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0. Introduction: Cultural Semiotic Fundamentals

Within societies, individuals organize themselves in institutions, this
organization being regulated by means of various semiotic systems.
Thus, it is quite consistent if in attempting to describe these sign sys-
temns — as in Soviet cultural semiotics, for example' - one also proceeds
from the premise “thal one of the essential prerequisites of people’s
living together in an orderly manner, of their development and of over-
coming problems of ensuring the conditions of their existence consists

* The term “Second Language Instruction Research” refers mainly
to the investigation of institutionally organized second {or foreign) lan-
guage learning and teaching processes. Insights from both Foreign Lan-
guage Learning Research and Second Language Acquisition Research

are integrated,

178

! ' communicate info i

. rmati

sj.;s' Sltg(:l sys;ems and combinations of these, and — asotl'larby s e o
8 i ) as -

(EIMERM;)E:OHE;&I[; more“or less systematically for expressiy s:: Z?CES:’
| \ 74: vii). The totality of the sign systems used ;rrllsa

missible: from the Perspective of this method a]) (of ‘t:ll]:gs;e‘:-l;; . aﬁ;
wou

be regarded as i
partial aspects of the ott
e : . semiotics of cultyr
° 1;7?”;?)()“?: corr;lanon of different sign systems"el([?(f);‘};\;:lr;?dy
“ ; - According to this, jt j i o
; ' s 1615 well to ret insi
t:;r;%uf.lgazas an lsolgted phenomenon cannot be conzltr;tltxlt];:vmmght s
guage and culture are j i
g ng inseparable in thejr actual histari
funstio ing (LQTMAN/USPENSKIJ 1971), that language ; s acpen)
ning fits into the more general syste iy
complex whole with it. Y

e of Culture,

m of culture apd forms a

Still, n
» Datural language as a Semiotic system hag a special pJ
ace

rcaus on : (more or less) o
r, semlotic systems exist only as dynarmic systt)amspgnl,?sa?d l?n
- But this

179



Semiolics ¢nd Secwhd Lungauge fnstruction Hesearch

intercultural interplay can enly come into force if phenomena from out-
side the own culture area are at all understood to be “alien”. The two
different tendencies that can appear here are essentially dependent on
the attitude to the “own” and to the “alien” culture and the esteem in
which they are held: “When a cullure collides with semiotic systems
located outside of itself, this also leads it to a semiotic revaluation of
itself and creates the presuppositions for the transition to a dynamic
state. But the fact should not be neglected that such a collision can
also bring about the opposite effect: to the extent that the own culture
is taken to be the only ‘correct’ one and the alien culture to be ‘non-
culture’, they can become immune to each other (...). The basis for
mutual penetration can be established only by experiencing an ‘own’
and an ‘alien’ culture as different, as systems that one understands to
be both correct (each in its own sphere)” (LOTMAN 1974: 433f.).

On the one hand the necessity, probably dating back thousands of
years, to come to grips with the members of an alien society and their
culture (which was always connected with further pragmatic ends}, and
the special status that natural language has in the totality of semiotic
systems of a culture (see above) on the other hand, have led to the
establishment in most contemporary societies of an institution, second
language instruction, with the special task of imparting knowledge of
foreign languages and cultures.

The scientific discipline second language instruction research exam-
ines the field of “teaching and learning second and foreign languages”
as an independent field of school teaching and education in societies.*
Second language instruction research is not, however, an explicitly sem-
iotically oriented discipline; even though it may be the natural thing
to do, it must be admitted that language teaching research has for all
intents and purposes not yet approached its object with an explicitly
semiotic mode of inquiry.® From a semiotic point of view — consider-
ing the indissoluble correlation of language and culture — the task of
second language instruction research can be defined as follows.

Second language instruction research haa the task of:

(a) examining the process of formation of sign refations in a second

(or Further) language and culture in terms of regularities; and

(b) of interpreting the results of the examination with a view to

optimizing the second language teaching and learning process.
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understanding of the function of language in general.

The assumed semiotic functions of these properties, which are at-
tributed especially Lo Latin but in our opinion can be acquired by
instruction of any language {provided they are among the aims of the
course and the appropriate methodological procedures are used), are
relevant both {a) to the native language and (b) to the foreign language.
With respect to the native language it is assumed that the interpreter
is changed by knowing Latin such that he perceives or interprets the
signs of his own culture differently. With respect to the foreign lan-
guage it is assumed that cognitive structures are developed by means of
Latin that are of fundamental importance for the processes of language
learning and which, as cognitive abilities, thus improve the ability to
learn languages in general. .

The untenability of the argument that these functions should be

bound to Latin shall not be dealt with any further here. The point is
rather that learning and teaching foreign languages is not {any longer)
a function that can be derived from concrete language contact, but that
intermediate authorities responsible for social and educational policy
intervene to regulate the process of learning foreign languages. The
example of Latin shows clearly that socicties always develop their own
model of their culture, to which a model of their educational tradition
also belongs. In the present case this has led to the educational policy
decision to include Latin in the canon of school subjects like a modern
foreign language and to support this decision by formal administrative
means: language contact, which would normally not be developed to
Latin, is established by school lauguage policy. Thus, in addition to the
prestige Lhat Lalin enjoys in the make-up of the own culture model,
an artificial need is created by formal administrative support.”

