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Abstract: An increasing amount of research shows that bilinguals that engage in codeswitching (CS)
may show different patterns of usage and sensitivity to particular linguistic structures depending
on community norms. Additionally, proficiency may play a different role in sensitivity to code-
switched utterances depending on speaker background, as well as the structure investigated. In
this study, we aim to examine how bilinguals not exposed to CS in the community rate CS vs.
unilingual sentences involving mood selection in Spanish. In an online acceptability judgment task
(AJT), 20 Spanish L2ers rated sentences containing verbs in the indicative and subjunctive mood in
restrictive relative clauses manipulated for the specificity of the antecedent in two separate sessions:
a Spanish monolingual mode and a CS session. The L2ers did not show evidence of a CS effect and
maintained a mood distinction according to the specificity of the antecedent both in unilingual and
codeswitched sentences. These results are in contrast with the results previously reported for Spanish
heritage speakers (HSs), where a CS effect is attested in the loss of preference for the subjunctive
in nonspecific relative clauses in the CS vs. the monolingual Spanish condition. Additionally, this
distinction is found at both lower and higher proficiency levels. The differences between these
speakers and HSs are consistent with data from previous research on CS effects on phonology and
Det–N switches. We argue that exposure to community norms is necessary for the acquisition of
patterns not related exclusively to the grammaticality of switch junctures (I-language).

Keywords: codeswitching; subjunctive; Spanish–English bilingualism; L2ers; relative clauses;
mood selection

1. Introduction

Multilinguals’ languages are activated to different degrees depending on their com-
municative context. Grosjean (2001) coined the term language mode to refer to a continuum
of language activation bilinguals may find themselves in: from contexts with interlocutors
that only speak language A, where language A is maximally activated in the bilingual and
B as inhibited as it can be, to the opposite context, where language B is maximally activated.
Crucially, code-switching (CS), or the alternation of languages within a single speech act, is
envisioned to fall in the middle of this continuum.

CS has received extant attention from sociolinguists interested in bilingual communi-
ties, as it offers a window into community practices (e.g., Torres Cacoullos and Travis 2018);
psycholinguists, as it informs our understanding of bilingual processing (e.g., Moreno et al.
2002); and formal linguistics (e.g., MacSwan 2013), as it can offer valuable information
about the structure of languages (López 2020). Formal perspectives have focused on restric-
tions specific to CS, such as structural constraints and switch points (e.g., the Functional
Head Constraint by Belazi et al. 1994; or the Matrix Language Frame by Myers-Scotton

Languages 2021, 6, 200. https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6040200 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/languages

https://www.mdpi.com/journal/languages
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7615-0820
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4153-9638
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6040200
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6040200
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6040200
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/languages
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/languages6040200?type=check_update&version=1


Languages 2021, 6, 200 2 of 19

and Jake 2009) in contrast with approaches that do not assume CS-specific constraints
(MacSwan 2013, among others), as well as directionality of switching (Suurmeijer et al.
2020), and the use of default options, as in the use of the masculine default (e.g., Balam
2016; Valdés Kroff 2016) or bilingual verb compounds in CS (e.g., Balam et al. 2014) (cf.
Deuchar 2020, for a recent review).

There is consensus in the literature that speakers are sensitive to the grammaticality of
switches. To the best of our knowledge, previous literature on L2 CS has exclusively focused
on the grammaticality of CS switch points (I-language-focused CS research, Toribio 2017).
Beyond L2 learners, CS research with different types of bilinguals, such as heritage speakers
(HSs), have also revealed interesting patterns (e.g., the contrast in structures used or rated
by bilinguals when they were in two different sessions or blockings: a Spanish-only session
and a CS session). In that case, studies examined the effect of CS on specific linguistic
properties, where comparison between monolingual Spanish and CS sessions were drawn
in the examination of a specific linguistic feature (e.g., Torres Cacoullos and Travis 2018).
This CS research, thus, takes a variationist approach, focusing on the effects of usage and,
thus, switches the focus from the I-language to the E-language (Toribio 2017). For instance,
the same participants used the feminine determiner differently in Spanish monolingual
vs. Spanish–English CS sessions in Denbaum and Prada Pérez (2020). Other linguistic
properties that have been examined comparing monolingual vs. CS sentences include
subject pronoun expression (Prada Pérez 2018; Toribio 2004; Torres Cacoullos and Travis
2011, 2016, 2018), copula choice (Prada Pérez and Hernández 2017), gender assignment
and agreement (Denbaum and Prada Pérez 2020), and mood selection (Prada Pérez et al.
2021; Raymond 2012). These studies report differences in pronunciation, production, or
rating of certain forms when they are in bilingual mode (CS) vs. in monolingual mode.
Of particular interest is the fact that the Spanish heritage speakers in Prada Pérez et al.
(2021) and Raymond (2012) reported a CS effect that consisted of a decrease in association
of the Spanish subjunctive with the semantic aspects that it is usually associated with (i.e.,
nonspecificity in relative clauses).

Crucially, little is known about CS in L2ers, although there is much to be gained from
understanding their CS preferences (Koronkiewicz 2018; Potowski 2009). There have been
proposals that indicate that CS ability is derived from proficiency in each of the languages
(Giancaspro 2013, 2015; Guzzardo Tamargo and Dussias 2013; Lipski 2014, 2016; Montoya
2020; Potowski and Bolyanatz 2012; Toribio 2001). In contrast, Torres Cacoullos and Travis
(2018) defend that CS is acquired through exposure to the community. Further evidence
for this comes from recent research that has reported differences across various bilingual
communities for determiner-noun switches (Blokzijl et al. 2017; Królikowska et al. 2019 as
reported in Beatty-Martínez and Dussias 2019), as well as compound verbs (Balam et al.
2020). Koronkiewicz (2018) reveals that a combination of both proficiency and exposure to
CS are predictors in convergence with CS patterns of simultaneous bilinguals.

