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Lubelskie Materialy Neofilologiczne — 1987

Marek Pictrowski

Fhonetic transfer in teaching Enqglicsh; owards indivi

Much recent discussion on the place of tezching phonetics
within the *JWBQEGWN. of coomunicative approach to language
learning is expressive of disappointment and frustriation at the
existing terhniques and methods. The teaching of pronunciation at
the university level is by no means free from this bitter feeling
of certain futility of the teaching offerred in cglassroom. There
are some isolated views among the adherents to communicative
approach to language teaching which stress that the aspect of
meaning and not of ferm is of primary importance, and thus give
low priority to teaching phonetics, but a considerables number of
warks assign tHe teaching of pronunciation a central rcle in
language acquisiticon anwm<wbn that it is pot an optional luxury to
be left to advanced Hmvmﬁ studies of the language &t the
universikty, but “should be an integral part of an English t=aching
crograsme frem the early stages, just as the teaching of
structures and vocabulary” (Hubbard et al., 1983:207). Tre actual
practice, however, indiciates that the first serious encounter with
tha pronunciation practics is usually made in the latar stages of
language inetruction, cften not soaner than at the university
level, whan the language lwarner is well past his/he- optimal age
far uﬁantan»mmwoa acquisitiogn (cf. Arzbski 198%), and his habkits
of nﬂﬂ:c:nwhnwuz are cm¢m-< well formed and difficult to change.

The emphagis on the communicative aspect of .mmnn:n language
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learning caused that many teachers -overlooked the fact that
meaning is aften distorted by deviant pronunciation which impairs
the massage and hinders communication. The more advanced a second
language speaker is and the more complax the cantext of
nDSB::mnmwwDT- the more meaning hinges on a good standard of
prenunciation, N

“The pronunciation barrier mro:wn not be treated too lightly.
We who core in contact with fareign students every day tend to
forg=t that there is a great d=al of prejudice among 1less
language-wizse members of our society who tend to concentrate more
on the way something is said than r: the actual content of the
message” (Leahy, 1980:217). ’

.Tha claim that pronunciation has been accorded a central role’

is contradicted by actual teaching practice. For many teachers
teaching pronfunciatién has been a frustrating experienca, and a
commen  view is that the resulting phonetic patterns are a
by-product of completely different spheres of the second language
learner*s activitiws, and that phonetic classes contribute little
to students” pronunciation. "It is most frustrating to observe the
contrast betwesn the adult learner’s evident ability to proncunce
well and his failure t& do so in actual practice" ({Bowen, 1980: &3) .
A more spontanecus use of the second lanqguage neutralizes the
student’s traits of pronunciation acquired in class, and
consequently =.-071 minute his attention is diverted to the
content of the messages, the pronunciation contral logsens, and
native-language influence reappears to produce a heavy speach
accent” (Bowen, 1980:&3).

One of the reasens (Palmer 1975, Bowen 1980) is essentially
isolated character of pronunciation glasses, unrelated to other
elements of wluwizﬂnwﬂ:. "In teo many language classes, the
approach used identifies pronunciation as somathing to be taught
szparately” (Bowen, 1980: 44), wheraas our effort should
concentrate ofi finding a means of better intaegrating pronunciation
teaching with other @lements 'of language instruction.

"If a course is constructed so that a particular class o " a
teacher is 1niﬂ1»mﬂlu to one aspect of language such as grammar or
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pronunciation, the teacher will be unable to use the full range of
techniques at his dispasal for stimulating his students. If he
must  spend an entire class period discussing and drilling
phonology [...]1 he runs a tremendous risk of having the students
lose interest and start reacting in a merely mechanical fashion.
The skill they acquire in the pronunciation class may have little
carry-over into other clasgses, -if phoneclagy is taught as an
independent sound system rather than’as an integral part of a
system of communication® (Palmer, 1975:140).

Another factor which contributes negatively to this sad
umﬂnt1m are the techniques utilized in teaching E1DDD3nmmﬂMD:.
Despite massive attacks on drills and pattern practice, they still
remain prohebly the only tool in teaching pronunciation.

