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CHAPTER I. SUMMARY - . - ...

The. purpose of this project; pursuant to contract number
OEC-0-70-5046 (823) with the Office of Education, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, was to examine and evaluate
the capacities of certain contrastive analyses of Japanese
and English to predict errors in English on the part of Jap-
anese who are learning English. It fell also within the
scope of this project to determine whether or not the nature
of second-language errors is such that an 'ideal' contrastive
analysis could fruitfully be expected to predict them.

The following procedures were involved:

1. Construction of two tests of English: the Language
Sampling Device (LSD), a Cloze-procedure test, and
the Language Sampling Test (LST), a multiple-choice
test. , : o _ '

2. Administration of both tests to approximately 4000
Japanese students in sixteen groups - ten groups
of tenth graders spread throughout Japan, and the
seventh through twelfth grades of one school. . Also,
to approximately 200 fourth grade students in '
several elementary schools in Wyoming.

3. Computer analysis of the test results to determine
the relationships the different Japanese groups
and the relationships between the Japanese and.
Wyoming groups. I ,

4. Extraction of’prediCtions of difficulty on the tests
from four contrastive analyses. . T

5. Computér analysis-of the'relationshib‘between the -
performance data and the predictiomns. 2

The significant findingS‘may be summarized as follows:

Of the four analyses, none was capable of predicting
Japanese performance on the tests, at least in terms. of the
analyses themselves. Only one analysis achieved results at
a significant level (but sporadic and minor), but then only
if the predictive system were "reversed" - i.e., if the
predictive hierarchy of difficulty were reversed. ' ~

Analysis of the:data reveals that there is a very high
. level of commonality: in.the problems that the Jjapanese

students'hadfbnjtheutests;ﬁandhthat;Ffurthermdré;athére*is*ff )

a strong suggestion_that the native language of the students
may‘play,a;considerqbleﬁrolefin}thisthmmOnality;mwThis;;"t‘*‘

TR
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coupled with the negative findings given above, indicates
that the present state of contrastive analysis is -inadequate,
but with further research into. the theory of interference,

. contrdstive ‘analysis‘could play’ an important role in the

theo¥y of problem causation.

o

g




1n dlspute. ‘.‘_‘ ': ': :, ."‘t"

f-'CHAPTER"/I‘I..K INTRODUCTION R

. 2.0 "Contrastlve analy51s” is ba51ca11y a cover term for
any study which examines phenomena from ‘two’ languages in
terms of a common paradigm. As ‘such, ‘contrastive- analysis

is a necessary tool for the advancement ‘of linguistic
theory, since, in essence, linguistic theories are either
developed from the point ‘of view of ‘adequacy  in’ expla1n1ng
facts: in :several: languages,_or, if developed in ‘terms” of
one language, must be: texted for. adequacy ‘on ‘other ‘lan- '
guages. In e1ther case, contrastive analysis: is employed
'in a’ general:-'sense’ of: the: term, - In’ ai'more specific sense,
however, contrastive analysis is understood to be a form:
of" analy51s by whlchzlanguage learning’ problems ‘are’iso-
‘lated;:as: a functionh of:the differences in’ the way the

« languages work. In this prOJect contrast1ve analysis in
‘*thls latter, more spec1f1c meanlng, w1ll be" evaluated

2. 1 The‘D1$Pute over Contrastlve Studles."*

The background of th1s study 1sfr1ch 1n ev1dence that

ithe theoretical basesiof contrast;vﬁ,

W1th the development of the more or less 1ndependent
fidldiof" applied™ llngu15t1cs, ‘and  the® '11ngu1st1c' ‘methods
of: teachlng forelgn languages,'contrastlve analyses of two.
:languages beganiitoplay Pa: ‘important . role’in’ ‘the“develop-
ment .of: materlals for” 'sécond’ language teach1ng' "Ferguson"-
S (Ine Moulton 1962 v) for. example, expresses’ the’ att1tude
“toward :the' usefulness of~ 7Ontrast1ve stud1es that ‘is, held
;Qby a number of llngulsts“ '

"The Center for App11ed L1ng"15t1cs, 1n'under-
Etak1ngwth15 s €1 of 5~ [The' rast ,
) "Seriles] . has acted ‘on’ the ‘convic¢tion’

held: by‘many Tinguists that ‘oneé of{the‘maJor‘
problem"p he: iTning of ‘a" 'second ‘language-
: n aused: by ‘“the stru ural
vetween‘the ‘native- languag £ th
;learner and”the Second language.;gA natural‘con-
e of th S iction i 3 ’




To a certain extent, it even appears that such studies
are the most important contribution: that: llngulsts make to
forelgn language teachlng. Wllga R1vers (1964 14) st?tes,

o "Careful SC1ent1f1c ana1y51s of contrasts;.;lsf*fﬁee;
,wof course: the d15t1nct1ve contrlbutlon of the Coni

11ngulst*

C . 501ent15ts S S SO B R P

. . The works;of“Robert Lado'(1957 1961) set. the pattern
‘for many ofath, ensuing contrastive, analyses.; ThlS early
pattern m;ghtrbeQCharacterlzed as: 1nvolv1ng :

the.predlctlon of 'd1f;1cu1ty' lSometlmes'speC1f1c
'errors'; on the par “of the language 1earner,

_{g;ﬂthe 0pt10na1 ereﬂtlonqof_a h1erarchy of d1ff1cu1ty
ThlS type of output:became the ba51s for-the selectlon and
~organization of the content of a number “of ‘language’ teach1ng
- materials;, ;such:as:those by Lado: and: Fries:(1958) and by~
.. Paul Roberts  (1963-1965) any..contrastive:analyses: them--
" 'selves give. exp11C1t directions as to how to- ‘implement’ the
analytlc flndlngs 1n the classroom (such as Stockwell 1965)

ent ofz:;the;”:;: ~
1ngu15t1c?theory,

~transformat10na1 generatl e,sch“oq el
*wcontrast1ve‘analysesﬂhave continued to-flouris s(_spec1a11y
£ -Ph.D. dissertations) :butiwith: ‘increasing
on th transformatlonal'structures ofatheflanguages

certa1n1y

; ‘;languages.
nway‘statlon_4

r1~er1a“1n es- .
: urface struc-




supported their respective predlcted h1erarch1es.: Stockwell
(1965) and Hashimoto (1966), on the other hand, did not.1l
"It can be claimed, in any case, that any supportlng tests
were designed ‘'to flnd ‘those problems “that were ‘predicted,
and so might be biased in favor of the analy51s._ ‘Then, too,_
many of the. tested analyses ‘were quite limited in scope -
Kleinjans to noun-head mod1f1cat10n patterns, ‘Jackson to
middle adverb patterns - ‘that even if their tests were
adequate,‘lt is d1ff1cult to generalize’ the value -6f their
approaches to other areas of the language. = The: empirical
~validity-of contrastive: analy51s has not been conclu51vely
demonstrated in any case.f“ ; : :

2.2 The Attack ‘on’ the Llngulstlc Foundatlons of Contrastlve
Stud1es.;a o ’ B . .

Paral]el to the contlnulng development of contra51ve
'analyses “there has been a.swelling. ‘theoretical attack on
the llnPUIStlc foundatlons of”contrastlve stud1eslfa

One of these attacks (cf 'R1tch1e,“1967) is that the
llngulstlc structures of one language cannot: be sen51bly
“‘compared’ to:- ‘those of" ‘another unless’ the: twogare closely
related'];In pr;nclple, thls:argument follows:. from an as:

~sumption that ‘it makes little ‘sense- tovitalk about transfer
~and 1nterferencefwhenjthe‘structures concerned are grossly

d*sparate (as’b klated languages), ‘whereas: when

the structural" systems are grossly 51m11ar,.then p01nts of
dlfference mav become 51gn1f1cant ‘ 5

" ffepr'sents‘lgvast-4¥and qulte uncharted——.leap
~from the, ypothetic l~psycholog1cal}problems of ‘a’ second
language;learner to _1ngulst Cﬁme'hanlsms ‘involved in
mapplng ‘one. llngulst 'structure’ ‘onto another (cf R1tch1e,
1967) Wardhaugh (1;70) goeswso far as’ to state ‘that con-.

“"1mp0551ble demands" on llngulstlc




;fﬂresponsenl .to.-a partlcular st1mu1us;1 g
" learning Tesponse 2 to. stimulus 2. "VIn

1f it is to have.. any functlon at all (cf Carroll 1968
et a1 ). As Gradman (1971) says,»;

;A”"It 1s only prOper to. argue ‘for the re1egat1on of

.. contrastive analysis to a broader theory of error.
.-analysis, 'and indeed only a. subcomponent of that S
- theory." B PR

;Z,Qi;The Attack on. the Psychologlcal Foundatlons of Con-,!
.. trastive Studles. : o S

'“The psychologlcal foundatlons of contrastlve stud1es
. are no 1ess quest1oned , A .

The concept of 1nterference has 1ts psycholog1ca1
home in the work first reported by Osgooud (1949) . as. rep—
resented spec1f1ca11y 1n the'”transfer surface (FI’ 2 1)

| The transfer surface was 1nterpreted to 111ustrate |
jtwo prlnC1p1es governlng ‘the’ transfer” of 1earn1ng from one R
4;1earn1 g Operatlon to the next.u.f_,,, S

o ‘eih(l)JAs the 51m11ar1ty of the two st1mu11 decreases,
~ transfer.: (of .any kind) approaches zerogé 1,e.:3there is
5s: and’ 1ess effect of*the first. 1ing. he{second_ 'gﬁ

e ,széAsfthe 51m11ar1ty”ofvthe twdiresponses_decreases -
R ythe,amountyof transfer. decreasesjﬁultlmately“to* egat1veﬂ EEE
o transfer, or 1nterference)A;“ ..;,nxqu e : .

S QK1e1nJans (1959)5actua11y set out t0itestgthe va11d1ty
.of:the transfer pr1nc1p1es in his . 4 study of Jap-
- anese..and ‘English. . In fact, one of his ‘assumptions- ‘in‘this.
iﬁtask was. the;va11d1ty~of the_contrastlve ana1y51s";1n hlS
- study,’ ' the ‘".fslgn1f1cant proble n’ ‘
11ngulst1c data:’

RN In the.way that the»transfer model was,derlved”“two |
- -'tasks were related ~Task 1 involved earnlng a: partlcular
d~rask 2 1nv01ved

gone'set of subJects wasﬁglven both tasks in se?ff7iﬂa
et.of. subJects was' ‘given . Task 2. alonc.y»ou~j
e Task waere compared andgn;;¢

ge anguage . i
ne ‘conceives’ of the
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Osmood Transfer Surfpce ; 

T
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Aertical dime)
;representedﬁw
' =rish n-R“SP NSE 81mifar ty,
‘#ntagonlsm ‘(R&) .,
Lt ?similayity,

1 maximum ‘posi ive,,i:ransfer.,.-(faLcili’ca’clon),fif\i
“the point. of maximum’ negative transfer B




control: group as belng the’ nat1ve speakers of ‘the target
language, and -in:this ‘cdase; it must- ‘be further assumed
- that first .and second: language 1earn1ng 1nvolve the ' same
- type of learning, ‘an- assumptlon that is hotly d1sputed in
emodern psych010gy) | . S .

o In any caSe, the speC1f1c1ty of st1mu1us and response
"1s lost to :a‘'great: degree in ‘language.” ‘Where 0Osgood (and
others: working with' ‘the “trdnsfer model) ‘worked with' speci-
fiable stimuli and Tresponses, Kleinjans (and others at-
tempting to impose this model on language learning): was
forced to adopt rather vague definitions ‘for.both stimulus.

~and response. .'In his model of product1on for example,

a stimulus:was seeh.'to be g ean1ng that the'speaker PR
wished-to:-express;: and the ‘response was 'the xPre551on of
.+ that! meaalng. Kleinjansicthen positedithat he ‘could usefully
s.study. cases: fOtnwhlch ‘the:desired’ meanings’ ‘(stimuli) in :the
~two ;languages:were: the~same, such ‘that’ d1ff1c'Ity WO ld_be'

. a function -of the" -difference’ in" thefexpre,s1onsf(responses)
"wzln the two languages cE the second't sfer pr1nﬂ1p1e above) 1

The Klelnjans and;Jackson stud1es are not the only two
‘ - ) jto?make‘d1rect use -of this
o . P i 0 refers to Ulnterference”
L ashay general;concept w1thout relat1h it n ' c
fmodel but 1nma laterﬁworkﬁ
B £ . | ssed abovei
"i;no reference t011nterference at“all;ip
‘raxiomatic that: ‘structural’
rﬁlearnlng d1ff1cu1ty”“

‘ Whatever 1ts mer1ts
the Osgood model of ‘transt

iaricti annraa=h _‘.né.n_.-gt. Al . , _. ?Q,T:....uéuufr.;ca; XL XL g,
~ the.;Usgood model:of:tran fer*1 ~in tha_ peneral heb
~uxcauugucheeg %ne 'STTUC ural - ang the .generative’ 11ngu1sts,

“therewis a growing’ “school 6f psychologlsts whfihave rejected
~the: behaV1or15t model :infavori¢f a' ‘cognitive model as ap* -
p11ed at least to the processes:/ of language" learning. ‘Cog-:
.. nitive psycholog1sts, as“they:’eJect the behaV1ora1 ‘model,

~ . . rejectralsoithe. ‘transfer mo 2} L being: Tiate
.the: language learning: s

pect to lan uage. learnin
¢ t d in thg ggneral behgﬁ

\l

il ,,nterestin =
desired meanlng (the st1
variabl: 'MEANING; “one

onote that K1e1nJans péer
lus)ﬂas*beln 2




control group as ‘being the nat1ve speakers of ‘the target
1anguage, and 1n thls case 1t must be further assumed

e In any case, the speclf c1ty of stlmulus and response
'1s lost to a‘great’ degree ‘in ‘language.’ “Where Osgood (and
others: working with ‘the ‘transfer model): worked with speci-
fiable stimuli and reSponses, Kleinjans (and others at-
tempting to impose this model on Jlanguage learning):.was
‘forced to adopt rather wvague definitions' for both stimulus
and response. In his model of production, for example,
a stimulus:was seen ‘toibe & meanlng that’ the speaker R
~ wished: to: ‘'express:,” and: the 'sponse ‘was ‘the" expre551on of
«r thats meanlng._Kleanansxthen pos1ted “that he ‘could usefully
»'study: cases’ for:which: the: ‘desired meanlngs (st1mu11) in'.the
. two- languages ‘were: the:same:, such that" d1ff1cu1ty would be
- a function of the: dlfference in’ thefeXpre551ons (re5pon‘es)
- in; the: two languages (e : 0; isfer prin j,;above) A1

RPN The Klelnjans and Jackson studles are not the only’two'

,,.ssyntactic tuddesﬁwhlch attempt toimak”“ '

.+ model: o transfe.;rw; 1(1960) ' Tefers  tc
EERET o L b I general concept w1thout_re1at1ng 1t to n
. model; bu ;=»,“ ¥ o

' directly: 1:4: ¥ ' .
- Nno reference to 1nterference atfa11§ presumably maklng 1t .
. -axiomatic thatistructural diffe ences lead to_language o

"f?learnlng d1ff1cu1ty *% .

S Whatever 1ts merlts w1th respect to language learnln ,
- the: Osgood model! of transfer™ is‘rooted in. the e general behav-
-7 ‘iorist;approach to' ‘psychology Parallelling” ‘the theoretical
ng¢breach between thc structural ndfthe generatlvegllngulsts,* :
./ therewisia growing “school of psychologlsts ‘'who “have - reJectedf~’
- -the:behaviorist: ‘model “i Yf'vor ‘of a'’cognitive ‘model as | ‘ap-
“V,p11ed at. least to the processes of language learning:  ‘Cog-
7. nitive: psychologlsts, ‘as’; they reJect the behav1ora1 model
-a_ﬁrﬁJect ‘also: the:transfer”_ ' ' ng

of ithe descrlptors ‘of an*exPre551on.w
‘ theb.‘oth d’,_;‘_ saw qt e
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1nterference has been suggested to replace the: transfer

model; with the result. .that contrastive - ana1y51s has - been
berert of 1ts psychologlcal basis . (such -as it. was) 1n the
eyes of most contemporary psychollngulsts.f,.m;,x oy L

. W1th psychologlsts denylng the psycholog1ca1 va11d1ty
- Of 1nterference, and with .linguists denying -the: 11ngu1st1c
‘va11d1ty of. the structural dlfference/dlfflculty axiom,
- one can:see why. contrastlve analysls should be in- such
vdublous stralts.; AT R N S T SRR

Qp,4f Pu_pose of thls Study

) It would appeaﬂigthen,fthat there is a need for: an’

obJectlve ‘'study of the]v’lldlty of. ‘contrastive: -analysis: as
~a. means’ forﬁpredlctlng ‘errors or:problems<for :second: language
‘tlearners - The 1nvest1gators Ppron est three: aspects

- of tbls problem of va11d1ty”“,thepconstancy of: forelgn- :
.anguage errors,. th\gobJec ivity.of: the:methods and: proce~
dures  of contrastive. ‘analysis. fand; the: capac1ty of contras-
"tlve analyses*to-make accurate predlctlons. N e

. investi nlle ; sample of the EngM
"“53gegOf'groups”of‘Japanese students &)

A

.C cgroups cons1sted
;of Ja 'nese*whp were 1e

:fgeographlv 1 2as
= 3 € vestrgators theh&déterminedawhether#or -
“not. there'wa 'any'51gn1f1cant difference in:the: patterns of

reSponses between and W1th1n these groups.;a_n . -

the obJectlvrty othhe methods and procedures
- of cc -g ,t;ve analysls, he 1nvest1gators attempted to’
;fextract‘fro“;“ ‘ :

st t lpa. . n,ras,rvefan yses,to make

: p”edlctlons, the 1nvest1gators ‘gathered the-: predlc-

 ‘tions from selected contrastive analyses based on’ dlfferlng

. .models  of" language ‘description and/or differing. methods of - .

. contrastive’ analysis, and compared 'these: pr’dlctlon :W1th thew
error und .in';the sampl ~of ;Japanese .En; W

s found .ii

911?13@' o



2.5 Limitations of thisfsﬁudYZﬁﬁu

. Since it would have'been beyond the time limits imposed
‘on-this study ‘as well‘as the capabilities of the investi-
gators to-attempt to ‘test’thé validity of all extant con-
trastive analyses between all languages, the study was
limited to-four contrastive: analyses of English ‘and Japanese.

: v;Thé“Jaﬁénéseﬁaﬁdfﬁﬁglishflanguages~wéfé“selected,for
- this study for three reasons. First, extant contrastive
analyses .0of these two ‘languages based on differing models of
' language description and/or models of contrastive analysis
‘were readily available in sufficient’ numbers tc make the
~ study practicable. ' A partial 1list of contrastive studiss of
~Japanese: and English, for example, numbers twenty-six, of
- which fifteen are phonological, ‘ten syntactic,-and one. se- B
,manticfinﬁnatUré}jjSecOndly;bethfefﬁthefiﬁvestigators_had’:
,themseIVeSfcomplé_ed*COntrastiveﬁanaIYSeS&OfgCértain;a5pects“,

| of these two languages. Thirdly, the services of thirteen
. Japanese sen 1igh . s of ,
. at the University of Hawaii in the year 1969-1970 were .

o aVailable;forﬁaidﬂ'nﬁarrangingﬁfoxﬁthé]adminjstratipn39fxthe -

. language sampling testc in Japan. .

2.6 Methods.

;Théipfcegaﬁfesgfoilcwéa;1@giaisginveggigatipnic¢nsi$ted1_jr'

~ of the following steps:.

. Step I. Collecting a sample of the English usage of =

. .- 180 fourth-grade American informants; a set of L

3hﬂ‘e1¢ven=group57eatthQmPOSedycffzpo-250*tenthfgrade’

.. Japanese informants; a seét of six groups each com-

-posed of 180-250' Japanese informants ranging from

. . the seventh .to the twelfth grade of one school '
CUCOMPLeX, ot e

~ Step IL. Determining the patterns of error between and
~ within the groups of each sst of Japanese infor-

anese ‘informants

Gathering ‘the predict

.different -contrastive methodologies:

nese senior high-school teachers of English who studied =~

S and the patterns of difference between the = = .

contrastive analyses of English and Japanese which

Tepresent different descriptive bases amd/or -






- .. only. for testing written language and’ a

CHAPTER III;.JTHE:L ANGUAGE SAMPLINGMDEVICE AND LANGUAGE
~ SAMPLING TEST" 1

3.0 The‘Lan uage Samplin DeV1ce and“Language Samp11ng Test
were. developed to provide a. standardized ‘procedure for'col-
lecting a sample of the. Eng11sh usage of Japanese' ‘and " :
American students. hey were des1gned to ‘measure’ spec1f1c
English syntact1c structures for wh1ch no prev1ously pre-
pared tests were ava1lab1e.,3 ’ o 3

This chapter is . 1ntended to g1ve a general overv1ew of
the measurement ph1losophy under1y1ng their" development and
some of the actual background Wthh determlned the‘r content

and structure.

