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The author discusses claims that linguistics can solve the problems of language

teaching. Linguistics is either a theory of language or a description of a particular

language, and both vary greatly from investigator fo investigator, both as to scope

and substance. Linguistic "analysis is the business of the linguist” but it is not

essential to the leamin? of a language, and the units of analysis may not be the same

as those needed for learning fhe language. The linguist's prediction of expected

errors, based on contrastive analysis of native and farget languages, is not as vseful

for teaching as the experience of feachers listing actual errors macle. Most

contrastive descriptions are so “incomplete as fo be misleading.” Linguistics can help

the teacher to know more about the foreign language, which, in turn, can help his

teaching of it. The author concludes: “Contemporary claims that applied linguistics can

solve all the problems of language teaching are as unfounded as the claims that

applied psychology can solve them. For the problems of language teaching are

central neither to psychology nor linguistics.” (MK)
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; Applied Linguistics :
| Its Meawing and Use'

W. F. MACKEY

Department of Lingulstics, Laval University, Quebec

AMONG the post-war remedies for the betterment of foreign-

/Nlanguage teaching it is applied linguistics that has attracted

the greatest attention. In the training of language teachers

this new diecipline is gradually taking the place of philology®. ¢

Every year practising language teachers are hearing more and

more about ‘the science of applied linguistics’. In some quarters

language teaching is considered to be the exclusive province of

this new science. And in certain countries national agencics have

been convinced that no one not trained in the techniques of applied i

linguistics can successfully teach a language. 3
What is applied linguistics? What does one apply when one

applics linguistics? How does it relate to language learning? How

doces it concern language teaching? Of what use is it to the teacher?

What is new about it? These are some of the questions which

language teachers have been asking; it is the purpos¢ of this

article to supply some of the answers, without necessarily trying,

as many such cfforts often do, to sell the product at the same time, ;

Let us take the above questions in the order in which they appear. ¢

1. What s applied linguistics?

The term ‘applied linguistics’ scems to have originated in the
United States in the 1940's, It was first used by persons with an
obvious desire to be identificd as scientists rather than as human- i
ists; the association with ‘applied science’ can hardly have been “‘%
accidental. Yet, although linguistics is a science, ‘applied science’

e i

j 1This Is a modified version of an article which appeared in Vwosikirfa 4:

Suomen Uusten Kellten Opettafien Lilto.
cuizieD) philology E lingulctics £ RIRR I D1 At gt R, Robins oEH 25
8243, Xl-gis philology Sas A% E i d.3% (comparative philology) DLW,
1 PAYeRERY IV = @ et RO XML Skt 3.~ lingulstics K20 < i,
. . «L{ngulstics in {ts natrowest interpretation conceatrates on the formal analysis and descrips
a8 {ts centeal domaing in so far as linguists widen the scope of theie

tlon of languages
subject {n dealing with meaaing they may be sald to approach the realm of philological
studies” R.H. Robins, General Lingulstles? Introductive Survep, Loagmans, 1964, 9.7
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Applied Lingulsticss 1ts Meaning and Uce 7

does not necessarily include linguistics®.

The creation of applied linguistics as a discipline represents an
effort to find practical applications for ‘modern scientific linguis-
tics’. While assuming that linguistics can be an applied sclence, it
brings t gether such diverse activities as the making of alphabets {
by missionaries and the making of translations by machines. The
use of the term has nosw, become crystallized in the names of
' language centres®, reviews, books, and articles.

e )

- B

2. What does one apply?

What does one apply when onc applies linguistics? What is
applied may be a theory ¢ language and/or a description of one, :

If it is a theory of language, what is applied depends of course
on the sort of theory being used. If the theory is based on the
cxistence of units of meaning, for example, the results will be
different from what they would be if the theory ignored the exist-
ence of such units.