"A classroom technique that has recently come under attack is
pattern practice and various types of drills associated with it.
The principal obisction has been the lack of transferance from the
rigidly contralled patterns that constitute the core of the
classroom activities to real communication situations. Arnother
complaint has been directed at the uninteresting cantent and
routine nature of the Bm#mﬁmm* thus presented" (Marckwardt,
1975:43). ’

The beliaf that "learning a good pronunciation is the
acquisition of the motor-perceptive skills of speech” and that
"these phonetic skille can be tadght in isolation” (Fit Corder,
1964:12) has sulisequently led to the assumption that the
mechanistic drilling without eithar ceonceptualization, or
meaningful context, will automatically lead +o “internalization®
and extension of newly acgquired skill to contexts of s=cend
language use outgide classroom. Bowen (1930) makes a survey of
drill practice tachniques and supplementary technigques meant to
improve internzlizsticon, and paints out  that the major taocl -
mod=2l imit2tion technique ganarally fails becausz of a simple fact
- the negz2tive traznsfer Ffrom ths native language, which
feztivaly - blocks intermalization. In turn, whkit he calls
esplanaticn technigue” is not effective since “This m=thod may

halp some studants, but many f2il to respond, either becausz the

j
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explanations tend to be esoteric or because students have no
effective experience in controlling speech production on the basis
of ‘instructions (p.&4). Similarly, the “practice technigque”
consisting in drilling sentences with an accumulation of sounds to
be practised (like tongue-twisters), and octher techniques, like
comparison and cartrast, are totally without merit for the wmsw
reasons. As Bowen (1980) paints gut they all fail "because the
presentation has been disembodied +From a meaningful context"
(p.&3). Consequently, he postulates that an effort should be made
ta contextuzlize pronunciation practice ir classroom. The above
considarations indicate that the main source of disparity between
tha classroaom activity and actual language use is lack of
communicative context in pronunciation drills.

An attempt at contextuallzing pattern practice can be found
in Garner & Schutz (197%) who note that "The migsing link in aur
English instruction i€ a method that will adequately bridge the
gap betweeri the drill situation in the classrcam and actual
communication situation cutside the ¢lassrqom" mn.pumv,

Pattern practice drill is a praoduct of aass teaching
techniqgies developad for reasons of greater efficiengy (Lagan,
Hmwuvn and in its cnmodified form is a dreadful menJ1U:»ma within
the cantaxt of contamparary second languaga teaching.

"Fatterrs drill rests on the concept of language wmwnzwzo as a
formation of habits, and it assumes that when thes= habits become
autamatic the student will be able to cope with a series df
situations far mare sxtensivz than the sentences ke has practiced.
Pattern drill was in essznce, an attempt tc generalizs, to broaden
and direzt tne procass of language learning heyand the
contextually fixed limits of the mimicry-memarization dialogues
that wezre2 emplaoyed so extansively in the wartime language courses.
The davelcpment of transformationzlist theory has undercut the
rztionals for pattern practice” (Marckwardt, 197%:43) .

Recent attempts tco rectore the significance of pgattern
practice drills (Dobksan woﬂu‘ Brown moﬂuv. and to reconcile the
new theory with ﬂjm cld practice (Rivers 1946B) are of very limited

value for teaching pronunci-ation, and they had to admit that
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contextualized pattern practice drills can be constructed and work
effectively only in initial language instruction stages and may
serve the formation n*.u1w3w1< habits. For advanced students they
are wholly wothout merit. Cosgrave (1975) notes that "The most
effective nnaa::mnmnmos practice is that which is built around the
p=ople, places, and things with which the students are familiar”
(p.143). ijum this nD:ﬁmxﬁEWFWNmeU: of pattern practice can be
constructed for graamar or mnwcnncwm pattern drills, there is no
way Dw building this context around pronunciation drills. The
above points to the baais absurdity of utilizing opattern practice
*m1 teaching pranunciation — pattern practice drills are valid
enly so lang as they carry over a communicative load; rcn this
communicative aspect cannot be built into the pronunciation drill.