3.1 The Testing  of Syntax.“. T
'Sincé’ Lado's publ1cat1on on language test1ng 1n1196l :
—(Lado,'196l), considerable" progress has been made ‘in 'the
theory. and. pract1ce of discrete point’ test1ng ‘of- syntax.
Objective test items. of -the mult1pl -‘choiceé" type “in"which -
the: student. is asked’ to choose  from*four ho1ces the’ correct
answer to.fill. in a blank haveé been developed jjouch dtems
generally. yeild h1ghly sat1sfactory item-test. ‘co relat1ons
and are thus highly reliable.' They are regarded by many to °
be valid measures of syntactlc ‘knowledge of the fore1gn lan-
guage, i.e., the ability to. .choose correct grammat1cal forms.
Finally, they can be 'scored- qu1ckly.~ -Although such "’ items do
constitute a .ralid sample of language behavior,: ‘they tend to
- draw on, hlghly specific. knowledge, Trather “than broad compe-
tence in the language as a. whole. In. other’ ‘words," multlple-
choice items .of the type. descr1bed do not allow ‘the ‘student
to -show. how knowledgeable or . 1gnorant ‘he 'i's ‘of the’ syntact1c
structures and cues.in the’ language. Carroll '(1959.:2)
-argues that such. items "tend not ‘to measure accurately at
..upper levels of ability, because they measure the mere exis-
tence of language hab1ts rather than the1r strength e :

In order to d1scover test1ng methods wh1ch m1ght cir-
- cumvent the. current, difficulties inherent 1in multiple-choice
test procedures,,Carroll and others’ (1959) ‘madé“an extensive
study of the use of. 'cloze':(irom"closure ) - 1tems for mea- -
suring .achievement in foreign’, languagesj~ ‘Such’ 1tems ‘ask ‘the
subJect to;restore. a - mut1lated text” by“supply1ng a word,

- letter, -or. phrase.~ In: the1r 1nvest1gatlon, the’ researchers.
found that 'cloze' .items seem to 'be" su1table for assess1ng
group differences in second language” competence, ‘but“not. |
individual- dlfferences“ .Such._ items were. found to be_ rela-

. tively,unreliable; and affected by various’ extraneous factors..
While. the.items are" s1mple to’ prepare,,they“are su1tab1e‘*“
;pumbersome to
. score. The 1tems appear to neasure the ab111ty to restore

[




texts, an ab111ty dependent to a, con51derab1e extent upon

cognitive ability, reasoning. ab111ty, ‘and 1deat10na1 fluency-

Although Carroll indicates: these ‘abilities are independent . of
’~'"1anguage competence" more.recent studies’ of’ ,language acqui-
“'sition . and processing, by psychollngulst““ uggest ‘that cogni-

P .
tive. ab111tyﬂls .a. v;tal element in’ the" process of Wsing and
acqu1r1ng 1anguage competence (Chomsky, '1968a, ‘MacIntyre, 197 0
Bever, 1970).‘ Un11ke mu1t1p1e ch01ce 1tems;*'c10ze'~1tems do
test the examlnee & ab111ty to. produce utterances ‘and place
great demands on®him to draw on his’ competence ‘to sélect. the
approprlate‘word to. fill the, ‘blank in. the mutllated text.
Also,. .Carroll: (1959) reports that there is’a- s1gn1f1cant
~difference between: ayverage:’ performance ‘between léarners of a
1anguage ‘and” those ‘'who’ have -achieved natlv“'language mastery,,
_thus prOV1d1ng a measure of strength N

i

o Slnce some of the weaknesses¢of the multlnle ch01ce test
e1tems are.. compensated for by 'cloze' procedures,Land vice =
',h | i }he syntactlc.usage of lan-
_‘ f ;p;m of items-using .
;. : g. ; anguage Sampllng,Dev1ce (LSD)
at "the Language“Sampllng}Test (LST) "were’ developed as‘ . .
;equlvalent"forms of,the same_test of: syntactlc ‘structures but
‘ : ’ f.testlng.; The*. LST' follows a. =
i ‘*'cloze' T

:a

ry to dec1de whlch struc—

. the tests.; It ‘was' obvieus that
could not: convenlently ‘include
ructures “in ‘the”’ 1anguage.~ There-

% ] ‘d to Noun-phrase structures, Verb-

s phras S,s. Nega ve structures,‘and Interrogative

> structures‘ Slnce the'Structural pos51b111t1es are far
'Hrlcher 1n,Noun ;hrase .and ‘Verb- phrase structures, ‘the tests

‘were welghted‘ln'thelr favor, haV1ng flfteen and fourteen

, jrnterest‘-the varlety
5 great ‘furthér’ 11m1tat10ns were
.t stedﬁeconomlcally yét at-the same
'*Engvish usage’of’ Japanese ‘and
’to'whlch structures ¢could be

6 %experlmental"

able (Copies of the
f.‘onstructaon Wwill be found?ln}Appendlces;”




3. 3 Pr1nc1p1es Govern1ng the Test Construct1on.pp

MaJor Cons1derat1ons. - In constructlng the LSD and LST,
certa1n practical criteria .were. established to govern the
work. Some of these are’ presented in spec1a1 sections be- _
low. The samp11ng, administration_ and scoring of the tests

. will 'be found in ‘Sections 3.4, 3.5, and =3, 6,\respect1ve1y

TPy
‘

L'

Validity and reliability coeff1c1ents ‘for “the two tests will
be found .in Section 3.7, - Section 3.8 presents the. intercor-
‘relations of the tests. "InTthé follow1ng‘paragraphs,"cer-
ta1n other governlng pr1nc1p1es are noted., , .

The Tests Should Be . Un1versa1 Harrls (1969 12) def1ne5-
'universal' test as "one that can be useéd with” students of
dlsparate language backgrounds.?"S1nce the sample: obtained
by the tests would be used ultimately- t0‘va11date ;particular
contrastive analyses, a un1versa1 ‘test of. . syntax was manda-
tory in order to be free of . -any : expectatlons of what Japan-

- ese performance would be 1like ‘and: thus: skew: the results in

favor ‘or aga1nst one or another of the

‘.elected contrast1ve'
analyses. : S

.'Un1versa11ty of test des1gn was n ;to be a matter
of ensur1ng ‘minimum bias toward-pre- selected areas of expect-
ed difficulty. Wherever: p0551b1e_ e electlcn of. test
‘items: ‘followed.: strongly randomlied,pnocedures, 1nvolv1ng, for‘,
example, a: random numbers table. "Se TIC ;onta1n1ng the
" selected tokens were obtained: from the -entry for the. token in
Thorndlke Century Junior Dictionary, :West's..General Service

ta1ned for each of the selected tokens.

List, or The Random ‘House- D1ct1onary"ofithe English Language
wh1ch were each consulted in turn until sentences were ob-~

S The three dlstractors for the LST were selected on the
ba51s .of the word-class category be1ng testedg; I1f, for
example, thehcategory 'was one of verbal tense,'the dlstract-'-
ors were various :tenses.. If, however, thi: ;process did not
‘yeild a sufficient’ number: of d1stractors, others were -
‘selected either from errors made by native speakers of- Eng—
1lish on the exper1menta1 ed1t1on .of i the LSD:.or on-an arbi-
-trary.. b3515.} In sum, no attempt was. made to seléect iteéems or
d1stractors ‘on the basis of 'the fact' that Japanese students
were. go1ng ‘'to take the tests. While th1s ‘does:not guarantee

" the un1versallty of the test (a matter, that can only be-

Judged by sampllng and . ana1ys1s), atgleast it is not a test
spec1f1ca11yjfor Japanese. g L SR

The. Tests Should Measure §yntax.— Given present methods
f test1ng, a:'pure' test.of syntax: 1s,v1rtua11y 1mposs1b1e
because syntax cannot be=man1pu1ated‘ ithout Vocabulary.guv
i g 'tergor“lesser degree a







vocabulary is for the examlnee.; 1o reduce any 1nterference
in the test1ng procedure from vocabulary unknown to the |
informant, only words which ranked in the first. 500 words of
~highest frequency on. the- Kucera Francls 1ist (1967) were

f‘ﬁlncluded in the sentences in the tests., Slnce frequency on

_ the” Kucera- Francls list is 'determined solely on the basis of

‘,fgraphologlcal form, further 1nterference ‘might~ arise from

~the lexical meaning of a glven ‘word. " To compensate for this
"factor,‘a semantic index for. each of the tokens was ‘obtained
by mult1ply1ng ‘the frequency of occurrence on the- Kucera-
'Francis’' 1ist by the ‘semantic frequency ‘given in West s
'General Service List. . If ‘the - resultlng product was greater
‘than 194, the token was defined in that meaning.l " Thus
through controls on the frequency of .occurrence: and semantlc
,frequency, items on the test were: obtained ‘which- were hoped
- .to be. relat1vely free from 1nterference by unknown'! 'vocab-
“ulary: or lexical meanings. Slnce some :testees: were Just

. beg1nn1ng their Engl1sh stud1es, of course, thls hope was

Tgentertalned prlmarlly for ‘the third-year-9of Engllsh students,"
. who compr1se the bulk of the testee5'~-' |

The Tests Should Measure Powerté

‘The purpose of collect%

;fpflng,the sample of English usage: was to’ ‘discover ‘the level at
" “which ‘the. examlnee could: perform frather “than how rapidly he

'ﬁfcould respond “Since 50 minutes were’ allowed for admlnlster-‘y,

ting ‘each of the tests, | experlmental ‘versions: of the 'LSD with

... 50" items were, ‘tried out’'on both 3’ Engllsh speaklng ch1ldren_v
'“fj(aged 8,:9,9°1/2) and '3 Japanese ‘7th. graders,gto ‘determine

- how long the test would ‘take, * The longest time reglstered
- ‘was: 26" mlnutes for"a native. speaker of" Engllsh and .35 min-
- “utes for a Japanese student. ' It ‘was felt, ‘then, that’ most
- of the students tested would have little d1ff1culty in.com-

Hifpletlng the 40 item tests in the time allowed.- 'In fact,

Al

.most-of the Japanese 'subjects completed e1ther test 1n about

"»_30 m1nutes.vf;;,_ -.Mw_“-u_a_;wh\yhf

‘The Test. Materials Should Be ‘Practical’ 'Theftwo tests
‘were pr1nted in:separate test booklets .with: directions in
Japanese for:.the Japanese students and in English for the e

":_;Amerlcanwstudents so‘the,tests could be admlnlstered in

S : ordedithelr responses for the LST on* IBM
-T:#SOS-answer sheets, which were machine scored. . They record-
- 'ed their -responses’ to the 'LSD in the test booklet These..
;*responses?Wereﬂlaterlhand scored and converted_to IBM format.

'lThe.number 194 was selected arbltrarlly It"repre-h'f



The. Tests. Should Be casy to Admlnlster., The baslc

:”7d1rect10ns for taking each test were prlnted in the test-
‘;jbooklet., These Wwere, read aloud by 'the administrator and

'silently by the persons belng tested..’ ‘Section 3.4’ of. this

~ chapter contains’ 1nformat10n concern1ng ‘the. general ‘testing

““conditions ‘dnd g1ves the. details., regard1ng the administra-

‘tion .of ‘the tests. . ‘The two. governlng pr1nc1p1es An plannlng

the ‘administrative’ features .of the test were that they should

\‘be ‘administratable: byithe classroom teacher. with a minimum
of. spec1a1 training and the d1rect10ns ‘and examples 'should.

be clear to. the examlnees.; Exper1menta1 verions of .the di-

_rections; were tried, and an actual tryout by a:tester w1th a

' ‘m1n1mum of 'br1ef1ng was conducted : < .

fg: The Two' Tests Should Be Equ1valent Forms.- Slnce the
d’only difference desired. between the LST and LSD was the

- method of testlng, steps were' taken to ensure ‘that’ they were
equlvalént in content and’ slgnlflcance Forty acceptable.
;/iltems were . obtalned “from. experlmental versions. ‘of the LSD,
“and placed in ‘random- order. This f1nal edltlon of the’ LaD
‘was used as. the format for: the LST 'The same word class
categorles and order of 1tems was observed If for any
category,tthere was. .a’ usable
“final form ' of “the LSD; it was: used ‘as’” the basis for the equrv-,
~.@lent item on. the LS;., ThlS process yleldedftwelve of the
_LST 1tems.w For .the remaining. elghteen ditems, the. sentence‘_
vstem from- the LSD was used ‘and ‘words were: substltuted into
.ithe; sentence frame in. keeplng W1th ‘the co- occurrence restric-
‘tions of ‘the Key word which!was’ preserved “In*this way, a11
forty of the LST items were obtained: wh1ch matched those of
the LSD 1n content andlslgnlflcance. : : :

.....

3 4 Sampllng._,jf;w S ) e S _
<.l Using ithe 'LST.- and;LSD samples of Engllsh usage were
--obtalned from: the folloW1ng groups: SRR RN -
Group A ;phgg:;ﬁ_éfﬁPGurth grade Amerlcan students.

- :Groups - HOl.'"””W“”JN""7E1even groups of tenth grade
- ER ' ?Japanese students. SR

“YGroupS’V07?,$§;;‘j U Tsix groups of Japanese students
oS ww.ow 0 o in successive years of- Engllsh
: Wstudy, beglnnlng with. the
' ‘“;eventh grade and endlng w1th

ted that one H groap, ﬁOl

'-?*" same as theitenth grade V group, VlO)

is¢the'_‘:

_Snerldan, Wyomﬁng', ‘It"was chosen. because 1 “'_ ep
,;ﬁresentatlve'Amerlcan school-system, and beca_:e“the area 1s

item which did- not appear n the



not noted for hav1ng any part1cu1ar reg10na1 d1a1ect traits.
The fourth grade was chosen because students at this level
may" be assumed to be competent native speakers of Bngllsh
capable of readlng and writing (i.e., of taking the LSD and<
LST). Yet, ‘they can also be assumed to have had only a o
minimal amount of formal instruction in English grammar.
~The fourth graders were boys and- g1rls eight and nine years
~ of age in six different classes. 173 students ‘took .-the LST .
“and 181 took the LSD in. January, 1971 'The purpose .of this
particular sample was to obtain a measure of the 1ntr1nslc
'd1ff1cu1ty of the measurlng 1nstruments themselves. .

_ Groups HOl,..., Hll came- from eleven dlfferent senlor’

_ h1gh schools located in Tokyo,‘Kyoto, Sa1tama Okayama and
“Fukui prefectures.; The tenth- grade was’ chosen because it is
the lowest year of instruction’ in the. Japanese senior h1gh e
-.school system and ‘the third year of English instruction.

~_The schools are located on the map of Honshu Flgure 3 1.
'_,tThe numbers refer to AR .

? ”r_HOl~g;thoys pr1vate school Tokyo.l?ii‘::}'“

. HO2-. Co-educational prefectural school, Tokyo.

. HO3 1 Co- educat10na1 prefecfural techn1ca1 school

S Tokyo. ! o

... HO4 - . Co- educatlonal_prefecturalfschool Kumagaya.

- “HO5 - ‘Co-educational prefecturalgschool -Koza. .-
. HO6 " .. Co- educational prefectural school) Okayama.

. HO7. * Co- educational prefectural school, Okayama.“
- HO8 .. Co-educationaliprefectural- ‘school, - Fujishima.
.~ HO9 - 'Co- educatlonaluprefectural school, Maizuru.

- H10 - - Co-educational prlvate,school MltO. L
'Hllfff';Co educatlonal prefectural school Tokyo.

q~?The schools represent four d1a1ect areas Eastern Kanto L

- (H10), Western Kanto (HO1, HO2, HO3, HO4, HOS Hll), Kinki-

.- (HOS8, H09),:and Chugoku (HO6 HO7) (Tok1eda,, 955) A1l of
.. the schools are. located in:or near major urban centers ex-
‘j',bcept th*ee (HOb, H09 HlO) whlch are rural : i

,eprﬂaq?Although the syllabus of the Engllsh curr1cu1um in’ -
- ‘Japan, is‘ determ1ned by the M1nlstry of Educatlon and is,
“cherefore, ‘roughly the same thoroughout the country, the-

‘T”Eteachers, their methods of: teach1ng, ‘and the textbooks: they,’n»:fT

”?uguse vary.from school to school, ‘along with the socio-

:”*ﬂeconom1c backgrounds of the! 1nd1V1dua1 'students. . The only SRR

.....

- ‘uniformities among the eleven groups were that: most of. the
'ffalstudents ‘who. began thel--study of English.in the ‘seventh
. “grade, were fifteen: and 'xteen years of:age, were: nat1ve‘f
'“3speakers ‘of Japanese, -and-had ‘learned’ Engllsh from textbooks
“'based on .the same" .general syllabus. All of" the dlfferences
between thesetgroups—~geograph1c, d1alecta1 pedagog1ca1
: mic, etc.=- .des1gnated3as the“HORIZONTAL

19-«9b
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| VARIABLE (H) (whence comes the “h groupsi')
,héi , The purpose of th1s sampleﬁwas to*determrne?the degree
gnto wh1ch thls horlzontal varlabl_’has,a531gn1f1cant ”“flu-_

cg;the LST was 1896 while" 2544 took the LSD., One group, "HO2, i

ﬁﬁ;was”retested W1th ‘the. LSD' four weeks aftergthe#orlglnal ’ _
~ testing, to. determlne test Tetest rellab1 ity. »,BeCause of a
- lack of t1me, the LST ‘was ‘not" admlnlstered to "‘two'groups,
‘HO6 and HO9. - When the tests were: administered in"‘October,

a¢g1970 ~the studentsghad completedﬁthree»and.oneahalf years ofe

s GI 'y m ‘the prlvateﬁfeeder
chools of. a. pr1 V. ty complex ‘in’; Tokyo.?\VO7 vVos8,

.and VO9 ‘designate the  seventh,; 'eighth, and ninth: grades of

,the commerc1al?Jun10r§h1gh school Whlle V10, V11 ‘and V12

: | [ leventh and twelfth.grades of the boys

: , In order to mlnlmlze the effects of tha horlzontal
_?,varlable dlscussed above, these pr1vate schools were’ chosen .

”:because they are-a; s1ng1e school .complex in. which. the teachf
’ B o and the textbooks*they use

ﬁhprlvate schools and , , :
g-‘ca11bre students from throughout the'country,‘although ‘most
. ofrthe students are: from .Tokyo and;the surroundlng prefec-

. tures. For these. reasons, ‘then,. a. certaln degree of" unlfor-
.:mlty was xpected in the backgrounds of the 1nformants of

;. . The urpose“o 1 . g
:the“degree to,; whlchgpartlcular errors are. retalnedvln t1me.
%The d1fferencesgdue to t1me were de51gnated askthe‘VERTICAL '

iThe total number of‘students’ln'thewv groups who took
-l{and for the;LSD , When theytests were
| g “had.

~p1eted one- halﬁw;“
ﬂandyoneehalfgyeapsn

?grade, four‘and dn‘"half lears;{and‘th ; ; ,
~and one- -half years.cﬁThe students” rangedﬂln age from’twelve |
ﬁ1n the seventh grade to seventeen 1n the twelfth grade.i:j S




3. 5 Adm1n1strat1on of the Testlng.

e, The tests were adm1n1stered dur1ng two normal f1fty- o
.;m1nutemEng11sh clacs _periods on. separate days‘ by’ ‘the class-

.. Toom teacher.. The test :wer'.adm1n1stered by ‘the classroom

" teacher: because it 'was ‘felt that” the ‘presence’ ‘of ‘an_ outsider,
partlcularly in Japan,. m1ght obscured the perFormance on the

..tests.  In the, first per1o

d, the classroom teacher. adm1n1s-
.-tered the’ LSD read1ng ‘the 1nstruct10ns ‘and’’ answerlng ques-

S tion concern1n "the 1nstruct1ons, but?offerl
. .- wWith any" of: the',tems._ In the second“perloa
_._Q;ng.day, the tea‘h'r}adm1n1,teredkthe“L

g
,“'on ‘the - rollow-
ST 1n,a;s1m11ar r

The LSDQwas'adm1n1stered f1rst in hOpes that
of answers on the 'cloze' items. might be greater.v*Wh11e it/
.. Was. expected that' there

‘would: be -some; ‘practice effect on: the
.s,performance on. theﬁLST“'lven”the follow:ng day.,’ it was felt
.. that this. would ‘be minimized because ‘the ‘tests ‘were ‘suffi-
";c1ently long, el

o <y forty i ems, “and "the "stems* ‘of ‘the:items:
.sﬁ.wh11e testing ‘the 'sam

, e th1ng’1n the same’order, were differ-
‘ent on the two tests:.

'As soon “as ‘the ‘teésts were’ completed
‘-they were-returned to the 1nvest1gators for ccor1ng.

the'range

.,L w ‘ in : : -
Leits ethod of testlng'ﬁwasfhand scored Thls hand scor1ng
"'was. done’ by three research® 'S1stants who were’ to determine
-s,whetherﬂeach of ‘the responses ‘to-the" forty ‘items was ‘gram-

‘ -l[;v mmati 2 Grammat1ca1 ungrammatlfal and
' te : IBM answer sheet and

Any 1tem on the LST or LSD" wh1ch had
.Lwon}tted from tabulat1on.

two answers was
No answer..was given partial credlt-
» ,janswered correctly or: 1ncor—

?A ter the scorlng:ofg.h -LSwaa completed,pthe obJec--
ty of" ’ng%procedure was tested. ' The two.inves-
'Qseparately jranaom sample of 480 items
“which ‘had been. prev1ously scored by a
hﬂﬁPearHonjproduct#moment correlat1on‘
‘pair of'scox ' ”‘“follow

no.- assistance



“flgtechn1cally sat1sFactory as to*rel1ab111ty}

axidfreshman 1n July, 19707

:iffreshman are fully
- have a. mastery of basic: Eng11sh syntax, anyﬁ

" yalid measure of English, syntax.

. weTe, there‘ore,

- Table 3.2 which_

Jackson and Wh1tman

1
2.'uJackson

3;4 Wh1tman and Research Ass1stant

| The coeff1c1ents 1nd1cate‘that the scor1ng methods were suf- -
4f1C1ently obJect1 ’ 3 W , . S

3 7 Va11d1tz_and Re11ab1llty of the Tests

)-- o at e
»r[

a"z Ear11er in th1s chapter it was‘noted that the LST ‘and:
LSD were: developed for the purposesxof collectlng a sample' '
-of theEnglish usage o vJapanese students: - “Tests were de-- " -
"sired wh1rh would ‘be appropriate as’ to- ‘the abilities mea- =

" sured, ipracticdl ‘as to the format and administration and =

But also tests

given’ 1tem was - com’uted On: the assumpt1on that college .
ccompetent: speak T's of Engllsh ~and. thus
item with a
%;gneater than 4.65% :error-rate was- reJected as being an in-

“ ) .The final.forms of the -
:-hLST and LSD weregdeveloped fror he f1fty 51x~va11d items
'irema1n1ng as a result:of this process. - :Thus ,= forty items on

‘each test- were obta1ned~wh;ch could be:. con31dered to be val-

S : ”lerocedure 1tems appear to
*ggmeasure the ab111ty to- restore ‘texts ;- -an ab111ty which may"
- be: 1ndependent of 11ngulst1c competence.g; TheLSD and LST
' o:American . fourth graders in
of ‘the“intrinsic difficulty of
Th1s¢normat1ve data is: presented 1n‘1'

- order to’obtain somefmeasure,
‘the tests. themselves.

s :;.ThesLSDApr ;only sl1ghtly more d1ff1cult for
the Amer1can”fourth graders.pp o
W111 be used*lat T |

The percentage of persons m1ss1ng_afld"
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. For ' the performanee of the 1nd1V1dua1 items on the.
tests, the percentage correct for the Amerlcan students
range in the folloW1ng way ,

’tL-.\{'

(LST 7' ‘5% to 99% w1th a mean of 87% '
LSD 18% to 99% w1th a mean of 869 '
The means for the H groups range in the follow1ng way
LST 62% to 89% with a ‘grand sean of 83SL
LSD‘ o 36% to 84% w1th a grand mean of 70%

It is ev1dent that the tests were more dlfflLult for the~
Japanese.