In addition Lo general policy decisions — for example to use a
certain language as supranational fingua franca for political and/or
economic cooperation (cf. English and French in the EEC, Russian in
COMECON) — language offerings in educational institutions {espe-
cially schools) are influenced in particular by the following factors:

— the need for knowledge of foreign languages in the society;

— the cultural prestige of multilingualism in general and the pres-

tige of individual languages in particular;

— the language choice of the learners.
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bers of a) society to the alien culture must be regarded as a factor in
its own right that in the end influences the willingness to try to come
to grips not only with the signs (sign systems) of the other culture, but
also with the users of these sign systems, the members of the alien cul-
ture. The institution of foreign language teaching can in this sense only
be regarded as “successful” if it also succeeds in developing, preserving
and promoting this willingness,

Whereas in the preceding discussion second language instruction
wag regarded as an institutionalized educational offer or requirement
for monolingual children in an established, monolingual society,!* a dif-
ferent situation is given in many modern industrialized states because
of the fact of migration: immigrants are first of all forced to learn the
signs (sign systems) of the dominant culture receiving them as well as
the rules of their use at least well enough to ensure the functioning of
the immigrants as workers. These migrants, socialized in their home
culture, retain the sign system of their native language, which can then
he used to satisfy cormnmunicative needs in the family and with other
migrants of the same culture; the development of the competence of
these migrants in the foreign language and culture, however, generally
remains quite distant from the norms of the target variety.

In contrast to the first generation of migrants, their children nor-
mally grow up in two languages and cultures.!? The normal develop-
ment of the personality of the children can be negatively influenced in
the process: First, the different valuation of phenomena in the “own”
and in the “alien” culture can lead to conflicts in the individual and
thus inhibit the development of a cultural identity.'? There s further-
more the danger thal the sign systemns of both cultures will only be
developed insuificiently and incompletely.'® For a long period most en-
ergy was expended on institutionally promoting the children of these

migrants only in the second language to tmprove their chances in the
sociely receiving them. But more recently the view is gaining support
that the command of the native language is of decisive importance for
the general cognitive and linguistic developoment of the child such that
omissions in the development of the native language cannot be com-
pensated by extra support in the second language and in the school
subjects.'®

But reasons that lead to an institutionalization of teaching in the
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Ianguages-of origin are in turn of a highly political nature inasmucl
as the society can react in various manners with intervention in tern:;
of !a[‘lgutagve education and language policy to the special situation of
such individuals who, in the truest sense of the term. Jive i
cultures”. This depends on whethep.the phenomeno,n is

be socially relevant and how it is evalified by the social
authorities involved.'® -~

“between the
recognized to
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2. Second Language Acquisition Research

Second language acquisition research!? has gained in impartance f
Iaug}ia}ge teaching research inasmuch as it has served to Encov " l:'dr
emp.lncally examine assumptions about the nature of acquisiti:r a;l
forelgn- tanguage. Because of its claim to universality in disco‘?eo' )
potential regularities of second language acquisition, on which for::'mg
lelm‘guag!e tt?aching would also have to be oriented, ,it also makes tlﬁz
c . .

Lij{l}mp:;:e:;;:‘hould have direct influence on the regulation of acquisi-
Secogd language acquisition research received its first impulses {
contrastive linguistics.'® The structural inguiries which contl-:-ast’ rl(')m
gwistics demanded were essentially based on behavioristic learni wellln_
oryf bebavior that is to be learned (receptive and/or productinvg' e
f’f linguistic signs that are new to the user} is positively or pe 'LL' ”Te
lnﬂue‘nced by previously learned behavior (the acquisition anjdu:a:eo);
:;I:]et:gr;f{%wm (Tf l;‘he native tanguafg,e), since learning is possible only

¢ basis c_Jf transfer. No transfer is possible for linguistic structures
'that Iac!f equivalents in the native language, so that difficulties in les
ing and l_ntcrference mistakes are predictable; correspon&in | os'dt'm:
Lra.!rlfrcl? 15 assumed in the case of structyral equivalence orgsbi(t,npi)larlillw
li'ikmg account of language contrast in teaching material, that is )(()-f
_the divergence of two different linguistic sign systems, shouid, acco,rd-
::igstt;)kzge supporters of this view, contribute to avoiding interference
. Although inquiry into the process of acquisition of foreig
in ths.j ttramework of contrastive linguistics proved to be f:
its or'lgma.i absolute form, it is stiil regarded within foreign lan
teaching research as one element that is taken into f;onsidcrar,'guaige
the conception of teaching strategies. cuage

n languages
ntenable in

Thus, within second language
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which is so decisive for communication. Foreign language instruction
research, too, must take account of the

“unity of semiotic”, that is,
of the interrelation of syntactics, semantics and pragmatics (MORRIS
1938).

