2). (a)¢,Quépiensashacerdespués deompletaresteestudi®
OWot are you going to do after completing

(b) ¢, Cuales son tus planes para este fin de semana?
O0What aref oyroutrhelwmcsomi ng weekend?6

We should also note that this study adopts a functionalist appitetcliews
language not as an iadendent formal system, but as a system that is molded by the
functions performed by language (Mitchell and Myles, 2004atis, the study is not
limited to the analysis of morphological future, periphrastic future, and present indicative
(the verb formghat have traditionallypeen examingdbut includes all verbal forms that
refer to future time (Gudmestad and Geeslin, 2044 detailed in Chapter 3, the
following verb forms were found in the corpus when participants expressed futurity:
periphrastic éiture (PF), morphological future (MF), present indicative (PI), lexical future

(LF), conditional, 9ulfjmors-iflecyed gexs)aresdnt Aot her

t

h

f
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progressive and verbs in past tensepddition as discussed in Chapter 2, the present
study focuses otheexpressioof f ut urity understood as si mpl
terms. That is, the study analyzedesaw/here the point @ventand the point of
reference coincide and follow the point of speech (Reichenbach, 2005).
Before analying the expression of futurity by the different groups, | first present
the raw frequencies of the verbal forms employed byaaticipants when answering the
guestions in the interview protocol. Note that Tablepresents the verb forms in a
specific ader: from the most frequently produced verb form to the least frequently
produced verb form. Skdegorydincludingmdstynoni s t he fdot

inflected verbs and present progressive), wisghresentedhast’.

Table 41. Raw frequencies of vieforms employed to express futurity in the corpus
Verb form Frequency
PF 28.1%
(833)
LF 19.5%
(579)
Pl 19.1%
(566)
MF 7.2%
(215)
Subjunctive 5.3%
(157)
Conditional 5.0%
(147)
Other (e.g., notinflected 15.8%
and present progressive| (469)
Total 100.0%
(2966)

8 This category is defined in a similar manner throughout the thesis.
7 Even though these frequencies may differ in feramalyses, for the sake of consistency every table in this
chapter will follow the order of Table- 4.
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In Table 41 we find that all participants contributed a total of 2966 verbs
expressing futurity in the interview protocol. Three main observationbeamdeFirst,
the PF was the preferred form, accounting for 28.1% of all verbs emplmgegress
futurity in the interview protocol. This preferréarm is followedby the LF (19.5%) and
the P1(19.1%), forms that speakers frequently used to express futurity. Second, the MF,
the conditional, and the subjunctive were produced less frequaatiguntingdr only
7.2%, 5.3%, and 5.0% of future time tokens, respectively. Third, the category of other
forms, which included a majority of nanflected forms and present progressies
expressedh 15.8% of the instances in which speakers wereessprg futuriy.

The subsections that follow discuss RQ1, which addressed whether the type of
speaker (i.e., L2 or HS) and the proficiency level of participants (i.e., IM, IH, or ADV)
conditioned the use of future verb forms. As detailed in Chapter Siafistical Rckage
for the Social Sciences (SPS&s employedor this analysis. ChEquare tests of
independendawere performed to determine whether there is a statistically significant
relationship between two or more variables (e.g., verb form aradficiencylevel).

| will begin by analyzing the data from the L2 learnénen! will discuss the
heritage speakersd dat a. Later, I will compa

a summary of the findings.

4.1.2.1.2 learnersDevelopmentapatterns
This section presents the data regarding the developmental patterns of expression

of futurity in L2 learners. That is, this section examines the verb forms employed to

8 Each ChiSquare tests yieldspvalue, which is reported under every table in this study. The result of a
Chi-Square test is considered statistigalgnificant if it yields gp value of .05 or less.
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express futurity by intermediataid (IM), intermediatehigh (IH), and advared (ADV)

L2 learners. As detailed in the methodology chapter (Chapter 3), the proficiency level of
the participantsvas determined using a modified version of the DELE test. TaBle 4
presents the distribution of future verbrfar employed according todal2 proficiency
group.

Table 42. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according

to L2 proficiency level

Profici Expressions of futurity
ency PF LF Pl MF Subj. | Cond. | Other | Total
L2-IM | 17.1% | 23.3% | 26.3% | 8.6% | 1.5% | 5.4% | 17.7% | 100.0%
(79) (108) | (122 (40) @) (25) (82) (463)
L2-1H | 28.6% | 23.1% | 20.1% | 14.2% | 5.1% | 3.9% | 5.1% | 100.0%
(142) | (114) | (99) (70) (25) (19) (25) (493)
L2- 32.5% | 16.5% | 12.3%| 8.4% | 10.1% | 5.7% | 14.5% | 100.0%
ADV | (132) (67) (50) (34) (41) (23) (59) (406)
Total | 25.8% | 21.5% | 19.9% | 10.6% | 5.4% | 4.9% | 12.2% | 100.0%
(352) | (289) | (271) | (144 (73) (67) (166) | (1362)
p=.000

Table 42 reveals that there is a significant relationship between the level of
proficiency and the future forms employed by theplaticipantse® (12, N= 1362) =
54.786,p= .00C. In it, we can observe differences among proficiencies in the use of
seveal verb forms. First, the BM participants expressed the PF in 17.1% of their
responses. However, thedlld and L2ADV employed the PF in higher frequaes
(28.6% and 32.5%espectively). We can gather from this difference that the use of the
PF increaes with proficiency.

Second, the use of the LF remains relatively stable among thd bRd L2-1H

participants (23.3% and 23.1%&spectively)Howeve, these frequencies decrease

91n this study, the value for thdinguistic and external constraintgs found ap < .0001, unless
otherwise indicated. This value points to statistical significance in the results of $b¢atrdations
conducted in thetudy.
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several percentage points to 16.5% in theAlV group. The same patters detectedn

the use of the Pl where we find the-1\2, L2-IH, and L2ZADV use the PI in future

contexts with a frequency of 26.3%, 20.1%, and 12.3%esely. Hence, there

appears to be a decrease in the use of the LF and the PI to representfithety
proficiency of the Ldearners ncr eases. Conversely, we obser\
the PF increases as their level of proficiency doestHar words, the distribution of

future verb forms in Table-2 points toward a progression in the aisgional patterns

and use of the threforementioned verforms.

The L2 participants of this study, in general, produced the MF in 144 of their
resporses in this protocoless tharhalf of the instances in which they expressed the PF.
A closer look athe use of the MF suggests that thelH2participants employed it more
(14.2%) in their responses than thelM2(8.6%) and the L2ADV (8.4%), who usedhe
MF in similar rates.

From Table 42 we can also observe that the subjunctive and conditional were
used to express futurity, even though their frequencies were low. For instance; the L2
ADV speakers expressed futurity using the subjunctive in 10.1%kehs while the L2
IM and L2-IH employed these forms in only 1.5% and 5.1% of instances in which they
expressed futurity, respectively.

Recall thatiotheo referred to a category of forms which included a majority of
noninflected verbs and present proggere. In Table €, we find that the L2M learners
expressed futurity in 17.7% of their responseagithese forms, while the L used

only 5.1% and the L-ADV, 14.5%. In other words, the EADV and the L2IM exhibit
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subtle differences. In contraghetL2-IH disfavored the use of forms in thistheo
category (only 5.1%).

To situate these observai® and as detailed in Chapter 2, Spamsinolingual
native speakers favored the PF across dialects Gdages and Ortiz Lépez, 2011;
Orozco, 2004Salano, 1994) and the literature also has revealed that the MF is in decline
among native speakers (edpque, 2017; Orozco, 281Silva-Corvalan, 1994). Thus,
the L2ZIHand L2ZADYV groups 6 preference to use the PF
approximating nate speakers. In contrast, the higher frequencies of use of the Pl and LF
in the L2IM group may be duetp a r t i dower prafitienddlevel. It is plausible
that theL.2-IM group relieson the Pl and LF because their morphology is less complex.
This preromenon may involve circumlocution because if learners do not master the PF
or the MF, learners may tend to use the Pl and add other linguistic features to convey
futurity (e.g., lexical temporal markers). The analysis of the metalinguistic awareness
guesionnaire presented in the next chapter will shed more light on these findings.

That said, if we revisit the l-BH use of the MF, we find that they exhibit a higher
frequency in the use of this form (14.2% compared to 8t6#te L2IM groupand 8.4%
in theL2-ADV group). This pattern may be suggestive of instructional effects, whereby
Spanish textbooks and language instruction at certain proficiency levels promote the use
of the MF (Kanwit, 2014; Orozco and Thoms, 2014). However, | cannot corroborate
thes observations since they fall outside the scopeisfstudy.

Having analyzed the expression of futurity across L2 proficiency levels, we now

turn our attention to the HS participants.
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4.1.3.HeritagespeakersDevelopmentapatterns

This section discuses how HSs of different proficiency levels express futurity in
Spanish. That is, the section examines the verb forms employed to express futurity by
intermediatemid, intermediatenigh, and advanced HS learners with the goal to ascertain
possible developrantal patterns. Table 3 presents the distribution of future verb forms
employed by each HS proficiency group.

Table 43. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to HS proficiency level

Proficiency Expressions of fturity
PF LF Pl MF Subj. | Cond. | Other | Total

HSIM | 24.4%] 23.2%| 28.6% | 4.8% | 1.8% | 1.2% | 16.1%]| 100.0%
(41) | (39) | (48) | (8) 3) (2) | (27) | (168)

HS-IH 35.0%| 20.9% | 14.3%| 3.4% | 2.9% | 3.1% | 20.4%| 100.0%
(156) | (93) (64) (15) (13) (14) (91) | (446)

HSADV | 28.7%| 16.0% | 18.5% | 4.8% | 6.9% | 6.5% | 18.7%| 100.0%
(284) | (158) | (183) | (48) | (68) | (64) | (185) | (990)

Total | 30.0% | 18.1%| 18.4%| 4.4% | 5.2% | 5.0% | 18.9%]| 100.0%
(481) | (290) | (295) | (71) | (84) | (80) | (303) | (1604)

p=.000

In Table 43 we observe statistically significant differenceshi@expressiors of
futurity employed by HSs in the interview protocsi (12, N= 1604) = 54.786p= .00Q
Although the PF was employed in high frequencies among the three HS proficiency
grows (30.0% of all verbs employed to express futurity by HSs were PIe) fwed
differences in the distribution of several of the forms employed to express futurity. For
example, the H$H and the HSADV groups exhibited a preference for the(B5.0%
and28.7%, respectively). However, the HI8 participants favored the PI (Z8%0),
followed by the PF (24.4%) and the LE3(2%).As stated in Chapter 2, monolingual
native speakers of Spanish favored the PF when expressing futuritfezrp, 2004;

Sedanol994). Thus, the HBHHand HSADVY groups® pref erestm c e

t

0]
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that they resemble native speakers in this respetestingly,no clear developmental
pattern carbe observedegarding the production of the PF in the HS group. It is strikin
that HSIH speakers produced the PF in 35.0% of future contexts, fireapeently than
their lower (24.4%) and the higher (28.7%) proficiency counterparts.

The results of the metalinguistic awareness protocol presented in the next chapter
will shed more light on these patterns. It is also important to note that the number of
participants in the H8V group was low(n= 5), which could make results subject to a
Type | error (false positive). As detailed in Chapter 3, the low number was due to the
difficulty of finding HS participants with a lower proficiency level in the cireanibed
area where the studyas conducted

Similar to whatwas revealevith L2gropps, t he overall frequenc
production of the MF, subjunctive, and conditional were relatively low (4.4%, 5.2%, and
5.0%, respectively). However, we do find atemesting developmental pattern regarding
the use of the conditional and the subjwetiFor instance, we can observe that the
subjunctive was only produced in three tokens (1.8%) in théMH&oup. However, in
the case of thelS-IH, it was employed sligtly more frequently (2.7%). And, for the HS
ADV, we find that they produced the subjunctive with an even higher frequency (6.9%).
This observation may be illustrative of a pattern that suggests that the use of the
subjunctive increasain tandem with pradiency. But since this study is not a
longitudinal one and the tokens in these categories are low, | cannot confirm this
observation.

With regards to the conditional, this form exhibited a similar pattern than the

subjunctive in the B group. In other wals, | detected parallel increases with proficiency
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in the use of the subjunctive and conditional forms to express futurity. We sessthat,
speakerso6 pr of i areabletongorporate moeeansrphslogicdllyh e y
complex verlforms when discussinfuture events

The category o tinflected vérlmsrpraseidt progeessige, , non
imperfect)was preferredby HSs overall in 18.9% of the tokens. However, the data does
not show a clear developmental pattern regarding thduption of these fons. The use
of noninflected verbs by HSs can be taken to suggest a tendency to avoid conjugated
verbs, which can result in either simplification or circumlocution in their expression of
futurity. This avoidance to conjugate verbs cbiie explained by immplete acquisition
(Montrul, 2014), missing input (Pires and Rothman, 2009), or because of low levels of
activation of Spanish (Putham and Sanchez, 2013). The present study did not yield
enough information on the patterns of language of the participds to corroborate
thesehypothesessince they fall outside of the scope abktstudy Regardinghe present
progressive, this form is employed to express futurity in English leogies Cacoullos
and Walker, 2009and in certain vaeties of Spanish (g., Aponte Alequin and Ortiz
Lépez, 2010; CortéForres, 2005)Therefore, the use ttie present progressive by HSs
could be due to transfer effects and language contact in bilingual communities (Perez
Cortes, 2012), or to the Spadnmidialect that HSare exposedo. Further discussion
regarding these suggestions viadl addresseid the discussion of findings in Chapter 7.

Having analyzed the expression of futurity in L2 learners and HSs of different

proficiency levels, in the folloimg sectionl comparethe results of both groups.
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4.1.4.Groupcomparison®f expressiorof futurity in L2 learnersandheritagespeakers

The previous two sections have analyzed the verb forms employed to express
futurity by L2 learners and HSs of thrpeficiency levels (e., IM, IH, and ADV). The
goal of this section is to compare the developmental patterns of expression of futurity in
L2 learners and HS3.0 aid in the comparison of the participant grougigure 41
depicts the future verb forms elaped by each group.

Figure4-1. Future verb forms employed by each L2 and HS proficiency group in the
interview protocol
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In Figure 41 we find that, in general, both the L2 and the HS groups produced
high frequencies of the PF, LF, and PI, and lower frequencies of theudfanctive, and
conditional. A closer look at the dataFigure 41 reveals that there are both similarities
and dfferences in the developmental patterns regardingxtpesssiorof futurity in the
L2 and HS groups.

Several similaritiesvere foundn the developmental patterns of the L2 and HS
groups. For instance, generalpoth intermediatéigh and advanced L2deners and
HSs favored using the PF when expressing occurrences or plans for future events.
However, their intermediatmid counterparts faored the use of the PI (and the LF to a
lesser extent). Another similarity is that both the L2 learners and thehld8&d a
similar development in their use of the LF, which decreased across the proficiency
continuum. The opposite tremehs foundregardng the use of the subjunctive, which
increased with proficiency in both the L2 and HS groups. In other words, ltietsand
HSs shared certain developmental patterns regarding the expression of futurity. These
similarities can be taken to suggest thaffipiency level plays a role in future time
expression across speakers with different language acquisitional stdgegariences.
Additional ChiSquarests were run to determine whether the differences in the
distribution of the ariants(e.g., PF, LEPI) were statistically significant according to the
proficiency level of L2 learners and HSs. The results revdahidhe relationship
between these variables was significant for each future verb fern9Q0).

The data generated by the interviewtpool also revealed that there were
differences in the developmental patterns of the L2 and HS groups. For exaBple, H

employed the PF more frequently than L2 learners overall. SpecificalyiHS
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participantgroduced the PF with a higher frequency ttrair L2-IM counterparts.
Another difference between L2ers and HSs is that L2 learners produced a higher
percentagefdVF than their HS counterparts, possibly due to instructional effects or
input. In contrast, HSs produced higher frequencies ofimitect e d ver bs (i n the
category) than L2 learners, which may be due to an avoidance of inflectional morphology
(Montrul, 2012).To determine whether the differences between L2 learners and HSs
were statistically significant, | ran additional Edguareests. The results revealed that at
the IM level the overall distribution of verb forms was not significantly diffene the
L2 and HS groupspE .074). In contrast, the differences between L2 learners and HSs in
the frequencies of use of future verbnfisrwere significant at the IH and ADV levets=(
.000).

In sum, comparisons suggest that both the proficiency éedethe age of
acquisition of a language«., type of speaker: L2er of HS) affect the distribution of the

verb forms participants employdo express futurity.

4.1.5.Summaryof key findings: Expressiorof futurity acrosgroficiencylevels

Theprevious sections have presented the results of the quantitative analysis
regarding the verb forms employed to express futurity by intermeatigtantermediate
high, and advanced L2 learners &8s In summary, antb respond to RQ1, which
attempted taincover the developmental patterns of each speaker group, key findings can
be summarized as the following:

(1) L2 learners and HSs favored the PF whepressing futurity.
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(2) The L2IH, L2-ADV and the HSIH and HSADV groups employed the PF
with a higherfrequency than their LBM and HSIM counterparts, which
suggests that the higher proficiency participants seem to approximate
monolingual native speakers

(3) IM speakers of both groups (L2 and HS) showed a greater reliarthe &h
andthe LFto express futrity than the other groups.

(4) The frequencies of use of the MF were low, and L2 learners employed this
verb form twice as frequently as HSs.

(5) The subjunave and conditional forms were infrequently used to express
future That said, the use of these forimsreased across the proficiency
continuum in both the L2 and the HS greup

The previous sections have addressed RQ1 by analyzing the developmengal trend

in theexpressiorof futurity by L2 learners and HSs of three proficiency levels. Chapter 7
will present an extensive discussion of these findings in the context of the previous
researchTo further elucidate on the patterns reported above, the neidrseatidress

RQ2 by examining the linguistic amcternal constraintthat conditioned the use of the

future forms in the interview protocol.

4.2. Analysis of thdinguistic constraintaind expressions of futurity

This section presents the analysis ofwadh forms employed to express futurity
in the corpus generated by the interview protocol, with asfocuthe effects of the
linguistic constraintge.g., temporal distance and clause type). As detailed in the

methodology chapter, the interview protocsued 18 questionis engage the use of
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futurity by the interviewees, as well as d@ditional questions that served as distraélors

The goal of this section is to address the first part of research question two, which
inquired about thénguistic constaintsthat condition the verb forms employed to

express futurity by L2 learners ahdritage speakers of different proficiency levels. As
detailed in Chapter 3, this study examined the following semantigrantmatical

linguistic constraintsverb form, emporal distance in the questiguantityof temporal
adverbials, type of temporatlverbialssyntacticposition of temporal adverbials, main or
subordinate clause type, semantic type of verb, and markers of certainty. The subsections
that follow examinavhether the aforementiondéidguistic constraintgonditioned the
frequency and theange of verb forms the L2 and HS participants employed to express
futurity in the interview protocoln addition the analysis of theonstraintof temporal
adverbials Wl also draw data from the preference task (Appendix C). As in the previous
section Chi-Square tests of independence were performed to determine whether there is a
statistically significant relationship between two variables (e.g., verb form and temporal
distance). A complementary analysis using multinomial logistic regressions was also

performed ands presenteth Section 4.2.6.

4.2.1. Temporal distance

The first linguisticconstraintdiscussed here is temporal distance, which measures
how far in the @iture an event will occur, namely, how remote it is in time from the time
of utterarce (Comrie, 1985). As described in Chapter 2, there seems to be a consensus in

the literature on native speakers regardingettpgessiorof futurity and temporal

0See appendix A.
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distance Studies have found that the MF is more likely to occur in the distant future, and
the PF and the PI tend to refer to the near future (Blas Arroyo, 2008; Sedano, 1994;
Orozco, 2005). Thus, thonstrainthelped determinehether temporal distance
conditioned the expression of verb forms L2ers and HSs employ to express future time.
Rememier that this study coded for six temporal distances:

1- later that day,

2- the next day,

3- the next weekend,

4- in two months,

5- after graduation, and

6- inten years.

First, we focs on the intermediatenid group, then on the intermedidigh

group, and finally on the advanced proficiency group.
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Table 44a. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to temporal distance in the H®1 group

Temporal distance
Expres | Later Next Next Intwo | After Inten | Total
Group | sionsof | that day| day week | months | gradu | years
futurity end ation
L2-IM PF 10.1% | 17.7% | 16.5% | 21.5% | 15.2% | 19.0% | 100.0%
(8) 14 | (13 A7) (12) (15) (79)
LF 11.1% | 12.0% | 10.3% | 9.4% | 42.7% | 15.4% | 100.0%
(12) (13) (12) (12) (50) (18) (108)
Pl 24.6% | 27.0% | 13.9% | 13.9% | 3.3% | 17.2% | 100.0%
(00 | (83) | (A7) | (A7) 4) (21) | (122)
MF 5.0% | 0.0% | 20.0% | 25.0% | 7.5% | 42.5% | 100.0%
2 Q) (8) (10) 3 (17) | (40)
Subj. 0.0% | 0.0% | 14.3% | 0.0% | 14.3% | 71.4% | 100.0%
Q) Q) 1) Q) 1) (5) )
Cond. | 4.0% | 8.0% | 32.0% | 8.0% | 12.0% | 36.0% | 100.0%
1) 2) (8) (2) (3 (9) (25)
Other | 17.1% | 6.1% | 15.9% | 34.1% | 11.0% | 15.9% | 100.0%
(14) 5) (13) | (28) 9) (13) | (82
Total 145% | 14.5% | 149% | 17.9% | 16.4% | 21.8% | 100.0%
(67) (67) (69) (83) (76) (101) | (463)
p=.000

Table 44a reveals that the LIM learners of the study employed the PF, the most

pervasively produced future form in the corpus, to express futurity in multiple temporal

distances. Specifically, we find that the highfesquency of PF was used to refer t

events
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found that L2 learners employed the RFFoas temporal distancds.addition this result

suggests that the LM participants do not approximate native speakers inréfgard,

since NSs tended to use the PF to refer to the near future (Blas Arroyo, 2008).

The LFwas more frequently useuth the temporal distance that referred t
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desire or volition such aguiero viajard wanttotraved ) f ol | o wndive. Singe an i nf i
a large percentage of the participants of the study were not certain about their plans after
graduation, it is possible that they relied on the LF (which is overtly modal) to discuss
what they wanted to aomplish after graduating.

The PI (vhich was the preferred form to express futurity bylMPspeakersvas
more frequently usetb refer to the two temporal distances that are closest to the present:
Later that day (24.6%) and the next day (27.0%). lerotiords, the Pl was used to
expressear, immediateor close events. As mentioned above, NSs also tend to use the
P1 to refer to the near future. Thus, it seems thalML.Zarners already exhibit a
behavior that is similar to monolingual native speakéiSpanisthin terms ofthis
linguistic constraint, or that the PI represents a form with less complex morphology and
is therefore favoreth these contexts.

Although the tokens are low in this category, the MF and the subjunctive were
frequently used intterances referring to events thatlwccur in ten years (42.5% and
71.4%, respectively), which are hypothetical contexts. In the case of the MF, this
tendency resembles NS speech. We cannot situate the results of the subjunctive within
the context of dter studies since studies on the esgion of futurity by NSs have not
examined this verb form with regards to future temporal distance. We can, however,
suggest that the subjunctive may be used in contexts referring to the distant future
because of mod#&. The subjunctive tends to convegcertainty, and speakers are
usually less certain about their plans in the distant future than in the immediate future.

