
languages

Article

A Comparison of the Effects of Mindful Conceptual
Engagement for the Teaching of the Subjunctive to
Heritage- and Second-Language Learners of Spanish

Antoni Fernandez Parera

����������
�������

Citation: Fernandez Parera, Antoni.

2021. A Comparison of the Effects of

Mindful Conceptual Engagement for

the Teaching of the Subjunctive to

Heritage- and Second-Language

Learners of Spanish. Languages 6: 23.

https://doi.org/10.3390/

languages6010023

Received: 10 September 2020

Accepted: 26 January 2021

Published: 29 January 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the author.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

Barnard College, Columbia University, New York, NY 10027, USA; afernand@barnard.edu

Abstract: This article investigates the effects that Mindful Conceptual Engagement (MCE) had on the
teaching of the Spanish subjunctive on second (L2) and heritage language learners (HL) of Spanish.
A total of 26 university-level undergraduate students participated in the study; 12 were advanced L2
students and 14 were intermediate HL students. The methodology used was MCE, which is based on
the principles of Concept-Based Instruction (Negueruela 2003; Negueruela and Lantolf 2006). MCE
has its origins in Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory and it proposes that the creation and manipulation
of didactic models by students promotes the internalization of complex grammatical concepts that
would otherwise require long grammatical explanations. Models need to be generalizable and
informative and can include, for example, flowcharts, pictures, or schemas among others. In the
present study, the concept of [±EXPERIENCE] (Bull 1965) was used to teach the variable uses of
indicative and subjunctive in adjectival relative clauses (Busco unas tijeras que cortan/corten). Students
had to create their own models and use them to complete a series of assignments in class and at home.
Production and interpretation exercises were used in pre- and post-test questionnaires to gauge their
improvement. Feedback questionnaires were administered three weeks after the intervention to
measure the attitudes and perceptions towards the use of didactic models. Results indicate that both
groups improved their indicative/subjunctive interpretation and production abilities after MCE.
However, statistically significant differences exist between HL and L2 students according to type
of task and student group. Feedback questionnaire results also show that MCE was regarded as
positive and useful by both groups.

Keywords: heritage language; Spanish; instruction; teaching methods; sociocultural theory

1. Introduction

The Spanish subjunctive poses one of the biggest challenges for both HL and L2
experienced students and its proper use is often regarded as an indicator of proficiency.
According to ACTFL’s proficiency levels, the proper use of the subjunctive is regarded
as an indicator of an advanced/superior level. In that level, the subjunctive is needed
to express and support opinions and produce coherent argumentation in extended dis-
course. Collentine (2010) says that “the acquisition of the subjunctive forms and their
meaning continues to be one of the benchmarks for success” (39). Even though it is an
important topic in HL and L2 acquisition, the majority of studies have focused on L2
and HL mood distinction abilities either separately or comparatively. The approaches
have been as varied as the structures that have been analyzed in previous literature. On
the one hand, authors such as Kanwit and Geeslin (2014), Collentine (1995, 1998, 2003,
2010), Sánchez Naranjo (2009), Adrada (2016), VanPatten (2004) Gudmestad (2006, 2012,
2013), Henshaw (2012), Isabelli and Nishida (2005), and Borgonovo et al. (2015) have
focused on mood distinction abilities among L2 learners alone. On the other hand, studies
including those of Lynch (2008), Montrul (2007, 2008, 2009), Montrul and Perpiñán (2011),
Torres (2018), Potowski et al. (2009), Mikulski (2010), Correa (2011a, 2011b), and Mikulski
and Elola (2013) compared the mood distinction abilities of HL and L2 learners. Some of
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the approaches used in those studies were Universal Grammar (UG), psycholinguistics
based on processing, context of learning (study abroad or in the country of origin), or
input–output oriented research. Previous studies suggest that HL learners tend to pro-
duce higher rates of indicative in contexts in which both indicative and subjunctive are
accepted (Silva-Corvalán 1994, 2003, 2014), and also that HL learners tend to maintain
the subjunctive in contexts in which its use is mandatory, as, for example, volition. As
Silva-Corvalán (2003) claimed, the Spanish verbal system undergoes a change process
towards more categorical rules. The subjunctive is kept in mandatory contexts (El profesor
hacía que yo hiciera the problem) and it is replaced by the indicative in contexts in which prag-
matic variation is possible (No creo que estoy de acuerdo). Studies have also demonstrated
that differences in production and interpretation abilities can be traced back to differ-
ences in how the language has been acquired, i.e., implicitly vs. explicitly. For example,
Potowski et al.’s (2009) study showed that Processing Instruction and traditional-output
instruction (VanPatten 2004) are beneficial for both groups, even though L2 instructional
methods might not always be the most beneficial for HL learners. The results showed that
both groups improved significantly on interpretation and production tasks. However, only
L2 learners showed significant improvement for grammaticality judgments and, in general,
L2 learners showed more gains than their HL counterparts. Heritage speakers did not
show significant improvement on interpretation and grammaticality judgment tasks, but
showed some improvement on the production task.

Studies including those of Mikulski (2010), Correa (2011a), Torres (2018), and Montrul
and Perpiñán (2011) compared HL and L2 interpretive and productive abilities and found
that the L2 group outperformed the HL group in terms of metalinguistic knowledge.
They found that HL students with the best performance had received previous formal
instruction in Spanish. In this regard, HL students who had never been exposed to formal
instruction in Spanish would be at a disadvantage and have more difficulties following their
classmates in the same traditional L2 courses in which grammar is explicitly presented
and metalinguistic knowledge is more abundant. Correa (2011a) also claimed that L2
learners outperformed HL learners in metalinguistic knowledge across all levels; Montrul
and Perpiñán (2011) stated that L2 learners (with more previous formal instruction) at all
levels were more accurate than their HL peers in distinguishing semantic interpretations
with the subjunctive and obtained higher rates of accuracy on a morphology recognition
task; and Mikulski (2010) concluded that HL participants who had the highest scores were
those who had either received formal Spanish instruction or had spent time abroad with a
Spanish-speaking family. Torres (2018) studied the effect that task complexity had among
81 Hl and L2 learners of Spanish. Participants in his study had to complete either a simple
or a complex version of a monologic computerized task that delivered written recasts as
corrective feedback but differed according to intentional reasoning demands. The targeted
structure was the subjunctive in adjectival relative clauses. His results showed that students
who were in the simple group improved more, especially in written production, than those
in the complex group.

Additionally, Lynch (2008) compared intermediate HL and advanced L2 learners in
oral interviews and found that differences among them could largely be attributed to social
factors, i.e., exposure to and use of Spanish beyond the classroom setting. The implications
that this body of literature has for the present study are that future research should find
pedagogical practices that focus on improving HL learners’ explicit knowledge of the
subjunctive. As Mikulski (2010) said: “as heritage speaker population in the United States
increases, it will become more important to learn about the abilities that they bring to
Spanish language classrooms. Additional information is needed about how SHL (Spanish
Heritage Learners) learner abilities compare with those of SFL (Spanish Foreign Language)
learners at different levels and the diversity of SHL learners itself” (Mikulski 2010, p. 220).
The present study is an attempt to find connections between SLA (Second Language Ac-
quisition) and HLA (Heritage Language Acquisition) by providing empirical comparative
data regarding the effects of two specific pedagogical approaches in L2 and HL classrooms.
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Even though having a proper command of the subjunctive is regarded as an indicator
of proficiency, the quantity of studies focusing on the Spanish subjunctive and its pedagog-
ical approaches comparing HL and L2 groups is very limited. This was brought to focus
by Lynch (2014), who analyzed a total of 105 articles published in the Heritage Language
Journal from 2003 until 2014. His goal was to provide a retrospective view of research
on heritage languages during the past two decades “concurrent with the emergence of
Heritage Language Acquisition (HLA) as an autonomous field of academic inquiry” (224).
He divided them into six categories: (1) language of HL speaker, (2) attitudes and identi-
ties of HL, (3) assessment of HL abilities for institutional purposes, (4) literacy, practices,
and acquisition of reading or writing abilities, (5) pedagogical approaches, and finally (6)
teacher’s beliefs, attitudes, practices, or abilities. Only 5 of the 105 studies had a focus on
an empirical examination of pedagogical approaches or classroom practices. Moreover,
only 2 out of those 5 used a comparative method (HL-L2) for the investigation.

