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ABSTIiACT

f Tn this thesis, the author considers the nature of the relativity thesis 

of I- nguage and some of the jiiilosophieal problems that arise froei it« 

"The thesis has probably become best known as the Sapir-r&orf hypothesis of 

the rexetivity of langua^e^ ^tei* two scholars of iaerioan Indian languages 

who supported various forms of the J^othesls. Views similar to theirs have 

been e xpressefl by a Huisber of different authors both before and after the 

writings of Sapir and. .*horf« rhe introduction is devoted to a discussion 

of some of the variety of the fomUAtions of the thesis. There is mention 

of a few of tik © many authors who have been thought to be "relativists". 

f;owe ftttemjrt has been r^ade by others to systematize the various possible 

theses, ad a couple of these attests are also discussed, ^t is suggested 

tliat the thesis can be best discussed in taring of tho Vvry general statement 

of it as a thesis about a relation betwee-n linguiatie and non-linguistic 

f&ctors. The views of particular authors can then be dJ.acussod in respect 

to (1) the linguistic factors, (2) the non-linguistic factors, and 

(3) the nature of t&e relation o&twe&n tae factors.

The rest of the first part is then devoted to an interprutlv and 

philosophical study of four authors isrho h&ve supported a relativity thesis 

in some form or another. It begins with a discussion of the p&ilosojfcy 

of language of Glainbattista Vico, an Italian jMloaopher, who ieas one of 

the first to suggest a relativity tueais of l&Jiguaee. His main interest 

in the origin and development «t* tpiMfe afld language, ,ie poatulated

?e eras, those of the gods, of the heroes, &nd of L.CH, to which 

correspond three different iangua£«s. The languages are said to develop



nil.

U> to* institutions a* uuu «**«*» Tl» afttw* of the language is

UcuAsion of /loo's notion of an 

words. - v, : - 

third chapter is a detailed study of the views of Bwajasdn 1*9 Hiorf,
£**r ' **

Bhfl fcUft §IJr4ijIM1y been the most prominent in the promotion of the relativity

i* $oiAte&. «ut ti^t tuei^ ^ a ^u^t mri^vion of ttie t^*»«« 

iii.u aoa.^- ®f'liq*&r@ quit« wild« uii^;ui3tio factors, non- 

linguistic fact ors , and relations are diAcusaad in turn, giving tkatft aspects 

of th* thesis oonaidirBd sost impoi-tant by .*horf« It is j>ointe<l out that 

i%a#f thou^it thezv could be no siaipie correlations, but that* i» also 

discussion of &U vimfc about a l&u&ua^® oc.oou.yin..; ioid foi'cii^ on its

tli« foui'fe ampter an investigation of the view* of E&ward Sapir Is 

up, a&pir, wlio was an influential Ani£ric&jti linguist, forciulated his

uafar@ <-uarf j but without %h« vigour ^^ iiit«ix^st th^t ..aorf u«»d had

ti^ais. it is poiated out uaat tnere was a radical c^,; o in Sftpir's 

views tiiat >uas gone uaexplaiwed^ In tixis clia.^ter, an att«ff.:-t is ^:.ade to 

j,t least a parfcitu, expiUaation for tills ohaage* Sapir distinguished

tba fozp aad Uio cu«i1i«*4t of U4« ioutiuttge, and in iiis earlier writings 

he naJUitaJucied Umt «ull itUi^utt^s w^j1® e^ual JUi conte/it ^tat could "be said -• ;vn^ 

Iri them} but different in fozm* At ti.at titie ^apir c^,.i3ia»«»d %*M» • ^'< • 

difference of foira irrelevant, and ae rejected tha relativity thesis without 

» It is then pointed out taat he later accepted a relativity

because oi a oaaa^ in nis di^tiuetioa between i'oim ajid content* 

The cLLstinction is questioned and ie discussed later in chapter 11*



I*he fifth chapter id a discussion of seme of the /lews and exjj 

of & ooritemjtorftry psychologist, «ric iianneberg, i«enneber& argues t&at 

previous forsiuliitioiiB of the thesis have beeii useless because of & lack of 

precision and the impossibility oi experimental coiifirrjation. The various 

causes of failure and its remedies, according to Lenneberg, ore discussed, 

's criteria for the formulation of & relativity thesis and «om& 

these a are considered* rinUJy, th«re ia A dis cuasion of sun.e of 

the fc.vperinianta to teat a ruiatiyity tiiesis. I'he experiments riave been 

z^ainly coricemed with tli« relation between colour tenr.inolo^y and the

of colour aanplea. Vh« chiiptt-r end* with aii indication of how little 

actually be^n shown shout a relativity between Uri^uistic mid non-

factors*

II la ccuicenxed with socie of trie j&iloftojMc&l problems that aidae 

from tho thosis and are connected with it* i'he distinction between language

ii is ou-4.*ldferoU hotb uiatoricaliy aad linguistically juri oimpter 

. It is ar^u@d that aentenc®* are not parts of a l&a^uag& aad thut 

consequently beliefs and confusions cannot be contained in a language, the 

identity of a laagua^e is then discussed partly in connection with thQ

of wards that oaii be add^d to a language without oiicirising its identity. 

r&iatioa between lai^ua^e and speech is sho^n to b@ cloae, but coufusdozis 

about the nature of speech are revealed, A resultiii^ indetsruiriAqy of the 

word 'speech* is discussed, and a distinction between utterances and 

sentences is shown,

Chapter seven is devoted to some problems connected with non-linguistic 

factors and thou^its in particular, it is pointed out tnat there is a 

sense of the word 'thou^at 1 according to which tuere are



thoughts, which appear to be independent from language in a way specified. 