The so-called interlanguage hypathesis, the formation of which was
decisively influenced by CORDER (19671971) and SELINKER (1972),
has proved to be the most froitful and; in language teaching research, a
widely received hypothesis for inquiry into second language acquisition,
The interlanguage hypothesis treats language acquisition as a complex
process influenced by many factors and thus as a correspondingly vary-
ing process. According to this hypothesis, each.learner forms, on the
basis of his individual learning experience, an idiosyncratic learner lap-
guage that “contains traits of the basic language and of the second
language as well as original features independent of the basic language
and of the second language” (BAUSCH/KASPER 1975:15)

The discussion of the interlan
here;*? but the examination of Je
and communication strategies res
ated view of the factors relevant
mental variables, which themselv
are: (a) the learning subject with
cations; (b) the conditions in whic
variety. In foreign language instr

guage hypothesis cannot be traced
arning processes, learning strategies
ulting from it has led to a different;-
to language acquisition. The funda-
es have to be further differentiated,
his individual set of previous qualifi-
I learning takes place; (c) the target
uction research processes are deflined
a3 spontaneous activities that are not subject to the learn
ence, whereas strategies are intentional activities that are
the learner and are consciousl
consciousness. 2

By means of the interlanguage h

er's influ-

applied by
y controlled or are at least accessible to

ypothesis it has been possible to
overcome the formal aspect of inquiry into language acquisition in
favour of a procedure that includes pragmatics, that is, the conditions
of communication. As evidence of the communicative orientatjon of
interlanguage research KASPER's inquiry (1981} may be cited as aq
example; on the basis of an analysis of pragmatic aspects of learner
tanguage it yields the following questions for further research:?*

~— How are communicative and

grammatical competence related
to each other?

Which learning strategics are most successful in developing a
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learner language? Can the learner strategies_ that migh-t Lf;us be
discovered be induced by appropriate teaching strateglesl. .
—  What is the function of explicitly i;;nparted metacommunicative
dge in acquisition processes? '
- ll\cf\["lE‘a’:,tlecogmmuni(?aticm strategies‘ca?. co?mpensate for pragmatic
its in intercultural communication’ .
Thedszﬁzll.lestr':ons demonstrate the cl(-)se linklof the cultural Sfl[.[:]l-
otic aims discussed at the beginning with fore:gln. lar'aguage teac 1S'g_
research: the examination of acquisition regularities is a prezsup;i)'o 1d
tion for the effective organization of contr(-)lled and mstltutl:ma. ':;S
acquisition processes that would be ap_prolprlate to the learner’s ne an_.
The "success” of the processes of acquisition of s.eco_nfi lafnguages m }
ifests itself in the ability and willingness of the individual successweog;
to learn the signs (sign systems) of a second Culhl.ll’le and bﬁ/ mear;ztic
this acquisition process to place the a_bsolute va.h(.hty ohf the sen:lized
systems of his own culture in perspective. No.l. un.tll.he as re‘coi'ﬂer_
the relativity of semiotic (linguistic and non*lmgfusmlc) action in ‘|L1 -
ent cultures can the individual develop cmn'mumcatlon s.tra‘tegles 1a
help to avoid and overcome interculturiil m:sundcrstand.lngh. s
Methods of foreign language teaching take these aims Lo variou
degrees inte account.

3. Methods of Second Language Instruction

3.1. It follows from the above that second la'.nguage acqtl:isition is
a process in which the learner acquires a new sign sys..tem {)ii:jic;s]—
sively learning single signs as well as the rules of their com fthf;
In the case of controlled teaching the fuudan.u.*ntal con.ceptmn'o the
essence ol the acquisition process plays a dects!ve part in fnrmmgt l
method of teaching or of the single step in Leachm.g. Among the cenh.ra
questions?® in didactics and methodotogy of foreign language ‘teleic ";E
Lh.at are the subject of continual discussion and that exert a;n lm uetrfve
on the conception of methods, one is directed at the roleh(? ;m’na lin
language: Is relerence to the native language a helqpmor a hinderance
developing the sign system of the target languagt?. . ! -

3.2. Prelinguistic or nonlinguistic unde'rslt?md;r;g'?f inten |0rtls <
meanings is at the basis of language acqu}sntlon. I!?e acqul::(;o:s !
linguistic meaning relationships is accordingly to be interprete
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correlation of what s already understood or known with th

e linguistic
expression,

From a semiotic point of view the acquisition of linguistic meanings
can be described with reference to PEIRCE'’s sign theory and the im-
plied conception of the sign as a trjadic relatjonshi
tamen, interpretant and object.28 fféﬁ'reaenzamen
here as a “vehicle”, as a sign bearer in its maler
the case of the object the immediate object and the dynamical ebject
must be distinguished. The dynamical object is the real (or fictive)
reference object that is the object of the semiosis without being a part
of it, that i3, which exists independently of the semiosis; the immediate
object in contrast is a part of the signitive relation, it is, as the object
of the representation, a “mental representation” {§5.473).%° The inter-
pretant, too, is to be assigned to the realm of signitive consciousness.
It is a “mental effect” (§1.565) brought about in the consciousness of
the interpreter and is to be understood as a “significance” (§8.179),
which does not correspond to a certain individual object {§1.542). As
SAUSSURE’s signifiant and signifié are to be
correlates, so too can PEIRCE's interpretant an

understood as entities that are to be ascribed
the interpreter (cf. fig. 1)

p between represen-
is to be understood
ial constitution. In

understood as psychic
d immediate object be
Lo the consciousness of

This interpretation means that the acquisition of linguistic meaning
refationships is to be understood fundamentally as the formation and
consolidation of new triadic relationships. This process can only occur
on the basis of previous acquaintance with what the sign designates
or on the basis of an idea of it (§8.179).3% In the case of first lap-
guage acquisition this presupposition can only be fulfilled on the ba-
sis of experience with the dynamical objects of reality, a process that
PEIRCE terms “collateral experience” (§8.314) or “collateral observa-
tion” (§8.179).31 In the case of the acquisition of meaning relationships
in a foreign language, too — as in first language acquisition — the tri.
adic relationship between interpretant, representa
object is to be internalized and habitualized. Dep
Lo which the cognitive system and the native lan
are developed and available, however, there are various possible ways
for foreign language teaching to teach meaning . These various possible
ways Lo convey meaning are used differently in the individual methods.