There are dozens of ways in which one theory may difter from
another; and there are dozens of different theories of language, i
' geveral of which are mutually contradictory, Some of these con-
stitute schools of language theory, like the Saussurlan School®,
the Psychomechanic School®, the Glossematic School®, the |
Bloomficldian School®, the Prague, School®, the Firthian ‘

(HELD) ERTERCINTONKSAE LT Harold B, Allen, Readings In Applied Line
gultties, Appleton, 1958, pp, xlli 428 572 e dtod L, SAKBARRSELAES
z %i%&;(&‘a!%i i:f;;:axmzm. MoDavid, 3r. “Iure and Applied Lingulstics™, SIL S, ;
[ ] . .
cum%: fedead Ceater for Applled Lingulstics {1775 Mass. Ave,, N.W, Washington
D.C. 20036) #1&i0, REODHLRLAMNTE “Lingulstic Reporter”™ (1HH,
(RSHO) Ferdlnand de Saussure (1857-1913) o 2BLeRsHON IR Charla
Bally 4 Albert Seohehaye 2 EOFIf e DIC X 2SR & h, Cours de Lingulsiique Qéndrale
' LA TS0 1916 SRISIHK Y e, HREDIEK (1940), (KR Wade Baskin (1930) Kk » !
chd ke M) (diackronlque) & [FRiY)S (synchrorique) oM, ¥ 2] (langue, '
fanguage) & 8w =aJ (parole, specch) LORKMIEY & ~AERDOIRTD T,
(MZLE®) Maokey B psyshumechanles ©@&{%% “the study of language as mental moves
meal” & LTHOL S KRRTH D, {

. DT MW AW Secawx mee SO T
-

e

RO

. “[t baslo postaiats fs that the mental operations Involved In the use of language necessarily )
' take 8 certaln amount of time, infinltestimal though this may be, The task of psycho.
mechanies Is to identify theee mental operations and to refer tham (o meatal time Inan effort .

',‘;'2,‘“‘”‘;,“‘” the meatal procoss involved In acts of language.” Language Teaching Analysis, y

s Ple |

(REED) wyvr=#yo L, Hidmsdey &bk oetrge Uldall, Diderdschen, E. ;

Flsher-Jpracasen, K. Togeby, Ho Vogt 7 ¥4tn 3, L, Hjedmilev © Prolegomena to a Theory
of Language (1953, Wavarley Press) SA5ICRSE, coftifoERE, B (form) 514 i
(substance) o D 2 HA (expression) kA (contant) ORAICUHTWE, WHHAR
M olRT S RACH AL 0SS, =HBIBROREEAELEEEET Y CE DN EW :
AMICHCONRINTLE L AL WL S (hy, KUAER MY, 79 -xXA, (HEBEL {
COXMORMERP pp, 252~56 DRY) ‘
. (HELEO) Dicomfeld ofEnibFeiis L oW Language (1935) KX THT &N % ;
gﬁ?ggég u&mmayﬁ (;tmt;rgﬂl 2\ gﬁ{zsﬁmﬂkﬁﬁih%}%gﬁh;'Iy‘t’yﬁyﬁws:’ ezgf-'r ‘
i g Vb Iy ZIRF o210 ¥ ' o T - 3 y K
tg‘lg&féﬁgggﬂ%oﬁﬁ. Post-Bloomfieldian, & { Wb i, TragerSmith, A, A. Hill & :
A0 RANTEE, 2
(HZEED) dtk LeonRoRARNtitnoely) ~ ol kAsfith, Lol £
OIIRIA L W, Mathesiug, Trubetzkoy, Jakobson, V ichek, Trunka A ¥4 %, :
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School®, and others®, When we examine the many theories of
different schools and individuals we note that very few indeed
have ever been applied to anything. We also notice that those
which have heen applied are not necessarily the most applicable,
On the other hand, the fact that a language theory has never been
applied to language tcaching does not mean that it cannot be.
Some of the more ambitious and inclusive theorics, which seem to
be the most relevant, have in fact never been applied.

Secondly, if it is a description of a language that is being applied,
it might include anv or all of its phonetics, grammar, or vocabu-
lary. And since descriptions based on the same theory often differ,
tgerc are more vaileties of description than there are types of
theory.