Models and Conceptual Instruction

Taking Lynch’s data as a starting point, the present study tries to fill that research gap
and provide a deeper insight into the creation of new pedagogies suitable for HL and L2
students using MCE (Mindful Conceptual Engagement), which is based on Concept-Based
Instruction (CBI) principles. Previous studies have been conducted using Concept-Based
Instruction to teach the concepts of verbal aspect (Negueruela 2003; García 2017) and verbal
mood (Negueruela 2003; García Frazier 2013). Gregory and Lunn (2012) claim that in
CBI, “grammatical concepts such as tense, aspect, and mood must not be represented with
ad hoc rules of thumb, but rather with an abstract explanation of the concept that is as
complete as possible in order for learners to be able to generalize their use of the concept
across a broad range of circumstance” (337).

MCE has only been used to research the teaching of ser/estar (Negueruela and Parera
2016) and motion events (Aguiló Mora and Negueruela-Azarola 2015) among L2 learners.
MCE is based on the principles of Concept-Based Instruction (Negueruela 2003; Negueruela
and Lantolf 2006), which has its origins in Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory. Whereas CBI
promotes the use of conceptual models that are given to students to complete tasks, MCE
proposes that students need to create their own version of the model presented to them and
then use it to complete the tasks. According to Negueruela and Lantolf (2006), such models
must be “maximally informative and at the same time generalizable” and they “must allow
students to explain their communicative intentions in actual performances” (85). Such
models can be flowcharts, pictures, schemas, etc. In the activity of creating and using the
model, students internalize the concept(s) being taught. From a sociocultural perspective,
internalization is key in order to understand the learning processes and properly organize
teaching. As Negueruela (2012) said, “internalization is a psychological construct that
articulates the world outside us—our external bodily experiences in the contexts in which
we live—and the world inside us—our internal experiences, that is, our self-conscious
awareness.” In order for learners to internalize a conceptual meaning, they need to engage
in the conceptual manipulation of their own model and use it in meaningful communicative
activities. In those activities, the model that students create will orient and regulate the
students’ thinking processes.

To ensure that models are maximally functional, it is essential that activities com-
pleted using these models are purposeful and meaningful. Negueruela and Parera (2016)
demonstrated the benefits of using models in the Spanish language classroom. The authors
taught the different uses of ser/estar in sentences such as Juan es gordo and Juan está gordo
(“Juan is fat” vs. “Juan is fatter than usual”). The authors based their model on Bull’s (1965)
concept of norm. They further explained that “Bull (1965) illustrates the use of ser/estar
with regard to normativity through the example of one’s reaction to seeing mountains.
Should the mountains conform to one’s expectations, ser would be employed (Las montañas
son altas or ‘The mountains are tall’) whereas estar would be used to express surprise, as
for instance if the mountains appear higher than expected (Las montañas están altas or ‘The
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mountains are taller than usual’). In this case, the speaker’s observation of the height of
the mountains did not conform to her expectations, or norms” (205). The authors said that
“[ . . . ] it was decided to create models around metaphors, thereby representing abstract
concepts in terms of familiar, concrete objects” (205). Following Bull’s explanation, the
model they created was based on a weather vane or, in Spanish, veleta, and it is presented in
Figure 1. This model was used by Negueruela and Parera (2016) to represent concepts such
as perspective, deviation/following the norm, and the uses of ser and estar. Depending on
the perspective (blowing cloud), the wind vane (norm), which can have different shapes
and sizes, will point towards ser or estar. Instead of the example that Bull provided about
the mountains (Las montañas son/están altas), the authors opted to give the example of Juan
(Juan es/está gordo) and chose the red color for the verb ser and the blue color for the verb
estar.
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Negueruela and Parera (2016) claimed that “evidence of the helpfulness of conceptual
models for internalizing concepts is found in differences deriving from the quality of
models produced by students in this project” (214). They also found that differences
between students could be seen in the quality of their verbalizations. In MCE, conceptual
manipulation can be studied by analyzing the verbalizations. Verbalizations are exercises
in which students are asked, for example, why they use ser or estar in a sentence and the
researchers check if they explain why using the concepts that they were taught. The authors
found that the students who produced models that were more abstract and generalizable
to different communicative situations were those students who internalized the concept
being taught. Those students included in their models concepts such as norm, perspective,
and deviation/following the norm and they used the concepts in the verbalizations and
the worksheets. According to the authors, those were the students who showed a higher
degree of internalization in the verbalizations. On the other hand, students who did not
include the concepts that were required for the task and did not follow the instructions of
the process produced more errors and did not internalize the concepts. They also did not
use the concepts in their verbalizations.

Currently, there are no published studies that have applied a comparative HL-L2
methodology using MCE. The importance of the present study lies in the fact that it
presents empirical data to support the application of MCE to teach the uses of indicative
and subjunctive in variable contexts to HL and L2 students. To do this, the concept of
[±EXPERIENCE] (Bull 1965) was used to teach the variable uses of indicative and subjunc-
tive in adjectival relative clauses such as Busco unas tijeras que cortan/corten. Production
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and interpretation exercises were used in pre- and post-test questionnaires to gauge their
improvement. Feedback questionnaires were given to measure the attitudes and percep-
tions towards the MCE process three weeks after the post-test questionnaire had been
completed.

In light of the findings from the literature aforementioned, the goal of the study is
to compare the efficacy that Mindful Conceptual Engagement has among HL and L2
participants and devise better pedagogies for these two groups. Valdés (1995) claimed that
“it is time for teachers and applied linguists working in this area to examine their research
and practice and to begin to frame an agenda that will guide them in the years to come”
(321). This investigation contributes to the growing field of heritage language acquisition
and expand the research agenda from a comparative HL-L2 approach. In this regard, it will
provide empirical results of the use of MCE to teach the Spanish subjunctive among HL
and L2 groups. As previously mentioned, this is an area that has been minimally studied
before from the perspectives of sociocultural theory and comparative HL-L2 research. As
Lynch (2003) affirmed, “the general sorts of questions asked in SLA are questions that
HLA researchers must be asking, and the research methodologies used to respond to
those questions in SLA are methodologies that would lend themselves fruitfully to HLA
endeavors” (26). The following study is based on theoretical principles and pedagogical
approaches that have been tested on L2 learners, which in turn will help delineate better
methodologies for HL students. The research questions of the present study are four:
(1) How will MCE impact the performance of HL and L2 students when comparing the
results from the pre-test to the results from the post-test? (2) Will there be any differences
according to group and type of task? (3) What are the participants’ attitudes toward and
perceptions of the MCE process? and (4) Will there be any differences between groups?