The category of other verb forms (e.g., Aoflected verbs, present progressive),

was employed aoss future verb forms at this praéacy level, although we do find that
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it was employed more frequently with the timeframe referring to in two months (34.1%).
The preference to employ namflected verbs or the present progressive in instances in
which participants were discussing everitattwould occur in two months mag
conditionedby a desire to simplify the expression of future while at the same time
competing to discuss plans for the future. However, this explanation is only suggestive
and fallsoutside the scope of this study.

Thenext table presents the data for thelH2groupwith respect tahe constraint
of temporal distance.

Table 44b. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to temporal distance ithhe L2IH group

Temporal distance
Expres | Later | Next Next Intwo | After Inten | Total
Group | sionsof | that day week | months | gradua | years
futurity | day end tion
L2-IH PF 12.1% | 9.2% | 13.5% | 17.7% | 14.9% | 32.6% | 100.0%
(A7) (13) (19) (25) (21) (46) (141)
LF 18.4% | 8.8% | 6.1% | 23.7% | 25.4% | 17.5% | 100.0%
(21) (10) (7) (27) (29) (20) (114)
Pl 20.2% | 19.1% | 21.3% | 14.9% | 9.5% | 14.9% | 100.0%
19) | (28) (20) | (14) 9) (14) (99)
MF 43% | 11.4% | 229% | 4.3% | 25.7% | 31.4% | 100.0%
3) (8) (16) 3) 18) | (22) (70)
Subj. | 12.0% | 0.0% | 4.0% | 4.0% | 40.0% | 40.0% | 100.0%
3) () 1) 1) (10) | (10) (25)
Cond. | 0.0% | 0.0% | 10.5% | 10.5% | 47.4% | 31.6% | 100.0%
0) (0) 2) 2) 9) (6) (19)
Other | 12.0% | 16.0% | 20.0% | 24.0% | 16.0% | 12.0% | 100.0%
3) (4) ©) (6) 4) 3) (25)
Total | 13.8% | 10.7% | 14.4% | 16.0% | 20.8% | 24.3% | 100.0%
(67) (54) (71) (78) (102) | (121) | (493
p=.000

In Table 44b we find that the PF was also frequently used with multiple temporal

distances in the l-PH group. Overall, we observe thaarticipantdrequently employed

the PFwith the time frameseferring to the contexts distant from the present (newo
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months, after graduation, and in ten years). Specifidghakyuse of th€F by L2IH
participantsvas foundvi t h t he hi ghest frequency in evenit
future (32.660).
We canalsoobserve that the -EH participants exhibia preference to use the LF
in instances in which they were discussing e
similar to their L2IM counterparts. We should note that the LF was also freyuen
empl oyed with time framenonttthatt d2Bveayrd acti
Table 44b also reveals that the M¥as frequently useith temporal distances
referring to events that will occur o6éafter g
6nertkendd (22.9%). The t endhedistantfutuee empl oy t
resembles NS speech (Blas Arroyo, 200#stra and Butraguefio, 2018edano, 1994).
The subjunctive and the conditional forms were also frequently employed in
utterances refemp to events in the distant future although the instances in which these
formswere usedvere subtle.
The category fAother 0o ver binfleceed verbs,andwh i ¢ h i n
present progressive, was also produced with multiple temporal distaneesvetpit
appearsthatl2 H participants used fAothero verb for
to events taking place 06in t2000%).mont hsd (24.0
In Table 44c we observe the distribution of future forms for the L2 advanced

groupin the interview protocol.
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Temporal distance
Expres | Later Next Next Intwo | After Inten | Total
Group | sionsof | that day| day week | months | gradua | years
Futurity end tion
L2- PF 21.2% | 12.1% | 15.2% | 23.5% | 14.4% | 13.6% | 100.0%
ADV (28) (16) (20) (31 (19) (18) (132)
LF 17.9% | 16.4% | 6.0% | 7.5% | 23.9% | 28.4% | 100.0%
(12) | (1) (4) (5) (16) | (19) | (67)
Pl 16.0% | 22.% | 16.0% | 30.0% | 6.0% | 10.0% | 100.0%
(8) (10) (8) (15) 3 5 (50)
MF 29% | 0.0% | 2.9% | 14.7% | 14.7% | 64.7% | 100.0%
) Q) () 5) O] (22) | (34)
Subj. 24% | 49% | 49% | 7.3% | 24.4% | 56.1% | 100.0%
1) 2) 2 3 (10) | (23) | (41)
Cond. | 43% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 4.3% | 73.9% | 17.4% | 100.0%
1) Q) (0) 1) (17) (4) (23)
Other | 18.6% | 1.7% | 6.8% | 35.6% | 15.3% | 22.0% | 100.0%
(11) 1) 4) (21) 9) (13) | (59)
Total 15.3% | 10.1% | 9.6% | 20.0% | 19.5% | 25.6% | 100.0%
(62) (42) (39) (81) (79) (104) | (406)
p=.000

Table 44c reveals that LADV learners employed the PF assatemporal

distances when they expressed futurity in the interview protocol. This finding echoes the

results in the LAM and L2IH groups,andit suggests that the L2 learners do not

approximatenative speakers in thiggardsince NSs tend to use the Fefer to near

future events (e.gBlas Arroyo, 2008; Lastra and Butraguefio, 2(if;a-Corvalan and

Terrell, 1989).

Concerning the use of the LF, the-ADV group shows a tendency to use Lhe

when

year so

referring t

(28.

4 %) |

o t

We ¢

he

an

gradamat | oinde (R2Ba @éoy

al so

not e

t hat

in the medium future (i.e., the next weekend and in two months) wetigeBldow

(6.0% and 7.5%, respectively).

LW

f

r



109

With regard tahe use of the PI, remember that thev@k used more frequently
with the two temporal distances that are closest to the present in-tMedt®up (i.e.,
later that day and the next day). In thelkRgroup, the Pl was frequently employed to
refer to the net weekend in addition to later that day and the next day. Tadtesthows
that at the L2ADV level, in addition to referring to the aforementioned temporal
distances, the Pl was also frequestlynp | oyed t o refer to the dist
(30.0%). t is important to note that the tokens and frequencies of the Pl referring to the
two most distant time frames are very low. Thus, we can suggest that-Aie\L.2
participants of the study disfaweat the use of the Pl when referring to the distant future.

Table 44c also reveals that the MF was frequently employed in utterances
referring to events or actions related to Oi
exhibited in tables-4a an4-4b by the L2IM and L2-IH). Therefore, we find a
developmatal pattern with regards to the use of the MF: the frequency of use of the MF
increases as the level of proficiency does. Recall that the literature reveals that
monolingual Spanish speakers arere likely to use the MF to refer to events in the
distantfuture. Thus, the results of the present study suggest that L2 learners resemble
NSs in their use of MF in distant contexts more as their Spanish proficiency level
increases.

The subjunctive ande conditionalvere almost exclusively employéu
context«¢ hat referred to time frames that were r
occurring 6in ten yearsod6, what | have consi d
reflected in the tablera relatively low,andno further suggestions céwe madeuntil we

proceed to the qualitative analysis in Chapter 5.
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The cat e g whickreféroto diherrfutureslated forms, was used to
express future time in multiple temporal distances in tresvidgw data of the advanced
L2 speakers. We should note, rewer, that the LZADV employed other forms more
frequently to convey future within the timef
cannotoffer an explanation
To summarize, L2 learners asragp exhibited the following tendencies
regarding temporalistance and expression of futurity in their responses to the interview
protocol:
(1) L2 learners used the PF, the most frequently produced verb form to convey
future, with multiple temporal diahces across proficiency levels.
(2) L2-IM, L2-IH, and L2ADV favored the production of LF to express futurity
in the contexts referring to the three temporal distances that were further
distant from the present.
(3) Across proficiency levels, L2 learsensed the Pl to discuss events related to
0l ater ambatbttha@daydext day
(4) At the higher proficiency levels, L2 learners used thi® lBbnvey not only
immediate eventbut also events occurring the next weekendlf)and in
two months (L2ZADV).
(5) The L2 learners of the study tended to use the M&féw to events or actions
in the distant futureandthe strength of this relationship increased with L2
proficiency.
(6) Although relatively low in use, the L2 learners also employed the subjeinctiv

and the conditional in contexts that referred to th@adiduture.
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(including mostly norinflected verbs and present progressive) with multiple

temporal distances, althghi they seem to prefer to use these forms to refer to
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future

Taken togetherthese results revetiat theconstraintof temporal distance
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Having analyzed theonstraintof temporal distance L2 learners, we now turn

our attention to HS speakers. Tablesadthrough 46c¢ present the distribution of future

verb forms according to temporal distance in the HS groups. We begin by agahein

data for the L2M group.

Table 45a. The distributin of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to temporal distance in the HBI group

Temporal distance
Group | Expres | Later | Next Next Intwo | After Inten | Total
sionsof | that day week | months | gradua | years
futurity | day end tion
HS-IM PF 22.0% | 12.2% | 14.6% | 29.3% | 9.8% | 12.2% | 100.0%
(9) ) (6) (12) (4) ) (41)
LF 7.7% | 12.8% | 10.3% | 15.4% | 30.8% | 23.1% | 100.0%
3) (5) (4) (6) (12) 9) (39)
Pl 10.4% | 20.8% | 12.5% | 12.5% | 16.7% | 27.1% | 100.0%
5) (10) (6) (6) (8) (13) (48)
MF 0.0% | 25.0% | 12.5% | 12.6% | 12.5% | 37.5% | 100.0%
Q) 2) 1) 1) 1) 3) (8)
Subj 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
()] Q) Q) Q) 1) (2) (3)
Cond 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%/| 100.0%
()] Q) Q) Q) (0) (2) 2)
Other | 3.7% | 14.8% | 185% | 3.7% | 25.9% | 33.3% | 100.0%
1) (4) (5) 1) () (9) (27)
Total | 10.7% | 15.5% | 13.1% | 15.5% | 19.6% | 25.6% | 100.0%
(18) (26) (22) (26) (33) (43) (168)

p= 000

verbs

L2 |
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From Table 45a we can make several observations, although we find that the
number of tokens in several categories is low. Remembethtn&F was the preferred
form overall to express futurity in the corpus generated from the interview protocol. In
thistable,we find that HSIM participants used the PF with multiple temporal distances.
Specifically, the HSM grouptendsto employthe P wi t h events occurring
dayodé (22. 0%)o nd (2e3%§ The HIMwalso show a preference to use th
LF in instances in which they discussed even
group relied on the expression of Pl foreves t aki ng pl ace Onext day:
ten yearso6 (27.1%).
The MF, the subjunctive, and the conditional fommeseusedin very low
frequencies in the data generated by thislMQroup. Despite the low frequency of use
of the MF, we see that it wased more frequently in contexts occurring in the distant
future and that itvas not producenh contexts occurringn the near future
Finally, and also represented in low frequencies, the categdoghadr future
verb form® (mostly noninflected verbsind present progressive) appeared to be used by
this group to refer to everntesr rgealaatuiantg otnod & -
and those referring to actions or events 06in
Next, in Table 45b, we examine the distriboti of future verb forms according

to temporal distance in the H8 group.
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Table 45b. The distribution of expressiongfuturity in the interview protocol according
to temporal distance in the HH group

Temporal disince
Group | Expres | Later | Next Next Intwo | After Inten | Total
sionsof | that day week | months | gradua | years
futurity | day end tion
HS-IH PF 16.7% | 8.3% | 15.4% | 21.8% | 17.3% | 20.5% | 100.0%
(26) (13) (24) (34) (27) (32) (156)
LF 22% | 2.2% | 9.7% | 28.0% | 35.5% | 22.6% | 100.0%
2) (2) (9) (26) (33) (21) (93)
Pl 14.1% | 26.6% | 15.6% | 18.8% | 10.9% | 14.1% | 100.0%
©) 17) (10) (12) () 9) (64)
MF 0.0% | 26.7% | 20.0% | 0.0% | 20.0% | 33.3% | 100.0%
©) (4) 3) (0) 3) (5) (15)
Subj 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 7.7% | 46.2% | 46.2% | 100.0%
©) ) Q) 1) (6) (6) (13)
Cond 0.0% | 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0% | 35.7% | 64.3% | 100.0%
©) (0) Q) Q) (5) 9) (14)
Other | 11.0% | 17.6% | 17.6% | 15.4% | 16.5% | 22.0% | 100.0%
(10) (16) (16) (14) (15) (20) (92)
Total | 10.5% | 11.7% | 13.9% | 19.5% | 21.5% | 22.9% | 100.0%
(47) (52) (62) (87) (96) (102) | (446)
p=.000

Consistent witlprevious findings, Table-8b reveals that the participants in the
HS-IH group favored the use of the RFthe interview protocolin this group, the
highest frequencies of use of the PF were found in utterances referring to the distant

future, especiyd ref erring to events occurring O6in t

(20.5%).
With respect to the LF, we find similar patterns to the ones found in the use of the
PF in that HEH speakers tended to express the LF in the three tengistaihce

ctewri es referring to distant future: 60i n twc

(35.5%), and 6in ten yearso6 (22.6%). These p

the HSIM group.

With regards to the PI, we find that HIS speakers useitito expressuture in all
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temporal distances, yet this form was more frequently expressed in the contexts referring
to events or actions occurring the next day (26.6%).

The production of the MF was low in the HI group. Strikingly, the use of the
MF was not relatedbta specific temporal distance. Similarly, aoohcerninghe
production of the subjunctive and conditional, once again wenfindnal use of these
forms to convey futurity.

Finally, fnot her 0-infleetedbverlfs and presenf pnogressidiely n o n
were used with multiple temporal distances in the interview data of the speech of the HS
IH. For instance, they frequently employeti@tverb forms to refer to the next day
(17.6%), the next weekend (17.6%), and to the distance related to ten yearitori
(22.0%).

Next, in Table 45c, we examine the distribution of the expressions of futurity

according to temporal distance iretAiISADV group.



115

Table 45c. The distribution of the expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according taempaal distance in the HADV group

Temporal distance
Group | Expres Later Next Next | Intwo | After Inten | Total
sions of | that day| day week | months| gradua | years
futurity end tion
HS PF 7.7% | 10.6% | 20.8% | 18.3% | 13.4% | 29.2% | 100.0%
ADV (22) (30) (59) (52) (38) (83) (284)
LF 152% | 12.8% | 7.6% | 19.0% | 32.9% | 12.7% | 100.0%
(24) (20) (12) (30) (52) (20) (158)
Pl 11.5% | 24.0% | 26.2% | 18.6% | 7.7% | 12.0% | 100.0%
(22) (44) (48) (34) (14) (22) (183)
MF 16.7% | 2.1% | 18.8% | 8.3% | 31.3% | 22.9% | 100.0%
(8) 1) (9) 4) (15) | (11) | (48)
Subj 7.4% 8.8% 59% | 5.9% | 16.2% | 55.9% | 100.0%
5) (6) (4) 4) (11) | (38) | (68)
Cond 0.0% 1.6% 1.6% | 6.3% | 51.6% | 39.1% | 100.0%
(0) 1) (1) 4) (33) | (25 | (64)
Other | 18.4% | 9.2% | 10.3% | 21.1% | 12.4% | 28.6% | 100.0%
(34) a7 (29) (39) (23) (53) (185)
Total | 11.5% | 12.0% | 15.4% | 16.9% | 18.8% | 25.5% | 100.0%
(114) (119) (152) | (167) | (186) | (252) | (990)
p=.000

Table 45c reveals, similar to the patterns reflected in previabkes that the PF

was produceth utterances that referred to multiple temporal distances in th&AS

group. Specifically, the highest frequency of PF use was found in responsesgeferrin

events that would take place 6in ten yearso

Similar to the patterns reported on the PF, we also find that the Pl and the

caegory fot her 0 v enfldcted verbsmars présend mdgresgivepwene

empoyed across all future temporal distances by theABY speakers of the study. In
other words, one clear pattern did not emerge.

Regarding the LF, the table illustratbst this verb form was mainly used to refer
to actions or events that occurred in dstant future, and especially in the context

referring to events or plans oO6after graduat.
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The MF, although represented in low figures, was generally peadaccontexts
that referred to the distantanfdutduirne,t enna nyeelayr
(22.9%).

Unlike their less proficient counterparts, the-ABV group employed the
subjunctive and the conditional with higher frequencies to refierttoe time events.

These verb forms were more frequently used with the time frarfexsmg to the distant
future as well.
In summary, this section has responded in part to RQ2a of the study, which
inquired about thénguistic constraintshat conditiorthe use of future verb forms in L2
learners and HSs of three proficiency levels. filewing tendencies were found
regarding temporal distance and expression of futurity by heritage speakers:
(1) HSs of all proficiency levels used the PF to express fytwith multiple
temporal distances.

(2) HSs of all proficiencies also produced the Pbasrtemporal distances. A
mild preference to use the Pl was found to refer to events or actions taking
place the next day.

(3) HSs used the LF in contexts related todrstantfuture, although this

relationship was slightly weaker in the HA®V group.

(4) HS participants did nagxhibit a tendencto use MF, the subjunctive and the

conditional to refer to future events. When they employed these forms, it was

frequently to refeto the distant future.

=1}

B)The category of future Mmostymainfeadeded as

verbs and present progressiwgs employeé@cross temporal distances by
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HSs.

As noted in the review of the literature, studies on monolingual Spaniakespe
have found that the MF is more likely to occur in the distant future,fenBF and the Pl
tend to refer to the near future (Blas Arroyo, 2008yzco, 2005Sedano, 1994).
Therefore, the results of this study reveal that both L2 learners and $¢Bsbfe NSs in
their use of the MF to refer to events occurring in the distantdutHowever, only the
L2 learners showed a tendency to prefer to use the Pl to refer to the near future similar to
monolingual speakertn addition neither group (i.e., LRearners and HS) preferred the
PF to refer to events or actiooscurring in thenear future These results may indicate
that the L2 learners and the HSs of the study have a less defined preference regarding
temporal distance than their monolingual NS derparts. The results of the
metalinguistic awareness questionnaire presentttinext chapter may help shed more
l ight on the effects of temporal distance in

study.

4.2.2. Temporal adverbials
Having examied the relationship between temporal distance and expression of
futurity, we now turn our attention to another linguistomstraint use of temporal
adverbial markers. This section will analyze data regarding three retatstfains: the
guantity of tenporal adverbials, the type of temporal adverbials, and the syntactic
position of temporal adverbials. The goal of examining temporal adverbials was to
account for redundancy in participantsdé expr

whether the use ofemporal adverbials affected the forms participants used to express
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futurity in the interview protocol. Recall that in addition to the analysis of the responses
to the interview protocol, we will also draw data from the preferenceaddakther
examinetherole oftemporal markers.

Theanalysis of the threeonstraing regarding temporal adverbials (i.e., quantity,
type, and position of temporal adverbials) will differ from the analysis of the other
linguistic constraintsSpecifically, thissection willnot analyze the distribution of
temporal adverbials in the interview protocol across proficiency levels. Instead, the three
L2 proficiency groups wilbe collapsedhto a single L2 group, and the three HS
proficiency groups wilbe collapsedhto a singleHS group. The reason for this
modification in the analysis is twofold: First, since oteo-thirdsof the utterances
expressing futurity did not contain a temporal marker, the statistical package SPSS found
a largenumberof cells that hadraexpected amnt of less than five (the optimal number
to run the analysis). Second, possibly because of the number of cells with low counts,
Chi-Square tests of thmonstraing regarding temporal markers and proficiency levels did
not yield significant reults. Theradre, this section will analyze the production of verb
forms according to the presence and type of temporal adverbials for L2 learners and HSs
as two groups.

We begin by analyzing theonstraintof quantityof temporal adverbiaJsvhich
was deggned to accont for the use of one or more temporal adverbials in a single
utterance. In other worgdthis constraintaccounts for redundancy. Thenstraint

accounting fothe quantityof temporal adverbials was coded as follows:

- notemporal adverbialge.g.,Voyaestudiar61 am going to study.
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- one temporal adverbial (e.ddafianavoya estudiar romorrowl am going

t

- two or more temporal adverbials (e Eafanael sdbadosoya estudiar

6romorrowSaturdayl

(0]

study. 6) ,

and

am going

o study. 06) .

The next tale presents the distribution of expressions of futurity according to the

guantityof temporal adverbials in the utterances of the L2 group.

Table 46. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview prot@ccording

to thequantityof temporal adverbials in the L2 group

Quantityof temporal adverbials
Expressions| No temporal One Two or Total
of futurity adverbials more

PF 63.4% 33.8% 2.8% 100.0%
(223) (119) (10) (352)

LF 67.8% 29.4% 2.8% 100.0%
(196) (85) (8) (289)

Pl 57.2% 40.2% 2.6% 100.0%
(155) (209) (7) (271)

MF 73.6% 24.3% 2.1% 100.0%
(106) (35) (3) (144)

Subj 79.5% 20.5% 0.0% 100.0%
(58) (15) (0) (73)

Cond 79.1% 20.9% 0.0% 100.0%
(53) (14) (0) (67)

Other 72.9% 27.1% 0.0% 100.0%
(121) (45) (0) (166)

Total 67.0% 31.0% 2.1% 100.0%

(912) (422) (28) (1362)

p=.001

Table 46 reveals that the L2 speakers of this study preferred not to use temporal

adverbial markers when expressing futurity in the interview protocol (67.0%). Put

differently, only approximately a third of expresss of futurity by L2 learners included

a temporal adverbial maker. In reviewing the data more closely, we find that when L2

learners did use adverbial markers, they employed them most frequently when they
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expressed futurity using the Pl (i.e., 40.2%rsftances of use of the Pl included a
temporal marker). This result is not surprising. As discussed in Chapter 2, the Pl does not
reflect morphology referring to future tim&€hereforelanguage users rely on lexical
marking to disambiguate meaning whenresging futurity. In other words, when L2
learners use the PI to express futurity, they sometimes add a temporal marker to provide
their interlocutor with a timeframe. This finding aligns with Gudmestad and Geeslin
(2011), who also found that the advant@dearners of the study favored the o$¢he
Pl when a lexical temporal indicator was present.