Descriptions differ in their purpose, extent, and presentation.
Some descriptions aim at being concise; others at being exten~
sive. Some analyse the language by breaking it down; others by
building it up. Some are made as if the language described is un-
known to the linguist; others as if it is already known to the
reader. Some will present the language in two levels (grammar and
phonology); others in as many as fourteen®, Yet the number of
lovels of a description is no indication of its linguistic range; a
three-level description may have a wider scope than an cight-
Ievel one which excludes vocabulary, meaning, or context. Some
descriptions are based on written works; others on speech. Some
may cover all areas in which the language is spoken; others may be
limited to a single city. Some may be compiled from the specch
of a single person over a period of & few weeks; others may be
based on the writings of many authors covering a few centuries.

It is obvious, therefore, that the problem of the language
teacher is not only whether or not to apply linguistics, but whose
linguistics to apply, and what sort.

3. How does it relate to language learning?

In order to exist, a language must have been learnt; but in
order to be learnt a language does not have to have been analysed.

(RHE®) J. R, Flh Loinh & > 2 HhEOR LN R %%, BEOLLARRN TEbY
“context of situation” ZRATEMFYH 0, HHLLNHLHLXSL4 Dloomfield GRkes
a0 s L, Finh ofTicl MAK. Halllday, R, Robins, J.C, Catlord, = ¥1i51428
sff‘-aﬁhs fggg' Fleih, Popers In Lingulstics. Oxford, 1957 In Meniory of J. R, Firth,
ongmans, s

CHZED) ol K.L.Pike o Tagmemics, Noam Chomsky o Transformational Generative
Crammat, Sidney Lamb o Steatificational Grammar 2¥iR s kslci ks,
CUBLED) 14 ouxaledd i) 2otk Derndal ¢ sound symbollsm, sounds and sound
systems, syllabification and stress, plionatie function, plionetic syntax, thage of words, word
formation, Inflcctlons, agreement, narts of snasely, word-order, sentence and sentence eles
menty, style, semanties 233, 2L 412 \LE Mackey, Longuage Teaching Analytls Longs
mans, 1965, pp, 3740 DM,
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Applled Lingulsticss s Meaning and Use : ]

For the process of learning a Janguage is quite different from the
process of analysing one. Persons who have never gone to school
find it difficult to divide their language into such classes as the
parts of speech, despite the fact that they may speak their native
language with a great deal of fluency and elegance. Foreign

e ey A s Ty et 2uPae ST, G A b Senne fe

Janguages have also been successfully mastered throughout (i
ages without benefit of analysis.
It is the production of methods of analysis that is the business | /

of the linguist. But if the linguist claims that such and such a
method is the best way to learn the language, he is speaking out- _
side his competence, For it is not learning, but language, that is

the object of linguistics. Language learning cannot therefore be .
the purpose of linguistics—pure or applied, Applied linguistics is
not language learning. |

Therefors the units used for analysing a language are not :
necessarily thoce needed for learning it. As 2y illustraticn, let us ]
take a sample of an analysis of English made by 2 representative 3

of one of the schools of lingulstics which has done the most
applied linguistics in language teaching. As a case in point, let us ‘
take tho description of the English pronouns. The pronouns are
arranged into seven sets, which include 23 units, To explain these, |
34 other units (called morphs) arc brought into the picture, : ¢
although they have no further function than to explain the first 23,
Rules arc then given to ‘convert the abstract forms into those
actually found’, For cxample, after having learned that the
abstract form for the first person plural object is *{w-i-m,}@ we : ;
gc; the form actually found, the form us, by applying the following
rule:
1. we:  {w-i-y}
2. us:  *{w--m}; {—m] after {w-i-} becomes {-s};
*{y-i-} before resulting {-s} becomes {-c-}, a port-
manteau
3, our: *w-l-r); before {-r} and {r-z}, initial consonant and
vowel are transposed, giving *{i- w-}; initial *{i-} becomes
{a-} before {-w-} ]
4, ours: *{W-i-r-z} (Sce rules given for 3.)!
If this is to be applied linguistics, it should justify the definition  ° {
of philology sometimes attributed to Voltaire, ‘la science ou les
voyelles ne comptent pour rien, et les consonnes pour peu de
chose’®, One can imagine what happens when two languages are
contrasted on this basis.