The correlations of the pe:formance of the American
students with the: H-groups range dn the follow1ng way

~LST .46 to .73 wlth a mean of 61 Q;l;,
LSD .34 to .46 w1th a mean of 40

As could be expected statlst1ca11y, rn general the hlgher ;
the correlation, the closer the H- -group mean approaches the
mean of the English-speaking fourth ‘graders.  That there is
a considerable difference between the correlations 4or ‘the
LST and LSD may be interpreted in the following way: = the
LST, by limiting the kind of rasponse .required, 'reduces the
degree of freedom of Tesponse significantly. Thls may ‘be
seen in the fact that, for the Japanese students, ‘the LST
was con51eerab1y easzer ‘than the LSD--that ‘is, they tended
to score con51stent1y higher on the LST than on the LSD. As
- was shown, thlS was not the case for the Amerlcan students.

Slnce both tests can be con51dered &s valid. measures of
English syntax, the performance of the Amerlcan fourth-
- graders will be considered the INTRINSIC ENGLISH ‘DIFFICULTY
of the test items. Since ‘the ‘only commonalities between the -
American and_ Japanese groups were the test tasks, approxi-
mately 37% of ithe variance for the LST and 16% for the LSD
can be accounted for by this intrinsic Engllsh difficulty.
- The differences Letween the performance on the tests may
then be interpreted as being a result of the fact that ‘the
LST tended to direct the Japanese student's attenticn more
directly to the problem of Bngllsh structure, thus maximiz-
~ing the effect of intrinsic ngllsh dtfflculty, while the
' LSD, by demanding a less restricted type of performance,
\m1n1m1zed the effect of 1ntr1n51c Eng11sh dlfflCUltY..g

N f1;‘\ it
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An 1mportant character1st1c of a. test is.its re11ab11-

11ty;n In. tests. de51gned.for collectlng a. sample of Eng11sh
v'usage for comparison with’ predlctlons ‘obtained by. contras-

tive analys1s, reliable scores are” espeC1a11y 1ecessary .
The aim .in the. constructlon of ‘the LST and. LSD was. to obta1n L
as reliable scores as p0551b1e. In this’ section, ‘evidence

of reliability. is given, 1nc1ud1ng data on. the long-range
~;stab111ty of the LSD scores. o .

Re11ab111ty coeff1c1ents were computed for each test,
separately for each of  the H- -groups, V- groups, and. the

American group.. The" coefficients are presented in Table 3.3.
The average re11ab111ty coefficients for, H-groups.and the V-.

- groups for each’ of the tests are shown in'Table 3.4. These
_tables. indicate .that the. coefficients are high enough to

make useful studles ‘of and draw accurate conc1u51ons about
the groups. . . o -
o The correlatlon coeff1c1ent used was the sp11t half i
coeff1c1ent “‘corrected by’ 'the Spearman Brown' Prophecy For-
mula. - This type of coefficient is appropriate for the LST.

‘and LSD because they are tests 1n WhICh ‘the speed facto* is
of 11tt1e or no 1mportance. SR

“‘.\‘ 4.1A.~,\',v," Lo

Although the dlfference between the coeff1C1ents for

'“?the Amsrican Students on the LSD and LST (. 835 and .822,

respect1ve1y) is, 1n51gn1f1cant they'lndlcate ‘that the test

f}gls Jinternally consistent.. To. obtaln_a ‘coefficient’ ‘of .90,
jgthe tests: woulu have to. be 1ncreased to, 78 items for the LST
and..71 items for the’ LSD.v ‘That the coeff1C1ents ‘are ‘some-

.‘;what hlgher than those’ for. the’ Japanese students suggests

“.that the native speakers are’a more, heterogeneous group and

5;@have, as would be eXpected, greater.syntact1c competence.-

. for ‘the V-groups ‘show an" 1nterest1ng patter

;surprlslng. AIthugg , ‘
enovel method .to, the Japanese student’, 'mayldepress ‘the’, re11-

The dlfterence between the average“toeff1c1ents for the

in groups on the LSD ‘and 'LST (. 701 ‘and 572, respectlvely) is
‘51gn1f1cant lThat the . coeff1c1ent for(the mu1t1p1e ~choice

‘test, LST, ’“Iowe

”than ‘that for. . the“*cloze‘ test,. LSD is
ests. that_multlple ph01ce testlng,

are not accust med .to" 1t._‘Th1s
- etween the“re11ab11-

average

D .y Like the H-group, . T Pen -t '
"fcoeff1c1ents op ‘the LéD andeSTng ".508, respect1ve1y)
“is™ 51gn1f1cant for the V-gro X e11ab111t1es

' “For "the“LST,
the coeff1C1ents progress from 246 for the seventh graders
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~ TABLE 3.4

Average ﬁzmmnu.mew.mno&mww desmmum um<wmﬂwo=mv mvaﬁwmmHWHWmemdwpwda Coefficients,2
‘and mﬁmnnﬁﬂn.manoﬂm,nhngmmwmumawaﬁvsom the LST and LSD for the H-groups and V-groups. -

«

_1;,;;iaan Mrmuw;f:,,;;a:;z

| Average |Average |Average |Average |Average |

| 33 i ism2 | zae |z | a7

- a'=Since WH,&mydoﬂwnoaamnmﬂwuonmmcum..ommwmwmmn_nvwamywﬂmo&m%pﬁmﬁwmmmwnwmpwwxunwmwnwpwmmmu,aq

. N
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to .795 for the ninth graders, close to that of the American

- students. Then, there is a drop to .413, .480, and ..414 for
the tenth, eleventh ‘and  twelfth grades, respect1vnly.' This
drop reflects the fact that the junior and senior high
schools are different schools, but also shows the tendency
of multiple- choice items not to measure accurately at upper
levels of ‘ability. The higher correlations for the junior
high groups suggest that at the beginning stages of language
learning the students. are more heterogeneous than at higher
levels. :

The correlat1on coeff1c1ent is one Way of est1mat1ng a
test's ‘reliability. Another meaningful method is the stan-
dard error of measurement which 'indicates the band of error
surrounding any test score. In Table 3.3, the standard
~errors of measurement for each of the groups, by test, are
shown. For the Amer1can students, the scores’'appear to be
about equally stable, varying” only 1.90 and 1.67 from' the

" true scores on the LST and ‘LSD; resPectlvely.€ The standard
. errors of measurement for the’ Japanese students are: higher
~than’ th1s, suggest1ng ‘that they ‘had to ‘do more guessing.

. 'This use of’ ‘guessing is also reflected in a higheér standard
'-uerror of measurement for the LSD than for’thé LST among the
H- groups.“ The scores on the LSD also tend to’ be less stable
than those for the LST for the V-groups’ except for® the sev-
enth and eighth grades,_where the LST scores are less stable.
The tests were very difficult for thesé.groups.’' Since no
‘correction was made for guessing, they tended to choose any
answer for the LST while they omitted the 1tem on the LSD

- thus. increasing the 1nstab1l1ty of the LST scores, for their
,group.‘_, .

~ One of the 1mportant questions’ of concern when collect-
~ing a sample of usage is whether the measurements the test
+. yields are consistent over an appreciable span of time. 1In
part. th1s con51stency is a matter of ‘test rel1ab1l1ty, in
.. part a question of constancy of the tra1t measured. - Obvi-
V,ously, .if a test is. unrel1able to’ start with, it cannot be
~ expected to yield: similar results on 'two d1fferent adminis--
- trations even over a short ‘time span. On - the other hand,
- a highly reliable ‘test may ‘not be’ con51stent over a long
 time span if the trait it measures is unstable or -if the
students have unequal opportun1t1es for growth 1n the
ab1l1ty. S -

o Ev1dence as. to. the cons1stency of measurement w1th the

l,;LSD 1s presented in. Table 3. S.f No 'similar ev1dence is

- ~available for the LST. The “students comprise the ‘HO2 “group.
_They had taken the LST 1n October and were 'retested one

 ‘month 1late¥, in. November. _The degree of con51stency,'.568
. ,of the students' performance is sat1sfactory and 'suggests

that there was much guess1ng on’' the part of the students.




| © TABLE 3.5
'TéSt—RéteétqurefationﬁGoéfficients;:Mean§3 and Standard
Deviations‘oﬁ]HOZ“GxoupfScdtes on*thg‘LSD“ﬁw SERES

... .| First Time | Second Time |

& | s | x| s

122'| .s68| 22.0| 5.0| 25.5| 4.6

. a - Computed on.the basis of taw scores.

RS

. gﬂAll;inpall,‘the'consistendy;offStUd?ﬁtsF;performance on
. the LST and LSD»isVSuchfas;tOTpermitTthefusefpf‘the'data
-, obtained by‘thesegihstrumen;squrchmparisqniWith predictiofs .
" of errors,made.by.contrastive analyses. Despite different
‘kinds.and.amounts. of practice.in the syntactic structures
- .measured. by thqiteStSréinﬁsChOQI}and;¢u§9%the*Studentsﬁgen-'

grally~mgiptain_théii}re1ative'rankSQj,This_f@ttfépeaks well
- -for the_ stability with Which'thedstxhc@gfesgarepmgasured by -
.. these. tests.. SR S R '

3.8 " Intercorrelations of the Tests.

... . The Investigators; needed to know how much confidence -

- . they could place_inudiffprences.bétweén the test scores -
earned by a particular group on the LST and LSD. This sec-
tion presents data demonstratiag that the LSD and LST have

..i-sufficient reliability and independence to permit differ-

. entialyprehtmént, ” '";”QQQ;W N S
'.;A;IntéfébrrélatidhE?bf the Tests. When' tests are used in

.‘,paits,;some@characxeristicstof the tests ‘assume greater

4 -;signifipanbe4thathhén_a'test‘is“used”singly;i'High’reliabil-

Cooity is‘an:impdrtant;an&jdesirablefCharacteiiStic for any .

" test, although for single prpfipiency,teSts:feliability‘is

., of secondafy,importénCeiwhénprhtraSted‘with’validity; How-

1reVQIQ7WhenftWQ.$e$t$,areyuéedwfogetherftOWdQ§Cfibe“groups 50

that statements .regarding dif
can be made, the importance o

%Qrencbs;ambng'their abilities
greatly increased. -

‘using reliable tests is

,;.;gTﬁeﬁchoﬁdﬁChaféétéfiétiq,eSSéhiiaLLtd'tests used in
;3cthina;iqn,isﬂindepéndencefftom‘onevaﬁqthétg;;If,two‘tests

; wgqrgelatg;highleWixhiqaéhwother,ga‘pérSOnﬁsAStanding*on'one

4. usually will not be.far from his standing on 'the other.

" Consequently,.the likelilicod of discovering important differ-

ences.in abilities is seriously diminished for any pair of




tests w1th high 1ntercorre1atlons, whether this be due to
close 51m11ar1ty of content method of testlng, or to other
faCtOI’S- - ~‘. ' LR j _‘ .‘ L \‘\ -:.“ N . e S A R

: Table 3 6 presents the 1ntercorre1at1ons of the LST
and LSD for each of the groups. Average intercorrelations
--for the H-groups..and .the V-groups are shown _in_ Table 3.7.
The 1ntercorre1at10ns range in the folloW1ng way

Dﬁh.ﬂ Group 460 to}.765 w1th a mean of 664
v Group 292 to .718. with a mean of 563

- The mean 1ntercorrelat10ns compare favorably w1th ‘the
coeff1c1ent for the Amerlcan group of 568.

;l
I

o TABLE 3.6 f'h
‘;;]Intercorrelatlon Coeff1c1ents Means, and Standard Dev1a-
Tntlons for the LST and LSD by Groups AR SRS

Grows | . . . .t is0

L NGNR LS SN
TN 00 N SIOY W 6o
WO B HRNUIIN
NHOONOWUND

wa - Computed on “the- bas1s of raw. scores.lnﬁhifqa"hffwﬁ
b 43H01 and V10 are: the same group T
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.;E,v._ﬂq,Qm  TABLE. 3.7

- 7Average (Mean) Intercorrelatlon Coeff1C1entsa Means, and'

Standard DeV1at10ns for the LST and LSD for H Groups and
-V Groups AT AR L o - -

Ty Mo

Group 4 cprben oAb s LST 7 wonifme S LSD
- 1 Average™| “Average '’ -Average-| Average’ ‘Average
Fas H';GTOUPf b -‘-6.6'4_ H ;'t"’;l-.;,;;- 1 T 4- 5 o8 2:,8.:_'.-3:\. el 7.4

a - Slnce it is not correct procedure to average correla-

; “tions- oficoefficients directly, the mean intercorrelation
coeff1C1ents for. thls table:were, "obtained” by. converting
each r to Fisher's z function, welghtlng each by its
appropriate number of cases,;averaglng the values, then
. 'recConverting. 'See” Quinn~McNemar ;- ‘Psychological -
Statlstlcs, New York | ohn W11ey and Sons, Inc., 1962
TploX40 T o :

b - Computed on: the b351s of Taw. scores.

1

PUCHO IS

. In generalﬂ the coeff1c1ent= demonstrate that the two
;jtests ‘are measuring much of the ‘same thing but in a differ-
‘‘ent way ‘and: that they are sufficiently different to warrant
-?the 1nc1uslon of the " data from both tests in th1s study.

:h3 9 Summary of the Chapter. ?fi ;”;Hhifiw_ | " |
SRR A multlple ch01ce test TST, ‘and“a 'cloz=' test LSD

' were developed ‘to provide a standardlzed ‘procedure for col-
--lecting a sample .of the English usage of Japanese. - These
tests were found to be sufficiently valid, reliable, and

”i;dlfferent from -one another so:.that the' data obtained by

“"theseiristruménts can-be Used 'for comparlson with predlctlons
‘;“of errors made by selected contrastlve analyses.

.?H P

Eleven groups of Japanese tenth graders were tested in

'?“order 'to“determine: the “degree’ 0. .which.the geographic, dia-

" 'leéctal, pedagog1ca1 “socio=economic; etc., differences

i .between: these;groupssy deslgnated as the\HGRIZONTAL VARIABLE,
c-haglian. 51gn1f1cant 1nfluence of’ "‘their English performance, 1f
any. - A second group of Japanese junior and' senior high

-~ school students<at: §ix dlfFerentagrade levels. were also.

_— tested in order to measure the degree to Wthh partlcular



errors are retained in t1me, de51gnated as the VERTICAL
 VARIABLE. In the following chapter, the effects of the
‘horizontal and vertical variables on the performance of ‘the
Japanese students’ Wlll be d1scussed I
A th1rd group of - Amer1can fcurth graders ‘was ‘tested in
-order to obtain a measure of the intrinsic difficulty of the
tests themselves and to prOV1de normative data for computing
the number of years of English study required by a Japanese
learner to reach the mnative speaker's competence. ‘The -
amount of time required to reach native speaker's competence
was designated as TENACITY and will ‘be’discussed in the"
».fOllOWlng chapter.

‘The tests’ ‘were found to be less d1ff1cu1t and more reli-
able for these American fourth-graders than for the’ Japanese
“students. - That' the tests' were difficiuilt, -especially. for
the seventh and eighth graders,” ‘forced the ‘Japanese - students
~ to'do’‘more guessing ‘and thus' suppréssed the reliability-

‘coefficients. The high reliability coefficients: :for" the

" American students’ suggest that théy are a more heterogeneous
- group 'in’ syntact1c competence than non<native ‘learners of
"Engllsh ‘That this is so“is perhaps shown’ by the differences
in the processes of first and second language’ acqulsltlon
‘where in acquiring his native language a person is exposed to
~a random sample of that" language, thus” ‘producing greater

'_heterogene1ty among native speakers, while in acquiring a

‘'second language the learner’is exposed to-a selected sample
of the language," thus producing greater homogeneity amony
‘non-native speakers. This homogeneity of error production
among the Japanese students was also: observed in examining
~ the data for the effects of the horizontal and vertical
“variables and will be dlscussed in: greater detail in the
folloW1ng chapter. - P _




CHAPTER Iv. .. THE PATTERN OF JAPANESE ERRORS .

a;4 0 In the preV1ous chapter,,the method used in’ collectlng
a sample of the usage of .Japanese students. Was . .desctibed.

In this chapter, the pattern of errors of the ‘elevén groups

- of Japanese .tenth-graders, .i.e., .the H-groups, and of the
six groups of Japanese :junior and senlor high school students,

. .i.e., the V-groups, will be examined:’” From this. examlnatlon,

- patterns of.errors W111 be. .derived- for later comparlson with
the pred1ct1ons of errors, made by selected contrast}ve analyses.

’"‘4 1 The: Horlzontal Var1ab1e.

The Horizontal Var1ab1e was defined’ ear11er ‘as the degree

- :to which the differences -- geo_raphic,. d1a1ecta1, socio-

ﬂ‘economlc, pedagogical; . etc. --.between, groups .of learners at
-the- same -educational ievel. would 1nf1uence ‘their. learnlnngf

SO : °F forelgn language.- If- this.variable, should affect the

students' performance errat1ca11y,1then contrastive: analyses o
could not-be- generallzed from: one:dialect to another. @ If,

. however,.'the-variable. should. ‘have' little- effect on. the:.

;students"performance, then . contrastive. analyses, could be
.. ~generalized from-a. comparlson of a 51ng1e d1a1ect w1th .the
target language.;gj L G wEm e RN .

_ The f1rst test for the Horlzontal Var1ab1e was to rank
nthe mean:scores for each:of.the H- groups.in. ‘order from. lowest

otos hlghest.; This ranking for the LST.and.LSD" is shown.in

Table-4.1. . By correcting. ‘the. means -by.the standard error of
‘the mean,-on. both tests, the. eleven schools were': found to
fall into: four. groups. R L -

'lra.::Group I, cons1st1ng of HOS, a prefectural techn1ca1
1 school in the West Kanto dialect. area, o

b. Group II, con51st1ng of H02 and I 109, prefectural
' . urban and rural schools in the West Kanto and
Kinki d1a1ect areas, respectlvely :

c. Group 111, consisting of H10 and HO5, a private rural
- school in the East Kanto dialect area, and a prefec-
tural urban school in the West Kanto d1a1ect area,f

' d,,,qroup 1Iv, con51st1ng of H04 HO7, H08 HO H11,
-~ and HO6, four prefectu;al urban schools, one prefec-
“tural rural school,. and one private urban school in
_ the West Kanto, Chugoku,’and K1nk1 d1a1ect areas.

‘The ‘rank orders for the LST and LSD of performance of the - _
~schools was tested by the Spearman rank-difference correlatlon‘
rand the resu1t1ng coe¢f1c1ent was- 867 W1th a’ greater than




: :b - Means computed on the ba51s of percentage correct."».:'
, c - H09 and H06 d1d not take the LST T , S




‘ Tﬁficienqy;nytheﬁeleven;gtqus;ﬁi.e

. geographj

.01 chance probability. This would seem to indicate that the

,LST‘and'LSD;work-equally”welrﬁinnmeasuringqthe'relative,pro-
ele coups, i.e., the raw scores in the

‘groups 4fe parallel, but not the 'same.. ' - - - 0°

© __ Even so, there are internal differences between the four. .

'groups[whigh;may:Bé*iﬁféfﬁféféd?aswtheﬁopgration*Of”théfHoriH_

'~zontal~Vafiéble;@+Whatathe%Specificgfac;dﬁSaopqrat;ng;ingthe,4
variable jare is unknown,:but would appear to be neither.

;c*norﬁdialectal_singegurbanjandgruralf§éh001§fénd_ ,

different dialect areas are represented im Groups II, III," .
and IV. - Socio-ecoﬁdﬁiéffﬁétbf§}*hbwéver$”may”bewopératinéﬂin.,-

.’ . the variable since the students in:Groups I and II are general-.

“1y fromwa~1ower¢echomiCac1ass»thanfthqsé;infGiOUﬁsﬁIII”and;y

- i¥.. This.socio-economic factor may also be reflected in

tf;peaagdgy;fbthWha;ﬁtﬁe?specific.faCtors“hre"Waéibé?bﬁdf%hef -

"""‘scope of this study. The purpose of this study was merely

- to findAdut-WhefhérféﬂﬂbiiifhtélTVéiihbleﬁdoéS“in*fathoperate

"% in foreign.language learningrand the examination’ of the data

" determine.’its effe

“%_ presented would seem to indicate that it;is indeed opeTating.

. .. The second test on the Horizontal Variable was to
n ct, if any, on the performance of Japanese

”ffﬁstﬁdénts;;EThisQstjdoanby;COrTQJ‘tingﬁthey153poh§e,pat;erns

" 'of’'the various H-groups. Fo¥ each of the forty items on the
.. LSD. and .LST, the percentage of grammatical responses; i.e.
- diﬁficu;xy;fwés:cofrelated,withﬁthat;df%allﬂbf:théxother

......

" H-groups. ~These correlations are shown in Tables 4:2 and 4.3

for the LST-and-LSD, respectively. .The correlation of profile

jofvperformanCe;ighillustxatgd;graphicallyfianigurel4,1 in
- which the respomseipattérnsibﬁﬁthé1LST?for-HOIhan@CH08:are

. shown, and for,whith'thg;cgrrelatibn_coeffitiggt‘Wasf;977.