Of the utterances that included temporal adverbials, the majority (31.0%) included
one single marker. The presence of two or more temporal markers inrancdte/as
rare in the L2 corpus (2.1%)oFinstance, the PWas frequently accompaniéy a
temporal marker (33.8Ybut rarely appeared alongside two or more temporal markers
(2.8%). We find a similar pattern in the other future verb forms. These finslirgggest
that overall the L2 learners tife study did not seem to rely on temporal markers to
express futurity in Spanish. We can hypothesize that the interview protocol may have
influenced these findings since the questions of the interview protocalimedtemporal

markers (e.g.¢ Cuales sotusplanes pareel fin deseman@6 Wh at ar e theur

upcoming weekertio6) . Therefore, since the tempor

mentioned in the question, it is possible that participants diteabthe need to express

that informatim again, although they may have done so in other communicative contexts.
Next, Table 47 presents the distribution of future verb forms in the HS group

according to thguantityof temporal adverbials.

pl an

al f
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Table 47. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to thequantityof temporal adverbials in the HS group

Quantityof temporal adverbials
Expressions| No temporal One Two or Total
of futurity adverbials more
PF 70.1% 29.3% 0.6% 100.0%
(337) (141) (3) (481)
LF 78.6% 21.0% 0.3% 100.0%
(228) (61) €8] (290)
Pl 51.5% 45.1% 3.4% 100.0%
(152) (133) (10) (295)
MF 69.0% 31.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(49) (22) (0) (71)
Subj 78.6% 21.4% 0.0% 100.0%
(66) (18) (0) (84)
Cond 88.8% 10.0% 1.3% 100.0%
(71) (8) ) (80)
Other 81.3% 17.5% 1.0% 100.0%
(247) (53) (3 (303)
Total 71.9% 27.0% 1.1% 100.0%
(1150) (436) (18) (1604)
p=.000

In Table 47 we also note that most of the expressions of futurity produced by
HSs did notontain a temporal advbial marker. Specifically, 71.9% of the tokens in the
HS corpus did not contain a temporal marker. A closer look at the data reveals that when
HSs expressed temporal markers, they did so more frequently when they were discussing
future events using thd R15.1%). In other words, HSs produced temporal markers in
about half of the utterances in which they employed the PI to express futurity. Similar to
the L2 learner data examined above, this pattern can be taken to suggest thiat HSs a
using temporal magks to compensate for the fact there is an absence of temporal
morphology in PI. This finding also aligns with Gudmestad and Geeslin (2011), who
found that NSs of Spanish employed lexical temporal indicators more frequently when
theyused the PI to exprefigturity. In other words, the HSs of the study seem to

approximate monolingual native speakers in this regard.
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When HSs employed temporal adverbials to express futurity, they included one
single marker in most instances (27.0%). phesence of two or memarkers in an
utterance was very infrequent in the HS corpus (1.1%), which suggests that the HSs of
the study were not redundant in their expressiaemporalframework in the interview
protocol.

To summarize the results thus fae note that the majidy of expressions of
futurity by L2 learners and HSs did not contain a temporal adverbial marker, possibly
becausehe questions in the interview protocol provided the time frame. Further, the data
revealed that L2 learners produaedlightly higher ra of temporal markers than their
HS counterparts (33.0% compared to 28.1%). Both L2 learners and HSs employed
temporal markers more frequently when they expressed future events when using the PI,
possibly to compensate and disambiguataning since the Ricks futuretime
morphology.

We now draw our attention to tiesenstrainthataccounts fothe type of temporal
adverbials employed in the corpus. Thismstraintwas codedor six types of temporal
markers that correspond to the s#mporal distancesatare examineth this study:

- later that day,

- the next day,

- the next weekend,

- in two months,

- after graduation, and

in ten years.

Recall that the coding guide also included an option for expressions of futurity
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that did not ilude temporal adverdlis (NA). Table 48 presents the results regarding
the expressiorof futurity and type of temporal adverbials in the L2 group.

Table 48. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according

to type of tempaal adverbial in the 2 group

Type of temporal adverbials
Expres NA Later | Next Next Intwo | After |Inten | Total
sionsof that day week | months | gradua| years
futurity day end -tion
PF 63.4%| 5.1% | 6.0% | 94% | 7.7% | 3.7% | 4.8% | 100.0%
(223) | (18) (22) (33) (27) (13) 17) (352)
LF 67.80| 6.9% | 6.9% | 24% | 55% | 55% | 4.5% | 100.0%
(196) | (20) (20) (7 (16) (16) (13) (289)
Pl 57.2% | 6.3% | 15.1% | 10.0% | 7.7% | 1.1% | 2.6% | 100.0%
(155) | (17) | (41) | (27) (21) 3) () | (271)
MF 73.6% | 1.4% | 1.4% | 7.6% | 6.3% 2.8 6.9% | 100.0%
(106) | (2) 2) (11) 9) (4 | (10) | (144)
Subj 79.5% | 0.0% | 1.4% | 0.0% | 2.7% | 9.6% | 6.8% | 100.0%
(58) | (0) 1) ) 2) ) ©) (73)
Cond 79.1%| 0.0% | 3.0% | 10.4% | 3.0% | 1.5% | 3.0% | 100.0%
(53) | (0) 2) ) (2) 1) 2) (67)
Other 72.9% | 42% | 1.8% | 3.6% | 13.9% | 1.8% | 1.8% | 100.0%
(121) | (@) 3) (6) (23) 3) (3) | (166)
Total 67.0%| 4.7% | 6.7% | 6.7% | 7.3% | 3.5% | 4.2% | 100.0%
(912) | (64) (92) (92) (100) (47 (57) | (1362)
p=.000

Table 48 reveals that differences manifest regarding future time expression
according to the presence and the typeemporal adverbials in the corpusngrated by
the L2 group f§= .000). Although the majority of the tokens in the L2 corpus did not
include temporal adverbials, we do find that the distribution of expressions of futurity is
different for the differentyipes of temporal adverbials. For insta, Table 48 indicates
that the PRvas more frequently usedth markers referring to events taking place the

onext weekendd (9.4%) and, o6in two mont hsodé (

that this form was$requently employed together with tporal markers referring to the

onext dayodo (15. 2%). | n aeaapreserdes tow numbed, al t houg
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speakers preferred to use the subjunctive together with distant future markers (e.g., after
gradudion, 9.6%). We can also detect thaee the MF was expressed with a temporal
mar ker when participants referred to events
These resultsoncerninghe L2 group are in line with the findings discussed in the
previoussection regarding temporal distansed 4.2.1.), which suggested that the
constrainiof temporal distance mediated the future verb forms employed by the L2
participants of this study of all three proficiency levels.

The next table draws attention to thistribution of future verb forms acating
to the type of temporal adverbials in the HS group.

Table 49. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to type of temporal adverbial in the HS group

Type of temporal adverbials
Expres NA Later | Next Next | Intwo | After Inten | Total
sionsof that day | week | months| gradua | years
futurity day end tion
PF 70.3%| 2.9% | 35% | 7.5% | 7.1% | 3.5% | 5.2% | 100.0%
(3306) (14) (18) (36) (34) (18) (25) (481)
LF 78.6% | 2.4% | 3.8% | 28% | 55% | 4.1% | 2.8% | 100.00
(228) | (7) (11) (8) (16) (12) (8) (290)
Pl 51.1%| 7.1% | 14.2% | 13.9%| 7.8% 2.0% 3.4% | 100.0%
(152) | (21) (42) (41) (23) (6) (10) (295)
MF 69.0% | 2.8% | 42% | 9.9% | 1.4% | 2.8% | 9.9% | 100.0%
49) | (2 3) ) 1) 2) ) (71)
Subj 78.6% | 0.0% | 48% | 48% | 1.2% | 2.4% | 8.3% | 100.0%
(66) | (0) (4) 4) 1) 2) ) (84)
Cond 88.8%| 0.0% | 0.0% | 1.3% | 1.3% | 3.8% | 5.0% | 100.0%
(71) | (0) () 1) 1) 3) (4) (80)
Other 81.8%| 2.3% | 3.6% | 43% | 3.0% | 1.7% | 3.3% | 100.0%
(248) | (7) (11) | (13) 9) () (10) | (303)
Total 71.8%| 3.2% | 55% | 6.9% | 53% | 2.9% | 4.4% | 100.0%
(1150) | (51) (89) (110) (85) (48) (71) | (1604)
p=.000

Table 49 we note thathe type of temporal adverbials conditioned the distribution

of verb forms that the HS growsed in the interviewpE .000). Although the majority of
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expressions of futurity by HSs did not contain terapadverbial markers (71.8%), it is

noteworthy to explain that when HS employed temporal markers, the future verb forms

they used were used more frequently with spenifickers. For example, we find that

HSs frequently employed the PF in utterances ti@dtided temporal markers referring to

the next weekend (7.5%) and in two months (7.1%). The HS also expressed temporal

mar kers when expressengegveduaygbi @4t Be, Pan@i t
we e k dh%pwhich refer to the near future).

To summarize, the data revealed that the L2 learners and the HSs of the study
employed few temporal markers in their responses to the interview protocol. When they
employedemporal markers, the different temporal markers tendbd tesuedlongside
specific verb forms

The lastconstraintrelated to temporal adverbisdgamined the position of the
temporal adverbials in the utterances expressing future tinec@hstraint accounted
for possible redundancy, compensation strategigd circumlocution in pgécipantsd
expression of futurity. Theoding for theposition of temporal adverbials was as follows:

- no temporal adverbials,

- adverbial before the verb,

- adverbial after the verb, and

- adverbials before and after the verb.

The next table details thestlibution of the verb forms employed to express
futurity in the L2 groupn relation tothe syntactigosition of the temporal adverbials

the utterance.
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Table 410. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to the position of temporal adverbials in the L2 group

Positionof temporal adverbials
No Before the| After the Before
Expressions temporal verb verb and after Total
of futurity | adverbials the verb
PF 63.4% 25.9% 9.7% 1.1% 100.0%
(223) (9) (34) 4) (352)
LF 68.5% 26.0% 4.8% 0.7% 100.0%
(196) (77) (14) (&) (289)
Pl 56.8% 25.5% 16.6% 1.1% 100.0%
(155) (69) (45) 3) (271)
MF 74.3% 21.4% 4.2% 0.0% 100.0%
(106) (31) (6) ) (144)
Subj 79.5% 16.4% 4.1% 0.0% 100.0%
(58) (12) 3) ) (73)
Cond 79.1% 20.9% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(53) (14) ) ) (67)
Other 72.9% 22.9% 4.2% 0.0% 100.0%
(121) (38) ) 0) (166)
Total 67.0% 24.2% 8.0% 0.7% 100.0%
(912) (332 (109) (9) (1362)
p=.000

As previously noted, Table-40 reveals that 67.1% of utterances expressing
futurity in the L2 corpus did not include a temporal adverbial marker. In other words,
only approximately a third of expressions of futurity by L2 learners included a temporal
advebial maker. From the tokens that did include a temporal adverbial, we éinthéh
speakers preferred to use a marker before the verb (24.2%). In THblelobserve
that all forms favored temporal markers before the verb. For instance, expressions of
futurity using the PF included markers before the verb in 25.9% of instangeneral,
the preference to include temporal markers before the verb by the L2 group may be due
to a myriad of factors: 1) L2 learners may use temporal adverbials as filgamtbme
to formulate the target verb form, 2) temporal adverbials beferedib may facilitate

parsing of the sentence, especially in the case of the PI (a verb form that lacks temporal
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morphology), and 3) to stress or point to a sense of time indlaeises as a pragmatic
device.

The next table presents the data regardiegptisition of temporal adverbials in
the HS group.

Table 411. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to the position of temporal advealts in the HS group

Positionof temporal adverbials
No Before the| After the Before
Expressions temporal verb verb and after Total
of futurity | adverbials the verb
PF 70.3% 22.9% 6.7% 0.2% 100.0%
(338) (110) (32) (1) (481)
LF 78.6% 14.1% 7.2% 0.0% 100.0%
(228) (42) (21) (0) (290)
Pl 51.2% 35.3% 10.8% 2.7% 100.0%
(151) (104) (32) (8) (295)
MF 69.0% 25.4% 5.6% 0.0% 100.0%
(49) (18) 4) ) (71)
Subj 78.6% 11.9% 9.5% 0.0% 100.0%
(66) (10) (8) ) (84)
Cond 88.8% 6.3% 5.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(71) 5) 4) (V) (80)
Other 81.5% 15.8% 2.3% 0.3% 100.0%
(247) (48) ) 1) (303)
Total 71.7% 20.9% 6.7% 0.6% 100.0%
(1150) (336) (108) (10) (1604)
p=.000

Consistent with the findings in the L2 group, in Tabl&l4we note that the
majority (71.7%) olutterances expressing futurity by HSs did not include a temporal
adverbial marker. From éhtokens that did include a temporal adverbial, the temporal
marker wadocatedbefore the verb (20.9%). In other words, all future verb forms favored
the expressionf adverbs in the syntactic position before the verb. For example, future
time expressionthat employed the Pl were over three times more likely to include a

temporal adverb before the verb (35.3%) than after the verb (10.8%). The preference to
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include tenporal markers before the verb may be to facilitate the understanding of the
sentence, eggially in the case of the Pl since it does not contain temporal morphology.

To summarize the findings regarding the position of temporal adverbials, we
found that wien an utterance expressing futurity contained temporal markers, both L2
learners and HSxkibited a preference to express the marker before the verb. The trend
of temporal markerbeing locatedefore the verb applied to all future verb forms.

To recapitilate this section thus far has presented the results of the analysis of the
constrains regarding temporal adverbials in the interview protocol (i.e., the production
task). It is important to highlight that ovievo-thirds of tokens expressing futuritydinot
contain temporal markers. Specifically, L2 learners produced a slightly highef rate
temporal markers than their HS counterparts (33.0% compared to 28.1%). Further, the PI
was the verb form that was most frequently accompanied by temporal marketk
groups, possibly as a compensation strategy to disambiguate meaning sinceott®e Pl d
not have inflectional temporal morphology and cdugdnterpretecs present tense.

To further examine theonstraintregarding temporal adverbials, we now gnal
the data generated from the preference task
preference of instances of expression of futurity in Spanish focusing on temporal lexical
markers. The results of tiRT are presented in this section and not indeeetly
because the goal of this task was to complement the interview protocol in shagiding
on participantsé preferences regarding the
futurity. As detailed in Chapter 3, in the Rigrticipants read a shoragagraph
presenting a context, followed by three sentences that differed only regaeliegital

temporal markers accompanying the verb expressing futurity. Then, they were asked to
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select the sentence that sounded better to them. Recall that, inccohdgarticipants
read sentences with a temporal marker before the verb that exprgasgg fn
condition 2, participants read sentences with a temporal marker after the verb that
expresses futurity; finally, in condition 3, participants read seatewithout a temporal
marker.

To analyze the data from the preference task, | perforneglstic regression
using the statistical package SPSS. A multinomial logistic regression is a statistical model
that is employed when the dependent variable (incése, temporal marker) has more
than two categorie®(g, temporal marker before the etemporalmarker after the
verb, and no temporal marjerhis statistical testvas performed to ascertain which
constraing predictecthe likelihoodof participants selectingmporal markers in the
PT.In the logistic regressiomodel,the dependent viable included the three conditions
tested in the PTi.e.,temporal marker before the vetbmporalmarker after the verb,
and no terporal marker). The independent variables included in the model were speaker
type (i.e., L2 or HS), proficiency levelé€i, IM, IH, and ADV), expression of futurity
(e.g., PF or PI) and temporal distance (i.e., near or distant future). The logisticioegress
model was st at i%d8)F $FI6p<y.008. Ingther woids; thennodel &
had explanatory power. Tablel2 presents the results of the likelihood ratio test, which
shows the contribution of each variable to the model. That is, Telenrkludes an
overview of which independent variablesre selecteds significanpredictorswithin

the model for the totality of participants of the study.



130

Table 412. Summary of the results of the multinomial logistic regressions of the
independent ariables coded in the preference task: L2 learners and heritage speakers

Participant type | Proficiency level| Expressions of | Temporal
futurity distance

x** X*** X***

Note'l: *p< 0.05, *p<0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 412 reveals several noteworthy findinggarding the variables that
conditioned the selection of temporal markers in the PT by the participants of the study.
First, we find that the variables relatedotoficiencylevel, expressions of futuritynd
temporal distanceorrelated wittparticipans 6 pr ef er ence with regards
markers. Surprisingly, participant type (i.e., L2 or HS) was not a statistically significant
predictor in this task. In other words, according to the model, L2 leaandrkISs did not
seem to behave significantly tfently in the PT.
To further elucidate the data, we examined the effects that each significant
predictorv ar i abl e had on participantso6 choices 1in
regressions, one of the egbries within each variab(e.g., temporal m&er before the
verb)is used as a base category and provides a point of comparison for the analysis. In
this case, fino tempor al mar ker 0 was used as
With regards to proficiency, the el predicted that the intermediated
participants select temporal markers more frequently in the PT than their advanced
proficiency counterparts. Interestingly, this tendeweyg foundfor temporal markers
afterthe verb, OR= 2.291(95% CI 1.484 to 3.53), p= .000, but nofor temporal markers
beforethe verb p=.058). Likewise, the model predicted that intermeelady

participants also select temporal markers after the verb more frequently than their

1 Unlike the rest of the tables presented in the stiadfes 412, 419, and 420 include asterisks
indicating the strength of thevalues. The goal of using asterisks is to help illustrateifferehces in the
strength inp values of different independent variab&slyzed in thenultinomial logistic regressions.
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advanced counterpar®R= 1.690(95% CI 1.158 t®.466),p= .007. However, the
difference betweethe IH and ADV groups ialsonot significant with regards to markers
before the verbpEs .791).To shed more light on proficiency differences in the PT,
additional regressions were run with ttependent variable simplified to two levele
temporalmarker or ndemporalmarker). The results revealed that IM participants were
more likely to select sentences with temporal adverbials than ADV particiRts
1.643(95% CI 1173to 2.303), p=.004 No significant differencem the selection of
markerswere foundoetween IH and ADV participantshen the dependent variable was
simplified, p= .377.0verall, we find that lower proficiency speakers seem to rely more
on temporal adverbials.
Regarding the future verb forms employed to express futurity, tueim
predicted that the participants show a tendency to favor the use of the PF and the LF
without temporal adverbia)]§OR= 383 (95% CI .188 to .778p= .008 for the PF, and
OR= 370 (95% CI .176 to .778p= .009 for the LF. The tendency to selectBeand
theLF (which have no future tense morphology) in sentences with no temporal
adverbials ma suggest théeginning of thggrammaticalization of these verb forms.
Finally, temporal distance was also a significant predictor in the middil.L2
and HS participants were more likely to select the option with no marker in contexts
referring to evets or actionsn the near future, OR508 (95% CI .375 to .689p= .000.
In contrast, the statistical model predicted that participants were more likelgtd the
option with temporal markers after the verb in contexts referring to the distant future
A triangulation of the findings reveal ed

choices of temporal markers in the preference task compared to participana c t u a |
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production of temporal markers in the interview protocol. For instance, while prafycien
was not a significantonstraintin the interview protocol, the PT data revealed that
proficiency didhave an effectopar t i ci pant s6 m®a&Kers.&dri on of
example, the model predicted that intermedraté participants select temporal mark
more frequently then advanced proficiency speakers. Also, the rates of selection of
temporal markers in the PT were higher than the production of tenmparia¢rs in the
interview protocol. Thus, these results reveal task effects.

Having analyzed theonstraintof temporal markers, we now shift our attention to
the linguisticconstraintexamining clause type. Remember ttieg constraint shedight
on wheher the speakers of this study expressed futurity in the main or subordinate

clauses.

4.2.3.Clausetype

This section examines the linguistionstraintof clause type, which analyzes the
possible influence of the syntactic context of the sentence gardbaction of future
verb forms BlasArroyo, 2008). That is, thisonstraintaims to account for whether the
verbs expressing futurity in the interview protocol appeared in a mairasubordinate
clause.

Tables 413a through 4L.4c examine the relatiship between clause type and
future verb form in each of the L2 and HS peadncy groups. | begin by analyzing the

data for the L2AM group.

t

e
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Table 413a. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to clause type ihg L2-IM group

Clause Type
Group Expressions of Main Clause Subordinate Total
futurity Clause
L2-IM PF 65.8% 34.2% 100.0%
(52) (27) (79)
LF 95.4% 4.6% 100.0%
(103) (5) (108)
Pl 78.7% 21.3% 100.0%
(96) (26) (122)
MF 70.0% 30.0% 100.0%
(28) (12) (40)
Subj 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
2) 5) (1)
Cond 80.0% 20.0% 100.0%
(20) ) (25)
Other 80.5% 19.5% 100.0%
(66) (16) (82)
Total 79.3% 20.7% 100.0%
(367) (96) (463)

p=.000

In Table 413a, we find that that the distribution of future verb formtheL2IM
group is statistically significant according to ttlause typeg= .000). A more irdepth
analysis of the future verb forms employed byl speakers reveals two main findings:
First, speakers showed a preference to use of the majority of fotums (i.e., PF, LF,
PI, MF, condi t i oindcduses. Ronimstarite thehivds abmjost i N ma
exclusively expresseid main clauses (95.4%). Second, the subjunctive was the only
verb form that was favored in subordinate clauses (71.4%), alhbigfinding should
be taken witrcaution,since the numbeof tokens is low. These results align with Kanwit
(2014), who also found that intermediate L2 learners preferred to use the PF, MF, LF,
and Pl in main clauses when expressing futurity. Kanwit42 also found that L2
learners produced the highest ratéBfin main clausedn addition the results of the

present study also align with Kanwit and Solon (2013), who found that Spanish native



speakers in Mérida (Mexico) and Valencia (Spain) favtined®F and the Pl in main

clauses.

The next table presentsetihesults of the L-2H group.

Table 413b. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to clause type in the-ll2 group

Claus Type
Group Expressions of Main Clause Subordinate Total
futurity Clause
L2-IH PF 56.7% 43.3% 100.0%
(80) (61) (141)
LF 89.5% 10.5% 100.0%
(102) (12) (114)
Pl 76.8% 23.2% 100.0%
(76) (23) (99)
MF 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
(35) (35) (70)
Subj 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Q) (25) (25)
Cond 57.9% 42.1% 100.0%
(11) (8) (19)
Other 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
(12) (13) (25)
Total 64.9% 35.1% 100.0%
(320) (173) (493)
p=.000

As can beseenby the frequenciesrosstabulatedn Table 413b, there is a
significant relationship between thenstrant of clause type and the future forms
employed by the L22H group = .000). | make three key observations: FirstIH2
expressed the majority of future verb forms in the main clause (64.3%). In particular, the
LF was the verb form that they employed tfosquently ina mainclause (89.5%), and
these participants also peefed to use the Pl in main clauses (76.8%). Second, we find
that the L2IH group showed a clear preference to employ the subjunctive in subjunctive
clauses (100.0%), although this résinould be taken with caution since the numbers are

low. Third, the [2-IH participants did not show clear tendencies regarding clause type
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when expressing futurity using the MF. That is, they expressed this verb form in both
types of clauses with the sarfrequency (50.0%). This finding regarding the use of the
MF contrastsvith the results of the L-2M speakers, who favored the use of this form in
main clauses. The difference found between proficiency lavétgs constrainicouldbe
becausé.2-1H leamers may have produced more verb forms in subordinate clauses than
their L2-IM counterparts (35.7% vs. 20.7%). While | cannot establish a cause, | can only
suggest that their higher proficiency level may have allowed them to generate more
complex sentencsgtructures.

Next, Table 413c presents the results for the L2 advargredipwith respect to
the clauses in which they expressed futurity.