The actual reality shows , however, that it is the phonetic
drill which remains the only survivor of pattern practice
technique in classroom. and which is the dominant factor in the
nmwnrm:n af phonetics. No wonder then that an n<m1rom teacher
farced to use this useless, but apparently :11w<m~umn tool may
feel entirely helpless. "There is, howaver, ane skill to which the
teacher has little to contribute. This is fhe skill of producing
speech quickly and m&uow:~<. If the student camnat do this, his
audiencées will find it tiring %o listan to him. Jw:mncwﬁnw<m
skills such as rapid praduction of acceptatle speaech are develaped
through repetition. +Jm pattern-practice drill is suitable for
this sort of practice, since it is a way of eliciting large
amounts Dm controlled vocalization with immediate confirmation and
evalution of <correctness. Within the tctal language course.
pattern—practice drills find their proper place in the student’s
practice gutside the glassroom" ~ (Palmar, 1973:130;

mine, MP). N

emphasis

Works in the field of language inteference and language
transfer (Flege 19891, Selirker 1945, Powen 1980) have shown that
wzwww may be ne uwo:wﬁwnmnm change .w: th2 accent of students
undargaing even intensive pronunciation pattern practice drilling,
and there ar= two basic wwnnoﬂn underlying n:wm phenomenon. One is

8 mistaken belief that unconscious, uncorntextualized raepetitian

——
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may change the underlying structure of one’s second 1language
pronuncistion (Pit Corder 194&), while it should be stressed that
in contradistinctian to other camponents of the szcond Hmnmcwum
learnirg where unconscious internalization of voczbulary and
structurg (through ma2moarization, analogy, induction, etc.) may
take place, the 1level of pronunciation is the main level
at which maximum awareness and conscoius effort is nesded to
2cquire an ahility to produce second language in a mare native
manner. The other, which is closely related to the first, is that
it is often assumwd that phonetics is an entity that can be taught
with no reference to previous knowledge or experience, or in other
words does not fAeed to be mmuWﬂmn to any conceptuzl clues. "It is
possible ta have a good pronuncisation without any corraspanding
ability to speak or uynderstand a language" (Fit Eorder 19&6:12).

by the
same author in the same boaok (Pit Corder 15&&:4): "It is 2ll too

The ahove statement runs contrary to an observation |
easy for information to be supplied to the learner which he cannot
relate to his cwn experience or ta the knowledge he has so  far
acquired. Hz may then acquire the linguistic +Forms (usually
lexical) withaut the concepts with which they should be
associatad. that ig which give them meaning. This is called
verbaliem and is characterized by the learner’s wusing language
which hz do2ss mat himself fully undarstand, in other words, it
results in perrct-learning”. The above, incidertally, chtains also
for teaching pronunciation — pronunciation drills are futile in
principle. If the critical pericd hypothesis is correct (cf. Flege
1931, Arabski 1983), th= adult learner i= no¢ longer subizct to
"esmatic" learning amd it ceemz that all his learding including
phonetics must be at least partly subject to an "int=zliectual™
stage of acquisition. Teaching experience shaws that phonatic
drills hawve little carry-gver not only in the improvesent of
pronunciatien patterns, but even in the formation of receptive
skills. The improvement of the recognition of phoneme contrasts
through sound récognition drills is more than cften not reflected
in the improvemznt of listening comprehensicn. Dne of the possible

cources of this sityztion is the fact that the arder of praogress
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assumed for phonetic practice in most teaching materials is that
from the segment, through combinatien of segments, word, word
stress, and finally down to connected speech, incorporating such
featuires as sentence stress, rhythm and intonation. Although this
progress may be logical in terms of study of the theory of
phenetics, it is not in terms of teaching practice (Hubbard et
al., 1983). Most of these works omit the fact that suprassgmental
features and minute allophonic de=tails are crucial far proper
intelligibility in natural mnmmW:. “If aother aspects of
prenunciation are dealt with efficiently, then scunds do not

present such a problem™ (John Haycraft, An Intraducticn to English

Langusae Teaching, Longman, p.54). Brita Haycraft (The Teaching of

Fronupciation, Longman, p.4) notes that the most stimulating order
is from sentance stress, basic intonation, and then help with the
difficult and important saunds.

