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ARSTRACT

“A Two-Culture Validation Study of Clozentropy as a Measure of
Intercultural Communication Comprehension'

by
Dennis T. Lowry and Theodore J. Marr

The present study was designed to test the validity of Darnell's
clozentropy procedure as a measure of communication comprehension in
general and intercultural communication comprehension in particular.

The study investigated two major subject (audience) variables and two
major content variables. The two subject variables were education level
and prior familiarity level with the specialized (1diosyncrat1c5 content
with which the subjects were presented. The two content variables were
difficulty level and idiosyncrasy level,

Four 500-word passages were purposively selected because of the
known characteristics they contained. Likewise, four groups of Filipino
Ss with known group characteristics were recruited. The criterion group
consisted of American Ss with known group characteristics.

Ten a priori hypotheses concerning intercultural communication
comprehension were tested using multiple linear regression. All ten
hypotheses were supported by the data---at p value levels ranging from
.0000008 to ,0000001.

The results of the study strongly supported the position that the
clozentropy procedure is both a sensitive and a valid measure of communi-
cation comprehension.




It is axiomatic that for an individual to be able to communicate
his intended meaning to a second individual there must be some degree
of similarity in the way the two individuals use and understand signs.
In the case of verbal communication, there must be some degree of simi-
larity in the way the two individuals use a given verbal system of
signe.

For example, a letter written in Mandarin Chinese will comsuni-
cate zero intended meaning to an English-speaking American who has
never before even seen written Mandarin. An English-speaking American
who has taken a one-year course in Mandarin might be able to understand
a good portion of the intended meaning in the letter. An English-speaking
American who also happens to be fluent in Mardarin would probably under-
stand the vast majority of the intended meaning.

Thus, communication comprehension is related to (among other

things) the degree of similarity in the way {ndividuals uee and under-

stand a given language. If there in no similarity thevre will be no
comprehension. If there is a great deal of similarity there may be a

high level of comprehension.
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The Mandarin/English example is an extreme casc, However, the
position taken in this paper is that the same principle applies oh a

reduced scale to the way different cultural groups or sub-groups (e.g.,

Americans and English-speaking Filipinos) use the same langgaée (e.g.,
English) . Furthermore, this paper investigates the relationships
between a specialized foru of English (containing religious jsrgon),
prior familiarity with 1his specialized form, and communication coa-
prehension.

Clozentropy Theory and Method

The term "clozentropy" was coined by Darnell1 to indicate a
merging of Taylor's2 cloze procedure and an entropy measure derived

3 information theory. Darneil's goal in

from Shannon and Weaver's
developing clozentropy was to build an improved test to measure the
English language proficiency of foreign students. Some of his assump-
tions were:

1. The primary function of language is communication,

2, This function is best served within any group by compliance
with the group norms of language usage.

3. A measure of proficiency in language should index one's
ability to conform to existing group norms of language
rather than to some prescriptive model or idealized language
pattern.

4. If language norms vary from group to group, the best measure
of proficienc& for an individual is in terms of the group or
groups with whom hg needs to con;unicate.k

A

developed by Taylor, the basic cloze procedure consists of




deleting words on either a random or a systematic basis from the test
passage of prose. The deleted words are replaced with underlined

blanks of identical size. Administration of a cloze test of this kind

is easy. Subjects are simply given the passage and asked to fill in

the word they think best fits the writer's original statement. A sub-
Ject's score is the total "correct" words he filis in the blanks---

i.e., thos: that are 1dent1cé1 to the author's original word choices.

As Taylor states, the cloze procedure '"assumes that (a) the more readable
a piece of writing is, the.better undetstcod it will be even if some

words are left out, and (b) the better the writing is understood, the
5

more likely it is that a reader can guess what words are missing."
Readability and comprehensibility are assumed to be synonymous. The
scores produced may be summed across passages and/or across subjects,
depending on the type of design used.

The scoring procedure used in Darnell's clozentropy procedure is
different than used in Taylor's cloze procedure---and more complicated.
Instead of comparing a subject's response against the writer of the
passage, and scoring it "correct" or '"incorrect", each subject's
response to a given blank is compared against all of the responses
placed in the same blank by the members of some criterion group of
interest who have taken the same test. Thus, a subject's response is

"correct" to the degxee that members of the criterion group agree that
it is. This follows from the pragmatic view that ''good'" language usage

is whatever a defined group agrees it should be---and whatever is
functional for group communication. In a word: "“Good" language usage

is relative to group consSensus.