Table 413c. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to clause type in th@4ADV group

Clause Type
Group Expressions of Main Clause Subordinate Total
futurity Clause
L2-ADV PF 68.9% 31.1% 100.0%
(91) (42) (132)
LF 83.6% 16.4% 100.0%
(56) (11) (67)
Pl 80.0% 20.0% 100.0%
(40) (10) (50)
MF 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
(16) (18) (34)
Subj 14.6% 85.4% 100.0%
(6) (35) (41)
Cond 56.5% 43.5% 100.0%
(13) (10) (23)
Other 76.3% 23.7% 100.0%
(45) (14) (59)
Total 66.3% 33.7% 100.0%
(269) (137) (406)
p=.000

Table 413c shows that differences also manifest in the manner futsrrity i

expressed by L-ADV learners according to treonstraintof clause typefd= .000). A
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closer analysis of Table #3c reveals similar patterns as those found in théM_and
L2-IH groups. That is, when expressing futurity, advanced L2 learners wereikatye |
to employ the majority of the verb formsnmainclauses. For example, they used LF and
the Pl in main clauses with a frequency of 83.6% and 80.0%, respectively. The
exceptiongo this trendvere foundvhen speakers expressed the future using the
subunctive form. In this sense, when they expressed future events using the subjunctive,
they tended to use this form in subordinate clauses (85.4%) rather than in main clauses.
When L2learners used the subjunctive to refer to the future in main clauses, it
generally precedeoly an epistemic adverb expressing possibility (Egpbablemente
vayaalaplayad | wi | | probably go to the beach. 6) .
To summarize, and interestingly, all three L2 proficiency groups exhibited similar
tendencies with regards tioet expression of futurity and its intersection with the type of
clause in which the future formmgere expressedverall, L2 learners exhibitete
following tendencies regarding tikenstraintof clause type and expression of futurity:
(1) Theconstraintof clause type significantly influenced the distribution of future
verb forms in the three L2 proficiency groups.
(2) L2 learners were more likely to use the majority of the future forms in the
main clause.
(3) The L2IH and L2ADV tend to use the MF in both clausges in equal
amounts.
(4) The subjunctive (used to convey future) was the only verb form that L2

learners favom@ in subordinate clauses.
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Having examined the relationship between clause type and expression of futurity
in L2 learners, we now turn our attem to heritage speakers. First, we examine the
distribution of future verb forms in the H#$ group.

Table 414a. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to clause type in the Hi8 group

Clause Type
Group Expressions of Main Clause Subordinate Total
futurity Clause
HS-IM PF 68.3% 31.7% 100.0%
(28) (13) (42)
LF 84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
(33) (6) (39)
Pl 64.6% 35.4% 100.0%
(31) (17) (48)
MF 37.5% 62.5% 100.0%
3) (5) (8)
Subj 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
) 2) 3
Cond 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Q) (2) 2)
Other 74.1% 25.9% 100.0%
(20) (1) (27)
Total 69.0% 31.0% 100.0%
(116) (52) (168)

p=.019

In looking at Table 4.4a, we note that that the distribution of future verb forms in
the HSIM group is statistically sigficant according to the clause tyge=(.019). We
observe that IMHS group shows a preference to express futurity in the main clause
(69.0%) in their responses to the interview protocol. Specifically, the speakdte use
t he LF ( 83. 8 %ms (81fB%), dne to &lesseededreehRg67.5%) and
the PI (66.7%) in main clauses. Thus, we do find that the distribution of future verb forms
in the HS group is statistically significant according to the clause type. This result

contrasts with Gome3oler and de Prada Pérez (2016), whanébtinat the type of clause



in which the future formwas expressedid not condition the use of any of the future verb

forms they examined (i.e., PF, MF, and PI).

Next, we examine the data for the ##$group with regrds to theonstraintof

clause type.

Table 414b. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to clause type in the H$ group

Clause Type
Group Expressions of Main Clause Subordinate Total
futurity Clause
HS-IH PF 66.0% 34.0% 100.0%
(103) (53) (156)
LF 83.9% 16.1% 100.0%
(78) (15) (93)
Pl 81.3% 16.1% 100.0%
(52) (15) (64)
MF 46.7% 53.3% 100.0%
(1) (8) (15)
Subj 7.7% 92.3% 100.0%
1) (12) (13)
Cond 28.6% 74.1% 100.0%
4) (10) (14)
Other 85.7% 14.3% 100.0%
(78) (13) (91)
Total 72.4% 27.6% 100.0%
(323) (123) (446)
p=.000

In Table 414b we observe that the clause type, meaning, the location of the future
form in an utterance, also conditions the future forms employed biyHH$peakers in the
interview protocol p=.000).Several observations cae madeegarding this table:

First, like their HSIM counterparts, H3H participants showed a preference to express
futurity in the main clause (73.3%). We observe that they favor the use of the LF

839%9 , the PI and to

q 8vie r3B%) f, o rimg h(e8&85. 7 %)
(66.0%) in main clauses. Second,-HSparticipants employed the MF within close

frequencies in both types of clauses (46.7% of instances of the MF appeared in main



clauses, whereab3.3% appeared in suldorate clauses). They also favored the use of
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the subjunctive and the conditional in subordinate clauses, although the use of these

forms was low at the H8H level. This finding is nosurprising since the subjunctive

often appews in subordinate clauses

The next table presents the distribution of future verb forms in thRADNs

group.

Table 414c. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol

according to clause type in the AB®V group

Clause Type
Group Expressios of | Main Clause Subordinate Total
futurity Clause
HS-ADV PF 66.2% 33.8% 100.0%
(188) (96) (284)
LF 72.2% 27.8% 100.0%
(114) (44) (158)
Pl 84.7% 15.3% 100.0%
(155) (28) (183)
MF 64.6% 35.4% 100.0%
(31) (17) (48)
Subj 26.5% 73.5% 100.0%
(18) (50) (68)
Cond 34.4% 65.6% 100.0%
(22) (42) (64)
Other 85.9% 14.1% 100.0%
(159) (26) (185)
Total 69.4% 30.6% 100.0%
(687) (303) (990)
p=.000

Table 414c revealshat,consistent with the findings in the HBl and HSIH

groups, theeffect of the constraindf clause type was found to be statistically significant

for the HSADYV group of participantsg= .000). Further, we observe two main trends:

First, HSADV speakersdnded to express events in the future using the LF (72.2%), PI

(84.79% ,

fot her O

ver bs

(85.

9 %)

and to

a

| esser

in main clauses. Second, the use of the subjunctive and the conditional in future contexts
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increased atiis level, and HSADV favored their use in subordinate clauses with a
frequency of 73.5% and 65.6%, respectively.

In sum, the following tendencies were found regarding clause type and expression

of futurity by heritage speakers:

(1) The HSIM, HS-IH, and HSADV participants of the study showed a
preference to express futurity main clauses.

(2) The HSs favored the use of the MF, subjunctive, and conditional in
subordinate clauses, although participants did not employ these verb forms
very often in this particular protocol.

Having examined the effects of clause type on futerbe yproduction, we

continue the analysis of thiaguistic constraintby focusing on theemantidype of
verb. Recall that thisonstraintsheds light on whether the meaning of a verb influences

the verb forms participants use to express futurity inrtteeview protocol.

4.2.4.Semantiaypeof verb

The next linguisticonstrainto be examined isemantiadype of verb As
discussed in Cipter 2, the lexical meaning of the verb (e.g., motion or stative) used to
express futurity has been found to coiuditthe use of PF and MF in te&pressiorof
futurity by Spanish monolingual native speakers (Aaron, 2006). Further, studies have
found tha factors such as semantics and word position constrain linguistic variation in L2
speech (Fasold and Preston, 200 herefore, it was important to examine whether the
constraintof the semantic type of verb conditioned the choice of verb forms partigipan

employed to express futurity in the interview protocol. As described in Chapter 3, the
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constrainiof semantidype of verb was coded into four categories, following Aaron
(2006) and Kanwit (2004 with slight modifications:

- dynamic noAmotion verbs (., comer trabajar),

- motion verbs (e.gsalir, ir),

- stative verbs (e.gestar, tenel),

- psychological/perceptligerbs (e.g.creer, ver).

In the tables that follow, the semantic types of vargsexaminedavith relationto
the verb forms employed to express futurity by the three L2 and HS proficiency groups.
First, we focus on the BV group.

Table 415a. The digibution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according tsemantidype of verb in the L2M group

Semantic type of verb
Group | Expressions Dynamic | Stative Motion Psyche Other
of futurity nor logical /
motion perceptual
L2-IM PF 54.4% 27.8% 17.7% 0.0% 100.0%
(43) (22) (14) Q) (79)
LF 57.4% 24.1% 16.7% 1.9% 100.0%
(62) (26) (18) 2 (108)
Pl 23.8% 59.8% 13.9% 2.5% 100.0%
(29) (73) a7) (3) (122)
MF 35.0% 40.0% 20.0% 5.0% 100.0%
(14) (16) (8) 2) (40)
Subj 42.9% 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
3) (4) Q) )] ()
Cond 52.0% 40.0% 8.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(13) (10) 2) Q) (25)
Other 70.7% 17.1% 9.8% 2.4% 100.0%
(58) (14) (8) 2) (82)
Total 47.9% 35.6% 14.5% 1.9% 100.0%
(222) (165) (67) (9 (463)
p=.000

In Table 415a we find that theris a statistically significant relationship between

the distribution of verb forms ithe L2IM group and the semantic type of the veb (
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.000). For instance, the frequencies in Tableb4d reveal that 47.9% of the future
expressionsvere expresseith dynamic noamotion verbs. Specifically, L-2M
participants employed these dynamic mdtion verbs €.g.,estudiar6t o st udy o) i n |
(54. 4%) , LF (57.4%), and fothero-IMMerb for ms
learners also expressed futurity with statverbs (e.gserorestar6t o bed) (35. 6 %) .
They expressed stative verbs using théB.8%), the subjunctive (57.1%), the
conditional (40.0%), and the MF (40.0%).
Regarding motion verbs, although these verbs were employed less frequently, we
note hat participant®iad a tendenctp express them using the PF (17.7%), the LF
(16.7%), ad the MF (20.0%).
Thus, and up until this juncture, we do find that¢bastraintof semantidype of
verb affects the distribution of future verb forms in thelM2group. Next, we focus on

the L2IH group.
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Table 415b. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according tssemantidype of verb in the L2H group

Semantic type of verb
Group | Expressions Dynamic | Stative Motion Psyche Total
of futurity nor logical /
motion perceptual
L2-1H PF 48.9% 36.2% 12.8% 2.1% 100.0%
(69) (51) (18) 3) (141)
LF 64.9% 13.2% 19.3% 2.6% 100.0%
(74) (15) (22) 3) (114)
Pl 14.1% 66.7% 18.2% 1.0% 100.0%
(14) (66) (18) 1) (99)
MF 40.0% 40.0% 18.6% 1.4% 100.0%
(28) (28) (13) 1) (70)
Subj 44.0% 48.0% 8.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(11) (12) (2) ) (25)
Cond 26.3% 57.9% 15.8% 0.0% 100.0%
) (11) 3) ) (19)
Other 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(15) (5) (5) ) (25)
Total 43.8% 38.1% 16.4% 1.6% 100.0%
(216) (188) (81) (8) (493)
p=.000

Table 415b shows that the distribution of future forms that thaHL.Zroup
employed in the interview protocol is differeattcording to the semantic type of veps(
.000). Specifically, we find that the future fornatlvas coupledvith dynamic non
motion verbs was the LF (64.9%), followed fiptheio verb forms (60.0%). Also, the PF
was expressed with dynamic rorotion and gtive verbs in 48.9% and 36.2% of the
responses respectively.

The Pl was expressed mainly witative verbs (66.7%). And, the M¥as
preferredn similar frequencies in verbs that denote dynamicmaoition and stative
actions (40.0%). Since there are lmpresentations of the subjunctive, conditional, and
other categoriewith regard tahe semaitic type of verb, | do not comment further. The

psychologicalperceptual verbs did not yield sufficient tokens to determine any pattern.



Table 415c. The distribtion of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according tesemantiaype of verbm the L2ZADV group
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Semantic type of verb

Group | Expressions| Dynamic | Stative | Motion Psyche Total
of futurity non logical /
motion perceptual
L2- PF 54.5% 17.4% | 25.0% 3.0% 100.0%
ADV (72) (23) (33) (4) (132)
LF 59.7% 14.9% | 25.4% 0.0% 100.0%
(40) (10) 17) (0) (67)
Pl 14.0% 56.0% | 26.0% 4.0% 100.0%
() (28) (13) 2) (50)
MF 17.6% 67.6% 5.9% 8.8% 100.0%
5) (18) (2) 3 (34)
Subj 34.1% 46.3% | 19.5% 0.0% 100.0%
(14) (19) (8) Q) (41)
Cond 52.2% 13.0% | 13.0% 21.7% 100.0%
(12) 3) 3) (5) (23)
Other 72.9% 5.1% 18.6% 3.4% 100.0%
(43) 3 (11) 2) (59)
Total 47.8% 26.8% | 21.4% 3.9% 100.0%
(194) (109) (87) (16) (406)
p=.000

Consistent with therevious tables, Table ¥5c reveals that the distribution of

future verb forms employed by the 4&DV group differs depending on the semantic

type of verb = .000). We can gather from this table that almost half of the verbs

produced by L2ADV participarts conveyed a dynamic ngnotion meaning (47.8%).

From this semantic category of verbs, we find that 59v&¥e expressed using LF, and

54.5% were expressed using the PFRaddition noninflected forms, i.e fiotheo were

expressed using dynamic rarotion verbs.

In general, we can also observe thatARV speakers used fewer stative verbs in

the interview potocol. Interestingly, the MF was expressed with a higher frequency

(67.6%) than any other for that expressed futurity. Again, similar to the other L2 groups,

we also find thapsychologicalperceptual verbs were not favored by this group
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In sum, L2 learars exhibited the following tendencies regardegiantiadype of
verb and expression of futurity:
(1) Expressions of futurity tended b expressedith dynamicnorn-motion
verbs.
(2) Futurity expressionwere disfavoredavith psychologicaperceptual verbs.
B)L2learners across proficiency | evels ex
verbs in dynamic nomotion verbs.
(4) The Pl and to a lesser extent the MF were frequentlyloyed when using
stative verbs.
(5) When L2 learners expressed the semantic meaning ofrmiotioture
contexts, they tended to use the PF, LF, and PI.
Next, theconstraintof semantidype of verbis examinedn relation tothe verb
forms employedd express futurity by the three HS proficiency levels. First, we focus on

the HSIM group.
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Table4-16a. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according tssemantidype of verb in the H3M group

Semantic type of verb
Group | Expression§ Dynamic Stative Motion Psyche Total
of futurity non logical /
motion perceptal
HS-IM PF 61.0% 19.5% 14.6% 4.9% 100.0%
(25) (8) (6) 2) (41)
LF 61.5% 12.8% 23.1% 2.6% 100.0%
(24) (5) (9) ) (39)
Pl 20.8% 62.5% 10.4% 6.3% 100.0%
(10) (30) (5) 3 (48)
MF 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Q) (4) (4) Q) (8)
Subj 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Q) 3 Q) Q) 3
Cond 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
(0) (2) Q) Q) (2)
Other 70.4% 14.8% 11.1% 3.7% 100.0%
(19) (4) 3) ) (27)
Total 46.4% 33.3% 16.1% 4.2% 100.0%
(78) (56) (27) (7 (168)
p=.000

In Table 416a we note that thelis a relationship between tbenstraintof
semantiaype of verb and the future forms employed by INSspeakers in the corpus
generated by the interview protocpk(.000). Specifically, we find that HBA speakers
expressed dynamic nanotion verbs,le most frequent type of verbs in the corpus,
usingte PF (61.0%), the LF A{nBetted3ots), (A0mM%). Aot her 0O
This group also shows a tendency to use the Pl with stative verbs (62.5%), the second
most commonly produced verb. FinaNye also find that in general future forms were
not expressed or were disfavored in psychologaiceptual verbs, a pattern that was
also apparent in the L2 groups.

Next, we analyze the data for the #$group.
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Table 416b. The distribution of exprs®ns of futurity in the interview protocol

accordingo semantidype of verb in the H3H group
Semantic type of verb
Group Expressions Dynamic | Stative Motion Psyche | Total
of futurity nor logical /
motion perceptual
HS-IH PF 51.9% 32.7% 14.1% 1.3% 100.0%
(81) (51) (22) (2 (156)
LF 45.2% 19.4% 30.1% 5.4% 100.0%
(42) (18) (28) ©) (93)
Pl 15.6% 54.7% 28.1% 1.6% 100.0%
(10) (35) (18) 1) (64)
MF 26.7% 53.3% 13.3% 6.7% 100.0%
(4) (8) (2) 1) (15)
Subj 23.1% 53.8% 15.4% 7.7% 100.0%
3 (1) 2) 1) (13)
Cond 14.3% 64.3% 14.3% 7.1% 100.0%
2) (9) (2) 1) (14)
Other 60.4% 16.5% 17.6% 5.5% 100.0%
(55) (15) (16) (©) (91)
Total 44.2% 32.1% 20.0% 3.6% 100.0%
(197) (143) (90) (16) (446)

p=.000
Similar to previous tables concerning the useutire form expressions and the

semantiaype of a verb, Table-46b reveals that the semantic type of verb also

influences the verb forms employed to express futurity in théHH§oup = .000).

Further, we find similarities regarding thenstraintsematic type of verb in the HEV

and the K5-1H groups. For example, HIB speakers frequently expressed dynamic-non

motion verbs using the PF (5 ilnfl&tegd)verbd F (45. 279

(60.4%). The PWwas preferredn stativerelated verbs54.7%), similar to the MF, the

subjunctve and the conditional. Like in the L2 groups, this table also shows that there is

a low distribution of tokens in the semantic category of psycholegaaeptual verbs.
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We should note that the use of the followfature-related expressions, MF,
subjundive, and conditional (although not represented with a high number of tokens)
tend tobe coupledvith stative verbs.

Next, we examine the data for the tABV group.

Table 416c. The distribution of expressionsfofurity in the interview protocol
according tssemantidype of verb in the H&DV group

Semantic type of verb
Group | Expressions | Dynamic | Stative | Motion | Psyche Total
of futurity non logical /
motion perceptual

HS PF 40.5% 34.9% | 21.8% 2.8% 100.0%

ADV (115) (99) (62) (8) (284)
LF 53.2% 15.8% | 29.1% 1.9% 100.0%

(84) (25) (46) 3) (158)
Pl 29.0% | 47.0% | 19.1% 4.9% 100.0%

(53) (86) (35) 9) (183)
MF 33.3% 52.1% | 12.5% 2.1% 100.0%

(16) (25) (6) 1) (48)
Subj 32.4% 55.9% | 10.3% 1.5% 100.0%

(22) (38) () 1) (68)
Cond 21.9% | 40.6% | 21.9% 15.6% 100.0%

(14) (26) (14) (10) (64)
Other 64.9% 17.8% | 14.1% 3.2% 100.0%

(120) (33) (28) (6) (185)
Total 42.8% 33.5% | 19.8% 3.8% 100.0%

(424) (332) (196) (38) (990)

p=.000

In Table 416c, we observe that the trenith the HSADV group regarding future
verb forms and the semantic category of a verb were very similar to those found in the
HS-IM and HSIH groups. For instance, in the corpus generated by thAPASgroup,
speakes expressed dynamic nomotion verbs usig the PF (40.5%), the LF (53.2%) and
Aot her o-infleetedyverbs (64.8%). Interestingly, the HABV expressed the PI
(47.0%), the MF (52.1%), and the subjunctive (55.9%) in stative verbs. That is, in the

caegory of stative verbs, we find a moabust representation of tokens in these latter



149

future forms. Also, regarding motion verbs, the LF was the verb form that most
frequently expressed motion verbs (29.1%). Finally, future forms were also not favored
with psychologicaperceptual verbs, simil@o the L2 and other HS groups.
In sum, the HS of the study exhibited the following tendencies regarding the
expression of futurity and semantic type of verb:
(1) Expressions of futurithad a tendenctp be expressed with dynamic Ron
motion verbs and to adser extent, stative and motion verbs.
(2) Future form productiomas sparingly coupledith psychologicaperceptual
verbs.
3)Overall HSs across proficiency | evels e
in dynamic normotion verbs.
(4) The Pl and the MF were fregntly employed when expressing stative verbs.
(5) The LF tended tbe expresseh motionrelated verbs.
To recapitulate, the semantic type of verb seems to have mediated the future verb
forms employedy the L2 and HS participants. In general, the data ledeabust
patternswith respect tahe future verb anthe dynamic noamotion and psychological
perceptual semantic categories of verbs. Overall, L2 learners and HSs showed largely
similar rates oproduction of verb forms for the different semantic typiegerbs.

The next section examines the linguistimstraintof markers of certainty.

4.2.5.Markersof certainty
The last linguisticonstraintof the study examinewarkersof certainty. As

discussed in Chapter 2, certainty belongs to the realmisteenic modality and refers to
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speakersé6é attitude or assessment toward the
happening (Sedano, 1994). Recall that studies on monolingual NSs of Spanish have
found a relationship between certainty and expressionwifti{Aaron, 2014; Diaz
Peralta and Almeida, 2008gdano, 1994). For example, Sedano (1994) found that native
Spanish speakers tended to favor the MF in contexts referring to doubt and uncertainty
In contrast, the PF was preferred in contexts expressiriginty. Thus, thisonstraint
shed light orwhetherthere was a relationship between markers of certainty.2nd
| earner s6 and HS s Narkers g cemamty Wweoercodedfiniod ut ur i t vy
categories

- no marker,

- high certainty marker (e.gseguroque,

- mid certainty marker (e.gcreoque),

- low certainty marker (e.gtal ve3, and

si 6 i cfadse.

Table 417a presents the distribution of future verb forms accordingaiders of

certainty in the L2M corpus.
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Table 417a. The distributin of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to markers of certainty in the-IM group

Markers of certainty
Expressions| No High Mid Low Si6 i f| Total
Group | of futurity marker| certainty| certainty| certainty| clause
L2-IM PF 60.80 | 3.8% 16.5% | 17.7% 1.3% | 100.0%
(48) 3) (13) (14) 1) (79)
LF 84.3% | 1.9% 3.7% 7.4% 2.8% | 100.0%
(91) 2) (4) (8) 3) (108)
Pl 81.1% | 4.9% 3.3% 9.8% 0.8% | 100.0%
(99) (6) (4) (12) 1) (122)
MF 65.0% | 5.0% 5.0% 25.0% 0.0% | 100.0%
(26) (2) (2) (10) (0) (40)
Subj 14.3% | 14.3% | 14.3% | 57.1% 0.0% | 100.0%
1) ) 1) (4) Q) (7)
Cond 76.0% | 4.0% 12.0% 8.0% 0.0% | 100.0%
(19) ) 3) (2) Q) (25)
Other 56.1% | 8.5% 3.7% 28.0% 3.7% | 100.0%
(46) (1) 3) (23) 3) (82)
Total 71.3% | 4.8% 6.5% 15.8% 1.7% | 100.0%
(330) (22) (30) (73) (8) (463)
p=.000

Table 417a reveals that the distribution of future verb forms in théML.group

according to theonstrainof markers of certainty is statistically significapt=(.000).

Before taking a closer look at the data, it is int@ot to note that over two tilis (71.3%)

of the tokens produced by H®1 learners did not include a marker of certainty.
Interestingly, the LF was the verb form that most frequently appeared without

certainty markers (84.3%). | hypothesize that the alesehmarkers in the LF may be

due to the fact thaterbs such aguerer6 t o weemetgéeé bo have t od (whict

common when using the LF), inherently contain a semantic feature of obligation or

volition that implies futurity. Therefore, perhagmsavoid redundancy, markers were not

pervasively produced. The metalinguistic awareness quaatienChapter 5) will

further assist to shed more light on this matter.
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While we note that the future forms did iehdto be expressedith any

certainty markr, we still can make several observations. First, thtMLa8id not strongly

favor the use othe markeiSio i cfadse with any future form (1.7%). Second, low

certainty markers were expressed in all future forms (15.8%). However, 4 L2

preferred teexpress the PF, MF, and subjunctive in cases of low certainty (17.7%, 25.0%,

and 57.1%, respaeely). Third, instances of mid certainty tended®expressedith

the PF (16.5%).