On the one hand, previous literature indicates L2ers acquire the ability to distinguish
grammatical from ungrammatical CS sentences (I-language), while, on the other, there is
more to CS than switch junctures (E-language). There are certain patterns in CS, such as
the effects of CS on variable forms (e.g., subject pronoun expression or mood selection in
relative clauses when speakers are CS vs. when they are using only one of their languages),
that have, to the best of our knowledge, never been explored in L2ers. It is possible that
the examination of CS effects on variable forms may reveal where exposure to community
norms is relevant to CS. Beatty-Martínez and Dussias (2017) point out that there may be
different predictions in CS depending on community exposure and proficiency. In our
case, proficiency in Spanish would correlate with a monolingual Spanish mood selection in
relative clauses, i.e., indicative in specific and subjunctive in nonspecific relative clauses.
Since HSs do not associate the subjunctive with nonspecificity in relative clauses in CS,
while they do in monolingual Spanish sentences, this knowledge cannot be derived from
Spanish grammar and, thus, not from proficiency in Spanish, but from community norms,
i.e., exposure to Spanish–English CS. Similarly, the use of bilingual compound verbs
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(Balam et al. 2014; González-Vilbazo and López 2011), i.e., the use of auxiliary verbs as
light verbs in CS, a strategy that may be unique to CS, cannot be derived from knowledge
of the two grammars involved. In this research, the focus is on the use in CS and, thus,
the E-language. In fact, Balam et al. (2020) find differences in the bilingual compound
verbs across Spanish–English (Creole) communities. We argue here similarly that L2ers
not exposed to the indicative default attested in CS in Spanish–English HSs can further
exemplify the role of exposure to community norms in CS acquisition because the use of
mood choice is different in CS than in monolingual Spanish. With this idea in mind, in
this paper, we examine the effect that bilingual mode (Grosjean 2001), CS, in particular,
has on the ratings of the indicative and the subjunctive verbal forms in relative clauses
in Spanish by L2ers. This paper can inform our understanding of the role of exposure to
community CS norms in the presence of CS effects by examining the effect that CS has (or
not) on mood selection in Spanish L2ers’ ratings of monolingual and CS sentences.

2. Previous Research
2.1. Mood Selection in Spanish Relative Clauses

Mood choice in relative clauses in Spanish carries meaning as it constitutes a polarity
use of the subjunctive (Giancaspro 2017, and references therein). In (1), mood is contextually
selected and contributes to meaning.

(1) Kimi busca una raqueta de tenis que mejore/mejora
Kim look for [3SG] a racquet of tennis that improve-3SG-SUBJ/INDIC
sui saque.
her serve.
‘Kim is looking for a tennis racquet that improves her serve.’ Giancaspro (2017, p. 58)

In (1), both the indicative and the subjunctive are grammatical. When the indicative
is used, though, the antecedent is interpreted as specific or referential, whereas when the
subjunctive is used, the antecedent is interpreted as nonreferential or attributive (Borgonovo
et al. 2015). Since both moods are possible, relative clauses constitute a variable context of
use of the subjunctive. In these variable uses of the subjunctive, contextual information
determines which mood is grammatical, but the distribution is not as categorical as in
obligatory uses of the subjunctive. For example, in obligatory contexts, Spanish-dominant
speakers in New York City (NYC) used the subjunctive more than 90% of the time, while in
variable uses, specifically with adjectival clauses of nonexistent or indefinite antecedents,
they used it only 84% of time (Viner 2016). This result has also been replicated numerically
in more experimental tasks. van Osch and Sleeman (2018) reported that monolingual
Spanish speakers used the subjunctive almost 100% of the time in obligatory contexts and
90% of the time with variable uses, i.e., with nonspecific relative clauses.

The specificity of the antecedent may be derived from a variety of markers in Spanish:
the lexical semantics and grammatical aspect of the matrix verb, as well as contextual
factors. Intensional predicates, such as buscar ‘to look for’, in the matrix clause do not
presuppose the existence of the direct object, in contrast with nonintensional predicates,
such as encontrar ‘to find’, which presuppose their existence. Consequently, if the direct
object of an intensional predicate is the antecedent of a relative pronoun, the relative
clause will be in the subjunctive. Similarly, the use of perfective forms in the matrix verb
implies a specific interpretation (Giancaspro 2017). The sentences in the present study used
identifiable referents in the specific antecedent condition and negated main clauses, which
are necessarily nonspecific, to force a nonspecific interpretation of the antecedent in the
nonspecific antecedent condition. In particular, we negated a main clause antecedent with
either sentential negation or a negative pronoun or determiner, such as nada (‘nothing’),
nadie (‘nobody’), or ningún, o/a (‘none’).

The complexity of mood selection in relative clauses has attracted the attention of
researchers interested in the acquisition of Spanish by L2 speakers (Collentine 2010). Varia-
tionist studies have primarily examined the development of the subjunctive across different
semantic categories (e.g., volition, comment, uncertainty). Collentine (1995), for instance,
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reports on the use of the subjunctive in relative clauses as being difficult for intermediate
learners. Additionally, most of these studies focus on the subjunctive in nominal and
adverbial clauses (Collentine 1995; Geeslin and Gudmestad 2008, 2010; Gudmestad 2006,
2012; Quesada 1996, 1998) and generally observe native-like use of the subjunctive at higher
levels of L2 proficiency. Under a generative approach, Borgonovo and colleagues have
undertaken several studies investigating L2 acquisition of the Spanish subjunctive (Bor-
gonovo et al. 2006, 2008, 2015). While Borgonovo and Prévost (2003) found that advanced
learners were sensitive to mood distinctions in verbal complements, Borgonovo et al.
(2015) note that relative clauses pose difficulties for learners. Overall, learners generally
accepted the subjunctive with nonspecific determiner phrases (DPs) and the indicative
with specific DPs. With nonspecific DPs, however, the subjunctive was accepted, while
the indicative was not consistently rejected, in line with Leonetti Jungl’s (1999) claim that
the subjunctive is linked to nonspecificity, but the indicative is not necessarily linked to
specificity. Similarly, Montrul (2011) and Montrul and Perpiñán (2011) showed that L2ers
exhibit difficulty with mood selection at lower and intermediate levels of proficiency.

