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NO GASE FOR CONVERGENCE: \
THE' PUERTO RICAN SPANISH VERB SYSTEM
IN A LANGUAGE CONTACT SITUATION!

. Alicia Pousada and Shana Poplack

E
1. Intgoduction

3

In situatjons of language contact it is often the
case that the language of less (economically or politically)
prestigeful groups adapts to the patterns of the supe.rorliinate lan—

guage (Bloomfield 1333, Weinreich 1953). This kind of con-

L}

vergence may occur Ft &ll levels of linguistic structure,
s

although lexical transference has been by far the most

€

wiQely attested. - _ ' -
The grammatical component of language has tradition-
ally been considered relatively stable and perhaps even im-
pervious‘to external infiﬁence (Meillet 1921, Sapir 1927).
More récently; however, empirical studies of l;nguage use
in a wide variéty of multilingual communities (e.g.
Weinreich 1953, Gumperz 1971, lyne 1972, Klein 1977,
Lavandera l§78) have demonstratgd that grammatical systems
in contact can influence each other. 1In particular,
Gumperz' seminal‘study of multil;ngu;lism in KupWa£7~£ndia
(1971) describéé ; situation 'in which the graﬁmatical sys-

tems of three languages have converéed to such an extent

that they may pe said to'have a single syntactic surface

Structure (p. 256).
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The Puerto Rican communities in the United States pro-

t

12

vide an excellent example of language contact, as many have

+

, R 'l
contained . stable bilinguad populations since the 1930's.

The influence of English on Puerto
/

Rican‘Spanish has been noted throughout the history of-the

contact situation (e.g. de Granda 1968, Klein 1976, Perez

4

s

Sala 1975/, Anisman 1975, Varo 1971, Seda Bonilla 1970).
"The majority of these observations, however, have been im—

pressionistic and have focused predominantly on, the easily

discernible process of lexical transference.

AN

2. Goals -

.
s

In this study we examine quantitatively the systems

of tense, mood and aspect in Puerto Rican Spanish spoken in

the United States. ?erb usage is a sensitive gauge of

linguisti'c influence or change.  The verbal system is a

tightly-knit amalgam of morphology, syntax, and semantics,
s .

-

‘and can sig?al change at any of thesé'levels. Verbs appear
éin virtually every sentgnce,‘maki?g it feasible to collect a
“largé body of daté for analysis. 1In addition, the number of
different forms, though large, is not unmanageable., Finally,
thexe is sufficient overlap of the English and Spanish verb
systems to allow meaningful compariéons.

By focusing on these core elements of grammar, tradi-

tionally most resistant t9 change, we hopé to shed some

.
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empirical light on the general probleh of linguistic evolu-

~

tion in multilinguai communities--is the influence of the

prestige* language as pervasive as has been claimed, or- is

it largely limited to low-level bﬁt highly visible lexical

transference? Specifically, we will seek answers to the

following questions: . )

¢

1) Has the system of tense, mood,wand aspect used by

H
{ —

Puer'to Rlcans in the United States dlverged from Spanish

as spoken in Puerto Rico or from standard Castilian Spanish'>

Y

2) Are the semantic flelds, or ranges of meanlng, of
verb forms being extended or restricted, and in what di?ec—
tion? Are some forms being extended to cover semantic
fields of other forms which have fallen into disuse within
the Puerto Rican Spanlsh system, or ;s there adaptatlon to
specifically "English semantic flelds'> f '

3) Who is initidting any divergence from standard

‘varieties? Is the change favored by bilingual or English-

dominant speakers ef Puerto Rican Spanish? Do theseysbeak—"
ers_employ some verb foFms where they are ngi used by mono-
lingual speakers of Puerto Rican Spanish?

4) What can we predict about the Puerto'Riean gpanish

tense/mood system in the speech of future generatlons°,

N

To answer these guestions, this study makes ,an emplrlcal
. <
assessmept of the distribution of surface verb forms through-

*

out the entire verbal paradigm, as well as the semantic—

* .
The term 'prestige' is used here in its technical sense. No

value judgment should be imputed. -y =

-
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fields covered by each. We compare the relative-frequéncges
* of these forms,with data from standard Puerto Rican Spanish, )

modern and 15th century beninsular Spanish, .and English.
4 .

Such sysfematic quantitati&e‘anaiysis sho&ld prgauce valuable
evidence with whiéh #o corroborate or refute the observations
of less extensive, gualitative studies of verb ﬁsage in

. American Spanish which characterize the literature (Floyd

1978). -

%

¢ Othler motivations for a study of verb usage come from

educational curricula, methodology and language proficiency
- - . g‘ .
testing. Knowledge of the actual distribution of verb forms

in Puerto Rican Spanish would be a helpful tool in the deter-
mination of teaching practices and priorities. It is just

beginning to be acknowledged (Bratt-Paulston 1978) ‘that gram-

matical structures cannot be taught to native speakers in the
[

same way as they have traditionally been taught to non-

natives:' the competence already possessed by the students

should be taken into considération. If certain forms occur 3
3

rarely or never in Puerto Rican speech, they can be assigned
’ - lower priority in the learning load than other more frequent
and functional structures. - } -

There are further implications for the testing of lan-

. guage proficiency. Current rating scales are based on indi-

4

cations of successful acquisitiqg of vocabulary items as

¢

well as of specific verb forms._g&However, without data on

( =
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both -the actual frequency of occurrence of given forms apd

their functional load, any assessment of proficiency based

v

= P

on their acquisition must be arbitrary, or, at best, gearedii ¢
toward foreign rather than natiye linguistic competence.

Forms which aré members of 'regular' grammatical paradigms

are not élways learned first by the native épeaker, and as

we will show, some of the most complicated of structures

are also tﬁe most commonly used. Measurements of language

.

proficiqncy should register these facts.

3. Hypothesis T’

Several mechanisms for the grammatical.influence
of one language uponiénofher have been postulated. De
Granda (1968) posits a prdcess of 'grammaticalization', or
convefgénce of the Spanish spoken in Puerto Rico to paral-
lel English structures. He claims that the influence of
the prestige language (English)\forces the subordinate lan-
guage to select ;nd favor those forms w%ich most cfosely
parallel its own semantic figlds or expressive forms, while
eliminéting those which have less correspondence with it
gp. 166). S v

Klein (1976:1) has suggested that such a process Q;ght
bé,most likely to occur in areas where the languages in con- *
tact have constructions which are parallel morphologically,
bht which only partially overlap in their conditions of use.

»~
In a quantitative study of the use of two such constructions




e

<A . '
-6-

f
. L
/ » /" l . ‘1‘ ‘

in the Pherto Rican Spanish of Spanish—déhinant and bi-
lingual speakers in the United States, she found that the ' )
bilinguals' system of present reference in Puerto Rican

Spanish was converging with English QP' 13).
'In ;kp;aining:the cénbergence of three gramm;tical

systems in Kupwar to the extent that all speakers now

speak 'word-for-word translatable codes', Gumperz (1971)

suggested that it is the n&ed for constant coée-switching

which has led to reduction and aMlaptation in linguistic

~
L 4

structure (pl 271).
In the Puerto ﬁican sp?ech community under investiga- ' '

tfon, éode—switching (along with the monolingual use of

Spanish and Englisﬁ) is also an inteéral part of the comnu-

nicative reperfbire‘(Pedraza ms.). Moreovar, the code—;

switching behavior of the commuhity‘has been found (Poplack

1978, 1979) to obey a syntactic equivalence constraint:

codes tend to be switched at points around wﬁich the sur-’

-face structures of the two languages map onto each other.