Next, we examine the data for the-Lt2 group.

Table 417b. The distributin of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to markers afrtainty in the LAH group

Markers of certainty
Expressions| No High Mid Low Si6 i { Total
Group | of futurity marker | certainty| certainty| certainty| clause
L2-1H PF 45.8% 14.2% 32.6% 5.7% 2.1% | 100.0%
(64) (20) (46) (8) 3) (141)
LF 89.5% | 0.0% 3.5% 4.4% 2.6% | 100.0%
(102) Q) 4) ) 3) (114)
Pl 77.8% | 2.0% 6.1% 12.1% | 2.0% | 100.0%
(77) 2) (6) (12) 2) (99)
MF 50.0% | 7.1% 28.6% | 14.3% | 0.0% | 100.0%
(35) ©) (20) (10) Q) (70)
Subj 24.0% | 0.0% 16.0% | 60.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%
(6) Q) (4) (15) (0) (25)
Cond 57.9% | 0.0% 26.3% 5.3% | 10.5% | 100.0%
(11) Q) ) 1) 2) (19)
Other 56.0% | 4.0% 20.4% | 12.0% | 4.0% | 100.0%
(14) 1) (6) 3) () (25)
Total 62.7% | 5.7% 185% | 11.0% | 2.2% | 100.0%
(309) (28) (91) (54) (11) (493)
p=.000

Table 417b also reveals a significant relationship betweemrdnstraintof
markers of certainty and the production of future verb forms by théllgtoup. Similar
to the patterns uncovered in the speech of theM,ave also find that almost two thirds

(62.7%) of the tokens produced by-L12 learners did not include a markafrcertainty.
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However, this group exhibits more mid certainty markers. ThéH group frequently

expressed mid certainty markers with PF véB256%). At this level, we also find that

the subjunctivavas preferredh instances of low certainty (60.0%jowever, high

certainty markers were not found pervasively used in the protocol of the interviews (only

5.7% of the 493 tokens). Furthermored ammilar to the L2IM group, the L2IH group

also disfavored the use 8f6 i cfadsesavhen expressing futusit

Next, Table 41 7 ¢

addressed

t he

advanced

Table 417c. The distribution of expressions of futurity in therview protocol
according to markers of certainty in the-APV group

Markers of certainty

No High Mid Low Si6 i { Total
Group | Expressions| marker | certainty| certainty| certainty| clause
of futurity
L2- PF 64.4% | 12.9% | 13.6% 6.8% 2.3% | 100.0%
ADV (85) (17) (18) 9 3 (132)
LF 76.1% | 4.5% 10.4% 6.0% 3.0% | 100.0%
(51) 3) (1) 4) 2) (67)
Pl 72.0% | 2.0% 20.0% 6.0% 0.0% | 100.0%
(36) ) (10) 3) (0) (50)
MF 35.3% | 0.0% 50.0% 8.8% 5.9% | 100.0%
(12) (0) (17) 3 2 (34)
Subj 14.6% | 12.8% | 28.2% | 41.0% | 2.6% | 100.0%
(6) (©) (12) (17) 1) (41)
Cond 78.3% | 4.3% 8.7% 8.7% 0.0% | 100.0%
(18) ) 2) 2) (0) (23)
Other 64.4% | 1.7% 13.6% | 18.6% | 1.7% | 100.0%
(38) 1) (8) (11) 1) (59)
Total 60.6% | 6.9% 18.2% | 12.1% | 2.2% | 100.0%
(246) (28) (74) (49) (9 (406)
p=.000

Consistent with the findings in the U® and L2-IH groups, in Table 47c we

observe that certainty also influences future time expression in tA®M2group (=

.000). First, we find that the majority of the tokens in theAl?V corpus did not include

group
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a marker of certainty (60.6%). Interestingly, this rate was slightly lowerithiue lower
L2 proficiency levels.

Although the majority of the tokens in the-I&DV group did not include a
marker of certainty, we find that each type of marker was producee frequently with
specific future verb forms. For instance, mid certaingykars, the most frequent
markers in this group, tended to-aocur with the MF (50.0%). This tendency aligns with
Kanwit (2014), who found that high proficiency learners (as$Nrequently used the
MF with supongéimagino6 | suppose/ | enmagonéai degervaint
in this study).

Low certainty markers also tended teawcur with the subjunctive at this level
(41.0%). The use of high certainty markers weatively reduced (6.9%) in the 2DV
group, and high certainty markers wereduced almost exclusively coupled with the PF
(12.9%) and the subjunctive (12.8%), although in the latter, tokens were low.

In sum, the L2 learners of this study exhibitedftiilowing tendencies with
regards to markers of certainty:

(1) L2 learners across proficiency levels tendetito employ markers of
certainty in the majority of tokertbey produced expressing futurity in the
interview protocol.

(2) The L2ADV group tended tose markers of certainty more than the L2
IM group. Thus, theroficiency level of L2 participantseems t@ondition
theamountof certainty markers they employ when discussing future events.
(3) When L2 learners employed markers of certainty, each type é&kenvaas

usedwith specific verb forms.
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Having analyzed theonstrainiof markers of certainty in the L2 group, we now
focus on the HS group. Tablel®a presents the distribution of future verb forms
according to markers of certainty in the 4\ group.

Table 418a. The distribution of expressions of futurity fue interview protocol
according to markers of certainty in the 4% group

Markers of certainty Total
No High Mid Low Sig f
Group | Expressions| marker| certainty| certainty| certainty| clause
of futurity
HS-IM PF 73.2% | 2.4% 9.8% 12.2% 2.4% | 100.0%
(30) 1) 4) 5) 1) (41)
LF 84.6% | 0.0% 7.7% 2.6% 5.1% | 100.0%
(33) Q) (3) 1) 2 (39)
Pl 62.5% | 0.0% 12.5% | 25.0% 0.0% | 100.0%
(30) Q) (6) (12) ) (48)
MF 50.0% | 12.5% | 25.0% | 12.5% 0.0% | 100.0%
(4) 1) 2) 1) ©) (8)
Subj 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
©) 1) 1) 1) ) 3)
Cond 0.0% 0.0% 50% 50% 0.0% | 100.0%
Q) ) 1) 1) ©) 2)
Other 74.1% | 14.8% 7.4% 3.7% 0.0% | 100.0%
(20) 4) 2) 1) ©) (27)
Total 69.6% | 4.2% 11.3% | 13.1% 1.8% | 100.0%
(117) @) (19) (22) 3 (168)

p=.002

As we see in the frequenciesstabulatedn Table 418a, there is a significant
relationship between theonstraintof markers of certainty and the future forms that the
HS-IM group employed in the interview.eBore further analyzing the data, it isgortant
to note thabver two thirds (69.6%) of the tokens produced bylMSvere not
accompanied by a marker of certaintfis resultwas also founéh the L2 groups.

When HSIM employed certainty markers, theyoduced low and mid certainty
markers, altough the number of instances was low. The production of high certainty

markers andi 0 i niakerswvasalsominimal at this level. Note that the literature (e.g.,
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Aaron, 2014; Blas Arroyo, 2008; Gudmestad and Bee2011; Lastra and Butraguefio,
2010;Sedano, 1994) atie expressiorof futurity in monolingual Spanish speakers

revealed that there appears to be a relationship between the use of the PF and expressions
of certainty. The literature also suggests ati@iahip between uncertainty and the use of

the MF (e.g.DiazPeralta and Almeida, 2008gdano, 1994). However, the data in Table
4-18a does not confirm these previous findings. Hence, thlvHpeakerof the study

do not seem to approximate monolinigsieakers in this respect.

The next table presents the data for thelH§roup.

Table 418b. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol
according to markers of certainty in tH&-IH group

Markers of certainty
No High Mid Low Si6 i f| Total
Group | Expression| marker | certainty| certainty| certainty| clause
s of futurity
HS-IH PF 59.6% | 9.0% 13.5% | 16.0% 1.9% | 100.0%
(93) (14) (21) (25) 3 (156)
LF 63.4% | 9.7% 6.5% 20.4% 0.0% | 100.0%
(59) 9) (6) (19) Q) (93)
Pl 71.9% | 1.6% 4.7% 21.9% 0.0% | 100.0%
(46) ) (3) (14) Q) (64)
MF 53.3% | 0.0% 40.0% 6.7% 0.0% | 100.0%
(8) Q) (6) 1) (0) (15)
Subj 23.1% | 0.0% 0.0% 76.9% 0.0% | 100.0%
(3) Q) )] (10) (0) (13)
Cond 42.9% | 0.0% 21.4% | 28.6% 7.1% | 100.0%
(6) Q) 3) (4) 1) (14)
Other 63.7% 4.4% 6.6% 23.1% 2.2% | 100.0%
(58) 4) (6) (21) 3) (91)
Total 61.2% | 6.3% 10.1% | 21.1% 1.3% | 100.0%
(273) (28) (45) (94) (6) (446)
p=.000

In Table 418b we also find a statistically significant relationship between the use
of future forms and theonstaint of markers of certainty. Similar to previous tables,

Table 418b reveals that almost two thirds (61.2%) of the tokens produced-ig HS
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learners did not include a marker of certainty. Surprisingly, théHH&oup frequently
produced the Pl to exprefuturity without certainty markers (71.9%), a verb form whose
morphology does not signal future tense.
When HSIH speakers employed certgmmarkers, they mildly favored the use of
low certainty markers (21.1%), and to a lesser degree, in mid certzankers (10.1%).
The preference to employ low certainty markers magigetotheir linguistic ability to
convey certitude with different stiegies that this study did not examine. In other words,
it is possible that speakers expressed certainty withsuing a marker, but may have
used other strategies such as a pause, discourse markers, the modality of the verb, etc., to
convey certaintylinguistic features that did not fall in the scope of this current study.
The HSIH participants tended to expeethe subjunctive with low certainty
markers (76.9%) although here again, the tokens are few. This terwdanexpected
since the subjunctive expresses modality-IHSpeakers also favored the MF (40.0%)
and the conditional (21.4%) when they employed ceidainty markers. The HI5
group produced the PF (9.0%) and the LF (9.7%) with high certainty markers, although

we did not attest to many tokens in this category of markers either.
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Table 418c. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the iniemprotocol

according to markers of certainty in the ABV group

Markers ofcertainty
No High Mid Low Si6 i f| Total
Group | Expressions| marker| certainty| certainty| certainty| clause
of futurity
HS PF 61.3% | 2.1% 20.1% | 14.4% 2.1% | 100.0%
ADV (174) (6) (57) (42) (6) (284)
LF 70.3% | 2.5% 10.8% | 15.2% 1.3% | 100.0%
(111) (4) (a7 (24) (2) (158)
Pl 78.7% | 1.6% 4.4% 10.4% | 4.9% | 100.0%
(114) 3) (8) (19) 9) (183)
MF 52.1% | 2.1% 18.8% | 20.8% 6.3% | 100.0%
(25) ) 9) (10) 3) (48)
Subj 19.1% | 1.5% 5.% 72.1% 1.5% | 100.0%
(13) 1) 4) (49) 1) (68)
Cond 43.8% | 0.0% 9.4% 42.2% | 4.7% | 100.0%
(28) Q) (6) (27) 3) (64)
Other 77.3% | 2.7% 3.8% 15.7% 0.5% | 100.0%
(143) O] (1) (29) (€) (185)
Total 64.4% | 2.0% 10.9% | 20.1% 2.5% | 100.0%
(638) (20) (108) (199) (25) (990)
p. =.000

In Table 418c we note thaabout two thirds (64.4%) of the tokens produced by
HS-ADV speakers were not accompanied by a marker of cert&iatynstance, the Pl
was very frequently producedthout certainty markers at this proficiency level./@).
Regarding the rate of production of each type of marker and their connection to
future \erb forms, we find that, like in the H® group, low certainty markers were the
most pervasive markers used by the A3V group (20.1%). Table-48c reveals tha
this group tended to produce low certainty markers in utterances in which the subjunctive
wasused to express futurity (72.1%). We also find that mid certainty markers (10.9%)
frequently ceoccurred with the PF (20.1%) and MF (18.8%).
Overall, the findngs regarding HSs and markers of certainty are similar to the

results in Gomez Soler and de dadérez (2016). In their HS corpus, Gomez Soler and
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de Prada Pérez found that the use of theAdE favoredwvith low certainty markers, the
use of the PWvas faroredwith mid certainty markers, and the use of thevR$ favored
with low and mid certaintynarkers.

In sum, the HSs of the current study exhibited the following tendencies regarding
markers of certaintgndexpressions of futurity in their responseghe interview
protocol:

(1) They showed a preference to express futurity without adding markers of

certainty to their utterances.

(2) When markers of certainty were employed, each type of marker favored

different future verb forms (although the distributionsie@ across
proficiency levels and, in some instances, did not match monolingual
speakers.)

(3) When HSs employed certainty markers, they often employed low certainty

markers.

This section has shown tHa2 learners and HSs only use markers of certainty in
around a third of their expssions of futurity. Notably, whey they include these markers
in their discourse, they favor midnd lowcertainty markers. Specifically, HSs employed
more lowcertainty markers than L2 learners in the interview protocolrédasonable to
conclude thaspeakers do not employ markers but other discoursal or prosodic devices to
convey high certainty.

Having analyzed the distribution of future forms according tditiggiistic
constraintf the study, | now proceed to perfornc@nmplementary analysising

multinomial logistic regressions.
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4.2.6.Multinomial logistic regressiorof thelinguistic constraints

To further examine the data and to provide more insight into RQ1 and RQ2, |
performed a multinomial logistic regressiom &ach participant group. In this study,
multinomial logistic regressions will predict the probabilities of use of the different verb
forms employed to express futurity (dependent variable), given the lgejutic
constrainteexamined (independent valles). In other words, this statistical test will be
used to determine whidonstraing predict verb form use at each proficiency leas
well as the statistical weight of the predictions. Predictors of usbsvdbmparedcross
proficiency levelsn both the L2 and HS groups.

In the logistic regression analysis of tetsdy the dependent variable only
includes the most frequentrfos in the corpus (i.e., PF, LF, Pl, and MF). The predictors
included in the model are the categorigajuistic constaintsthat yielded significant
results in the croswbulations (i.e., temporal distance, temporal adverbials, clause type,
semantic typ of verb, and markers of certainty).

In the three L2 proficiency groups, the model that included the independent
linguistic constraint®utperformed the null model for all three proficiency levels, with
overall improved frequencies for verb forms at eaiaficiency level. The model passed
the goodnessf-fit test (p >0.05), which suggests that the model adequatethditdata.
Thepseudo Rsquarealso increased considerably, explaining about 57% of the variance.
Table 419 presents the results of tlikelihood ratio test, which shows the contribution

of each variable to the model. That is, TablEMincludes an ovei®w of which

variableswere selected s si gni fi cant within each groupods
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Detailedinformation regarding eachgeession cate foundin Appendix G.

Table 419. Summary of the results of the multinomial logistic regressions of the
linguistic constraintgoded in the interview protocol: L2 learners

Linguistic constraints
Group Temporal | Temporal | Clause type| Semantic | Markers of
distance adverbials type of verb| certainty
L2_ I M ***X *X ***X ***X
L2_ I H ***X *X ***X ***X
L2-ADV X *X *rrX *X

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p< 0.001

In Table 419 we observe that tle®nstrains of temporal distance, clause type,
and semantic type of verb were significantdictors irthe model for the three L2
proficiency groups. We also find déifences between proficiency groups in Tabl4
For instance, the L-BM group was the only group in which tkenstraintregarding
temporal adverbials was a significanéedictor In contrat, in the L2IH and L2ADV
groupsthe constraintof markers of ertaintypredicted verb form use in future contexts
The only difference between thedlld and L2ADV groups was the degree of
significance of theredictor regardingnarkers of certainty.

Next, we look at the HS data. In the HS groups, the model witindependent
linguistic constraintalso outperformed the null model, with overall improved
frequencies for verb forms at each proficiency level. The models passed the gaifedness
fit test (p>0.05). Thepseudo Rsquarealso increased, explaining about 38%he
variance. The likelihood ratio test shows the contribution of each variable to the model
and the resultare reportednh Table 420 below. Table €0 presents an overview of
wi t the HSs.e ac h

which varableswere selected s si gni fi cant

Detailedinformation regarding each regression barfoundin Appendix G.

gr ouf
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Table 420. Summary of the results of the multinomial logistic regressions of the
linguistic constraintgoded in the interview protocol: Heritage speakers

Linguistic constraints
Group Temporal | Temporal | Clause type| Semantic | Markers of
distance adverbials type of verb| certainty
HSIM *X X
H S_ | H ***X **X *X ***X
HS-ADV X *X i) *X

Note:*p< 0.05, **p<0.01, **p< 0.001

Table 420 shows that more linguistpredictorsvere added o t he HS groups
models inthe higheproficiency levels. We observe that only tamnstraing were
significantpredictors inthe model in the HE&V group. Howeer, weseethat four
constrains were significant predictors the HS-IH and HSADV groups.

A closer look at Table-20 reveals that temporal distance and semantic type of
verb were significant predictors for the three HS proficiency grdoaddition the
constrains regarding temporal adverbials and clause type Wspecantributors in the
HS-IH model, and the modébr the HSADV group included clause type and markers of
certainty as predictors of the verb forms participants used to exptesty in the
interview protocol.

Several observations che madefter canparing the results of the multinomial
logistic regression models in Tabled 4 and 420. First, overall, moreonstraing were
significantpredictorsin the models for the LZhrners. Therefore, the models for the L2
learners explain a higher percentaf¢he variance than the models for the heritage
speaker group. Secortémporaldistance and semantic type of verb seemed to be the
predictorsthat uniformly contributed to theodels for all groups. Finally, we find

developmental patterns regarding savenguistic constraintsFor instance, the

constraintregarding markers of certainty was not a signifigaeticta in the L2IM and
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HS-IM groups (the lowest proficiency grps), which can be taken to suggest that this
constraint is acquired later.

The multinomial logistic regressismlsorevealed the directions of effextthe
predictors That is,they revealedvhich categoryor categories imnindependenvariable
predictedtheuse ofa specificverb form for the L2 learners ahtss. The most sadint
finding is that the odds of using the Pl over the oé#te verbs (i.e., PF, LF, MF) are
higher in contexts of near and medium distaindeoth the L2 and #nHS groupsThat
is, there is a correlatidnetweenmmediate and mediutemporal distancera the use of
the P1.The regressions also revealed that the odds of using thg EXers and HSare
higher when the veris of the category dynamic nanotion (e.g.comeré t o . \éedgs 0 )
of movement also correlate with the use of the PF itd®&group (but not in the L2
group).

Overall, the finding from the logistic regressioasign withthe results from the
Chi-Squae tests presented earlierthe chapterHowever, it is important to take into
account that not all significant results in the -Slgjuare tests were significant in the
regressions. The reasorthst these two statistical tests have different gaisSquare
tests establish whether tieds a relationship between ttistribution of the datand an
independent variable.dgistic regessionson the other handyre predictiveanalyseghat
establish whether there is a correlation betweendr morevariables For instance,
recall thatChi-Square tests revealadsignificant relationship between the use of future
verb forms and thquantity of temporal adverbialthatL2 and HSparticipants usedn
contrastthe logistic regressions predicted thmatitterances with one temporal marker

the odds of using the Rlerehigher than using the PF or the LF in the HS graup the
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odds werenot significanly differentfor the MF orfor any comparison in thie2 group

Next, the findings regarding thieguistic constraint®f the study are summarized.

4.2.7.Summaryof key findings: Linguistic constraints

This section has presented the ressaf the quantitative analysis lafguistic
constraintghat condition the expression of futurity in the corpus obtained from the
interview protocolln sum, the quantitative analysis suggested thatahstrains of
temporal distance, temporal adveftbjalause type, semantic type of verb, and markers
of certainty seem to mediate the verb forms employed to express futurity by L2 learners
and HSs of Spanish. Key findings regardinguistic constrainteanbe summagdedas
the following:

1. Expression®f futurity were conditioned by the temporal distattoey were
referring to, especially in the L2 group. There were similarities and differences between
L2 learners and HS€oncerningsimilarities,in both groups, péicipants used the PF to
express futrity with multiple temporal distances. Both groups also employed the LF to
refer to eventi the near futureThe MF, subjunctive, and conditionaére preferredh
contexts regarding the distant future. In contrakilerthe Plwas more frequently
empbyed torefer to the near future in the L2 group, HSs employed the PI to refer to
every category of temporal distance.

2. The majority of the tokens expressing futurity did not contain temporal
adverbials. L2 learnerg@duced more temporal markers thhait HS counterparts.

Further, the Pl was the verb form that was most frequently accompanied by temporal

markers in both groups.
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3. The great majority of tokens that included temporal markers contained one
singlemarker located before the verb. Both L21a#iS groups disfavored the use of two
or more markers to denote time.

4. The expressions of futurityerefavoredin the main clause, ntthe subordinate
clause. That is, the two groups preferred to syntactically place their marker of futurity in
the heactlause of their responses.

5. Expressions of futurity were conditioned by gemantic type of verbin this
corpus, both groupsxhibited a tendendyp couple expressions of futurity with dynamic
non-motion verbs.

6. Learners and heritage speakers favotegtances expressing futurity without
markers of certainty. And, the expression of futurity was not condition&ildoy f 6
clause, which denote uncexinty.

The previous sections have addressed the first part of RQ2 by analyzing the effect
of linguistic constraint®n the expression of futurity in L2 learners and HSs. The
extensive discussion of these findings in the context of the previous resganavided
in Chapter7. To further explore thexpressiorof futurity by L2 learners andSs the

nextsection will present the analysis regardingaRiernal constraints

4.3. Analysis of thexternal constraintand expressions of futurity

This section presents the analysis of the verb forms employed to express futurity
in the corpus generated by théeirview protocol (Appendix A), with a focus on the
external constraint®.g., exposure to Spanish dialect, gender). The goal of this sesction

to address the second part of research question two, which inquired abeethal
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constraintghat conditon the verb forms employed to express futurity by L2 learners and
heritage speakers. As detailed in Chapter 3, this study examined therfgllow
acquisitional andocial constraintsexposure to Spanish dialect, formal education in
Spanish, gender, and ad@ata from theseonstraing were obtainedrom the language
backgroundjuestionnaire that all speakers completed as part of their partaijpathis
study. The questionnaire inquired about
Spanishspealing countries, andumberof years of education in Spanish, among other
topics. The entirtanguage background questionnaiambe foundin Appendix D.

The subsections that follow examine whether the aforementextechal
constraintondition the freqency and the range of verb forms participants employed to
express futurity in the interview protocol. | will begin by analyzing the datagoh
constrainwith regards to L2 learners, followed by the data from the HSs, and | will then
compare the findigs from both groups and summarize the results. However, unlike the
previous sections, this section will not consider language proficieney.ig;ithe three
L2 proficiency groups wilbe collapsedhto a single L2 groupandlikewise, the three
HS proficiency groups wilbe collapsedhto a single HS group. Thus, amalgamating the
proficiency groups allows nte better describbow theexternalconstraintsaffect each

group as a whole.

