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1. INTRODUCTORY

_ The aim of this paper is twofold. First, to present a brief description of &
research project on error analysis that was begun at the University of Jordan
in 1976, and secondly to list some of the linguistic problems and other problems
in methodology and analysis which the present writer has encountered while |
engaged in this research project.

My work. in error analysis arose in the first instance from a recognition. that
Jordanian students of English progressively establish wrong linguistic habits,
and that by the time they reach the university they have acquired a good num-
ber of errors. It also arose from a recognition that many of these errors are
systematic and form definable patterns, and that a study of such errors may
have both. theoretical and pedagogic significance. To be more precise, my work
or error analysis started out with the same aim as most similar investigations:
i.e. an inventory was to be made of the grammatical errors found in the
English of Jordanian students in order to form a basis for more efficient
English-language teaching in Jordan, in particular at the post secondary level.
I was first interested in the English produced by first year students at the Uni-
versity of Jordan, brut at a later stage the research project was extended to
study the performance of Jordanian students in secondary schools and tea-
chers’ training institutes. |

2, SCOPE OF COMPLETED RESEARCH

2.1. PHASE (i) : PILOT PROJECT

The research was begun in January 1976 and completed in September
1977, and it consists of four studies that were carried out independently of each
other, and thus may be considered to eomplement each other.
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2.1.1. First’ Study

This study (Mukattash, 1980) is based on the analysis of 6000 Yes/No
questions produced in writing (in January 1976) by 600 first year aﬂudents
at the University of Jordan in an attempt to discover What mistakes they
nmkf- in forming such questmm

Analysis of the data showed that 1516 queatmna. Were’ erroneous, Elthﬂr.

ungrammatioal or inappropriate, Some students made the mistake of producing
» Wh-questions ingtead of Yes/No questions. The number of such Wh- -questions
was found to be 383, 300 of which. were ungarmmatical. All the Wh-questions
were ignored and this leaves us with 1133 erronéous questions: 18.9% of the
“overall number of questions. Certain crroneous questions contained more than
‘one error and the overall number of errors was found to be 1237.

- All errors were categorized and described. An attempt was also made to
account for the source of errors including interference from the mother tongue.
. The following table shows tha type a.nd frEquenc}r of thp errors described in

this study : . w»

Table
____ Type of error Number | Per cent
1. DO redundant ' 127 10,3
2. BE redundant =~ Y uB 6.0
3. DO replacing BE 24 1.9
4, BE replacing DO - 115 9.3
' 5..Verbal form = 343 27.1
6. Tense 117 9.4
7. Word order j . 190 ° 15.3
8. Inversion without DO 36 2.9
9. Concord ~ - .20 3.3
10. Auxiliary Deletion 57 46
11. Miscellaneous 126 | 1¢.2 |
Total o | 1237 T § 1009

,2.1.2. Second Study

"The findings described in this'.study. (see Mukattash 1978b) are based Grive

* preliminary analysis of 4000 Wk-questions produced in writing (in June 1976)"

by 400 first year students at the University of Jordan, (J. U.). .

Of the 4000 questions, 1592 were found to be erroneous (either ungmmma,tk -
cal or inappropriate), and’ the overall number of errors was found to be 1799,

© This study is mainly conecerned with two issues, namely: word order and
auxiliaries. Other errors like verbal forms, concord and auxiliaries are listed
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"but not discussed since they are discussed in the preceding study. All errors
drivolving word order and auxiliaries are discussed in detail. An atfempt is

also made to account for the sources of errors including interference from the
mother tongue. The number of errors that involved word order and/or auxili a.~ _
~ ries was found to be 788, of which no aubstantml examples are definite in-

atances of L1 mterferene«r.,

The fﬂllowmg table.shows the typ& and number of errors made in the 4000
. Wh- -guestions: ‘% |

Table 1T

i Type nf error : | Nurmber | Per cent
E; Worr.l arder .3 437 24.4
2, Auxiliary omisgion - 154 | - 886
3. BE redundancy 18 1.0
4. BE replacing DO 21 1.5
5. DO redundancy i 4.0.