2. Materials and Methods

The number of participants in the study was 26. There were a total of 14 intermedi-
ate HL and 12 advanced L2 learners of Spanish. Participants were taught by the same
instructor, who was also the researcher. Of the 14 HL participants, eight were born in the
South Florida/Miami area, five in the US outside Florida, and one in Venezuela. All L2
participants were from states outside Florida. The university in which this investigation
was conducted had a high number of out-of-state students or from other countries (74%).
The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 28 years old. The average age of the HL
group was 20.3 with a standard deviation of 2.4. The average age of the L2 group was
19.9 and the standard deviation was 2.6. In the L2 group, there were 5 male and 7 female
students. In the HL group, there were 2 male and 12 female students.

HL and L2 students were enrolled in two different courses. On the one hand, L2
students were enrolled in an advanced language course that had a focus on literary analysis
of short novels, stories, and movies based on the book Ritos de iniciación: Tres novelas
cortas de Hispanoamérica (Rojo and Steele 1986). The course also used the book Manual de
Gramática by Dozier and Iguina (2013) to review several different grammar topics during
the semester. Students in the L2 class were placed in that level after they had completed
either a placement exam or they had completed the mandatory four semesters of language
requirement at the university. The course was designed to prepare students for advanced
literature, linguistics, and culture courses. On the other hand, the HL group followed a
different syllabus that was based on the book Taller de escritores (Bleichmar and Cañón 2016).
The course was a general language and culture course with special emphasis on grammar
and writing skills. The HL course was the last one of a two-semester sequence that fulfilled
the language requirement. In contrast to their L2 peers, HL students at that university
were required to take two semesters of Spanish split into a basic and an intermediate-level
course. The HL intermediate course was designed for students with some prior instruction
in Spanish who, because of family background or social experience, could understand
casual spoken Spanish and had some functional communication abilities in the language.
There was a special emphasis on cultural and societal aspects of the Spanish-speaking
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world. Both HL and L2 groups met in person on the same days three times per week
for 50 min. It was decided that the most suitable groups to take part in the study were
advanced L2 and intermediate HL groups because the uses of the subjunctive that were
taught using MCE were already part of the content of those courses. Table 1 contains the
background questionnaire responses that students provided before the intervention.

Table 1. Questions and number of YES/NO answers provided by students in the background
questionnaire.

Question HL L2

YES NO YES NO

Did you study Spanish in primary school? 11 3 9 3
Did you study Spanish in high school? 8 6 12 0

Did you complete an AP Spanish course in high school? 0 14 6 6
Did you attend high school in a Spanish-speaking country? 0 14 0 12

Have you previously taken courses in Spanish as a heritage or native
language in high school or at another college or university? 2 12 0 12

Have you lived, studied or traveled in a Spanish-speaking country? 2 12 3 9

The materials used for the MCE pedagogical intervention can be divided into four
parts: pre-test, class activities, homework, and post-test. Whereas the pre-test, the class
activities, and the post-test were conducted in class, the homework was conducted at home.
The post-test was administered to students three weeks after finishing the last homework
assignment. All assignments were conducted individually.

In Spanish adjectival relative clauses, verbal mood choice is used to convey informa-
tion about the noun. In this sense, choosing indicative or subjunctive can let speakers
know if one is talking about a specific, known, or experienced item (indicative) or not
(subjunctive). For example, verbal mood choice would be used to let the speaker know if I
am looking for any dress that is red when I go shopping (Busco un vestido que sea rojo or ‘I
am looking for any dress that is red’) or a red dress that I have previously seen and I am
aware of its existence (Busco un vestido que es rojo or ‘I am looking for the red dress’). For
that purpose, in the pre-test and the post-test questionnaires, students had to complete a
total of 6 interpretation and 6 production exercises. Interpretation and production exercises
followed the same structure. The exercises were based upon Borgonovo et al.’s (2015) study
on mood selection in relative clauses, in which they compared L2 learner performance of
different levels and native speakers of Spanish. For the interpretation exercises, students
had to read a situation in English and choose between options A or B (indicative or sub-
junctive). For example, “Francisco just bought a new album by his favorite singer. His
friend is at home and he also likes the same singer. However, there is one song that they
both really like. Francisco tells his friend.” Once the student had read the context, he/she
had to choose between options A or B. In this case, the options were (A) “Escucha bien que
ahora viene una canción que nos gusta mucho” (“Listen, now comes the song that we both
like a lot”), and (B) “Escucha bien que ahora viene una canción que nos guste mucho” (“Listen,
now comes a song that we both like a lot”). The correct option would be A because it is
in indicative. They both know and have experienced the song that they are talking about.
It is that specific song and not any other song they like. For the production exercises, the
structure was the same and students were also presented with a situation in English. For
example, “Pedro has seen on TV that a famous cereal brand has a new kind of cookies. He
goes to the supermarket with his wife. He cannot find the ones that he saw advertised
on TV. He tells his wife. ” In this situation, the student did not need to choose between
options A or B but he/she was required to finish the sentence “No tienen las galletas que . . .
” (They do not have the cookies that . . . ) by writing the right verbal tense, which in this
case is “busco” (I look for). In both interpretation and production exercises, participants
were asked to briefly explain below in English or Spanish why they had chosen option A
or B. Appendix A contains samples of the questions in the interpretation and production
sections of the pre- and post-test questionnaires.
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For the class activities, the instructor presented a Power Point presentation and
explained how to choose between indicative and subjunctive using Bull’s (1965) concept
of [±EXPERIENCE]. Bull (1965) defended the perspective of the subjunctive as a marker
of meaning and used the concept of [± EXPERIENCE] in a similar way as Gili Gaya’s
concept of [±REALIS]. As Whitley (2002) argued, “the indicative suggests that an event or
entity has been experienced and found to be real, whereas the subjunctive suggests that
it is unexperienced (anticipated but uncertain, yet to be encountered, unproven)” (128).
MCE was implemented in the study to teach the experience/unexperienced understanding
of mood in the Spanish classroom. The concept of [±EXPERIENCE] was presented in a
model and, as Negueruela and Lantolf (2006) claimed, that model needs to be maximally
informative but at the same time generalizable to different communicative contexts.

In order to materialize concepts such as intention, mood, perspective, indicative, and
subjunctive, the model of the 3D glasses was chosen after a brief explanation and example.
The model of the glasses was shown to students after a presentation in which they were
provided the context in which Spanish native speakers would use the indicative and the
subjunctive. To provide such context, the Power Point started by making them reflect on
the existence of the subjunctive in English and in which cases they would use it. Then,
participants were told that the intention of the speaker, which is expressed by the meaning
of the first verb or expression in the matrix clause, determines mood. In order to bring
these concepts to a real-life contextualized example of the use of indicative and subjunctive
in adjectival clauses, students were given a presentation in which one protagonist used
them in a real-life example. Such story and pictures were inspired by Whitley and Lunn’s
(2010) “Teaching grammar with pictures. How to use Bull’s Visual Grammar of Spanish”
and it was the following: Juan runs marathons and his running shoes are worn out. He
decides to go to the store to get a new pair of running shoes. He likes orange and wants
the new shoes to be that color. He does not care about the brand as long as they are orange,
so he goes to the running store with that idea in mind: Any kind of brand as long as they
are orange. When he asks the shop assistant, he says “¿Tienen zapatillas deportivas que sean
naranjas?” (Do you have orange running shoes?) The shop assistant starts to show him
orange running shoes of different prices. Once he has seen all the shoes, he goes back home
and he checks online to see if the shoes he liked at the store are cheaper. However, the
shoes are more expensive online so he decides to go back to the store. The way he asks the
shop assistant for the shoes is different because now he says “¿Tienen unas zapatillas que son
naranjas y que cuestan 160€?” (“Do you have a pair of running shoes that are orange and
cost 160€?”). The shop assistant starts showing him shoes until he brings the right ones
and he finally buys them.