Darnell explains the clozentropy scoring procedure as follows:
Considering the array of reﬁponses from some specific group of
Ss to a particular cloze item, determine the number of different
responses and the relative frequency of each one. Taking the
relative frequency as an estimate of the probability of each
different response, calculate the "average surprise value" of
responses to that item (H = -_:Epi log, pi). This value may be
called the entropy of the blank; it is a measure of the freedoa
of choice available to respondents. Next, calculate the ''surprise
value'" or "information value" of each of the different
responses (I = log, 1/p). Obtain the difference (D) between the
I value for each response ard the H value for each blank

(H -1=D). Repeat this procedure for each item and sum the

D scores for each S across all items in the test. The total D
score 18 an indication of the extent to which the individual
tends to give responses that are unusual in the context of the

group's responses . . . b

The present study uses Reilly's7 simplified scoring procedure:
Step 1. Compute for each blank the frequency, g of
individuals in the criterion group choosing each response and
record log10 nij’ which will be the scoring weight for that

response,

Step 2. For each examinee in the new sample compute

T = log, .n
k jgl 1071 3k




where the loglon1jk are weights associated with each response,
obtained in Step 1. A zero weight is given to new responses

since 103101 = 0.8
Reilly's T score, while computationally simpler, is perfectly correlated
with Darnell’s D score and has the same reliability, validity, and
correlation with other variables.

As mentjoned above, Darnell's goal in developing clozentropy was
to build an improved test for measuring the English language proficiency
of foreign students. However, he did not point out in his original
article that the same methodology and scoring procedures have exceedingly
important implications for a different but related area of communication
research., The same clozentropy procedures which can be used to measure
the English language proficiency of foreign students coming to this

country can also be used to measure (a) the comprehension level of any

sfined audience in country X and also (b) the comprehensibility level

of any defined verbal communication Y for the defined audience in

question.' Furthermore, it will permit a researcher to test the relative

effectiveness of several communications (YI,YZ,Y , etc.) to £ind the

3
optimum comprehensibility level for his defined audience in country X.
The implications of being able to do this are obvious: A communi-
cator now has a new tool at his disposal to help him measure the com-
prehensibility (difficulty) level of his messages---not in a general
sense, but relative to the specific audience to which he is interested
in communicating---and then to modify his messages as needed to attempt

to match the comprehension level of his audience.

1f the government of Mexico, for example, wanted to inform its




people about a new government public health program, one of the things
it might do would be to prepare an information booklet for free public
distgibution. For purposes of this paper, there are two major ways in
which the booklet could be "off target' and therefore ineffective. It
could be written at too high a level of difficulty and/or it could
contain a specialized form of jargon unfamiliar to the audience (e.8.,
medical jargon or "bureaucratese"). The present writers believe that
clozentropy research might fruitfully be used in this and numerous related
situations to pretest messages on a sample of the population before dis-
seminating them to the entire population.
In recommending this course of action, the writers begin with
the following four assumptions (which are somewhat parallel to Darnell's
assumptions presented above):
1, The basic objective of most communicators most of the tima
is to maximize the amount of intended meaning that is
successfully communicated to their audiences. (There are
times, of course, when this is not the case---e.8., in gome
political rhetoric.)
2, This basic objective is best achieved when a communicator

constructs his megsage at a level of difficulty which is at

or below the mean c?mprehension level of his defined audience.
3. Regardless of difficulty level, this basic objective is

likewise best achieved when a communicator chooses a form or

type of communication content which is familiar to his audience.
4, Since comprehension levels and content familiar1t§IVary from

group to group, a communicator must (a) measure the compre-




hension level of his defined audience, (b) measure the present
content familiarity of his audience, and then (c) construct
his message(s) accordingly.

From the foregoing introduction to this relatively new communica-
tion research tool, clozentropy, and from the examples given, it can be
seen that clozentropy holds great potential in a number of areas
dealing with .communication comprehension. However, like all new research
tools, clozentropy must undergo a period of rigorous validity and
reliability testing before it can be widely accepied by the research
community. Very little clozentropy validation research has been pub-
lished to date. In addition to Darnell's original article, the present
authors are aware of only one other published study investigating the
vélidity of clozentropy.