It is then considered whether one mi$it have a thou^it which one discovered

to be inexpressible in one's language* There are various attempts to make 

a«&ae of this question, discussing hove the having of & thou&*t is related 

to the *|»cific&bian of the thou&at. It ifi tiiea argued that any thought 

comply* specification aud that if everything else fails this 

be achieved by using; A predicate language* 

It aight be thought that we can express all of our thott^ts butt that

*^^ thou^.u& taat »^&kerso^ cert&i£t lan^ua^es c&jaiiot thiixk or
w-

Ui the ota@r ha.adf thare <^/^ t«uii/ ..ho contend tu&t> a^yUiiug can 

be said in ^uoy iaii^ua^o. These views &re discussed in the ei^htn chapter, 

and it is first considered what it is not to have a word for something in a 

particular language, &£td imetaer this mi^it lind.t wit<it could oe said in the 

t is Wti. & rgued Umt fiifcix. a la&gu&4,e does not h&ve a word for

thAt soj^e'thi^g can &iw&ys be described &s one would in 

a new word. And &gfci& one can use a predicate language, if ;: ~ 

everything ©ise fails, and refer to certain experiences* If one has not had 

relevant ej^riences* Uie lu-I^ui-c is o£ie of experience aua not of

is also argued that it does not lut^e sens<^ to s-oak of there 

syntactic limitations to «foat CAE be said in a laiiguage. The notion 

of a language bein& complete is then considered in relation to these remarks*

1*9 %ae no^ioa of a eo^c^t iind what it 

is to i^ve & eoucept* iirstf Ut«re is & short survey of now lue word 

'concept* has been used* Ob the basis of certain linguistic evidence, soise 

•MMiki *re produced to sr.ow BOfr.o of the things that conce t3 cannot be, 

including predicates, uA&nin^s, tuia capacities, A-eforw considering soo?e of
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the other things that concepts cannot be, there is a diacuasion of aoae of 

the limitations of what on© can be said to have a concept of. It is then 

suggested that there Is a concept of soo&thing ifoere there is a naa« or 

term for that something and taat this dfartinguiahes concepts froir. categories* 

Some relations between concents t .r* then discussed*

Chapter ten begina with a. consideration of the factors deteraining Aethe 

one lias a particular concept* It la pointed out that the factors vary with 

different concepts and that one can have the factors to varying degrees* 

The primary factors considered are those of distinguishing, describing, 

and drawing* It is pointed out that these are closely but not necessarily 

related to being able to imagine certain things* OR the other hand, being 

able to in.agine or conceive is necessarily related to having & conception, 

and sane further distinctions &re drawn between concepts and conceptions* 

It is discussed what it is for a language not to have a concept and argued 

that this does not limit what the speakers of the language can think or say* 

Finally, there is some consideration of how a language's not having 

concepts or words might have influences but which could always be

As was pointed out In the chapter on Saplr, It h&a been argued that there 

Is no difference in what speakers of different languages can think but only- 

differences In the way of thinking* The nature and importance of this is 

considered In chapter eleven* first, It is considered what it is to haw 

a different point of view or v?ay of seeing something, and it is argued that 

the way one sees aoraething can always be Interpreted in ter^a of what oat 

sees* Having a point of view la shown to have a metaphorical sense meaning 

something similar to having a way of thinking, which In turn is interpreted 

In tenaa of what one thinks, Conceptual changes are thought to be important
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particularly by those who write about &etapiiysic&« - change of concept* 

is considered and found to be unimportant to the thesis. The nature of a 

conceptual scheme is then considered, and it is argued that whenever w«

•peak of a change of our conceptual scheme we can just as well speak of a 

change in shat we think* The arguments in the previous chapters thus a 

to the way we think and our conceptual schemes as well.

QMS Wgueent that sight arise is that it might b@ found that two 

are untranslatable showing that the same things cannot be said in both
' % • . .... t ,

ian^ua£-es« iiiine argues in >.pydt and. Object th&t there is an iimetenrdmcy ;, \~'-t,
of translation in a way that is relevant to the thesis* x'here is then a , 

close examination of vuine'a views about translation and cleaning. Be tries J 

to show that any tnmslatint-; requires th© use of analytical hypotheses which ; 

can very to the extent that they produce incompatible translations, iie then, '--'I
': ' ' --^

argues tiiat languages Have em,.irical ineauin^s which can be compared but ' • ., \;?j
"•^nS

•MWWIptual schejTies which are in some sense indeterminate. These views are • ' :/|"• 4
attacked, and it is argued that if there is such a thing as conceptual • ^ 

schemes they «dil be shown in what people say* '•>%
• "'A

In the last chapter, it is sx£uedt conti^ ^uiif4>t that there is a cleteradnacy

of translation about which a bilingual is competent. It is tht?n pointed out "J
• ~\ 

that there Is a kind of indetferminacy of token utterances which seems to

have b«en ignored but which is su^ested by .ulue's work, ^vTertlieless, . :|
1

the imj?orts/it tai/i^ in relation to the thesis is t*uit a dsterKdnate utterance 

can alwia/s be substituted for one wnieh is incletezuin&te* translation dot/e 

not provide a counterexample to the relativity of what can be said in different 

languages. Although there is not this kind of relativity, there mi$vfc be 

O otiier kinds irhieii are- alluded to in some brief concluding
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The only way to begin a discussion of soase of the philosophical 

implications of the relativity thesis of language is to append acme rather 

significant qjuaOiflcatlons to the notion of the re^tivity thesis,, of

e. It should be clear, as the first qualification, that the thesis

does not go by any one name* One finds such diverse titles as 'the 

Vihorfian hypothesis ', 'the Cajdr-ihorf hypothesis 1 , 'the theory of the 

relativity of language*, 'the principle of relativity', 'the linguistic 

relativity hypothesis', and 'the linguistic tfeltsnaehauung hypothesis', 

All are about equally inexplicit or inaccurate, but this is appropriate 

in view of the second significant qualification.