The slide where there is a triangle with the shoes, Juan, and the shop assistant on each
side represents how meaning and intention are formed and shared thanks to these three
elements of the conversation (Figure 2). It explains how the intention of the speaker, which
is expressed by the meaning of the first verb or expression, determines mood and, as a
consequence, the use of indicative or subjunctive. Finally, students were presented a slide
containing a model of a pair of 3D glasses. This model captures all the concepts that were
presented to students in the example of the orange shoes and it is presented in Figure 3.
This model contains the concepts of mood, intention, meaning, and [±EXPERIENCE].
Students were told that, depending on the meaning and the intention of the speaker, one
will be able to see through the right eye and thus choose subjunctive, or the left eye and
thus choose indicative. The model of the 3D glasses is the one that students had to use as a
reference in order to create their own version of the model using their own metaphor.

Once students had been shown the presentation and had been provided with the
model, they were asked to produce their own version of the model and complete several
homework exercises with it. In the instructions to make the model, they were asked to: (1)
review the presentation slide by slide, (2) think about a personal metaphor like the one
presented about the 3D glasses, (3) create the model and not forget to include the concepts
of mood, intention, meaning, indicative, subjunctive, and experienced/unexperienced, and
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(4) record a video describing the model, explaining why the student chose that metaphor
and why it was important for him/her, provide an example of a sentence that can be written
with indicative and subjunctive, and explain how the model helped him/her choose the
right verb.

Languages 2021, 6, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 19 
 

thus choose indicative. The model of the 3D glasses is the one that students had to use as 
a reference in order to create their own version of the model using their own metaphor. 

 
Figure 2. Slide containing the triangle with the shoes, Juan, the shop assistant, and the concepts of 
mood, meaning, and intention. 

 
Figure 3. Slide containing the model that was presented to students and that they had to use as a 
reference to create their own one. 

Figure 2. Slide containing the triangle with the shoes, Juan, the shop assistant, and the concepts of
mood, meaning, and intention.

Languages 2021, 6, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 19 
 

thus choose indicative. The model of the 3D glasses is the one that students had to use as 
a reference in order to create their own version of the model using their own metaphor. 

 
Figure 2. Slide containing the triangle with the shoes, Juan, the shop assistant, and the concepts of 
mood, meaning, and intention. 

 
Figure 3. Slide containing the model that was presented to students and that they had to use as a 
reference to create their own one. 
Figure 3. Slide containing the model that was presented to students and that they had to use as a
reference to create their own one.



Languages 2021, 6, 23 9 of 19

In addition to creating the model and recording the video at home, participants were
asked to complete two homework worksheets. They had to do these in written format and
then they had to record a video explaining their answers and how the model helped them
solve the exercises. The first worksheet had the same format as the one they did in the
pre-test: interpretation and production of adjectival clauses with indicative or subjunctive
in variable contexts. There were three interpretation and three production exercises. For
the second homework worksheet, students were provided with six sentences of the kind
“Quiero un televisor que vale poco vs. Quiero un televisor que valga poco” (“I would like a TV
that does not cost too much” vs. “I would like any TV that does not cost too much”).
They were asked to record a video showing how their model helped them distinguish the
meaning between indicative and subjunctive in each of the sentences.

Finally, three weeks after the homework worksheets had been completed, participants
were administered a feedback questionnaire together with the post-test, which had the
same format as the pre-test. The feedback questionnaire had two parts. The first part
contained open-ended questions so that students could provide feedback about their
experience of creating and using a model to understand the concept of mood. For example,
it contained questions such as, “Did you find useful the creation of a model to understand
the difference between indicative and subjunctive?” or “Did the PPT presentation of the
“Uses of indicative and subjunctive” help you better understand the uses of indicativo and
subjuntivo? If so, how? Please, explain.” The second part of the feedback questionnaire
contained a series of nine statements that students had to rate using two Likert scales from 1
to 5 each. One scale was for the category of difficulty and the other one was for the category
of usefulness. The scales ranged from “very difficult” (5) to “very easy” (1) and from “very
useful” (5) to “not useful at all” (5). The questionnaire had statements such as “Talking
about abstract concepts such as mood, intention, meaning or perspective before making
the model” or “Using your own model to do the homework exercises” and students had to
rate them based on how useful and how difficult they regarded the statements. Questions
from the two sections of the feedback questionnaire can be found in Appendix B.

All data from the questionnaires were analyzed using SPSS version 24 with paired
samples t-tests and crosstabs. In addition to this, Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance
was conducted in order to assess if the samples had equal variances. When data from pre-
and post-test questionnaires were entered into SPSS, 1 was assigned for correct answers
and 2 for incorrect ones. For this reason, tables presenting average results of questionnaires
have numbers ranging between 1 and 2. The higher and closer to 2 the score, the more
incorrect the average answer is, and the lower and closer to 1, the more correct it is. For
example, an average of 1.7 in the pre-test and an average of 1.3 in the post-test mean that
students improve from pre- to post-test. This is due to the fact that there are more answers
coded as 1 (correct) in the post-test that lower the 1.7 average from the pre-test to 1.3 in the
post-test. On the other hand, if the average score of the post-test was, for example, 1.9, that
would mean that more answers of the post-test were coded with a 2 (incorrect) and that
the students did not improve after instruction.

3. Results

The overall results indicate that both groups substantially improved when comparing
the results obtained from the pre-test to the ones in the post-test. However, it is possible to
observe differences according to type of student and type of task. Regarding the feedback
questionnaires, the results confirm that there was an extensive acceptance of the MCE
method and that students regarded the use and creation of models as positive. The next
sections present the results from the pre- and the post-tests as well as the results from the
feedback questionnaires.

3.1. Pre- and Post-Test Results

Results from pre- and post-tests indicate that HL and L2 students improved after
being taught the different uses of indicative and subjunctive in adjectival subordinate
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clauses using MCE. Both groups obtained better results in the post-test when compared
to the pre-test. This improvement is displayed in Table 2, which contains the average
scores of each of the groups for the pre- and the post-test. It is possible to observe that the
mean scores from the pre-tests are higher and closer to 2 (more incorrect) than the mean
scores from the post-test (more correct and closer to 1). For instance, the interpretation and
production pre-test results from the HL group are 1.48 and 1.45, respectively, whereas the
interpretation and production post-test results are 1.27 and 1.34. The same pattern can be
observed in the results from the L2 group. It is also possible to notice how L2 students’
overall performance is slightly better than their HL counterparts. This is due to the fact
that the mean scores in the L2 pre-test for both interpretation and production are slightly
closer to 1 (correct) compared to the HL results. For example, the interpretation pre- score
of the HL group is 1.48, whereas the L2 group is 1.25. The same pattern can be noticed in
the production section with the HL group, with a score of 1.45 and the L2 group with a
score of 1.44.

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of HL and L2 groups in the pre- and the post-tests.

HL Group

Task M 1 SD

Interpretation Pre 1.48 0.19
Interpretation Post 1.27 0.30

Production Pre 1.45 0.12
Production Post 1.34 0.24

L2 Group

Task M SD

Interpretation Pre 1.25 0.20
Interpretation Post 1.19 0.17

Production Pre 1.44 0.20
Production Post 1.22 0.17

1 1 = correct; 2 = incorrect. M = Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. MCE = Mindful Conceptual Engagement
instruction. Interpretation = Interpretation section of the test. Production = Production section of the test.