Connally and Knabe9 compared the responses of Catholic priests
(the criterion group) against the responses of a group of laymen on
two types of content---sermon material and social-ecological material.
As hypothesized, there was a significant difference in the way the
priests and laymen responded to the sermon material. However, the
study 18 complicated by the finding that the priests and laymen also
responded significantly differently to the social-ecological material
---where no difference was expected. Unfortunately, it is iampossible
to tell from the published article if this unexpected finding is due to
the heterogenous nature of the group of laymen (drawn from university
'students, the staffs of two hospitals, one Roman Catholic parish, and
a Lutheran adult education class), whether.the difference is due to a

possible overall difference in education levels between the criterion




group and the test group, or whether it is due to still other variables.

The present study, which began in the spring of 1971, is a cloz-
entropy instrument validation study which attempts to (1) provide a
much more controlled and rigorous test of the clozentropy procedure
than did the Connally and Knabe study, and also (2) serve as a demon-
stration study of how the procedure might be used in "applied" field
settings.

Variables and Hypotheses Used

This study investigates two major subject (audience) variables
and two major content variables. The two subject variables are

education level and prior familiarity level with the specialized

(idiosyncratic) content with which the subjects were preaented. The

two content variables are difficulty level and idiosyncrasy level.

Exactly how these variables were operationalized will be explained
below.

Since the subjects were drawn from known groups,and since the
communication content presented them had known characteristics, the
researchers were in a position to hypothesize what the comprehension
levels "should" be if indeed the clozentropy procedure is as valid as
it is claimed to be.

Hypothesis 1: Comprehension for the Hi Education Ss.should be

significantly higher than comprehension for the Lo Education Ss.
Reason: The higher an individual's education level, the higher his
message decoding and processing skills are likely to be. 1If the
clozentropy procedure is valid, this difference in education levels

of the Ss should be reflected in the comprehension scores.




Hypothesis 2: Comprehension for the Hi Prior Familiarity Ss

should be significantly higher than comprehension for the Lo Prior
Familiarity Ss., Reason: Peépld generally perform better when they are
familiar with a task than when they are unfamiliar. 1f the clozentropy
procedure is valid, this difference in prior familiarity levels of the
Ss should be reflected in fhe comprehension scores.
gxpdthegigug;_Comprehension on the Lo Difficulty passages should
be significantly higher than comprehension on the Hi Difficulty baasages.
Reason: Understanding a Lo Difficulty passage is, by definition, an
easier task than understanding a Hi Difficulty passage. If the cloz-
entropy procedure is valid, this difference in difficulty levels of
the passages should be reflected in the comprehension scores.

Hypothesis 4: Comprehension on the Lo Idiosyncrasy passages

should be significantly higher than on the Hi Idiosyncrasy passages.
Reason: Lo Idiosyncrary passages are, by definition, more similar to
general everyday language usage, and are thus more familiar to the Ss.
If content familiarity is important to comprehension, and if the cloz-
entropy procedure is valid, this differﬁpce in 1dios§ncrasy levels of
the passages should be reflected in the comprehension scores.

Hypothesis 5: The multiplicative effect of Education Level X

Prior Familiarity Level should be positively and significantly related
' to comprehension. Reason: Comprehension itself is theorized by the

writers to be a complex phenomenon equal to more than the sum of its

parts. Since Education Level and Prior Fapiliarity Level are considered
to be two of the most important intra-subject variables relating to

comprehension, they should produce an interaction effect greater than
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the sum of their separate effects. If this is sd, ahd if the cloz-
entropy procedure is valid, this interaction should be reflected in the

comprehension scores.

Hypothesis 6: The multiplicative effect of Difficulty Level X
Idtosyncrasy Level should be positively and significantly related to
conmprehension scores.10 Reason: Same as for hypothesis 5.

Hypothesis 7: The multiplicative effect of Education Level X

Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level should be positively and sig-
nificantly related to ‘comprehension scores. Reason: Same as for
hypothesis 5, except this is a three-way interaction.

Hypothesis 8: The multiplicative effect of Prior Familiarity

Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level should be positively and
significantly related to comprehension scores. Reason: Same as for
hypothesis 5, except this is a three-way interaction. N

Hypothesis 9: The multiplicative effect of Education Level X

Prior Familiarity Level X Difficulty Level X ldiosyncrasy Level should
be positively and significantly related to comprehension scores. Reason:
Same as for hypothesis 5, except this is a four-way interaction.