the second qualification is that there is GO such thing as toe 

relativity thesis of language. Most authors have spoken as though there 

is only one thesis, but as we shall see there is a large number of different 

theses that both can be advanced and have been advanced in the long history 

of the study of language. Since I want to make some rather general 

remarks about the importance of language in relation to a number of other 

things, I shall generally speak of the relativity thesis of language even 

where my consents apply to more than one thesis or principle* Even so, 

this practice is necessitated by the fact that one rarely if ever gets a 

clear statement of cue thesis or even one set of theses to which one can 

refer. Consequently, the best that one can do in referring to these views 

is to lump them together but then try to spell out certain similarities



and differences that arise. In any case, «y use of the title 'the relat­ 
ivity thesis of language 1 »iH not »e i»portant, and I think it will be 

clear to which view (or views) ay comment* will apply.

In no case shall X try to give an exposition of the history, ancient 

or recent, of the relativity thesis of language, nor shall I try to give 
an exegesis of all of the important studied of the thesis* The &ost that 
X shall try to do, in this connection, is to give the reader a general 

idea of the variety of work that has been and is being done in the area 
as veil as some of the possible variations of the thesis itself. Afterwards, 
X shall make aome more lengthy remarks about some of the writers in this 

area*

Hot long ago, while conversing with an anthropologist, I remarked 
that X was working on the relativity thesis of language, and his response 
to me was, 'Aren't we all?** This was interesting, because, in a way, 
his suggestion was right* Great numbers of anthropologists, sociologists, 
psychologists, linguists, and various combinations thereof have done or 
are doing work on what they call the relativity thesis of language or 
whatever, the extent of the work produced is indicated by the large number
of collections with titles like: UuiKua^c* Culture, aad -araomlity:

in Culture : and iiSf^ua^ la Culture arid Society * 

The particular man with whom X was conversing is actually doing some 
kinship studies, which means he is investigating the terminology that is 

used in referring to one's relatives, wthers are investigating or writing

1, X particularly reco&mend the last volume (iiymes, kanguaffi in Culture and Society)• which is a marvolous reader with excellent notes and bibliographies*



about the importance of knowing a bit about linguistics in order to do 

work in anthropology or ethnology. Some have been more interested in the 

development of speech in children, while others have done important work 

on the effect of certain speech defect* on our thinking. There is also 

important work being done on memory and recognition in relation to language! 

as well aa particular styl«» in the use of certain languages, ^ome would 

think that all of these investigations fall under a stu4y of the relat­ 

ivity thesis of language. Recently, there have also been studies of what 

are called language universals* those things which are universal to all 

languages. These studies have also been thought to be relevant to the 

relativity thesis of language because in showing what is similar they also 

indicate what is different in various languages.

When we add the work of those in the past who have been said to 

have worked on the relativity thesis of language, the variety of studies 

becomes even greater depending on how liberal the inclusion is. Some have 

mentioned HLato because of his Cratylua; others have mentioned /ico and 

Herder because of their interest in the origin of languagej uumboldt and 

then Weisgerber and Trier are thought to be * relativists* because of their 

views about language as an intermediary between reality and conceptual* 

isationj and Cassirerf Croce, and Colliagwood are sometimes included 

because of their views about the expressiveness of language.

So far, of course, this does not tell us very much about the 

relativity thesis of language except that whatever it is it cannot be very 

clear and straightforward, However, I should not like to include such 

vastly different studies under the one rubric of studies on the relativity 

thesis of language, nor do I think most recent discussants of the thesis



would like to either. Ffcxfeapi the variety can be reduced somewhat by saying 

aftore straigitforwardly what the theaia la supposed to be. This is not an 

easy taak in itaclf, but 1 think at least aome progress can 6e made,

We know by now that it is a tiieais concerning language, but we 

know little more than this from what 1 have said above. Aa a first and very 

roujfo approximation, I ahall suggest that the relativity thesis of language 

ia the theaia that our language det«r«in«a or affects our thinking. This 

does not cover all fozmtlationa of the thesis, but it does cover a large 

number of formulations, so&e of which are contrary to others. It ia some­ 

times said that our language determines or affects our behaviour, i.e. what 

we do and the way we do it. This is very broad, and of course can encompass 

a number of different views. It ia occasionally even added on the side 

of language that the term 'language 1 ia meant to include speech and thought, 

as if there were no difference between the three, this might console those 

who think our language affects our thinking, but it is clearly a very 

different view, Ihis view could just aa well be called the relativity 

theaia of thought, i.e. that our thinking affects our acting. There are 

also those who speak of our language affecting our speech, and perhaps the all 

too frequent identification of language and speech is consoling to them aa

One source of confusion and variation is the indeterminateness of 

the notion of language. It is very often not clear whether or not the 

writer la talking about apeech aa well when he is talking about language. 

