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B. Problem 

American students and German students have different connotations in seeing the word 

“Auslander” (foreigner) found in a short story taught in a German class. This happens as 
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they have different schemata and frame which are based on their cultural experience. To the 

former, this term is difficult to define as US consists of citizens from a great number of race 

and nationality origins, while for the former this term refers to someone who doesn‟t look 

like a German. This comes to be questions; what makes this difference and how this can 

impact the way teach a foreign language.  

 

C. Review of Literature  

1. Every single word in a particular has its own “mental structure of expectation” (Tannen, 

1979) and “conceptual schema” (Cook, 1994). The Deutch word Auslander, for instance 

has a different mental structure and conceptual schema with its English equivalence; 

foreigner. These terms are grouped in the discussion of connotations associations, 

frames and schema theory (Cook, 1994; Goffman, 1974; Tannen, 1979).  

2. In seeing a reality, writers not only narrate the facts in a neutral point of view, but they 

employ their “discoursal self” through discursive choices (Ivanic, 1998) “a kind of 

textual identity” (Kramsch and Lam, 1999). These terms refer to the fact that the 

students constructing through their written summaries was not a permanent social 

identity.  

3. The students have their own authorial point of view, so it is important to consider the 

theory of evaluation in narrative (Hunston & Thompson, 200; Hymes, 1996; Labov, 

1972)  

4. It is also worth discussing the relationship of language and social structure (Halliday, 

1978), discursive roles (Goffman, 1981), social constructionism (Shotter, 1993) and to 

re-visit the literature about the relationship of language, thought and culture which is 

also called linguistic relativity (Gumperz and Levinson, 1996). Reading these fields will 

give comprehensive understanding on the representation of language in the social 

reality.  

  

D. Hypothesis  

The writer hypothesizes that the cultural context of the students‟ background will make them 

differ in seeing a particular cultural phenomenon. That‟s why it is important for every 

teacher to consider the cultural contexts when conducting the teaching in the classroom.  

 

E. Objectives 

This research seeks to investigate;   

1. how students construct the foreign cultural reality through the foreign language and the 

extent of learners‟ written productions are constrained by culturally determined 

discourse genres;  

2. stylistic resources learners draw upon to appropriate for themselves someone else‟s text 

and their stylistic choices which differ from those of native speakers and other learners,  
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3. the discoursal self the student construct in the process, i.e. how they construct 

themselves as authors;  

4. implications of these findings for the way we teach foreign language.  

 

F. Methodology  

The writer gives the initial summary exercise in her classroom as a pilot project and 

replicates it in other classes, with a total number of 62 American undergraduate students of a 

third semester course taught in three different classes. To compare her American students‟ 

summaries with other students with different nationalities, she asked her French colleague to 

do the same exercise with her 21 senior students with roughly the same age (16-20) as the 

Americans. In addition to this, she also asked her friends in Germany to do the same 

exercise to their 24 senior students in Lubeck, 24 students in Passau and 14 students in 

Leipzig. It is expected to give the insight about how the youngsters from these different 

nationalities construct themselves and the characters in the story.  

 

To provide a wide range of summary styles and contents, the researcher adds a series of 

semi-structured interviews with two dozen focal students.  

 

This study is descriptive, in which the writer establishes categories of analysis for use in 

pedagogy of language awareness and self-reflection for the authorial empowerment of the 

students.  

 

G. Findings  

1. how students construct the foreign cultural reality through the foreign language and the 

extent of learners‟ written productions are constrained by culturally determined 

discourse genres; 

 

These learners were eminently able to shape the various dimensions of difference within 

native and non-native cultural frames, they were able to account for the stylistic choices, 

even if they had to admit that the choice was often reduced by a limited access to 

grammar and vocabulary.  

 

The students summarize the short story very differently based on their culture and 

worldview. In the case of the writer‟s research, the American and the French students 

summarize the short story reflecting the human interest story and its factual aspects, 

while the Germany‟s counterparts presented a larger problem, that Ender‟s story 

becomes the illustration of one of it.  
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However, it is very careless if we make such this kind of generalization without 

considering the detail, as the Germans themselves make differences in using stylistic 

perspective their summaries as well as the French and the Americans.    