2.2. CS Effects on Mood Selection in Spanish

There have been several studies contrasting bilingual speaker speech when they are
codeswitching vs. when they are speaking in just one of their languages. Some of these
studies in the area of morphosyntax have examined subject expression in Spanish, reporting
higher use of overt pronominal subjects in Spanish when Spanish–English bilinguals are
codeswitching than when they are in monolingual Spanish mode (Prada Pérez 2018; Toribio
2004; Torres Cacoullos and Travis 2011, 2016). Toribio (2004), for instance, analyzed the pro-
duction of fairytales in Spanish-only and Spanish–English CS by two Mexican–American
bilinguals. She reported that in the CS narratives there was a higher number of pragmati-
cally infelicitous overt pronominal subjects than in the Spanish-only narratives. The trend
to use more overt pronominal subjects in Spanish when participants are codeswitching was
also attested in other types of data, such as corpus data in Torres Cacoullos and Travis (2011,
2016) and elicited production in Prada Pérez (2018). CS effects have also been explored
with copulative verbs in Spanish. Prada Pérez and Hernández (2017) examined copula
choice in a contextualized Acceptability Judgement Task (AJT) by Caribbean Spanish HSs
living in Florida and found that participants overused the default copula ser, ‘to be’, in the
CS session more than in the Spanish-only session. Crucial to our paper is the CS effects
attested in mood choice in Spanish. Raymond (2012) examined mood choice in intensional
and obligatory contexts through a three-point scalar grammaticality judgment task (GJT) in
a group of 30 second-generation HSs from South California. Participants rated 44 sentences
that consisted of four variations of 11 sentences, as in (2):

(2) Example of sentence variations in Raymond (2012, p. 222)

a. Es muy importante [que vengas con nosotros]. (monolingual, subj.)
b. Es muy importante [que vienes con nosotros]. (monolingual, indic.)
c. It’s really important [que vengas con nosotros]. (bilingual, subj.)
d. It’s really important [que vienes con nosotros]. (bilingual, indic.)

‘It is really important that you come with us’.

The four variations of each of the 11 sentences resulted from the manipulation of
language mode (bilingual vs. monolingual) and mood (indicative vs. subjunctive). He
showed that, in monolingual Spanish sentences, the indicative, as in (2b), was almost
categorically rejected (Mean rating: 0.3/3), while, in CS sentences, it (2d) was accepted at a
higher rate (Mean rating: 1.6/3). Lastly, in Prada Pérez et al. (2021), which involved the
exact same design and materials as the current study, 24 Spanish HSs rated sentences with
relative clauses manipulated for specificity of the antecedent and mood in two sessions:
a Spanish monolingual and a CS session. Participants exhibited a CS effect, whereby the
preference for the subjunctive with nonspecific antecedents was not significant in the CS
session, while it was in the Spanish monolingual session. These results are relevant to
the current study, since they indicate that there is a CS effect on mood selection in HSs.
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Specifically, it shows that the association of the subjunctive with nonspecificity is present
in monolingual mode but not in bilingual mode. It resembles the masculine default effect
in Spanish–English CS in some communities in the U.S. in that, in CS, the grammar of
the Spanish segment does not follow monolingual Spanish tendencies, and a default form
is used instead. For L2 learners, this knowledge cannot be derived from proficiency in
Spanish, as it is an aspect of CS not related to the I-language.

These studies all have in common the inclusion of early bilinguals, either second-
or third-generation HSs or speakers from rural communities where Spanish has been
spoken beyond the third generation. These CS patterns may be argued to not be derived
from the general linguistic properties of Spanish and, thus, may be acquired from the
community. Acquiring the mood alternation in relative clauses or gender agreement in
Spanish would not lead speakers not exposed to CS in the community to use the masculine
or the indicative default in CS. In the review in Parafita Couto et al. (2021) an emphasis
is placed on further examining the role that external factors, such as community norms,
play in the asymmetries reported in previous CS literature. This paper examines a different
structure, mood selection in relative clauses, as Raymond (2012) and Prada Pérez et al.
(2021) have reported an indicative default (parallel to the masculine default) in Spanish
HSs in the U.S. Nonetheless, the indicative default is a trend that would not be derived
from knowledge of the two grammars, in a similar vein as the argument for the masculine
default in Valdés Kroff (2016). Thus, in this paper, we seek to explore CS effects on mood
selection in L2ers to test this hypothesis. Although previous research on CS in L2ers does
not report differences between intermediate or advanced L2ers and HSs, it does not focus
on patterns of CS that are of the type described in this section, i.e., related to the E-language
(Toribio 2017).

2.3. CS Research with L2ers

While there has been previous research on the formal aspects of CS in simultaneous
or early bilinguals, there is little research along those lines in L2ers. Exploring CS in
communities where CS takes place seems reasonable and begs the question of what would
be gained from exploring it in other types of bilinguals that are not exposed to CS in their
communities. Toribio (2001) posited that, in contrast with the knowledge that exists about
the well-formedness of CS sentences, little is known about how this syntactic knowledge
is developed. L2ers, then, offer good data to explore linguistic development regarding
CS. Expanding from work on childhood bilingualism (Köppe and Meisel 1995; Mc Clure
1981; Meisel 1994; Rubin and Toribio 1996), on CS patterns in different types of bilinguals
(Aguirre 1978, 1985; Poplack 1980; Valdés 1976; Zentella 1981, 1997), and other L2 studies
on CS (Bhatia and Ritchie 1996, 1998; Rakowsky 1989; Toribio et al. 1993), Toribio (2001)
explored Spanish L2ers’ ability to identify what CS sentences violated the Functional Head
Constraint (Belazi et al. 1994). A total of 104 Spanish L2ers of different proficiency levels,
classified according to previous years of study, completed an AJT with pairs of sentences
contrasting in the switch joint or the directionality of the switch. Sentences included
switching at functional and lexical categories, which would be deemed ungrammatical and
grammatical, respectively, according to the Functional Head Constraint. Results revealed
that proficiency was a predictor, and only the advanced learners made a difference in their
ratings of switching at functional vs. lexical sites.

