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0. INTRODUCTION

In 1933, Leonard Bloomfield (1933:496~510) discussed the ways in
which the findings of lingulstics could be applied to the teaching of
foreign languages. Since then, throughout governmental and university
language programmes cited by Carroll (1959), Moulton (1962), and Hodge
(1963) for example, a concept of applying modern linguistics to the
teaching of foreign languages has been developed in various countries
throughout the world. This concept of applied linguistics has been
systematised mainly by Charles C. Fries (1945), and Robert Lado (1957).
Representative of the recognition of the development of a methodology
for the application of findings of linguistics to the teaching of foreign
languages are the numerous contrastive analysis publications and doc-
toral dissertations in the fifties and the sixties.

The central idea of the concept of applied linguilstics is the
"importance of the native language in foreign language learning", Reed,
Lado, and Shen (1953:121-7). The foreign language learner, being so
much used to the phonological and grammatical systems of his native
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language, tends to transfer them to the language to be learned. This
transfer creates a phenomenon of interference (Weinreich 1953:3). The
power of contrastive analysis is then, according to the theory, to point
out the similarities and differences in the ‘two linguistic systems.
Wherever there are differences, there are teaching and learning dif-
ficulties. Thus, contrastive analysis should naturally serve as the
basis for materials preparation, since, as Fries says:

"The most efficient materials are those that are based upon a
scientific description of the language to be learned, care-
fully compared with a parallel description of the native lan-
guage of the learner."

Another 1mportant concept of applied linguistics is that language is
not a self-contained system, but that linguistic aspects are closely
related to total human behaviour (Pike 1954, 1955, and 1960). Since
language is only one part of a larger totality of structured human be-
haviour, and behaviour is a set of habits, language learning should be
overlearning by such ways as drill, as E. Picazo de Murray says:

"Language is skill, and skill is the result of habit."
(UNESCO 1953:53).

The immediate corollary of such an axiom is that, as J.H. Cooper
et al put it:

"The key to language learning is (well planned and lively)
drill, drill, drill." (1963:9).

The notion of habit forming through drill can be found in the Lado-
Fries series of English for foreigners (1954, 1956, 1957, and 1958),
or the author's series of materlals of English for Vietnamese (1962,
1963a, and 1963b).

At the same time, because the phenomenon of interference is observed
not only in situations of languages in contact but also in those of cul-
ture in contact, the techniques of contrastive linguistic analysis was
extended to contrastive cultural studies to find out cross-cultural
differences, as Albert H. Markwardt says:

"Just so, i1t may be reasonably maintained that contrastive
cultural analyses are equally important in terms of language
study." (1963:1-4).

However nowadays, all this golden era of contrastive analysis seems
to be a matter of the past forever gone. The claim that the best lan-
guage-teaching materials are those based upon a contrast of the two
interfering linguistic systems has been in the last few years seriously
challenged by the generative-transformationalists. Whereas the Sapir-
Wholf hypothesis claimed that the structure of a language subtly in-
fluences the cognitive processes of the speakers of that language, the
generative-transformationalist proposes that infants are innately en-

dowed with the ability of acquiring a natural language, and that all
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they need to process the learning of a natural language 1s an exposure
to the data of that language. By postulating such a natural language
learning hypothesis, the generative-transformational school can account
for language universals, as well as the ability to learn a first foreign
language with ease, and by the same token, the difficulty to learn a
second language after childhood. (For an evaluation of contrastive
analysls, see Ronald Wardhaugh, "The Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis",
TESOL Quantenly, vol. 4, No. 2, June 1970, pp. 123-30). Also, by postu-
lating such a cognitive hypothesis, the generative-transformationalist
can claim that contrastive analysls does not serve any purpose in
foreign language teaching and learning, for it is set upon a wrong con-
cept of language learning processes. This completely negative reaction
to contrastive analysis can be found in the views of Ritchie (1967), or
Wolfe (1967).