Hypothesis 10: The multiplicative effect of Education Level X

Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level is significantly greater than

the multiplicative effect of Prior Familiarity Level X Difficulty

Level X Idiosyncrasy lLevel., Reason: Education Level is theorized as

being fundamentally more important (when interacting with,Difficulty

Level and Idiosyncrasy Level) to comprehension than ig Prior Familiarity Level
(when also interacting with Difficulty Level and ldiosyncrasy Level),

because as a person's education level increases he is more likely to
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be able to master the 1diosyncrasy problem in addition to the difficulty
problem. However, on the contrary, as his prior familfarity level in-
creases he is not as likely to master both the difficulty problem and

the idiosyncrasy problem.

METHOD

Four 500-word passages were purposively selected because of the
known characteristics the passages contained. A one-page example of
each of these passages is reproduced as Appendices A through D.

Passage 1: Lo Difficulty/Lo Idiosyncrasy---a childrents story

taken from a fourth grade Filipino reader. Flesch reading

ease score: 94.1 (''very easy").

Passage 2: Lo Difficulty/Hi Idiosyncrasy---taken from the New

Life Testament, a version of the New Testament written for new

literates and using a vocabulary of about 800 words. Flesch
reading ease score: 94.0 (''very easy").
Passage 3: Hi Difficulty/lo ldiosyncrasy---taken from Semantics

and Communication, a college level monograph. Flesch reading

ease score: 58.8 ("fairly difficult"),

Passage 4: Hi Difficulty/Hi Idiosyncrasy---taken from the King

James Bible. Flesch reading ease score: 59.6 ("fairly difficult"),
The passages were typed triple-spaced with every 10th word deleted and
replaced with a standard-size underlined blank. Thus, for each passage
there were 50 blanks. The passages were reproduced and assembled into
test booklets in a random ogde; to eliminate any possible order effects.

Likewise, four groupslgf Ss with known group charaateristics were
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selected.
Group 1: Lo Education/Lo Prior Familiarity---students from
Manuel Roxas High School, & public high school in Manila;
students who were not known to the test administrator and the
school guidance counselor to be active in any évangelical
Protestant student groups and/or churches. Mean age: 15.9.
Mean years of education: 9.0. (N = 23)

Group 2: Lo Education/Hi Prior Femiliarity---students from

Manuel Roxas High School who were personally known to the test
administrator and the school guidance counselor to be active
in evangelical Protestant student groups and/or churches.

Mean age: 14.2. Mean years of education: 7.9. (N = 25)

Group 3: Hi Education/Lo Prior Familiarity---students from the

University of the Philippines who were not known to the test
administrator to be active in any evangelical Protestant student
groups and/or churches. Mean age: 21.0, Mean years of educa;
tion: 14.0. (N = 24)

Group 4: Hi Education/Hi Prior FPamiliarity---students from the

University of the Ph1y1£p1ne§ who were members of Inter-Varsity
Christian Fellowship,‘an evangelical Protestant student group.
Mean age: 20.4, Mean years of education: 14.0, (N = 24)

. The criterion group (N = 40), against which the responses of the
Filipino Ss were compared, was defined as Hi Bduc;tion/ﬂi Prior Familiarity/
American. All criterion group members ﬂad at lea;t four years of ccllege,
and all had been active in evangglical Protestant churches for at least

a year.
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Members of the criterion group and the test Ss were permitted
a maxitmum of 15 minutes to £ill in the 50 blanks in each passage.

Most members of the criterion group did not need the full 15 minutes,
while some members of the Lo Education test groups were not able to
insert even guesses in all 50 blanks in 15 minutes. It was the judgment
of the test administrator and the researchers that they would not have
been able to finish even if the time had been doubled. Therefore, the
15-minute time limit was adhered to for the sake of test administration
efficiency, and because their not being able to finish does provide
some information aboup their comprehension level,

Test Ss were paid 3 pesos for their time and to insure a high
level of motivation. This amount was equivalent to about 46 cents (US),
but was wﬁrth considerably more than this in terms of buying power, and
therefore incentive, in the b?ilippinés. Members of the criterion group
were not paid. Test Ss took th§ tests either individually or in groups
of varying size, depending upon whatever arrangeneﬁts could be made.