men and immediate
ending on the extent
guage of the learner
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Fig. 1:
Representamen
dynamical
abject
Sign
. Interpretant Immediate
object
consciousness

3.3. Before the direct method (sec below) triggered the discussion
of method in foreign language didactics about the turn of the cen-
tury, a discussion that basically has lasted until the present day, the
grammar-translation method dominated unopposed the teaching of for-
eign languages. 1t had been developed in analogy to the teaching of
the classical languages Greek and Latin. Correspondingly, its princi-
pal features are: (a) deductive teaching of rules and of knowledge of
language, partially by means of comparison of languages; (b) transla-
tion (that is, both to and from the foreign language) as a skill-oriented
exercise form; (c¢) exclusive use of the native language in the teach-
ing process. Although in contemporary conceptions of teaching the
grammar-translation method is regarded as obscleteand no longer re-
ceives support as a method, in actual teaching a series of individual
features and procedures of the method are still quite wide—spread.3?

In the grainmar-translation method the acquisition of the sign sys-
tem of the target language is consciously linked to the sign system of
the native language. The methodical steps — which can sometimes
overlap in the actual sequence — can be described as follows:

190
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(1} The rules of combination (R) of signs {S) of the foreign lan-
guage (L) are explained metalinguistically {mefa) in the native
language (Ly);

(2) the individual signs of the foreign language (S.z) are introduced
translated into the native language and described ,
tically) with respect to their st¥lictural properties;

(3) sign combinations (as a rule sentences or texts) in the native
!anguage or in the foreign language [n{SL1/L2)] are translated
into corresponding sign combinations of the other language on
the basis of the material learned in steps 1 and 2. This can be
illustrated by the following diagram:

(metalinguis-

RLg — (meta)Ll
St2 — 81 + (meta)L,

1)
2)
) Ri2, n(8r2) «— n(S.1)

|
(3

Meanings are taught as follows: The presentation of the L, repre-
sentamen, which by itself, lacking the triadic relationship for the in-
lerpreter, that is, the learner, cannot set off a sign process, is followed
by the presentation of the L, representamen, with which the learner

_can link both an L, interpretant and an L, object. The learner can

therefore infer the Ly object and correlate it with the Lz interpretant
only by means of this indirect sign relation in the native language. It
follows that the teaching of signs of the foreign language is based ex-
clusively on linguistic factors, whereby contextual/pragmatic elements

are neglected, thus promoting interference by the native language (cf.
fig. 2).

Fig. 2:33

Rps
l
Rp,
[y Or:
< N
[r2 Oy
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3.4. About the end of the nineteenth century, a reform movement,
whose most prominent supporter was VIETOR, came out against the
neglect of communicative learning and use of the foreign language
due to the grammar-translation method. VIETOR's programmatic
work “Der Fremdsprachenunterricht mufl wmkehren! [Foreign Lan-
guage Teaching Must Reform![” (1882) can be regarded as the birth
certificate of the so—called direct method. What was common to the
positions of the reformers, who diverged from each other on certain
points, was a new, psychologically founded view of foreign language
acquisition. Borrowing from the psychology of associalion, especially
WUNDT’s reflections, it was henceforth assumed that the process of ac-
quisition of a second language could and should run analogously to the
process of first language acquisition. This assumption can be charac-
terized from a semiotic perspective as follows: by means of presentation
(on the part of the teacher) and repetition (on the part of the learner)
exclusively in the targel language a triadic relationship between repre-
senlamen, interpretant and object can be formed directly so that the
associative connection Lo the native language and the resulting inter-
ference in the process of learning the foreign language can be excluded.

The process ol inferring meaning was here supposed to be supported
by showing objects and /or by making illustrative gestures. Semiotically
interpreted, this means that the Lo representamen that is presented is
given access Lo the immediate object simultaneously either (A) by in-
dexical reference (deixis) or ostension, or (B) by imitative presentation
of objects of reality in the form of iconic pictographs® or contiguity
signs.?% The objects of reality are as a rule not {re)presented here in
culture specific differentiation, so that links Lo both languages and cul-
tures are gained by means of the immediate object. In contrast to the
grammar-translation method, however, the triadic sign relationship of
the native language is not given a central role in the process of teaching
meaning in the direct method. But here, too, interlinguistic interfer-
ences remain possible because of the connection of the object with the
triadic sign relationship of the native language {cf. fig. 3).

3.5. The practice of using only one language in the process of teach-
ing as begun by the direct method was continued by the audio-lingual
and the audio-visual method. In accordance with its behavioristic
orientation the audio-lingual method aimed at foreign language acqui-
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Fig. 3:

objects of re-
@ ality (L)

sit.ion by means of the repetition of languag
orization and pattern drill)
alization. Here, meaning
of varying structures of
acquisition.