4.3.1.Exposurego Spanishdialect
The firstexternal constrairtb beexamineds exposure to Spanish dialect. As
discussed in the review of the literature in Chapter 2, future time expression has been

found todiffer across regions of the Spanigbeaking world. For instance, the MF seems

part
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to be employed more frequently@pain than in countries in Latin America (Sedano,
1994). Thus, thisonstraintdeterminedvhether exposure t@ specificSpanish dialect
influences the choice of verb forms participants employed to express futurity in the
interview protocol. Remember thiate regional dialectsvere codedn this study:

- Mexico and Central America,

- Caribbean,

- South America,

- Spain, and

- US Spanish.

The data regarding exposure to Spanish diakece obtainedrom thelanguage
background questionnairAll participants inthe L2 group reported that they haglen
exposedo theUS Spanish dialectThereforel.2 data will notbe analyzedor this
constraint Regarding heritage speakers, the answers to the questionnaire reflected the
varied Hispanic population of the area. ©fithe 40 HSs that participated in the study,
ten hadoeen exposetb the dialect in Mexico and Central America, tterido the dialect
in the Caribbean, fifteen to the dialect in South America, and two to the dialect in Spain.
Table 421 presents the stribution of future verb forms according to dialect exposure in

the HS group.
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Table 421. Thedistribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to exposure to Spanish dialect in the HS group

Exposure to

Expressions fofuturity

dialect PF | LF Pl MF Subj. | Cond. | Other | Total
Mexico and| 29.1% | 17.3% | 16.5% | 1.1% 6.4% 5.8% | 23.9% | 100.0%
Central | (136) | 8L | (77) | ) @0) | @7 | a12) | (468
America
Caribbean | 33.9% | 20.9% | 21.8% | 4.1% 3.9% 2.9% | 12.6% | 1000%
148) | (91) | (95) | @8 | @an | @2 | (55) | (436)
South 28.3% | 18.7% | 20.0% | 4.6% 5.4% 4.6% 5.2% | 100.0%
America | (174) | (109) | (123) | (28) | (33) | (28) | (32) | (615)
Spain 27.1% | 82% | 10.6% | 18.8% | 10.6% | 7.1% | 17.6% | 100.0%
(23) (7) 9) (16) 9) (6) (15) (85)
Total 30.0% | 18.1% | 18.4% | 4.4% 5.2% 5.0% | 18.9% | 100.0%
481) | (290) | (295) | (71) | (84) | (80) | (303) | (1604)
p= 000

Table 421 reveals that the distribution of verb forms employed by HSs in the

interview protocol is significantly different depending on the Spanish dialect that HSs

hadbeen exposetb, ¢ (18, N= 1604) = 98.856p= .000. At first glance, we find that the

PF was preferred among speakers of all dialects when discussing future @verd,

HSs employed the PF to express futurity with a frequency of 30.0%. This finding is in

line with previous stud&ethat found thamost dialects of Spanish favor the use of the PF

in future time contexts (e.gClaes and Ortiz Lopez, 201Gutiérrez, 1995Jaque, 2017,

Orozco, 2005, 200Bedano, 1994

Following the PF (the preferred form), we find that speakeadl dialects egept

Peninsular Spanish favored the LF and the PI. In contrast, speakers exposed to the dialect

in Spain produced a higher frequency of MF, subjunctive and conditional than their

counterparts whavere exposetb the dialects in Mexico ande@tral Americathe

Caribbean, and South America. It is important to note that only two HS participenats

exposedo the dialect in Spain and they produced 5.4% of the totality of the HS tokens.

Therefore, it is possible that these results are sulgjectiype | erroffalse positive).
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Finally, heritage speakers of al-nflecteddal ect s a
verbs, present progressive, imperfect) to express futurity.
In summary, the results suggest that exposure to a specific dibigeanish
condtions the expressions of futurity among HSs employed. While speakers of all four
dialects preferred to use of the PF to express futurity, the results point to a similar pattern
among the participants exposed to dialects in Mexico and & &mtrerica, the
Caribbean, and South America. They also favored the LF and the PI to express futurity
but not in as high frequencies as the PF.
Having analyzed the effects of exposure to Spanish dialect in the HS group, | now

turn to examine thexternal onstraintregardng formal education in Spanish.

4.3.2.Formaleducationin Spanish

The nextexternal constrairtb be examineds formal education in Spanish. This
constraint aimed to shed light arinether the number of years of formal education in
Spansh participants had receivedd an effect othe verb forms they employed to

express futurity. This study coded for four values:

no formal education in Spanish,

less than five years of formal edtioa in Spanish,

between five and nine years of forneglucation in Spanish, and

ten or more years of formal education in Spanish.
First, we look at the data from the L2 group. Témeguage background
guestionnaireevealed that one participant had less than five years of formal education in

Spanish, 19 padipants had between five and nine years, and 28 learners had ten or more
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years of formal education in Spanish. The next table presents the distribution @f futur
verb forms in the L2 group accordingttee numberof years of formal education in
Spanish. Bice only one L2 participant had received less than five years of education in
Spanish, the analysis will focus on the possible differences between thosevevith fi

nine years of education in Spanish, and those with ten or more years of educational
experence in Spanish.

Table 422. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to thenumberof years of formal education in Spahiin the L2 group

Education Expressions of futurity
in Spanish| PF LF Pl MF Subj. | Cond. | Other Total

<5yrs. | 5.3% | 52.6% 10.5%| 15.8%| 0.0% | 10.5% | 5.3% | 100.0%
(2 | (A0) | (2) (3) (0) (2) (1) (19)

5-9yrs. | 27.9% | 25.2% | 22.5% | 4.5% | 1.8% | 5.2% | 12.8% | 100.0%
(124) | (112) | (100) | (20) (8) (23) (57) (444)

010 | 253%| 18.6%| 18.8%| 13.5%| 7.2% | 4.7% | 12.0%| 100.0%
(227) | (167) | (169) | (121) | (65) | (42) | (108) | (899)

Total | 25.8%| 21.2% | 19.9% | 10.6% | 5.4% | 4.9% | 12.2% | 100.0%
(352) | (289) | (271) | (144) | (73) | (67) | (166) | (1362)

p=.000

In Table 422 we note that the distributiarf future verb forms in the L2 group is
statistically significant according to the number of years of formal education in Spanish,
p=.000. From thigable,we can make several observations. For instandgde Be22
reveals that L2 participants with fite nine years of formal education in Spanish tended
to employ the LF, the PI, and to a lesser extent the PF more frequently than participants
with ten or more years of education in Spanish.

We find the oppate trend in the use of the MF and the subjwectn futuretime
contexts. That is, participants with ten or more years of formal education in Spanish
employed these forms more frequently than participants with nifesveryears of

education in Spanisfihe findings regarding the MF somewhat aligthwieeslin and
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Gudmestad (2010), who found that L2 learners whaoshatied Spanish formally for

nine years or more produced the MF in more instances than those with fewer years of
learning. It is possible #t this result may be in part caused by the pgesentation of

the MF in Spanish textbooks (Orozco and Thoms, 2014) or another aspect that | will
revisit in the discussion section of this dissertation.

Next, we examine theonstraintof formal education in Spanish in the HS group.
Answers to théanguage background questionnaiexealed that one HS had no formal
education in Spanish, twelve HSs had less than five years of formal education in Spanish,
twelve HSs had between five anide years of formal education in Spanish, and the
remaining fifteerHSs hadbeen exposetb ten or more years of formal education in
Spanish. Since only one HS participant had not received education in Spanish, the
analysis will focus on the possible diffmces between those who had educational
experience in Spanish.

Tale 4-23. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to thenumberof years of formal education in Spanish in the HS group

Education Expressbns of futurity
in Spanish| PF LF Pl MF Subj. | Cond. | Other Total

NA 43.2%| 13.6% | 18.2%| 0.0% | 0.0% | 2.3% | 22.7%| 100.0%
a9 | (21) | (8) (0) () 1) | (10) (44)

<5yrs. | 35.9%| 17.9%| 18.6%| 0.9% | 4.8% | 4.3% | 17.7% | 100.0%
(166) | (83) (86) 4) (22) (20) (82) (463)

5-9yrs. | 26.7% | 19.7% | 15.5% | 7.6% | 4.2% | 4.4% | 21.8% | 100.0%
a27) | (94 (74) (36) (20) (21) (99) (476)

O 10 |27.2%]| 17.2% | 20.5%| 5.0% | 6.8% | 6.1% | 17.2% | 100.0%
(169) | (107) | (127) | (31) | 42) | (38) | (107) | (621)

Total | 30.0%| 18.1% | 18.4% | 4.4% | 5.2% | 5.0% | 18.9% | 100.0%
(481) | (290) | (295) | (71) | (84) | (80) | (303) | (1604)

p=.000
Table 423 shows that the number of years dfieation in Spanish HSs had

received conditioned the future verb forms they employed in the interview prgiscol,
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.000. Consistent with the findings gathered from the L2 group, we find that the PF was

the preérred form to express futurity among all Hgaedless of years of formal

instruction in Spanish. However, we find that HSs with less than five years of education

in Spanish employed the PF more frequently (35.9%) than those who had studied Spanish
for five years or more (26.7% to 27.2%). We deteetaipposite patterwith respect to

the MF. HSs with five or more years of education in Spanish produced the MF with a
higher frequency (up to 7.6%) than those who had studied Spanish for less than five years
(0.9%). These findings align with Geeslin anddgwestad (2010), who found similar

trends regarding the use of the PF and MF and the number of years of formal education in
Spanish L2 participants had received.

Only mild differencesvere foundn the ranges ahe frequencies of use of the LF
(17.2%1t019 2 %) and the Pl (15.5% to 20.8) . That
not waveremarkablyregardless of years of formal education in Spanish.

In sum, Tables-£22 and 423 revealed that the number of y&af formal
education in Spanish that partiaits had receiveldad an effect othe verb forms they
employed to express futurity in the interview protocol. For instance, a higher number of
years of formal education in Spanishs somewhat linketb a higker use of the MF, but
this pattern was not ceistent and waivered in participants witli0 years in the HS
group. Interestingly, the trends of vddsm use according to the numbery@as of
formal education in Spanish did not match the trends foegatdingp ar t i ci pant s 6
languageproficiency.

In other words, it seems that a high number of years of formal education in Spanish does

not necessarilymply a high proficiency level and thus, does not imply that a preference
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for one verb form should override another. Next, we turn our attention sothad

constraintof gender.

4.3.3.Gender

The nextexternal constrairtb be examined is gender. The goal of examining this
constraintwas to shed light on whether there arfedénces in the way females and
males express future time in Spanish. TabBlpresents the distribution of verb forms
in the L2 group according to gender. Theguage background questionnaeeealed
that in the L2 group 30 participants were femaid 48 were male.

Table 424. The distribution of expressions of futurity iretimterview protocol according
to gender in the L2 group

Expressions of futurity
Gender| PF LF Pl MF | Subj. | Cond. | Other | Total
Female| 23.2% | 24.4% | 20.8% | 11.5% | 4.9% | 4.3% | 10.9%/| 100.0%
(221) | (233) | (198) | (110) | 47 | (41) | (104) | (959
Male | 32.1%| 13.7%| 17.9% | 8.3% | 6.4% | 6.4% | 15.2%| 100.0%
(131) | (56) (73) (34) | (26) | (26) | (62) | (408)
Total | 25.8%| 21.9% | 19.9% | 10.6% | 5.4% | 4.9% | 12.2%| 100.0%
(352) | (289) | (271) | (144) | (73) | (67) | (166) | (1362)
p=.000

Table 424 shows that a significant differensas foundoetween female and
male participants in their production of future verb forprs,.000. While the PF was the

preferred form by L2 learners overall (25.8%), we find differences between the verb

forms produced in men and women6s speech.
higher frequency of PF (32.1%) than females (23.2%). Ty is in line with
Geeslin and Gudmestadds (2010) study, whi

PF more frequently than their female counterparts.

Sp

ch
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In contrast, Table-24 illustrateghat female L2 learners employed the LF
(24.4%), the PI (28%) and the MF (11.5%) more frequently than their male
counterparts (LF: 13.7%, PIl: 17.9%, and MF: 8.3%). This finding is substantiated by
Kanwit (2014), who also found that female L2 learnerslepgul the MF more
frequently than males. Thus, we can sa th this study the expressions of futurity are
conditioned the L2 speakersdé genders.
Next,Table4-25 presents the data regarding gend
futurity in the interview protocolThelanguage background questionnaiggealed that
29 HSparticipants were female and 11 HSs were male.

Table 425. The distribution of expressions of futurity in the interview protocol according
to gender in the HS group

Expressions of futurity

Gerder | PF LF Pl MF | Subj. | Cond. | Other| Total

Female| 31.3% | 19.6% | 18.1% | 5.2% | 4.4% | 4.3% | 17.1%| 100.0%
(394) | (247) | (228) | (66) | (55) (54) | (216) | (1260)

Male | 25.3% | 12.5% | 19.5% | 1.5% | 8.4% | 7.6% | 25.3%| 100.0%
(87) (43) (67) 5) (29) (26) | (87) | (344)

Total | 30.0% | 18.1% | 18.4%| 4.4% | 5.2% | 5.0% | 18.9%| 100.0%
(481) | (290) | (295) | (71) | (84) | (80) | (303) | (1604)

p=.000
Table 425 reveals that the distribution of future verb forms in the HS group is
also statistically significant according to the gender of the participan00. As
previously noted, the PF was the preferred form overall in the HSs group (30.0%).
However, we find different paibrelagoniaghe bet we en
expressions of futurity. For example, we find that the female participarite sfudy
produced a higher frequency of PF (31.3%) than males (25.3%). Since women are
generally the drivers of linguistic change (Chambers, 1995-O&mpos, 2011), this

result could be taken to suggest that the use of the PF will continue to be ise.the r
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Table4-25 also reveals that female HSs produced higher frequencies of LF
(19.6%) and MF (5.2%) than their male counterparts (12.5% and 1.5%, respectively). The
distribution of the use of the Pl was similar across genders in the HS group (18.1% in
femalesand195 % i n mal es) . I n contrast, males favc
over womenodés 17.1%), which suggests that the
inflected verbs and present progressive.

Collectively, Tables €4 and 425 reveal that both2 learnersand HSs exhibited

differences with regards to tleenstraintof gender.

4.3.4.Age
Last, theexternal constrairmf age was examined to shed light on whether there
are differences in the manner younger (under 30 years old) and older (30l¢eard
above) participants employed verb forms to express future timeSGhare tests
revealed that theonstraintof age was not statistically significant for the L2 gropp (
.051) or the HS group€ .05). That isthe datadid not yield enough evidhee to suggst
that age magonditionthe verb formdhat L2ers and HSsmployed to express futuritit
is important to note that the number of participants in the 30 years old and above group
was very low (= 2 for L2ers, anah= 2 for HSs), therefore is plausibé that non

significant results are subject to a Type Il error (false negative).

4.3.5.Summaryof key findings: Externalconstraints
This section has presented the analysis oéxternal constraintwith regards to

the verb forms employed to exprestufity by L2 learners and HSs in the interview
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protocol.Key findings regardingxternal constraintsanbe summarizeds the
following:

1. Exposure to a specific dialect of Spanish seemedto conHitthn par t i ci pant s
use of verb forms to express futurnitythe interview protocol. While speakers of all
dialects favored the PF to express futurity, we found that participants exposed to the
dialects of the Caribbean, Mexico and Central America, and Jouoérica were more
similar than those who reported espee to the dialect in Spain.

2. The number of years of formal education in Spanish slightly conditioned the
expression of futurity in both L2 and HS participants. A robust finding was not detected.

3. The gender of participants conditioned future verms employed in the
interview protocol. For example, the female participants in the HS group favoring of PF
and LF could be taken to suggest that these forms are on the rise since women have been
notedto be the innovators in language change (Chambe®$,).19

The previous two sections have addressed RQ2 by analyzing the effect of
linguistic andexternal constraintsn the expression of futurity by L2 learners and HSs.
To further examine the data andpmvide more insight into RQ1 and RQBetnext

chapte will focus on examining the metalinguistic awareness of participants.
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CHAPTERS: RESULTS ON METALINGUISTIC AWARENESS ON EXPRESSION

OF FUTURITY

This chapter presents the findings regarding the mgtaktic awareness protocol
thatwas conductedith the participants of the study with the purpose of responding to
the third research question. The question inquired about the relationship between L2
|l earnersod6 and HSsO pr odheicnetalmguistic dwartness.ur e t i me
The goal of examiningietalinguistic awareness was to triangulate the data generated by
the interview protocol by tapping into part.
futurity.
To assess metalinguistic awaren@ssticipants completed a metalinguistic
awareness quéonnaire regarding their perceived use of Spanish to express future time
in different contexts. As detailed in Chapter 3, the written metalinguistic awareness
guestionnaire consisted of two parts:tParone, t he wvariation task, f
ahlity to recognize and explain variation in expression of futurity in sets of minimal
pairs. Part two, the metalinguistic narrative task, asked participants to explain how they
thought they expressedttuity in Spanish. The entire metalinguistic awareness
guestionnaire had a written format daadncludedin Appendix D.
This chapters organizedas follows: First, the results of thrariationtaskare
presentedSecond, the key findings that emerged in the metalinguistic narratives of each

participant grap are introducedA summary of the findings closes the chapter.
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5.1. Variation task
Part one of the metalinguistic awareness questionnaire consisted of a variation
task. This task followed Van Compernolle and Williams (2011) and sought to evaluate
partid pant s6 abil ity thevariatienbetwgeniforms usadiaexpeessp | ai n
futurity (i.e., PlI, MFandPF). To this end, participants read two sets of three sentences
that were minimal pairs except for the verb expressing futurity. One senteseated
the verb using PI, another sentence used MF, and the last sentence usetdifaries
were asked to identify the variation and to provide an explanation for it. An example of
stimuli is presentetbelow (see Appendix D for the entire protocol):

Anatieneplanes dear a Boston

(d) Anaviajaa Boston.
(e) Ana viajara a Boston.
() Anavaaviajara Boston.

Recall that responses were scored on a scale from 0 to 3, following a slightly
modified version of the coding guide in Van Compernolle and Williams (20h&).
scoring was as follows:

3: Identifies locus of variation and provides an adeuexplanation.

2: ldentifies locus of variation but provides an unclear or incomplete explanation.
1: Identifies locus of variation bpirovides no explanation

0: Does notdentify the variation or provides an inaccurate explanation.

After scoring the rgponses, | calculated the mean score of each participant in
each proficiency group of L2 learners and HSs. Higher mean scores corresponded to

higher metalinguistic awarenesgardinghe expressiorof futurity. Then, | used the
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statistical package SPSSrton ANOVASs to test whether the differences between the
mean scores of the L2 and HS proficiency groups were significant. The results of the L2
groupare presentefirst (Table 51).

Table 51. Mean scores of the L2 proficiency groups in the variation task

L2-IM L2-1H L2-ADV

L2 1.30 1.68 2.36

Table51 reveals that L2 participantsd mean
with proficiency level. Specifically, we findhat the L2IM group obtained the lowest
score M=1.30), followed by the L2H group M=1.68) and the LADV (M=2.36). The
scores in the L2M and L2IH groups suggest that at these levels participants were able
to identify the locus of variation in the seif sentences, although their explanations were
unclear or incomplete. For ample, several participants limited their answers to
translating the sentences in the tdskaddition there were several instances of
inaccurate responses in the-I\ group. For instance, six L2M participants identified
the PF or the MF as the pashse in at least one of the two sets of sentences
Regardinghe advanced L2 learners, this group obtained the highest score in the
variation task M=2.36). This result suggesdtsat the majority of participants at the
advanced level were abtie accuratly identify the locus of variation in the minimal pairs
and provided an incomplete or complete explanation of the variation. It is important to
note that only participants in tlaelvanced group obtained the maximum score of 3. In
sum, Table 5L is suggestie of a relationship between the proficiency level of the L2
participants of the study and their performance in the variation task.

In order totest whether the differences beswn the L2 proficiency groups were
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statistically significant, | performed a eway ANOVA. The ANOVA results revealed
that the proficiency level of the L2 learners in the study significantly affected their
performance in the variation tagk(2,47) = 9.623p= .000). Additionally, a Tukey post
hoc test revealed that the score on the variation task was significantly higher in the
advanced groupgM=2.36) than in the intermediateid (M=1.30,p=.000) and
intermediatehigh (M=1.68,p= .0035) groups. In otheraxds the advanced L2 learners
scored significantly higher in the variation task than their intermediate counterparts,
meaning that the advanced learners were better able to recognize and explain variation
regarding thexpressiorof futurity in Spanish.n cantrast, the mean scores of the M2
and L2IH groups were not found to be significantly differgmt (214). These results
suggest that the mean scores increased with proficiency level, with the largest difference
shown in L2 learners with the highgstficiency level.

Next, in Table & we examine the scores of the HS participants of the study.

Table 52. Mean scores of the HS proficiency groups in the variation task

HSIM HS-IH HS-ADV

HS 1.05 1.60 1.82

In Table 52 we find that the meastoresof the HSs of the study also increased
along the proficiency level spectrum. For instance, we find that thlvHsarticipants
obtained the lowest scores in the variation t&k1.05). The data revealed that at the
HS-IM level, participants were ni@bleto provide an explanatioconcernirg the
variation inthetask, or provided an inaccurate or incomplete explanation. At thieHS
level (M=1.60), HS participants were able to identify the locus of the variation in the task,

although occasionally tiyedid not explain the differences, and when they produced the
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explanationsthey were still incomplete or unclear. The4ABV speakers obtained the
highest score in the variation ta®k<1.82). Although five advanced HSs were able to
provide accurate desptionsof the variation, the majority provided incomplete or

unclear explanations. Thus, we do find differences in the scores of the three HS
proficiency groups. However, it is important to note that the range of mean scores of the
HS groups is not very idee, ard therefore the differences between groups are not very
large.

Similar to the L2 group, a ongay ANOVA was runto test whether the
differences between the HS proficiency groups were significant. The results of the
ANOVA determined that the diffenees baveen the HS proficiency groups were
statistically significantf(2,39) = 3.521p= .040). A Tukey post hoc test revealed that
the score on the variation task was significantly lower in théNi§roup (M=1.05) than
in the HSADV group M= 1.60,p=.017).That is, the HSADV participants scored
significantly higher than their H8 counterparts in the variation task, which means that
advanced HSs exhibited higher metalinguistic awareness regardiexptiessiorof
futurity in Spanish. Interestinglyhe mean scores of the HEB group were not found to
be significantly different than those of the 8 group (= .076) or the HSADV group
(p= .756).

In sum, these results suggest that there was a difference regarding metalinguistic
awareness betweeretlowes proficiency group (i.e., H8V) and the highest proficiency
group (i.e., HSADV). However, the differences between the-Hi5group and the other
two proficiency groups were not found to be statistically significant, possibly because the

range in nean scees in the HS group was small in the variation task (from 1.05 in the
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HS-IM group to 1.82 in the HADV group).

We now proceed to compare the results of the L2 and HS groups in the variation
task. As noted in Chapter 2wias expectethat studergt in tre L2 group, who acquired
Spanish in a classroom setting, would be more capable of recognizing the locus of
variation and of explaining its meaning than HSs whose primary source of input was
authentic discoursé&.o help compare the data of the L2 and HSipigants, a graphical
illustration of the results of both groups followsdure 51).