' 8. DO replacing BE{Aux 79 4.4

- 7. Verbal form . 181 9.0
8, Tense -, 1. 69 | 38

© 9, Question words - 488 27.0
16, Inappropriate gueations 163 - 9.0
11. Miscellaneous 121 - 6.7

~ Total : [ 1790 1 100%

2.1.3. Third Study

This study (Muka,ttash 1978a), deals with, the identification and descrlptmn
of 1411 grammatical errors contained in fifty essays-chosen randomly from 200
essays written by first year students at the Umw:fnaa:‘s.lt:r,r of Jordan in October
1977.

" The overall number of sentence used in the fifty essays was fuund to be
1618, 639 of which are simple sentences and 979 complex ones. The percentage
or erroneous sentences was 39.89%,. :

‘The texts were corrected not only by the anthor but arlsu by a native speaker' |
of English, Table ILL below shows the type of exrrors, their frequency of oceur-
rence as well as the percentage of each type of error to the overall number of
errors in the fifty essays. It can be seen that the bulk of mistakes (81.99%) fall
into four major categories; Verbals, Articles, Nominals and Prepositions.

"This is, however, not surprising since these items are pnsslbly the ones most

used in the language.

The mistakes under each of the c&tegorles in Table ITI below were further
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sub-categorized and described. Errors tat were thought to be cases of LT
interference were found to be 331, that is to say 29%, of the overall number of

errors,
Table IIT

- ' i No. of -

Categories | errors Par cent
1. Yerbals 409 20.0
2. Articles 306 21.7
3. Nominals 228 16.2
4. Prepositions 211 15.0
b. Relatives 51 : 3.6
6. Adjectivals 38 2.7
7. Pronouns 38 2.5
8. Bentence Connectors o 3% 2.6
4. Quantifiera 29 2.1
I0. Adverbs 29 2.1
11, Structure 18 1.2
12. Modals 17 1.2
Total 1141 | 1009,

Admittedly, the percentages of errors in Table IIT above may be misleading:
1t 13 more revealing to look at errors as a percentage ﬂ!\us&ge, and this was
done in certain cases, For instance, the percentage of errors involving the use
of Modals to the overall number of errors (i.e. 1.2%) might be interpreted as
meaning that Modals do not cause difficulty to Jordanian students. Actually, it
i just the opposite. A usage count of the number of times the Modals were |
fshould have been used was carried out, and this number was found to be

178; which means that the percentage of errors to usage iz 9.6%,, an indication
that Modals are difficult.

2.1.4. Fourth Study: a semi—ubjectii}e test

This test was given to over one thousand first year students at the
University of Jordan, Five hundred answer sheets representing students from
all faculties and all districts in Jordan were chosen for analysis.

The test included 170 items and covered eight areas of grammar. The
answers were marked, coded and subjected to computer analysis. The following
table shows the number and percentage of the errors made in each area. Further-
more, it shows the “absolute difficulty” of the errors under each, category (the
term “‘absolute difficulty’” means the percentage of errors involving the use of a
certain grammatical structurefform to the number of times that particular
grammatical structure/form was used or should have been used):
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Table 1V
= i ] 2 j, 8 | 4
No. of No. of Percent- A_bsulute
R itemes BITOTS tage d:ﬂiculty
1. Verbals 50 17461 37.6 69.8%,
{including gerunds |
& infinitives)
2. Prepositions 40 10667 | 230 53.39,
3, Articles 43 9755 21.0 45,39
(including some
& any)
4. Modals | w0 ] 2103 | 58 54%
5. Adverbs T e | 226 | 49 | 501%
6. Conneotors L 1931 | 42 | 42.9%
1. Quantifiers ] 5 l 1166 | 25 | 45-3%
8. Relative Pronouns| 4 | 541 | 1.1 279,
Total | 170 | 48470 | 100% o

As in the case of the preciding study, the errors under.eaeh category were
further sub-classified and all types of substituti?ns were dlécuased. | -
It ought to be pointed out in this connection that this ‘te:at was er. .
hefore the suthor had any clear results from the free compositions mncernu}g
the type and frequency of errors. The items testedpwere tlrfﬂu%ht—ﬁnhpgﬁn y

impressionistic grounds — to be the most problematic areas in Hnghsh gr

mar for Jordanian students.