¢ patterns (mimicry mem-
» that is, by means of fmitation and habitu-
$ were supposed to be acquired in the context
: the target language, similarly to first language
: But because of the feeling of uncertainty in the “effort
after me.anmg" (BARTLETT 1932) it is, contrary to the requirement
and the intention of the method, as a rule necessary to take recourse to
the meaning structures of the native language. Thus, the audio-lingual
method restricts itself to the verbal context in teac}ling meanin gand
neglects the pragmatic contextual situation of language acquisitioi and
use: verbal stimuli, which are drilled principally in the language lab-
oratory, are followed by verbal reinforcement,. Here the reinforcement
f’f thPf structure and the ability to reproduce it are implicity and falsel

|de.nt.1ﬁed with language acquisition as a whole.36 It turns out that l?n{’
guistic material can be used here without ensuring that a (meaningful)
sign process takes place. An interpretation and explanation of how this
happf:ns is that the L, representamen is repeated by the learner with
the aim of inferring the meaning, without his being able to assign in-
terpretant or object; but it is not until this assignment has taken place

that the necessary triadic relationship and thus also a sign generating
process arises (cf. fig. 4).
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Fig. 4:

Ri,

varying
> hnguistic
contezts (C)

[12

3.6. The audio-wvisual method on the other hand is characterized by
a fuller incorporation of extralinguistic (situative) features as a help
in acquisition of meaning. It attempts to make the meanings con-
veyed by the linguistic signs decodable for the learner by means of
the presentation of objects of reality with visual media before train-
ing imitative (re)productive skills. The teaching of meaning on the
part of the teacher and the inference of meaning on the part of the
learner take place in two phases: Whereas the learner is supposed to
receive a global impression of the total situation through a first pre-
sentation by auditive and visual media, in a second phase the teacher
brings out the single constitutive elements, particularly lexical items,
on this basis, taking recourse especially to the visual material and el-
ements [rom previous lessons.®” This working out of the meanings of
the target language following the first presentation can be designated
as semanfization discourse.

The presentation of the Ly representamen in the audio-visual meth-
od is thus accompanied by iconic signs that represent objects of the
target culture. [n addition, the culture spectfic character of these ob-
jects is to be taken account of inasmuch as the L, representamen is
presented in the context of situatively correlated objects. This culture
specific bond is preserved in the focussing on the iconic signs represent-
ing objects of reality that takes place in the semantization discourse (2)
by means of indexical reference (cf. fig. 5):

1M
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Fig. 5:
I con
objects of
reality (L,,,)
Ry, /

(1) In the audio-visual method there is as

(2)

IL] A RL[

a rule no indexical refer-

ence to objects of reality but rather to iconic representations of

them.

The 1conic' representation in the audio—visual method is static
and twq—dunensional, but permits a higher level of iconicit in
compa.rlson to the pictographic and contiguity~oriented : -
sentation of the direct method. eere
Ob'jects'q ?f the target culture can be depicted at a maximal level
of 1con|cnt¥. This holds true particularly of objects whose cul-
t.ura.l specificity is especially appropriate for iconic representa
tion (}'or example English ‘bread’ and French ‘baguette’ or Ger:
man ‘Brot’) and/or which differ essentially from those of th

culture of origin (for example Russian ‘samovar’ and Englisﬁ

‘teapot’). Cultural interference cannot,
cluded by these m

signs of the cultur
Teaching meaning

of course, be fuily ex-
£ans, l?ut the cultural semiotic connection to
e of origin can be put into perspective.

takes place in the context of i

‘ relatively fixed
teaching phases, whereby the global understanding of the sense
precedes the semantization of single signs.
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(5) The objects are not focussed upon in isolation from Lh;alrbsnL;::
tive and culture-specific context, b%:t are placed frornhl; 1te eiela
ning (in the first phase} in a situative total c?ntmft t a m(.vThe
a communicative situation cutside the lea..rnmg sntua(.jt.lor}:]. e
connection to the culture specific cont:extlls preser(;'e lW en
cussing on single elements in the expht.:abwe s?con pc;.a‘;;e. "

3.7. Of course, the forms of teaching meaning, whwh.are i ::e b);

accentuated in the various me;hods, can 1{1 acl:utaizzﬁcséﬁgrp;‘:cvarious

i i ach other and can complemen ' .
::;]:m';jp:llzl;i:ally, the individual procedures can be summarized as
follows;

. Explanation with the aid of pictorial representations
. a new lesson: _ . .
. llr.!l‘.ilrl Referring/pointing to deglctec_l objects
1.1.2. Referring/pointing to a situation
2. In a known lesson: ] .
t2 I{Ieferring/pomtmg to a situation
1.3. Not contained in the text book:
1.3.1. Objects
1.3.2. Situations )
1.3.3. Blackboard draga{m%s
2. Explanation by showing o ojects .
’ 2);}) From the actual learning situation (class)
ecially provided
3 %Eblgﬁgtion gy preference to common k_now]g&dget‘
" 3.1. Related to expericnce in the teaching situation
2. ted to general experience
4 %}%bl}é}sgion by gpresentatlon without lmages

4.1 DemonsLraLion/imiLation_ ‘
4.1.1. Actions (kinetic imitation)
y topoetic imitation )
:Hé [On?i(l):mz?onpof gestures and facial expression Cuative
4.1.4. Portrayal in the form of play using a larger si
context (class as backdrop) _
5. Explanation (by means of {variation of) the verbal context "
.6. Exglanation by rmeans of familiar vocabulary (cooperative seman
zation)
6.1. Paraphrase -
6.2. Description/definition
6.3. Synonyms/antonyms
64. H ponyms/hypcrnyms o
7 S]Lating the equivalent in the language of origin.
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The various procedures for teaching meaning in Lhe target lan-
guage can no longer be supported with the argument that interference
by the native language can thus be eliminated from the process of ac-
quisition (perhaps even completely).®® Arguments for the application
of semantization procedures using the target language can, however,
be adduced in the following context of Justification:

(1) Semantization pracedures usirg the target language are nec-
essary when bilingual teaching is not possible because of the
constellation of the learner group or because of the teacher-
learner constellation {learner groups with heterogeneous native
languages; teachers who lack a command of the native lan-
guage(s) of the learner group)

(2) They are a methodic means of training a part of the skill of
listening comprehension in the target language:;

(3) With diversified structuring and a
interest and motivation,

It follows from point (3)
above are not restricted
guage and can retain th

pplication they can promote
and intensify the learning process.
that the procedures for teaching meaning cited
to teaching methods using only the target lan-
eir value for language acquisition in bilinguat
more: a multimodal internalization and habit-
ed by means of bilingual meaning teaching and
the additional use of further procedures of meaning teaching. Thus, the
acquisition of signs of the foreign language can be intensified by pro-
ducing complex connections of representamen, interpretant and imme-
diate {under certain circumstances also the dynamical) object through
multiple perception and processing mechanisms,3®

The demand to take account s

ystematically of multimodal coding
immediately leads to questions of

the situative and contextual struc-
turing of teaching as an independent and specially organized form of

communication and interaction.® Consideration of this question can
be left up to the field of pragmatics. The pragmatic analysis yields
data that can help foreign language teaching research to structure and
medel the process of formation of signs in teaching and learning dis-

courses with reference to linguistic behavior as observed in use in real
situations.
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4. Educational Objective: Intercultural Compe-
tence

Semiotics has had an explicit influence on second language 1nsft:'}1ct|9n
" [ i by means of linguis-
: teaching particularly by
research and second language ! . . o
tic pragmatics. MORRIS’s distinction of syntactic, semanltllc and p;tglc
matic dimensions of semiotics, and the develoi.)mltznt. :-’f ¢ 4e1 porraigleeCh
i on i i i f the concept of situation,
ension in the discussion o of si 0
d”tn and linguistic behavior,*? and of communicative competence has
acts , .
i i tics:
ted foreign language didac . . -
pmmpto work out the structure of authentic speech situations ang' to
- g . . . ‘n
develop the linguistic ability to act in these situation according
to specilic roles; . _ . .
te cgmpilc cataiogues of topics and situations with attributions
of speech functions and linguistic intentions, e
— to emphasize the communicative needs of the learner d to
relegate grammatical progression as a control factor determining
H H d_44
instruction to the backgroun o . .
The reorientation demanded by communicative didactics has nc;lt.
ion i i i esearch.
remained without contradiction in foreign language t.eacl.nng r arch
Referring to the function of morphological systematization asr»: o
i tics, some wa
i1 [ sentence and text syntactics, -
of systematization o : S e
i ing% might be neglected and deman ;
syntactic learning® mig : e ¢ that pragmali
inci i into the teaching and learning p :
rinciples be integrated in _ o
Eut abprogating the principle of systematic developmentdoihgr?mmamat
i i at prag -
e, S fundamental doubt is expresse ;
competence. Sometimes ) is expressed that pragme
i ac ibution to foreign language teaching ,
ics can make a contribution reig : the
ecognition and use of communicative functions are h.eld to be c:mrndc.es
e i’ve untversals.'® Of course, the learner of a foreign language does
not. : ! tatemnents can hav
ample, questions or 8
not need to learn that, lor ex i have
the function of requests, or that there are speech acts such as datghese
ing”, “refusing”, “warning”, and so on, because he has Iea.rlr:f: s
in , s le ”
asgC(;mmunicative furctions in the course of encultur.at\m‘l in his r:rllslto
language. However, he needs to know the adequate linguistic me s
. i unica .
ode se Lhese speech acts correctly in comm :
he able to decode and use t mmcation.
atics sbi ides a framework for the analy
Thus, pragmatics still provi e bl
i inguisti i cific to language and cultu .
tions of linguistic behavior spe : : o
to overcome the reduction of second language instruction exclusively
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to the learning of language.

For second language instruction, im
municate as the highest functional obje
imparting the qualification for intercul
a learner cannot go through the enti
second language and culture in the ¢
ing, educational objectives must be
communicative functional importan
tality of possible speech actions in
thematic goal categories.
ring morphosyntactic regul
grammar to be taught, wor
years.*” The questions of t
that are relevant in this co
WHORF has brought aboy
guage didactics too — clear

parting the qualification to com-
ctive of language learning means
tural communication. But since
re process of enculturation in a
ofbext of foreign language teach-
€xplicitly determined for areas of
ce that are extracted from the to-
a certain culture as situative and
[n addition to the most frequently recur-
arities that can be regarded as the minimal
k has been done on lexical minima in recent
he culture specific dimension of vocabulary
ntext — for which the works of SAPIR and
t a hightened awareness within foreign lan-

ly show that partial semiotic systems cannot
and must not be examined in isolation from the other semiotic systems

of a given culture.8 In this connection, the efforts of Soviet second lan-
guage instruction research are interesting; the aim here is to establish
the average cultural knowledge of an average Russian in order to gain
the basic stock of knowledge that is also to be taught to foreigners.®®
However, the method of ascertaining this comprehends only a small
part of the cultural competence, namely explicit knowledge acquired
in the educational institution school.