P Y UL

1A, A. Hill, Introduction to Linguistic Structures: Jrom sound to sentence
in English, New York: Harcourt, 1958, p. 150,
. CKIZIED) * KowT, all forms not actually found are matked with an asteristk, (Hill)
(LD TR0l kL, FHLLTOGEOS 3R, Voltaire 0 philology
BMFELR kb, WATH,
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It is true, however, that some linguists have pointed out the
disparity betwesn language learning and language description,
stating that ‘a linguistic description of a language is of little help
in learning the language; recently published structural accounts
of European languages rebut any disclaimer to this judgment'.!
For two descriptions of the same Janguage can be so different that
a learner may not be blamed for wondering whether the units and
categorles alleged to form the essential elements of the language
exist only in the minds of those who have attempted vo describeit,

4, How does it concern language teaching ?

Although the linguistic descriptions of the same language are
not identical, it is now widely admitted that the linguist is the
competent person to write our grammars, phonetics manuals, snd
dictionarics, In some quarters it is assumed that the very fact he
can do this makes him qualified to form language-teaching policy
and prepare Ianguage-teaching texts. In the use of applied lin-
guistics in language teaching, it has been further assumed that
if one is able to make a thorough description of the forms of &
language, one is by that very fact able to teach it.

These assumptions are obviously ill-founded, for there have
been outstanding language teachers with no knowledgs of linguis»
tics. And it has been demonstrated that ‘the methods of the
linguistic scientist as a feacher are not necessarily the most cfe
fective’.® This can be explained by the different preoccupations
of the two disciplines. Much of the present state of applied lin~
guistics in language teuching is due to the fact that some linguists
have been more interested in finding an application for their
science than in solving the problems of language teaching. Some
of the unhappy results have been duc to a desire to apply to
language teaching a one-sided technique of formal description
with no universal validity, even in the ficld of linguistic analysis.

Much is made of the ability of the linguist to predict mistukes
by comparing the native language of the learner with the language
he is being taught. This differential description is sometimes conv
fusingly called ‘contrastive linguistics’, a term which also means
the analysis of a single language based essentially on the contrast
of its units one with the other. What is the use of predicting
mistakes already heard ? Since anyone who has taught a language

13, Whatmough, Language: A Modern Synthests, New York: St, Martin's
Press, 1956, p. 145, ,

3. B. Carroll, The Study of Language: A survey of linguistics and related
dizeiplines in America. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1953, p. 192,




Applied Lingulsties. [ts fcaning and Use 1"

can predict from experience the sort of mistakes his students are
likely to make a posterior], is he any the wiser for the a priori and
less reliable prediction which the linguist makes on the basis of a
differential analysis?

It has been stated as a principle of ‘applied linguistics’ that all
the mistakes of the language learner are due to the make-up of
his native language. This is demonstrably false, Many mistakes
actually made have no parallel in the native language; they are
simply extensions of the foreign language patterns into areas in
which they do not apply, e.g. *I sald him so on the analogy of
Itold lim so. Other mistakes are due to a confusion of new material
with parts of the language not deeply enough ingrained; this
inhibition is a matter of order and rate of intake, Siill other mis-
takes are due to the habit, which language learners soon acquire,
of avoiding the similaritics with their native language. This
may result in sither blind guessing or the systematic avoidance
of native patterns, even though these cxist in the forsign language,
e.g. works like attack (a cognate of the French affaque) are stressed
on the first syllable by French learners of English despite the fact
that both French and Englich versions have the stress on the final
~yllable. Texts for language teaching based only on the differences
between the two languages cannot take thess important tendencics
into account.