The argumentation for the dismissal of contrastive analysis is this:
A1l natural languages have a great deal in common in their deep struc-
ture. If there are language-specific differences, these are only due
to diverse realisations of language universals (which by definition are
common to all natural languages) in various languages. The deductions
from such a hypothesis are two-fold: on the one hand, since all lan-
guages are similar in thelr deep structure, a particular language
speaker knows already a great deal about any other language he has to
learn. On the other hand; since languages differ only in their surface
structure through differing transformational processes from a similar
deep structure, the power of contrastive analysis should not be in its
presentation of surface structure differences between languages, but
should rather be in'its capablility of showing the differing processes
involving language universals in the deep structure to language-specific
realisations in their particular surface structure. Contrastive ana-
lysis works in the fifties and sixties would not 1likely pass such a test
to measure their power, for most of them dealt only with surface struc-
ture differences. Such recent suggestions for using generative-trans-
formational theory into contrastive analysis have been advocated by
Ritchie (1968) who tried to utilise distinctive feature hierarchies in
the explanation of phonological interference phenomena.

In the midst of such a theoretical controversy, the language teacher
cannot help but feel obliged to re-examine contrastive analysis as well
as the theories advocating or rejecting it. On the theoretical ground,
he finds that, although the Sapir-Wholf behavioural hypothesis and the
generative-transformational language acquisition device hypothesis are
contradictory to each other, they are both as difficult to prove
correct or incorrect at the present state of the art. On the practical
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ground, however, he also notices in the classroom situation that some
pitfalls in foreign language learning are more difficult to overcome
than others, and that the surface structure is as important, to be on
the conservative side, as the deep structure in language teaching and
learning. In these circumstances, the language teacher cannot help but
feel like going back to planting his own garden, as Voltaire says, and
try to make the most use of competing linguistic theorles to improve
his daily teaching and text preparation.

With the spirit of pragmatism above all, I am proposing an eclectic
contrastive analysis of English and Vietnamese clause units, and trying
to see how to apply tagmemics, case grammar, pre-Aspecits transforma-
tional grammar, and generative-transformational grammar to present
surface structure differences and deep structure similarities between
the two languages. TFinally, I shall try to point out that, besides
grammaticalness and acceptability (Chomsky 1965:11) of a grammatical
construction, the frequency of occurrence (Cook 1965, 13-44) of a gram-
matical construction is also an important factor to be considered in

applied linguistics.

1. TAGMEMICS AND PRE-ASPECTS TRANSFORMATIONAL PROCEDURE

The tagmemic model of contrastive analysis adveccated here is based
upon the theory of language developed by Pike (1954, 1955, and 1960),
later refined by Longacre (1964), Cook (1969), and Young, Becker, and
Pike (1970). It was tested in contrastive analysis by the author (Liem
1966, 1967, 1969, and 1970a). Tagmemics offers an excellent methodology
for contrastive analysis because it postulates patfiteaning as being
central to human behaviour in. general and linguistic behaviour in par-
ticular. It presents linguilstic patterns in straightforward and summary
fashion. Such patterns when systematically described for one language
can be contrasted with similar patterns described for another language.
Thanks to the notion of hierarchy in tagmemics, such patterns can be
contrasted on clearly cut levels of consideration, such as on the sen-
tence level, the clause level, or the phrase level. Furthermore, the
notion of a tagmeme as a slot plus a filler-class permits us to see
whether patterns in twq languages differ in their tagmemes (i.e. patterns
in one language have some tagmemes that patterns in the other do not),
or just in the filler-classes of thelr tagmemic slots (l.e. patterns in
two languages contain the same functional slots, but the slots are
filled by a different number of distributional-subclasses).

In order to see how contrastive analysis works in a tagmemic model, I

am presenting the clause units in Engiish and Vietnamese in contrast.
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There are 87 Clause Units in English, and 108 in Vietnamese. The
Clause Units in either language are cast in a two-dimensional field:
the Clause Class Dimension, and the Clause Type Dimension (see the two
Charts, pp. 116 and 117). The Clause Type Dimension is subdivided,
under four levels of consideration, into ten Clause Types in English,
and is subdivided, also under four levels of consideration, into nine
Clause Types in Vietnamese. The Clause Class Dimension is subdivided,
under four levels of consideration, into ten Clause Classes in English,
and is subdivided, under five levels of consideration, into thirteen
Clause Classes in Vietnamese.