We designate the ability to understand culturally moulded actions
and to perform them in such a manner that they are or can be un-
derstood and accepted by members of the tar
competence,5® This definition makes it clear th
knowledge of a culture acquired during sociali
which is not necessarily at the disposal of th
form of explicit knowledge must also be take
teaching ‘ntercultural competence. In order to
understandings here, all partial semiotic system
must be analysed in cultural contrast, whereb
verbal and nonverbal components of commun
pecially important.

get culture as cullural
at the field of everyday
zation or enculturation
e native speaker in the
n into consideration for
avoid intercuttural mis-
s relevant in speech acts
y the intertwinement of
icative interaction is es-

Thus, for successful contact between cultures or societies at least
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rudimentary intercultural competence is necessary; this Cd‘[l bef tdtUj:;h
only if the teaching process imparts insight into the following facts:

that each culture as a totality and eaci} semiotic system in it
“is understood not as the only one possible, but z}s one erl&:r;%
potentially existent variants” (LOTMAN 19.”: 430), an -s':)h:
all culture specific behavior is only one option among possi
thavioral variants; ‘
Lbl:::ttlli)lhllres as well as single semiol.itz systems are alwalyaLﬁZ;
namic and must not be taken to be static, and conse.qu(int yof at
experiences within and knowledge of a culture (pa,r(tllcu ﬂ.rlyosed”.
internally differentiated one) can never be regarded as b'c sed a,
that all linguistic and non-linguistic phenome‘r‘ua are‘su Jsc,,ces"
complex culture specific patterning, an:l that c_orre’::pon :t ol
in the culture of origin in the sense of “translations” are
i vivalents;*! .

i;l:ttl::ciqculture generates both an automodel of itself andng
heteromode! of other cultures, and tbat the au.t.ostere‘ot,ypelas am-
heterostereotypes arising from them influence lnterFu (tiufra cohat
munication; these are just what have to be recognized for w

they are and overcome.
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NOTES

0 The authors thank M. Fleischer and R. Kéhler for valuable sug-
gestions and comments.

p—

Because of the comprehensiveness of its aims, Soviet cultural
semiotics — namely the “Theses-on semiotic research into cul-
ture” by LOTMAN, USPENSKIJ, IVANOV, TOPOROV, PIATI-
GORSKIJ (1973) — has a special rank in the field of semiotic
research into cultural phenomena,. This view is shared also by
western researchers such as WINNER (1981: 2) in her discussion
of the state of the art; also KOCH (1986: 52), who recognizes in
the work of the Moscow and Tartu schools the groundwork of
the attempt “to define and to structure more clearly culture as
the genuine object of the discipline of semiotjcs.”
BENVENISTE 1969: 13]

3 cf. LOTMAN 1974: 430

cf.; “Sprachlehrforschung" (1983: 12f.)~ With regard to the
relevant topic areas there are some significant overlappings with
traditional “foreign language education” or “foreign language
methodology”. The same holds true for parts of second language
instruction research (cf. note 17}).

5 Exceptions to this are particularly studies such as, e.g.: DU-

HAMEL 1976, KOHRING/SCHWERDTFEGER 1976, MELENK
1980, and FONTANILLE (ed.) 1984. In our opinion, however,
it is not only second language instruction research that profits
from the semiotic orientation by gaining a “scientific discipline
as a framework of reference” (KGHRING/SCHWERDTFEGER
1976: 56 such that “semiotics can serve as a bridge” (MELENK
1980); semiotics can also profit from language teaching research:
This holds true both for intercultural and for culture typologi-
cal questions, which can be made substantially more concrete,
and also for research into the processes of emergence and devel-
opment of signs on the basis of a semiotic competence that is
already developed and operational,

G We stress the fact that in the school subject canon in the Fed.

eral Republic of Germany Latin is treated on a par with living
languages. it is only against this background that the fact that
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Latin compeles with modern foreign languages can be under-
atood.

7 cf. also BAUR 1983: 18f.

B cf. CHRIST 1980: 57f,, HAARMANN 1974, KLOSS 1674

9 cf. e.g. NEUNER (ed.) 1979, KRAUSKOPF 1085

10 HERMANN 1978: B5f.

11 The assumption of a monolingual society is, of course, an ideal-
ization, since the speakers of dialects and sociolects can, accord-
ing to definition, be regarded as bilingual. (cf. AMMON/KNOOP/
RADTKE (eds.) {1978).

12 cf. EHLICH 1981, who develops a model of the development of
knowledge of language in various generations of migrants,

13 of. BOOS-NUNNING 1983, FTHENAKIS et al. 1085: 183f.

14 see e.g. STOLTING 1980, SKUTNABB-KANGAS/TOUKOMAA
1976

15 Itis particularty the UNESCQ-study by SKUTNABB-KANGAS/
TOUKOMAA (1976} that made it clear that those children of mi-
grants (from Finland to Sweden) who had a poor command of
their native language also only reached a low level in the sec-
ond language. It is characteristic of such “semilingualism” that
the deficient cognitive basis in the native language results in
the children’s remaining behind monolingual children in their
cognitive linguistic development in both languages. But with a
continuous and normal development beyond the tenth year of

life the children developed the same cognitive linguistic abilities
as monolingual children of the reference linguistic community,

16 The Council of the European Comnunities adopted a policy
guideline on 25th July 1977 calling upon the member states
to provide children of migrants with teaching in their native
language and in the study of their native country. The languages
offered in the educational institutions of the recetving countries
are thus increased step by step. This increase becomes especially
manifest when the languages of origin can also be chosen by the
children of the receiving country as part of the foreign language
offerings. - On the origin of the policy guideline ¢f. BOOS-
NUNNING et al. 1983,