/ery different viewa can be held depending upon whether one ia talking about 

both speech and language or just language. There are also differences about



whether it ia language that ia relative to aomething else or whether it i« 

particular languages that are relative to that something elae or both. And 

sometimes it is suggested that th* relativity ia only between two language a 

or between the thinking of two people or t&e people of two apeeoh communities. 

And of course the variations go on and on when *e eone to the thing* that 

are aaid to be affected by language or a language*

At one might expect , there haa been eotee attempt to systematise this 

great variety of views, although the number of attempts hare been meagre 

considering the demand* One attempt that haa been mde involves dividing 

the *ufiorfi&n hypotheaia' into four levels, The four levels represent 

the four possibilities of combining two ffeotors which are divided into 

two sets cf data* On the one hand, there are the data of language 

c^aract erratics, which the author divide* into lexical or 'eejsantic 1 

characteristics and graazmatloal eiiaraeteriatica* (JD. tne other hand, there 

are what he calls 'the data of (cognitive; behuvior', xhicii are separated 

into language data (or 'cultural th®©es f ) and non-iinguiatie data, rhoae 

dealing with * cultural theses 1 aru ise^nt to concern 'large group phenomena * t

while those dealing with noa-liiiguiatic behaviour &re rou^aly
2 te eoiseern individual behariotar, The direction of influence ia not

specified, aince, as is pointed out, -horf at le&at aoatetimea thought 

that language and cuiturt* influence ttoch other* It should also be clear

1* w«ei i^Lahican, 'A iyateiaatiaation or the Jaorfian iiypothesis'
r: -

2.



that within the levels there are a number of different theaea possible 

depending upon the variables involved,

A brief indication of some of the views that have been held at these 

different levels will give us a better idea of the nature of the relativity 

thesis of language. At the first level, there is the relation between 

the vocabulary and the ao*»called 'sej&antic structure 1 on the one side and 

language b&uaviour on the other. Here we find suggestions of a thesis that 

there is an 'extent to which the semantic structure of one language say be 

unable to express or express easily, without additions to that structure, a 

thought content which the semantic structure of another language handled 

adequately,' 1 The important consideration at this level is how easily or 

readiJy something will be s&id by the speakers of a particular language,

As is pointed out by Jftsbnan, Ealinowski was concerned with problems
2at this first level in his famous writings on language* according to

Kalinowaki* words mean the effects they produce, and thus he says that * [a] 

word is used when it can produce an action and not to describe one, atiil 

less to translate thou^rt*. *^ fhe importance of this for Malinowski is 

that the effect la different depending upon what he calls the •context of 

situation', which in turn depends upon the culture in which the word is

| t Gastil, Eaymond r., •Relative Linguistic Determinism 1 , Anthropol~ 
Oldcal Linguistics, 1 (1959); 24-38. I was led to this article 
by Jlshssan's discussion of Gastil,

2. See particularly: Kalinowski, Bronialaw, •The Problem of Meaning 
in i^laitive Language** in O.K.. Ogden and I.A. Uichards, Tjie
Keanjji^ °* ^'eajl^11^. (uondom Koutledge and Xegan rmul Ltd., 19^9), 
pp. 296-336 and Malinowaki, B., Coral Qardeus and Their i'a.^io. vol.11 
(The Iiangua/se.of JUagic aM. .giy^anin&i ^London: ^llsa and Unwin,1935),

3. Kalinowaki, Ueaning in Primitive Languages 1 , p.322»



•poken. It i* because language can oidy be considered in it* context of 
situation that there will be a variation of what can readily be said, *horf , 
as weU, sometimes gives evidence for a relation between the semantics of a 
language and the uses of the language, but he seems to be more interested

t the second level of the whorfiaa hypothesis, we find a relation 
between the lexical arid 'semantic 1 characteristics of a language on the one

,. . . >. •: ',-, . ' •:•; -f.ST ''.'.-. "' •',-.' : ' - " .-.•-.hand and the non-linguistic behaviour of its speakers on the other, this 
is clearly the ievel at which the least obscure and most careful studies 
have seen made. In a separate chapter, 1 discuss the work of L*enneberg, 
who has done the oost aignifioant research on the relativity thesis of :

...,.• •. • " / -.-•-, -'• ' ; ' ':.'.'! : ; : ;. . " ;•- ' "*' ;;language, ^ork has been done by others on the effect of language on meiaory 
and classification. For example, Carroll aad Gasagrande have found what 
they consider evidence for the view that speakers of different languages 
will classify different pictures as belonging together where the languages 
have verbs with different ranges of application. I am doubtful about some 
of these experiments, but I shall not discuss those doubts here.

It is at the third level that we find the most startling and the most 
fanciful views, This level relates the ^rammtical structure of a language

,,.', A ..' 'i -.•: - - ' -'• ' '

with cultural factors as exhibited in the use of a language. £oth ^horf 
and apir in a rather dramatic way discussed the importance of the structure

1. See: Garroll, J*B. and J,B» Casagraude, 'The J'unction of Language Classifications in behavior* in U.S. Kaccoby, T.H. ^ewcomb,and•^» £.1-.. Hartley, eds., Headings in 'Ocial l^yoholoffl (,\rew Ifork: Henry Holt and Co., ^^5&} $ pp. 16*31.



of a language, and I devote a separate chafer to each of them. On© nan 

who is often believed to be a modem day adherent of the relativity thesis 

of language i* Boas, who »** * teacher of » apir* iTOoably the onl^r source 

of this belief is Boas's introduction to the jj£njbo.o£ ££ -

But the strongest remark that he makes there is that:

It does not seem likely, therefore, that there is any direct 
relation between the culture of a tribe and the language they 
speak, except in so far as the form of the language will be 
moulded by the state of culture, but not in so far as a certain 
state of culture is conditioned by morphological traits of the

I would agree with Kroeber when he says:

1 doubt whether Boas ean be properly cited as having had even an 
indirect hand in the d/eveloj»ent of the theory* lie was a relat­ 
ivist [in the sense that h© thought different societies have 
different cultures] and in 1911 [in his introduction] pointed 
out that linguistic structure was largely used unconsciously | 
but unconsciousness does not per se establish influence . So far 
as J know, Boas did not in the 30 remaining years of his life 
cousoent on the »t*orf theoiy, and I am confident that his attitude 
reieained critically negative*

Someone who is universally recognised as an apologist for the relativity

thesis of language is Dorothy i»eef who shows how the theory can sometimes
3 become gulte wild* She says, for example r

To the Sintu, ta^ given is not a series of particulars, to be 
elassed into universal a. The given is un partitioned mass; a part 
of this the kfiatu delimits into a particular individual. The 
particular then exists, not in nature, but in the consciousness

1* Boas, J?ran», 'Introduction1 in Boas, ed., Uanffiaook of A
Indian j^an^ua^es ( &ashia£ton« £«C,i itoithsonian Institution, 1911) 
as quoted ia Hymes, ed«, i^an^ua^© in Culture and. Society, p. 19.

2* KKroftb0zV|k«L, f 'Goaaaent 1 , American Anthropologist, 63 (1%1),

3, J^ee, Dorothy, Kreedoia and Oulture (£nglewood Cliffs, N,J«:
i^rentice Hall, Inc., 1959), p.122. In fairness to her, it is 
important to point out that she is more careful in other sections,
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of the speaker. "hat to us is a class, a plurality of particulars, 
to hJJg a mass or a quality or an attribute*

i^ater she says that unlike the speakers of ^n^ish the «intu have an 

'attitude of humility and respect toward reality 1 and adds; •'*'• are agg­ 

ressive toward reality. Vte say, This is bread; we do not say like the 

*intu, 1 call tfcfo bread, or I feel or fostt or age J& $£ && *>?*«#• * 

Hoyer, «ho is another universally acknowledged adherent of th«
' • : . /

relativity thesis of language, lias made an extensive study of tSavaho, 

and, among other things, he argues that *the relation of subject to verb 

and verb to goal.., is claarly related to the Mavaho division of objective

reality into a number of sharply defined object classes in notion or at 

rest. * It is at this level of the relativity thesis that w© gat coaaaents

about world views, the division of reality, new types of logic, and 

physics* I shall discuss some of these ccfflEHsnts below, but others X shall 

leave to rest in their absurdity*

Finally, there is ..iahruan's fourth level, which relates the gr&a&atic&l 

structure of a language to non-linguistic d&ta and individual behaviour* 

Pishman himself includes very little in this l#v«*l. The only stufly he 

considers is one by Uarroll and Casagrande on the influence of verb foras* 

But obviously it should include some ol the views of -horf about the 

structure of our language influencing the way we perceive and think about 

the world. Some of the things that were said in relation to the previous

1» Ibid*, p. 129. (Her italics.;
2* lioijer, Harry, 'Cultural Implications of LOBA Kavaho Linguistic

Categories 1 in liymes, ed*, Lwm&m in Culture and ^ocie^y. p.147.
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level would apply to this level as well to the extent that an individual's 

behaviour is affected by the culture of his society, Kore will be said 

about this in the following chapters*

Ctoe thing that I hope the above has fcad© clear is that there are a 

large number of different things that can stand on either side of the 

relation. The relativity thesis can include a large number of different 

theses depending upon what the two things are tiiat are said to be related, 

tti&t Fishman says very little about is the nature and direction of the 

relation between the two things. There are several different possibilities 

here as well, ilymes, in a recent article, suggests a syatematization of 

this aspect of the relativity thesis of language. He gives the following

'four major standpoints 1 concerning 'the nature and direction of depen-
-i 

denee':

(1) language as primary (source, cause, factor, independent 
variable, et c ,);

(2) the rest of culture as primaryj
(3) neither as primary, the two being seen as jointly deter* 

mining;
(4) neither as primary, the two being seen as determined by an 

underlying factor (such as world-view, /olks^ist. national 
character, etc,),

He then adds that there are two sets of relationships for each of the four 

standpoints, 'One set concerns the clevtlo^cmit of a culture, and another
9set concerns the development of an individual,' There are then sixteen 

possible combinations as different views, althou$i it is unlikely that 

sosi© of them have been held by anyone. To give an example of one of the

1* iiymes, 'Two Types of Linguistic Relativity', p.12Q.

t« Ibid., p. 120, It should also be clear that there will be a 
variety of theses depending on the nature of the dependence.
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eombin&tioas, one sight hold that thft developwent of a language is

by the r»«| j| t2^« o\$t*r* w&Ut the J4«fiu*$i itself <ft*t«xpin*9 the 

development of the individual. .Perhaps this was the view tliat was expressed 

by the : nlne€eentn century, £erman precursor of the 'relativist*, W&heln
-.7 '.. *' y» "\ .-..'. 'i t • . . '' • ,./ ; ;•