Further work following a similar approach has examined some of these switches,
reporting similar proficiency effects. Giancaspro (2013, 2015) examined auxiliary and
pronoun switches, and although he did not find a proficiency effect among his participants,
they were all in upper-level undergraduate courses (equivalent to Toribio’s intermediate
or advanced speakers). Also examining switches at the pronoun and auxiliary verb,
Koronkiewicz (2018) analyzed results from an AJT considering not only proficiency but
also CS use. He compared HSs who engaged in CS and were of intermediate–advanced
proficiency with groups of L2ers that varied in proficiency and CS: two intermediate–
advanced groups that varied in CS use (CSers and non CSers) and two low proficiency
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groups that also varied in their CS use. Interestingly, speaker group differences were not
the same in pronoun and auxiliary switches. The L2 group of higher proficiency who
reported engaging in CS were indistinguishable from the HSs with auxiliary switches and
the closest to the HSs in pronoun switches. The other groups differed depending on CS use
and proficiency. CS use, for instance, was significant in the low proficiency groups, but the
non-CS group of higher proficiency fell somewhere in between the two low proficiency
groups in their ratings. Koronkiewicz (2018), thus, concludes both proficiency and CS
use are important in the acquisition of CS. In general, in Giancaspro (2013, 2015) and
Koronkiewicz (2018), participants showed evidence of acquisition of CS. These results
are consistent with Toribio’s (2001) hypothesis that once the related grammar is acquired
in Spanish, Spanish L2ers can distinguish grammatical and ungrammatical structures.
Koronkiewicz (2018) points out more difficulty with pronoun switches than auxiliary
switches, which may indicate that some of the properties of Spanish subject pronouns may
not have been fully acquired. In sum, previous research on CS and L2ers seems to indicate
that sensitivity to the rules governing CS is a byproduct of grammatical development in
the L2 (Giancaspro 2013, 2015; Koronkiewicz 2018; Lipski 2014; Potowski and Bolyanatz
2012; Toribio 2001). Nonetheless, all these research projects focus on the I-language of
CS. It is possible that part of CS competence, including acceptable switch junctures, the
I-language of CS, is acquired through the acquisition of the syntax of both grammars
(Giancaspro 2013, 2015; Guzzardo Tamargo and Dussias 2013; Lipski 2014; Potowski and
Bolyanatz 2012; Toribio 2001), while some CS practices may be acquired socially, i.e., those
related to the E-language (Torres Cacoullos and Travis 2016). Parafita Couto et al. (2021,
p. 17) indicate in their review of several CS structures that have been widely examined,
including the masculine default in Det–N switches and the use of bilingual compound
verbs, that ‘These findings strongly suggest that asymmetries are due to extralinguistic
factors, such as community norms, rather than structural properties of the participating
languages’. This paper, thus, expands on this idea by examining another structure where
Raymond (2012) and Prada Pérez et al. (2021) have found a difference in usage between CS
and monolingual modes in Spanish–English bilinguals: mood choice.

In the SLA literature, there is often a distinction between the acquisition of purely
grammatical features and variable features (Gudmestad 2013). It is possible to consider the
effects of CS on variable phenomena, such as subject pronoun expression, copula choice,
or mood choice, as a CS practice that is acquired socially. Considering that Raymond
(2012) and Prada Pérez et al. (2021) found a CS effect on mood choice, it is possible that
L2ers who are not exposed to CS do not exhibit a CS effect even if they are proficient
enough to identify certain switch junctures as ungrammatical. Thus, in this paper we
explore the possibility that L2ers and HSs might differ in CS, irrespective of proficiency, so
long as we examine variable phenomena, which may depend on exposure to CS. Since the
participants in Prada Pérez et al. (2021) completed the same task as the participants in this
study, we can compare them. In line with Potowski’s (2009, p. 91) statement that ‘research
comparing second language and native bilingual codeswitching is still in its infancy’, we
seek to compare Spanish L2ers’ CS behavior not in terms of switch junctures but in terms
of how CS affects their use of Spanish verbal mood with the patterns reported in Raymond
(2012) and Prada Pérez et al. (2021).

In summary, there is a sizeable body of research exploring mood choice in L2ers, some
research on CS effects on morphosyntactic structures, and a growing interest in what L2ers
can tell us about the acquisition of CS. This paper expands on these by exploring mood
choice in Spanish monolingual vs. CS mode in Spanish L2ers.

3. Present Study

The present study aims to examine the effect of CS on sensitivity to Spanish verbal
mood in Spanish L2ers through two AJTs, one in Spanish only and the other in Spanish–
English CS, with sentences containing relative clauses. Crucially, we manipulated the
verbal mood of the relative clause (indicative vs. subjunctive) and the specificity of the
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relative clause antecedent (specific vs. nonspecific). Our broad research questions are the
following:

Research Question 1 (Mood selection): Is sensitivity to indicative and subjunctive
moods in relative clauses impacted by specificity of the antecedent?

In previous research on mood selection in relative clauses, difficulty with mood
selection is widely attested in Spanish L2ers, especially with English as an L1 (Borgonovo
et al. 2006, 2008, 2015). Thus, we expect participants to rate the indicative higher than the
subjunctive in contexts where the indicative is expected (i.e., with a specific antecedent).
With nonspecific antecedents, however, we do not expect the subjunctive to be preferred
or at least to be preferred to the same degree as the indicative in specific relative clauses.
This result would be consistent with the indicative extension, in particular, the loss of
association with specificity, previously reported in the literature.

Research Question 2 (Language mode): Is L2 sensitivity to mood selection re-
quirements impacted by language mode (i.e., code-switched versus monolingual
Spanish sentences)?

Previous research has reported differences in the speech of bilinguals when they are
codeswitching, as opposed to when they are in Spanish monolingual mode, an effect that
we refer to here as a CS effect. In particular, previous research has identified a CS effect in
subject expression (e.g., Prada Pérez 2018; Toribio 2004; Torres Cacoullos and Travis 2011,
2016), increased indeterminacy in copula selection in Spanish–English Cuban HSs (Prada
Pérez and Hernández 2017), and in mood choice in nominal and adjectival clauses (Prada
Pérez et al. 2021; Raymond 2012). To the best of our knowledge, there is no comparable
previous research with L2ers. Thus, we adhere to the null hypothesis and anticipate no CS
effect. Assuming that these CS preferences are not derived from grammatical knowledge in
each of the languages and that exposure to the CS community is necessary (Torres Cacoullos
and Travis 2018), no CS effect is expected for L2ers, particularly since our participants do
not seem to interact with a bilingual speech community.

3.1. Participants

A total of 20 Spanish L2ers (14 females; mean age 20.9 years; range 20–22) were
recruited from a large research institution in the U.S., who, at the time of data collection,
were enrolled in third and fourth year Spanish courses and who had acquired Spanish
after the age of 11 and in a classroom context. Learners from third and fourth year classes
were recruited, as these individuals had already met the basic language requirements from
lower-level courses and had likely already been taught about the subjunctive in relative
clauses (which, at the institution, is typically taught in the third semester). Informed
consent was obtained from all participants involved in the study.

The participants were born in the U.S., except for three who were born abroad (non-
Spanish speaking countries) but moved to the U.S. before age 6. Two participants reported
having studied a third language, Portuguese and Chinese, respectively, and one participant
reported also being a native speaker of Haitian Creole. All the participants learned Spanish
in school, with 13 of them being first exposed to it in middle/high school (ages 11–15), 5 in
elementary school (ages 6–10), and 1 in college at age 18. When they were offered Gumperz’
(1982) definition of CS, an example of what would be CS vs. loanwords (e.g., lunchear ‘to
eat lunch,’ parquear ‘to park’, chompear ‘to chomp’), 11 participants reported engaging in
CS. With our question being rather vague, we are unable to ascertain whether participants
who reported CS indeed engaged in CS or were exposed to it in the community or were
referring of switches for a lexical gap (cf. Koronkiewicz 2018, for a methodology to better
attain this information from participants). Thus, this predictor was not included in the
main analyses.