 

2. stylistic resources learners draw upon to appropriate for themselves someone else‟s text 

and their stylistic choices which differ from those of native speakers and other learners, 

 

Stylistic resources learners draw upon to appropriate for themselves someone else‟s text  

 

Macrolevel Microlevel 

Genre 

Theme 

General organization  

Text time vs. story time  

Evaluation vs. description  

Silences  

Point of departure  

Sequencing tenses  

Spatiotemporal markers  

Syntactic choices  

Lexical choices  

Cohesive devices  

 

In the case of native speakers, choice of macrolevel and microlevel is often determined 

by availability and access, i.e. degree of proficiency.  

 

The American and French learners of German make effective use of stylistic resources 

like prosodic rhythm, lexical repetition and parallelism that give their summaries 

cohesion and coherence, despite of their linguistic constraints. 

 

3. the discoursal self the student construct in the process, i.e. how they construct 

themselves as authors;  

 

Each student sees the story very differently based on their understanding towards the 

social reality. Their authorial view reflects their worldview constructed by the society in 

which they live.  

 

4. Implications of these findings for the way we teach foreign languages.  

These are some implications of these findings for the way we teach foreign languages;  

a. We may consider the students‟ mistakes with a broader perspective. Instead of 

seeing it in a single perspective, i.e. the perspective of linguistic structure, it‟s 

worth making use of the full range of semiotic (linguistic, discursive, pragmatic, 

aesthetic) resources of the language to express whatever meaning they want to 

express. This way is very important as it will not see the students as deficient non-

native speaker, but as authorial voice and as creator of meaning (see Kramsch, 

1993, 1995, 1996, 2000).  
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b. The teacher should see the students‟ authorial voices when examining their pieces 

of writing in order to know what they „intended‟ to write.  

c. A piece of writing reflects the author‟s discoursal self, so it is worth discussing 

someone‟s writing on the chalkboard to help students appreciate the unique way 

they use language when they compare to others (e.g. Kramch, 2000).  

d. Teaching students how to analyze their own writing will enhance their critical 

metalinguistic awareness in appreciating the semiotic aspects of a piece of writing 

(Hounston and Thompson, 2000; Short, 1996).  

 

H. Conclusions  

A language educator should see the background of his or her students if he or she wants to 

teach any materials related to culture of the target language. Very often, a particular meaning 

can be considered positively by a particular group of students, but it can be regarded 

negatively by any other groups. Cultural materials are sensitive ones so they need sufficient 

appropriate treatment by the language educators.  

I. Summary 

A research can be started from a problem a teacher found in classroom. This article 

describes how the writer can develop research from the problem he found in her teaching; 

that is a different consideration by the students towards the word “Auslander” (foreigner) 

between American students and other students from different nationalities.  

 

The research is carried out by giving the students summary exercise of the short story 

entitled “Deutche Kastanien” which talked about a Turkish-German who was snubbed by 

his German friends because of his Turkish origin.  

 

It is revealed from the summary results that students from different nationalities will have 

different stylistic choices in conducting their works. They also have different opinions when 

asked about the word “Auslander”. This difference also echoes authorial point of view or 

discoursal selves of every student in considering the passage.  

 

The finding of this research is worthy to make us – as language educators – aware of 

considering the context and worldview of every student so the teaching will be more fruitful 

before the students.  

 

J. Overall critique and recommendation  

Even the writer had claimed that this scientific research was not expected to be carried out 

tightly; it is worth considering the tight one to make it more reliable and valid. The writer 

may give her colleagues more detailed instruction about the techniques of giving the 

summary exercises in the classroom to make sure that it is done appropriately. She may also 
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ask them to record the video of the instruction so she can control the quality of the data 

collection.  

 

Overall, this article is worthy especially for the beginner researchers to give an insight how 

to develop a research based on classroom-based problem.  