TOA ItuiSb'ol^t, when he said that * 1 Ik® a true, inexplicable wonder, it

language burst* forth from the mouth of a a&tlon, and no less 

thou^i thia i» rtpe&ted ertry dU^r and indifferently overlooked, it 

froB the babble of every ehild 1 . Other combinations ©an be e 

from various author*,

Actually Mymss pjreaents the above syste^^tlaatiori aa only part of the 

preliminaries to hia owa view that there are two types of linguiatio 

relativity, one having to do with the linguistic structure and the other
. ( ,- -,..,' r ; . j. . •• . - ; , - • -,. "4A , .-..-'-••.'• , .

with "tlie use of language, "lie is the oaty one, with whoss. I am

who talks about the ralatlrllyr theais of language in t erms of the use of

language* It is not, however, that the use of language influences tlie

struct-ore and vo'oabulaxy of the laaguage or ylco yersja^ As he, puts what
: . '.'-•••.•-. •'- . ' $ /•, ' . - ' :. v>;. , -

he calls his fiiiain point 1 ;

Two sets of data from a language saay both, lead to an inference as 
to a oistinctive cognitive style. Yet if the data is collected 
in abstraction frOEi contexts of use, some-one sd^it infer a presusrptive 
world view frem both, oaly to find later that one a«t eaae from a 
speaker to whocs. the language was an argot »..! have tried to indicate 
i'ruee etlmographio data timt multilingual situations are

von Hunboildt, *tjber die Verachiedenheit d@s menschliehen 
Sprachbau«« f ,^as quoted 4a ilrnst Cajysirer, mt I&ilojio cUy q^f 
fonas, vol»l (iwieuage) (Hew liaven: fale liniversity i-'reis, t '

2. Cf, iijBe§9 Two fypes of iJlnguiatic .elativity 1 ,
3. Ibid. .
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but special oases of a general situation; that the patterns and 
specialisations of the use of language in any society must be 
analyzed, as the indispensable basis for any other inference as 
to the place of language in personality, society* or culture.

It is clear that any relativity thesis of language must consider the 

possibility of different influences from a speaker's first and second 

languages,

I have tried to make some general cossaents about the relativity thesis 

of language in order to give a general idea of the varieties and vagaries 

of the 'thesis*. In ny comments below on particular writers, I shall not 

use any of the systematizations discussed above, nor shall 1 develop one 

for cy own purposes. The important thing is that we now have a better 

basis for discussing the thesis* It is now clear that the relativity 

thesis of language involves linguistic items (perhaps including the us© 

of language and speech) in some kind of relation to non-linguistic items. 

Keeping this in mind, 1 shall consider, particularly for whorf and ;>apir, 

three different things: (1; the nature of the itesui to be related on 

the linguistic side; (2) the nature of the itess to be related on the 

non-linguistic side; and (3) the nature of the relation between the 

items on both sides, ^either i*horf aor Sapir are clear about any of these 

things, and so I shall continue to speak of the relativity thesis of 

language,

Most of n^- coniBKmts in this introduction and indeed in the rest of 

riart I are about non-philosophers. It is probably obvious by now that 

the thesis lies its philosophical implications, but it should also be 

dear that it is not without its philosophical formulations and related 

vieirs, ;7iet2,sche, for example, has said that *by the grajsmatical structure



of a group of languaces everything runs smoothly Tor one kind of philo­ 

sophical system, whereas the way is as it were o&rred for certain other 

possibilities, * Casslrer seems to provide another example when he says 

that 'the content of the concept merges with the content and 1'unetion of 

the word,'2 ,. ;

Various forms of tiie thesis have also been suggested by more contempor­ 

ary and perhaps more congenial philosophers, ?or example, John "isdom 

Spaaks of language blinding and distorting while Wittgenstein speaks of 

language misleading and victimising, Btifeaps one need not take thea* 

comitejnts so seriously, although one does often hear of a language contain­ 

ing conceptual confusions and of particular concepts being embedded in 

particular languages, &re also hear much of conceptual schemes and concep­ 

tual revisions. These are things that need further investigation, anS 

this will be done primarily in Ffcrt II,

1 shall devote the rest of ,art I to a detailed investigation of four 

writers whom I consider important to the relativity thesis of language* 

My remarks will be largely expository but with philosophical casaments 

and criticisms, I discuss '/ico because he presented an early discussion 

suggesting the relativity thesis of language and because of some of his 

interesting and germinal ideas. The reasons for discussing .-<horf and Sapir 

should be self-evident. Not only are they historically important, but they 

also discuss the thesis at great length, Lenneberg has been important, 

as will be seen, because of his careful and precise experijaeats to test 

the thesis, , . "' v ; • ' '" . '-.

1 , ±'riodrich lUetssche as quoted in ,i.G,x*» i^ew, ^p^lc. suid j
Second Series (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1S*66), p,J5, 

2, Cassirer, The ifriloaO£hy of .^mbolic . ^ornis, vol,l, p,278,
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V1CO AS AN EARLT APOLOGIA 

i* The flaw ..Science of ..ations

She trlnciples o£ ijew Science of Giainbattiata /ico Concerning thj, 

Common Nature o£ the nations is primarily a development of a systematic 

approach to the study of society. In particular, the 'Kew Science studies 

the cQBHnon nature of nations in the li$it of divine providence, discovers 

the origins of institutions, religious and secular, among the gentil* 

nations, and thereby establishes a system of the natural law of '