Results from an independent measure of proficiency (a 50-item section of the DELE
typically used in the field, Montrul and Slabakova 2003) indicated that 1 participant scored
above 40 and was classified as advanced, 10 scored between 30 and 40 and were classified
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as intermediate, and 9 scored below 30 and were classified as of low proficiency (all
participants: M = 29.1 (11–44), SD: 8.0). For the analyses, proficiency was included as a
continuous variable based on mean-centered scores.

3.2. Materials

In addition to the proficiency measure and the language background questionnaire,
participants completed two written AJTs, depending on language mode: one in Spanish and
one in Spanish–English CS, administered via the online platform Qualtrics. Participants
were instructed to read and judge the acceptability of sentences on a 4-point Likert scale
(1= totally unacceptable; 2 = unacceptable; 3 = acceptable; 4 = totally acceptable), according
to their intuitions. Specifically, they were told to judge the sentences in terms of how they
are accepted ‘under normal circumstances’ and not based on whether they conform to
standard usage of grammar. Target sentences were manipulated for mood (half of the
embedded verbs were in the subjunctive mood and the other half were in the indicative)
and specificity of the antecedent (half of the target sentences contained a definite/specific
antecedent, via the use of specificity markers, and the other half contained a negative
antecedent). Participants completed the AJT in two modes: a Spanish-only and a CS one,
distributed on separate sessions. All target sentences were controlled for tense of the
subordinate verb (all were in the present tense) and the relativizing pronoun (always que).
Across conditions there were similar ratios of regular and irregular verb forms (11 regular
and 13 irregular in the Spanish-only conditions and 9 regular and 15 irregular in the CS
conditions) (Table 1). The verbs used in the relative clause were controlled for frequency
across language mode conditions, based on frequency rankings from Davies (2006). A
Wilcoxon–Mann–Whitney test revealed there were no significant differences in the verb
frequency used for Spanish-only (Mdn: 92) versus the codeswitching sentences (Mdn: 57)
(W = 244.5, p = 0.667). Experimental stimuli are included in the Supplementary Material.

Table 1. List of verbs used in the materials (repetitions in parentheses).

Spanish-Only Condition CS Condition

Regular Irregular Regular Irregular
apoyar ‘to support’ costar ‘to cost’ correr ‘to run’ explicar ‘to explain’
ayudar ‘to help’ estar ‘to be’ gustar (x2) ‘to like’ hacer ‘to make’
gustar (x2) ‘to like’ explicar ‘to explain’ hablar ‘to talk’ poder ‘to be able’
hablar (x2) ‘to talk’ poder (x2) ‘to be able’ ladrar ‘to bark’ querer (x2) ‘to want’
interesar ‘to interest’ saber (x3) ‘to know’ llevar ‘to carry’ saber (x2) ‘to know’
llamar ‘to call’ ser (x2) ‘to be’ vender ‘to sell’ sentir ‘to feel’
reparar ‘to repair’ tener (x3) ‘to have’ viajar ‘to travel’ ser (x4) ‘to be’
roncar ‘to snore’ vivir ‘to live’ servir ‘to serve’
tratar de ‘to be about’ tener (x2) ‘to have’

There were eight experimental conditions in total: four in Spanish-only (monolingual
mode) and four in English–Spanish CS (bilingual mode), where the matrix clause was in
English and the relative clause was in Spanish. Examples of the four CS conditions are
listed below. Comparable sentences in Spanish-only were presented in the first session.

(3) CS conditions

Condition 5. Codeswitched sentences, Specific antecedent, Indicative mood

This summer I am going to visit my friend [que vive en California].
This summer I am going to visit my friend who lives-IND in California.
‘This summer I’m going to visit my friend who lives in California.’

*Condition 6. Codeswitched sentences, Nonspecific antecedent (Nadie/Nada/Ninguno), Indicative mood

Stephanie doesn’t know anybody here [que es una buena persona].
Stephanie doesn’t know anybody here who is-IND a good person.
‘Stephanie doesn’t know anybody here who is a good person.’
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*Condition 7. Codeswitched sentences, Specific antecedent, Subjunctive mood

My best friend Lauren is a person [que me quiera por lo que soy].
My best friend Lauren is a person who me loves-SUBJ for what am.
‘My best friend Lauren is a person who loves me for what I am.’

Condition 8. Codeswitched sentences, Nonspecific antecedent (Nadie/Nada/Ninguno), Subjunctive
mood

In the book, there is no chapter [que explique la velocidad de la luz].
In the book there is no chapter that explains-SUBJ the speed of the light.
‘In the book, there is no chapter that explains the speed of light.’

Conditions 1–4 were entirely in Spanish, and conditions 5–8 contained sentences that
were code-switched between English and Spanish. Participants completed the Spanish-only
(monolingual mode) AJT first and were provided with the link to the CS (bilingual mode)
AJT at least 24 h after taking the first survey. Lastly, they were not allowed to go back and
change their responses. Participants were sent experiment links to their email and, thus,
were able to complete the surveys from their own laptop or mobile devices.1

Each condition contained 6 items, resulting in a total of 48 target sentences. The task
additionally presented 48 filler sentences (24 monolingual Spanish and 24 Spanish/English
code-switched), none of which contained a relative clause, but which contained varying
instances of the subjunctive and indicative in nominal and adverbial clauses to not restrict
the presentation of the subjunctive to experimental conditions only. The target sentences
and fillers in each task were presented in a randomized order generated by Qualtrics.

3.3. Results

Survey ratings were analyzed in R (R Core Team 2017) by fitting cumulative link mixed
effects models with a specified probit link function (clmm function in package ordinal;
Christensen 2019). The probit link function models the z-score (i.e., changes in standard
deviation units) of the probability of increasing the rating by 1 on the Likert scale (e.g.,
rating a sentence as 4 over 3, or as 3 over 2, etc.), and thresholds between each Likert
value were set to flexible (which is also the default in clmm), given that ratings may not
be treated equally across the scale. For example, on a 4-point Likert scale, individuals
may not perceive the difference between a 3 and a 4 (‘Acceptable’ and ‘Totally acceptable’,
respectively) the same as that between a 2 and a 3 (‘Unacceptable’ and ‘Acceptable’). In
interpreting the model, the coefficients represent the effect of predictors on the probability
that the ratings will increase and not directly on the ratings per se.