Given this constraint, and the use of'c;de—switqbing as an
interactional resource, we might expect to findt as has been
suggested by Lavandera (19?8) for F‘bilinéual Chic;no dia-
lect, that PueXxto Rican Spanish-verb usage is being reinteé-‘
preted on the model of English-to proviée more potentiél
A

loci for grammatical code-switching.=

To exam%ﬁe this possibility, we will first compare the

C

1y
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e .

standard Spanish and English verbal systems.” For those

usages where the two sjstems already coincide, we cannot

’ L}

expect the influence of one language to cause a change 7in

.

the other. On-the other hand, those areas where the two

fsystsys differ to a greater or lesser extent could con
ceivably reveal transference from one language to another.
¢ T - ' -

.
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- No Owverlap

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE:
hese 'that I kiss'
IMPERFECT SURJUNCTIVE:
besara 'that I (would)
— 1 .y ]
N kiss
. FUTURE SEUUNCERE

besare 'that I (will)
. kiss' ~

PRESENT PERFECT

SUBJUNCTIVE:

hazakxsa&x'thatl

have kissed'
PRETERITE PERFECT

+ SUBJUNCTIVE:

hubiera besado 'that
: T had kissed'

FUTURE PERFECT
SUBJUNCTIVE:
hubiere besado 'that
. I have kissed'

-8« .
Voo e

Partial Overlap
SIMPLE PRESENT:
beso 'I kiss'

D@EMHIT
besaba ﬂlusaito]uss/
was kissing'

" BRETERITE:

ybesé 'I kissed/did kiss'

PRESENT PERFECT:
hesbesado 'I kissed/have
}dssed' N

PRETERJTE AUXIL;AR{ +
INFINITIVE: . .
pude besar, tuve que

besar ,'I could/had to
" , kiss' .

IMPERFECT AUXILIARY +
INFINITIVE:

=== podia besar, tenfa que

besar 'I could/had to
‘ kiss'

PRESENT' PROGRESSIVE:

[ 4

Total Qverlap

PRETERITE PERFECT:
habia ado 'I had
‘~\. kissed' .

]PREHRIHEANH§UOR.

hube besado 'I had
klssed'

FUHHE:PNETCT.
habré besado 'I will
have kissed'

CONDIT
besatia

habria besado 'I

would have kissed'

PRETERIT): PERIPHRASTIC
FUTURE: )

voy a besar 'I-am
going:to kiss'

1ba a besar ﬁiwas

’ B .
estoy besando 'I am going to kiss'
—
. . Kissing PRESENT AUXILIARY +
T IMPERFECT PROGRESSIVE: INFINITIVE: v
- - estaba besando 'I was _buedo besar, tengo
leSlng “que besar 'I can/ o
, PRETERTTE PROGRESSIVE: » -have to kiss'
estuve besando 'I was IMPERATIVE:
‘ / kissing' ibesa, 'kiss!'
’ ‘FUTURE: ‘. INFINITIVE:
besaré 'I will kiss' besar 'to kiss'
N ' : -
" Table 1. Overlapping conditions of usage in Standard , r, o
Spanish and Standard English Verbal Forms. ) J
N - .

'T would kiss'
- PRETERITE CONDITIONAL:
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v , Table 1 shows that of the 26 verb forms under considera-

A

tiom, 10 coipcide totally with English usage. None of &he ‘

- ’ six morphologica® manifestat 042 of ;be Spaﬁisﬁ'subjuncﬁive >
- : . B ' B / P
- mood correspond to any English form, as' English may be con- .
I g

i, ’ '

T sidered to haye preserved the subjuhctive/iﬁdicative distinc-"'
. . » 3 - .
.tion only lef;fally in a closed s&t of forms involving the\ )

| first and thi¥d person (Quirk and Greenbaum 1978:51-52). An |
additionai 10, forms. show partially overlapping condifiéns oft
usage with English, a situaﬁigh hypothesized to favor trans-

q.ferehcé from 3;; language to tHe other. ‘These will be exa-

Y] -

'.‘ . . . '3 * .
~ Wmined in greater detail in the ensuing section.

) : LS ‘ ’ !'p
) ] L]
- 4. Distribution of Verb Forms by Semantic Field .

-

e

i

A .variety of meaningé may be expressed by a single.
suréace verE, and convefsely.' The;vérious forms in Table 1
F may be organized into three semantic fields: {PAST} {PRESENT},
' anq{FUTURh}. Wé provide here a summary'exam?nation,gf the st
'surfage possibilities for expressing each verbai semantic * |
»~  field in Spah}éh,fas well as a cémparisqn wiéh English

e

possibilities where relevant. - : ' °

Fa

<L 4.1. {PRESENT§ . * . C.

-

. , 1 e
‘ Four: verbal forms may be used to express the seman-,

tic field {PRESENT} in Spanish, as can be seen in (1) b&low: °

. . Y

-

la. Simple'PrésenE: Yo soy de Céyeyt 'I'm from © 5o
Cayéy.' 1003/016)3 . ’ ) .
g lb. ‘Present Auxiliary + Infinitivef No pueden &
. hablar mucho.en inglés conmigo.: 'They can't .
e speak much English with me.' .(037/383) »

. .
- .
]

n .
Ry
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lc. Present Progressive: -Estoy economiZzando
: dnero. 'I'm saving money.' (004/029)

1d. Future:, No sé& porqué seré l'I don't know
s - why that is.' (052/247

4.1.1. Simple Présent.4 The Simple Present is most

°
Y

Y - . .
- M . . ' *

. commonly used to describe an imperfective actiopn in'éhe

“ present, a 'laW' of nature,or an habItual act1v1ty/ as in

@+ o

2a. No saben de que eran. 'They don't know what

they were from.' (004/021)
. <« 2b. Uno mata por amor, pero por pena no. 'One

kills out of love, but not out of pity.
(052/155)

2c. Yo siempre voy por un mes o dos meses 'I
always go for one or two months
(039/122)

4.1.2. Present Progressive. _The Proqre551ve is general-
\

<&
ly used to express an activity or condltlon in progress at

]
-

+the moment of speaking, as in (3):

3. jAve Maria! (Estoy chorreando yo aquf! 'Oh
god! I'm dripping!' (002/1) !

4.1.3. Simple Present vs. Present Prfgressive. The

2,
conditions of ‘use of the Simple Present and Present Progres-.

@

sive differ from Spanish to English. Although characteri-
zitién of these differences is complex, they may be general-

ly. summed up by the fact that ongoing action, whiéh in

- .

English must be c®nveyed by the Present Progressive; may be

Y

expressed in Spanish by either'form, as. in (4): .

4. i{Mira, el barco se hunde/se ‘esti hundiendo!

'Look,lthe boat is sinking!'

14 -

] . - e
N P~
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Given the low frequency“bf the Pfogressive in mono- C

llngual Spanish (Zdenek 1972:499)°, and the fact that com— * .-

-

)
ponents of the English system of present\teference are mu-

~tually exclu51ve, while in Spanish they are not, it has -

‘been hypothesized (e.g. de Granda 1968, Klein 1976) that ?

.
)
L

. large incidence of the Progressive to convey ongoing action

’ . ‘ .
’/ in the speech of Puerto Rican bilinguals is due to influence
. . * . / .
from English.

o

4.2. {PAST} ' R e

- . . - . . R A . . o
N :# There are man ferent ways to expreéss,an action
R A 8

in the past depending on the degree of‘remotenessoand the
P2

aspectual characteristics of the action. Hadlich’(lQ]l)’
t .,fﬂ‘:c

e

identifiés three main aspects for past 'tense' verbs: the

perfective, the impgrfective, and the subéequent.

»

If an actlon was perfective and cempleted 1n the past,
the Preterite or the Preterlte Anterlor are used, the last

being dlfferentlated by the degree of remoteness, as in (9)

- .

9a. Yo vine a Caguas como cuando yenia seis afos.
'T came to Caguas like when T was six.'

.(003/071) . “a
9b. Pero no hubo tenido intimidades de madre y
" hija. ~'But she hadn't had a close mother-

daughter relationship.’ ‘(050/130) ' '

If the action was imperfective w{thguf/gny mark of .

initiation or termination, the Imperfect, Present Perfect,

v and Preterite Perfect are used, the last two again being

differentiated by degree Qf ‘remoteness in the past, as in

( lO ) . _ — :‘E:"
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10a. imperféct: aEsgaba felfz? 'Was he happy?'
(048/029) ». ..

- 10b. Present Perfect: Tienes gue pagar los
' : dastos que ellos te han dado. 'Yau have
to pay back the money they've given you.".
(003/109) . .
10c. Preterité Perfect: Ko habfa tenido hijos

" de mi esposo. 'I hadn't had any children ‘
-by my -husband.' (050/114) y L . *

Al

. Finally, if the action}took'place in the past and was
directed into the'futuré,\the Future Perfect and the Pre-

terite Conditional -are used. These were not attested in the \
. -9 = . 3 ‘. . . ¢ 7

data. In. addition, ?ast‘Periphréstic and Progressive forms
. © % ) . :
as well as the Historical Present may be:- used to eonvey

« !