Even for the many mistakes due directly to interference {rom
the native language the practising teacher is in a better position
than the descriptive linguist. For although a differential descrip-
tion, of English and French for example, may indeed point out the
fact that a French learner of English may have difficulty in pro-
nouncing the interdental sounds of #iifn and t/ien because of their
absence from the French phoneme inventory, it cannot predict, as
can an cxperienced teacher, which way a given learner or group
of learnors will handle the difficulty. In fact, different learners
with the same native language do make different mistakes; the
above interdental sounds, for example, are rendered sometimes as
/s, z/, sometimes as /t, d/. But this information is supplied, not by
an a priorl comparison of English and French, but by the observa-
tions of language teachers, _

Applications of differential descriptions do not produce the same
type of teaching, For some teachers will start drilling the differ-
ences because they are difficult, while others will start using the
similarities because they are easy (e.g. the ‘cognate method')2.

Most of the available differential descriptions are so superficial
and incomplete as to be misleading, This is because they are at

(BLEGT Le, “the learner slarts by learnlng a basie vocabulary made up of wotds which
are slmilar In form and meaning (o thosa of his own language, Theso are then immediately
used for oral and written expression,” Mackey op. ¢lt. p. 155,

S
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12 o W.F, Mackey

best based on a unit-by-unit and structure-by-structure compari-
son of two languages, They fail ¢ show all the units of the first
Janguage which are equivi.lent to structures in the second, and the
structures in the first which are equivalent to units in the second.
They also ignore the units and structures of one level that are
equivalent to structures and units of another. And even with this,
they are still dealing only with the make-up of tha languages, not
with the multiple differences in contextual usage, with the fact
that in such and such circumstance a learner must say one thing
in his native language but something entirely different in the
foreign language. Since we do not havs such complete differential
descriptions of any two languages—even of the most widely
known—we are likely to get better results by collesting and classi-
fying the mistakes which the learners make than by trying to
predict those we should expect him to make,

i 5. Of what use Is It to the teacher?

It is the business of the language teacher to know the forcign
language, to know how to teach it and to know something about
it. It is in relation to this latter need that linguistics might be
expected to be useful, But the conteuts of most courses in linguis-
tics for language teachers are scldom concerned with the analysis
of the material which the teacher will have to teach; they are of
little direct help in the preparation of specific ianguage Iessons.
At best, they are background courses in the description of the
language to be taught, In practice, many such courses are devoted
to proving to the languagoe teacher that most of the grammar rules
he has been taught are false because they have not been arrived at
by ‘scientific’ methods of analysis, In some courses, the very word
‘grammar’ is taboo; one refers not to the ‘grammar of the English
language’ but rather to the ‘structurc of the English language'.
Teachers are asked to discard familiar and widely accepted
terms which have a long tradition of usage, in favour of a new
jargon representing one of several brands of language analysis.
1 And after having mastered the technicalitics of one brand of
: linguistics the language teacher encounters other brands with
3 conflicting theories and contradictory methods of analysis,
] Should he then keep on believing in one without trying to under-

1 stand the others? Or should he study all of them?

o What is the language teacher to do when faced with the multi-
plicity of approaches to the analysis of a language and the different
trends in descriptive linguistics? What should be his attitude
when asked to give up his grammars on the grounds that they are
unscientific—that they give recipes rather than formulas?
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Above all, the language teacher must be interested in results;
and tested recipes are often better than untested formulas, Until
more complete and definitive analyses are available, language
teaching will have to rely for its description of a Janguage on those
abundant and serviveable grammars of the past, For a language

. teacher, the completencss of a grammar is more relevant than its

scientific consistency; clarity is more important than conciseness;
examples more uscful than definitions, If the language teacher is
to wait until more scientific grammars are produced he puts him-
self in the position of the tanner of hides who stops tanning until
the chemists have found the chemical formula describing exactly
what is done. The formula, once discovered, might cventually
improve the tanning operation; but until it is formulated and
tested and proven more cflective, the only sensible thing to do is
to continue tanning hides in a way that has given the best resuits.