17 In contrast to second language instruction research, second lan-
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guage acquisition research studijes uncontrolled acquisition pro-
cesses. On the aims and methods of second language acquisition

research cf. CLAHSEN/MEISEL/PIENEMANN 1983, MCLAUGH-
LIN 1982, KLEIN 1984,

18 FRIES 1945, LADO 1957; of. BAUSCH 1973

~

19 cf. e.g. BAUSCH/RAABE 1973, EDMONDSON/HOUSE 1979; 161,
RAABE 1974 ~

20 DULAY/BURT 1973, 1974

21 cf. BAUSCH/KASPER 1978 and KNAPP~-POTTHOFF/KNAPP
1982 with furthér references

22 on this point see BAUSCH/KASPER 1978, KIELHOFER/BOR-
NER 1979, KNAPP-POTTHOFF/KNAPP 1982

23 cf. FAERCH/KASPER {eds.) 1983

24 see KASPER 1081 452f,

25 A further central question, which shall not be dealt with in this
context, concerns the role of metalinguistic reflection or raising

topics to awareness in the teaching process (cf. e.g. KRASHEN
1982),

26 cf. BUTZKAMM 1973, WELLER 198}
27 of MACNAMARA 1972, HORMANN 1976

28 Although such studies as those of ULLMANN 1975 or BENTELE

1984, which deal with questions of acquisition and development
of linguistic meaning relationships from an explicity semiotic
perspective, refer to PEIRCE's relections on the theory of signs
they neglect certain problems relevant to cur question, ,
An exception to this is NOTHs 1583, 1985: 3141, proposals;
some essential aspects with regard to methodology, which are
treated by us below, have been dealt with for the first time by
NOTH from a semiotic perspective.
The “simplifications” of PEIRCE’s reflections on the theory of
signs in the following do nat claim to be an exact “exegesis” of
his works. This is hardly possible within the framework of the
present essay both because of PEIRCE's contradictory exposition
itself and because of numerous contradictory interpretations of
his works. PEIRCE'’s categories are only a point of departure
the concepts used and their interpretation are to be taken onIy,
in the sense in which they are defined in the text.
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BAUR/GRZYDBEK 1986 point out that, in the course of mean-
ing acquisition in particular during second language instruction,
processes can be observed that are comparable to riddle struc-
Lures.

The paragraphs cited here and in the subsequent text refer to

those of the eight volume edition of the “Collected Papers of
Charles Sunders Peirce”. :

30 Such a view could under certain circumstances make the im-

31

32
33

L L
[= LR

36
37
33
3¢
40

L

mediate object appear to be an iconic representation of the
dynamic object in the consciousness of the interpreter, which
would be the necessary presupposition for the acquisition of the
interpretant. Such an interpretation could have equivalents in
neuropsychological mechanisms as indicated by IVANOV 1978 or
GRZYBEK 1984a. However, this question requires more detailed
study. In any case, questions about foreign language acquisition
can be posed here too from a neurosemiotic perspective. (cf.
BAUR/GRZYBEK 1984, GRZYBEK 1983, 1984a),

From a semiotic perspective, a parallel arises here to the above
mentioned psychological studies of MACNAMARA 1972 und HOR.
MANN 1976 (cf. note 24).

cf. KONIGS 1983: 410

Figures 2-5 do not, of course, claim to depict the totality of the
processes taking place in foreign language acquisition. Rather,
each focusses on what is specific to Lhe teaching method in ques-
tien.

cf. EKMAN/FRIESEN 1969

cf. BCO 1973: 64.- A contiguity sign would be for example closing
the hand as if (!} holding a gun (that in reality is not there!)
and making a motion with the index finger as if {!) pulling the
trigger. Such a contiguity sign must be distinguished from an
iconic imitation of the gun itself.

cf. FRIES 1945, LADO 1957, RIVERS 1964

on the audio-visual methode ¢f. FIRGES/PELZ 1976

ef. BUTZKAMM 1973, KIELHOFER 1978, WELLER 1971

cf. BAUR/GRZYBEK 1084, 1985a

on the analysis of pragmatic aspects of communication in learn-
ing situations ef. EHLICH/REHBEIN 1586

2

41
42
43
44
43
46
47

48
49
50
51
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cf. BAYER 1977

cf. e.g. REHBEIN 1977

cf. HABERMAS 1971

cf. PIEPHO 1974

cf. HULLEN 1976a,b; CHRIST 1977, KLEINEIDAM 1085: 36f.
DIGESER 1983; 56f. T :

see HULLEN/RAASCH/ZAPP (&ds.) 1977.- On the grammatical
minimum in particular see: KAUFMANN 1977, CHRIST 1979,
KLEINEIDAM 1985.—- Also of interest in this connection are EIS-
MANN’s (1983) reflections on a minimum stock of gestures or
PERMYAKOV's studies on a paremic minimum (i.e., a mini-
mum stock of proverbs, proverbial sayings and stmilar types of
dicta). - See on this point GRZYBEK 1984b,

cf. BELYAYEV 1959, SPILLNER 1978, MULLER 1981
VERESCAGIN/KOSTOMAROV 1973

ef. also GOHRING 1978 {particularly p. 187(.)

cf. LOTMAN 1974: 435. - Similar reflections pointing in the same
direction are made within the framework of study of the country
and culture a3 a part of language teaching research and/or di-

dactics and methodology of foreign language teaching {cf. BAUR
1983, particularly 26f.).
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