2.2, PHASE 11

2.2.1. Aims and Methodology

The aims of the second phase of the research may be summed up as follows:

(i) The validation of the survey instruments and the ﬁnid?ngs of the Pilot
Project which, suggest that grammatical mistakes of J ordax?mn students are
most ew::"ident in the following areas, in descending order of difficulty:

The verbal system, especially with reference to tense and aspect
Prepositions

Modals

Adyverbs

Quantifiers

Articles

. Sentence Connectors

ol il L
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(il) Establishing the existence of “competence” errors in Jordanian Engligh
as upposed to “performance’” mistakes caused by situational constraints of
test administration and other extraneous factors. = ¢

© (iil} Surveying the gamut of the school-leaving population — as opposed
to the very small percentage which enters the University — to indicate the
extent to which the latter group is representative of this age-group, and to
discover and describe any variation in English language proficiency according
to sex, region, type of school, type of curriculum, educational ‘and social back-
grounds, etc, |

(iv) The explanation of the sources and causes of prevalent grammadtical
Errors. ' ; '

(v) The rcme_,dia,tioﬁ of the prevalent grammatical errors by the construc-

tion of programmes of study the data for which will be provided by the find--

*ings at (i), (i), and (iv) above. {The programme of study constitutes the.final.
Phase of the research and will be started and tested next academic year).

This research was begun in November 1977, The first step was the con-

struction of a new test informed by the results of the Pilot Project.

_ The first version of the test, an objective one, consisted .of 360 multiple-
~choiee items which were tried out for purposes of pretesting and item ana-

. lysis on 200 students representing all faculties in the University. All questions
were based on the English Language syllabus used in government secondary
schools. All items were analyzed to determine their effectiveness in terms- of
three eriteria: item difficulty; item diserimination, and the effectiveness of
distracters. Furthermore, items that included nonfunctioning ‘and malfunc-
tioning distracters were all excluded from the final version. |

The final version of the test cornsisted of 150 multiple-choice items covering

eleven different areas of English grammar {(see Table V below). The validity
and the reliability of the test proved to be very high indeed. |

The administration of the test was first begun in January 1978 and. it
lasted for three months. The test was given to 4835 students representing three
main groups. of students’ population: urnversity, teachers’ training institutes,
and secondary schools (final year students) all over the country. The number
of students is distributed as follows’ 940 from the University of Jordan, 513
from five teachers’ training institutes, and 3382 from 48 secondary schools in
13 geographical areas. ) ‘ - |

208 o Preliminary Analysis

- After cach administration of the test all answer sheets were checked and
coded. The answers were then marked by the computer at J. U., For each
question we were able to get the number of examinees who answered the
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“question correctly as well as the number of examines who "used each of the

other three distracters, and the number of examinees who dld ‘nnt‘aHSﬁe;I t]a;l}e
cruestion at all. Afterwards we were able to caleulate the faeility index (L. .:_) |
E)r each, item and the facility index for all items in each of the eleven grammati-

cal areas bhat comprised the test: r | _ e -
Ga ;f: fﬁllﬂwing table shows us the facility index for.each of the eleven gram

-matical areas arranged in deac‘ending order of _difﬁcult-y: ]

© Table V .
= ik ‘ ~ T Naof =
Area - t U ameber \ Facility
1. Quﬁntiﬁm‘s' . 12__ (.37
2. Adverbs = - o T B D3S
3. Verbals ' ) - 85 . 0.40
4. Sentence Connectors . 1 034
‘5. Nominals o e -0.4b

. 6, Prepositions’ K 24 - g.:g_
7. Modals By | I O &

. 8. Relatives : ) g8 | .48
9. Adjectivals - | 8 | 050
10. Articles g = = E C 15- g:?}

2 i I P__i'nnmms el _.-h 28

As in. the c&ée of .previml.s studies all prevalent mistakes were decribed, and

' their an
" an attempt was made to account for their oceurrences. Furthermore,

- attempt was m ]
' petenc};:a in English and some social and educational factors: age, type of

Tertd : etw t's com-
ish the relationship between the studen o
ade to establish th P sctiodl

district of schooling, sex, educational background, etc. (see Mukattash, forth-

coming}.
2 PROBLEMS OF STATEMENT AND METHODOLOGY

% In what follows I -shall 'brieﬂy discuss some of the main Pmblems Thj.ch i
have encountered over the last four years while engaged in the ana ysis 0
prevalent grammatical mistakes in Jo;dz‘mian English. -

4.1, THE CLASSIFTCATION OF ERRORS

One of the most serious problems that .fa,m% 8 rt_asea,reher woi{zing__ ;; ;;lha
field of err}:rr analysis is the description a,nd. cla_usmﬁca,tmn u_f. errm.-a. m_lthe r_t;
someé errors lend themselves easily to dascrlpthn 'a,nd. n]aisalﬁpa,tlm; iig‘deﬁnita
placement of one preposition by another, the inappropriate use ol the .
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article the in front of proper names), but others do not. To explain the point
under discussion, let us begin by considering the mistakes in the following
three examples produced by first year students at the University of Jordan:

(1) This lay in the southern
(2} If we want to make our country attractive to the foreigns we must pay
& great attention to the subject.