The fact is that most of the new ‘linguistically approved’ gram-
mars being applied to language teaching are more difficult to
use and far less complete than are the older works. Some are no
more than undigested research essays on the making of a grammar.
Others represent a sort of do-it-yourseif grammar-making kit
allegediy designed to ‘crack the code’ of any language in the world,

Althougl: the ability to analyse a language may not be the most
important qualification of a language teacher, some training in
practical linguistics can enable him to establish with more precision
than he otherwise might what is the same and what is different
in the languages with which he has to deal. It can also help him
understand, cvaluate, and perhaps use some of the descriptions
of the language he is teaching. And if the training is neither too
one-sided nor doctrinaire it may prevent him from becoming the
prisoner of a single school of thought and enourage him to sur-
mount the great terminological barricrs which have prevented
any mutua! understanding in linguistics.

Jdeally, such training could put the teacher in a position to
analysc each linguistic contribution and its application to language
teaching, from the small details of analysis to the hidden theoreti-
cal assumptions on which the analysis is based. Such training
would make it unnecessary for the language teacher to swallow
a man's philosophy along with his linguistics. For the main
attraction of some analyses is their consistency with certain
philosophical belicfs. Is it then any advantage to deny the beliefs
and admit the consistency, for consistency’s sake? Or is it better
to seck an analysis which is philosophically more palatable but
perhaps less consistent?

Finally, the proper sort of training could enable the teacher to
distinguish between the scientific status of linguistics and the
scientific pretensions of linguists. ¥or some linguists seem to be

W T RN T
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14 W, F. Mackey

50 cager to appear ‘scientific’ that they state or restate the most,
banal facts about a language in a pseudo-scientific notation and a
‘ collection of technical terms borrowed indifferently from several
f disciplines and heavy with scientific associations. Old ideas about
| language do not become better when couched in an unfamiliar
] jargon, This leads us to our final question.

6. What is new about it?

ideas proposed as applied linguistics which were not familiar to
teachers at one time or another. What, for example, is essentially
different in practice between the ‘phonemic transcription’ proposed
today and the ‘broad transcription’ used by language teachers
in the past century?

Throughout the history of formal language teaching there has
always been some sort of applied linguistics, as it is known today.
For language teachers have always tended to apply language
analysis to the teaching of a language; in fact, some of the first
descriptions of a language were made for the purpose of teaching
it. Yet the sorts of descriptions actually produced have varied with
the nceds and contingencies ¢” the time, And some of the oldest
aro still some of the best. Sucl ancient classics as the grammars of
Panini, Dionysius, Priscian, and Donatus arc not outclassed by
those of today. Yet the blind application of the categories of these
geammars to the description of modern European and cven to
non-European languages was obviously so unsuitable as to crcate
a serics of reactions which resulted in the attitude of ‘scientific’
superiority which afflicts contemporary linguistics,

Onc is the reaction against the linguistic analysis of exotic
languages made in the past century—a type of analysis which
superimposed the structure of European languages on the facts
of the native language being described, As a reaction against this,
techniques of description were developed by Boas, Sapir, and,
* especially, by Bloomficld and his associates. These techniques were
: : apparcntly so successful that they were later applicd to languages,

i like English, with a long tradition of linguistic analysis. This in
| V _turn was a reaction against the current English school grammars
( | which still propagated the traditional definitions of the cighteenth
| ) century. But in the process the best linguistic traditions were
| ignored, including the works of such linguists as Sweet and
Jespersen, so that the language might be handled as if the person
describing its elements were unable to understand them. And the
; movement, which started as an effort to prevent the analysis of
; exotic languages as if they were Englisk, found itsclf analysing

As far as language-teaching is concerned, there are very few
i

|

|
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English as if 5. were an cxotic language.

Against this ¢rend, other reactions are beginning to take shape.
These are appearing as a ré-formulation of the traditional ap-
proach to grammar, a compromise with the older grammatical
categories, a return to the study of ancient grammatical theory.
It is now being admitted that the old universal grammatical
theories were more in neced of revision than of repudiation, And
some linguists are beginning to consider the descriptions of
‘modern scientific linguistics’ as nothing morc than another
arrangement of the grammatical data, according to a less tradi-
tional outline, but nevertheless according to a completely arbi-
trary set of labels which has become fossilized within its own short
linguistic tradition,!