By examining the results presented in Table 2, it is also possible to affirm that after
MCE HL students improved their interpretive abilities more than their productive abilities.
The difference in improvement between interpretation pre- (1.48) and post-test (1.27) for
HL students is 0.21, whereas the difference in improvement between production pre- (1.45)
and post-test (1.34) is 0.11. In the case of the L2 group, they improved more their productive
abilities than their interpretive abilities. In their case, the difference between interpretation
pre- (1.25) and post-test (1.19) is 0.06, and the difference between production pre- (1.44)
and post-test (1.22) is 0.22. Even though these results indicate differences in the rate of
improvement, it is necessary to know if this improvement is statistically significant. For
this purpose, paired samples t-tests were conducted and their results are presented in
Table 3.

According to the t-tests, results were significantly higher following MCE. Table 3
displays a significant effect on the interpretive abilities of HL students (p = 0.018) and on
the productive abilities of L2 students (p = 0.003). In addition to this, results of Levene’s test
of homogeneity of variance were non-significant and this demonstrates that variance across
groups was similar. Finally, Cohen’s d was used to calculate how large the pre- and post-
test difference was. Cohen’s d results show that the differences were small. The differences
in the results as well as their pedagogical implications will be reviewed in the Discussion
section. The next section will present the results from the feedback questionnaires that
were administered three weeks after completing MCE.
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Table 3. Paired samples t-tests of HL and L2 groups.

HL Group

Task n Mean SD t p Cohen’s d

Interpretation 1 14 0.21 0.29 2.71 0.018 * 0.29547
Production 14 0.11 0.26 1.5 0.15 0.27441

L2 Group

Task n Mean SD t p

Interpretation 12 0.05 0.07 0.77 0.45 0.24958
Production 12 0.22 0.05 3.75 0.003 * 0.20515

1 Interpretation = Interpretation section of the test. Production = Production section of the test. Significant at
p ≤ 0.05 level. Statistically significant results are indicated an asterisk *.

3.2. Feedback Questionnaire Results

Overall, the responses from the feedback questionnaire were positive and both HL and
L2 students widely accepted MCE as a useful method of instruction. Table 4 contains the
ratings that each of the groups gave to statements 1 through 9. It is possible to observe that
in the first statement, the majority of HL and L2 students found it easy to understand the
Power Point presented in class. It is also important to highlight that both groups regarded
thinking about/finding a model as something either useful or very useful. This can be seen
in the opinion that an L2 student provided in the open-ended section of the questionnaire.
When asked if the creation of a model helped her understand the differences between
indicative and subjunctive, she answered, “my own model helped me understand the
difference between the two moods. It helped me because I am able to see vividly in my
mind the model (high heels vs. sneakers) and remember the differences.”

The ratings from statements 3 and 4 indicate that, whereas HL and L2 students rated
thinking about the model and making it as useful or very useful, they rated constructing
the model easier than thinking about it. Thinking about the idea or metaphor for their own
model to understand the grammatical point involves a heavier conceptual effort on behalf
of the student rather than drawing or making the model itself. This was further reinforced
by the opinions that students provided in the open-ended section of the questionnaire.
When asked if thinking about their own model was difficult, a student of the L2 group
answered: “I think discovering an idea for a metaphor for indicative vs. subjunctive
was tough only because it was mentally confusing to convert the two moods and their
differences into one metaphorical body. Once the idea was generated though, creating the
physical model was not too hard.” This statement shows that the metaphorical model that
the student created, together with the explanation that she recorded, helped her organize
better her ideas about the subjunctive/indicative. Another example of the benefits of
the model could be seen in the comment of a HL student who claimed that, “my own
model helped me better clarify between the two moods. I could personally relate to my
example, and it was easier to distinguish the two moods. When doing indicativo and
subjuntivo exercise, I can think of my example quickly and choose the correct answer
without hesitation.” As this student pointed out, once the idea was clear, the construction
of the model was an easy part and this is reflected in the questionnaire responses as well.
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Table 4. Results of the feedback questionnaire administered after MCE instruction.

Difficulty and Usefulness Ratings

Statements 1 Very Easy—(Not Useful at All) 2 Easy—(Somewhat Useless) 3 Neutral—(Neutral) 4 Difficult—(Useful) 5 Very Difficult—(Very Useful)

1. Understanding the Power Point presentation we did in class, which
introduced the model of the 3D glasses to understand the concept of mood

HL 6 (0) 1 2 (0) 3 (3) 1 (2) 2 (9)
L2 3 (0) 7 (0) 1 (2) 1 (3) 0 (7)

2. Understanding the written instructions to create your own model HL 6 (1) 4 (0) 2 (0) 0 (3) 2 (10)
L2 8 (1) 1 (0) 2 (2) 1 (3) 0 (6)

3. Thinking about/finding a suitable metaphor for your model HL 2 (1) 1 (2) 7 (0) 3 (4) 1 (7)
L2 2 (1) 1 (0) 4 (3) 3 (2) 2 (6)

4. Making (constructing) the model itself HL 5 (1) 2 (1) 6 (2) 0 (1) 1 (9)
L2 7 (1) 4 (0) 1 (5) 0 (2) 0 (4)

5. Using the model of the 3D glasses in class to do the exercises we did in
class after the presentation

HL 4 (1) 3 (2) 4 (1) 1 (2) 2 (8)
L2 3 (1) 4 (1) 4 (2) 0 (2) 1 (6)

6. Using your own model to do homework exercises HL 4 (2) 5 (0) 3 (1) 1 (1) 1 (10)
L2 3 (1) 4 (1) 3 (1) 0 (5) 0 (4)

7. Using your own model to give two examples of when you would use
indicative or subjunctive

HL 5 (1) 6 (0) 1 (3) 1 (1) 1 (9)
L2 3 (1) 5 (0) 3 (0) 1 (4) 0 (7)

8. Talking about abstract concepts such as mood, intention, meaning or
perspective before making the model

HL 0 (0) 1 (3) 3 (1) 6 (6) 4 (4)
L2 1 (0) 1 (0) 5 (1) 5 (1) 0 (10)

9. Talking about abstract concepts such as mood, intention, meaning or
perspective after making the model

HL 3 (0) 8 (1) 3 (2) 2 (1) 0 (8)
L2 3 (0) 3 (0) 5 (1) 1 (2) 0 (9)

1 Number of HL and L2 student responses to statements 1 through 9 of the feedback questionnaire. Numbers that are in parentheses (2) are the quantity of students that selected each of the ratings of the
usefulness scale. Numbers not in parentheses portray the number of students who answered each of the ratings of the difficulty scale. There was a 100% response rate for all questions.
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Even though thinking about the model appeared to be more demanding to students,
statements 5, 6, and 7 about using it for doing exercises demonstrate that they found it
useful and easy. Students agreed that using the model to do homework exercises and
to give examples of the uses of indicative and subjunctive was useful. One HL student
claimed that “the homework exercises were helpful. It made me think critically and really
be able to determine which of the two moods was needed depending on the context.
Recording also helped because I talked through my reasoning for choosing the answer.
Hearing myself out loud helped me to catch if I made mistakes.” According to this student,
creating the model did not only help him understand the concept but also helped him
identify the mistakes quicker. Results indicate that both groups agreed that using models to
provide examples was very useful and that it made thinking easier for them. However, the
use of the model in the homework assignments and the verbalization of their answers in
the videos are what helped them internalize the concepts. The comments aforementioned
are along the same lines as the comments provided by students that participated in the
study by Negueruela and Parera (2016). In their study, a student claimed that “I think the
norm exercises were better because they give meaning to the grammar rather than straight
memorization” (213).