Model fitting began by including a maximal fixed-effects structure (i.e., all main effects
and interaction terms), given the interest of the interaction between Mood, Mode, and
Specificity. Fixed effects were dummy coded and included Mood (Indicative [reference],
Subjunctive), Mode (Spanish-only [reference], Codeswitched), and Specificity (Specific
[reference], Nonspecific). Random intercepts of Participant and Item were also included.
Regression coefficients represent whether a particular level of one of the factors differs
significantly from the reference level (e.g., specific antecedents vs. nonspecific antecedents,
in sentences that are Spanish-only and in the indicative mood). For testing main effects, we
used log-likelihood ratio tests and compared nested models with and without the factor of
interest (Meteyard and Davies 2020), and comparisons across conditions were analyzed
using emmeans (Lenth 2020). The final equation is provided below:

clmm(Rating ~ Mood*Mode*Spec + (1|Participant) + (1|Item), data = L2, link = ‘probit’)

Mean ratings per condition are shown in Figure 1. The analysis revealed significant
effects of Mood (χ2(4) = 57.289, p < 0.001), Mode (χ2(4) = 26.560, p < 0.001), and Speci-
ficity (χ2(4) = 24.233, p < 0.001), as well as a significant interaction of Mood × Specificity
(χ2(2) = 23.272, p < 0.001) and Mood × Mode (χ2(2) = 18.116, p < 0.001), but not Mode ×
Specificity (χ2(2) = 2.618, p = 0.270) or Mood × Mode × Specificity (χ2(1) = 1.753, p = 0.186).
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The interaction between Mood and Specificity revealed that sentences in the indicative
mood were rated higher with specific than nonspecific antecedents (β = 0.536, SE = 0.126,
z = 4.270, p < 0.001), while the subjunctive mood was rated higher with nonspecific than
specific antecedents (β = 0.390, SE = 0.123, z = 3.176, p = 0.002). These patterns are consistent
with specificity requirements for verbal mood in Spanish. Comparisons of verbal moods
revealed that the indicative mood was rated higher than the subjunctive with specific
antecedents (β = 1.142, SE = 0.128, z = 8.953, p < 0.001), while this preference was only
marginal with nonspecific antecedents (β = 0.215, SE = 0.123, z = 1.746, p = 0.081). Crucially,
the lack of a three-way interaction among Mood × Mode × Specificity suggests that L2ers’
sensitivity to verbal mood and specificity requirements is not affected by whether sentences
are presented in Spanish-only or in Spanish–English CS. The final model is presented in
Table 2.
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Table 2. Final model of speaker ratings, without proficiency (reference level is Spanish-only, Indicative
mood, Specific antecedents).

Fixed Effects

β SE z p
Mood (Sub) −1.652 0.182 −9.067 <0.001
Mode (CS) −0.742 0.180 −4.124 <0.001
Specificity (Non) −0.572 0.180 −3.185 0.001
Mood × Mode (Sub, CS) 1.020 0.250 4.078 <0.001
Mood × Spec (Sub, Non) 1.160 0.251 4.629 <0.001
Mode × Spec (CS, Non) 0.071 0.250 0.285 0.776
Mood × Mode × Spec (Sub, CS, Non) −0.467 0.350 −1.333 0.182

Random Effects

Variance S.D.

Item 0.032 0.178
Subject 0.067 0.258

Model fit (LL): −1112.52.

We also explored the role of proficiency by incorporating it as a factor within a maximal
fixed-effects structure. Proficiency scores were mean-centered, and data analyses followed
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the same methods as the analysis without proficiency. The final model is presented below,
and final model output is presented in Table 3:

clmm(Rating ~ Mood*Mode*Spec*Proficiency + (1 |Participant) + (1 |Item), data = L2, link = ‘probit’)

Table 3. Final model of speaker ratings, with proficiency (reference level is Spanish-only, Indicative
mood, Specific antecedents, proficiency centered at average).

Fixed Effects

β SE z p
Mood (Sub) −1.704 0.187 −9.099 <0.001
Mode (CS) −0.773 0.185 −4.178 <0.001
Specificity (Non) −0.606 0.184 −3.285 0.001
Proficiency 0.059 0.015 4.003 <0.001
Mood × Mode (Sub, CS) 1.057 0.257 4.119 <0.001
Mood × Spec (Sub, Non) 1.206 0.257 4.694 <0.001
Mode × Spec (CS, Non) 0.092 0.256 0.360 0.719
Mood × Proficiency −0.080 0.019 −4.313 <0.001
Mode × Proficiency 0.005 0.019 0.254 0.800
Specificity × Proficiency −0.053 0.019 −2.852 0.004
Mood × Mode × Spec (Sub, CS, Non) −0.497 0.359 −1.385 0.166
Mood × Mode × Proficiency 0.039 0.026 1.484 0.138
Mood × Spec × Proficiency 0.075 0.026 2.894 0.004
Mode × Spec × Proficiency 0.015 0.026 0.583 0.560
Mood × Mode × Spec × Proficiency (Sub, CS, Non) −0.031 0.036 −0.862 0.389

Random Effects

Variance S.D.

Item 0.036 0.189
Subject 0.040 0.199

Model fit (LL): −1091.85.