Figure5-1. Mean scores of the L2 and HS groups in the variation task

L2arHS

—L2
—Hs

2254

2,009

1.757

Mean Means

1.50

1.257

1.00

T T T
I H ADY

Proficiency level

In Figure 51 we observe that the L2 participants of the study outperformed the
proficiencymatched HS counterparts at all three proficiency levels, although the
differenceat the IH level seems minimal. This finding is substantiated by Correa (2011),

who found that L2 learners outperformed HS learners in metalinguistic knowledge
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regarding mood selection (and conversely, HSs outperformed L2ers in subjunctive

accuracy). In oustudy, we can hypothesize tliatmal explicit instruction in Spanish

played a role and contributed to L2 | earners
variation regarding thexpressiorof futurity. That said, although the HSs of the study
acquiredSpanish in the home, they had also received formal instruction in Spanish that

may have influenced their responses.

In order totest whether the differencestiveen the L2 learners and the HSs were
statistically significant, additional ANOVAs with congitetests were run to compare the
scores obtained at each proficiency level by participants from both speaker groups (i.e.,
L2 and HS). The results of the contreests revealed that the mean scores of the L2
learners in the variation task were signifidgtigher than the scores of the HSs at the
advanced proficiency levep£ .024). Indeed, over 50% of L&DV participants scored a
3 (the highest score) in atal&t one of the two items of thariationtask, while only a
guarter (25%) of HRADV speakers . Furthermore, a lower percentage ofARV
participants scored under 2 in the variation task compared NG

Regarding intermediate proficiency speakattough the LAM and L2-IH
learners of the study also scored higher than their HS counteoparall, their
performance in the variation task was not found to be significantly diffggenti{4 and
p=.748, respectively). Thus, we find that the difece between the L2 and HS groups
was larger at the advanced proficiency level than at therlpvoficiency levels. It is
important to note that the differences between the two groups reflect the input they
received in the setting where they acquiredn&gaand do not imply or suggest that one

group is superioto the other.



184

To begin to respondtRQ3, which inquired about the relationship between
metalinguistic awareness and expression of fututiig necessary to triangulate the
results from the vaation task with the results from the interview protocol presented in
Chapter 4. Specificallyve will compare the results from the variation task to the results
of the multinomial logistic regression, the test that determined Minighistic
constraintgpredicted verb fornusein the interview protocol at each proficiency level, as
well as the stigstical weight of the predictions (see 4.2.6).

Two main observations cdre madeegarding this comparison. First, the results
of thevariationtask revealedhiat L2 and HS groups with a more advanced proficiency
level scored higher in the variation task than their lower proficiency counterparts. That is,
higher proficiency participants were better able to identify and explain variation
regardingthe expressiorof futurity. This finding aligns with the result from the logistic
regression, which found developmental patterns regarding sémgrastic constraintsn
the analysis of the responses to the interview protocol. For instancentteint of
markers 6 certainty was only significant in the higher proficiency groups, which can be
taken to suggest that this constraint is acquired later and therefore, possibly not available
in metalinguistic knowledge at the lower proficiency levels. Aosdmbservatiofrom
the variation task is that L2 learners showed a better understanding of variation regarding
the expressiorof futurity than their HS counterparts, especially at the advanced level.
Again, this finding is in line with the results froimet logistic regession of the interview
protocol, which revealed that overall, in the L2 group noarestraing were significant
contributors in the models which tried to explain pinedictos that codition the

expression of futurity.
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In sum, and to begin answering R@3e variation task revealed the following
findings:

1. Participantsdé proficiency | evel affect
Both L2 learners and HSs with an advanced mastery ofi$paere better able to
identify and explain variation regding theexpressiorof futurity than their lower
proficiency counterparts.

2. Overall, the L2 patrticipants in this study demonstratexi nuanced
understanding of variation regarding #aeressionof futurity than the HS participants,
especially at th advanced proficiency level.

These results align with the findings of the interview protocol, in which
participants produced spontaneous speech. Therefore, the metalinguistic data seems to
suppat the results of the production data.

Thissectionhasanalz ed participantsd ability to re:
regarding thexpressiorof futurity. To s hed more | ight on L2 | ear
metalinguistic awareness and to continue addre$¥1§) the next section will examine
the metalinguistic narriates originated from the second part of the metalinguistic

guestionnaire.

5.2. Metalinguistic narratives

Part two of the metalinguistic protocol consisted of a narrative task. The narrative
taskcomplemented the variation task (5.1.) in answering RQ&hwhquired about the
relationship between the production of future time forms and metalinguistic awareness of

L2 I earners and HSs. Specificallyt part two
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knowledge of variation between forms used to expresstiytarSpanish. Part two
foll owed Kinginger and Farrell és (2004)
part of the questionnaire was to obtain metalinguistic narratives where participants
discussed how they thought they expressed futurity in Slpartie entire metalinguistic
awareness questionnaiseincludedin Appendix D.As detailed in the methodology
chaptey participantgead three scenarios related to life in a college campuss¢enario
in the near futureone in the medium future, andein the distant future). Participants
were then prompted to explain how they would talk about the future in those situations
and to comment on how they would decide which words and verb forase #fter the
three scenariosere presented final queson prompted participants to comment on
their personal use of terms when talking about the future and to explain which factors
may have influenced the way they expressed futurity in SpanishlaBhiguestion was
an operended one in which participantere asked to provide as much information as
possible. Although the questions were in English, participaete informedhat they
could type their answers in English or Spanish. In this chapiegrptsof the
metalinguistic narratives appear in the laage in whichithey were produced by the
participantsMetalinguistic commentary provided in Spanish is accompanied by an
English translation

The metalinguistic narratives resulting from part wiohe metalinguistic
awareness questionnaire were analyqaghtitatively and qualitatively. First, | identified
the terminology that participants used to refer to future verb forms in their written
metalinguistic narratives (e.g., participants emploged tms s futardsimaleg vy

a + infinitive, @ ¢ o rorhl étd, to refer to the verb forms they use when discussing

ang
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future events). | then calculated the frequency with which each future verb form was
alluded to by each proficiency level a@dch speaker type. The goal of this analysis was
to examine whetr the frequency with which participants referred to terminology for
each future verb form differed between the groups, and to compare these results with the
future verb forms participantsqutuced in their answers in the interview protocol
(shedding lighbn RQ3).
In addition following the methodology employed by Kinginger (2008) and
Lovejoy (2015), | analyzed the narrativeddentify themes or common threads or
explanations among them. &lheason for identifying themes was to explore whether each
groupmay have relied on different explanatiamish respect tdow futurityis expressed
First, | calculated the frequency with which each theme appeared in the narratives of each
speaker grougecond, for the qualitative analysis, the themes that emergjes in
narratives were illustrated through representative examples from the corpus of
metalinguistic narratives. Together, the quantitative and the qualitative analysis of the
narrativesprovid a mor e detailed picture ssf particip
regardingthe expressiorof future time. This analysis will respond in part to RQ3 by
comparing partici patnaesptessiomsffulurityavithttheikactoalvl e d ge o

productionof future verb forms in the interview protocol.

5.2.1. Future grb forms
We begin with the quantitative analysis of the metalinguistic narratnespict
the metalinguistic choices made by the participants. First, | identified the terminology

referringto future verb forms that participants employed in their naesatkor instance,
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participants employed ter minol ogfyutammrde & x@tIr e s

simply inserted a verb conjugated MFn MF
then calculated the frequency with which each participamtpgevoked each future verb
form in the metalinguistic narrativebo illustrate the comparisoifigure 52 presents the
frequencyof allusions to each future verb form by each speaker gidoie that the size

of the groups ranged from 5 to 21 particifgahus, for comparison purposes, |

weighted the data to adjust for the unequal sample size.

Figure 52. Future verb forms invoked by each participant group imtélinguistic
narratives
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Figure 52 reveals that all participant groups stronglyoi@d alluding to the PF
and the MF in their metalinguistic narratives (though note that L2 learners referred to the
MF in their narratives more frequently than thé® counterparts).

Several noteworthy findings cdn@ madevith regards to RQ3, which ingqed
about the relationship between metalinguistic awareness and the future verb forms
employed by participants in the interview protocol. First, we find that in the
metalinguistic narratives participants preferred the BRhis finding is consistent wit

the results of the quantitative analysis of the interview protocol presented in the previous

n

b
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chapter (Chapter 4). However, we also find that the preference for the MF in the
metalinguistic narratives contrasts with theutesof the interview protocolyhich
revealed that the most frequently used forms to express futurity in the corpus of this study
were the PF, the LF, the PI, and the MF (in that order). In other words, we find that there
was an overrepresentation of €& in the metalinguistic narrats compared to the
interview protocol, especially in the L2 group. This result might be due to the
overrepresentation of the MF in L2 Spanish textbooks (Orozco and Thoms, 2014) or the
fact that in recalling grammar, they ynhave opted to choose what tliegught was the
correct response. Thus, we find that the different protocols (i.e., the interview protocol
and the metalinguistic awareness questionnaire) yield different tendencies. These findings
suggest that there ardfdrences between the productioifuture verb form by L2ers
and HSs and the cognitive associations they make regarding the use of these verb forms
when expressing futurity. The findings also suggest that in their linguistic repertoire, they
are aware ofhe variation that exists in esgssing futurity.

In addition in Figure 52 we observe differences between the L2 learners and the
HSs of the study with regards to the future verb forms they invoked in their
metalinguistic narratives. Specifically, wedithatthe L2learners invokeduture verb
forms more frequently than the#S counterparts. This finding contrasts the data from
the interview protocol, which revealed that HSs produced a slightly higher frequency of
verb forms in their responses. FurtharFigure 52 we note that LZarners alluded to a
higher variety of future verb forms in their narratives than tH&8counterparts. For
instance, we find that L2 participants as a whole referred to the seven future verb

categories thawvere codedn this study (i.e., PF, LF, Pl, MBubjunctive, conditional,
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and Aothero verb forms). However, the HS
forms to express futurity (i.e., PF, LF, MF, and conditional), although they employed
additional future verbdrms in the interview protocoé(g., the Pl and the subjunctive).
Therefore, the metalinguistic narratives reveal differences between the L2 learners and
the HSs that were not present in the interview protocol.

We can hypothesize that these results aeetd L2 learners having acqudre
Spanish in a classroom setting where there is often an explicit metalinguistic component
involved. Although the HSs of the study had also received instruction in Spanish, these
results seem to align with previous resedfcbrrea, 2011Samaniego and Rin 2000)
who found that HL learners of Spanish struggle to produce linguistic terminology,
possibly because they acquired the language in the home where there is naturalistic input
and not a focus on terminology about veshnis.

In sum, to continue respdimg to RQ3Figure 52 reveals both similarities and

par

di fferences between participantsd metalingui

forms in the interview protocol. We found that the PF was the preferred fota by

learners and HSs in both theetalinguistic narratives and the interview protocol.
However, there was an overrepresentation
especially in the L2 groupn addition L2 | earnerso6 narratives
frequerty and more variety of referercto future verb forms than the narratives

generated by the HSs of the study, which was not the case in the responses generated
from the interview protocol. As previously mentioned, these differences between L2
learners anéiSs can be taken to highlighttinoles of input and learning setting in the

language acquisition process.

of

i N
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In order toshed light on this matte€hapter 7 will triangulate the data and will

present a discussion of the main findings of the study.

5.2.2.Themes in the metalinguistic matives

Having examined the future verb forms invoked by each participant group, we
now focus on analyzing the main themes that emerged in the metalinguistic narratives.
Remember that | followed Kinginger (2008) and Lovej@915) and analyzed the
narratvesto identify themes or common threads among them. The themes provide a
glimpse into the factors that participants believe atfeetway in whiclthey express
futurity in Spanish and will thus help shed more light on RQ3. The seven themes that
emergedrom the analysis are defined below. Each definitsdiollowedby an excerpt
from the metalinguistic narratives that illustrates that particutam#t.

1. Level of difficulty: This theme includes
perceived level of eased comfort when employinthe differentfuture verb
forms. Participants also commented on how their ability to recall tenses and
conjugate verbs ihiences their verb choice. For example, ariN2articipant
wrote:

(1) L2-29-IM. I use 'Ir a..." as much as possible because l@mfortable talking
about the future in that form and am confident that | will not make any mistakes.

2.l ntuition: This category includes narrat:.
intuition when expressing futurity. Participants commented on foligwieir
instinct. These narratives reveal a lack of awareness with regards to the verbs
employed, as in thimllowing observation made kyy HSIH speaker:

2 These excerpts represent authentic metalinguistic narratives written by the participants of the study. Note
that the excerpts areprodiced as the participants wrote them and may contain grammatical, punctuation,
and spelling errorsThe excerpts that contain errors are marked [git). This protocol was the last one

that participants completed and fatigue may haorributed to somefahe errors.
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(2) HS18-IH. | honestly don't think about the verb tense when I talk in Spanish. |
say whichevererbs without thinking about it, andust hope that I'm using them
correctly.

. Certainty and probability:Afi s t heme refers to speakersbo
propositional content of an utterance (e.g., probability or possibility). The theme
encompasses matives that conveyed the idea that the intention and the degree of
confidence that speakers have aboutwent taking place play a role when

talking about future events. An intermediatéd L2 learner explained:

(3) L2-8-IM. When talking about definite plans in Spanish, I use verbs conjugated
in the future tense, or | uske ir + a+ infinitive verb. Howeverwhen talking

about the future in a molenaginitive unsure way | would use the conditional or
subjunctive to exprespmions or thoughts about what might happen. The main
factor is the certainty of the futubeing described

. Temporal distance: Thifiéme captures instances in which participants discussed
that temporal distance, namely how far in the future an evelnbeailr,

influences the verb forms they use when expressing futurity. An example of a
narrative on the theme of temporal distance fedloAn advanced HS wrote:

(4) HS36-ADV. When talking about the future 8panisht depends on if I'm
talking about themmediate future or the far away future. If I'm talking about my
weekend think | tend to usevoy+ a + verb" but if something is bitle further

in the future | tend to use the future verb tense.

. Formality: This category includes commentary by L8 &8 participants

indicating thathe manner in whicthey express futurity depends on the context

or institution in which the interaicin takes place. Specifically, participants
commenteaxpressing futurity differently anasinga different register

depending on the status of their interlocutor (higher, equal, or lower). This theme
also encompasses commentary regarding the differetwedaewritten (formal)

and oral (generally more informal) modes. For example, an advanced L2 learner
reflected:

(5) L2-36-ADV. | believe that | use the ir+a+infinitive to talk about the future in

the long term anéh less formal settings. | would use floéure tense (likestarg

to talk about the more i mmediate future a
informal settirgs| would also use futurkey wordsnstead of verbs, like manana,

la proximasemanael mesqueviene For example, | could say mananemo

almuerzocon mimadreinstead of mananeomerealmuerzocon mimadre[sic|.

. Translation: This theme captures instances where participants matched the
Spanish future verb tenses to their equivalents in Englishifeagt, inf and
Agoi ng tinadditionithis €ategory includes instances in which speakers
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explained that thefirst thought in English and then translated their ideas about
the future into Spanish. An intermediated L2 learner explained:

(6) L2-3-IM. Voya comemeans that | am giog to eatwhere axomeremeans
that | will eat, andcomomeans that | eat. Hse phraseare usedn different
contexts. For example, if someone asks what you are going to do tonight, you
would usevoya cometrfsic].

7. Other: This category encompassesaeentary regarding topics such as
instructional effects, repetition, asddeswitching. An example of a narrative on
the themes of instruction and repetitiondsyL2learner follows:

(7) L2-5-1H. 1 usually usear + a + infinitivo because it was the &t way | learned

how to usduturetense. If | have already uséd+ a + infinitivo in a sentence

will use the other future tenseit doesn't sound repetitive.

After the themesvere identified the frequency with which theyere mentioned
in the metlnguistic narratives of each of tis&x speakegroupswas calculated~igure

5-3 presents the themes that emerged in the narratives of each participant group and will

allow for the comparison of the themes invoked by the different particgpanps.

Figure 53. Themes invoked by each participant group in metalinguistic narratives
regardingexpressiorof futurity in Spanish

35
30

25

l H Other
||

Translation

20 Formality

B Temporal distance
15

B Certainty
1 M [ntuition

| Difficulty

L2-IM L2-H L2-ADV  HS-IM HS-IH HS-ADV

o

%]

o



194

Figure 53 depicts that L2 learners and HSs of all levels discussed multiple
themes in their metalinguistic narrativéfat is,participantsrelied on a variety of
explanations to convey the factors that they believe infludrecenanner in whicthey
express futurity in Spanish. That said, we do find differences between the participant
groups with regards to the themhbsy favoredn their narratives. For instance, we find
that the L2IM group did not rely particularly on one given topic but on several.

However, participants in the LI group relied on explanations related to difficulty and
certaintymore. Participants the L2ZADV group discussed multiple themes, although

they seemed to rely slightly more on the themes of temporal distance, cedaihty,

difficulty. Overall, the most frequently invoked theme by the L2 learners of the study was
level of difficulty, followed by cerainty. These findings may be due to instructional
effects,since there is often a focus on accuracy in the Spanish classroom and L2 Spanish
textbooks often refer to certainty and temporal distance in explanations regarding the use
of the different futureverb forms.

Regarding HSdrigure 53 reveals that HEM participants relied more on
explanations related to intuition. Similarly, intuition is also the dominant narrative in the
HS-IH narratives, although this group relied on a wider variégxplanatims than the
HS-IM. At the HSADV proficiencylevel, we find that intuition is not the dominant
narrative anymore, and H&DV speakers do not particularly rely on an explanation but
onseveral. In sum, in the HS group, intuitibased responsesem to oveide other
themes at the intermediate proficiency level, but not at the advanced level. The results
suggest that, as proficiency level increases and possibly with increased formal education

in Spanish, HS éxplanations regarding tlexpressiorof futurity become more nuanced
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and also include other factors such as difficulty level, certainty, formality, or temporal
distance.

In sum,Figure 53 provided a glimpse into the cognitive aspects of participants
choices when expressing futiyrin Spanish. OveralL2 learners and HSs showed the
following trends regarding metalinguistic themes in their narratives:

1. The L2 learners highlighted that the level of difficulty they associated with the
different verb forms influenced their choioghen expressing futuyi in Spanish.

2. L2 learners also relied on the themes of certainty and temporal distance in their
narratives.

3. In contrast, the HSs relied on the theme of intuition to explain their use of
futurity in Spanish, especially at tlever proficiency levks.

These results suggest that overall the HSs in this study relied more on their
intuition than their L2 learner counterparts, who expressed more concern about their
ability to conjugate verbs and about accuracy in general. Agaise findings seem to
speak to the effects of age and context of acquisition: While HSs rely on the naturalistic
input they havédeen exposetb, L2 learners seem to focus on factors that they have
possiblybeen exposetb during language instruction.

Having quantitativelyanalzed the themes that appeared in the metalinguistic
narratives, we now begin the qualitative analysis. For each of the seven themes identified,
|l first present excerpts from the participan
begin the qualitativanalysis by examining the theme of difficulty, the most frequently

invoked theme overall by the participants of this study.
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5.2.2.1. Participantsd narratives on the the
As seen irFigure 53, difficulty was the dominant theme in the L2talinguistic

narratives, and this theme also appeared in the narratives of the heritage speakers of the

study. First, we examine the L2 narrativikeenwe analyze the HS narratives. In the first

excerptan L2IM partidpant wrote about difficulty conjuging certain verbs forms in

Spanish.

(8) L2-40-IM. | don't use the future much because | am not very comfortable with
it but when | do | try to use verbs and then other words to help get my point across
because | dondlways conjugate correctly. | exm® my thoughts with verbs by using
simple ones that are easier to conjugstethat the point | am trying to make gets across.
Sometimes when verbs are more difficult to conjugate and havelsa@gerd try not to
use hem because | think if | conjugateem wrong | won't be saying the right thing.

In thisexcerptthe L2 learner explains why she does not tend to use the MF when
expressing futurity in Spanish. Two stliiemes emerge in her narrative: First, she notes
thatshe is not confident using the Nblecause she is worried about not always
conjugating the verbs accurately. This preoc
could stem from language learning experiences in contexts in which there was an
emphasis plaad on grammatical accuracy. Second,note that this speaker indicates
that she finds difficulty when conjugating certain verbs in the MF. Specifically, she notes
that regular verbs are easier to conjugate than irregular onesdsé&ming verbs). The
ue of t he-chanmi fieg bigh thetalimguistic awareness, probatigsult
of having been exposed to explicit grammar instruction in Spanish classes. In the next

excerptan L2learner with higher proficiency elaborates on the theme of dif§icul

(9) L2-42-IH. Cuando ychablosobreel futuro enespanaltengoquedecidir
cualesverbosson madacilesdeusar, perotodaviatienensentido Conesodicha
muchasvecesyotrato deusarlos verbosde laforma”ir + a + infinitivo" porqueen mi
opinion es magacil de entender, acorporar aspectosle lasconjugacioneslel verbos
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en elpresentePor ejemplq creoque"Yo viajara al Florida esteverand es madificil
gue"Ella vaa viajar al Florida esteverano".Sin embargopiensoquea veces/o usolas
dosformasdependienden lasituacion Si yoestoyhablandosobrealgunapersona o
grupode personas, y no ydefinitivamentaisola formadel futuro"ir a infinitivo". Si yo
estoy hablando sobre mi mismo, crpee podria usar los verbos del futuro como
"viajare" "comere" "trabajae" porque la adicion de laé' es mas facil de recordar
cuando hablo de informacion personal sobrgsid].

O0When | talk about the futur e easier Spa
to use, bustill make sense. Thaeing saidl oftentrytous v er bg+am t he
infinitive because in mypinionit is easier to understand and incorporate aspects of the
conjugations of verbs in the perMsodlorida For ex
this summer o i s morrmtodravélAF tod-lorida thistsstmaer. A" She i s
However, | thinkthat | sometimes use both forms depending on the situation. If | am
talking about a person or a group of people, and not dedinitely use the future form
fira i nf ilfmamttalkimgaboumyself, | think that | could use the verbs in the
futuresuch as #AMFOWI | WiMFd fale ewi IMIFowdrlcause the ad
of telbe i easier to remember when | talk abo

ni s h,
f

Excerpt (9) is illustrativef how an L2 learner frames the theme of difficuity
terms ofa contrast between the PF and the MF. Specifically, this speaker notes that it is
easier to conjugate verbs in PF than in MF. This comment was echoed by many other
participants, who often repted relying on the PF because of its easiness. Integigst
although the speaker in (9) perceives the MF as being difficult to conjugate, this speaker
also notes that she does employ the MF under certain circumstances. In particular, the
speaker commes that she favors the use of the MF when she is tatbogt herself,
possibly because she finds it is easier to access thepdnsbn singular conjugation of
verbs than the remaining persons of the conjugation. Another L2 learner mentioned that
more fequent verbs (likkaber6t o have/ t o cobnugale inMFthanethes i er t o
lexical verbs. In other words, verb frequency also seems to play a role in how L2 learners
perceive difficulty regarding the conjugation of the MF. Again, here we findsitseéty

to this feature and metalinguistic awarenesanimh.2 context.
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Thus, in excerpts (8) and (9) we gather that L2 learners associate a higher
difficulty to the MF compared to other verb forms. Further, L2 speakers note different
perceived levels difficulty in the conjugation of the MF and use it seieely in the
instances where they find it easier to conjugate.