In doing this, it 'comes to describe at the same tise an ideal eternal 

history traversed in tine by the history of every nation in its rise, 

develorinent, maturity, decline, and fall** (MSV, §349.) There are many 

subjects in the new science worthy of study, but its Importance to us in 

the study of linguistic relativity is found primarily in the importance 

given to language in the development of nations and to ffciloso^hy in the 

study of this development. (Cf. Ho/, §§351-359.) For example, according 

to /ico, 'the vulgar [languages] should be the most weighty witeesse* 

concerning those ancient customs of the peoples that were in use at the 

time the languages were formed. ' (Na/, §151») ^hat they should be 

witnesses arises from his many imaginative comments about the relation 

between language and important human institutions, I shall first n,ake a

1. /ico, The !' rew Coitnoe of /ico (henceforth: ;*£/),§ 31. The last 
phrase can ue under at ooa as the fiatural law of nations or of 
peoples. Of. the introduction by Fisch, »&\1 9 pp.



few remark* about /ioo's ideal eternal history and then turn to a discuaaicm

of what he regards the relations to be between s;*akiue (and the languag» 

used; and other human activities. . . ,

Vice's science is laeaat to deal wlta tuft course of nations as well a* 

their rbcoursu, for according to /ico every nation return* to the thrtt 

kinds of nature (in different foi»«) found in tiieir rise according to the

g development in the ideal eternal history. (Cf« NS/,$$1047* 

tltffc; aowevar, almost all or £i» discussion id concentrated upon 

the history and its ^riacipies of the rise of nations* Jt'or /ico, there are 

three kind*, of nature and goverarent, and in harmony with these are three 

kinds of laogua^** 'which, compose the vocabulary * of his science, depending 

as it does l&r&ely upon the evidence of l&i:£U£.£e« v.Cf« ."•>-/, §52,) The 

tarew it»nguu£68 are;

..& mute laAgLuige of signs /^nd physical objects having natural 
relations to the ideas they wlaiitd to expr«s&« (2; That spoken 
by .iiGans of heroic emblems, or similitudes, comparisons, images, 
metayiioi^a, toid natural descrirtiona..»(3j liucan lanj^uage using 
words agr«od upon by tho f^tople, a laui^ufc.^ oi which tney are 
absolute lords.

, I shall follow v"ioo in devoting aio^t of 2^ attention to the suite

language, v.hich was spoken in the &£& of the gods*

In this first age of the gods, con were like children «hx> have a 'most 

vigorous 1 memory (*«»../, ^>211), •e^ccel in imitation 1 (MoY, ^215), and 

conafe^uently have a weak power of roaaouin^* ^^/, §153,) The mute speeoh 

arose from the first saen*a inability Ho form intelligible class 

concepts of things'. (-3V, ^209j. ?he first ip.ea 'had a natural need to

1. lucii of vico'a discussion is enshrouded in fantasy and allegory, 
and his discussion can oiUy be ^ivtri its tixto importance if this

-^ is rccoeniEodU .iCcordin^ to /ico, faerfj were three a^es to which 
tiifc three languages coiTesponc: tht.- &^r« of gods, the age of heroes
and the a^e of men, ;,.•«** .->/,
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create poytic characters} that is, imaginative class concepts or univer- 

•mis, to which, as to certain models or ideal portraits, to reduce all

the particular species which reseisbled them*' (N£Vf § 209.) These iaag-
» 

tMttive class concepts were the poetic genera which were created from the

concrete properties of indiTiduals and Species. (RS7, §495.) It can now 

be seen, according to /ico, that the poetic faculty 'must submerge the 

whole mind in the senses' and 'plunge deep into particulars* 1 Ow/,§ 321*) 

Moreover, this faculty is not found in 'men most learned in j&ilosopay' 

(WSV, § 838) , because it is impossible for it to exist at the sam© ti&e 

as metaphysics, which 'abstracts the mind fro® the senses 1 * (l£S¥,§ 821,)

ii, '/CQ * s

It would b© wrong to think that the poetic characters compose poetic 

sentences in the ordinary sense* the first speech 'was a fantastic speech 

making use of physical substances endowed with life and most of them 

imagined to be divine*' (i»^V, §401«) It existed before a vocal language 

with articulate sounds ana thus existed only as a n&ntal language ishich 

was not spoken. (Cf. n51/, §4.01,) 'Thus the first language in the first 

mute times of the nations must hav© begun with si^is, whether gestures or 

physical objects, which had natural illations to the ideas [to be express*

«

ie coEanent earlier: *&utes make themselves understood by ^estui-es or 

objects that have natural relations with the ideas they wish to signify.' 

(NSV, §225.) This shows that the first speech was indeed a fantastic 

speech. It was not composed of articulate sounds as one would ordinarily 

think of speecht

f f the translators' brae<ketin§* ) /ico had »ade the



'- 1' .indeed in Book Pour, he says that the characters found in the mute 

language 'were divine, properly called hiero&lyphics, [&ndj used,.. by all 

nations in their beginnings, f (iW, §933.) siito*a Vico talked about hiero- 

glyrhica, he also talked about speaking hieroglyphics: *f»r it was by 

a coimnon natural necessity that all the first nations spoke in hiero£l.yphicsj 

(l^V, §435.) It was 'hieroglyphs by which all nations spoke in the time 

of their first bsjrbarisa, » (fTSV, § 226,) He Indeed says that 'all nations 

frsgan to speak by writing, since all were originally aaite* (MS/, §4-29}» 

but it would be wrong to suggest that a Writing system was the first 

spoken language, A system of writing at most can only depend upon a 
system of speaking, •••'•: •' • ••'-••- •- : ' •