U mamig ez

. Intercorrelations of the LST Profiles of Performance for the B
HeGroups. . oo

___ _HTO1 HT02 HTO3 HT04 HTOS HTO7 HTO8 HT10 HT11

Y HTO1  1.000 - -

 HT0Z 1794 1.000
. Hioa 972 .814

000

- HTO3 .. .608 ~.908 1. P
674 1.

2000
2982 3.000 1 E

5ﬂ:83951¢874i1;006f4$5

62 .960 .946 .873 1.000
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TABLE 4.3

Ll

Intercorrelations of the LSD Profiles of Performance for the H-Groups,

_ _HDO1 -HDO2 HDO3 HD04 _HDOS HD06 HDO7 HDOS HD09 ~HDIO HDIL

-~ HDO1 "1,000 " . . |

HDO2  .714 1,000 -
 HDO3  .678 .905 1,000 )
- HDO4 0 .852 ,773 .685.1.000 " : ‘
 HDO5 . .826 ~.889 .805 .892 1.000 - .
- HDO6 - .916 -.688 661 - .895 . ,782 1,000 |
. HD0O7. .928 ...792 ,735-..912..880 .944.1.000 - ..~ -
~ HDO8 .mmoy:.qu .731 ,788.: ,866 .815" .897 1, ooc

HDO9-  .781 :.896 .896 .813 ;845 785 .mom 772 H ooo S

HD10  .845 ...917 851 .836 ' .935 .788 .867 .898 '.885 1.000 ,
"HD11 . ;877 .676 .641 mm;u” .812 .871 .859 mau 782 1,828 1.000
“p = .005

~
-+




two tests;range:iglthe f9l1Qwing way:

The correlations of the profilés.of performaﬂce for the

LST: 603 to .982 with a mean of .894
/LSD: '.641 to .944 with a-mean of .840

It is perhaps not”surprising that the lowest correlations
tend to be 'scored: by those having the lowest mean scores,
HO3 (rank 1, Group I) and then HO2 (rank 2, Group IZ). Yet
‘ ‘the lowest.groups tend to.correlate highly with one another

as is shown in Table 4.4. .

CTABLE 4.4

inteicdrreléfibné o}vthéviST and LSD Profiles of Perfofmance
for the Three Lowest H-Groups: HO03, H0Z, HOS. R

“HO3Z- v .o H02. HO3 HO2  HO9

. HO3 -1.000 - 1.000
 HOz, .908 1,000  .905  1.000
. H09®  Ciecooies: (896 896 1.000

P = 005 .. e
a - H09 did not  take the LST.

Their -relatively poor .correlations with the higher scoring
groups may be a function of raw score shifts and not internal
differences. The highest correlations, as can be seen,
generally occur within groups ranked closest to each other
on' the basis of mean scores. '

.. An estimate of the amount of variance accounted for by
the commonalities of the H-groups is 79% for the LST and 71%
for 'the LSD, or very roughly 75% for both. These commonali-
ties of the Japanese tenth-graders are as follows:
., a. Common language and cultural system;
b, Common educational’syitem;
.c. Common level of English and age;
‘d., Common test of English.

It may be hypothesized that the remaining 25% is accounted
for by differences, such as individual differences among
students, local variations discussed above, and pedagogical
differences from school to school. The degree to which a
contrastive analysis takes these commonalities and differences
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‘into account would seem to indicate probable success in
predicting the errors students will make. It was hypothe-
sized that the Horizontal Variable would affect target
"language production erractically. However, the high degree
of correlation between the profiles of performance for the
eleven H-groups suggests that whatever effect the variable
has, it is fairly constant for all learners of a given target
language. ‘

4.2 The H-Pattern.

Having found a high correlation among the profiles of
performance of the H-groups, the specific pattern of response
was next defined. In this section, the nature of that pattern
will be discussed.. :

For each of the forty items on the LST and LSD for each
the groups, the percentage of grammatical responses, i.e.,
difficulty, were ranked in order from least to most difficult.
The degree of relation among the nine rankings of the forty
1items on the LST and the eleven rankings on the LSD was
tested by a Kendall Coefficient of Concordance, W (Siegel,
- Formula 9.15, p. 231). The resulting coefficients corrected
for=t1§d values were .804 for the LST and .859 for the LSD
both with a chi-square probability of greater than .001.
(The estimate of the average value of the Spearman rank
~ correlation was .780 for the LST and .845 for the LSD.. See
S1ege},.Formu1a 9.14, p. 229). The high correlations are
surprising because it suggests that whatever effect the
Horizontal Variable has on the production of errors, it
applies more or less equally to different structures. Fur-
thermore, it suggests that the output of "z contrastive
analysis can indeed be generalized for all speakers of a
language even though only one dialect in the source language
1s contrasted with a single dialect of the target language.

Since the coefficients of concordance are so high, the
mean percentage of grammatical responses for all H-groups
~defined as P can be used as the Horizontal Pattern of the

- English usage of Japanese students. This P will later be

correlated with predictions of difficulty and predictions ‘
of degree of difficulty to obtain indices of the qualitative
power of a given contrastive analysis to predict errors.

The Horizontal Pattern, P, for the LST and LSD in rank order
order from least to most difficult is given in Table 4.5.

The Horizontal Patterns are displayed graphically in Figures
4.2 and 4.3 for the LST and LSD, respectively.
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Fig » 4 [ 3
Herizontal Pattern of the H-Groups on the LSD
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TABLE- 4.5

The Horizontal Pattern, P, of the. Errors of Japanese Students
'in Rank Order from Least to Most D1ff1cu1t fo* the LST and LSD

av - w,:*a — Mean
Rank Description B R Percent
| SRR Correct

Aux + Ving: are (6) =~ o a0 .985
Question: did (32) jq- o SEERE .977
Negative: mnot (1) - - o - <975
Pronoun: him (7) - S .974
Interrogative: what (37) coon : S .970
Negative: can't (5) L : S 969
V + ed: began (18) e o .952
V + ed: was (2) el e T 947
Count N + sg: house (4)y'_“*» e . 946
Negative: don't (38) s o I -.944
V + ¢: make (13) R 942
Relative: when" (33) R .929
Interrogative: when- (23) S .926
Aux + Ven: is (19) - . N 922
Negative: mnot (35) - SR : .918
Question: may (17) ' ST 910
Question: would (12) o : E .903
Pre-determiner: one (26) S SRR .892
~ Adjective: personal (31) - e . 890
V + en: become (39) " R . 888
Pronoun: her (21) ;f;j,“ T j .887
Questlon did (14) S Lo . 877
-V +.Ving: saw (300 - 7 .875
vV + ing: making (8) ’ A - .873
V + ed:. had (9) s I -.873
AdJectlve important . (10) o 872
Function Noun: . any- (3) | SRS . 860
Aux + Ven: had (25) R LRI “849
Relative: which (29) . -~ . o . 846
Aux + V@: must (15) - - o0 o .841
Adjective: - little (20) . .~ . .,820
V+ toV: want (28) : T R =732
Mass Noun: 1nformat10n zz2) -~ .678
Determiner: the (40) R 645
“Aux + to V: used‘(ll) T T 603
Interrogatlve how (34) e 1.589
‘Relative:  that! (27)"5“*‘“"_w S el
- Count Noun + pl: years (16) e e 465
“Determiner: each. (24) T . 409
Aux‘+’Ven' was (36) e P e, 182

HO'.DOO\IO\U)-&O;I'NH )

3 =t
™

=
(TN

PO BN N N N
CNERNNHOO®EIAN
[} . e e [ [} [ L) L [} L) [

N B R 29 89 ¢
~J

NN WNWWANDN
NN OWoe

RYRER
EXLRS

YRR N
oW

QAEQIfGrand Mean:. 827 _ﬁﬁl,”fgiji[fftfjﬁfff
VwrgGrand Standard Dev1at10n W21
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TABLE 4.5 (continued)

Description?

1sp . Mean
- " Percent
e o - Correct

Interrogative: what (37) i .970
Pronoun: him (7) o T .962

AuxX ¥ Ving:
~Aux + V@:

Question:
Relative:
Aux + Ven:

must (15) ., S 927
would (12) - - L . 899
which (29) = e ~ .865

is (19) | o . 857

Pronoun: her (21) . o S . .842

Question:
Question:
Aux + Ven:
Negative:
Negative:

aid 32 . . . .840
did (14) o . 840

had (25) o .839

not (1). . . 835
can't (5). - .- . e . 809
V + ed: began (18) L ' ’

..805

Interrogative: when*(23j77 ;’}'g_f;:_?'f . 800

Determiner:
Adjective:

then -(40) =~ . . % 797
personal (31) .- . . . 788

Count Noun-sg: house :((4) ..~ = . . © .785

Determiner:

each (24) - . R 784

- 20. V + ing: making (8) - . - Lk .782
.21, Question: may (17) . ..ol L " .732
22, V-ed: was (2) . e .729
23, Pre-determiner: ome (26) ~—~ . ... . .724
~:24. =~ V + en: become (39) ... - . '.722
25, Relative: that (27) . =~ .- oL .695
26, Aux + Ven: was (36) = - . B .659
.27, V+toV: want (28) - . . . 1,628
. 28. Adjective: dimportant (10) . ... . .624
" 029, V + Ving: saw (30) ... . .. . . ".616
.30, Rux + to V: used (11).. . . ... - 605
.'31. Adjective: 1little (200 .. . - .. .574
.~3Z. ' Negative: mnot (35) - . . .. .568
-.33.  Negative: didn't (38): . ... . L. .. .561
7134, -‘"Interrogative:f‘hQWr(SA);ﬂ-;' R A .547
U35, V. + ed: had (9) - o oo oo .518
=+ 36, Count Noun +:pl: .years .(16) Lo .448
237 Relatives: when (33)-. . ... ...~ .441
. 138, “Function Noun: any. (3). .. . " 5 .- .422
7739,  V + @: make (13)i-: . ..o 276
+140. ~ Mass Noun: information (22) " .. . .196
o Grand Mean: .706%-" R E
Grand Standard Deviation: -~ .25 i

2’ =" The descriptions are”given in the following way: syntactic
pattern‘tested;,correct;answer;forWLSTThndﬁpOSSible‘filler
ovn oo for. the blank in. LSD; number of item in parentheses.
s ~ Underlined entries  indicate slot in pattern to be filled.
Q 50 B : b : T : S




The rankings on the Horizontal Pattern of ‘the LSD were
tested against those for the LST by the Spearman rank-
difference’correlation.'*The-resulting coefficient was .43

~with a chance probability of greater than .001 which suggests

-that the predictions of a given contrastive analysis may

- correlate bz2tter with the performance on'‘the LST than on the
LSD drhvice”versagibuf_it*will probably not correlate highly
on both.- - - - R e A R .

In ordéer to test the gross capacity of a contrastive
analysis to predict difficulty, -a variable E was derived from
the mean percentage  of grammatical responses, P, to représent
gross occurrence of error. E is a two-valued variable having

the value 0 if the mean value of:an'item’is above the grand
mean of all items on the test; and the value' 1 otherwise.

- For the LSD, the 24 items ranked 1 to 24 on Table 4.5 had a
value of 0 since they were above' the grand mean for the LSD
of .706. For the LST, the 30 items tanked 1 to 30 on Table
4.5 had a vaiue of 0 since they were above. the grand mean
for the LST of .827. These‘values will later be correlated
with predictions of difficulty to obtain an index of gross
capacity to predict errors.” However, since E's having a
value of 0 were to be correlated with the lowest levels of
predicted difficulty which tended to rate less than ten items
as representing~'hofdifficultyf.for~eiiher_test;“it‘Was felt
that the disparity in the input ratings might artificially
lower the correlations. For this reason, several other "E's"
were derived. - o S R 3 '

The variable E, was calculated f¥om the mean’ percentage
of correct Japanese responses for an item and the equivalent
English percentage for the same item. If the Japanese
percentage for the item was higher than the English percen-
tage correct, then the item was given as E, value of 0,
otherwise 1. In effect, the variable E.re resents a gross
‘occurrence of performance relative to t e English perfor-
mance. On the LSD, five items were valued 0, and on ‘the-
LST, 21 items.

- The variable_Ez-was calculated directly from mean per-
centage correct for“each item. If the Japanese mean percen-
tage correct for item was greater than .950, then it was
given ‘an E, value of 0, otherwise 1. As can be seen on
‘Table 4.5,°two items on the LSD were valued. 0, and seven
items on.the LST. L L SE v

The variable E ‘was calbulatéd%iikeLE“ from. the meén.
percentage correct éirectly.:“lf the mean Percentage were

.. 8reater than .900, then it received-an E, value of 0,

otherwise 1. As can be 'seen on Table 4.%; four items on
the. LSD were valued 0--and seventeen items on‘the LST. Both
E, and E; rate difficulty on an absolute hasis of 95% or
96% corréct;,respectively: S O T R P S
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4.3 Vertical. Variable.:. . -

‘The. Vertical Variable.was.earlier defined as differences

_inverrqr;pro&ucpipn-Cagsad{by/different,aﬁdunts.of time. spent

in learning the target:language. It was hypothesized that

~ this variable would not affect.the performance of Japanese

students: arbitrarily,. but would decrease in effect through

time.. Contrastive analyses often make their predictions of
difficulty based on the assumption that the problems predic-
ted: are those which a person who has had:. no.exposure to the

, target. language will encounter .in; learning that language.

' From this, it is theorized by Lado’ (1964, p. 52) and others

Q

‘Grade

‘2 - Computed by the formula: *SE_ = —&

that. language

teaching should concentrate on. these problems

~and when they have.been mastered. the language will have been

mastered.  However, it.may be that some.problems: in the tar-

_get,language . can never be mastered and would. characterize:a

particular non-native dialect of English, for:example, ...

. “Japanese" English. . .Such problems.which could not be mas-

tered could be considered,tenacious.. The.degree to which a

. contrastive analysis, takes this. tenacity of errors into

account would seem to indicate.probable success.in, predicting

lévels of difficulty students will face,in learning the .

" target language. .

' In orier %o test. the degree to. which. the Vertical

 Variable affected the English performance of Japanése stu-
A.dents,_the[means'of'theyﬁix;v4groupsﬁwererCOmParede The

means and other statistical data for the V-groups are given
in Table 4.6. As was hypothesized, the Vertical Variable is

. not arbitrary.in nature. and does decrease in effect through
Ctime. . . L T I - | PR

O nABiE 46
Means, Standaid Deviations, and Standaid Errors of the Mean®
on the LST and LSD for the V-groups . . = of the

- “LST : HJ_,;‘Q}HW”._H_;;,LSD

9 . 186..-.347. .20 .01 . 193 -.146 .16 .01
8§ 145 - .507 .24 .02 . 150  .289 ::i25: .02,
9. 145 . 723 .22 - .02:. +146. .530 .25 ..02
10 1256 .893: 7118 - 0L 253 + 805 .18 .01
211 - 231.: .890:.:.19 .01 ¢ 12435 866 : .13..7.01,
12 ”2143yi;899;v;117J:13011 . 236 . .854 ....,15 " 01
§ § ; i T
o P - e vl B A ;,/N-;T‘ T ) .. i
b - Means computed on the basis of percentage correct.

¢ - Grade 10 is the sgme group as HiO.
- 52 |



The effect of the Vertical Variable is shown graphically in
Figure 4.4 for the LST and Figure 4.5 for the LSD. As can be
observed in the graphs, after about three years of language
study, the average Japanese .student tested performed as well
or better than the average Amerlcan’fourth-grader tested.

The Vert1ca1 Var1ab1e seems to reflect the influence of
the intrinsic English difficulty of the tests. This intrin-
sic difficulty does not appear to be constant, and seems to -
depend to a great extent on the amount of English that the
learner already knows. To test the effects of this intrinsic
difficulty, a Spearman rank-difference-correlation of the -
rank order of the percentages of difficulty for each of the
forty items on the LST and LSD for the American students and
the V-groups was obtained since the only commonality involved
would be that of the English test. The resulting coeffi-

cients and the amount of - var1ance accounted for are g1ven
in Table 4. 7 . i

' TABLE 4.7

Rank- D1fference Correlat1on Coeff1c1ents and Varlance for

the Rankings of Percentage of D1ff1cu1ty on the LST and LSD
for the American and V Groups

- . LsT " LSD

Grade rho»' V ~.rho \'A

7 16 3% .237 %

8 .62%  38% 31, 10%

9 . 51e 26% .380 145

10 60 - 36% 360 13%

11 61 37%  .407 16%

i2 .59° 353 .42 18%
a - p=.10.
b - p=.05
c - p=.01
d - p=.005
e - p=.001

As can be seen, 1ntr1n51c Bng11sh d1ff1cu1ty appeqrs to play

d_11tt1e role 1n1t1a11y when the language . learner is charac-.

terized by a gross ignorance of what Eng11sh i3 about, but

plays an increasing role as he learns more. and more Engllsh

Although the data is iimited, it suggests that by the ninth

‘or tenth grade, a Japanese student approaches a point where

intrinsic English difficulty: tends to level off, at about 15%

- for the LSD and about 35% for the LST, or at 1east to ;ncrease

much more slowly. -
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By doing a rank-difference correlation of the rank order
of the percentages of difficulty for each of the forty items
on the LST and LSD for the H-groups and V-groups, suggestive
information about the role played by the Horizontal-Vertical
commonalities was elicited. These commonalities are:

a. Common native language and culture.
b. Common educational system at the highest level.
c. Common tests of English.

The Horizontal-Vertical correlations and amounts of variance
accounted for is reported in Table 4.8.

TABLE 4.8
Rank-Difference Correlation Coefficients and Variance for the

Rankings of Percentage of Difficulty on the LST and LSD for
the H-Groups and V-Groups

LST LSD

Grade rho \'4 rho \'4
7 .282 8% .48 235

8 .73 63% .52 27%

9 .82 68% .83 69%
10 .83 69% .21 83%
11 .88 77% .87 76%
12 .88 775% .88  77%

a - p=.05. For all other correlations, p=.001

For purposes of comparison, the Vertical Horizontal
variances and the American-Vertical variances are plotted
graphically in Figure 4.4. The interpretation of this figure
is necessarily vague, since variances cannot be confidently
subtracted from one another. However, it suggests that common
native language and culture and common educational system
play a significant role in performance similarity, more or
less to the degree that the Vertical-Horizontal correlations
rise above the American-Vertical correlations. That is,
given the data at hand, from the ninth or tenth grade on,
between 40% and 60% of the variance may be attributable to
the fact that the students all have a commen language and
culture, and they are all being educated in Japan.

In summary, the roles played by the commonalities

between the Vertical and Horizontal groups seem to be for
the ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth graders the follow-

ing: -
s7*%53§
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a. Common language and culture, and
b. Common educational system, together 40-60%
c. Common test of English, i.e., .
intrinsic difficulty of the 15-35%
instrument ' o
d. Commor level of English proficiency No detectable
S o influence for
the tenth grade,
no data other-
wise.

A great deal more data would be required to test these
hypothetical values more deeply. No data at all is available
to define sspecifically the role of language and culture in
isolation. This role of language and culture would seem to
be a key factor in assessing the potential value of the
contrastive analysis hypothesis which in its. strong form
attempts to predict errors on the basis of linguistic descrip-
tion§ and in its weak forr to explain errors. (Wardhaugh,
1970

4.4 The Vertical Pattern.

Having observed the operation of the Vertical Variable,
the specific pattern of responses was next defined. 1In
this section, the nature of this pattern will be discussed.

- For each of the forty items on the LST and LSD, the
.percentage of grammatical responses, i.e., difficulty, were
ranked in order from least to most difficult for each of the
six V-groups. The degree of relation among the six rankings
was tested by a Xendall Coefficient of Concordance, W.
(Siegel, Formula 9.15, p. 231). The resulting coefficients
corrected for tied values was .72 for the LST and .70 for
‘the LSD, both with a chi-square probability of greater than
.001. (The estimate of the average Spearman rank correlation
is .67 for the LST and .64 for the LSD. See Siegel, Formula
9.14, p. 229). This rather high correlation is surprising
since it suggests that items that are initially relatively

- difficult tend to remain relatively difficult over a period
of six years of language study. Furthermore, it suggests
that the output of a contrastive analysis, if it can predict
relative problems for the language learner, could do so
;}most as adequately for the sixth year student as for the

- first. .

The percentage of grammatical responses for each item
on the two tests arranged in order from the seventh grade to
the twelfth grade was compared with the pattern of responses
of the American fo6urth-graders in-order to obtain an esti-

- mate of the number of years of English study it would take
o for the average Japanese student to reach the level of




performance of the average English-speaking fourth grader.
This estimate was defined as TENACITY, T. The formula for
deriving T together with the Tenacity levels for each of
the items on the LST and LSD are given in Table 4.9. 1In
some cases, the Japanese percentage of difficulty at the
twelfth grade, i.e., after six years of English study, was
below that of the American students. In such cases, T was
~derived by projecting the number of years beyond twelfth
grade, it would require for the Japanese student to reach
the level of the American students. The formula for deriving
this projected estimate of T is also given in Table 4.9.

The rank orders of Tenacity on the LST and LSD were
tested for rank-difference by the Spearman rank-difference
correlation. The resulting coefficient was .56 with a
chance probability of greater than .001 1nd1cat1ng that the
orderings were fairly similar. -This factor T will be corre-
lated with predictions of difficulty obtained by contrastive
analysis in order to obtain an index of a given analysis'
sensitivity to difficulty over time. A given ‘analysis may
correlate better with the Tenacity factor on the LST than
with the LSD or vice versa, but not on both because the
correlaticn of ranks between the tests.is not high.

4.5 . Summary of the Chapter.

It is clear that a Horizontal Variable, the effects of
geographic, socio-economic, dialectal, pedagoglcal, etc.,

. factors on language learnlng does operate in second language
learning and whatever effect it has, it is fairly constant
for all learners of a given target language. The variable
also appears to apply more or less equally to different
structures. This suggests that the output of a contrastive
analysis can be generalized for all speakers of a given

. language even though only a single dialect of the source
language is contrasted with a single dialect in the target
language. A Horizontal Pattern, P, was defined for the forty
1tems on the LST and LSD in terms of the mean percentages
of grammatical responses of ‘the H-groups. This Horizontal
Pattern will later be correlated with predictions of difficul-
ty from selected contrastlve analyses to obtain an index of

. the qualitative power of an analysis to predict errors.