Problems with sound *Dﬁimnwoz often arise because of
distorted exaggerated stress patterns. The resulting [°giv /’it 7/
hu /*himl] instead of C[7givitt himl are caused by too slow
unnatural rendition of speech in pronunciation drills in terms of
Juncture (Hubbard et al, 1983). Most af the recant manuals of
phonetics, however, not only cling to the traditionally
establishad crder of progross, but still advocate and us2 drilling
25 their main tgel, taking for granted that there is no cther way
of t=zaching this aspect of language.

In spite of many attacks and criticism, language 1laboratory
still remains the main and often the only scene of gronunciation
imstruction. It does not anly cause the loss of the personal
pdpil-teacher contact, which is preswmably one of the conditions
of guccessful learning (Marckwardt, 197%), but it alsa does away
with a vary impaortant aspect of the visual component of teaching
fsee belowl. 1n the context where drills have no significant
impzct on the improvament of pronunciation, and recsptive skills
are kbetter devslopesZ by listening comprehtenszion exercises, there
should b=z no place for languags laboratcry, wunlesz a diffesrent
approach is taken towards teaching phonetics.

Eince the tzaching of phonetics is an area where two
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contradictory forces must be reconciled - the communicative need
as oppossd to mechanical patterping of forwm, a reverse trend can
be detected:r an assumption is made that once students have learnt
tha thzoretical foundatians of phonetics, they will be able to
build on their x:oz~mnum in their pronunciation. The 1mmcnﬁm must
again ha contrary to expectations — except for highly motivated
students, there have been no nmﬁmnnVUHm signs aof improvement in
the pronunciation of students who mwﬂ3m1 know the description and
theory of sound preduction, or are able to use phonetic
transcription (aor both). Phonetic transcription is totally
irrelevant in pronunciation, as it is not indicative of the basic
facts of allpphony and of the phanological, rules that apply to
given forms. Ia ﬂc1=w allaphonic transcription is tao much of a
burden on students, and its knowledgs daes not guarantee carrect
pronunciation either, by the simple truth that students speak
using sounds and not graphs or letters.

Closely related to this problem is the question of motivation
in students who assign low prestige to preonunciation classes,
primarily on accaunt of dr-illing as the main techrique utilized.
They find mechanistic repetition boring and unrewarding, and they.
cannct see how axaggerated uvnnatural mummn1 is to brifg about

better receptiaon and praductiaon of :mnE1W~Lmnmmn utterances. Their

main interest is efficient communication in the secand languge,

which language laboratory does nat offer. The context &f language
laboratory alienates the teacher from the students and adds to
their decrease in w:ﬂmﬂmun..ww:nm there are no objective measures
of evaluation af the students’ progress, language learners have a
tendency to believe that they will gat away with their level of
pranunciation relying on the habits tHey have already acquired. Sa
long as they feel they can communicate and be understood, they
feel na need to engage in the sultleties of allophony and uncture
in their speech.

"R stiudent will not realize the importance af developing good
u1B:l:nHWNmD: unless he sees how it “"makes the wm:abman wark"”
qutside the context of a pronunciation drill. If he learns to bhe
aware of phonological mistakes in others’ speech at the same time
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as he is concentrating on other things, such as meaning and
grammar, he will be more consciaus af his own pronunciation as it
affects intelligibility" (Palmer, 1974G:130).