The results from statements 8 and 9 indicate that the majority of students found the
creation and use of models as something positive. The goal of these two statements was to
know if creating the model had helped participants better think about concepts that imply
a deeper understanding of metalinguistic knowledge such as mood, perspective, meaning,
or intention. Statement 8 reads, “Talking about abstract concepts such as mood, intention,
meaning or perspective before making the model”, and statement 9 reads, “Talking about
abstract concepts such as mood, intention, meaning or perspective after making the model.”
It is possible to observe how, before making the model, HL and L2 students found talking
about abstract concepts a difficult or very difficult task. On the other hand, these ratings
reverted in statement 9 and the majority of the students found it easier to talk about abstract
concepts after making the model. These results are further reinforced by comments that
students provided in the open-ended section of the questionnaire. One HL student claimed
that “I think having a visual guide as a reference was certainly helpful. Just having a
physical reference of when to use either one definitely helped me map it out mentally.”
It is important to notice that no HL or L2 students found talking about abstract concepts
very difficult after making the model. This supports the idea that the creation of the visual
model helped students visualize their grammatical choices. Regarding the results from
the usefulness scale, none of the students in the L2 group rated statement 9 either as not
useful at all or as somewhat useless. L2 students regarded talking about abstract concepts
before making the model as useful as after making the model. Thus, according to the
results of the L2 group, talking about abstract concepts before MCE was as useful as it was
after it. The majority of the HL students rated statement 9 as very useful or useful, which
indicates that talking about abstract concepts after creating the model was regarded as
something more useful for HL students rather than L2 students. The review of the overall
results from the feedback questionnaire indicates that HL and L2 students regard MCE as
positive; however, there were slight differences in ratings depending on the statements.
The differences between groups that have been presented along the two previous sections
will be discussed in the next section.

4. Discussion and Pedagogical Implications

The goal of the present study was to fill an existing HL-L2 comparative research gap
and expand the current knowledge to find which existing instructional approaches are
suitable for both HL and L2 groups. This investigation is framed in the debate around the
creation of a theory of Heritage Language Acquisition (HLA). As Lynch (2003) claimed,
“research questions and theoretical paradigms of SLA provide a meaningful basis upon
which to build in SHL” (83). The fact that the same methods were used simultaneously
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with HL and L2 learners and that such methods had only been previously used with L2
participants is an effort to build upon existing theories and methods from the field of SLA
to enrich the area of HLA.

The results suggest that both HL and L2 students improved after MCE; however, each
group improved their abilities differently. Whereas HL students significantly improved
their interpretive abilities, L2 learners significantly improved their productive abilities.
Differences according to group and type of task were also found by Torres (2018), who
claimed that previous language experience was an important variable to be considered.
He claimed that task complexity appeared to have an even bigger impact on HL learners
compared to L2 students. Furthermore, another study that previously compared HL and
L2 performance is the one by Potowski et al. (2009). The authors concluded that “heritage
speakers’ language development may differ from that of L2 learners, although they also
suggest that heritage speakers can benefit from focused grammar instruction” (565). They
also found that L2 learners showed greater improvement than their HL counterparts
on all tasks, and they finished the process with higher levels of grammatical accuracy.
The present study demonstrated that after MCE instruction, HL participants obtained
significantly higher scores on the interpretation section, whereas L2 learners reflected more
significant improvement on the production section. Potowski et al. (2009) also observed
that “heritage Spanish speakers did show modest linguistic improvement on interpretation
and moderate linguistic improvement on production but no statistical improvement on the
grammaticality judgment task” (561).

The fact that, in this study, MCE instruction had a statistically significant effect on the
interpretive abilities of HL suggests that concept-based methods could possibly aid the HL
population in overcoming the struggles they tend to have in interpretive and grammatical-
ity judgment tasks such as those found in Montrul (2009), Montrul and Perpiñán (2011),
Correa (2011a), or Potowski et al. (2009). Not only might MCE aid HL students in im-
proving their Spanish mood interpretive abilities, but it might also be used to aid them in
other conceptually demanding topics such as verbal aspect or deixis. Zyzik (2016) affirmed
that “HL learners are at a disadvantage when exposed to materials that are intended to
teach grammar to L2 learners, especially if such instruction relies heavily on students’
metalinguistic awareness” (25). This study demonstrates that by teaching grammar using
MCE, it is possible to significantly improve the interpretive abilities of HL students and
also counterbalance this disadvantage when facing metalinguistic knowledge.

Taking into consideration the findings from Mikulski (2010), Correa (2011a), Torres (2018),
Montrul (2008), and Lynch (2008), pedagogically, the results of the present study show that
MCE could be useful not only in L2 but also in HL classrooms. In this sense, MCE could
help improve HL learner accuracy in tasks implying metalinguistic knowledge. In an article
where they propose a concept-based approach to the subjunctive, Gregory and Lunn (2012)
claim that the idea of providing students with models “is to give students the opportunity
to reflect on the information value of indicative/subjunctive morphology in context while
engaging them in activities with a genuine communicative purpose, thus giving them
opportunities to manipulate and internalize the concept of mood contrast.” This study
has shown that engaging HL and L2 students in activities in which they can manipulate
and internalize the concept of mood contrast helps them improve their interpretive and
productive abilities. It has also demonstrated that differences between HL and L2 students
exist according to type of task. It is hypothesized that these differences could be due
but not limited to factors such as previous experience with the language (formal/in class
vs. informal/at home) or mode of acquisition (implicit vs. explicit). It is possible that
MCE could have a more significant effect on the production abilities of learners that have
had a more natural or at-home exposure to the language, whereas MCE could have a
more significant effect on the interpretive abilities of those students who have had a more
formal or in-class exposure to the language. Future studies should take other factors into
consideration to have a better understanding of the results.
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This investigation has also demonstrated that even though HL and L2 learners per-
ceived positively MCE instruction, there were subtle differences in the “usefulness” and
“difficulty” ratings for some of the claims in the feedback questionnaire. At the same
time, affective, motivational, and individual differences of learners should be highly taken
into consideration due to the heterogeneous backgrounds of HL students. According to
Ortega (2013), “attitudes towards the formal learning context have been shown to exert
a lasting and important influence on motivation [...] current satisfaction with teachers
and instruction can boost motivation” (190). Feedback from the questionnaires after MCE
showed that HL and L2 learners found the creation of their own models useful and were
motivated to use them to solve the exercises and talk about abstract concepts. Future com-
parative studies should consider the feedback that students provide with questionnaires or
interviews in order to deliver a better learning experience and adapt to students’ needs.

In order to understand better the similarities and differences between HL and L2
learners, contrastive HL-L2 research should be further developed in the future. This is not
only important at class level but also at the program and syllabus level of HL courses. It
has also been reported that similarities and differences exist between HL and L2 learners
after MCE; however, there are some issues that should be taken into consideration in
future research. Future research should also take into consideration several limitations
of the present study. For example, it should increase the number of participants in order
to expand the quantitative analysis. Another recommendation for studies of this type in
the future would be that they not only include written feedback questionnaires, but also
personal perspectives expressed during individual interviews. Allowing participants to
explain to an interviewer what they liked and what they disliked about the instructional
sequence would provide more opportunities for researchers to ask the participants to
clarify or be more specific about certain issues that in a written questionnaire would be
left unattended. Another limitation is that the pre- and post-tests were written. This is an
important factor to take into consideration due to the different degrees of familiarity that
HL and L2 students have with written language. The fact that HL students have had more
familiarity and exposure to oral forms of communication contrasts with the situation of
L2 students who have had more exposure to written modes of Spanish. Future studies
could also include more HL and L2 participants of different levels than those used in this
research for teaching other grammatical topics using MCE. In addition to this, having a
larger sample of students would provide the opportunity for researchers to examine the
influence of variables from the background questionnaire such as having studied Spanish
in high school, having lived in a Spanish-speaking country, or having taken AP Spanish in
high school. The fact that the researcher and the instructor were the same person could
also be regarded as a limitation. In this regard, it is possible that students could have felt
pressured to give more positive feedback to the lesson. Future research could be conducted
by a researcher that is not the instructor of the course and who does not assign the grades.
Mixed-effects models of analysis could also be used as a statistical analysis tool in the
future (Linck and Cunnings 2015) in order to analyze data from different HL and L2 groups.
Future studies using this method should also include a control group. The study design
would have been more robust with control groups who did not complete a MCE model,
and future studies ought to include control groups in their study designs. The fact that the
present study did not have one could be regarded as a limitation that future research needs
to address. Additionally, future research should include more items in the assessments.