\ lla. Imperfect Auxiliary + Infinitive: Mi mama
A " era pobrecita y tenfa que biuscar sus
chavos. .'My mother was poor and had to
work hard for her money.' (050/065)

1lb. Preterite Auxiliary + Infinitive: Tuvimos
-~ : ue usar carbdn. ° 'We had to use coal.’
(0377039)) ; )

llc. Historical*Present: Yo entré en la barra y
’ ; dije "D&me un vaso de agua" y me mira "
Ralph ¥y dijo "iQue!". 'I went'into the : '
bar 4nd said "Give me a glass. of. water" :

and Ralph, sees me and said "What!".'®
(0047027) g '

- ‘ > ° '
{PAST}. These are exemplified in (11) below: - ' \ ;//Z

The Simple Present’ can alsoc be used to _express ‘a dura-, ) .
tive action in the.past as in 11d:

11d. Ella me la,cuida desde que ella tenfa seis
meses. "She's taken care 6f her for me
"7 singe she was six monggs old.' (052/250)

»‘ -

4.2.1. Preterite vs. Present Perfec¥. 1In both Spanish
and English the Preterite is used to convey ' perfective
s
A

- . .t

kA
© . ¥ 3
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as opposed to imperfective aspect. In SDanlSh the Preterite

is used to refer to the beglnnlng, end, or entirety of an .

—

event, state, or characterlstlc occurrlng prlor to the moment
"of sp klng, as in (13a), while the Imperfect is used to re-
fer to the progression or middle of the event (13b). The

Imperfect is also used to refer to an event which was in pro-

Al

- gress when another event took place (13c) and with tlme ex-

7 press1ons, as 1n_(13d). Althoygh the opposit;on of Breterjte .
' 7 . -

/ and'Imperfect ig mpre complicated'than has been indicated .
. ) . J

here (Guitart 1978), the basic distinction outlined above is . 7 .

sufffc1ent for the present purposes
. 13a. Anoche lef ‘el libro entero © JLast night I
T 4? 4 read the ‘whole ‘book
) . 13b. Yo lefa a menudo ese periddico. .'I often
read/used’ to read that newspaper.'

- 1l3c. Yo estaBa afuera cuando- son& el telé&fono.
| . -'I was outside when the phone rang.'

13d. Eran las tres cuando sond el-telé&fono. 'It -
: was three .o' clock whén the phone rang.

English does not, dlStlﬂgUlSh between the Imperfect and

"

the Preterite except by the Past Progressive or the used

to plus verb formation. This is an area in which one might
r N .1 , \
. expect some degree of convergence towards English on the part
_ . -~ B
of bilingual speakers.. ~

" 4.3. {FUTURE}

’

. Unlike the fields of {PRESENT} and {PAS®}, {FUTURE}
Vo is not differentiated aspectually, as it is imperfective by
\ —
its, very nature. In Spanish the semantic field {FUTURE} can

*

N
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, ; be expressed by the Future Indi?ative, the Present Indica-

-

tive, and the Periphrastic Future, as in (14) below:
l4a. Yo iré después pa' alld. 'I'll go there
later.' .

: o . 1l4b. Yo voy después pa’ alls. 'I('11) go there
R - - later.' (048/079)

. » ldc. Yo voy’a ir después pa' alld. 'I'm going
to go there later.' .

All of these verbal forms correspond to English forms.

There are twohdfher sets of forms which may be con- .

sidered to express futurity--the éubgunctive and the Condi-
. tional. ‘Both are charactérized b§ their hypothetical, im-

A

perfective, future orientatiqn.
The Subjunctive in Spanish is subject to many céﬁpli—
. cated rules of usage; however, the basic pattern invg%ves
useldf this ;prm in subordinate clauses whenever the gsur—
face or unaeflying) ain verb expresses auddﬁbtfhl, po;si—, ;f,
ble, neEeS§ary, or djgired action:. '
Theoretically, there is a Sgbjunctibe form to match
. o evBry indicativé form. In realii&T only four of the Sub-
junctive‘fofms are commonly used: the Presgné,'ngerfect,
Present Pef}ect, and Preterite Perfect. ‘The £hr;§‘Futuré
S?bjunctives have all but disappeared in modern S}anish -
usage. N
15a. Present Subjunctive: Entonces, uno lo tapa

. paraﬁque coja olor. 'Then you cover it
so that it can take on ‘the aroma.'

(050/059)
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15b. Imperfect Subjunctive: Yo guerfa que las
conoc1era. 'I wanted her to get to know

them. (050/128)

15c.. Present Perfect Subjunctive: Nlngﬁn .
boricua, menos gque no haya estudiado

suficiente pa' poderlo hablar como se .,
'No Puerto Rican, unless he has

debe.

studied enough to be able to speak it the

way it should be spoken. (036/200) 0
Nosotros

154. Preterlte\ Perfect Subjunctive:
siempre actudbamos comdb si hubieramos

sido acabados de conocer. T"We always ;
used to act as if we had just met.'

(050/362)

There is very llttle direct overlap with English in

con-

ditions for use of the Subjunctive, as English has lexical-

x

ized or lost most of the distinctions ekxpressed in §panish ,

by the Sulljunctive. The only area which. these forms can

14

still be recognlzed in Engllsh surface structure are the

thlrd person Slngular forms* of the Present Subjunctive and %

the Present and Past Subjunctive forms, off the verb 'to be
[ ]

* N #

“as in (16) bBelow) , . S
T ‘ léa. It is neéessary that he come 1mmed1ately. ' .
lﬁb. ;2/1 were a rlch man. §; . .
léc. recommend’ that he be fired.

2

As Spanish has many obligatory sites.for the use of the

“subjunctive while English has virtually none, this is a .

potential lorus for transference on the paxrt of bilingual ’

ﬁtqf »

speakers, i .
& h R i .
I' é!

The Conditional is used to posit hypothetical évents,

\ Al
and is often found in the result clause after a Subjunctive

0

b
form %n the if-clause.

e v b

“
N
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* 17a. No me gustaria vivir aquf. 'I wouidn't like
( to live here.' (003/092) - -

17b. Si recobrara la salud, irfamos a Puerto Rico.

'If he/Ebuld get back his health, we would
go to Puerto Rico. '

As in English, the Conditional can also be used to ex-
EY

3
press politeness:

J‘P‘F

HA*.,

h

\J

17¢c. ¢Te gustaria pfobar las habichuelas? 'Would
you like to taste the beans?

Finally,.the Conditional can be used to express éonjec-

ture in the past (parallelling the use of the Future for ex-

&

pressing conjecture in the present). '

17d. Serifian las doce cuando-vino. 'It was
(probably) twelve: o'clock when he came.'

5., Methodology )
Several grammars of Spanish (e.g. Bello 1970;
- \
Alfonso 1964, 1968; de Val 1966, Stevenson 1970, Socarras

1975) were consulted to arrive at the list of 26 possible
£ - ; R

verb fofms in the. active, vwoice shown in Table 1. Note tﬁqp' ] ’

w

in@ddition té the tenses' and moods traditionally included

in jptescriptive grammar paradigms, we examined several com-

.
! .
-

pdﬁnd forms and asQecEPal structures separately: the Pre-
. - -~ - . - . ¢
sent, Imperfect and Preterit@ Progressives, and periphrastic .
. S / -
ﬁprmation!‘consisting of auxiliary verbs (wiih or.witHOEt o F

prepositions or'conjunctions),grﬁs infinitives (e.g. voy a
¢;§%";’{ =T .
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other Spanish vé?b”fqrms,the fact that like traditional verb

forms ~they may be considered to function as single units, and
because of their surface similarity to -English forms.