‘Bowan (1780) gives an example cf a Basque—-speaking girl who
want into a drugstore and asked for aspirine and was served rice
ucnnw:o. She rmm then strongly motivated ta improve her
ponunciation by a context that demonstrated that she could be
misundercstood. “How can we build a .mmawyww motivation into our
classrcocom?” (p.&5) One of possible reasons for lack of motivation
and consequently poar effects in teaching pronunciation lies in
the character of languaga labaratory devised for mass teaching and
tharefore ignoring individual needs of students. “Students have
different mkummwmmm they have different modes of learning; they
have different interests in content; they need and want different
emphasis on oral and written skills, reading, conversation®
(Logan, 1973:2). They learn at different speed and need different
paca of learning; finally they start from different positions.
These differences are particularly evident in the case of teaching
pronunciation, whera very few aof the problems are common to even
the majority cof the students (Henrichsen 1990), The need to break
up the “"lock—-st=p" procadure, individualize the pace of
instruction, methods, content and objectivesz; to assign different
laarning conmtracts mmnoﬁuwnu to individual abilities and secure
centinuous progress  (Valette and Disick 1972, Via 1979 is
psrticularly acute in the case of pranunciation practice, where
cften remadial courses have ta be devised ta help less successfual
students. Individualization and small-group work may he an ideal
way of escaping thHe gruesome reality aof language laboratory
grills. Despite many, objecticns which may be raised at this point,
the institution of teacher Mwamm is M: extremely tempting solution
for szeveral reasons (after Logan, 1973 :

1. Students have more chance in wjﬂt1wnﬁm:n in the foreign
language, and in circumstances different than those of a student -
to — teacher evaluation prqocess;

2. The aidas themsalves have the rep2ated chances to reinforce

previously learned skills under circumstances that they find ' mare
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significant than the drillinmg or test—taking they have also
experienced;
3. Insecure students have student modals to look up to, who are
not competitors in the classroam;
4. Students reluctant to seek the teacher’s assistance will more
likely come up to fellaw students;
5. Student-tp—studant tutaring is often more effective;
&. The technique is an excellent in—practice for future language
teachers.

This approach of

course presuppases several coexizsting

factors, one of them being high motivatien of students, and their

attitudz of active and conscious participation in the project.
Another step tawards improvement of teaching pronunciaticn is

inclusion aof visual clues in instruction. Pronunciation practice

iz a sphere which most severely suffers from lack of

canceptualization. "Nihil in intellectu guod nen Ffuit prius in
sensu” (Aristctle) — nothing is found in the mind that has not

first gone through the senses; the saying is applicable to
learning phonetics just az it is to cther aspects of learning. And
although pronunciation is said te be acquired basically through
tha aural channel, it cannot be denied that the visual element is
fundamantal in forming correct cancepts about the outside worid.
Visuzl means like diagrams, maps, charts, graphs or models are in
many cases far morg 2ffective than language (Pit Cordar, 174&). It
has bLteen pgroved that visuzl feedback can be useful ﬂ:
pronunciatign and intonation learning (de Bot and Mailfz2rt, 1762).
However, the process of spesch production is dynamic and nm:rnn be
adaquataly reprasented in static terms. The

with it=

te#chnique of video,

infinite possibilities should be an ideal +toacl in

providing vigual clues for ﬂmwnzwln prornunciation and reflecting
the dynamic nature of spoken language. Learners need wmore visual
elemsnt than native speakers - video motivates students, kringing

real life into classroam, and enabling students tao experience
(Willis, 1983b).

Most language students find vided tape easier to understand than

authantic language in a contralled environment

audio tape. Audio-materials producers compenszate for the lack of
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visual clues by making the spoken message more

verbally explicit

than necessary or by deliberately stress and

intonation (Willis 1983a}), which

exaggerating

additionally makes audio-tapes

unnatural. When the visual element is lacking, the aural channel

becomes overloaded — mast audio-tapes tend to use more verbally
explicit language than is usual in real life. The same may be true

about the materials devised for. teaching pronunciation - mere

sound without visual element is a very poor input to students who

aften switch off for lack of visual reinforcement and thus block

also the perception on the aural 1level. This problem is quite

distinct with suprasegmental features af tone, pitch, stress and

rhyths, which are often impossible to perceive only through the

aural chananel.

Thz fundamental task aof a practice is to

pronunciation ,

increase the awareness of the speach mechanism and the ability to,

contrdl own speech production. "To communicate effactively in a

second language, the speaker must be skilled in evaluating and

criticising his own speech” (Falmer 1975:138).