(3) In agriculture field, we see the difference between agriculture in these
days and in the last days.

What is involved here is the inappropriate use of a noun instead of an adjective
and vice versa. But is this a syntactic error or a morphological one, or is it a
lexical one? Another question that one would like to pose in this regpect is:
What are the causes of the errors in these deviant sentences? Contrastive
analysis (Arabic and English in this case) may account for the mistake in
{8) but not the mistakes in (1) or (2).

By way of further exemplification, let us consider the mistake in the fol-
lowing example:

(4) Most of people work in trading

The mistake here may be looked at from two different angles: first, inapprop-
riate deletion of the definite article the (viz. Most of the people work in trading);
secondly, redundant use of the preposition of (viz. Most people work in trading).
Out of context, and without reference to L1, it would be difficult to prefer one
alternative to the other. As it happens, a comparison between L1 and L2 would
make us favour the first interpretation, for this reflecte the factzs of L1. Bui
resource to L1 is not always helpful. How can we describe the mistake in:

(5) The another cause for this custom is their culture.

Again, the mistake here may be interpreted in two different ways: (1) the use
of another instead of other, and (ii) the redundant use of the definite article the.
Resource to Ll is not helpful in this particular case, for both interpretations
are possible in Arabic. '

A somewhat different problem can be exemplified by the following deviant
sentences:

(6) The television kas just repaired and it is working very well

(7) When the manager arrived, he found that the safe had opened by the
thieves.

At first sight, one is tempted to view the mistakes in the preceding two examp-
les as ones in “Voiee” (i.e. the use of the active voice instead of the passive)’
But this is not necessarily the case. In faet, it is not clear whether we should
consider these mistakes as mistakes in ““voice”” or in “form”. Most probably
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thev are mistakes in “‘verbal form”. This Dbsm_'vatiﬂn is based on tu.crcr f;.cts.
Firét-, the two contexts in {6} and (7) above require th-,ﬁ use of the Parsmjwe t{_}rm
of the verb in Arabic. Secondly, there are mistakes L the c!pposme direction,
where the Arabic context requiers the use of the active voice: cf. .

: assed their exams
(8} They are sung because they have passe . | |
(9; Ed‘u}uatinn in Jordan has been reached a high level because you will

find schools in every village

The only way to decide whether these are mistakes in “‘volce” or fuimt
would be to lask the individuals who produced such sentences to translate

them into Ll.

3,2. BOURCES OF EXRRORS

If the description of errors proves to be difficalt, the justiﬁlcation of the'lr
occurrence is certainly more diffienlt, Again, one must admtt t]?,ar’b cert-a.u;.
errors may be easily accounted for in terms of L1 1nterfere‘nca or 1:11' grn;: :ﬂ
intralingual interference, but certainly there are errors which are di :?;11 o
account for, and it would not be very helpful to refe'r to such erTors ?,s ambi
guous goofs”. This statement is based on the following observations:

(i} Many of the grammatical errors which, J Drc?&nian studf.ﬂ}ts IE&k?_Bkltl&:Z
been recorded to have been made not only by children aequu‘mg rzlg f; b
their mother tongue, but also by foreign learners of E_nghsh T'E"lthJ 1d er:?:n
language backgrounds. One of the most prevalent mlstftkes in _uort a.r:iva
FEnglish, involves word order in Wh-questions. The following are illustra

examples (Mukattash, 1978b):

(1} *What the group is doing?

{2) *How the students are studying?

(3} *When our friends will arrive?