1.1. CLAUSE TYPES IN CONTRAST

If the Clause Types in English and in Vietnamese are set side by side,

their similarities and differences can be noticed easily:

ENGLISH VIETNAMESE

E.al. Intransitive: V.al. Intransitive:
[+s +Pr] [+S +Pr]

He went. NG di.
E.a2. Transitive: V.a2. Transitive:
[+S +Pr +0] [+S +Pr +0]

He bought books. No mua sach.
E.a3. Double Transitive: V.a3. Double Transitive:
[+8 +Pr +I0 +0] [+s +Pr +I0 *0]

He gave them books. N6  cho ho sach.
E.a4. Attributive Transitive: V.a4. Attributive Transitive:
[+S +Pr +0 +AtCompl] [ts +Pr +0 +AtCompl]

’ ?

They elected him chairman. Ho bdu. nd lam chu-tjch.
E.a5. Passive Transitive: Non-existent.
[+S +PasPr +A]

It was bought by him,

E.a6. Passive Double Transitive: Non-existent.
[+s +PasPr +(I)O *A])
It was given (to) her by him.

She was given it by him.

E.a7. Passive Attributive Transitive: Non-existent.
[+S +PasPr +AtCompl *A]

He was elected chairman by them.
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CLause Types in Contrast
ENGLISH

Non-existent.

he undergo-bad-experience-of go
He had to go.

Non-existent.

he undergo...(they) reprimand

He was reprimanded (by them).

E.a8.
[+S
They

Equational:
+EgqPr +EgCompl]

are earpenters.

Same as E.a8. above.
he fast

He 18 fast.

E.a9.
[+there
There

Stative:
+StS]

'there'
+StPr

were two people.

E.alol. rie!
[+it +StPr
It was

Stative:
+StCompl]
the boys.

V.a5.
[+S

L

No

V.ab6.
[£S

V.a7.
[+S
He

V.a8.
[tS

V.a9.

[+c6Pr

cd

(continued from page 115)

VIETNAMESE

Actional Submissive:
+SubmPr +SubmCompl]
bi di.

Passive Submissive:
+SubmPr +SubmPasCompl]
bj (hg) ray.

Equational:
+EgPr +EqCompl]
la . thg-mdc.

Adjective:
+AdjPr]
le.

Stative:
+StCompl]
hai ngwbi.

tco!

Non-existent.

The tagmemic contrastive analysis advocated points out the following

dissimilarities:

(L)

in Vietnamese.

The nuclear Subject tagmeme is obligatory in English, and is optional

This is confirmed in practical situations where

Vietnamese speaking English actually omit the Subject.

(2)

Vietnamese.

(3)

existent in Vietnamese.

The nuclear Object is obllgatory in English, and is optional in

Thils is also confirmed in the same way as for (1).

The Passive Transitive Clause Types E.a5-7 in English are non-

The following pre-Aspects surface-to-

surface transformational rule is advocated to derive these Passive

Clause Types from the Active Transitive Clause Types E.a3-4:
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KERNEL STRUCTURES: E.a2. [+S +Pr +0]
He bought it.

E.a3. [+S +Pr +I0 +0]

He gave her the flowers.

E.ad. [+S +Pr +0 +AtCompl]

They elected him  chairman.

TRANSFORM RULE

Passive
E.a5. [+8 +PasPr +A]
It was bought (by him).
E.a6. [+S +PasPr +(I)0 *A]
She was given the flowers (by him).
The flowers were given (to) her (by him).
E.a7. [+S +PasPr +AtComp] *A]

He was elected  chairman (by them).

1.2. CLAUSE CLASSES IN CONTRAST

The Independent Declarative Clause Class, whose Clause Types are lilsted
in 1.1., is the kernel Clause Class from which all the other Clause Clas-
ses can be derived in both Engllish and Vietnamese when appropriate trans-
formational rules are applied. Thus a contrastive analysls of the Clause
Classes in the two languageés conslsts necessarily and sufficiently of a
comparison of the Clause Class Formulas, and that of thelr Transforma-
tional Rules:

ENGLISH VIETNAMESE
E.b. Imperative: V.b. Imperative:
[+ImpPr...] [+S +ImpPr...]
Go! (Mr) Ong hay di!
Similar to E.c. below. V.c. Alternative Interrogative:
[+DeclCl +AlternPhrase +DeclCl]
Mr go or Mr stay Ong di hay éng &7

(Are you going or are you staying?)

E.c. Yes-No Interrogative: V.d. Yes-No Interrogative:
[+4 +S +InterPr...] [+DeclCl +YesNoInterPhrase]

Are you going? (no?) Ong 41 khéng?
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Realised as an Echo Interrogative. V.e.- Right-Wrong Interrogative:
[+DeclCl +RWInterPhrase]
Mr went right no 6ng di phgi khong?