Contrary to the findings of Selinker (194%) on language

transfer, who recogrizes one interlanguage mediated hatwesn L1 and
L2, and arrived at threugh negative cor positive transz=fer, it scems
advanced

that mnmmrmﬁm of the gecond languags, and speakers  in

particular, have a cantinuum of phonetic interlanguages, which
they are able to Bijntwwﬂm according to the purpose and the
context of their utterances. Their ability to contrcl their own

speech is ohviously subject to many limitations, like the level of
control over the content of the utterance, attitude, emction, kind

of addresss=e, and of course strictly physical parameéters like

tiredness, exhaustion, length of the utterance. In this sense they

nave at their disposal as equalizing device (cf. Janicki 1985}

with which they can at least try te keep up specific parameters of

their speech as high as possible. This can be illustrated by an

example of a speaker lecturing in his second language who will

start Kis lecture in a near-native aceent, or his maxisally

corréct interlanguage, but who will gradually slip into more and

more L1-like pronunciation standard, due to the limitations
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mentioned above, which cause that the "controls" of his device
wear out.

This phenomenon sheds more light on the proceasses of learning
pronunciation. There seem to be u1mammw~< two processes invalved
in the acquisition of L2 accent:
l.an ability to produce at a cetain level;
2.an ability to sustain this standard of pronunciation aver a
periaed of time. .

Once ths vawmﬂ< to produce patterns approximating the model
Has been acquired, the task is to train the spesker ta keep the
optimal intarlanguage in natural discourse for a longer period of
tima. This can be accomplished, if we acknowledge the fact n:mr
also the native language can be represented as a continuum of
interlanguages. Simple tests will prove that this is the case with
iwsf speakers ~ they are aften unable to attain the 1level of a-
certain interalanguage in their own language. The reason is again
the same — the spmaker is generally unaware of the working of his
speech mechanism in his language, and is fraguently unaktle to
praduce native tonguertwisters ar more extensive pisces of rapid
speech. He needs quite a lat af instruction te attain the
standards represented by TV m1 radio anmnouncers, or in some Gases
he cannot even approximate these models. Therefore the mechanism
is in both cases similar - we might then venture to say that
second language pronunciation model may be treated as an extremely
distant interlanguage of students® native language. From this
paint thdre is anly one step to utilizing native language in
foreign/second language teaching. As has been demonstrated by
Marek (1983), the learner’s native pronunciation habits, instead
of heing only a negative, destructive factor, can be employed as a
background against which even the  most minute mwnouymznn
peculiarities of English may be immediately picked up by his
"phonclogigal” ear, with full and acute awarensss af the
strangangss of tha alien sound in the native eaviroament. In ¢his
way by putting individual segments in the context of the native
languags utterances the learner can be made fully aware of the
differences in pronunciation.
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‘'In an interesting study of the sources of foreign accent and
the teaching of pronunciation Esling & Wong (1983) point out that
different accents derive from different wvoice quality settings
understnod as the long-term postures of the larynk, pharynx, the
tongue, velopharyngeal - system and lips, and laryngeal
configurations, SIMn: thus linguistically identify language,
dialect, or a social greoup; ﬂuﬁmwwla:wmﬂwnw~n< identify mood and
emotiony and extralinquistically individual speakers.

“Knowledge of vpice quality settings of English as well as
those of cther lanquages provides a useful taool in improving
pronunciation performance” (p.93). They suggest that instead of
practising segmental ceontrasts and search for clues in  the
intricacies of phonetic transcription and theory, students should
be made sensitive ta different wvoice settings both in their
native as well as foreign pm:m:mmm. “It Ffollows that if the
learnsr ¢€an be taught the relatively small number of higher-level
features that constitute settings, then the pronunciation of the
lawar-level segmental features captured within the generalized
satting should imprave as a resylt" (93). Students ctan learn tc
imitate different voice settings of actors, anmnouncers, estc., as
w2ll as  target language speakers by assuming specific  voice
settings which serve as models of pronunciation.