' Another variable, E, having two values, 0 and 1, was also
derived from the Horlzontal Pattern in four forms and will
later be correlated with predictions of difficulty to obtain
an index of the gross capacity of a contrastive ana1y51s to
predict errors.

It is also clear that 'a Vertical Varlable, the effect
of time on language learning, operates in second language
learning and whatever effect it has, it is not arbltrary
and decreases in effect through time. This variable is also
0 "lected in ‘the intrinsic English difficulty of the test
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TABLE 4.9

. The Tenacity Factor, T, in Rank Order from Least to Most
Tenac1ous for the LST and LSD

- 28.

_ "L LST b
Rank Descriptiona L T
1. Question: did (32) 1.83
2. Interrogative: what (37) 1.96
3. Aux + Ving: are (6) 2.50
4. Negative: not (1) 2.65
-S. Adjective: important (10) 2.78
6. Aux + Ven: was (36) 2.82
7. Relative: which (29) 2.83
- 8, Relative: when (33) 2.93
9. Pre-determiner: one (26) 2.95
10. Negative: can't (5) 3.09
11. V + ed: began (18) 3.22
12. Adjective: 1long (31) 3.40
13. V + Ving: saw (30) 3.42
14, V + ed: had (9) 3.43
15. Interrogative: when (23) 3.45
16. Aux + V@: must (15) 3.47
17. V¥ en: become (39) 3.51
18. Negative: didn't (38) 3.57
19. Pronoun: her (7) : 3.58
20. Mass Noun: information (22) 3.59
21. Question: did (14) 3.61
22. Aux + Ven: is (19) 3.65
23, V-ed: was (2) 3.69
24, Relative: that (27) 3.73
25. Aux + to V: wused (11) 3.78
26. Aux + Ven: has (25) 3.79
27. Count N-sg: house (4) 3.83
Negative: mnot (35) 3.84
29. V + ing: making (8) 3.88
30. V + @: make (13) 3.89
31. Question: may (17) 3.93
32. V + toV: want (28) 3.95
33. Pronoun: her (21) 3.95
34, Question: would (12) 4.00
35. Function Noun: any (3) 4.20
36. Determiner: the (40) 5. 00
37. Adjective: 1little (20) 6. 17C
38. Interrogative: how (34) 7.46
39. Determiner: -each (24) 9.15¢
40. 10.:.:°

Count Noun-pl' years (16)
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TABLE 4.9 (continued)

LSD : oy

Rank Descriptiona : T
1. Adjective: important (10) 1.40
2. Interrogative: what (37) C : 2.73
3. Aux + Ving: are (6) “ 3.00
4. Relative: which (29) - ‘ 3.33
5. Aux + Ven: 1is (19) 3.56
6. V + en: become (39) . 3.57
7. Interrogative: when (23) » 3.58
8. V + ed: began (18) . 3.62
9. Aux + V@: must (15) , : 3.80
10. Negative: <can't (5) , 3.87
11. Relative: that (27) 3.88
12. Question: would (12) : : 3.89
13. Question: did 732) 3.92
14. Aux + to V: wused (11) ‘ - 3.98
15. Pronoun: him (7) , 4.00
16. Mass Noun: information (22) 4.33
17. Question: may (17) . 4.36
18. V + Ving: saw (30) _ » 4,50
19. Aux + Ven: was (36) 4.57
20. Negative: mnot (1) , 4.78
21. Count N-sg: house (4) . 5.00
22. V-ing: making (8) 5.00
23. Pre-determiner: one (26) ~ 5.00
24. Negative: didn't (38) : 5.60
25. Deterniner: the (40) 5.67
26. Negative: mnot (35) . 5.91c
27. Aux + Ven: has (25) 6.06c
28. Adjective: 1long (31) 6.07C
29. Pronoun: her (21) 6.23C
30. Count N-pl: years (16) , 6.30
31. Determiner: each (24) 6.46
32. V-ed: was (2) 6.81°
33. Question: did (14) 6.82°
34. V + to V: want (28) 7.48c
35. Adjective: 1little (20) : 7’57c
-36. Relative: when (33) | 7.60
37. V + @: make (13) , 7.62C
38. V + ed: had (9) 7.83°
39. Function Noun: any (3) 7.97c
40. Interrogative: how (34) 12.00

a - The descriptions are given in the following way:
syntactic pattern tested; correct answer for the LST
and possible filler for the blank in LSD; number of
item in parentheses. Underlined entries indicate slot
in pattern to be filled.
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TABLE 4.9 (continued)

b - The formula for deriving T is as follows: T = Y {?J-%JL
where: : : '

estimate of Tenacity;

year, 1-6, where the percentage of difficulty

is just below that of the American students;

percentage of difficulty of American students

for a given item;

1cj percentage of difficulty of Japanese students

“just below E;

percentage of difficulty of Japanese students

just above E. :

.mo<

.

o

n 4
e

[}

c - The formula for deriving these estimates of T beyond
the sixth year of study is as follows: :

*T=6+__J_E;gh
where: .

*T = projected estimate of Tenacity;

E = percentage of difficulty of American students;

hj = percentage of difficulty of Japanese twelfth
graders;

rg = the average rate of growth for the Japanese
students.

The average rate of growth was obtained by the following

formula:
(J7 _ JS) . (Jll _ le)
g2 D (7 )
5
where:
rg = average rate of growth;
J7 = percentage of difficulty for the Japanese
seventh graders;
J8 = percentage of difficulty for the Japanese
eighth graders;
Jil= percentage of difficulty for the Japanese
eleventh graders;
J}2= percentage of difficulty for the Japanese

twelfth graders.
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where it accounts for 15 to 30% of the variance after two

or three years of language study--the point at which the
performance of the Japanese students on the tests matched
that of the American fourth-graders. At this point, common
language and culture and a common educational system appear
to be more important factors in error production, accounting
for 40 to 60% of the variance. Although the Vertical
Variable decreases in effect through time, items which are
difficulty initially tend to remain so for a period of six
'years. This suggests that the predictions made by a con-
trastive analysis would be as adequate for the first year
~-as for the sixth. An estimate of the number of years of
English study required for a Japanese student to reach the
level of English performance was defined as Tenacity, T.
This variable will be correlated later with predictions of
difficult to obtain an index of the sensitivity of the out-
put of a given contrastive analysis to error production over
time. '

In the following chapter, four different models of
contrastive analyses of Japanese and English will be dis-
cussed and a set of predictions will be derived for the
sentences which appeared as test items in the LSD and LST.
These predictions will later be correlated with the P, E,
and T variables discussed in this chapter.




'CHAPTER V. THE CONTRASTIVE ANALYSES

5.0 This chapter concerns the predictions that contrastive
analyses make about the difficulty that Japanese speakers
will have on each sentence of the Language Sampling Device
(LSD). The first part of this chapter deals with the .
reasons for selecting the four contrastive analyses that
were ultimately investigated (5.1), followed by a dis-
cussion of the variables that each analysis manipulates in
formulating predictions of difficulty (5.2). The next two
sections deal with the establishment of a corpus of Japa-
nese sentences with which the English LSD sentences could
be compared (5.3), and the descriptive amnalysis of both

the English and Japanese sentences (5.4). Section 5.6
describes the methods employed by the investigators to
extract predictions of difficulty from the sentence contrasts.
On the basis of the predictions alone,. the four contrastive
analyses are then evaluated for the consistency with which
the investigators were able to obtain similar predictions
working independently (5.7).

5.1 Selection of the Contrastive Analyses.

Since no two contrastive analyses are fully equivalent,
varying both in the model of linguistic description which
represents the '"descriptive base' and in the contrastive
methodology employed to derive predictions (thé investigators
examined a large number of contrastive analyses - Japanese/
English as well as English/other languages - so as to select
representative analyses of significantly different types.

In essence, there are three broad classifications of des-
criptive models: the taxonomic (also known as "structural"),
the gemerative, and the stratificational model. Since no
contrastive analyses have been developed employing the last
of these three, the investigators selected two taxonomic

and two generative based analyses. The taxcnomic based
analyses represent two quite diverse types, immediate con-
stituent analysis and sector analysis. Immediate comstituent
analysis, best represented in the work of Charles C. Fries.
(1952) is a form of analysis that depends to a great extent
on contextual definition of word classes, and the ways in
which word classes can cooccur in strings. Sector analysis
defines successive levels of sub-sentence "'sectors” in

terms of the roles such sectors play in the next highest level.
Sector analysis is best represented in the work of Robert L.
Allen (1966). Both taxonomic models are oriented to the
evident surface structure of the language being described.
Generative models, on the other hand, assume that the surface
structures are inadequate representations of the real com-
plexity of language behavior, and that "deep" structure
representations (which are related to surface structure by
complex operations known as ‘''transformations') are more
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appropriate. While there are now several quite different
generative '“schools", the coatrastive analyses based on the
generative model were developed in the early days of genera-
tivism, and follow the model proposed by Noam Chomsky (1957).
In the course of this project, the investigators do not

intend to reflect on the comparative validity of the various
models as adequate reflections of language.

The four model selected are hercafter designated
Kleinjanms, Jackson, Hashimoto, and Stockwell (after their
principle authors), and are described below.

Kleinjans:

Kleinjans, Everett, A‘Descrigtive-ComBarative Study
Predicting Interference for Japanese in Learning English
_ Noun-head Modification Patterns, (Tokyo: TaisHﬁEan%,

19592

. The descriptive basis of Kleinjans is a structural.
slot-filler model in the manneT of %. C. Fries' (1952)
immediate constituent analysis. "

Jackson:

Jackson, Kennéth L., English Middle Adverbs and the
Japanese Student, (Tokyo: Taishukan), 1970.

The descriptive basis of Jackson is sector analysis (of
the tagmemic analysis family) in the manner of Robert L.
Allen (1966). '

i
i

Hashimoto:

Hashimoto, Mitsuo George, From Japanese to En 1ish: A
Contrastive Analysis Based on a Trans formational Model,
unpublishead “Jdissertation, Georgetown Univ.), 1967.

Thé‘&escriptive'baSis of Hashimoto is transformatiomal,
in the manner of N. Chomsky (1957).

Stockwell:

Stockwell, Robert P., Bowen, J. Donald, and Martin,
‘John W., The Grammatical Structures of English and
Sganish (Contrastive Structure Series), éﬁicago: lUniv.

o 1cago Press), 1965.

' The_destriptive basis of Stdckwell is also transforma-
tional in the manner of Chomsky (1957). Although both
Hashimoto and Stockwéllva;e_based_on.the same descriptive




model, their contrastive methédologiesldiffer significantly,
as described below (section 5.2). L B

5.2 Variables in the Predictions of Diffiéﬁlty;

The primary assumption of any contrastive analysis is
the set-of variablés it designates as being the major factors
involved in difficulty causation. The secondary assumption
is the set of roles that these designated variables play in
difficulty. Most (but certainly not all) contrastive analyses
define the relevant variables, and then designate their roles
in terms of a hierarchy of difficulty, (a system which takes
all possible variable interactions and locates them relative
to each other as sources of difficulty). The variables
and hierarchy of difficulty for each .of. the: four analyses
is given below. L : o o

Kleinjans '

Three variables are éignificant;;defined (Kleinjans, 203)
as: - o o L

FORM: 'the simplest (or minimum) identificationmal
feature. of the...structure, which. includes the . .
arrangements.involved, - and the.shape of these °

“elements'. ' - .

DISTRIBUTION: two things - (1) any variation in FORM,
(2) any restrictions placed on 'the occurrence
of the FORM in the larger structural patterns of
the language". =

MEANING: .auy structural meaning inherent in a parti-

cular...pattern".
These variables interplay*in;atfbﬁr;1§Vél hierarchy:

Level A  (easiest): -F,D,M:all -marked (+), i.e.,
the. FORMS: being contrasted. are:judged to be
similar, as are also their DISTRIBUTIONS and
- "MEANINGS.: - . .. .. R FoF SN R
Level B:  two.of F,D,M are marked (+), the other.(-).:
Level C: .- two:of F,D,M are marked.(-),- the other (#)..
Level D: - F,D,M are. all marked (-). RV

- Three. variables afe,significant,:defined (Jackson, 150)

. -
S: B T o L e e ST D)
‘ R RN PRt R I L . R - kLT P PR e AP VU S
- - - - L - -2
s

I e L e A SN SR GO e dpie T LTEe AT TR L TR
-+ FORM: . . The word ordexr patterns.of the.item under.analysis
+ (further specified: in-this study.to:include its :
level, sector, and filler in;terms- of sector. .. -
analysis). - ’ '
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. DISTRIBUTION: .sh1ftab111ty cf the item (whether or not
the relevant form can move to other locatlons 1n
the sentence). -

MEANING: the dependency. relatlonshlps that the form
has with other. forms .in the sentence. - -

-~ It should" benoted that the ‘Kleinjans and Jackson
variables are defined qulte differently despite their
equlvalence of label. The Jackson- varlables are utlllzed ‘

- in an elght 1eve1 h1erarchy° “ﬁ)ﬁ_;

';f ‘Level A (ea51est) - F D ,M are- all marked {+). '
‘ 3,Leve1(B the MBANINGS of the compared forms d15$1m11ar
’)’ . .. . S .
B1: -F D marked (+) ”-_p”;‘ S
“B2:F- marked {+), D marked (-)
B3: F marked (-), D marked (+) - o '
Level C: the MEANINGS of the compared forms 51m11ar (+),
Cl: F marked (+), D marked (-) S
~ €C2: F marked (- ), D marked (+)
77 C3: F,D-both marked () -
Level D: F,D,M all marked (-).

~1t°Should<bé noted- that thé’ Kieinjans and Jackson hier-
archies are- 1ncompat1b1e in-“the B and” C levels, due to a
différence  in”their theoretical" 1nterpretatlons of interference.

[N

Hashlmoto

-" o \.-‘ .1 W S

o Two maln~var1ables are- descrlbed (Hashlmoto, 34-36);

* TRANSLATION BQUIVALBNCE'J'mutual or .one-diréectional.
STRUCTURAL EQUIVALENCE: equivalent or non-equivalent
_ in four ways: L T
- :m77=1,  Changés” of word ordéx-..- oAl 2T
2. Structural change (change in dependency)
_-«3. M1551ngfe1ement in target® language '
_3? 4.; Extra element in- target language
) Although Hashlmoto refers to the h1erarchy of difficulty
suggested~5y ‘Nida . (1964), ‘which ranks the~structural ‘differ-
ences as’ being’ the cause of 1ncrea51ng ‘difficulty in the
order above, Hashimoto.: claiins to-make-no effort to create a
hierarchy of difficulty in his predictions. For this reason,
‘it was decided that each investigator should establish a
~hierarchy of difficulty for the Hashimoto model, so that
‘{ultimate” comparisSon®with’ the: test data would 'be more or less
comparable for all four analytic types. In so far as o
. Hashimoto stated that such a hierarchy was beyond the_scope
VEf’of ‘hisTwork {p: _37), the* prlncrples -of thé hierarchy were
left’ to-each iavestigator- 1ndependent1y, W1th1n the scope of

s

the Hashlmoto»varlables.i~iifm_ EEg B

> R

1y o

o F
LR




The hierarchies derived are:

(1) With the structural differences as defined above,
each kind of difference was assoc1ated w1th ‘a
numer1ca1 .y¥alue:

change of word order 1 p01nt
structural change: 2 points
missing item-in TL: 3 points
extra item in TL: 4 points
In each contrast, the apparent structural dlffer-
ences are noted. and their values summed, the total
representing the item's 1eve1 of difficulty.

(2) Numerical values assoc1ated with the structural
changes:
change of word order 1vpolnt
' structural change: 2 pointsc o
missing OR extra item imn TL: 3 points
. ‘missing AND extra item in TL: 4 points
-In each contrast, the most-highly valued difference
is' noted and its value represents the item's level
- of difficulty. :

(3) Each type of structural dlfflculty is given one
point, ‘mutual translatability is valued at -1/2
- point, the total for any one item- doubled to give ,
- whole numbers, and revalued upwards so that the
lowest value is O.

(4) Each type of structural difference is given 1 point,
the level of difficulty for an item being repre-
sented by the sum of the differences.

{5) An approximate valuation of ‘Hashimoto's, apparent
o - hierarchy, from his comments in the’ discussion
section following each contrast. O0="no problem”,
"no difficulty", etc., 1l="some difficulty", 'slight
problem", etc., 2="definite problem”, 'difficult”,
etc., and 4="'very great problem", "exceptionally
d1ff1cu1t", etc. , , L

To illustrate the dlfferences among the above hierarchies,
the contrast of the English sentence "The book which I am
reading is interesting”™ and the Japanese sentence ''Watakushi
ga yonde iru hon wa omoshiroi was judged by each investigator
.to involve both a word-order change and an extra item in the
English sentence. H1erarchy (1) placed it at level 5, (2)

at level 3, (3) at level 6, (4) at level 4, and Hashimoto, in
his discussion of the re1at1ve transformatlon, says '‘This is
~ a difficult TR for the’ Japanese student to learn", i.e.,
‘level- 2. C e P B

71



Stockwell

- Three variables are descrlbed (Stockwell, p. 283):

CHOICE: three types. '
1. No choice - element 1ack1ng 1n one of the
languages L
2. Optional choice -
Z. Obligatory choice -
STRUCTURAL SIMILARITY .=
FUNCTIONAL/SEMANTIC SIMILARITY

The concepts OPTIONAL and OBLIGATORY are nowhere de-
fined precisely in Stockwell, nor in the companion volume
(Stockwell and Bowen, 1I965). In both texts, however, dis-
cussion implies-that optionality is an absense of restric-
tion by prior context,. and ob11gator1ness is the presence lof
restriction.. STRUCTURAL SIMILARITY is a matter of "same
word order, same categories represented” (p.283), and
.FUNCTIONAL/SEMANTIC SIMILARITY is described in these terms:
"though different in word order, the sentences match one-
for-one in having corresponding items as subject-verb-
object” (p. 283)

The Stockwell varlaoles deflne a 51xteen-1eve1'h1er—
archy, (cf. Table 5.1) with 1eve1 one representlng the level
of greatest difficulty., : :

TABLE 5 1

Leve1$ of leflculty accord1ng to Stockwell

'NL STRUC FUNC/ TL
.rvael -CHOICE. . SIMIL SEMAN CHOICE

1 9 - :OB(11gatory) (Most difficult)
2 8 = ... Op(tional)
-3 OP - co- +- op .
4 OB c- + .. OB
6 0):) - + OP :
7 OB - 7] (No rn01Ce)
8 . e OPe. .. - L
-9 - . - 0P -+ ST ;OPr~
T T ¢ P 2 = . 0B .
o410 - 0P + = . OB
212 . . OB + - oP.
21400 0B 4. k0P . |
16 . - ..0OBR B + OB . . (Eas’est)

(After tockwell Bowen, Martin, 1965, 284)




The sixteen levels ‘are divided, as indicated, into.five major

level classes, within which distinctions are made by the
1nterp1ay of OP and OB. :

.Since the Stockwell model requ1red that Judgements of
optlonallty be made for each sentence, three investigators
were assigned the task of so doing independently. Speci-

fically, they were asked to judge whether the filling-in of

each blank space on the LSD would invelve optionality on the

structural level in terms .cf the transformational model. .
This task involved dete*mlnlng whether or not all of the
possible fillers would have the same transformational des-
cription.. The results of the exercise (for the detailed-
report and analysis, see Appendix D) indicated that the.
investigators' independent motivations for marking option-
ality were only randomly -related to each other. Unable to
obtain clear direction from a reading of Stockwell, it was
decided that the OP/OB variable could not sensibly be used
in this study, and that the Stockwell hierarchy would be
collapsed to the five major levels within which OP/OB
made finer distinctions. This hierarchy is given in Table
5.2, (reordered so that the highest level is the ea51est
to accord Wlth the other h1erarch1es) , : .

TABLE 5. 2
Mod1f1ed Stockwell Levels of D1ff1cu1ty

Level NL STRUC __ FUNC/ TL
L L . (Easiest)

T (Most difficult)

NN

5.3 Sentence Items

The contrasts accordlng to the various analyses des-

- . cribed ‘above apply "to the sentences on the Language Sam-

pling Device, and ‘the- predlctlon is that of the relative
difficulty that might be expected of the Japanese students
in correctly f1111ng ‘in the LSD blanks.t* :

Slnce each contrast necessarlly 1nvolves both an
English and a Japanese sentence, it was immediately re-
‘cognized that there would be a problem in determining an
approprlate setof - Japanese sentences for the contrasts.

. The investigators first:considered asking informants to -
provide translations for the LSD items. as they were (i.e.,
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with blank spaces, for example: to translate "I do

‘believe it" into Japanese), but it was decided that this task
would pilace too great a demand of the informants. In some
cases, the task might not be unreasonable, but for a large
number the task of ''translating” would almost certainly be
meaningless. ‘A second possibility was considered: asking
for translations of all the ‘possible sentences that could

. be reasonably expected of the filled-in LSD sentences. This
- ‘'was rejected on the basis of the fact that (a) it was not
‘known what the full range of possible fillers was and (b)
that in any case this would derive such a large number of
Japanese sentences as ‘to make analysis far too time consuming
a job to complete within the time limits permitted. It was
decided, finally, to use only translations of the original
sentences from which the LSD was derived. )

- The implications of this decision cannot be fully assessed.
A prediction-based on a specific sentence cannot (in theory)
be confidently applied to a-different 'sentence, so that, to
a certain extent, the predictions that are based on the
original filler cannot be said to-have general force over
all possible fillers. Nevertheless, since in the construc-
tion of the LSD (as described in section 3.7 and Appendix C)
only items were used that showed a high consistency of cate-
gorical sameness in the fillers, it was felt that the same
consistency of response might be expected of the Japanese
students, at least enough so to minimize the effects of vari-
ation. This .problem does not effect: the LST, of course,
since the Japanese students are constrained to one correct
answer in that test.