Non-conjugable verbal derivatives such as gerunds (which
_in Spanish function as adverbs, and in‘ﬁnglish, as nouns) and
past participles (functioning as adjectives) were emitted
from this study.y

We further distinguished absolute or systemic uses of
verb férms from extended or non-systemic -uses (Bull 1971).
Absolute uses'are those in which &Qﬁ~function of the formiis
defined by its systemic position, i.e. the uses most commonly
associated w}tﬁ the verbsv The systemic positidn may be?alﬁ
tered, changlng ﬁhe orlentatlan of the verb form These al-

teratlons are ext%n51ons of the semantic fields of the sur-

.face forms. The meaning'of a verb form used in an extended

.

sense is inferred from adverbial expressions, other verbs, or

*

markers of tempo;al shift which indicate its context in time.

EXtensions must be considered separately in order to

o
\ s p

examine the ways in which tense, mood, and aspect are con-
L3

veyed in surface structure. Thus, in a sentence like Mafiana
E

‘voy a fonce 'Tomorrow I go to Ponce'! Voy 1is con51dered a

. manlfestatlon of the present in its surface form and of the

futureiin its extended sense. Apparent divergences from the .

«

'standaxd} as noted in grammar. books were checked as poten-

tial sites of changing verb usage in order to ascertain

®

-
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» i .
whether they occurred in the Spanish of New York City Puerto

Ricans, and further, if some‘%erb form usage has been ex-

I
,tended either to cover the semantic fields of other Spanish

tenses which have fallen into disuse, or to include English-

semantic fields. - ’ .

~ -~ \

Each occurrence'of é verb form (exclhging lone gerunds
and participles) was coded for speaker, for speech style,
and agcording to whether it was,hsed in an absolute or ex-

N

tendéd sense. Invariant verb forms such as those occurring

in frozen phrases (e.g. tG sabes 'you know', vamos a poner

'let's say') and proverbial expEessions (e.g. uno sabe donde .

\ rd
nace pero no donde muere 'you know whexe you were born, but

‘not where you'll die') were excluded from the. analysis. P!

. L]

Percentages of occurrences of each type of ‘form were

., calculated over all spéakers in our primary sample accord-
3 - .
ing to language dominance, extended use, .speech style, and
-] =
sex. Intra-group comparisons were made, as well as compari-

sons with modern Andalusian Spanish, Puerto Rican and

[y

historical Castilian standards, and English. S
To determine the statistical sigdificance of the results,
we compared the log-likelihood of rate estimates for the

various groupings separately as compared to that for the com-

H

bined data. In addition, we examined the distribution of

, L3 .
verb forms using rank correlation coefficient measures.
* . ' . s
4




6. The Sample

’ [
A The primary.data on which thiy study is based were

7

- L S .
collected as part of an interdisciplinary study of language
4 W - -

[}

‘use in El Barrio of East Harlem, New York, one of the oldest

g

continuous Puerto Rican settlepents in the United Stétes.
This is apparently a stable bilingual community, which in-
cludes speakers who are dominant or monolingual in both
* Spanish and English. '
Twelve long-time residents (at least 10 years) of thé

é? community were selected as informants primarily on the basis

—_— . A}
of language dominance, as determined by self-report, ethno-

grapﬁic'obéervation, aﬁd ling&istic’analeis. Six are
Spanish-dominant or mbnolinqual, having ﬁigrated to New York
- :axﬁadolescence*orglatex,Wand,six_éregEnélish:dominant or .
5;Ianced bilinguals, having arfived in early childhood. The

- t
groups are evenly divided by sex, and memberé?%ange in age

% from 20 to 57. Only adults were ‘included ‘in this study in
~erder to distinguish dialectal from developmentdal variq}ion.,
Sample members report more yearg of schoéling than the
general Puerto Rican EPpuiation in New York City (United
States Department of Labor 1975:30-52). Two-thirds have had
some high schoql education,and‘all but one have completed
the se%enth“grade. Those informants hho atté;ded school in

both Puerto Rico and New York City (5/8) report having re~

ceived instruction in Spanish and English. The majority of

=
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v . i
those who claim to be Spanish-dominant report Spani¢h’as

&

their habitual language of literacy, while the reverse }s
true for the English-dominant group.

A questionnaire administered to the informants reveals

/ . N
a near consensus on the attitudes that command of the Spanish

.

language is not necessar§’éo be Puerto Rican, and that .
.Spanish is not well regarded by American society at large; '
-but that it éhqpldyneveééhe}ess be kept alive in the Puerto
Rican community in New Yofk: N

Most respondents (8/12) cl;im to speak 'good Spanish',

regardless of reported language dominance. Indeed, when

9

asked to" rate their Spanish co%petence,on a -seven—-point scale,

the majority rated themselves as 'perfect' or 'excellent'
¢ L )

speakers. 'Good Spanish' @as\described in a'variety of ways
by these speakers, with good vocabulary and prggunciatiOn
the most frequ;ntly récurring characterizations. Only one
speaker pointed to gramg?tical cor{ectness as an identifying
féature of good Spaanhﬁ .

When #sked who could be considered to speak English

[3

well, on / three respondents cjted Spaniards. Other respon-
ses ificluded 'older people!, who are mostly Spanish-dominant
speakers in this community. Sample members are fai?ly
evenly divided between those who feel that Spanish should

be the ;fficiél language of Puerto Ric®, and those who would

prefer both Spaﬁish and English. All‘respondents but three

.

°

24
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plan to return to Puerto Rico to live at some point in the

. - ) M
future.
This pattern of responses ingicates strong positive

[ -

«

feelings towards Spanish language maintenance as well as a
- s
clear community awareness of a Puerto Rican Spanish norm

distinct from that of Castilian Spanish.

== *

6.1. Comparative Data ‘ '

For purposes of comparison with the Spanish-

dominant and bilingual speakers, five other data sets were

-

assembled. Two of these were based on sources of standard

Spanish. Stahdard Puerto Rican Spanish is'represented by

.an interview with José& Lufs Gonz&lez (Gonzdlez 1976), a pro-

-

minent Puerto Ricag,writer who has evinced concern over the
p&rity of Puerto Rican Spanish. Second, déta on'early’
modern, Castilian Spanish are ;rovided by a fréhuency ana-
lysis of vérb usage in, the 15th century picaresqhe(noxel

La Celestina (Criado de Val .l966).

For purposes of c;pss—dialectal comparison,\we ana-
lyzed the speech of a 29-year-old monoiingual speaker of
peninsular Spanish, who is an upper-middle-class native of
Granada, Spéin.S of
. Next, two data sets on English speech were co)lected in
order to see whether v;fb usage in the Spanish data is indi-

cative of language convergence or merely reflects systemnic

similarities between English and standard Spanish. First,

£

A ]

/

Y,

d
il
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we examined the Englisﬁ verb ﬁsage of two additional speak-

ers. from East Harlem. These informants goﬂsider themselves

L 4

to be English-dominant bilihguals. »They were'hoth born and
{

raised in New York €ity, and neither has ever lived in
. * -~ i

Puertoc Rico. Both_héve had a‘universiéy.education, and
R, ' ‘ :
were employed ‘at the.timeé of the sampling in white:qollar

positionss: Then, to correct'fot any possible influence

-

from Puerto Rican Spanish on the English of these speakers,
Y ,

their verb usage was compared with that of a middle-class,

v

middle-aged non-Puerto Rican New Yorker, who is a mono- -

lingual speaker of English.

Each informant in the sample was tape-recorded in a

+

variety of speech situations, which included responding

fefwflly t6 a langugég attitﬁﬂe guestionnaire, parficibat-
ing iﬁ a semi-formal sociolihguistic intérview,iand'using
vernacular speech in interacting with peers.

Fromf29 hours of taped spgech, 8,679 Puerto Rican
Spanish Yirnacular verb forms were identified, inclu ing
6,532 from thé Spanish—dominant grQ:?, and 2,147 from\the

bili}lguals.6 An additional 270 verb forms representing
*standard Puerto Rican Spanish wefe coded from eight conse-
cutive(pages chosen aé random from a transcribed intérview
with Gonzdlez (Gonz&lez 1976). The interview format here

provides a certain degree of compé?ébil%ty with the igeech

of the primary sample, although, due to its written férm,

¥

.
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this data set can he characterized as far more fo;mal in

style. 'We also inéluded 473 Andalusian Spanish verb forms

o

and 2,258 English forms in the study for purposes of com-
parison, totalling 11,680 instances of vetb usage in all. -

4

7. Results - T

A noteworth§ result of this study is, that there

4

was virtually no di@ergence from standard usage amoné the

-

:\\\\_§J§79 Spanish verb forms collected from our primary sample.