(4) *Where Mrs. Smith was cooking? |

What is involved here is the absence of the obligatory invers.mn of t]j_me a:m}::;y
and the subjcet NP, At first sight, one might fa]].under the 1mp1.*ess;:t:11{1i i],;.m ; thz
errorneous ¢uestions above are direct translation from Arabic. e ¢ ?b oo
word order of the deviant questions above reflects lt-h,e structureﬁ ﬂd'
Modern Standard Arabic and spoken Jordanian Arabie. In fact 1 (111(; 123301}?3
these mistakes with some colleagues who hawve he?n teaching _Engdlst h:t thz
university level for a long time, and they u:fmmmﬂumy behive h-d i
deviant questions listed above are cases D‘f Li quterferenco. ]3111‘]_31;1@r A r:'ad =
questions which include the absence of inversion of the* anxi 1&1}3 o
subject NP have been noticed to occur in the s_pecch of ﬂ}uidrfan W :;s; n1 -
language is English. Menyuk (1969 :75—6) cites the following exampies:
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(5} a. *What you are writing?-
- b. *Why they are here?
c. *What they are doing?

Dulay and Burt (1974 : 111) also cite similar éxamp]es_:
(6) &. *When John will réa-d_ the bogk?

‘What adds to the complexity of the situation is that deviant questions like .

~the ones produced by Jordama,n students (i.e. 1—4) are reported to have
been made by foreign learners with different language backgrounds.: Rarvem

(1974 : 141) records the following wh- -questions produced by his ﬂhﬂd,ren _

whose L1 is Norwegian:

(6) b. *What he’s 'd{)ing-?. |
¢. *How they -can’t talk?

Richards (1974 : 187}, on the other hand, records gimdlar deviant qnmatwns. |

produced by native %pb&kers of various languages (Japanese, Chinese, Burmensu
"French, C‘zech Polish, ete.); cf..

{7) a. *What.she 18 dm_n_g?*, .
- b. *When she will be fifteen? .
e. *Why this man is cold?

(i1} I examined many of the deviant sentences recorded in Jain (1 974 : 208

~18) which were produced by Indian students whose L1 is Hindi, and dis-

-cussed these sentences in the classroom, In most cases my students made the

same mistakes, and w hen I discussed these mistakes with them, they thought |

that' many of these eriors were caused by mterference from Arabic. The
following is 2 representative sample: '

{8} a, The g_u:ls need three more scissors
. I was seeing all this happen in front of my own house.
c. hntry will be by tickeis
¢. We enjoyed at the theatre for two hmurs

{(1i) Many of the mmtukes which Rlﬁhﬂ]‘dg ,{19?4 182 QS) reports to |
have been: produced by speakers of different tanguages are also preyalent in

‘Jordanian English. J—Iere ‘are some typical errors in the verbal system:

(9) a. Be-+V //
- *We gre hw in this hut
b. M4V —en [/ M+V
© 1 con saw it
¢. ¥V —en//Bet+V-en
*He born in England
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d. V-ing [ Be-+V-ing
*They running very fast
e. V-ing [f V-en
¥ am inferesting in that
~f Be4V-ing {/V
iy am not liking it .

Other mistakes II]T"Dl‘F‘lIIﬂ' the use of prepomtmns articles and dlleIl&IlES '
which Richards reports are also typical of Jordanian learners of English.:

e.g. reach ol a place; at the evening: angry on him; play on the piano; entered

in the room; the friendship; after the breakfast; the science; did he weni, etc..
Indeed, T would have considered many of the mistakes which, Jordanian,
learners of English make to be cases of L1’ interference were it not for the
fact that many of these errors have been recorded to have been made by
other foreigners with different langnage backgrounds and by children acqmrmg

Englizh as the;r mnther tungue

3.3. DEGREE OF ACCEPTABILITY

A third proble sm that faces a researcher working in the field of error analysis - :
is determining the accepability of a given uttérance, This is particularly true
if the researcher is not a native speaker of the target language. For example,
somé . of the erroneous sentences listed in Jain (1974 :210) and Richards
(1874 : 185) have been judged by some na,tlve speakers to be perfe ctly ac-
ceptable. Here are some examples: .

(1} I am having a very heavy work-load this semester
(2) Y-was feeling as if L was in a hell |
(3) She has g very important work to do

(4) He said that there is a hoy in the garden

(6} I mvt with her.