Each sentence was independently translated by three
native speakers of Japanese who taught English at the Uni-
versity of Hawaii. These three translations were "normal-
ized" by the investigators --that is,; differences in the
translations ‘that could not be expected to affect the con-
trast were merged. Thus, desu, de aru, and da were 'nor-
malized" zo one form, word-order variations (mot involved
in the contrast) were eliminated, apparently optional ele-
ments were parenthesized, and so on. Where differences
were considered potentially 'significant in terms of .one or
another ‘of . the analyses, they were -preserved. In some cases,
the result was .a single Japanese sentence for contrast, -
‘Wwhile in -other cases, three different sentences had to be
contrasted with the English equivalent: - The English :and
Japanese sentences can be found in Appendix E.

5.4. Sentence Amalyses. - . .. ... : .
. The English-and Japanese sentences were given rough
descriptions according to. the .descriptive base of each
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analysis. For the Kleinjans, Hashimoto, and Stockwell analyses,
each investigator was expected to supplement the rough de-
scription with his own knowledge of the linguistic analysis
involved and his understanding of the methods and motivations
of the person who designed the contrastive method. Jackson
provided a detailed sector analysis description of all English
and Japanese sentences (since none ' of the other irvestigators
were familiar with sector analysis), and some instruction in
the methods employed. in contrasting them. Examples of the
descriptions for the sentences can be found in Appendix F.

5.5 Predictions.

Each investigator independently proceeded to extract pre-
dictions of difficulty for each sentence for each of the four
analyses. These predictions were cast.in the form of the
hierarchies which the analyses' authors used, or, for the
Hashimoto study, in terms of the hierachy designed by the
investigator himself (cf. section 5.2).

In cases where there were several Japanese sentences

that must be contrasted with a single English contrast, the
investigators carried out all contrasts. Where the results
were the same, i.e., where the level of difficulty for the
sentence was the same for all of the Japanese sentences, that
prediction was used. Otherwise, it was left to the discre-
tion of the investigator to decide which level was appropriate
or to list the item without any prediction at all.

Since the Kleinjamns, Jackson, and Stockwell hierarchies
were determined by theilr authors, a ""combined” prediction was
obtained for each sentence for these three analyses in the
following way: if two or more of the three investigators
agreed on the level of difficulty, that level was designated
the "average" prediction. I

. . Thus each sentence was associated with three predictions
of a level of difficulty, X1, X2, X3 (assigned by the three
‘investigators), and most of the sentences had a fourth, Xa
(the "combined™), for each of the Kleinjans, Jackson, and
Stockwell systems. The Hashimoto system had five predictioms,
X1,...,X5, the fifth being Hashimoto's set, These can be
found "in tabular form in Appendix G. For example, Table

5.3 shows the level of difficulty predictions assigned to
sentence 1. - = = o 3 =




TABLE 5.3

Level of DiffitultvaredictionS'tX) for each Contrastive
Analysis, by the Investigators : '

Kleinjans  Jackson Hashimoto . " Stockwell

s# | ‘12 3}a 1231a | 12 3 4(5(H) ‘ 12 3]a
1 333]j3 ..8 8818 34731 44114

In addition, from each investigator's set of predictions
of level of difficulty (X), a gross prediction of difficulty
(e) was derived. The lowest level of difficulty (X) was
considered a prediction of '"no difficulty', for which e = 0,

.and all other levels of difficulty were considered "diffi-
culty', for which e = 1. For example, investigator 1, in

the Kleinjans system, assigned each item to one of four
levels of difficulty, 1 to 4.  Since Level- 1l is the lowest
"level (easiest), all sentences which were assigned X = 1 were
then assigned e = 0. Items for which.X > 1 were assigned

e = 1. All e values are listed in Appendix H. '

X _and e are the predictive variables that will be cor-
related to the actual difficulty found in the Japanese
performance on the LSD and LST. These correlations and their
analysis and interpretation will be found in Chapter 6.

© 5.6 Measures of.Internal-Coﬁéistencx;and Objectivity.

One aspect of the evaluation of a contrastive analysis
is the ease with which independent investigators can apply
it to linguistic data, and the confidence that their results
would be consistent with other investigators’ results on the
Same data. The "ideal” contrastive analysis is one that
could be machine programmed, and would be wholly objective,
‘'Tequiring no subjective or intuitive response on ‘the part of
the investigator. There¢ is, however, .considerable reason to
believe that a fully .objective contrastive analysis has the
sme status as machine translatiom - i.e., that for theoretical
reasons such objectivity is probably beyond possibility. To
.a certain extent, contrastive "analysis must always be depen-
dent on the talent of the investigator. Obviously, however,
it cannot be the case thtt a particular analysis can be
highly valued if only its inventor can make it work to any
degree of success. In this section, the predictions made
by the various independently working investigators are com-
pared to determine the degree to which their predicticas are
consistent with each other.
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For each analysis, rank-order correlation coefficients
were obtained for every pairing of investigators, with the
Spearman rank-difference formula, and averaged . The coef-
ficients are reported in Table 5.4.

 TABLE 5.4

Rank-order~Cofre1ationjCoefficients between the Investigators'
Predictions of Difficulty Levels ‘ : ‘

Kleinjans Jackson
2 .3 L 2 3
1 .76, .57 : SR | .70 .40°
2 1.000 - .59 | 2 1.00 .65
Ave: .65 . s Ave: .50
Hashimoto ‘ ' Stockwell
2 3 4 5(H) o 2 3
1 .73 .77 .62 .68 .. 1 .54 .312
2 1.00 .85 .49 .60 2 1.00 .00
i 109 400 ee o cAves 307

Ave: .69 (not incl. H)

a -'p=,05, ? o ST
b - p=.01 Otherwise, p=.001

As indicated in Table 5.4, the Stockwell analysis has
a very low index of prediction consistency, while the other
analyses do -comparatively well. No data is available, nor
is there any theoretical means for appraising the objecti-
vity of the Kleinjans, Jackson, and Hashimoto studies on
the basis of the correlation coefficients reported above.
In other words, it is not possible to claim -that while they
do better than the Stockwell they are nevertheless inadequate

. , 1Sincefit_is not correct procedure to average correla-
tions of coefficients directly, the mean correlation .
coefficient to Fisher's z.function, averaging, .and then

- reconvertiag. See Quinn McNemar, Psychological Statistics,
New York: 'John Wiley and Sons, 1962,.p. 140. . = -

weoa, .
R ey
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- or adequate. It can be seen, however, that the level of
consistency with which predictions are made fall well short
of the level of the consistency with which difficulty is
found - .85 and .89 for the LSD and LST respectively among-
the eleven groups of Japanese tenth graders (see Chapter
3) - and it may be felt that predictive consistency should
at least attain the level of the consistency of the phe-
nomena it is predicting. - In this:case, of course, none of
the analyses may be said to be adequate.

5.7 Summary

: - Four contrastive analyses were selected for evaluation
in this project: Kleinjans, a taxonomic model employing
immediate constituent analysis, Jackson, a taxonomic model
employing sector analysis, Hashimotc, a generative model
whose methodology is strictly related to transformational
operations, and Stockwell, a generative model whose con-
trastive methodology i1s nevertheless strongly. surface-
'structure oriented. y

B The var1ab1es that are deemed s1gn1f1cant by ‘each of

‘the analyses are:. . . >

Kleinjans: form, meaning, and distribution, each de-
fined according to an immediate constituent model;

Jackson: form, meaning, and distribution, each defined
according to a sector analy51s model' '

Hashimoto: translatab111ty and structural differences
(ot which four types are. def1ned transformat1on-
allY), N o T

'Stockwell. ch01ce, structural s1m11ar1ty, and func-
' t1ona1/semant1c 51m11ar1ty

- Each analys:s ‘employs a h1erarchy except Hashimoto, for
which five hierarchies were independently devel opea, -four by
the investigators and the fifth based on Hashimoto's con-
trastive notes. (These hierarchies are not repeated in this
summary, and may be found in section 5.2).

: Japanese sentences equivalent to the Eng11sh sentences
on the LSD were obtained from Japanese ‘informants at the
-Un1ver51ty ‘of Hawaii. 'All English and Japanese sentences
__were 'described-in ‘térms of each. analys§is, and the investi-
.“gators-applied the contrastive mefhodology of each analysis
to the sentences ‘to obtain ‘predictions of difficulty levels
for each. These predictions will be correlated with the
patterns of Japanese errors (cf. Chapter 3) in Chapter 6 to
obtain indices for evaluatlng the pred1ct1ve capacity of the
four analyses.
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The four analyses ‘were then evaluated for the con51stency
by which each analysis ranked the forty items of the LSD inmn
terms of difficulty levels. Correlating the rankings achieved
by the different 1nvest1gators in each analy51s, it was found
that. the Stockwell analysis had an average correlation coef-
ficient that was.only barely 51gn1£icant (-30), and that the
other three achieved. levels.between .60 and .69, much better
than the Stockwell, but. not necessarily partlcularly good.

It was concluded,that the objectivity of all the analyses is
def1c1ent, the Stockwell espec1a11y S0..

. e
P L

N
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'CHAPTER VI. THE POWER OF CONTRASTIVE ANALYSES TO PREDICT
o ~ DIFFICULTY " = o .

. '6.0 In this chapter, the power of contrastive analyses to
. predict difficulty will be evaluated.  Four indices of pre-
dictive capacity will be derived by correlating thée pre-
dicted levels of difficulty with the actual performance of
the Japanese students; on the' LSD and the LST. As was noted

_ . in'Chapter 3, analysis of- the perfomance.similarities among
thé various Japanese students indicated that betwsen 40% -
and 60% of the performance similarities:may be accounted
for by the two commonalities of their all being native
speakers of Japanese, and their all learning English under
the Japanese educational system. It was also noted that it
was not possible to distinguish between these two factors.
Nevertheless, it may be presumed that the native language
commonality accounts for some portion of the 40% - 60%,
and it is that portion that the contrastive analyses being
evaluated are presumed to be predicting. In other words,
there is apparently room within which the contrastive
analyses can perform significantly if they are in fact
adequate.

AR

3

-The predictive variables that go into the indices are
X and e, the predictions of level of difficulty and gross
predictions of difficulty respectively (see Chapter 5 for
full descriptions of each, and Appendices G and H for tables
of X and e).

The performance variables that go into the indices are
E (and its variants Ej, Ep, E3z), P, and T, or gross perfor-
mance difficulty, percentage correct, and tenacity of dif-
figg%ty respectively (see Chapter 3 for full description of
ea -

6.1 The Indices.

Four indices of predictive power are calculated in the
form of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
between the rank-orders predicted by e and X and the actual
‘rank-orders as indicated by E (and its variants), P, and T.
In the tables below, no correlation smaller than *0.257,
the minimum correlation that is significant at the 0.05
level for a one-tailed test with forty degrees of freedom,
will be reported. In such a case, three dots (...) will be
employed. Otherwise, the reportage in the tables will re-
flect the following three possible events.

1. an underlined coefficient will be used to indicate
the three investigators' correlations averagec
together, if this is above =.257.




o
Ve

2. a simply-reported coefficient will indicate that
the first case does not apply, but that ‘the '"com-
‘bined" prediction . {cf. 5.5) achieved significant
Valu_e. L . R o s

3. a coefficient reported in parentheses indicates

- that neither of the above cases apply, but that
- .-one of the investigators' predictions correlated
- significantly. BRI : o

. - The -above thfée'poésibleaévents are understood to be

in decreasing order of value. ‘In the first case, all three

investigators probably score in the '"significant” range.. In
the second, the '"pooling" of predictions is seen as having

a resultant significance,; whereas .in: the .third event, a .
single investigator stands isolated. As it turns out, the

‘three events are generally implicatorily related, i.e., if

event 1 is applicable, events 2 and 3 were also, and so on.
As will be seen below, the analyses will be evaluated in
terms of their performance -in-achieving significant results
in the above three cases. , e

Gross capacity of Prediction (eE, eE;, eE;, eEz). These
correlation cor -ficients represent variouS calcCulations of
the relationshij between the gross predictions of difficulty
%ng the gross occurrence of difficulty, and are found in

© TABLE 6.1 -

' Gross Capacity of Prediction

ST < ..1sD. . . st

Analysis | eB ' eBj sE; eBy || eE By eE; eEg
K1einjans | ...  cee Sl T iuu Al sed aieaeo e
Jackson .e- e cee " eee e eee —-.332 -.376
HaShimOtO e = @ e e © ..‘oo . e © @ e e » - e e e & o e e e
Stockwell .oo ee. (.331) .333 .ee cee cee cos

' The main conclusion concerning the gross capacity of con-

trastive analyses to predict-difficulty-is that it hardly

. exists.. Those few significant correlations are only barely

significant, and there are-no'cases of the most highly

valued event (ir which all investigators score significantly).
The Jackson and the ‘Stockwell systems do approximately
equally well, but it is important to note that the Jackson
coefficients are negative while the Stockwell coefficients
are positive. To the degree that the results are sigaificant,
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they are incompatible as well.  The megative results with the
Jackson 'system ‘imply'-that the thierarchy of difficulty must
be whoIly ireversed - iJe., that:similarity, and not differ-
ence, is the major element causing difficulty..-

- .. .Relative -gross ‘capacity  ofi Prediction (eP).- Since the
relative -difficulty :is a 'more finely tuned version of gross
capacity,  the values :are :expected to be lower gemnerally. t
was not surprising, therefore, to. discover that in.the entire
set of eP correlations, only one investigator achieved a

~ significant score; "as ‘reported in:Table 6.2. .:Under the cir-

~’cumstances, with 'réspect to this ‘measurement no ‘analysis may

' be 'said to-have:achieved any significant:capacity..:(That the
‘'one correlation is mnegative:is consonant with expectation,
since P “is actually ‘ordered "opposite to.e). i - . .

' Relative Gross Capacity(eP)-of Prediction -

 Analysis ~ LSD - LST
, 'i‘,:Kl?j_fnjans., N i' R
i Jackson sz:}-.:‘.;_ s l;
~ Hashimoto “% ¢ .o
L

- B - .
cre e e I
L e e e . A . S ee e "

. ‘Stockwell . 3. (-.285) - |- oL

Capacity to Predict Relative Difficulty (XP). This index
represents the relative predictive capacity of a contrastive
analysis or, in particular, the value of its hierarchy of
difficulty as represénting real levels of difficulty. Since
P is actually the percentage of correct response, such that
_the higher the value the easier the item is presumed to be,

- and since X is ordered oppositely - successive levels indi-
. cate increasing difficulty, the expected correlation coeffi-
_.cients are negative. : The results are reported in Table 6.3.

N

o iTaBLE6IC

" Capaéit}*' to Predict Relative Difficulty (XP)
b ARaiysds T U fugplet D hoger o
L Jackson. T S iAo




Only the Jackson system ‘may. be 'said to. achleve 51gn1f1cant
results, ‘albeit only slightly :greater than: the minimum level
reported. Again, the Jackson coefficients ‘are opposite .in
51gn ‘to those. expected.

B Capacity to_predlct Tenacity (XT). Whlle no ana1y51s
claims to measure ‘the" p0551b1e "tenac1ty"~of ‘the' d1ff1cu1ty
of an item, it was ‘felt: that/since there isa demonstrable
relationship bétween ‘P “and “T./(with . correlations ‘between P
and T:of -.476 on the ‘ILSD *and ‘~.560 -onthe LST), d:predic-
tive hierarchy might be expected to correlate with: ‘tenacity.
At any rate, since the hierarchies relate so poorly to real

4d1ff1cu1ty, they mightdo betterJW1th tenac1ty. "The results

‘dre’ reported in Table 6 4.<-\--wn~‘ SR S

- e eI

TABLE 6 4

™

Capac1ty to predlct TenaC1ty (XT)

‘itAnaly51s S tLSD- f*“»g;i?ti"“‘hST“_*; -
B Klean ans - I iU ieee  coiipd 0 tiils e o
© - Jackson - it 2044970 0 Y?’ruif‘ 271) -

- 'Hashimoto:- ' - Cee e et oap i el

Stockwell -~ | 77 -.iio | (-.208)

A;Once agaln, the results are generally poor and only the '
-Jackson system can beé’ g1ven any. credit. for attaining 'signi-
ficant pred1ct1ve capac1ty.x ‘Once aga1n, it _must be’ noted
that the coeff1c1ents are; - opposite in 51gn to those ex- -
pected.

As a summary of the evaluation of the predictive per-
formance.of the various.analyses,.point values. were-asso-
,;c1ated‘w1th the. three. event types.:..; three’ po1nts for event
- 1,: two. points.. for: event 2;..and- one. p01nt for event-3. ‘
(see section 6.1 for a: def1n1t1on and explanat1on of these
~_events).. The:points- achleved by .any one: analysis. in all the
tests were summed (with a possible max1mum of 42 pOlnLS),
and: are reported in. Table 650 " .

-

L TABLE. 6.5 =

Seae X
o~ EREE

Contrastlve Ana1y51s Performance P01nts

' ”Ana1y51s C P01nts
. Klelnjans — 1
E Jacks on . T L 12 P
'Hash1moto'"f“‘” e

Stockwell = . . - 6
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Honors must -be. given to, the Jackson system . of contrastive .

-analysis:; second.place- ‘to StocEﬁeTT, and Klelnjans and
‘Hashimoto: trail: badly.‘n-w:;:p;: ST

6 2 Conc1u51ons.

PR

,,,,,,

No~ana1y51s demonstrates a. cons1stent ab111ty to predict
11ngulst1c performance to:a: hlgh degree..- There are indica-
tions. that;-however;-one-of the basic. assumptlons ~ ‘that
d1ff1culty and 11ngu1st1c difference: are d1rect1y related -
-is 1ncorrect.«;;qg ey JJ,ngﬂ,‘gﬁ . :

o What is perhaps most notable about the Jackson results
is the fact that every correlation coefficient is opposite
in sign to those expected. This fact, coupled with the fact
that the Jackson system scored best is suggestive of the
possibility that one of the basic tenets of contrastive anal-
ysis is wrong, that "difference" does not, in fact, correlate
with "difficulty".. .If the:Jackson-results are significant,
they can only be. 1nterpreted in tEe 11ght that somehow,

This does not,;of"course, account for the" fact that the other
analyses:did poorly :rélative to Jackson. One possible ex-
planation. for this is that the Jackson h1erarch1ca1 variables
were better-motivated than the other analyses' variables (i.e.,
were more-closely mdtched .to.the. presumptive.'real' variables
involved in linguistic transfer). Another possible expla-
nation is the greater value of sector analysis in contrastive
analysis. No' attempt’ is made in this project to- analyze "the
“differénces” among the” four: analyses, ‘however; since even -if
Jackson is. "better, it is not’ really very good hav1ng a
sporadlc and generally low-1level performance:" ‘-

6 3 _.HS ? ‘ T Nf":" nolea el

PR S R - S LU eI LT W

“This” chapter concerned the’ relat1onsh1ps between ‘the
pred1ct10ns obta1ned“from the fourecontrast1ve analyses and
_the data on; performance d1ff1cu1ty among - the Japanese subjects.
"Four indices were calculated; all on the basis of Pearson
product moment correlatlon coeff1C1ents., These 1nd1ces are:

1. (eE) 'Index of gross capaclty ‘to pred1ct gross -

d1ff1cu1ty,

2. (eP) Index of gross capac1ty to pred1ct relative
. ‘dlfflcu;ty, L .

ety —.—r'y»-—-—
T4t A ! .

3. (XP) Index of capac1ty to predlct relatlve
d1£f1culty, ;ﬁru:_~,.

.

4. (XT) _Index of capac1ty,to;pred1ct error tenacity.
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Correlation coefficients were reported only if they were
greater than £.257, below which they are nonsignificant for
a two-tailed test at p. = .05, .and were reported in three
grades, ‘the most valuable of Wthh was -the case ‘in which the
three investigators' correlation coefficients averaged more
than +.257, the next in which the "combined coefficient was
greater than + .257, and the last of which being the case in
which only one of the three 1nvest1gators ach1eved a coef-

f1c1ent above :.257.

In.the 1nd1ces S0 calculated there was only one occur-
rence of the most highly valued case, five in which the "com-
bined"” coefficient was significant, and six individual in-
vestigators' significant coefficients. ‘Of these, only one
was higher than -.400, five fell between .300 and .400, and
six between .257 and .300... In general, the analyses' per-
formances were sporadic and only barely above the minimum
level of 51gn1f1cance. . : R

of the four analyses, only the Jackson system could be
said to be consistent, having the lion's share of reported
correlations (fully. half) It -may-be significant that all
of the correlation coefflclents -reported under the Jackson
system are opposite in sign to those expected. The only way
to- interpret -this fact is.to hypothesize. that the Jackson
- hierarchy must be revalued, such that the direction of in-
creasing difficulty-is in the opposite direction to the one
‘hypothesized by Jackson. ‘This may mean that difficulty is
-not, in fact, directly related to linguistic dlfferences,
but instead.to linguistic. 51m11ar1ty._.- : . :

If thls were the case, nowever, then one would expect
~the other analyses to reflect the same reversal in sign,
which is not cons1stently so. .There is,. 51mp1y,_1nsuff1C1ent
‘data by wh1ch to speculate further.,w‘ : .

In sum, even the Jackson system must. ‘be cons1dered as
belng sporadic and performing at a. _relatively low level. The
‘main conclusion of .this chapter is that contrastive analyses
‘are still at: so primitive a- stage that they are unable to
’perform well predlctlvely. - .
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: ',7 0 This study attempted ‘to test three. aspects of the
";problem of validity of’ contrastive amalysis as a means for
‘predicting errors or problems ‘for second language learners:

"CHAPTBR VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMBNDATIONS

the constancy of ‘foreign-language errors, the objectivity

" of the methods and procedures of ‘contrastive analysis; -and
‘the capacity of contrastive analyses-to make accurate predic-

tions. The conclusions from this study ‘related to these
three aspects of the problem of validity reported in turn

-~ below are'both ‘discouraging- to” ‘practicioners of contrastive

ana1y51s and encouraglng to contrastlve theorlsts.