~

< S

1'Uses not attested in prescriptive grammars constituted less

than.1% of the data. . .
* -.-Of the 26 verb forms listed in Table 2, fo¥ir were not

attested at all: Future Perfect, Future Subjunctive, *

Future Perfect Subjunctive, and Preterite Conditional. 'As

. the first'three art highly literary forms,~it is not sur-
prising that there were no occurrences. Of the 22 r&maining‘T
& - -~

forms,,' 12 'occyr infrequently enough to represent 1% or less

. ‘» ° ,
of the data. ®dble 2 shows that the four. inflected forms
comprising th& subjunctive mood together constitute lesgs
» . . ; i ~
than 4% Of the data. Indeed, aside from the two uninfléec—

w

ted forms (;nfigitivé and Impe#atiye),‘bhere are only three

quantitati:? impoxtams, forms. The largest share of all
A - ‘

"is represented by the Simple Present--it

.-

The Preterite: accounts for
14%,-apd the Imperfect, 8%. '-All othér infledted forms indi-

*vidually- represent 3% Pf“iéss of tng'total of verbal forms.
- M i 7 . (»' ,or -. 6{%

-
LY S

"2?
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1 - a ~

Vernacular Puerto Rican Spanish Stmdax:d PRS
. %  Spanish All
/ Dominants Bilinguals Spe:akers
- N % N % N .% « N %
present 3231 49.5 | 1078 50.2 | 4309 49.6 133 - 49.3
preterite. 904 13.8 | 32 15<f1' 1228 14.1 25 9.3
imper fect ‘543 8.3 | 148 69 | 691 8.0 15 5.6
'present perfect 4 143 2.2 | 43 2.0 | 18 2.1 6 1.4
i conditional - 49 0.8 14 07| 63 0.7 10 <3.7
E preterite perfect 22 0.3 5 02| 27 0.3,{{-2 0.7
8 funwe 12 0.2 g 01| 15 0.2 5 1.9
B preterite anterior 0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0
future perfect. - - - -
preterite conditional - = - -
present modal + ; ’
infinitive 245 3.8 78 3.6 | 323 3.7 12 4.4
present periphrastic : .
o future 158 2.4 | 43,720 | 201 2.3 4 ‘1.5
5‘ imperfect modal + ) .
. & infinitive 23 0.4 6 07| 39 0.4 0 0.0
preterite modal +
- E ‘infinitive 15 0.2 6 03] 21 0.2 1 0.4
-~ imperfect periphras-
: tic future 4 0.1 4 0.2 8 0.1~ 0 0.0
E present progressive 135 2.1 54 2.5| 189 . 2.2
L2 imperfebt progresswe 26 0.4 5 0.2 31 0.4
ég preterite progressive 6 0.1. 3 0.1 ’ 9 0.1
present sbjmctive | 257 3.9 | 5L 2.4 | 309 3.5 7 6
- imperfect subjunctive 71 2.0 10 0.5] 8 0.9 2. 0.7
P . Yo, . -
ﬁgﬁgvgﬁeet 4 0.1 2 0.1 6 0.1 0 0.0
' 5 present perfect , '
E subjunctive’ 1 0.0 1 . 0.0 .2 +0.0 1 0.4
%g&é future subjunctive - - - — - '
future perfect .
subjunctive - * - - - -
inperative 173 2.6 82 3.8 255 2.9 0. 0.0
- infinitive 510 7.8| 176 8.2°| 686 7.9 45167
TOTALS 6532 2147 v | 8679 270

Q  Table-2.

Verb distribution in Vemamﬂaa;zagd Standard Puerto Rican Spanish.’
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How does Puerto Rican Spanish express distinctions of
. ) - .

. ;ense, mood, and aspect by means of these three favored
forms? As mentioned above‘ each verb Ese was coded for ;ts
“surface form as well as its extended meaning where relevant.
Table 3 shows how verb forms are distributed to convey the
Eemantic fields of {PRESEﬁT}, {PAST}, and {FUTURE}.k By far
the preferred form of expressing present'reference is through

use of the Simple Present. Preterite and Imperfect forms
are generally used to expresgfpast reference, with the-
Present Perfect also representing a sizeable though lesser

contribution.
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{PAST} {PRESENT} {FUTURE }
N 2 %
¢ : simple ) )
preterite 1225 54.3 present 24.3/
present modal = sinple
imperfect, 689 30.5 + infinfitive 323 6.9 present 131  16.2
present ’ " present C ‘ ‘
perfect 186 8.2 | progressive 189 4.1 future 10 1.2 ’
imperfect ‘
modal + X . past
infinitive 39 1.7+1 future 5 0.1 periphrastic 8 1.0
imperfect \
progressive 31 © 1.4 conditional 63 7.8
simple . present
present 38 1.2 subjunctive 308  38.1
préterite . inmperfect
perfect 27 1.2 subjunctive 81 10.1
preterite . | .
modal + perfect .
infinitive 21 0.9 subjunctives 7 0.9
preterite X v
progressive 9 0.4 S
X : 5 1
Totals 2255 4664 - 809
- N = 7,728
Table 3. Distribution of inflected verb forms by semantic

field in Puerto Rican Spanish of East Harlem
Speakers.,
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! Results for the semantic field‘&{FUTURE}, however,

are .somewhat less predictdble. As can be seen, the single
verb form used most frequeht}y to convey futurity is the
Rresepg Subjunctivé,.é form dé included in this category
because of its'imperfective.and future-~oriented naturéfv'“.
When we examiné nl%’those forms used to convey futufity_

directly, we fin§ that the ngsent Periphrastic and Simple
. , . R N
Present are the/preferred way$ of expressing this semantic

field, with the inflected Future itself accounting for\
&

only 2.9% of the remaining data.

This finding explains how speakers of Puerto Rican
’ ~
Spanish express {PRESENT}, {PAST}, and {FUTURE} by means

of a basic present~ past tense distinction: the Present

has been extended to cover the semantic field of the
4

Future, which is used onlyerarelykgpd not necessarily to

convey {FUTURE}. (Note from Table 3 that one-third of the

x :
gttested Future forms were used for {PRESENT} reference.

. These findings are in keeping with studies on Spanish

=
in the Southwest reviewed by Floyd (1978). While not direct-

"

ly comparable to ours because they are not quantitative,

these studies repeatedly indicate that the Present, Imper-
fect, and Preterite are the most productive forms, maintain-
ing their usual functidns as well as expanding to include

those of other verbal forms. -~

¥
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The substitution of thizPresEnt as well as /he peri-
‘ : S

pprastic construction' for the Future has been widely ob-

served in California, Texas, a?d Colorado,  and the use of

’

the Present for the Preterite and -the Present Perfect has
also been noted, though less generally. The aiséinctions
between the Preterite and Imperfect, and between the Pre-
_terite and Present Perfect have been maintained in Chicano
‘Spanish, though there have been limited observations of
variation bereen forms. Contrary to the findings report-
ed for' the Puerto Rican community below, the use of the Im-

perfect in either clause of conditional sentences has been
| t

frequently noted in Southwest Spanish. .
s

fd that compound forms
i d

In general, it has been reportf
. v 4

of both the indicative and subjunctiﬁé moods are used in-

N
1

. ' ot [} ~N
frequently and occasionally replaced by other forms. Use

~

of the progressives has been widéiy_&psarved, and they

have eyven been reported to take on functions of the Simple

. E )
Present and Imperfect. As we will see, this tendency is

b
not exhibited by Puerte Rican Spanish. ¢
=
7.1. Extended Ysage

The use of verbs in an extended sense. accounts

]
-

for only 2% of our data (n = 179). Eléwen types of extend-
ed uses occurred, four of which are considered perfectly
acceptable by prescriptive Spanish grammars. The occur-

rence of twosothers (usé of the Present for the Imperative,

0

it
i
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and the Imperfect for the Conditional) has beepn _noted in

descriptions of other épanish dialects (Floyd 1978), as

"wwell as in standard Spanish' grammars. The remaining five

Eypes of extended use (eight examples) do not form any

me

particular pattern. These were uttered by both Spanish-
dominant and bilingual speakers. Examples of these may
be seen in (18) below:

. l8a. Simple Present substituted for Subjunc-~
] , tive (2 examples): Quieren que los nenes
no saben [sepan]. 'They want the .
children not to know.' (43/171)

18b. Subjunctive substituted for Present Per-
fect (1 example): {No me digas que lo
 hayas dejado [has dejado] puesto! 'Don't
tell me you left it on! (04/005)

18¢c. Infinitive subs®ituted for Simple Present
or Subjunctive (3 examples): You know,

como tG hablarles [les hablas/les hables]
como si tG--te esté&n hablando contigo--
como t@i hablarles, como tG corresponderles.
'You know, the way you speak to them, as
if you--they %re speaking to you~-the way
you speak to them, the way you communi-
cate with them.' (037/243) 4 ‘

8. 'Comparative Evidence From the Puerto Rican Standard
Taﬁie 2 reveals strikingly little difference be- _
tween 'standard' verb usage and that of the East Harlem
sample. Comparing the log—likeliboodg of rate estimates
calculated from these fioures separately and combined, re~ -
veals gpat the most significant differences between the 7

two data sources are in the area of past tense forms (Pre-

terite and Imperfect) which are used more by the East Harlem

H
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speakers than in the standard }epresented by Gonzilez.