(You went, didn't you?)

Realised as a Yes-No Interrogative. V.f. Realisation-Nonrealisation
Interrogative:
[+DeclCl +ERnonRInterPhrase]
Mr go no-yet Ong di chua?
(Did you go?)

E.d. Subject Interrogative: V.g. Subject Interrogative:
[+InterS +Pr...] [+InterS +Pr...]
Who went? Ai d¢i?
E.e. Non-Subject Interrogative: V.h. Non-Subject Interrogative:
[+4InterNonS [YesNoInterCl -NonS]] [*S +Pr +InterNonS]
What did you buy? 6ng mua g‘i?.
E.f. Extra Interrogative: V.i. Extra Interrogative:
[+XInterIntroducer +YesNoInterCl] [+DeclCl +XInterIntroducer]
Where did you go? Ong di dau?
E.g. Subject Dependent: V.j. Subject Dependent:
[tDepS +Pr...] [tDepS +Pr...]
that went. .. (ma). di...
E.h. Non-Subject Dependent: V.k. Non-Subject Dependent:
[tDepNonS [+DeclCl -NonS]] [tDepNonS {[+DeclCl =-NonS]]
(that) you bought... (ma) ong mua...

E.i. Relative Dependent: V.1. Relative Dependent:
[tRelDepIntroducer +DeclCl] [tRelDepIntroducer +DeclCl]
(that) he went. (rgng) no di.

E.j. Extra Dependent: V.m. Extra Dependent:
[+XDepIntroducer +DeclCl] [+XDepIntroducer +DeclCl]
When he went... Khi nd di...

Because all these Clause Classes in both languages can be derived,
on the surface structure consideration, from the Independent Declarative
Clause Class when appropriate surface Clause Class Transformational Ruiles
are applied, a contrastive analysis should point out the transformational

differences as follows:



121

ENGLISH INDEPENDENT CLAUSE CLASSES AND TRANSFORM RULES

Extra Interrogative

/[T TXInter

YesNo Interrogative

T
ll NonSIn

NonSubject Inter.

&—

Declarative

TYesNoInter

ter

l

Imperative

Imp

Subject Inter.

VIETNAMESE INDEPENDENT CLAUSE CLASSES AND TRANSFORM RULES

Extra Interrogative

x

Alternative Inter.

Inter¥5:§:>

]];Altlnter<j;:2

RightWrong Inter.

TRWInt

YesNo Interrogative

——

Declarative

er

—

Imperative

T

TYesNo

TNon

SInter

JJ?SInter

Imp

T

NonSubject Inter.

Subject Inter.

RNonRInter

RealisNonR Inter.

ENGLISH OR VIETNAMESE DEPENDENT CLAUSE CLASSES AND TRANSFORM RULES

Relative Dep.

Subject Dependent

N

Declarative

TXDep

AV 4

T
RelDep

tive |

—_—— = TNonSDep

Extra Dependent

NonSubject Dep.

From these diagrams, the similarities and differences in the two lan-
The dissimilarities stem only from the In-

guages can be easily seen,
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dependent Clause Classes, while the Dependent Clause Classes are quite

similar. The dissimilarities are as follows:

(1) The Yes-No Interrogative Transform Rules are different: in English,
there is an inversion of the order of the Subject and Predicate

tagmemes, and in Vietnamese, there is no such an inversion.

(2) The Non-Subject Interrogative and the Extra Interrogative Clause
Classes in English derive from the Yes-No Interrogative Clause Class
in English. In Vietnamese, all Interrogative Clause Classes derive
directly from the Independent Declarative Clause Class.

(3) The Right-Wrong, Alternative, and Realisation-Nonrealisation Inter-
rogative Clause Classes in Vietnamese do not have equivalents in
English.

The surface transformational rules to derive one clause class from an-
other are also advocated to underlie transformational drills in language

exercises.

2. CASE GRAMMAR

The system of tagmemic analysis as demonstrated above is a well
defined system in presenting the grammatical elements of surface struc-
ture in terms of the function and form of each unit being contrasted.

Its primary concern is with the description and comparison of surface
structure. The matrix displays and transformational rules presented
above attempt to show the relationships between sentences with diverse
surface structures, for example the passive clause types are conceived
as related to the active ones.