Variant spellings of the same words were cleaned up to bring them
into agreement (e.g.,‘armour to armor). The justification for doing
this is that two subjects obviously have the same meaning in mind, and
have simply used two different spellings of the same word to express it.
All data were punched for computer analysis. The clozentropy scoring
was performed by an original coﬁputer program written in PL1 by Theodore
J. Marr. This program provides both printed and punched output of the
T scores for each subject on each passage. This punched output was
then used as the data input in gn hypothesis-testing multiple linear

regression program to test the ten hypotheses stated above.
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RESULTS

Figuce 1 provides an overview of the results. As expected, the
criterion group had the highest comprehension scores on all four passages.
This top curve, then,serves as a ceiling for the four test groups. In
other words, they have the potential of going as high as the ceiling,
but cannot go higher. In the opposite direction, a zero comprehension
score is possible.

As would be expected, the criterion group and the four test groups
all had their highest comprehension on the Lo Difficulty/Lo ldiosyncrasy
passage. Then, when they came to the Lo Difficulty/Hi ldiosyncrasy
passage (which was equivalent to passage 1 in terms of Flesch score),
the comprehension scores for all groups dropped. However, it is important
to note that the drop was not as great for the three Hi Prior Fanmiliarity
groups as for the two Lo Prior Familiarity groups.

The same pattern is evident on the two Hi Difficulty passages
as on the two Lo Difficulty passages, except that all of the comprehension
scores are lower because the content is more difficult. In moving from
passage 2 to passage 3, the two Hi Education curves and the two Lo
Education curves converge somewhat. However, in moving from passage
3 to passage 4, the two Hi Education curves and the two Lo Education
curves diverge sharply. In both instances they diverge because the
Hi Prior Familiarity curves go up and the Lo Prior Familiarity curves
go down.

As an indication of how important prior familiarity is to compre-
hension, it shouid be noted that on passage 4 the Lo Education/Hi Prior

Faniliarity group (with a mean age of 14.2 and a mean years of education
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of 7.9) scored higher than the Hi Education/lo Prior Fai{iicriﬁy group
(which hed a mean age of 21.0 and a mean years of education of 14.0).

Each of the variables representéd in hypotheses 1 through 9 was
tested in a linear regression model against the unit vector. The
following full and restricted models were used:

Full Model: Yl = aoU + alxl + Bl

Restricted Model: Yl = aoU + 82

Where: Y, = the criterion variable, comprehension

U a the unit vector

xl = the predictor variable being tested

E1 and 82 ‘

8, and a = the least squares Weighting coefficients
calculated so as to minimize the sum of
squared values in the error terms,

= the error terms for the two modals

Results for Hypothesis 1: Comprehension for the Hi Education Ss
should be significantly higher than comprehension for the Lo Education
Ss. As Table 1 indicates, the education variable slone accounted for
+14 of the variance in comprehension. The F ratio Letween the fuli and
restricted models was 64.14, end the p value was highly significant
at less than ,0000001. Therefore, hypothesis 1 was supported by the data.

Results for Hypothegis 2: Comprehension for the Hi Prior Feuiliarity
8s should be significantly higher than comprehension for the Lo Prior
Familiarity Ss. Prior Familiarity cccounted for .08 of the variance
in comprehension and produced an F ratio of 34.93 apd a corresponding
p value of less than .0000001 (See Table 2). Ther?foto. hypethesis 2
was supported by the data.

Results for Hypothesis 3: Comprehension on the Lo Difficulty
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passages should be significantly higher than compreherisioh on the Hi
Difficulty passages. 1he results in Table 3 show that difficulty level
alone accounted for ,35 of the variance in comprehension. The F ratio
was 205.00 and the p value less than .0000001. Therefore, hypothesis
3 was supported by the data.

Results for Hypothesis 4: Comprehension on the Lo 1diosyn~rasy

passages should be significantly higher than on the Hi Idiosynacrasy
passages. A8 reported in Table 4, idiosyncrasy accounted for .06 of
the variance in comprehension. The F ratio for this variable was 23.77
and the corresponding p value was less than .0000008. Therefore,
hypothesis 4 was supported by the data.

Results for Hypothesis 5: The multiplicative effect of Education

Level X Prior Familiarity Level should be positively and significantly
related to comprehension. Table 5 presents Ehe results of this statis-
tical test. REducation X Prior Familiarity accounted for .23 of the
variance in comprehension and produced an F ratio of 112,32, The
corresponding p value was less than ,0000001. Therefore, hypothesis

5 was supported by the data.