This is due to a greater proportion of informal speech in
]
the East Harlem data, which included many narratives of

personal experience requiring verb forms in the past.
Of the inflected forms, on the other hand, Gonzilez /
- uses significantly (p<.00l) more Conditional and Future

than 4o the other speékers. Use of the Conditional is

probably an aspect of academic or learned speaking ,

S
characterized by hypothetical argument and mitigating

1

sugogestions. Finally, although Gonz&lez used more inflec-

«ted future forms,’ there was no significant rate,difference

|

in the use of the é%riphrastic Future. As in other lan-
. guages, such as French and Ehglish, the Future in Puerto .
Rican Spanish is probably largely reserved as a marker of

highly formal “speech performanée. The absence of the Im~
perative in Gonzédlez' data is due to the interview situa-

v
tion from which théy were extracted.* Similarly, in the

East/ Harlem data,:gs will be seen in Table 4, Imperatives

- ¢ - €
were used least in the informal interview and most fre-
.4
‘quently in vernacular settings, primarily when addressing

.

children.’

' ’ !

9. Contribution of'Extra—lingui§tic Factors to Vegb Usage

-

9.1. Sex y ;

Sex of the speaker was not a distinguishing

factor in the use of verb forms.
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9.2. Language Dominance
It had been hypothesized that reported and ob-

served language dominance would play a major role in dif-

ferentiating patterns of verb usage. Spanish-dominant

~

Puerto'Ricans.could be considered to be less under{the in-

fluence of English than are bilinguals.

As can be seen in Table 2, however, there is remark-

'ably little difference.between the two groups. Indeed,

the most startling-aspect of these findings ié their great
regulérity; "Log-likelihood tests based on these figures
rev?al that the only significant area of difference is in
Epe use of thé Subjunctive. The bilinguals use somewhat
iess of'these forms than the Spanish-dominant speakers, a
tendency which had been hypothesized (e.g.'de Granda 1968)
to be due to convergence toward English. Alghoﬁéh this
possibility cannot be overruled, no conclusive .evidencg in

its favor has yet been presented. Note that the slight in-

crease in use of the Subjunctive by Spanish-domipant speaks

‘gl

ers is not accompanied by significant rate differences be- '
tween any other forms. 'What is more, Table 2 shows that

‘standard' Puerto Rican Spanish is characterized by sub-

-

junctive usagé closer to that of the bifinguals than to that of

the Spanish-dominant gpeakers. These.results, then, cagnot

be considered evidence for any significant degree of con-

vergence of vernacular Puerto Rican Spanish towards English.

-
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Puerto Rican Spanish.
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*

SPEECH STYLE
Verb Forms Informal Queé&nxumire Vernacular
, N % N % N %
present 919  36.8 | 1766  61.3 1624  49.3 _
preterite " 645  25.8 147 ° 5.1 436 13.2
imperfect 368 14.7 117 & 4.1 206 6.3
present perfect 69 2.8 71 2.5 46 1.4
oonditional 9 0.4 40 - 1.4 14 0.4
preterite perfect 8 0.3 0.0 17 0.5
future 5 0.2 0.2 0.1
preterite anterior 1 0.0' 0.0 0.0
present modal + oo . '
infinitive 56 2.2 150 5.2 117 3.4
present periphrastic . <
future - 52 2.1 45 1.6 104 3.2
imperfect modal +
infinitive 15 0.6 8 0.3 16 0.5
preterite modal + - o .
infinitive 8 0.3 4 0.14 9 0.3
imperfect periphrastic °
future . 5 0.2 1 0.0 2 0.1
present progr?ssive 35 1.4 68 2.4 86 2.6
imperfect progressive 0.4 7 0.2 15 +0.2
preterite progressive °© 4 0.2 2 0.0 37 0.1
Present subjunctive 53 2.1 122 4.2 133 4.0
imperfect subjunctive . 28 1.1 17 - 0.6 36 1.1
e pnﬂxxﬁte;mrﬂxx v
subjunctive 0 0.0 0- 0.0- 6 0.2
present perfect . ;
subjunctive © 0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0
imperative 24 1.0 0 1.4 191 .8
infinitive 186 7.4 | 269 9.3 - 231 .0
- Totals . 2499 2883 - 3297
N = 8,679
Table 4. Verb distribution by speech style in vernacualar
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10. Convergence? )

Although the results presented in the preceding
sections point to an overwhelming homogeneity of verb usage
regardless of language dominance, it wo drbe difficult to
substantiate a claim that even the Sp;§§§h spoken by
Spaqish—dominagt or monolingual Puerto?Ric;ns has remained
uninfluenced by English, considering that Puerto Rico has
undergone several periods of qfficial emphasis on English
since 1898. Lack of variation might conceivably be ex-
plained by the possibility that the Spanish of both groups
has been influenced by English. '

To account for this'possibilitiJ we compared the East
Harlem data ¥irst with data from 15th century Spanish, then
with modern Andalusian Spanish, and finally with English.

10.1. Compafative Evidence from the Higtofical Standard
Figure 1 correlates the rank order of inflected

.

verb form frequencies of the East Harlem and La Celestina-

data sources. Points lying near the diagonal represent

g

forms of relatively equal importance in each corpus.

Strikingly enough, Figure 1 shows tHat the relative ranking

of~verb “form usagé has remained basically unchanged since

o
the 13th century. The rank correlation of these figures is
-85 by Spearman's rho measure, indicating a strong similarity

in the distribution of verbal forms. An apparent exception
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involves the rank order of the Preterite Perfect in the two
data sources. However, as can be seen in Table 5, this

form is practically non-existent in both the East Harlem

data and 15th century Spanish.

£

1 -

A more striking excqptibn involves the inflected

Future, precisely the form we have seen to be practically

displaced by the S'imple Present in modern-day vernacular

Puerto Rican Spanish.
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RANK ORDER OF FORMS IN LA CELESTINA