Finally, future research on MCE should also develop a sequence in which students not
only develop one version of their conceptual model, but a second or third version in which
they improve it based on feedback from the other students and from the instructor. It is
necessary to remember that the goal of the MCE researcher is to document the changes in
mediational tools and how these help students develop and internalize the concept being
taught.
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5. Conclusions

It has been shown that conceptual instruction can be used in both HL and L2 class-
rooms; however, statistical improvement differs significantly according to type of task
and group. MCE statistically improves the interpretive abilities of HL students and the
productive abilities of L2 students. These results support the idea that the creation and
manipulation of models aids in the conceptual development of abstract grammatical topics.
Results have also shown that MCE received positive feedback among all participants. To
conclude, future research should take into consideration having a larger sample size of
participants of varying levels of proficiency, giving the opportunity for participants to
express their feedback orally, and giving them the opportunity to develop different versions
of their conceptual models.
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Appendix A

Samples of interpretation and production exercises that were given to students in the pre-
and post-test questionnaires.

1. Escoge la respuesta que tenga más sentido para ti. Después, con tus propias palabras
explica por qué seleccionaste esa opción. Puedes utilizar inglés o español.

1. Francisco just bought a new album by his favorite singer. His friend is at home and he also likes
the same singer. However, there is one song that they both really like. Francisco tells his friend:

A. Escucha bien que ahora viene una canción que nos guste mucho.

B. Escucha bien que ahora viene una canción que nos gusta mucho.

¿Por qué?

2. Sara and Pedro have a leak in their bathroom faucet but they don’t have the money to pay the
plumber. Sara tells Pedro to look on YouTube for some kind of video that explains how to fix faucets.
She tells him:

A. Encuentra un video que enseña a reparar grifos.

B. Encuentra un video que enseñe a reparar grifos.

¿Por qué?

3. Alberto currently lives in a house near UM but his neighbors are very noisy. He wants to look for
a new one. He does not mind if the new place is far from campus as long as it does not have noisy
neighbors. Alberto says:

A. Prefiero un lugar que tiene vecinos respetuosos.

B. Prefiero un lugar que tenga vecinos respetuosos.

¿Por qué?

2. Completa las frases de la manera que creas necesaria y explica por qué. Puedes
utilizar inglés o español.
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1. You go to a job interview. The person who spoke with you on the phone told you to look for a
person named Pedro once you arrived at the reception. You talk to the person at the reception and
tell her:

Busco una persona que...___________________________________________________

¿Por qué?

2. You go to a museum exhibit where you need a special permit to take pictures. You receive that
permit but still there is a museum guide who goes with you. The museum guide tells you at the
beginning of the tour that you can photograph anything you want:

Puede tomar las fotos que... ________________________________________________

¿Por qué?

3. Pedro has seen on TV that a famous cereal brand has a new kind of cookies. He goes to the
supermarket with his wife. He cannot find the ones that he saw advertised on TV. He tells his wife:

No tienen las galletas que..._________________________________________________

¿Por qué?

Appendix B

Questions of the feedback questionnaire. Exercise 1 contains the open-ended questions
and exercise 2 contains two samples of the statements that students had to rate using
the difficulty and the usefulness Likert scales. The rest of the statements can be found in
Table 4.

1. Read carefully and answer the following questions. Provide as much information
and opinions as you can.

1. Did the PPT presentation of the “Uses of indicative and subjunctive” help you better
understand the uses of “indicativo” and “subjuntivo”? If so, how? Please, explain.

2. Did the drawing of your own model of “indicativo” and “subjuntivo” mood help you
understand better the difference between these two moods? If so, in what ways and why?
Please explain.

3. Was it difficult for you to find and create a model to represent the differences

between “indicativo” and “subjuntivo” using you own metaphor? Why or why

not? Please explain.

4. When you were creating the model, were there parts that were more difficult than others?
If so, which ones?

5. Did you find useful the homework where you had to do the exercises using your

own model? Did the process of recording and talking aloud to the camera help

you? Please explain.

2. Using a scale from 1 to 5, rate the following statements based on how useful and how
difficult you found them. 1 = “very easy” and “Not useful at all”, 5 = “Very difficult”
and “Very useful”.

1. Understanding the Power Point presentation we did in class, which introduced the
model of the 3D glasses to understand the concept of mood.

Very easy 1 2 3 4 5 Very difficult
Not useful at all 1 2 3 4 5 Very useful

2. Understanding the written instructions to create your own model.
Very easy 1 2 3 4 5 Very difficult

Not useful at all 1 2 3 4 5 Very useful



Languages 2021, 6, 23 18 of 19

References
Adrada, Sergio Rafael. 2016. Degrees of Instructional Explicitness, Depth of Processing, Learning Styles and Development: A Study on

the Spanish Imperfect Subjunctive. Doctoral Dissertation, Georgetown University, Washington, DC, USA.
Aguiló Mora, Francisca, and Eduardo Negueruela-Azarola. 2015. Motion for the other through motion for the self: The conceptual

complexities of giving-directions for advanced Spanish heritage learners. In Cognitive Linguistics and Sociocultural Theory. Edited
by Kyoko Masuda, Carla Arnett and Angela Labarca. Boston: Mouton De Gruyter, pp. 73–100.

Bleichmar, Guillermo, and Paula Cañón. 2016. Taller de Escritores, 2nd ed. Boston: Vista Higher Learning.
Borgonovo, Claudia, Joyce Bruhn de Garavito, and Phillipe Prevost. 2015. Mood selection in relative clauses. Studies in Second Language

Acquisition 37: 33–69. [CrossRef]
Bull, William. 1965. Spanish for Teachers: Applied Linguistics. New York: Ronald.
Collentine, Joseph. 1995. The development of complex syntax and mood-selection abilities by intermediate-level learners of Spanish.

Hispania 78: 122–35. [CrossRef]
Collentine, Joseph. 1998. Processing instruction and the subjunctive. Hispania 84: 289–99. [CrossRef]
Collentine, Joseph. 2003. The development of subjunctive and complex-syntactic abilities among FL Spanish learners. In Studies

in Spanish Second Language Acquisition: The State of the Science. Edited by Barbara Lafford and Rafael Salaberry. Washington:
Georgetown University Press, pp. 74–97.

Collentine, Joseph. 2010. The acquisition and teaching of the Spanish subjunctive: An update on current findings. Hispania 93: 39–51.
Correa, Maite. 2011a. Heritage language learners of Spanish: What role does metalinguistic knowledge play in their acquisition of the

subjunctive? In Selected Proceedings of the 13th Hispanic Linguistics Symposium. Edited by Luis A. Ortiz. Sommerville: Cascadilla
Proceedings Project, pp. 128–38.

Correa, Maite. 2011b. Subjunctive accuracy and metalinguistic knowledge of L2 learners of Spanish. Electronic Journal of Foreign
Language Teaching 8: 39–56.