Results for Hypothesis 6: The multiplicative effect of Difficulty
Level X Idiosyncrasy Level Qhould be positively and significantly related
to comprehension. The data in Table 6 indicate that Difficulty X Ildio-
syncras§ accounted for .41 of the variance in comprehension, an amount
almost double that of Education X Prior Pamiliarity. The F ratio is
264.98 and the p value {s less than .0000001. Therefore, hypothesis 6
was supported by the data. |

Results for Hypothesis 7: The multiplicative effect of Education
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level X Difficulty Level X Idigsyncrasy Level should be positively and
significantly related to comprehension. Table 7 shows that this three-
way interaction accounted for ,26 of the variance in comprehension.
The F ratio was 130.90 and the corresponding p value was less than
+0000001. Therefore, hypothesis 7 was éupported ty the data,

Results for Hypothesis 8: The multiplicative effect of Prior

Familiarity Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Levelfshouid be posi-
tively and significantly related to coﬁprehension. As Table 8 indicates,
this thfee-way interaction accounted for .21 of the variance in conpre-
hension and produced an F ratio of 98.85 with a corresponding p value of
less than .0000001. Therefore, hypothesis 8 was supported by the data.

Results for Hypothesis 9: The uultiplicative effect of Education
Level X Prior Fanmilisrity Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level
should be positively and significantly related to conprchcnsicn.k Tabie
9 contains the results of this four-way interaction and shcwt.that 15
of the variance in comprchension was accounted for. The E;rctic wcs
67.95 and the corresponding p value was less than .0000001, Therefore,
hypothesis 9 was supported by the data.

Reauits_fo:_Hypothesi&le: The multiplicative effect‘of Education

Level X Difficulty Level X 1diosyncrasy Level 1is significantiy greater
than the nultiplicative effect of Prior Paniliarity Level. x Difficuity“

Level X Idiosyncrasy Level. The thrust of this hypothcsis is that the~:: i .

i»‘,three-way interaction effect involving Bducation chel is greater thanftf?ﬂi‘f e




'fQZfJLeVel Prior raniliarity Levei bifficu}ty Level. and Id, :yner¢ty

Full Model: Yl =8 U+ alxl 4 azxz + E1

Restricted Model: Yl u AOU + .zxz + Ké

Where: Y1 = the eriterion variable, comprehension
- U = the unit vector

= Bducation Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy

1 Level

X

p = Prior ?aniliarity Level X Difficulty Level X

Idiosyncrasy Level

E1 and 52 = the error terms for the two models.

8y 8y» and a, = the least squares weightihg eoetficientsﬁ
calculated so as to ainimize the sum of
.squared values in the error terms.

Table 10 shows that the amount of variance accounted for by the full

model was ¢33 and the amount; of'variance accounted for by the restricted

model was .21, The F ratio was 67.71 and the cdrrégponding'p value was

less than ,0000001. Therefdre,Ahypothesis 10 was supported by the data.

‘ DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The tesults of this study strongly support the poaition that the |
clozentropy procedgre is both a sensitive and a valid neru ‘. ot counun1- 
cation coipteheneion. The data supported 311 ten hypotheses---and all |

';‘at highly atgnificant P value levels.' The "nain effeeta" for Bdueation

Level vere 511 eigniftcant.ﬁ e
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variables, it can be seen that Difficulty Lovel accounted for more
variance than did ldiosyncrasy Level. The single variable which accounted
for the most variance when tested against the unit vector was Difficulty
Level (Rz = ,35), and the interaction which accounted for the most vari-
ance when tested against the unit vector was Difficulty Level X ldio-
syncraﬁy Level (R2 = ,41),

Some post hoc data analysis thdlcated'that a single linear r;-
~ gression model with the four main predictor variabies accountéd for .64
of the variance in comprehension. (Seé»Table 11.) Adding two two-way
interaction variables to the wodel 1ncreas¢d}the 32 tof.74; Adding
two three-ng 1nteractioh vattables to thé model increased the Rzﬁto
.76, Thus, it isvpossible td aécoﬁnt £of 76 of the variqncé in cogo‘
ptehansion with & singié linear regression nodelfcqntatping oight
varisbles. | | , f | _’ T | s

This study also provides some insight into the complex interactive
gg;g;g‘of the intercultural communication co-brehéngioh‘pgocgou., Ai "
réported Above, there weté significant 1ntrs-sﬁbje¢t 1nteragtipng.
1ntt¢-content intorActions. and subjectlconteht 1nter¢ct16no. The 1:-'
plication of this 13 that eince the process under 1nvestigation 18 80
conplex. future studies of 1nter¢u1tura1 comnunication eonprahension
uill have to use theoriee, reaearch uethods. and data analyotc techniquea

f“‘cnpable of coping with the eonplexittea 1nherent in the proces j{.'w-f

It should‘be potnted out that the ten hypotheses tested 1n thts




procedure in an intercultural setting and, second, by’o desire eo test
some possible explanatioﬁskof the interactive processes underlying com-
prehension, It is hoped that other researchers in the future will re-
test the present hypotheses and go on to test additional or competing
hypotheses., |