We report results here only for terms involving Proficiency. The analysis revealed that
there was a significant effect of Proficiency (χ2(8) = 41.324, p < 0.001), Mood × Proficiency
(χ2(4) = 23.883, p < 0.001), Specificity × Proficiency (χ2(4) = 13.984, p = 0.007), and Mood
× Specificity × Proficiency (χ2(2) = 11.211, p = 0.004), a marginal interaction of Mode
× Proficiency (χ2(4) = 9.267, p = 0.055), and no significant effects of Mode × Specificity
× Proficiency (χ2(2) = 0.746, p = 0.689), Mood × Mode × Proficiency (χ2(2) = 2.283,
p = 0.319), or Mood × Mode × Specificity × Proficiency (χ2(1) = 0.744, p = 0.389). The lack
of a significant four-way interaction suggests that proficiency did not modulate ratings
differently across conditions based on language mode. However, the interaction of Mood ×
Specificity × Proficiency suggests that sensitivity to verbal mood and specificity constraints
may differ based on proficiency. Specifically, for a person of average proficiency, a 1 unit
increase in proficiency was associated with higher rating likelihood for sentences with
specific antecedents and the indicative mood (β = 0.061, SE = 0.011, z = 5.526, p < 0.001)
but not for any other conditions (p’s > 0.145). To examine the simple effects of Mood
× Specificity at different proficiency levels, proficiency scores were recentered based on
quartiles (Q1: 25th percentile on the lower end; Q3: 75th percentile on the higher end).
This revealed that L2ers rated the indicative mood higher with specific than nonspecific
antecedents, and this distinction increases with proficiency (Q1: β = 0.362, SE = 0.139,
z = 2.599, p = 0.009; Q3: β = 0.782, SE = 0.146, z = 5.374, p < 0.001). For the subjunctive
mood, participants were more likely to rate sentences higher with nonspecific than specific
antecedents, and this also increases with proficiency (Q1: β = 0.339, SE = 0.138, z = 2.461,
p = 0.014; Q3: β = 0.465, SE = 0.140, z = 3.313, p = 0.001). Additionally, verbal mood
comparisons show that with specific antecedents, participants rated the indicative higher
than the subjunctive (Q1: β = 0.911, SE = 0.140, z = 6.487, p < 0.001; Q3: β = 1.472, SE = 0.148,
z = 9.936, p < 0.001). In contrast, for nonspecific antecedents, there was no difference
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between the indicative and subjunctive ratings at either lower or higher proficiency levels
(Q1: β = 0.210, SE = 0.138, z = 1.526, p = 0.127; Q3: β = 0.225, SE = 0.140, z = 1.604,
p = 0.109). Figure 2 depicts the relationship between average ratings per condition and
proficiency scores; for transparency and reader’s convenience, we show the trends for both
Spanish-only and Codeswitched sentences.
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The trends reported in the results are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Summary of results.

Effect Monolingual and CS Sentences

Mood
Specific Nonspecific

Ind > sub Ind marginally > sub

Specificity Indicative Subjunctive

Spec > nonspec Nonspec > spec

Proficiency score Ind + Spec Ind + Nonspec Subj + Spec Subj + Nonspec

Sig (expected direction) n.s. n.s n.s.

4. Discussion

In this section, we return to each of the research questions considering the results.
The first question inquired about mood selection in Spanish L2ers. Previous research on
mood selection and use by L2ers in generative and variationist traditions report difficulty
with mood distinctions in certain uses of the subjunctive, including relative clauses. We
postulated that participants would rate the indicative higher than the subjunctive in
contexts where the indicative is expected (i.e., with a specific antecedent). With nonspecific
antecedents, however, we did not expect the subjunctive to be preferred or at least to be
preferred to the same degree as the indicative in specific relative clauses. This result would
be consistent with the indicative extension previously reported in the literature and was
indeed attested in our data. Participants rated sentences in the indicative verb form higher
than in the subjunctive verb form with specific antecedents, while the preference for the
indicative with nonspecific antecedents was only marginally significant. The specificity
effect is significant for both indicative and subjunctive sentences but was modulated by
proficiency in the case of indicative sentences with specific antecedents. Thus, it seems
that the association of specificity and mood was strong in these participants in general.
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In line with previous research, though, the association between indicative and specificity
was acquired at higher levels of proficiency (Borgonovo et al. 2006, 2008, 2015), while the
association of the subjunctive with nonspecificity was not as strong and did not change
with proficiency.

The results are suggestive of the progression in the acquisition of mood alternation
in Spanish restrictive relative clauses, which is consistent with the previous literature.
Specifically, difficulty is identified with restricting the acceptability of the indicative to
specific contexts; that is, there is difficulty with rejecting the indicative in nonspecific
contexts. This is attested in our results where the indicative was rated marginally higher
than the subjunctive in nonspecific contexts. Additionally, our data show that there were
no proficiency effects for mood selection in nonspecific contexts. Thus, the indicative
extension, where it was accepted almost as much as the subjunctive in the context where
the subjunctive is prescribed, was present across proficiency levels. In contrast, there was a
proficiency effect in the rating of the indicative with specific antecedents, where, while all
groups accepted the indicative with specific antecedents, the acceptance rate was higher at
higher levels of proficiency.

Our results reveal some interesting trends with respect to the effect of proficiency,
where, as proficiency increases, participants are more likely to assign a higher rating to
sentences in the indicative mood with a specific antecedent. Overall, results indicate that
even at lower levels of proficiency, speakers have associated the indicative with specificity,
since the ratings for indicative were higher with specific than with nonspecific antecedents,
and the subjunctive with nonspecificity, since the ratings for the subjunctive were higher
with nonspecific than with specific antecedents. Additionally, in specific contexts, the
rating of the indicative was significantly higher than that of the subjunctive, and this was
modulated by proficiency due to the indicative mood being rated higher as proficiency
increased. Thus, it seems that learners were rather target-like in their knowledge, and
with respect to the indicative with specific contexts, their judgments were becoming more
determinate. However, the indicative was rated similarly to the subjunctive in nonspecific
contexts, and this did not improve with proficiency. In summary, the L2ers seemed to
have established semantic associations for mood distinctions in Spanish, and while the
acceptability of the indicative mood in specific contexts becomes more established with
proficiency, the indeterminacy with mood in nonspecific contexts remains across proficiency
levels.

For our second research question, which investigated the effects of CS on mood selec-
tion, we expected to observe no effect in L2ers. There was no CS interaction with mood and
specificity in this group. This is a somewhat unexpected result, given previous CS studies
on I-language aspects of CS showing that HSs and L2ers have similar constraints (e.g.,
Koronkiewicz 2018 and works cited therein). This study, however, is unprecedented in the
literature in that it does not analyze L2 CS competence related to I-language (all switch junc-
tures were acceptable according to the literature) but the effects that (lack of) exposure to
CS has on certain grammatical aspects of Spanish, an E-language aspect, specifically where
the distribution (indicative vs. subjunctive) is not categorical in monolingual varieties. It is
important to recall that Prada Pérez et al. (2021) and Raymond (2012) reported Spanish
HSs do not associate the subjunctive with nonspecificity in CS. Thus, while L2ers with
higher proficiency in Spanish are predicted to associate the subjunctive with nonspecificity
more than those of lower proficiency, those with more exposure to CS would be using it
less, in parallel to the use in the bilingual CS community. Here, L2ers showed a distinction
between specific and nonspecific antecedents for both the indicative and the subjunctive
moods, but this was not modulated by language mode. Additionally, this sensitivity to
antecedent specificity and verbal mood increased with proficiency. In contrast, Spanish
HSs in Prada Pérez et al. (2021) showed a specificity distinction for the subjunctive in
Spanish-only sentences, but this was lost in the CS sentences. Our participants were not
part of the CS community, and they did not parallel the results in Prada Pérez et al. (2021),
where the same task and materials were used. In this way, it is consistent with the proposal
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by Torres Cacoullos and Travis (2018) that exposure to CS in the community is necessary
for speakers to acquire CS patterns, particularly as they involve the E-language.