Dozier, Eleanor, and Zulma Iguina. 2013. Manual de Gramática, 5th ed. Boston: Heinle.
García, Próspero. 2017. A sociocultural approach to analyzing L2 development in the Spanish L2 classroom. VIAL Vigo International

Journal of Applied Linguistics 14: 99–124.
García Frazier, Elena. 2013. Concept-based Teaching and Spanish Modality in Heritage Language Learners: A Vygotskyan Approach.

Doctoral dissertation, University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, MA, USA.
Gregory, Amy E., and Patricia Lunn. 2012. A Concept-based approach to the subjunctive. Hispania 95: 333–43.
Gudmestad, Aarnes. 2006. L2 variation and the Spanish subjunctive: Linguistic features predicting mood selection. In Selected

Proceedings of the 7th Conference on the Acquisition of Spanish and Portuguese as First and Second Languages. Edited by Carol Klee and
Timothy L. Face. Sommerville: Casadilla Press, pp. 4–194.

Gudmestad, Aarnes. 2012. Acquiring a variable structure: An interlanguage analysis of second-language mood use in Spanish.
Language Learning 62: 373–402.

Gudmestad, Aarnes. 2013. Tense-aspect distinctions within the subjunctive mood in the Spanish of native speakers and second-
language learners. Studies in Hispanic and Lusophone Linguistics 6: 3–35. [CrossRef]

Henshaw, Florencia. 2012. How effective are affective activities? Relative benefits of two types of structured input activities as part of a
computer-delivered lesson on the Spanish subjunctive. Language Teaching Research 16: 393–414. [CrossRef]

Isabelli, Casilde, and Chiyo Nishida. 2005. Development of the Spanish subjunctive in a nine-month study-abroad setting. In Selected
Proceedings of the 6th Conference on the Acquisition of Spanish and Portuguese as First and Second Languages. Edited by David Eddington.
Sommerville: Cascadilla Press, pp. 78–91.

Kanwit, Matthew, and Kimberly Geeslin. 2014. The interpretation of Spanish subjunctive and indicative forms in adverbial clauses: A
cross-sectional study. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 36: 487–533. [CrossRef]

Linck, Jared A., and Ian Cunnings. 2015. The utility and application of mixed-effects models in second language research. Language
Learning 65: 185–207. [CrossRef]

Lynch, Andrew. 2003. Toward a theory of heritage language acquisition: Spanish in the United States. In Mi lengua: Spanish as a Heritage
Language in the United States. Edited by Ana Roca and Cecilia Colombi. Washington: Georgetown University Press, pp. 79–97.

Lynch, Andrew. 2008. The linguistic similarities of Spanish heritage and second language learners. Foreign Language Annals 41: 252–81.
[CrossRef]

Lynch, Andrew. 2014. The first decade of the Heritage Language Journal: A retrospective view of research on heritage languages.
Heritage Language Journal 11: 224–42.

Mikulski, Ariana. 2010. Receptive volitional subjunctive abilities in heritage and traditional foreign language learners of Spanish. The
Modern Language Journal 94: 217–33. [CrossRef]

Mikulski, Ariana, and Idoia Elola. 2013. Heritage and foreign language learner use of the Spanish subjunctive in advice. Heritage
Language Journal 10: 51–82.

Montrul, Silvina. 2007. Interpreting mood distinctions in Spanish as a heritage language. In Spanish Contact. Policy, Social and Linguistic
Inquiries. Edited by Kim Potowski and Richard Cameron. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 23–40.

Montrul, Silvina. 2008. Incomplete Acquisition in Bilingualism: Re-examining the Age Factor. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins Publishing.
Montrul, Silvina. 2009. Incomplete acquisition of tense-aspect and mood in Spanish heritage speakers. International Journal of

Bilingualism 13: 1–31.

http://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263114000321
http://doi.org/10.2307/345232
http://doi.org/10.2307/345673
http://doi.org/10.1515/shll-2013-1139
http://doi.org/10.1177/1362168812436919
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263114000126
http://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12117
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.2008.tb03292.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2010.01018.x


Languages 2021, 6, 23 19 of 19

Montrul, Silvina, and Silvia Perpiñán. 2011. Assessing Differences and Similarities between Instructed L2 learners and heritage
language learners in their knowledge of Spanish Tense-Aspect and Mood (TAM) morphology. The Heritage Language Journal 8:
90–133.

Negueruela, Eduardo. 2003. Systemic-Theoretical Instruction and L2 Development: A Sociocultural Approach to Teaching-Learning
and Researching L2 Learning. Doctoral dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, State College, PA, USA.

Negueruela, Eduardo. 2012. Internalization in second language acquisition: Social perspectives. In The Encyclopedia of Applied
Linguistics. Edited by Carol A. Chapelle. Hoboken: Wiley Blackwell. [CrossRef]

Negueruela, Eduardo, and Antoni Fernández Parera. 2016. Explicit focus on meaning: Mindful Conceptual Engagement in the second
language classroom. Language and Sociocultural Theory 3: 195–218.

Negueruela, Eduardo, and Jim Lantolf. 2006. A concept-based approach to teaching Spanish grammar. In Spanish Second Language
Acquisition: State of the Art. Edited by Rafael Salaberry and Barbara Lafford. Washington: Georgetown University Press,
pp. 79–102.

Ortega, Lourdes. 2013. Understanding Second Language Acquisition. New York: Routledge.
Potowski, Kim, Jill Jegerski, and Kara Morgan-Short. 2009. The effects of instruction on linguistic development in Spanish heritage

language speakers. Language Learning 59: 537–79. [CrossRef]
Rojo, Grinor, and Cynthia Steele. 1986. Ritos de iniciación: Tres Novelas Cortas de Hispanoamérica. Boston: Houghton Mifflin School.
Sánchez Naranjo, Jeannette. 2009. L2 Learners’ Difficulties in the Interpretation of the Spanish Subjunctive: L1 Influence and

Misanalysis of the Input. Doctoral dissertation, University of Toronto, Toronto, ON, Canada.
Silva-Corvalán, Carmen. 1994. Language Contact and Change: Spanish in Los Angeles. New York: Oxford University Press.
Silva-Corvalán, Carmen. 2003. El español en Los Ángeles: Aspectos morfosintácticos. Ínsula, Revista de Letras y Ciencias Humanas 679:

19–24.
Silva-Corvalán, Carmen. 2014. Bilingual Language Acquisition: Spanish and English in the First Six Years. New York: Cambridge University

Press.
Torres, Julio. 2018. The effects of task complexity on heritage and L2 Spanish development. Canadian Modern Language Review 74:

128–52. [CrossRef]
Valdés, Guadalupe. 1995. The teaching of minority languages as academic subjects: Pedagogical and theoretical challenges. Modern

Language Journal 79: 299–328. [CrossRef]
VanPatten, Bill. 2004. Processing Instruction: Theory, Research, and Commentary. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.
Whitley, Stanley. 2002. Spanish/English Contrasts: A course in Spanish Linguistics. Washington: Georgetown University Press.
Whitley, Stanley, and Patricia Lunn. 2010. Teaching Spanish Grammar with Pictures: How to Use William Bull’s Visual Grammar of Spanish.

Washington: Georgetown University Press.
Zyzik, Eve. 2016. Towards a prototype model of the heritage language learner: Understanding strengths and needs. In Innovative

Approaches to Heritage Language Teaching. Edited by Marta Fairclough and Sara Beaudrie. Washington: Georgetown University
Press, pp. 19–38.

http://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal0563
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2009.00517.x
http://doi.org/10.3138/cmlr.3770
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.1995.tb01106.x

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Pre- and Post-Test Results 
	Feedback Questionnaire Results 

	Discussion and Pedagogical Implications 
	Conclusions 
	
	
	References