. The results of this study should be of great {nterest to communi-
cation oractitioners who work in 1nterculturo1 comnunication in epplied~
settings., The clozentropy procedure does indeed appear to make it
possible for the 1nterculturol comunicot:or to do a better job of tchiug ;

his nesSages to his audience than he ever could before.

It goes almosr without saying that the entire area of 1ntercu1turol
communication comprehension, ahd the clozentropy procedure in ﬁarticulor.
deserve considerable reseorch attention in the years ahead. rirat.
there 15 & need to study variables orher than Bducation Leuel_ 2r10r :
,roniliarity Level, Difficulty Level, and Idioayncrasy Level. The ;

~ present study has demonstrated that theae four variablee have a major
influence on conprehension, but certatnly there must be other important
| tnt:.a,-subject and intra-content v.ambles as well. \ Second, the cost/
payoff efficiency of the c;ozeﬁiropyf procedure must)be compared with
- soue of the older;’but eosier; neoeures of neesoge 1££1eu1ty.’euch
aa the tlesch fornula and Dale-Choll formulo. The‘c.oeeutropy proeeoure

".r:"y be nore prectee. but 13 the extra preetaion wortl rhéjgggrgygggg?{;;g e

‘ Third, reaeorchers tntereoted tn 1ntarcultural connu:!;é;m;; ;; QA
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Language Proficiency of Foreign Students," sneeéh-Honogrqghg. 37136-46
(1970). "
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sTaqur, 6p.'cit., p. 19,
Sparnell, op. eit.",vpp.'37-3s. |
7kich@rd R. Reilly, "A Note on 'Clozentropy: A frocedure for
Tésting English L#nguage Ptoficiency of Foreigh Studehtc!." §ggggg
 Monographs, 38:350-353 (1971).
Ibid., p. 351,
9Patrick R. Connolly and William B. Knabe, "Assesting Interogroup

Differences in the Use of Langage: A Method and a Case Study.“ 0ent;al

States Speech Journal, 14'43 47 €1973),

oNote: Difficulty Level and Idiosyncrasy Level were re- aeoted

(Hi cnanged to Lo Lo changed to Hi), 80 thAt thin hypothoai- and the
i'foiiowing hypotheaea could be stated in a positiVQ forn.; Thio re- seoring

“, jifin no way changea any of the statistical results‘of thii -tudy.j It
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TABLE 1
Education Level as the Predictor Variable, Comprehension as the Criterion
Variable ’
2
R df 13 P&
0.14 1, 382 64,14 . 0000001

5

1

LE 2

Prior aniliatity Level as the Predictor Variable, co-prchoncion as
the Criterion Variable ,

R ' df P N1
0.08 1, 382 . 34,93 +0000001

TABLE 3

S p—

Difficulty Level as the Predictor Variable, Comprehension as the
Criterion Variable ,

R df r 'Y




TABLE &

Idiocyncrny Level as the Predictor Variable, Comprehension as the
Criterion Variabte

R2 df F p

0.06 1, 382 23,79 0000008

TABLE 5

Education Level X Prior Faniliarity Level as the Predictor Varisble,
cmprehenaion Level as the Criterion Variable

Rzri ;d‘f . pe

vntmtstapaist 00 cEGEsissaEee

0.2 1, 382 112,32 , 0000001

| mBLE 6

Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level as the Predictor \nriabic. |
couprehenaion Lwel as the criterion Variable ,




"TABLE 7

Bducation Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level as the Predictor
Variable, Comprehension as the Criteribn Variable

R2 df F <

Seee——————

oty enat—

0.26 1, 382 130.90 + 0000001

TABLE 8

Prior Pamiliarity Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level as the
Predictor Variable, Comprehension as the Criterion Vatiqblo ,

' af o r T4

0,21 1, 382 ! 98,85  .0000001

TABLE 9
Bducation Level X Prior Faniliarity Level X Difficulty Levoi X 1dio-

syncrasy Level as the Predictor VAriable, Comprehennion as the Critetion'
Varigble