Figure 1. Rank order of inflected verb form frequencies in
East Harlem data versus order in La Celestina.
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Vernacular Puerto v 8{){ R
Ve%b Forms ] Rican Spaqiih . - La Celestina
, N . % ’ N 3
present ’ 4309 . ] 62.3 ) 18.0 53.7 X
preterite ) s - 1228 17.8 . 3.5 10.4
present perfect . 186 2.7 ® 1.5 4.5
imperfect ) 691 10.0 2.0 6.0 ’
preterite pezggct . - 27 0.4 T 0.1 0.3
preterite antﬁ}ior 1 0.0 0.0 0.3
future - 15 0.2 2.0 6.0
conditional ) 63 . 0.9 0.6 1.8
future perfect / . )
preterite conditional 0 0.0 0.5 1.5
present subjunctive . 308 4.5 11.9
imperfect subjunctive 81 \4;3' ! . 1.8
future subjunctive 0 0.0 . 1.5
all pérfect‘subjunctive 8 . 0.1 0.1 0.3
Totals 6917 S 3%5 )
’ s ' / > N
Table 5. Verb distribution in vernacular Puerto Rican T
JSpanish and 15th century Spanish.? “
D
w L \%ﬁ‘\
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.. o Vernacula;r Modern -
Verb forms - Puerto Rican Spanish Andalusian Spanish
. : N. X N X
présent - Y 4309 49.6 248 52.4
preterite . T 1228 14.1 24 5.1
t imperfect . 691 8.0 . 54 11.
- .present perfect 186 2.1 1 7 1.
S Snditional . 63 0.7 ‘9 1.9
5 preterite perfect 27 0.3 0 0
2 future . 15 0.2 ° 6 1.3
. E i
preterite anterior 1 _ 0.0 0 0
future perfect - 1 .2
- &
preterite conditional - 0 0
., Present modal + infinitivé —~ 323 3.7 =+ S22 4.7
E present periphrastic future 201 2.3 5 1.1
7
g- . imperfect modal + infinitive 39 0.4 9 1.9~
% preterite modal + infinitive  ~21 0.2 "0 0
P a imperfect periphrastic future 8 "0.1 0 0
E present progressive 189 2.2 o2 4\
, imperfect progressive ) .31 0.4 3 .6 e
‘ %é preterite progressive ) 9 0.1 .
present subjunctive - 308 3.5 19 4.0
imperfect subjunctive 81 0.9 \ 7 1.5 )
E preterite perfect subjunctive 6 . 0.1 | 2 -
' present perfect subjunctive 2 0.0 1 2 ’
future subjunctive . - ) 0 0
.  future perfect subjunctlve . - 0 0 .
' imperative - 255 2.9 0 0
infinitive L' . 686 7.9 . *55 - 11.6
’ TOTALS " 8679 , © 473 :
TableX6, Verb dlstrxbutlon in vernacular Puerto Rican Spanlsh
- ) and Mode‘g:n Andalusian Spanish.

' b
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FPigure 2 shows that the rank orders of verb form fre-
quencieé in the East Harlem and Andalu%}an data sets are
again very hig§l§ correlated,,at .79 by Spearman's rho co-
efficient. One major difference is in use of the Impera-
tive, a formﬂpot attestea at all in Andalusian Spanish, due
to the semi-formal nature of the interview sitﬁaE}o? from
which the data were extrac@éa. Other apparent eéceptions

in Figure 2, such as those involving the compound Preterite

forms and the Imperfect Periphrastic Future, are due to

sparse data (Table 8% , -
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- Future Subjunctive 6 Preterite
25 Conditional
Future: Perfect () N
. ' . Pret:erit:e
- ) 8; . Present Perfect . Anterior
v / Subjunctive
20 Pretgrité Perfect . Imperfect
"< o 3 Sub tive . Periphrastic
E« . . o o Future
A - Preterite
Progressive .
= ‘ @ Future ,
- é - . 4 ) Pret:erit:e Modal
g - / @ 1nrinitive
e 154 Preterite Perfect . \ '
. % ) - . - @ Imperfect Progressive .
Imperfect Modal ’ ) -
= + Infinitive o
=i,
- ‘Conditional ’
g . n ’ ’ mperfect Subjunctive
o _ / Present
F 10 ®orsect .
fzy - ) 'Present Progressive
B : @ Prese g
ég, . @ Present Periphrastic ‘
2 Future @ Imperative
o .- / ' Prese t‘Subjunctive i C
M v ’ t
. P ,
g{_ 5+ Infinitive . resent odel + Infinitive -
Imperfect
‘bgfszgrite . ‘
- resent 2 - « ) -
: 0 T I DR — l
B 5 10 15 20 25

Figure 2. Rank order of verb\form frequencies}in East Harlem
' versus Andalusian .djta. . .
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10.3. ' Comparative Evidence from English

emy

When we compare(the vernacular Puerto Rican
Spanish verbs with English (Table 7), on the other hand,
-we find that their distributidn is significantly different
for every verb form but one, the Present Progressive, a

form frequently cited as evidence of transference from

* English. This is not evidence for convergénce, particu-
larly since statistical tests show that there is no signi-
ficant rate dffference in use of the Present Progressive
in vernacular Puerto Rican Spanigh and Andaiusian Spanish,

- v 1
which could .not have been influenced by English.

. ) v e —
5 Moreover, the correlation of the rank order of verb
distributidn in Puerto Rican Spanish and English is only
.53 (Figuré 3). 1In fact, the Andalusian data show even ‘
gfeater similatrity to English than does Vernacular Puerto
Rican Spanish, Qith a Spearman's rho coefficiegt of .57.

It is mbre likely that even this mpch similarity be-~
tween the thr;e data sets reflécts either universals in

tense distribution or sheer coincidence rather than the re~..

sults of any historic#l relationship between English and

gfthe other twe dialects.
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Vernacular
Verb Forms Puerto Rigan Spanish. English
¢
- N % ‘ N $
present N 4309 49.6 888  39.3
preterite / «

Aimperfect 1919 * 22,1 714 31.6
present'perfecé .186 2.1 - 29 1.3
conditional 63 0.7 86 3.8
preterite perfect / . ,

preterite anterior 28 20
future 15 ' 50
present modal + T

-infinitive 323 3.7 122 5.4
present'periphrastfq

future R 201 2.3 Hll 0.5
imperfect / preterite :

.modal + infinitive - 60 0-.6 ® 99 4.3
imperfect periphrastic L N

“future 8 . 2
present progressive - 189 . 53 .

Py P
imperfect / preterite 7 ,

progressives 40 28 “ 1.
subjunctive N 397 1
imperative 255 . 46 2.
infinitive 686 o 109 4.

) e
Totals 8679 2258

1

LY
“«

Table 7. Verb distribution in veinacylar‘?uerto Ricar
Spanish and in English. . :

” N o

U
PR
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Figure 3. Rank order of verb form frequencies in East Harlem
versus English data._ .
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11. Areas of Distributional Incongruence

-In this section we examine in detail the three
areas of i\distributional incongruence between Spanish apd.

English (cf. Klein 1977, Lavandera 1978): Simple Present,
~ Present begressive, Present Perfect v Preterite, gnd -

Imperfect'uPreterite.
i

. 11.1. S

t

mple Present'bPresgnt Progressive
Theféxwas one case.of use of the Spanish Pre- -’
sent Progressive instead of the Simpie Present in the .
- 8,679 verbs studied.' Because it bcqurred with a verb of
perception, which in standard Spanish categoricaily re-
t quires the S}mple Present, it condéiggbly constituteé‘
éranéfarenée‘from English, which alfsws both the Simple

and the Progressive Present in these verbs. ’ . o

19a. Yo no estoy viend® eso. 'I'm not seeing
that.' (002/314) .

11.2. Preterite ~ Imperfect

There was one case of use of the Preterite in
Spanish to convey a habitual action in the past, Standard

Spanish categorically requires an imperfective verb in

such contexts. This utterance may also be due to trans-

férence from English, which allows for either form, depend-

ing on adverbial éupport.

19b. Yo no soy parrandero. Antes si, antes yo
‘ salf. ’I'm not a partier. Before yes,
bPefore I went/used to go out.' (003/010)

—_ = 11.3. There were no. instances suggesting transference
\‘ S

s




. =45

in the third area of distributional incbngruence,.that of

-

the Present Perfect/Preterite opposition.

Al

d

12, Qiscussion ,\

' Systematic éhﬁntitative analysis has revealed
empirically an’overwhelming stability in the systems of
tense, mood, and aspect in the Puerto Rican Spanish lan-
guage spoken in the United States. This research shows
almost no differentiation between the Séanish'of East

Hérlem speakers and the Puerto Ric5n Spanish staﬂaard, re-
presented by the speech of a prominent Puerto Rican author.
Moreover, there was great similarity between vernacﬁlar
Puerto Rican and Andalusian Spanish, a dialect which has
not been in extended contact with English. The.differences
which do emerge may be attributé"to the nature of the
speech situations from which the data were extracted.

We have also presented evidence that the relative
importance of the various verb forms has remgined basical-
ly unchanged in'Spanishréince,the 15th cengury. The area
of greatest divergence is in use of-the inflected Future,

a form which has practically been, replaced by the Peri-
phrastic Future in contemporary’vérnacular Puerto Rican
Spanish, and which now appears to be reserved ég} use in

formal speech styles. This finding is not surprfgfhg in

-view of the long history of vacillation between inflected

‘and periphrastic Future forms, beginning with Classical

\ -

‘
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i

Latin. Displacement of the Future by periphrastic forms

is widespread in all of Latin America (Lapesa 1968:359)

"as well as in other Romance languages. and English.