In the n1nn:mnw0: of speech hundreds of muscles take part,
and change their configuration with great speed. This fact is not
@asily reflected w:_nrnnmen description af pronunciation, let
alone expressed in pattern drills. If the considerations presented
above are true, then foreign accent may he attributed to- physical
praoperties of speech mechanism in a particular language, and be
mcvummn to elimination through quasi-physical exercises — similar
to thosze used by . actors and TV/radio announcers, facilitating
spgech praduction, proficiendy in rapid pronunciation and ability

to switch to @ higher phonetic interlanguage. Consequently, a

.typical prorunsziation clags may become a workshop of speakers and

actors awzre of their tasks and thelr abilities, and familiar with
the material they are to shape. In this context of work similar to

that in a drama grous or theatre workshop, it may be that phonetic
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drill may again be restored to its fully legitimate status as it

now receives a new dimension in langusge learring.
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STRESZCZENIE

- Artyku}l ummm krytycanym przegladem technik i metod nmauczania
faon=tyki jezyka w:uanmrwmnD z€ zwroceniem <zczegdlnej uwagi na
Q<uwrﬂ<x¢ nauczania *D:mn(x» studentdw nz poziomie zaawansawanym.
Na podstawie literatury oraz wlasnego dogdwiadezenia ann1
stwierdza, iz pomimo postepu w lemnNm:wm zmtnum:wm Jezykdéw obcych
i coraz wiekszego wplywu podejscia  kognitywnega oraz 01w5wn<rm
transformacyijnej, techniki nauczania fonetyki pozostaia .,/ jawnym
anachronizmem i stanowia Jaskrawy przejaw razdzwigeku pomieday
atrakcyina teoria a przestarzata praktyka. W zwiazku 2z tym
pastulowane jest nowe podejscie do tega aspektu nauczania Igzyka,
z<xn1w<mﬁcuﬂnm techniki i metody stosowane w nwnnmuw i w nauce
dykcii przez aktordw i lektordw, a zarzucajsace laborataryine
"drills" and “pattern vTDnnmnaa-

Lubelskie Materialy Neofilologiczne — 1987

Jerzy Zmudzki

Das Gelingen und Brfolgreichsein der Sprechhandlung
und _die sprachlich-kommunikative Norm

Die Problematik der sprachlich~kommunikativen Norm, insbeson-
dere ihrer Wirksamkelt, wurde bislang unter vielen ispekten un-
tersucht., In meinem Beitrag versuche ich zu @berprtifen, wie zich
dlese uns interessierende Brschelnung u. a, in den zwei sprech-
handlungstheoretischen Kategorien, dem Galingen und srfolgreich-
sein einer Jorschhandlung, abbildet. Diese zwei Segriffe habe
lch der dprechhandlungsthearie von D, Junderlich (Studien sur
Sprechakttheorie” 1976) entnommen und zu einer Sezugsbasis fiir

die spezielle Betrachtung der Norm-EZrscheinung im Bereich der
mvﬂmnwm mWTQmev Mein 4nliegen geht danin, dad ich mich erstens
damit auseinandersetzen will, wie die Norm in esiner Geszllschaft
existiert vnd wie sie im allgsmeinen dem Vollzug von Sprechhard-
lungen determiniert, d. h. einerseits hinsichtlich ihrer strate~
gischen Verwendung als Realisierungen von T#tigkeiten und anderer-
seits als speziell beschaffene Produkte resp. Resultate von Ope-
rationen im Raihnen der nouadmuonumea sprachlichen Handelns.

I, Las Verstindnis des 3inns der Sprechhandlung beruht auf der
ermittelten Tatsaché, daB die Sprechhandlung, nach der Redeweise
von Wunderlich - der Sprechakt, spezielle und unterschiedliche
Ver#nderungen in der Menge der Hawmnmxﬁhonmdmaunmdnmmbudmzwuww~
die als an den Hrer gerlchtete odwwmmawoumu zu interpretieren
sind. Ein Sprechakt ist daher wach Wunderlich dann erfolgrejch -
(5. 58), "wenn die durch ihn eingeftthrten Interaktionsbedingungen
im tmwﬁmﬂmu 4Ablauf der Interaktion erf#llt werden.” Den Begriff
des Gelingens dagegen definiert er folgendermaBén (S, 58): "Gelingen