It is also the belief of the author that the use of case grammar will
enrich contrastive analysis a great deal, especially in the presentation
of the deep structure and the relationships between different surface
structure patterns that have a common deep structure. Case grammar as
developed by Charles Fillmore (1968, 1970a, and 1970b), is a system which
views the deep structure of sentences as a set of relations between a
verb and a series of case-marked noun phrases. The series of noun phrases
constitutes a set of roles which are useful in classifying verbs in terms
of the case frames in which they occur. The system is particularly
powerful in relating sentences with identical deep structures but di-
verse surface structures. The usefulness of case grammar techniques to

contrastive analysis can be stated as follows:

(1) By considering the deep structure cases, the theory can be related

to different surface structures that have a common deep structure



123

among themselves, thus, 1t can provide a more powerful means of
presenting transformational drills in language teaching. For ex-
ample, the verbs buy, elect, and give which appeared in the
examples above can be conceived with their case-marked noun phrases
as follows:

Sent. buy [+___ (A) O]
v/p’\o
|
buy John book
[tPassive] [+animate] [-animate]
Sent. elect [+____ (A) O]
V/A\O
| |
eleet people Sent.

[tPassive] [+animatel

Peter chairman

Sent. give [+___ (A) (D) O]

v A D (0]

give Mary Herb book

[tPassive] [+animate} [+animatel [-animate]

With the deep structures realised as verbs and a series of case
roles, these deep structures must then be mapped on to the surface
structures by a series of transformational rules, which are called
realisation rules. (In 1970, Fillmore proposed the following real-
isation rules: 1. Subject raising (optional); 2. Co-reference dele-
tion; 3. Dative (or Experiencer) shunting; U. Psych movement;

5. Accusative marking; 6. Passive rule (optional); 7. Nomlnative
marking; 8. Subject formation; 9. Extraposition; and 10. Object
formation for English.

By applylng case grammar to contrastive analysis, we can see that
the three verbs above are marked *Passive in English, and they are
not marked that way in Vietnamese. We can then apply the optional

Passive rule to form passive constructions in English, and present
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the constructions in a set of transformational drills.

(2) The second application of case grammar to contrastive analysis can
be seen as this: In case grammar, verbs are classified according to
the case frames hospitable to them. Thus, a verb such as give has
the case frames A, D and O, whereas a verb such as elect has the
case frames A and O only. This 1s why give can have two passive
realisations and eleet can have only one. Such a classification of
verbs according to their case frames would be useful in the pre-
paration of transformational drills in eliminating ungrammatical

constructions.

(3) By using case grammar, contrastive analysis will be able to make
distinctions, and consequently present in class, between sentences
because of their different deep structures. For example, the two
sentences John is 2ager to please and John is easy to please will
have Joan in the first sentence marked with the Agentive role, while
it will be marked with the Objective case in the second sentence.

Such differences should be made in drills as well.

3. GENERATIVE TRANSFORMATIONAL INSIGHTS

The transformational rules presented in 1. showed the surface rela-
tionships between Vérious surface structures. Today, we possess some
other notions about language. We are now concerned with two kinds of
structures, surface structure and deep structure. In contrastive ana-
lysis, we also want to relate the surface differences between languages
to the language universals in the deep structure. Whether we want to do
it in a case grammar framework or in a generative transformational
framework (the kind posited by Chomsky), contrastive analysis will be
enriched a great deal.

4. STATISTICAL STUDIES

Contrastive analysis points out the similarities and differences in
two or more languages under consideration. Its application to foreign
language teaching should be then based upon statistical studies of ac-
tual errors made by the learner in order to have a hierarchy of diffi-
culty. Furthermore, language is communication. In foreign language
teaching, the frequency of occurrence of grammatical constructions should

.also be considered. The statistical study of grammar as presented in
the two charts would serve to establish which grammatical constructions
should receive priority in a language teaching textbook. (In order to
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see the statistical techniques utilised, see Liem 1970b, and 1970c.)

5. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

It is the belief of the author that contrastive analysis should not
be rejected because one belongs to a linguistic camp. On the contrary,
if one makes use of existing theories and techniques, one will be able
to improve contrastive analysis and make use of it in forelign language
‘teaching until another cognitive hypothesis is proved solid and capable

of destroying the present overlearning character of language learning.
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