/

" This study also shows little or no divergence between

bilingual and Spanish-dominant speakers in the distribu-
*

tion of Spanish verb forms. Influence of Enlgish does not

-

appear to have'affected these core areas of the Spanish

language. A minor trend towards whag_haéxbeen construed
as convergence with English (de Granda 19685 was evidenced
“in the data by a lesser incidence of -the subjunctive on

L4 Al

the part of the bilingual group. However, this difference
was not éccompaﬁied by significant rate differepces in use
of other forms, makinégié difficult to attribute it with
any degree'éf certainty to ;nfluenceéfromlEnglish. Indeed,ﬂ
we have shdéwn that distribution of verb forms in verﬁégu—
lar Puertd Rican Spanish differs significantly on all
points but'one (the Present Progressive) from English pat—f,
terns. Increase in—us® of\the'Present Progressive has

, also been attributed (Klein/ 1976, de_GEanda 1968) to con-
vergence. However, né coficlusive evidence of actual in-

-~

crease can be drawn from this or other studies. )
Extended use of verb forms in general was shown to -
correspond to accepted standard usagé, with the exceptions

representing less than 1% of the data. Only two examples

* I
of what might be considered extensions in the direction
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bfiEnglish were attested. Because of the current lack of
any general tendency in extended use, we would qot exXpect
the emergence in the:near future of a norm in.Puerté
Rican Spanish verb usage different from the standard.

In sum, the gnly factor which may be said to differ-
?itiate v?rb usage in any significant way is the speech
;tyle in which the form wds uttered. leferent speech
51tuations were shown to favor dlfferent proportlons of
verbal fprms, providing yet another example of the inherent
stylistic variation which characterizes natural languages.

This research indicates that the verbal paradigm has
remained stable in a situation of language contact, despite
hypotﬁjzgs that this should accelerate linguistic change
(Lavan/ ra 1978{.

.

Such conclu51ons were not drawn in qualitatlve stu-

dles of verb usage in other varieties of United States

Spanish. However, these studies have concentrated on

1
-

supposed deviations from the standa;d, without guantita-
tive study of this standard itself (Bills 1975:vii).

This séudy shows that when apparent deviations ére
placed witﬂip the context of the entire system, they are
seen to constituteaonly a minuscule portion of the total
verbal output. This leads us to suggest that emphasis on
deviations in multilingual situatiéns on the part of re-

searchers, educators, and intellectua%s is merely *

¥
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stereotyping due to the,phénomeqpn of cgpegorical percep~
tion (Labov 1966), whereby deviation from a norm may be
seen as far more prominent than its negligible'frequency
-— :

would warrant. -

What explanation could reasonably account for the
lack of convefgence? On the one hand, the time scale in
this contact situation is considefably’;ess than thaE in-
volved in Gumperz' study. On. the other hand, enough time
(several generations) has elapsed to permit at least some
movement;~so that thg resistance to convergence must be

attributed to other factors. It is#probable that the
R

‘circulatory péttern (Campos & Bonilla 1976) which

characterizes Puerto Rican migration to and from the

United States has a stabilizing effect on the Spanish

5
’

langﬁage.‘!Due t9 this there are always some monolingual

speakers of Spanish iﬁ the Puerte Rican community. The

increasing presence of other éispanics ih New York City

adds to this effect. Finally, the social implications of

linguistic assimilation for the community should not be ‘¢

underestimated. Desire for Spanish language maintenance

is unanimous among communitxémemberé/?hitinasi ms.). The

language attitudes reported in Section (éjﬁabove reveal
L —

_the value attached'nog\only to the Spanish language, but

to a specifically Puerto Rican variety.
/

Community members themselves are aware of Puerto
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Rican Spanish as a distinct variety which is correctly
perceived gs charactefized by low:level but highly visible
differences from the Castilian stamdard. Their criteria
for 'good Spanish' are pronunciation and vocabulary, not
grammatical correctness. This assessment accurately re-
flects the area in which vernaculér Puerto Rican Spanigh
usage diverges most from that of other dialects. {i

Because this v;riety is close to, if not identitcal
with, the standard insofar as berb usage is concefned, i
would bé ill-advised to try to impose another norm upon
speakers of vernacular Puerto Rican Spanish.

v

These facts should be considered in.the planning Bf
bilingual curricula and in the preparation of language
tests for native speakers of Spanish. Knowledge of the
actual d st;;bution and use of verb forms in the community
should aid teachers in determining learnihg priorities.\

Examiners could also re-evaluate their methods of
rating language competence based on grammatical knowledge
.and usage. For example; in many tests administered at .
" predent, mastery of thé subjunctive is considered an indi-
cation of ﬁaximal proficiency in Spanish, while ﬁastery
of a régula{ly inflected form like the Future repgesents
a lower leve? of proficiency.‘ According to the findings )
of this study, this pracéice.does not properly measure

¢

native abilities. Before ponstructiné tests of native
]

s |
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language proficiency, examiners should obtain reliable

. étatistics on thévquual distribution of lingGIstic | ¥
features in the particular dialect of the speaker being
teste?//’;ithout this information, any results will be due

to inherent biases towatds é specious isfandard' which re-

flects the speeéh of neither the teachers nor of their

students. .

~
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T ' NOTES
» ® L
" This analy51s is pért of a research pr03ect on Inter-
generational Perspectlves on Bilingualism supported by the

National Institute of-Education under NIE-G-78-0091 and .
The paper has¥#benefited from comments

v & “ .

7

\—-*\§ e Ford Foundation.
nd criticism from Jorge Guitart, Don Hindle, Beatriz

14

S?tute exam used to te

Al

ig

LaYandera and Dav Sankoff to whom we are very grateful.

An example of such a test is the Forelgn Service Ingts . K
eace Corps and other governmeht . '

applicants. It has been used in screening bilingual .
teachers in several areas. N

* [ 4
3 Numbers in parentheses refer to.speaker and example.
Examples not fpllowed by these codes‘were created for ex~

pository-purposes, but reflect the recorded speech.

tExamp s preceded by asterisks refer to unacceptable forms. -—
1 i } oo
.This, includes the present modal plus 1nf1n1t1ve. &
‘50@ - ‘ — C -
These data, which consist of lnfdzmal speech elicited ; ’
by a SOClOllngUlSth interview,’ were collected by Poplack ' PR
in 1976. e — e
o o The disparity between the totals reflects the fact that
Qme bilinguals produced less Spanish and more Engllsh than . . -
d1d the Spanish-dominant speakers. . .
7 Percentages in this and follow1ng tableslgay not add up
to, 100% due to rounding.
8 The table does not include 255 imperatives and 682 in- .
finitives uttered by these speakers.. In addition, it does
not include the follgw;ng 13 forms which were used idio-
syncratically: ) ;L
Simple Present substituted for Present Subjunctiye 2 ‘
» Simple Present substituted for Imperative 1 .,
Infinitive substituted #for Slmple Presentvor .
Present Subjunctive 3
Infinitive substituted for ‘Imperative ¢ ‘ 1
Preterite substituted for Imperfect . 1
Imperfect sulff§tituted for Conditional . 2 k,;,_///
Presept Progre551ve substituted for Simple Present 1
Present! Progressive, substituted for Past Progressive 1 .
Present Perfect Subjunctive substituted for - )
1 \

géesent Perfect




\ These 2, 258 E glish forms consist of 1,144 frpm the
- Puerto Rlcan inf nts and 1,114 from the non-~Buerto
B Rican informant. Log-likelihood tasts of significance
R showed that whi verb distribution in the English of

* PuertoRjican formants differed from standard English on
some poimtsy¢ the former dif¥fered from Puerto Rican Spanish
‘on all points. All English verbs were therefore considered
together. _ X (C
{ Al

10 The data in this table include only forms comparable to-
; - those studied by de Val. The totals for the La Celestina
. data were converted from relative frequenc1es oyer all
v grammatlcal categories. Raw frequencies were net available.

z= “~ . ., 1l

3
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