. 7.1 Errors were found to-be fa1r1y constant for Japanese
-*learners of - Engllsh :in spite ‘of ‘differences -in geographic,
'sécio-economic, dialectal, pedagoglcal, etc. backgrounds.

This suggests that the output of “a contrastive analysis can
be generalized for all speakers of a given language even:
if only a single dialect of the source language is contrasted

.w1th a 51ng1e d1a1ect of the target 1anguage.v

Errors ‘wére also found to decrease -in ‘numbeT through

‘_'tlme. Theé intrinsic English difficulty of the tests plays
" a significant role, accounting “for between-15% and 35% of

the. commonallty ‘of difficulty among- the subJects, after._two

_‘or thrée ‘years of English study --the point at which' the per-
- formance of the ‘Japanese subJects ‘matched: that of the Amer-
“ican- subJects. "At ‘this -point; -common language and culture
.and-a-common educational system: -appear -to ‘be more 1mportant

factors in error production;-accounting for: 40% to 60% of
the commonallty of performance.

“The: factor of '1gnorance of Bngllsh Wthh is assumed
to be the major- “aspect of" differing levels;, plays what may
be a dominant role in the first two:years of English study,
but seems to disappear as a significant factor in later

‘acqulsltlon. -This' suggestion-is-based on so little data,

. however, ‘as to be- -almost wholly- ‘uhsubstantiated, and re-

~“-quires a great'deal“more research before it can:confidently

be asserted: Even so,’iteéms-which aré: ‘difficult-initially
tend to remain so for a period of six years. -This suggests
that the predictions made by a contrastive analysis would

be as adequate for the first year learner as for the sixth.

7.2 The methods and procedures of contrastive analysis were

- found to be deficient in objectivity in the sense that the

methods could be replicated by other investigators. While
total objectivity is, perhaps, like machine translation, an
1mp0551b111ty at the present time, this finding suggests
that extant contrastive .analyses are fairly subjective and

~are only able to make correct generalizations about the
- errors of language learners if the analyst has some a priori



knowledge of what those errors are. In _any case, the output
of a contrastive analysis remains a hypothesis about errors
the student may make and must be. compéred w1th his actual

usage. -

7.3 In terms of the capac1ty of contrastive analyses to

make accurate predictions, it must be concluded that the con-
trastive analyses examined failed utterly to’ predict the
problems that Japanese students would have on either of the
tests admlnlstered at least in terms of the analyses' given
assumptions. L . n

The Jackson method, however, achieved a certain adequacy

--albeit sporadic and mlnor--but only. if the basic contras-
- tive assumptions that "difference causes d1ff1cu1ty" is re-

versed. Since the Jackson correlations were minor (seldom
being greater than 0. 35) and sporadic, it is impossible to
conclude firmly that, in fact, this theoretic reversal is
valid. Nevertheless, there is..no. substantiation whatsoever
for the concept that linguistic dlfference is a cause of
difficulty.

If the reversal is a valid one, in any case, there is
no direct explanation for the fact that only the Jackson
method achieved significant predictive adequacy and none of
the others did. It may be that the explanation lies in the
fact that the Jackson variables were nearly untranslatable
into the terms _of the variables of the other analyses, and
that, say, one or another _of the Jackson variables somehow
reflected a real factor involved in foreign language diffi-
culty If this is the case, the data do not provide explo-
ration into the nature of the variables that might have so
reflected some aspect of language learning reality. This
is without question, an area that demands additional research.

In effect, this study seems to indicate that contras-
tive analysis can make, in theory, a large contribution to
the preparation of materials for second- language learning,
but that the state of the art today is so primitive that,
in practice, it does not. What is required is substant1a1
research into the very basics of the theory of the mechanics
of language interference, and into the relevant variables
that must play a role in interference.

7.4 On the ba51s of the findings of this study, the inves-
tigators make ‘the following recommendatlons.

- 1. Materials for second language learning should be
based on descriptions of the target language and not on the
output of contrastive analyses (until such time as contras-
tive linguistic theory becomes tenable);

87



S ‘2. More testing of '"vertical' grades in Japan and .
‘testing in a number of areas where native speakers of other
languages may be ‘cross-correlated with the Japanese and-
American should be carried out, perhaps, to uncover some
universal bases for error production.
_3.° Factor analyses of the variables accounting for
~ commonality of errors for learners with':the same amount of
_learning experience should be ‘carried out ‘in order to tease
out the degree to which linguistic rather than psychological
or sociological factors affect second-language learning, if
at all. :

o 4. ~Factor analysis of the variables related to igno-

" rance of the target language is indicated in order to_assess
the point in second language acquisition: when- native lan-

" guage’competence begins to interfere. - = :

: '§. Extensive basic research’is ' needed in’the mechanics
of language interference and the variables that play a role
in it. . . R

‘ . he
e
P -
. o
e
P N
., o~ - -
A
- N
v -
“ >
T ~
-~ - s
. e i
- . : . R
- e S
- -
- RN -
e
a A _ . .
. : B = = =
H e =~ - -
.-v#
v K3 -
L.



0. ¥

B e

12,

REFERENCBS

Allen, Robert L., THE VERB SYSTEM OF PRESENT DAY AMER-

- ICAN ENGLISH The Hague‘ Mouton & Co > 1966.

Bendix, Edward Herman, "Component1a1 Ana1y51s of
General Vocabulary,'" IJAL -32, No. 2, 1966.

Bever, Thomas G., "The Cognitive Basis for Linguistic
Structures,'" in John B. Hays, -ed., COGNITION AND
THE DEVELOPMENT OF LANGUAGE, New York ~John
Wiley and Sons, 1970, pp.,279 -362. ‘

. Carroll John. B.,;"Contrastlve LlngUIStICS and Inter-

ference .Theory," in James E. Alatis, ed., REPORT
OF 'THE NINETEENTH ANNUAL ‘ROUND TABLE MEETING ON
LINGUISTICS AND LANGUAGE STUDIES, Washington,

D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1968, pp. 113-
122.

Carroll John B., Aaron S Carton, and C1aud1a P. Wllds,
AN INVESTIGATION OF "CLOZE" ITEMS IN THE MEASURE-
-MENT OF ACHIEVEMENT ‘IN FOREIGN-LANGUAGES, Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Laboratory for Research In _
Instructlon, ‘Graduate School “of Education, Harvard,
Un1ver51ty, 1959.

"Chomsky, Noam, LANGUAGE -AND MIND “New York' Harcourt,

Brace and Company, 1968.

Chomsky, Noam, SYNTACTIC- STRUCTURES ' The Hague° Mouton
8 Co., 1957 e, <
Crow, Edwin L., Franc1s A. Davis, | and Margaret W.
Maxfield, STATISTICS MANUAL New York. Dover
Publlratlons,‘1960._' ¢ '

Dlngwall William-Orr., "Transformatlonal Generative
Grammar and Contrastive Ana1y51s," LANGUAGE
LEARNING 14 147 160, 1964. : :

Ferguson, Charles A., "General Introductlon to the
Series,” in William Moulton, THE SOUNDS OF ENGLISH

-~ AND- GBRMAN ChlcagO'“ Unlver51ty of -Chicago Press,
1862, pp. v-vi. <%~ -0 S

Frles, ‘Charles" C., ‘THE - STRUCTURE ' OF ENGLISH New York:
-*“*'Harcourt Brace and Company, 1952 |

Gradman, Harry,i"The L1m1tat10ns of Contrastlve Analy-

sis Predictions,” WORKING PAPERS IN LINGUISTICS,
Vol. 3, No. 4, April 1971, pp. 73-77.



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19..

20.

21 .‘

22.

23.

24.

L2860

Harris, David P., TESTING ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE,
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1969.

Hashimoto, Mitsuo, “From Japanese to English," Unpub-
- 1lished Ph.D. dissertation, Georgetown University,
Wash1ngton, D.C., 1966., o BN

Jackson, Kenneth L., ENGLISH MIDDLE ADVERBS AND THE
JAPANESE STUDENT Tokyo Talshukan, 1970.

Jakobov1ts, Leon A. FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING Rowley,
. Mass. Newbury House Publlshers, 1970. -

K1e1n3ans Everett A DESCRIPTIVE COMPARATIVE STUDY
PREDICTING INTERFERENCE .FOR JAPANESE LEARNING
ENGLISH NOUN-HEAD MODIFICATION PATTERNS, Tokyo:
Taishukan, 1959.

Kokugo Gakkai, KOKUGO GAKKAI KOKUGOGAKU JITEN Ed.
Tokleda Motokl, Tokyo.- Tokyodo, 1855.

'Kucera, Henry ' and W1111am Frascis, COMPUTATIONAL

. ANALYSIS ‘OF PRESENT-DAY AMERICAN ENGLISH, Provi-
‘dence; ‘R.I.: Brown Unlver51ty Press, 1967

Lado, Robert, LANGUAGE TEACHING A SCIENTIEIC
' _APPROACH, New York:: McGraw-H111 Incﬁ,:I964.

’ IANGUAGE TESTING " 'New York. McGraw—Hill
- Book Cou,.Inc.y 1961. . L :

, LINGUISTICS ACROSS CULTURES Ann Arbor:
Unlver51ty of hlchlgan Press, 1957. . _

‘Lado, Robert Charles C Fr1es, et al AN INTENSIVE

COURSE IN ENGLISH, 4 vols., Ann Arbor. University
o of Mlchlgan Press,,1958.m o SR _

Lee, W. R. "Thoughts on Contrast1ve L1ngu15t1cs in
the Context of Langua e Teachlng," in James E.
Alatls, ed.; REPORT OF:THE NINETEENTH ANNUAL
“ROUND.:TABLE -MEETING ON LINGUISTICS AND LANGUAGE
STUDIES, ‘Washington,-D. C., .Georgetown University
Press, 1968 pp. 185-194. e

4

MacIntyre, Alasdair, 'Noam Chomsky's View of Language,'
in Mark Lester,:ed., READINGS. IN APPLIED TRANS-
FORMATIONAL GRAMMAR New York: Holt, R1nehart,
and WInston-~Inc., 1970 pp. 96~113 . o




26.

27.
28.
?9.
30.

31.

32.

33.
34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

McNemar, Quinn, PSYCHOLOGICAL STATISTICS, New York:
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1962.

Nida, Eugene, TOWARD A SCIENCE OF TRANSLATING: WITH
- SPECIAL REFERENCE TO PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES,
Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1964.

Osgood,‘C. E., "The Similarity Paradox .in Human Learn-
ing: A Resolution," PSYCHOLOGICAL REVIEW, LVI.,
pp. 132-154, 1949. ’

Politzer, Robert L., TEACHING FRENCH: AN INTRODUCTION
- TO APPLIED LINGUISTICS, Boston: Ginn and Co.,
. 1960. | " '

Politzer, Robert L., Charles N. Staubach, TEACHING
SPANISH: A LINGUISTIC ORIENTATION, Waltham, Mass:

Blaisdell and Co., 1965.

Ritchie, William C., "Some Implications of Generative
Grammar for the Construction of Courses in English
as a Foreign Language," LANGUAGE LEARNING, 17:
45-131, 1967.

Rivers, Wilga M., THE PSYCHOLOGIST AND THE FOREIGN
LANGUAGE TEACHER, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1964.

Roberts, Paul, CORSO D'INGLESE PARLATO, 3 vols., New
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1963-1965.

Siegel, Sydney, NON-PARAMETRIC STATISTICS FOR THE
BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956.

Stern, Jess, ed., THE RANDOM HOUSE DICTIONARY OF THE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE, New York: Random House, 1966.

Stockwell, Robert, "Contrastive Analysis and Lapsed
Time," in James E. Alatis, ed., REPORT OF THE
NINETEENTH ANNUAL ROUND TABLE MEETING ON LINGUIS-
TICS AND LANGUAGE STUDIES, Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 1968, pp. 11-26.

Stockwell, Robert, David J. Bowen, and John W. Martin,
THE GRAMMATICAL STRUCTURES OF ENGLISH AND
SPANISH, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1965.

Stockwell, Robert, Donald J. Bowen, THE SOUNDS OF
ENGLISH AND SPANISH, Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1960.

91



39, Wardhaugh, Ronald "The: Contrastrve Analy51s Hypothes:s "
TESOL: QUARTBRL‘YL 4:123-136," 1870,

40, . '””GJT"Some ‘Curren't Problems®in Second- ~Language
‘;Teachrng," LANGUAGB LBARNING 17A21 26, 1967.

41, Thorncl:l.ke, E. L., ed., THORNDIKE CENTURY JUNIOR DIC-
o ‘TIONARY,’ Rev..ed., Chlcago.\ Scott, _Foresmar -
and‘. CO. ’ 1942. . » e _- . N

- 42... West, Michael, ed., A GENERAL SERVICB LIST OF ENGLISH
o WORDS WITH SEMANTIC FREQUENCIES: AND. A' SUPPLEMENTARY
WORD-LIST FOR THE WRITING OF POPULAR.SCIENCE AND
TBCHNOLOGY Rev. ed., London. Longmans, 1953.

.. ~ -
‘. N - fey ¢
’ ' ¢ X b P
2 ¥ A
i “ LAk
N . ) . 4
~ N - . <ty
- FORREN - ~-
ey . -
LA Ny 3 -
e LA ) Y'
? B
Ho LA o
H . e -
P v j\_.- o
- v. LT [ S
~ o - o .
B g = o >
et A A o
L AN s <L
. L e FIPL v
R e IR T P
. - . oo ! . sl
. s S ‘ P
— . e e . —~ a
s P
. RN P & i
oy ~ " . : -
) e o B :




PRI A
LANGUAGE SAHPLING TFST

The exam1ner will read these 1nstructlons. Please do
.not open your test boo?let unt11 he has flnzshed '

| INSTRUCTIONS :

1." Fill in the 1nformat10n asked for on the separate answer
: -sheet. :

2. Then, read the following 1nstruct10ns carefully, and be .
: sure you understand them fully before you begin the test.

3. If you have any questlons, asx ‘the exam1ner before the
test beglns.; - ,

4. There are forty sentences Wlth blanks in them in thls
Language Sampling Test. Under each sentence, there are
four words and you are to choose the word which will make
the sentence a -good English senterce.

5. There is only one correct answer for each sentence. Biacken

‘ only one space on the answer sheet with the special pencil
the examiner will give you. If you make a mistake or want
;o ;hange an ansver, be sure to erase ‘the m1stake very care-
ully. :

6. Please do not write in thls test booklet Mark yeur answers
in the proper column on the answer sheet. :

7. Please answer all of the problems.

8. You don't have much time so do not spend a lot of time on one
: problem or you will not have time to complete all forty items.

EXAHPLE"» o 3 | ,
El The boy - - : _ the house.
(a) sees™ S - _ L
(b) see
, (c).seen :
- {d) is -

, ‘The correct answer for E1l is “(a) sees.” To show that "{a)"
1; the corre ct answer, blacken the space under '(a)" om your answer
-sheet.

Check to see that your name is on your answer sheet. Then, open
~vyour test booklet and beg1n the test. '

,i\::‘ | .1- »j_ .'al . :_“ :j ‘ | ‘?554254
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LANGUAGE SAMPLING DEVICE i a

AT | ” FATT
< 1'0nL o . . AGE.

The examiner will read these instructions. Please do
not oven your test booklet until he has finished.

INSTPUCTIONS:

]. Fill in the information asked for above.

2. Then, read the following instructions carefﬁilyz and be
sure you understand them fully before you begin the
test. » - :

3. If you have any questions, ask the examiner before the
test begins. ‘ .

4, There are fort& sentences in the panguage Sampling Tevice.
Each sentence has a blank in it. This blank represents a
single word which was taken -out of the sentence.

5. Try to guess what word was taken out and then write the
word  you decide . on in the blank. PE SUPE YOU USE
ONLY OXNE WORD IN A TDLANK. ©DO.NOT USE ANY NAMES.

6. Check your sentence to make sure it is good English and
then go on to tke next sentence. '

7. If you think of several words which - coulé be put irn

the blank, <choose one of thern. taybe you'll guess the
word that was taken_ out of the sentence.

8. ' Please £fill in a11\\3?\\the\y15nks.

—~.

9. Do not spend too much tine answeFing._ one sentence or
you will mot have time to cormplete all forty sentences.

]10. The same worad ray be used in more than one sentehce;
11. Remember, USE ONLY ONE WORD IN A BLANK and DO NCT USE
- ANY PROPER NAMES. — —
EXAMPLE: The boy _ . = ‘ the house. _

J. Many words such as ''sees, saw, entered, likes,” and so on

can be used in this sentence. : o
2. Words like “lived in" cannot be used because there are two
- words, "lived" and "in'. lowever, contractions like "don't,

. canlt,” and so on may be used. . - i

3. Also, “see" cannot be used in the Example because '"The boy
.. see the house." 1s‘ndt_:a;g00dvﬁnglish_,sentenceg '
'-Qﬂéﬁsurefydu:gnamé\in1on"ydgr,papgifand then please begin the test.
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. Yde .. —_ believe it.

. v o 3T

2. I - - ' late to schocl last week.

3. Have you any money? We haven't

-

4. Her - o is at 25 South Street.

" S

SeoBe o enk magtish yer.

6. They | | ___ waiting.

7. Give o 2 arink.

8. He is - o - a book.

9. She : “ o a ﬁarty last night.

10. - John is an _ , . person.

M. oHe T4 come at 10:00.

A A

2. SRR AT you help us?

,Lgffsﬁff? g;v;; S T T 'fl_éijsi;ftg New York.
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la;p.:V,j.;'-«vg ' ‘ - she have'any?»"

ol
e, Ruimmpe - !

15. You | L : read'this stbfi.
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16. I worked‘thete three £full L ’ B B .

R

- ST (S N . . S . . L1z
L wie T e - v . v W m

17. | - __ I go now?

v

at 9:00 last year.

18. School

. e

19. A child SRS . — .1oved,by its mother.

20. I've written g - story about it. -

S mme e e e e e s R e oLl

-~

~21. She isn't here. Haie'yqu'seen

22. A book contains much ’ ’ L .
235, L does school close?
24. V¥e gé&efbggbeQk t§  T -  boy.

g5, Jobm . .~ been sick

et g

__ of them.

EAVRINOREN b -

. seils food? .
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28, I L - someone ‘to réad_ﬁit,;tq_me.

29, The book 1 au'reading is
- very ‘interesting.: | — |

30. I o | o . hin coming.

31, I wrote him a a o - . letter.

32.  _ o R you -come ail the way by foot?

33. Therezare-times:ﬁ-fﬁ7~’;-A. S ' ;Qne;muStﬁ be

R

early.

‘_f32;°~»u . % 4id it happen?

. 35, 7'Six and ‘twoide - - - ... make ten.,

36. The food RIS ~eaten..

7. .o s your mname?

e T

38. - Johnthov.gh* éd’ but ‘.:YI . e . , ) agrée.
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14, - e she have any? R

259 You . - SR .fead'thisfsfbrY. |

16. I worked there three full _____ R .

17, : o : | kago now?

- 18+ Scheol _ . - - o "l . at 9:00 last year.,

to. Aemiza____ loved by its mother.

20. I've writtena - o story about it.

2%, She isn't here. .Have you seen | o

22, A book contains much __ . , .

23. _ | B _ does school close?

}24;,5Wé'gaverone book to  | »‘-i ‘ v‘ e . bdy;

25, Jomm _____  been sick.
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'early.'
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APPENDIX C

TEST CONSTRUCTION

The comstruction of the Language Sz2mpling Device (LSD)
and the Language Sampling Test (LST) was constrained physi-
cally in two ways. Firs:  the -investigators were limited
by the schools in Japan to two fifty-minute periods per
class in which to administer the tests. - The investigators
tentatively calculated that within a fifty-minute period
there would be ample time for instructions and Zifty ques-
tions. More questions would raise the probability that
significant numbers of students might be pressed for time,
which would affect their performance negatively. An experi-

- mental edition of the LSD of fifty items was, therefore,
tried out on three native speakers of English, ages 8, 9,
and 9 1/2. They were all able to complete the fifty items
in a period of from thirteen to twenty-six minutes. Experi-
mental copies of the fifty-item LSD were also sent to Japan
and were tested on three Japanese seventh-graders who were
able to complete the test in thirty-five minutes. If Japa-
nese students were able to complete fifty 'cloze' procedure
items in thirty-five minutes, it was assumed that other

. Students. could easily complete fifty multiple-choice items
in the same amount of time or less. This would make the
tests power tests in the sense that at least eighty per cent
of all students could attempt the fifty items on both tests
in two fifty-minute periods. o

Secondly, given the fifty-item limit, it would be im-

. possible to obtain data on the total English performance of
the Japanese informants. Therefore, the investigators ini-
‘tially decided to limit the tests to measures of Noun-Phrase
structures, Verb-Phrase structures, Negative structures, In-

. terrogative structures, and a limited set of lexical items
(Bendix. 1966). S : «

‘Rather than: distribute the questions evenly among the
five areas of interest, the investigators decided that the
Noun-Phrase and Verb-Phrase structures should be more heavily
represented in that the various possibilities in these are
‘far richer than in the others. The final assignment is shown
in Table C.1. o ‘ : : '

- . The specific procedures followed in constructing the
- LSD and LST included the following steps: .
Step I. Defining Verb-Phrase structures, Noun-
. ' Phrase- structures, Negative structures, In-
‘terrogative structures, and Lexical items in
_terms of word class categories. -

113




APPENDIX C: {cont.)
TABLE C.1

In1t1a1 Blueprint of the Tests

Verb- Phrase Structures.a - -115 1tems-
‘Noun-Phrase Structures: = = 15 items
‘Negative. Structures: . - 8 items
Interrogative. Structures. B 7 items

Lexlcal Items. T .. 5 items

Step II. Selectlng sentences to be used 1n LSD.
Step III. Wr1t1ng the LSD items and ‘instructions.

Step‘IV Admlnlsterlng an exper1menta1 form of the
. LSD. to native speakers of English and editing
»;the items on the basis of their performance.

;Step V. -ertlng the 1tems and dlstractors for

»Steﬁ VI Reproduc1ng the LSD and LST for wider
~use in collectlng samplea from informants.