GO € r K




TABLE 10

Education Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level vs., Prior
Pamiliarity Level X Difficulty Level X Idiosyncrasy Level as Predictor
Variables, Comprehension as the Criterion Variable

2 2 |

Reutd Rrest. df F ' P

0.33 0.21 1, 381 67.71 . 0000001
TABLE 11

A Comparison of the Amount of Variance Accounted for by Three Different
Linear Regression Models

Education Level (X;)
+

Prior Familiarity Level (xz)

Difficulty Level (X3)
+ Lr? o 0.74

Idiosyncrasy lLevel (x4) '

+ | b2? - 0.76
Xy * X
1* X%

= 0.64

X3 * X,
+

Xy ¥X3 %Xy,
+

Xp * X3 * Xp e

Where * stands gb?‘ipggi§;;;7 {o




- APPENDIX A
. (Example of Lo Difficulty/Lo ldiosyncrasy Content)
JHE DIPPER
A long time ego there lived a kind 1ittle . The

| 1)
little girl and her mothexr lived alone in emall house

)

near a forest.

One day her mother ) sick., She was very 1)l with

fever. She needed - 80 badly. The well and the brook

Were dry,. Ol was 0o rain for a long time. The hot

dried up all the water. The 1ittle girl oould

(%)
got any water.

@)

One night the mother called the - girdi "I am very

thirsty. I aa afraid that —T— shall dle. Please got ne &

drink of wator.*

" T will get some water for you, mother," said the

girl. She took & cocomut shell that she used

(11)

™e Mte

__ & dipper. The dipper had & handle,




APPENDIX B

(Example of Lo Difficulty/Hi Idiosyncrasy Content)

RIGHT WITH GOD

Now that we have been made right with God iy : putting

our trust in Him, we have peace with » It is because of

()
what our Lord Jesus Christ for us, By putting our trust

[0

in God, He 0 given us His loving favor and has received

us. %) are happy for the hcfpo we have of sharing

shining greatness of God. We are glad for our

(6)
also. We know that troubles help us learm to

(?)
give up. When we have learned to not give

(8)- | 2]

4t shows we have stood the test, When we stood the test,
1)

it gives us hope. Hope never ‘ m us ashaned because the lcve

of God has come %) our hearts through the Holy Spirit Who

was given us,

(13}

¥e were weak and could not help ourselves, B ___ Christ
: {14) '

for al) simners, No

‘cueattho‘r“i.chtthomdnnﬂis
St 5y

o WlMugto dle. Dut God showed His dove




APPENDIX C

(Example of Hi Difficulty/Lo Idiosyncrasy Content)

ANIMAL

Because no animal possesses the more fully developed foretrain

ar nakeés langusge possibls, the communication skills of

an animal T : rather limited: In nature, animsls have -.w'

ingenious (to —5 ) ways of varning of danger or of flirting

with ) mate or of passing on useful information. Bees

give O to ssch other by dancing. Porpoises sesm to have
5

saall vocabulary of meaningful noises that they bturble

(6)

at ) other., In captivity, animals can be taught scan
? ,

new 3 parrots are accustomed to saying a few words in

(8) |
and even old dogs can learn a few new .
(9) ‘ (10)

The young ape can be taugat to out-perform the infant.

(11)

One ape has been taught to mouthe a -~ words., Recently,
, o — ;

too, some chimpansees have learned to perform

(13)
arithmetic exsrcises, using s machine construsted for this purpose,

e omly the lowest level of what could be called




- APPENDIX D
. (Example of Hi Difficulty/Hi Idiosyncrasy Content)

MERCIES

I beseech you therefore, txethren, by the mercies of

)
that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy,

()
unto God, which is your reasonable service.

And be ) conformed to this world: but be ye
(3

truuifomd by ( renevwing of your mind, that ye may prove
: oy

vhat 6} that good, and acceptable, and perfect,will of God.
5

5 I say, through the grace given unto me, to

man that is among you, not to think of
(?7) 8y

more highly than he ought to think; but to ) soberly,

according as God hath dealt to every man O] neaswre of
10

faith,

For as we have many members - )‘ one body, and all
~ ‘ 11

aemders have not the sane ' ¢

(12)

S0 we, being many, are one body in Christ, : ' ‘W
| . | | )

one members one of anothor

luvingtbongiﬁs'k "(m) 'aoomnnctothommt

s 1 cim to_uo. mpboay. m us mrw: " “ G