If linguistics has been applied to the language part of ‘language
learning’, psychology has been applicd to the learning part of it.
The history of the application of the principles of psychology to
the learning of languages is analogous so that of the applications
of linguistic analysis. So is the situation today. There arc almost
as many different theories of learning as therc are theories of
language. Most of them are still based on the observations of
animal learning®, Although there is a promising branch of psy-
chology devoted to verbal learning and verbal behaviour, it is still
gnvolvcd in solving problems related to the learning of isolated

tems.

In one form or another, both Ianguage analysis and psychology
have always been applied to the teaching of foreign languages. In
fact, the history of language teaching could be represented as a
cyclic shift in prominence {rom the one to the other, a swing from
the strict application of principles of language analysis to the
single-minded insistence on principles of psychology. The history
zigzags, with many minor oscillations in between, from the
mediacval grammarians to Comenius, from Plétz to Gouin. And
today’s interest in applied linguistics represents another swing
toward the primacy of language analysis in language teaching.?

Contemporary claims that applied linguistics can solve all the
problems of language teaching arc as unfounded as the claims
that applied psychology can solve them. For the problems of
language teaching are central neither to psychology nor linguistics,

IR. B. Lees, Review of Syntactie Structures by Noam Chomsky, Lauguage

33:377. |
3w, F. Mackey, Language Teaching Analysis. London: Longmans, 1966,
p. 151, y
0y BYyofndn B.E, Skinner, Verbal Dehavior Mt 7w 79 LEARRKRRL
%‘?%@ézz,\gmﬁm RIUIcRLD kv:ﬁﬂz%ﬁﬂb% (Bx.’ Noam Chomsky, “f& Review
of D.T. Skinner's Verbal Dehavlor,” Language, 35, No, 1 (1959) 26-88, also {n The Structure
of Languoge pp. $47-78. 1963)
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Nejtll;cr science is equipped to solve the problems of language
teaching,

It is Jikely that language teaching will continue to be a child of
fashion in lingustics and psychology until the time it becomes an
autonomous discipline which uses these related sciences instead of
being used by them. To become autonomous it will, like any
science, have to weave its own net, so as to fish out from the
oceans of human experience and natural phenomena only the
clements it needs, and, ignoring the rest, be able to say with the
,gch,th%'oﬁogist of Sir Arthur Eddington, ‘What my net can't catch
sn't fish,’

WEEEE LTcoBiiiudc applied lingulstics B LCTEBLES L OTH
&b BicBILT, Mackey HERRTORMXICIWTHIRRIFEZLT
Wde e LTI, ZIRMIAKRIOZRENFe OBEORBLIBMIC X 2
TCEIODTHRARS, HHMNERD, EHRSELTEOI YL ERLY:
DT ERE2THOTMRECHB L LTnE RS TH D, b S
ARV OVDORBNS D, ELBEHARBICOA{EI OB, ThHHMER
LTn3EaLOh{hnhbTHS, THROBECHERTHED, —H%
HiFsL, BEFLHFLLHELT, FELOBERLTTTFHTEIH
End Ex5Cikk{, “false analogy” (ex. I told him so-*I sald him so)

4 “confusion”, ¥ 7% 5D “habll" Jx ¥4H h BRLMAETHME Y b,

HPPENERICITT AR D 2L R E DV ELWEERSELI D,

Lh LBRBHSEMICTHEE WS T LTl Mackey $ERFIME LT
LD X 3 LA TRATNS, “Some training In practical lnguistics can
enable him to establish with more precision than he otherwise might what is
the same and what [s different in the Innguages with which he has to deal, It
can also help him® to understand, evaluate, and perhaps use some of the
descripiions of the language he Is teaching..." (p. 13)

¥ 7oy OBEENRDIRLLETH Y, “animal learning” DG & LTHERE
HRILBLIRED, ThEh, FEROBKIT L LTHARTINLETS
SHhROBOTIRICHH LS L,