'~'The detalls of each of these steps are. dlscussed in turn
below. " _ . . . ,

‘'Each of the structures to be tested was defimed in terms
of word-class categories. Noun-Phrase structures were de-
fined as Head Nouns, Left-Branching Modification Structures,

- Right-Branching Modlflcatlon Structures,. and Noun Substitutes.
‘. Head Nouns were further defined.as Count Noun, singular,
Count Noun, plural, and Mass Noun. Left-Branching Modifi-
cation Structures 1nc1uded Adjectlves, Determiners, and Pre-
Determiners. Right-Branching Modification Structures were
redefined as Relative Pronouns-and Nouvn Substitutes as
Pronouns and Function Nouns. Verb-Phrase structures were
- --defined as Main Verbs,.Auxiliary structures, and Verb Com-
plement structures. -Main Verbs were further subd1V1ded
‘according to formal characteristics: Verb + §i, + -s, + -ed,
+ -en, and + -ing. Auxiliary structures were categorized
according to the form of the Main Verb they occur before,
i.e., Auxiliary + V -§, .+ V. -ing,-+ V -en, or + to V. Verb
Compiements were deflned in terms. of the form of the Comple-
ment f0110W1ng the Main Verb with or without an intervening
Noun Phrase, i.e., Main: Verb (zNoun:Phrase) + V -g, + to V,
.or +.V- -1ng.~ Negatlve structures were. defined as any 51ng1e
- :word. having negative meaning, e.g., NOT, NO, NOTHING, NOR,
- DIDN'T, etc.- Interrogatlve structures. were "defined as ques-
tions containing an interrogative word such as WHAT, WHEN,

;f4{£:14



- e APPENDIX C (cont.)
HOW, etc., or. questions without interrogative words but .
formed by transformation of the Auxiliary before the Sub-
ject Noun Phrase. The lexical items were defined according
to Bendix (1966) and included: . FIND, GIVE,.GET, KEEP, TAKE.

For each of the Categbries'defiﬁed,'anﬂalphabetical

list of tokens for each of the categories was obtained from

~a list of the first 500  words on the Kucera-Francis fre-
quency list 61967),‘i;e,,nWOrds¢:angihg}frbm369;971 to. 194
occurrences in a million words. The list of tokens was li-
mited to the first 500 in order to. reduce any interference
in the testing procedure from vocabulary unknown to the in-
formant, thus making the tests more purely measures of syn-
tactic structures. ' '

Tﬁe'blueprint‘for the tests was then redefined in number
of tokens for each of the word-class categories as.shown in
Table C.2. S o -

TABLE, C.2
Initial Blueprint of the Tests Defined in Word-Class Categories

1. Noun-Phrase Structures: . = . 15 items
-~ a. Noun - 3 tokens =~
b. Adjectives - 3 tokens
€. Determiners - 3 tokens -
d. Relatives - 3 tokens ' T .
€. Noun Substitutes - 3 tokens o

2. Verb-Phrase Structures:  _ 15 items
a. Main Verbs - 6 tokens : .
b. Auxiliaries - 6 tokens
c. Complements - 3 tokens

3. Negative Structures: = - 8 items
4. Interrogative Structures 7 items
a. Wh- Questions - 3 tokens
b. Regular Questions - 4 tokens

. 5. Lexidai.itemsf R 5 items

Twice the number of -required tokens for each category
were then randomly selected from the alphabetical lists, using
- a random numbers table for the numbers .1 - 99. Each of the
selegtedf;okgnstwgsJthqn,defined;semaﬂtiCally in terms of its
most frequént’ﬁeaning.,‘séméﬁtid?fnequépciés of the selected
tokens were obtained from Michael West's GENERAL SERVICE LIST.
A semantic index for each token was obtained by multiplying
the number of occurrences on the Kucera-Francis 1list by the

o 115
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T T ... ., . . _APPENDIX C (cont.)
semantic frequency. ’ If ‘the’ resulting product was greater
than 194, the word was’défined in that meaning. If not, the
‘word was_ rejected’ and another word selected randomly until
the number of desired tokens was obtained. The purpose of
the semantic index was to further control interference in

the tests from unknown vocabulary.
- Sentences containing the selected tokens were obtained

from the entry for the ‘token in the THORNDIKE CENTURY JUNIOR
'DICTIONARY. If no sentences could be found, West's GENERAL

SERVICE LIST and THE RANDOM HOUSE DICTIONARY OF THE ENGLISH

LANGUAGE were: each consulted in turn until sentences were

" obtained for each of ‘the 100 selected tokens.

~_ The Thorndike dictionary was consulted first because
nearly every entry has a simple sentence illustrating the
use of the word which is comprehensible to most children.
The West list was consulted second because its definition
of semantic meanings is in illustrative sentence fragments
which are simple to understand. The RANDOM HOUSE DICTIONARY
was consulted last because its illustrative sentences tend

- to be more complex.

All of the words in each of the 100 sentences thus ob-
tained were checked against’ ‘the Kucera-Francis 1list to see
if their frequency characteristics were within the first

500 word range. If not, the word was replaced by a suitabie

word with the desired frequency characteristics.

The key word of ‘each sentence, i.e., the word through
which the sentence was obtained from one of the dictionaries,
was deleted. The remaining framework became the stem for a
tcloze' item on one of the two. experimental forms of the LSD,
each containing fifty items. o

The experimental forms of the LSD were administered to
sixty-five University of Hawaii freshmen in July, 1970. The
items on the experimental forms were scored in the following
way: S TR R o

a) the blank was filled with the key word;

~ b) the blank was filled with a substitute which

matched the key word in terms of word-class
category; .

' ¢) the blank was filled with a word that was
| e, but of a different

- 'grammatically -acceptabl

‘. 'word-class category; . . & o |
'd) the blank was filled with .a word that was not
- grammatically acceptable. =~ .
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APPENDIX C (cont.)
Any 1tem in Wthh {c). or (d) had more than three entries,
i.e., 4.6% of sixty-five was rejected. An error rate of 5%
would invalidate. the. test and make any interpretation of the
results obtained by the LSD meaningless in terms of a pro-
, f1c1ency test of English syntax.

The number of remaining acceptable 1tems for each word-
class category is shown in Table C.3.

TABLE C.3

Number of Items on the LSD<Accépted'on the Basis of Native
Speaker Performance

A : Number ‘Number
Structures -~ Accepted Desired
1. Noun-Phrase Structures 27 15
- I Noun 4 3
- 1. Count Noun, 51ngu1ar 1 1
-2, Count Noun, plural. 2 1
-~ - 3. Mass Noun 1 1
b. Adjectives 4 3
€. Determiners 5 3
1. Determiners 4 2
2. Pre-determiners 1 -1
d. Relative Pronouns 6 3
. e. Noun Substitutes 4 3
1. Pronouns . - 3 2
2. Functlon Nouns 1 1
2. Verb-Phrase Structures 14 15
-+ -~ a. Main Verbs , 6 6
1. V -¢ 1 1
2. V.-s. -- 1
3. V ;_".Qd : . 3 2
4. V -en 1 1
. 5.V -ing 1 1
b. Auxiliaries 6 -6
- o +V-§ 1 2
e V°ing PR 1 . o1
3. + V-en -3 "2
S i % _to. V.~ 2 1
-~ c¢~“CQmplements_g 2 3
o O S . S . to V fﬁgi o "1 1
A AR NS PR I S A ’3_._; + V-J.ng 1 1
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_ TABLE C.3 (continued) - - ° °

$ ey
: <

) S el Nﬁﬁﬁéf'i,ﬁﬂNumbér
Structures ~ . Accepted Desired
" 3. Negative Structures o B g
4. Interrogative Structures 11 7
a. Wh- Questions 3 3
b.. Regular Questions . .8 4
5. Lexicel Items ==~ s

R

As can be seen, the Complements category yielded two accept-
able items instead of -the desired.three, the Negative cate-
gory yielded four acceptable items instead of the desired
eight, and none of the five lexical items ‘proved acceptable.
Because of the lack of testable items, the initial blueprint
of the test was revised and reduced to forty items. The
resulting blueprint is shown in Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 above.
For the categories Count Noun, plural, Adjectives, Deter-
miners, Relative Pronouns, Pronouns, and Reguliar Questions
where the .number of acceptable items exceeded the number
desired, items were chosen for exclusion in the final form
of the LSD on the basis of the least number responses by
native speakers which filled the blanks with words which
were grammatically acceptable, but' of a different word-class
category or with words which were grammatically unacceptable.
The forty acceptable items were then randomized and the in-
structions were tramslated into Japanese.

The finished LSD was used as the format for the LST.
The same word-class categories and order of "items was ob-
served. If for any category, there was 2 usable item which
did not appear on the LSD, it was used a3 the basis for the
LST items. This process yielded twelve of the LST items.
For the remaining eighteen items, the LSD item was used and
words were substituted in the LSD ‘sentence frame in keeping
with the key word which was preserved. In this way, the
stems for all of the forty LST items were ‘obtained.
n The - three distractors for the multiple-choice items on
--the LST were selected on the basis ‘of ‘the word-class cate-
.gory being tested. If, for example, the category was one
-of verbal tense, the distractors were “various tenses. If,
however, this process did not yield a sufficient number of
distractors, others were selected either from the errors

£




: . ' : ' ’ APPENDIX C (cont.)
made by the University of Hawaii freshmen on the experi-
mental edition of the LSD or on an arbitrary basis. No
attempt was made to select distractors on’ the -basis of the
fact that Japanese students were going to take the test.
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T T PO APPENDIX D
OPTIONAL/OBLIGATORY DECISIONS ON.THE LSD SENTENCES
Three investigators were given the task of determining
whether the filler for each of the LSD sentence items was
constructionally optional or obligatory: marked (-) (op-
tional) if the different acceptable fillers would involve
different transformational histories, and (+) (obligatory)
ir the different acceptable fillers would all involve the
same transformational history. Ordered marking triplets,
(+++), (++-), etz. were thus obtained. It was immediately

noticed that the distribution of these triplets might be
random.

The probability that each investigator would mark an
item (+) was estimated by dividing the number of his (+)
markings by 40, with the resulting quotients: pj = .775,
P2 = .45, pz = .62. (The probability of a (-) marking is,
o% course (i-pi) = q3;, or .225, .55, and .38 respectively.)
The probability of any particular triplet, such as (+-+),
was calculated by multiplying the appropriate p;'s and
q;'s - in this case, py, q,, and p,: (.775) (.%5) (.62)
= .264 - and the expec%ed %umber of items out of the forty
to be marked in this way was obtained by multiplying the
obtained probability by 40 - in this case, (40) (.264)
= 10.6, the nearest round number to which is 11. In table
D.1, the number of items that are predicted by the above
calculation to have any particular triplet are listed
under ¢ (for "expected”), and the number of actual occur-
rences of the same triplet is listed under n (for "number").

_ TABLE D.1
Expected and Actual Numbers of Marking Triplets.
Triplet e n (e-n)?/e

(«++) 9 7 .44
(+-+) 10 11 .10
(++-) 5 8 1.80
(-++) 3 2 .33
(+--) 6 5 .17
(--+) 3 5 1.33
(-+-) 2 1 .50
(---) 2 1 .50
Total: au 10 5.17
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For. 6 degrees of freedom (df = r - 1 - g, where r is the
number of values, here 8, and g is the number of esti-
mated values that were required in the statistic, in this
case 1, estimating p;j), the nearest chi-square value ‘
above 5.17 is 5.38, which is significant at the .50 level,
indicating that the null hypothesis (that e cannot predict
n) must be rejected. (Crow, pp. 85-87)1 ~ R e

No matter how one of the three investigators may have
been motivated to mark obligatoriness, the other two were
motivated in ways that are only randomly related to the
_first and to each other. 'For this reason, it was decided

that the obligatory and optiomnal choices could not sensibly
be used in establishing a hierarchy based on the Stockwell
model . Ea ST T TETEE . =

lEdwin L. Crow, Francis A. Davis, aﬁd“Margaret W.
Maxfield, STATISTICS MANUAL, New York: Dover Publicatiomns,
1960, pp. 85-87.

O
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B O _'APPENDIX E.
THE ENGLISH SENTENCES AND THEIR JAPANESE TRANSLATIONS R

"(Capltallzatlon 1nd1cates the deleted Word on the LSD and
its Japanese equlvalent(s)) - S

1.- I do NOT believe it. L
e Watakushl wa sore o Sth]INAI.;gﬁf~b_

—2,'?1 WAS ‘late to ‘'school 1ast week..vf
‘ ,_Senshuu gakkoo ni okureTA.fa_ o

'“3. Have you any money? = We “haven't ANY. -
Okane ga aru ka? Watakushi wa // nai / motte inai /
zenzen ja nai//.

4. Her HOUSE is at 25 South Street.
Kanojo no UCHI wa 25 South Street // desu / ni aru //.

S. He CAN'T speak English yet.
Kare wa mada eigo // o hanasENAI / wa DEKINAI //.

6. They ARE waiting.
Kare wa matte IRU.

7. Give ME a drink.
Nomimono o (ipp-i) (WATAKUSHI NI) kudasai.

8. He is READING a book.
Kare wa hon o YONDE iru.

9. She GAVE a party last night.
Kanojo wa sakuban paati o // HIRAITA / SHITA //.

10. John is an INTERESTING person.
John wa OMOSHIROI hito desu.

11. He was to come at 10:00.
Kare wa 10:00 ni Ruru // koto ni natte ITA / hazu DATTA //.

12. WILL you help us?
Watakushitachi o // tetsudatte KUDASAI / tasukete KUDA-
SAIMASE // -

13. Let's PAY a visit tc New York.
(a) New York e itte miyoo.
(b) New York ni kembutsu ni ikoo.
-{c) New York o otozuremashoo.




. APPBNDIX E (cont.)
14. ' DOES she have any? .
Kanojo wa // ikuraka / nanika /l/ motte iru KA?

15. You HAVE read this book.
Anata wa kono hanashi o yonde // IRU / SHIMATTA //.

16. I worked there three full YEARS.A
Watakushi wa soko de maru sanNEN hataraita.

17. CAN I go now?
Ima itte(mo) II -DESU KA?

18. 'School BEGAN at 9 last year.v ‘
Kyonnen wa gakkoo wa 9 ni HAJIMATTA

19. A child WAS loved by its mother.- :
Kodomo wa hahaoya (a) kara kawalgaRARETA mono da.
(b) ni alsARETE ITA.A

20. I've wrltten a NEW story about 1t.;
Watakushi wa sore ni tsuite ATARASHII hanash1 o kalta.

21. She isn't here. Have you seen HER?
. (Kanojo wa) inai wa. (a) ANOKO minakatta? -
(b) Dokoka de [KANOJO O] mita?
(c) [KANOJO WA] dokoka 1nakatta
ka? ,

22. A book contains much INFORMATION.
: (a) Hon ni wa takusan JOOHOO ga haitte iru.
(b) Hon ni wa iroiro na KOTO ga dete iru.

23. WHEN does school close?
Gakkoo wa ITSU // owaru no deshoo ka /. shlmaru ka //?

24. We gave one book to EACH boy. :
Otoko no ko ni (hon o) 1ssatsu ZUTSU (hon o) ageta.

25. John HAS been sick.
John wa (a) zutto byooki DA. .
(b) fusette ORAREMASU.
(c) chooshi ga warukatIA NO DA.

26. He gave me ONE of then. :
Kare wa (sono naka no) HITOTaU o itadaita.

27. Is he the man WHO sells food?
Kare ga tabemono o uru hito desu ka?

28. I ASKED someone to read it to me.
(Sore o) (aru hito ni) yonde kureru yoo ni (a) TANONDA.
(b) ONEGAISHITE MITA.
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= | s .APPENDIX E (cont.)
29. The book WHICH I am reading is 1nterest1ng.
Watakushi ga -yonde iru hon wa omoshiroi.

30. I SAW him coming.
-(a) Kare ga kuru no o MITA
(b) Kare ga kuru yo. MITA.

31. I wrote him-a“LONG letter.
NAGAI tegami o kaita.

32. DID you come all the way by foot?
(a) Norimono o goryoo nasarazu ni irassiTA no desu KA?
(b) Norimono n1 naranalde konna tooku made leA no KAI?

33. There are times WHEN one must be early._
Hayaku shlnakereba naranal toki ga aru.'

34. HOW did it happen? '
(a) DOOSHITE sonna koto ni nattan' dai?_
(b) DOO shltan' da1° ,

35. Six and two do NOT make ten. ,
(a) 6 tasu 2 wa 10° ja NAI desu. § -
: (b) 6 n1’2 Jaa // 10 nya naraN yo / 10 ni naru wake wa
L NAI Jf" L DI

36. The food WAS eaten. -
Sono tabemono o tabete_&ﬂlMAIfA:

37. WHAT is your name? - T
Anatano namaé ‘wa NAN ‘desu - ka’

38. John thought so, but I DON'T ‘agree. '
(a) "John wa Soo omotta ‘ga watakushi wa // soo omowaNAI /

- hartai da yo //.
(b) John no 1u koto n1 sansel dek1KANEMASU

39. He had MET an 1mportant man. _
(a) Kare wa erai hito ni ATTA. - -
(b) Aru suji no yooyln to- KAIKEN shlta.

40. THAT man had no feet.
ANO hito wa ashi ga nai.

L




LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS OF THE SENTENCES FOR CONTRAST

Since contrasts were

APPENDIX F

performed on the basis of'specific

descriptions of the sentences involved, preliminary descrip-
tions cf all sentences according ‘to the various different

analyses were prepared,

except for the Stockwell, for which

no formal definitions were available for the variables
STRUCTURAL SIMILARITY and FUNCT;QNAL/SEMANTIC SIMILARITY.

: - The Kleinjans, Jackson,
-fered

tability of the two sentences.

in-that in Kleinjans an
and DISTRIBUTION of the fille
the Hashimoto a transformatio
tence was indicated, as well as

andVHaShimotO“deScriptiOns dif-

d Jackson; the FORM, MEANING,
r only were described, and in
nal history of the whole sen-
an estimate of the transla-

An example of each analysis is given below, on the
first English and Japanese sentences. ... - .

e. filler = negator
) (listed lexeme class):
NOT (neg)

English: I do not believe it (NOT deleted on the LSD)
Japanese: Watakushi wa sore o shinjinai (NAI '"equivalent"
to NOT)
Kleinjans |
English Japanese
FORM: NOT; (-) bound, FORM: NAI; (+) bound,
AUX_V, (-) inflected V__, {+) inflected
. DISTRIBUTION: Contrasted DISTRIBUTION: Can be
forms, shifts with predicate
auxiliary
MEANING: Negation MEANING: Negation, tense
Jackson
English Japanese
FORM: FORM:
a. major sentence (U) a. major sentence (U)
b. predicate level (P) b. dooshibu level (D)
C. auxiliary sector (X) c. verbal sector (V)
d. negator sub-sector d. no sub-sector
(Neg) e. filler = adjectivex (a-x)

of the dooshi (nonlisted
lexeme class);, shinji +
negative adjective (listed
lexeme class) NA-i.
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APPENDIX F (cont.)

DISTRIBUTION: DISTRIBUTION:
Shiftable to preposed . - "Nonshiftable.
auxiliary sector (X)
with the carrier sub- - . . oo

.stitute .before Subject S
. sector (S) with- change;\rJ;
to- questlon. S CLe

MEANING: I . . MEANING:
Modification (un11atera1 Predication (mutual depen-

. -dependence on auxiliary; .dence on shugobu); negative,
. negatlve status.gf‘gv L non-past 1nd1cat1ve status.
Hashlmoto . - i, A “_  ,. | , |
NP AUX Vt o t <> NP ga. NP .o -Vt

Tneg: NPtenseVP --+» .. Tneg: XVPZ --+ .

NPtense+notVP .. ... .. XVP+nak-1Y -




| - APPENDIX G
TABLE OF X-VALUES (PREDICTIONS OF LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY)

The predictions of level of difficulty for each item on
the LSD were given numerical values as follows:

Xleinjans: Level A: 1, Level B: 2, Level C: 3, Level D: 4.
Jackson: Level A: 1, Level Bl: 2, Level B2: 3, Level B3:
4, Level Cl: 5, Level C2: 6, Level C3: 7,

: Level D: 8.
Hashimoto: The same values as the numerical value of the
hierarchy as determined by each investigator
(see section 5.2). .
Stockwell: The same values as the numerical value of the
hierarchy.

In Table G.1, the column headed Item No. refers to the number
of the LSD item. Under each of the analyses, the columns
headed 1, 2, 3, 4, represent the predictions made by the
different investigators, and the column 5(H) represents

the predictions attributed to Hashimoto {(see sectiomn 5.2).
The columns headed 2 represent the "average'" predictions,

or the prediction obtained when two or more of the investi-
gators agreed on a level of difficulty (note that there is
‘'no a column for the Hashimoto analysis).

" TABLE G.1

Predictions of Level of Difficulty

Item Kleinjans Jackson Hashimoto Stockwell
No. 12 3 a 12 3 a 12 3 4 5(H) 12 3 a
1 3333 8 8 8 8 34731 4 41 4
2 3323 7777 324421 4 5 4 4
3 4 4 4 4 6 41 - 4 2721 5255
4 1222 1411 0001 - 11-1
5 3323 8 888 34743 541 -
6 1211 7757 11320 1121
7 2333 6 616 3373 - 41 - -
8 12 22 1411 1132060 1111
9 1211 1111 11321 1121
10 1222 6 - 1 - 00110 1411
11 4 4 2 4 8 8 88 317 42 34 - -
12 2322 8 8 8 8 34733 4 5 - -
13 3433 146 - 5375 - 54 - -
14 3323 7877 33543 5515
15 342 - 7757 337 4 2 54 - -
16 2333 4 46 4 217 3 - 1411
17 4 4 3 4 8 8 88 3474353 4 4 2 4




APPENDIX G (cont.)

TABLE G.1 (continued)
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APPENDIX H

TABLE OF e-VALUES (GRQOSS PREDICTIONS OF DIFF;CULTY)
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APPENDIX H (cont.)

TABLE H.1 (cbntinued)
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