‘Semnd]v I myeelf have hud a. dlfﬁeult expeneuce with two research -
assistants who are rmrtlu ﬁlﬂmkﬂls of anl,lbh (one iz a native speaker of
Pritish English and the ofher a native spe&ker of American English), The -
two are linguistically trained, but quite often they disagreed with respect

" to.the acceptability of a good number of sentences. Fach of the following

examples was attested b} ane a,nd rejected by the other:

(b] They eannot perceive of the dlﬂ'f-renro
(7) Mr. Smith loft io England yesterday
(8} 1 didn’t see him since Christmas

(9) The professor spoke with a high voice
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(10) We decided to go to the beach by foot
(11) I prefer this book than that one

2 Fhirdly, thfare are problems in the opposite direction, namely determining
Inej aecepi.;ahlht-y of sentences in the mother tongue (Arabic in this cage)

faet, this pI-‘D’F:‘Gd more difficult than determining the acceptability of English:
sentences. This is due to two factors. First, Modern Standard Arabie is rarely

used in everyday life and is restricted to very formal situations; and though

most educated Jordanians have a passive knowledge of the language, th

overwhelming majority of them cannot speak the langunage with an '?‘eaﬂg;;arble
deg:ree u:_:-f fluency. Secondly, there are many dialectal va,ria,tiang in Jord 1
which, display differences on all linguistic levels. Thus it would not be : ossig?’
for a researcher to decide on the acceptability of & given utterance inpﬂrﬁhi;
&Tld con:sequentl}* it would not be possible for him to determine whether ,
given mistake in Jordanian English is a function of L1 interference or not ’

4. PROBLEMS OF METHODOLOGY

k m}t is qunsfa ul?vlugs tq any reseajr{.}her_ working in the field of error analysis
12t no one testing technique or elicitation procedure is adequate for the pur-
poses o_f the specification, description and justification of prevalent ra,mma,f; al
errors in the second/foreign language of any speech community g m
The.shorteomings of any testing technique will become abv:ic.ms only after
one begins to analyse his data. Generalizations based on the use of one test-type
:a,re bound to 'be inaceurate and misleading. Briefly, various types of tifts
j}t: to he :used in alz)rder to neu.t-ralise the extruneous factors which are involved
en any one is used exclusively. Furthermore, for any generalization to be
reasonably valid, various testing techniquos are to be employed systemati
ally within the same grammatical area. R L
Secondly, there are other questions which one would like to pose with,

respect to the mformants who provide the linguistic data: (i) How many in-

formants d‘?es one need in order to be able to make reasonable generalizations
about the “competence’” errors in the foreign/second language of a particular
speech, community?; (ii) What type of informants should a ;eseareher choose
(ﬁ._g.. students, friends, people who use the fcrrﬁign- ]a.'ngu&ge regularly!)?;
(117) H oW can one guarantee that his informants will co-operate, taking }mtr:;
_ mnsuﬁiemti(m the time and effort needed?; (iv) Should the va;'inus testin
techniques be used over a short or an extended period of time? Ag far as T kno :
nﬂnre {'rf these questions has been adequately answercd so far, E
Chirdly, in any research in error analysis, certain socio-linguistic and
psycho-linguistic factors should be taken into uunsiderat-ium Such, f::;,ctorﬂ

include (i) the age at which the student begins to learn 1.2; (ii).the learner’s
linguistic and cultural background; (i) the status of the mother tongue;
(iv) the learner’s attitude towards L2 and its speakers; (v) the relevance of
1.2 to the learner’s needs and objectives; (vi) the prestige 'of 12 locally;
(vii) the learner’s first experience with 1.2; (viii) the textbooks used and the,
objectives of the syllabus; (ix) methods of teaching; (x) modality of exposure to
1.2; (xi) individual differences in language aptitude, intelligence, interest and.
perseverance. Other factors that are relevant in this respect are: (1) the type
and calibre of the teachers of L2; (2) the attitude of L teachers to the teach-

ing profession in general; (3) the nature’ of the educational system in the
country (see Mukattash, fortheoming, and the references he cites). :

 To conclude this paper, there seems to be no way of proving that any .
iven error-type has & specific cause, whether this be Ll interference, learners’

réominunication strategy, or target-language interference.- The most that can
‘be.alaimed is that any given error-type can be plausibly attributed to one,
"oF to’a combination, of these causes. Progress in the resclution of such in-
‘determinancy ¢an only be assayed as James (1978) stiggests “through small-

_scale in-depth psycho-linguistic research”. i - ‘

"
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