Next, we examine HS narratives on the theme of difficulty. In the next excerpt in
a heritage speaker comments on the theme of difficult

(10) HS6-IH. | think in English for starters. | nate sometimes | try to avoid
conjugating verbsl say things likeit a" or things like that. | speak how I think sounds
right, and kind of play everything by eaknow there are more structures gnanatically
| could use to better express myself buthiéisd for me to remembéearn, so in the

moment of speaking it doesn't come to miidat comes to mind is what I've gathered
from the language.

The narrative irexcerpt(10) combines the themesadifficulty and intuition.
Regarding difficulty, the speak points out that she finds it hard to conjugate verbs in
Spanish. Therefore, she avoids conjugation and tends to use structures such as the PF
(which do not involve conjugating the main verb), etlesugh she is aware thather
verb forms coulde moresuitable in certain contexts addition the speaker repeatedly
notes that sofrkmowmg Fhatas, dinteesteelhas grgwn luging exposed
to Spanish, certain structures sound famtlieher and shis abletoh pl ay it by
usingcircumlocution) when speaking about the future. In sum, we gather that thés HS
able toavoid or overcomdifficulty by relying on what is familiar and on intuition.

Similarly, a HSof advanced mficiency notes:

(11) HS36-ADV. Most of the time, Wise 'ir" + infinitive if I don't know how to
conjugate a verb in the future tense. | feel more comfortable uising ihf. becausé
can answer questions more readily, quickly.

ear o
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Excerpt (11) depicts moa HSfavors the use of the PF over the MF when
expressing future time. The speaker comments thaisshlgle touse the PF more easily,
whereas she sometimes does not know how to conjugate in the MF. Again, the challenges
and difficulty associated witthé MF are due to the changes in the morphologicahgnd
of this verb form. Thus, this speaker believes that she employs the PF as default
compared to the MF.

In sum, both the L2 learners and the HSs in this study invoked the theme of
difficulty in their metalinguistic narratives, commenting that they fadahe use of the
PF (often in contrast to the MF) because of its lack of difficulty. However, a closer look
at the data revealed differences between the groups. Namely, L2 learners expressed
concernabaut accuracy as a reason for employing other verbddhat are easier to
conjugate while the HS did not. Further, L2 learners specified why and in which
instances the MF was more difficult for them. Heritage speakers, however, resorted to
intuition to expain their choices and were not as specific aboutehsons why they

favored the use of the PF over other verb forms when they expressed futurity in Spanish.

5.2.2. 2. Participantsdé narratives on the
We now turn to examine excerptsttivavzoked the theme of intuition, the most
frequentlyinvoked theme by the HS patrticipants of this study. The first two examples
focus on responses in which HS participants discussed the theme of intuition as the
defining factor when expressing futurity.néh explaining which verb forms he used to

discuss tb future,a HSIM participant wrote:

t

he
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(12) HS38IM. When talking about thieiturel use Yoy' and then the infinitive
of the verb | want to use. "Viwycerestd Honestly | use the words that sound right
my head. | try to use the right version of thedva the right tense.

In this response, the speaker indicates her preference to use the PF when
expressing future time, but she is not able to ascertain the reasors atigition the
speaker adds &t she uses her instinct to achieve accuracy in Sipa8imilarly,a HSIH

speaker wrote:

(13) HS18-IH. | honestly don't think about the verb tense when | talk in Spanish.
| say whichever verbs without thinking about it, afjast hope that I'm using #m
correctly. | know that | often use verbs that shsimilar to the Englisierbs,but are
being incorrectlyused n Spani sh. (é)

In excerpt(13) we also gather that the speaker relies on intuition and is unaware
of the factors that may shape her choiwwbgn speaking about future events in Spanish.
Il nterestingly, both excer pt sosgggedtingtlrante ( 13 ) i
speakersreallydo not know why they employ the words they do when they express

future time. Other fellow HSs expresssimilar notions, providing explanations such as

=2}
(@)

Awhat soun@®@&l H)i,ghatnod (AHSoOunds correest 06 or
ADV). Overall, these excerpts point to HS participants relying on their language
experience. The excerpts are also repnéative of language acquisition in a naturalistic
setting in which the acquisition process is implicit rather than explicit.

We now turn ouattention to the themes of temporal distance and certainty, two

themes that were often discussed togetherimpart pant sé met al i ngui stic
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5.2.2. 3. Participantsd narratives on tempor a
As previously mentioned in the quiitative analysis, these themes were invoked

more frequently by L2 learners than by their HS counterparts. Ttdwe examples

focus on responses in which the participants showed a clear understanding of the

constrains regarding temporal markers and certainty. In the following excerpt an L2

learner explains how these twonstraing influence the verbs she usesewlexpressing

futurity:

(14) L2-41-1H. For verb choice, iteally depends on the scenario. For instance,
approximatérelative time frame plays a huge role in my decision of which tense to use.
Along the same lines, the degree of certainty that | havedegpthe future scenario
also comes into plans. Typically, plans in the immediate future are more sdlialifd
therefore willbe spokembout usingvoya' + infinitive; plansin the near futurare
discussed using a mix of subjunctive and the futurgeteplans far in the future will be
exclusively subjunctive. However, as mentioned, all of these gentalgzare
changeable based on the time frame, certainty level, and preference of the speaker (in
this case, myself). The other words that | use niejp@ the theme of the scenario.
However,n terms ofcontext clues, as an L2 Spanish learner, | find lipfug (for myself
and listeners) to include context clues, lié&spgerogque’ 'manana,’luegq’ etc. so that it is
clear what type of time frame I'raferring to [sic].

In excerpt(14) the speaker highlights the role that temporal distance plays when
talking about future events. Further, she explains that the degree of certainty she has
about a future event also plays a role in the manner in whickxgresses futurity in
Spanishln addition this L2IH learner notes that these two factors are interecteal.
Specifically, the speaker links the immediate future and high certainty with the PF, the
near future with the subjunctive and the MF, anddiant future only with the
subjunctive. Interestingly, this speaker writes thatgeeralizations memned above
are flexible, and adds that the factor of "personal preference" also plays a role when
expressing futurity. Finally, the speaker mentitreg she also uses lexical markers to

provide information about the time frame she is referring to. Therdbased on excerpt
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(14), we gather that this EH learner shows an awareness of how multiple factors
constrain the expression of futurity in Spanand she describes the strategies she uses to
express futurity. That is, this LIH speaker is aware thakpression of futurity is a
linguistic variable, and that different verb forms can be used depending on the context.
The next excerpt was produceglthe only HS participant that mentioned both
temporal distance and certainty in her metalinguistic narrafis we can see, we find
differences with the L2 excerpt examined above.
(15) HS14-ADV. | believe thatimeframe of the future that you are refieig to
changes the tense thateing usedIf | am referring to my plans for the night compared

to my pans for after college, different tenses nb@yusedThis| believe isdue to the fact
thatwhat iscloserto us in time is more concrete than wrayears from now

In excerpt(15) we gather that the speaker is aware thatdhstraintof temporal
distance influences the way she expresses futurity in Spanish. She specifically
differentiates between actions taking platéhe near futurer in the dstant futureln
addition she attributes the effect of temporal distance to certainty. Namely, she considers
thatthenearfuture is more connected to high certainty, has a greater probability of
happening, and is more concrete than the distant futengeter, this speaker doestno
mention any specific verb forms that she would use in the different time frames she
described.

In sum, both excerpts (14) and (15) invoke the themes of temporal distance and
certaintyin a similar way although we find that thL2 learner was more exgti¢than the
HS. That is, the L2 learner provided a more detailed account of the factors constraining
expression of futurity and specified verb tenses and other words she would use when

talking about the future. This observaticem alsde foundin other ecerpts. What is
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noticeable in these excerpts is that the L2 learners and the HSs of the study provided

different metalinguistic explanations even when discussing the same themes.

5.2.2. 4. Parti ci pamwfffosmalitynar rati ves on the the
The theme of fomality includes commentary on how the context of

communication (e.g., the institution or the status of the interlocutor) shapes

participants express futurity in Spanigtil. participant groups excepbe L2IH group

discused this theme. The next expepresents a metalinguistic narrativeebly2-ADV

participant on the theme of formality:

(16) L2-36-ADV. | believe that | use the ir+a+infinitive to talk about the future
in the long term andh less formal settings. | wouldse the future tense (lilestare to
talk about the more immediate future and in more formal settings. | would also use the
present subjunctive tense to talk about the future where appropriate. In infethags
| would also use futurkey wordsnsteal of verbs, like manana, [@oximasemanael
mesqgueviene For example, | could say mananamoalmuerzocon mimadreinstead of
mananacomerealmuerzocon mimadre[sic].

In excerpt(16) the advanced L2 learner draws a connection between the level of
formality and temporal distance. Regardingléwel of formality, this participant
associates more informal settings with the PF and lexical markers. She also associates
formal settingith the use of the MAn addition the speaker provides two examples
using lexical markers. In the firekample she employs the PI, which could be taken to
suggest that she uses the Pl in informal contexts aslnteltestingly in the second
example using a lexical marker, this speaker employs the MF (a verb fornishe
had linked to more formal settings). Thus, we find an inconsistency in the metalinguistic
narrative of this advanced L2 speaker. It is important to note that, to my knowledge, the

literature on thexpressiorof futurity in Spanish has not establighe correlation
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between verb forms and thenstraintof formality. Since the metalinguistic narrative
was a written task that was part of a study, it is possible that this parti@fiahat he
had to provide more information and by doing so violatedg® maxim of quality.
The triangulation of results and the discussion presented in Chapter 7 will shed
light on the matter of inconsistencies and variability.
Next, we continue examining the themdefel of formality with an excerpt

written by an adanced HS:

(17) HS24-ADV. It also depends on the type of listener, whether they are a peer
or a superior. If the listener ia superior | would need to speak more formally. If it is a
peer, | can speak more informally. When | speak with a profess®rriportant to be as
clearand specific as possible.

In excerpt(17) the heritage speaker notes that the status of the interlocutor
influencesthe manner in whiche talks about future events. Specifically, the HS
described that he would use more fornaslguage when communicatingttvsomeone of
higher status than him, and more informal language when speaking with someone of
equal status. In particular, this speaker refers to professors (presumably as someone of
higher status), noting the importance a@rity when communicating witthem. This
commentary regarding thevel of formality may be due to this particular HS having
taken Spanish courses at the university and being aware that his register is often
considered informal. However, unlike the L2 Ir6}, this HS does not prowedietails or
examples of future verb forms he would use in either of the contexts he mentions (i.e.,

formal or informal).An advanced HS also produced the next excerpt

(18)HS-17-ADV. | think when something is more formal likea class setting |
tend toconjugate the verbs to match the tense. It seems like when | want to talk naturally

andinformally | use words likevoya..", "vaser’, "vamosa tenerque." instead of
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conjugating the verbs. For example, like "sere" or "sdaa"ser or "ire" for 'voyair"” or
"tendramogque." for "vamosatenerque..". The conjugations that change the verb are
more formal in my mind and take more time to think about then just usigigdr

"vamos$ with a verb[sic].

In excerpt(18) the astanced HS explains how the factor formality of the
university context in which the communicative act took place influences the verb forms
she employs when expressing futurity in Spanish. In contrast to HADNSspeaker in
(17), the HS that vate excerp{18) does specify verb tenses in her metalinguistic
narrative. Thus, we do not only find marked differences betwgesumps but also within
speaker groups (note that excerpts 17 and 18 were both produced by advanced HSs).
Regarding théevel of formality and verb forms, the HS in (18) reports that she employs
the PF in informal situations because it comes to her naturally, whereas in more formal
settings (e.qg., in class) she employs the MF and in general conjugates verbs according to
the time fame she isaferring to. This explanation could be due to instructional effects
such as the overrepresentation of the MF in Spanish textbooks, or to theingF
associateavith the written form. The institutional discourse (where the task took place)
mayhave also ifluenced her speech. It is also possible that the participant felt that she is
being judged and evaluated in Spanish classes and she wished to represent her knowledge
differently. In sum, excerpts (16) to (18) exemplify commentary on the tbéme
formality and reveal assumptions about the relationship between the use of different verb

forms in different contexts.

5.2.2.5. Participants®é narratives on the the
The next excerpts exemplify comments made regarding the theme ¢dticans

Notethat the theme of translation only emerged in the L2 narratives at the lowest
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proficiency level examined in this study (i.e., IM) and the HS narratives of the highest
proficiency levels (i.e., IH and ADV). First, we examine an excer@rbi2learner. To
respond to the question asking aboutfwtors that influence the way she expresses

futurity in Spanishan L2IM participant commented:

(19) L2-8-IM. If | am talking about plans or things that | (or someone else) am
"going to dd, then | wauld use thduture tense of+ infinitive. If | am talking about the
state that something "will be" inwoulduse just the future tense of that verb.

In excerpt(19) the L2 learner explains that she uses the PF in contexts where she
would use "going to + inf" in Eglish, and the MF in contexts where she would use "will
+ inf" in English. This comment exemplifies that this learner has established equivalents
in English and Spanish, and relies on Engtiskdetermine which verb form to use when

expressing futurity irspanish. The next excerpt presents the commentarydrd&

(20) HS2-IH. Cuandohabloenespanaltengoquepensaren loquequierodecir.
Esdecir, si quierodecir "l want to like cheesetengoquedecir "me gustariatenerel
apetitopara quesb. Tengoquepensardobleporquelo tengoquedecir enespanoke
ingles Yousotodaslas palabrasqueconozccenespanolporquequieroteneruna
conversaciorenunaidiomasolamentgsic|.

'When | speak in Spanish, | have to think about what | want to sayisTlatwant to

say "l want to like cheebel have to say "l would like to have the appetite for chedse
have to think double becaukkave to say it In Spanish and English. | use all the words |
know in Spanish because | want to have a conversationly one language.'

This HS notes that she has to translate from English into Spanish when speaking
in Spanish. She adds that, as altespeaking in Spanish requires more effort for her
than speaking in English. Interestingly, this participant dematest an awareness of
codeswitching as an automatic practice in Bganishand explains that she wants to
avoidcodeswitching Weobser e t hat t he HS6s metalinguistic

from the L2 narrative in (19). Although both participanty mn translation when
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expressing future time, they do so in different ways. The L2 learner maps the English
future verb tenses to theig@valents in Spanish, whereas the HS was not specific and

discussed translation as a more holistic phenomenon larigrage practice.

5. 2. 2. 6. Participantsd narratives on other
We turn to examine the category that includedativer themes that emerged in

the metalinguistic narratives. Specifically, this section examines commentary regarding

thetopics of instructional effects, repetition, and the perceived lack of differences

between the verb tens&¥e begin the analysis witivo excerpts that illustrate the theme

of instructional effects. Firsin excerpt(21),an L2learner comments on therdoast

between the classroom and his study abroad experience in Spain:

(21) L2-10-IM. What dictates my preference for using "Ir a" be future
conjugation is what people around me are using. | mainly used the future conjugations
before my trip to Spaiuring my summer abroad noborBally used it and switching
between both methods of describing the future confuseSinoe my roommatand
friends all used "Ir a," | eventually changed and have been using mainly that method
since

In thisexcerptthe L2 learner describes an evoluti@mgarding hovwhe expresses
future time in Spanish. Namely, this learner explains that he used ta Ipagterence
employ the MF when expressing futurity (when he was living inX8and taking
Spanish classes at the unisigy) and then switched to favoring the PF. He notes that this
switch is a consequence of his study abroad experience in Spainerinvotids,
according to th€ommunicatioPAccommodation Theory, he accommodates his speech
to attune to his interlocuto(Siles, 1973). For example, this L2 learner explains that he
tends to speak and use language similar to the people in his surrouadohggh regard

to Spain, he observed that native speakers and his friends favored the use of the PF when

m
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discussing futre time. Thus, he started favoring the use of the PF as well, which also
added ease thhe manner in whiche expressed futurity. This commentary speaks to the
effects of instruction, the speech community input in second language acquasition
accommodtion.

Next,in excerpt(22),a HSdiscusses the effect of formal Spanish instruction on
his knowledge of expression of futurity in Spanish:

(22) HS7-IH. Hablando defuturo, basicamentsiempreusoir + infinitivo. No
creoqueyo supierade laestructua deltensode futuro hastaquelo aprendienescuela
porqueen mi casaiempredecimos'voya.../vamos a...etc." Y yo pongdiempddia
antes delerbq por ejemplo "Manana,voya latiendd' [sic].

This heritage speaker mentions that he had neved oé#ne MF until he started
studying Spanish in school. The participant notes that at home they always use the PF
when expressing future time. Thus, the input he was exposed to since he was a child
congstedof the use of the PF. He also notes that he lesecal temporal markers when
expressing futurity. Interestingly, in tiexample he provides he employs the Pl and a
temporal marker, which could be a sign of circumlocution. The use of the Pl in this
instance could also be due to the specific verb epepl in the example. That is, since the
verb 'ir" is also used to form the PF, conjugating the verbii PF may have been
considered repetitive. In sum, we find that excerpts (21) and (22) both aesiedlar
phenomenon: Both participants encountetiéigérent input between the Spanish in the
classroom and the Spanish spoken by native speakers (whether in a study abroad setting
or at home).

We now turn our attention to the theme of repetition, aerdtieme thats

includedin the "other" category ithe analysis of the metalinguistic narratives. In the
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next excerptan L2IM speaker writes about the verb forms she employs to discuss future
events in Spanish:

(23) L243-IM. Cuandoestoyhablandosobte el futuro enespanoj quierotratar
usarel tensofuturo porquees madglificl para mique"voy+a+infinitivo." Usar el
subjuntivoporguemuchasveces nosabemis planespuestengoduday necesitausarel
subjuntivoé Sin embargo, esuenaqueusarlos dostiposdeexpresarel futuro porque
variacionen laestructurade lasfraseses muybuena[sic|.
'When | am talking about the future in Spanish, | want to try to use the future tense
because it is more difficult for me than "voy+a+infinitlv&Jsing the subjunctive because
often | don't know my plans,lehv e a doubt and need to use

it is a good idea to use the two types of verbs to express futurity because variation in
sentence structure is very good.'

In (23), the L2earner comments that she uses the MF, the PF, and the sivgjunc
to talk about the future in Spanish. Further, this speaker explains that she perceives that
the MF presents a higher level of difficulty than Bfe and that she associates the
subjunctive with uncertainty and doubt. Interestingly, she ends hertivarexplaining
that using different verb forms is better than using only one because thatlamahkesye
more varied, which is preferable in this leard@iew. This comment on variety may be
due to feedback received in Spanish class, recommendindhéhavsids the repetition of

the same sentence structures. Also on the theme of repetition, anciiMenbgd:

(24)L26-IM.¢é Al so, whenever | choose a verb

base it off the what wordgere usedn the question thavaspreviously askeflist
because it is easier for me to make the sentence in mysigad

Excerpt (24) reveals that this L2 learner relies on the verb form used in the
guestion when she produgcan answer in Spanish. Therefore, we find prineiffigcts,
since the student tends to reuse the verb form that she has recently encountered in
discourse. The participant explains that this strategy makes it easier for her to form the

answer. Interestinglythe idea of the question priming the answer also appeatiee in

t

he

or
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narratives of the HSs of the study. In sum, we find that (23) and (24) provide different
perspectives on the theme of repetition. In (23), repetition is perceived as something to
avoid, whle in (24) repetition is used as a tool or strategy that dané&s to the
conversation

To finalize the analysis on the themes that emerged in the "other" category in the
metalinguistic narratives, we focus on participéperceived lack of differences between
the verb forms employed to express futurity in Spartshkingly, none of the
participants of the study explicitly mentioned not understanding the differences between
the possible future verb forms. This finding trasts with the results of the
metalinguistic variation task (5.1.), which revealed that rsgyarticipants were not able
to accurately recognize variation regardihgexpressiorof futurity. This difference in
results is suggestive of a task effeatl &mghlights the importance of employing different
tasks to obtain a comprehensive understandf a linguistic phenomenon.

The last excerpt to be examined in the qualitative analysis of the metalinguistic
theme discusses the differences between thesfutenb forms in Spanish. When asked
about the factors that influentge manner in whiche epresses futurity in Spanish, an

L2 learner wrote:

(25) L2-1-IM. When talking about the future, the decision in which form to use
definitelydepends on the contepftthe situation. Factors that come in to play include
who you are talking to, what you awegking about, and how far in the future the
conversation isln the near futurel would probably use thgdya ' form to discuss
what | am going to do thiseekend or this afternoon. When | am definite abouplarys
| will use the conjugations fohe future tense. Lastly, when imaging future everia010
years fromnow| would use the conditional tense because | would not know exactly what
would occur. Overlyy in the moment | think a mix of all of these tenses is used to discuss
the future. All esmntially provide the same meaning and when talking to someone, no
matter which tense you use, they will get an understanding of what you are &ddking



211

The narrationn (25) demonstrates that this L2 learner understandsehatal
verb forms caibe sed to express future time. In his narrative, the speaker notes that
factors such as temporal distance and certainty constrain expression of futurity. However,
the commat in (25) suggests that he is also aware that these constraints (e.g., using the
PF torefer to events or actioms the near futureare not categorical. Therefore, using
one form or another will generally not result in a conversational breakdownyaalthe
can be employed to refer to future time. That is, this L2 learner is awatbdhat
expression of futurity ia linguisticvariablethatcan be expressagingdifferent verb
forms.

In sum, the qualitative analysis of the themes invoked by theipartts of the
study revealed more nuanced differences between the L2 learners ari@bttie@hithe
trends depicted ifigure 53. Perhaps the most noteworthy finding is that, although
L2ers and HSs invoked mostly the same themes, they approached theftbemes
slightly different angles, or provided different perspectives in detailingahsivers. For
example, in the narratives on the themditifculty, we found that both groups favored
the use of the PF (often compared to the MF) becaisegétrceive as a form that is
easier to produce. However, we also found that the L2 learnelisigicy more detailed
explanation of why, whereas HSs resorted to intuition to explain their choices. These
findings point to the fact that where participants used aartidel Spanish played an
important role in the acquisition process. While both the hihlers and the HSs of the
study received instruction in Spanish, there are differences in the input they received and
in the setting where they acquired the language (he home vs. school), which shaped

their metalinguistic awareness.
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5.3. Summary key findings: Metalinguistic awareness

The previous sections have presented the results of the quantitative and qualitative
analyses regarding the metalinguistic awass of intermediatanid, intermediatehigh,
and advanced L2 learners and heritagelsgysaRecall that the goal of examining
metal inguistic awareness was to tap into
futurity to triangulate the spontanespeech data generated by the interview protocol.

In sum, to respond to RQ®&hich inquired about the relationship between the
production of future time forms and metalinguistic awareressfindings can be
summarized as the following:

1. The metalingistic awareness questionnaire revealed that L2 learners and HSs
possess different type$ metalinguistic awareness. For example, in the variation task, L2
learners (especially at the advanced proficiency level) were better able to identify and
explain varation regarding the use of future verb forms in Spanish thanHiseir
counterparts. Wean hypothesize that this result is possibly due to L2 learners having
received explicit instruction in Spanish since they began acquiring the language. In
contrast, HSs acquired Spanish in the home setting, a naturalistic setting.

2. We also found diffeences between the L2 learners and the HSs in the
metalinguistic narratives, narratives in which participants explained how they thought
they expressed futurity and discussed the factors that influenced their choices. For
instance, there &re differencesdtween the two participant groups with regards to the
themes they favored in their metalinguistic narratives. L2 learners focused on the role of

difficulty level andconstraing such as certaintiferitage speakers, however, highlighted










































































































































































































