These results are suggestive of differences in the development of CS competence and
CS practices with respect to variable linguistic structures, such as mood choice in polarity
contexts (Viner 2016; van Osch and Sleeman 2018). Nonetheless, with the limited number of
participants and the metalinguistic nature of the task, these results invite further research to
test this suggestion. The participants may have perceived the task, given its metalinguistic
nature, as assessing their grammatical knowledge. That is, the task type, being a written
offline task, may have further contributed to this group’s interpretation of the task as a
Spanish grammar task. Thus, testing other structures where CS effects have been attested
for HSs, such as the gender of the determiner in Determiner–Noun switches, and obtaining
data from corpora or elicited production are necessary. Nonetheless, this result is not
isolated in the CS literature. In their study of VOTs, Bullock et al. (2006) observe that some
highly advanced L2ers exaggerate low VOTs in Spanish in CS, in comparison with their
reading of monolingual sentences.

5. Conclusions and Future Directions

In this paper, we examined mood selection in Spanish L2ers. We concluded that
Spanish L2ers make a mood distinction in restrictive relative clauses, as they treated
specific and nonspecific antecedents differently with respect to the preferred mood form.
We did find, however, evidence of a different use of the subjunctive mood than the one
prescribed, as there was no clear preference for the subjunctive over the indicative with
nonspecific subjects. This weakening in the preference for the subjunctive in nonspecific
contexts parallels the results attested in previous work (Borgonovo et al. 2006, 2008, 2015;
Silva-Corvalán 1994, among others). A proficiency effect was found where the rating for the
indicative mood in specific contexts was significantly higher at higher levels of proficiency.
This was a quantitative difference, though, since at all levels they rated the indicative
higher than the subjunctive with specific antecedents.

More central to the purpose of this paper was the contrast between the speaker
bilingual modes (Spanish-only vs. CS conditions). In the recent focus on CS effects on
variable phenomena in the speech of Spanish HSs, an E-language approach to CS, there is
evidence of resorting to default forms in CS (e.g., higher use of overt pronominal subjects,
copula choice weakening in comparison with monolingual varieties of Spanish). In Prada
Pérez et al. (2021), HSs associated the subjunctive with nonspecificity in monolingual
mode, but this association was not evident in CS. Spanish L2ers in this study did not show
evidence of a CS effect; thus, these hypotheses seem to be applicable to those speakers who
have acquired Spanish in the home and in the specific sociolinguistic context of Spanish
HSs in the U.S.

Previous research on CS effects on morphosyntactic features has not included L2ers.
Our data indicate differences between HSs and L2ers with respect to CS effects on mood
selection in Spanish. Crucially, HSs exhibit a simplification in CS, where the association
of nonspecificity of the subjunctive is not present in CS, while L2ers do not exhibit such
simplification. Since HSs in Raymond (2012) and Prada Pérez et al. (2021) are likely
exposed to and engage in CS, the data can be interpreted as indicative of the different
patterns for mood selection encountered in their community when they are in monolingual
mode vs. when they are engaging in CS, an aspect related to usage and E-language. CS in
the classroom is limited, since it is stigmatized, although it is likely that there is some CS
(Koronkiewicz 2018). It is not clear, however, whether the CS taking place in the community
and that taking place in the classroom are comparable. If the CS that our participants have
been exposed to is different, it is possible that they were evaluating the CS sentences in a
linear way, that is, in sections: evaluating the English fragment with their English grammar
and the Spanish fragment with their Spanish grammar. HSs in Raymond (2012) and Prada
Pérez et al. (2021), on the other hand, could have approached the task where they were
evaluating the sentence as a whole, where an English noun in the antecedent does not
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necessarily select for a subjunctive or an indicative verb form in the embedded clause.
This is a similar argument to the one offered for the use of the analogical criterion vs.
the masculine default in Determiner–Noun CS (e.g., Denbaum and Prada Pérez 2020;
Valdés Kroff 2016). Thus, it seems reasonable that our participants were evaluating mood
choice in the relative clause against their Spanish grammar, independently of language
mode. It is important to point out that these participants and those in Prada Pérez et al.
(2021) were all English-dominant speakers who differed in exposure to CS and L1. In
Munarriz-Ibarrola et al. (2021), Basque L1 and Spanish L1 bilinguals were sensitive to
the analogical criterion and the phonological criterion in the gender assignment of the
determiner in Determiner–Noun switches depending on their L1. Thus, the L1 difference
could also explain differences between our data and that in Prada Pérez et al. (2021).

There are a couple limitations and potential future directions for this study. First,
participants were allowed to complete the surveys at home; thus, some individuals com-
pleted the task much faster/slower than others, which may have given rise to unintended
differences in how participants engaged with the task. One potential future direction would
be to control the experimental environment and to have participants complete the surveys
in a lab setting. Additionally, the study would benefit from examining a Spanish–English
bilingual corpus to see how often relative clause switches occur in naturalistic speech.
Finally, the study has implications for language researchers and educators. In particular,
mood distinction in adjectival clauses has been shown to be particularly challenging for
Spanish L2ers, and Borgonovo et al. (2015) found that neither advanced nor intermediate
L2ers distinguished between the indicative and the subjunctive for negated nonspecific
relative clauses. The data from the present study suggest that L2ers also do not show
sensitivity to the mood distinction in such clauses, but are nonetheless sensitive to the
semantic distinctions (antecedent specificity) for both moods. Although task differences
between the studies should be considered (Borgonovo et al. 2015 used a contextualized
acceptability judgment task with three items per condition, whereas the present study
involved acceptability judgments with isolated sentences and six items per condition),
future research and discussion is warranted to clarify overall how evaluation of mood
distinctions versus antecedent specificity distinctions can shed light on assessing learner
knowledge of the Spanish subjunctive. Findings of such research has implications for how
the subjunctive in relative clauses may be taught, particularly with respect to the notion
of (non)specificity and how this may be encoded or deduced from both within a single
sentence or a larger discourse context.
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