It is not accurate to sey without qualification that the hierogly]iiie 

character* constitute & written language for Tico, This can be seen partly 

by his principle of hieroglyphs which is that 'mutes make themselves 

understood by gestures and objects', (iw/, §225*) Idanthyrsua, the king 

of the Scythians, is said to have 'used five real words 1 as hieroglyphs* 

those being a frog, a mouse, a bird, a plowshare, and a bow, /ico says 

of such hieroglyphic speech that it is *a speech by physical things*, 

(N2V, $435*) He also suggests that money, totesis, and signs to fix 

boundaries are hieroglyphs.. All of these objects 'carried their waning 

in themselves 1 as hieroglyi&s with a natural relation to ideas. It is 

a!0o clear that Vico t^ougjit certain gestures have hieroglyphic signific­ 

ance, but 1 can only find a few gestures which h© definitely presents as 

hieroglyphs. One of the gestures is that of swinging the scythe three 

times, which is caid to signify three harvests, (&3/, £434.) Another 

is the act of cutting off the heads of flowers, (N;;V, §435.; ointing
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oan also act as a hieroglyph and often does, according to Vico.

£ome times, however, /ico reco|£iiaea hieroglyphics in a store ordinary 

sense, thus he says of the Chinese that thqy Still write in hierog2y:fcics. 

(MEV, §4.35«) He also points out that writing in hiero&lyjMes was used 

in iigypt and even ^Gotland, He recognises, however, that these hiero­ 

glyphics were rataer different and considers them to constitute & 'stcond 

group', fhey constitute a group of symbols that are between the divine 

and human symbols, l,e, the significant objects and the vulgar terms. 

They often signify certain sounds or words. These hiero|£lyjliics can th«n 

be seen to be the characters of the second or heroic language. Before 

turning to this heroic language, something should be said about these 

sounds and their expressiveness in the mute language,

According to /ico, the true poetic sentences are f sentiments clothed 

in the greatest passions and therefore full of sublimity and arousing 

wonder* * (lf$Vj$J4tj i'fcey are 'fozued oy feelings of passion and emotion 1 , 

($3V, §219*) /ico further reimrks, f [m]en vent great passions "by breaking 

into song, as we observe In the most grief-stricken and the most joyful, * 

(ffSv"f §229.) fhus, he points out, 'mutes utter formless sounds by singing* 

, while occasionally using laoaosyllabie (cf, HZ»Yt §231) and

(cf, KSVt § 44?) words, 1'hia is said to suggest ti^tt artic­ 

ulate languages develop as they Bd$it develop in a child. One thing that 

7ico is eertaiixly trying to point mit is that the ante language is closely 

related to the passions, and particularly the violent passions, of the 

first men. It is ^uiU rea&ooablf that there would be sounds ex^ resaing 

pain or extreme anger, but of course these would not be l full of sublimity'.
4 ,t ?'i*h!.v ...--*;i;...... .':. •' -:. ".. ' ' " ..-

From this inai-ticulate speech came the first words of the 'noble 1
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speech of the heroes* It is difficult to draw the dividing 

line between this speech and that of the mutes, but the accuracy in 

drawing it is not important to /ieo's thesis,

The nature of the development that resulted In the heroic speech is 

suggested by sane of the renark* above, arid it can be looked upon as the 

speech intermediate to the speech of the mites and the vulgar speech in 

the <*^« of men. The heroic language was 'by heroic blaaonin^s, with which 

arms are made to speak1 * (NSV, $930.) these are among the hieroglyphs 

which have survived from mute speech and are the signs with natural 

meanings in which the heroes wrote, (Of, NS?f§§438 and 484») But these 

hieroglyphs took on analogical meaning ( cf . 2I3¥» £ 4%) * and the language 

thus became a language * spoken by symbols 1 * (NSYf $43&«) '£& consequence 

[the symbols of the heroic language] must have been metaphors, images, 

similitudes or comparisons, which, having passed into articulate speech, 

supplied aH the resources of poetic expression, 1 (.»£/, § 433. ) This 

was the time when the nations fonr«ed the ilrst poetic language which 

contained 'the first lights of poetic style, which are vivid represen­ 

tations, images, similes, comparisons, metajiiers, circumlocutions, jhrasea 

explaining things by their natural properties, descriptions gathered from 

their minuter or their store sensible effects, and, fiaally, taphatic and 

even superfluous adjuncts* 1 (ffSV,§456*) |,ike the hieroglyphics in the 

language of the lautes, tlie heroic characters were also imaginative univ- 

ersals, but which 'reduced the various species of heroic things'* (NSVf

*&* &i*o the time of toe ri»« of monosyllabic and onomatopoetixj

1* Vico,
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words.

But still, according to /ico, the reasoning power was weak and the use 

of abstraction was rare such that digressions 'were bora of the grossness 

of the heroic minds, unable to confine themselves to those essential 

features of things that were to the purpose in hand 1 . (N8¥,§457.) ?hi» 

resulted froffi what /ico considered a povertjy of the use of imaginative 

genora, which, 'as the human ndiid later learned to abstract forms and 

properties from subjects, passed over into intelligible genera, which 

prepared the way for the iMlosopfeera 1 and reasoning* ($£V,§ 934«)

With the rise of monosyllabic words and intelligible genera came 

the birth of the human or epistolary language which was a language 'by 

articulate speech* (HSV,^931}» 'using words agreed upon by the pe©|>lef 

a l&nguag® of which they are absolute lords 1 * (NSY,§32«) ^Ms is *&• 

language 'which is used by all nations today' (KSV, §931) f and its char­ 

acters are the words of the modern, vulgar languages. (HSY,§935*) It 

Is the language which serves 'the coasson uses of life. 1 (Ni»/f §32»)

Once again the theory, which has given ua the order of development in 

the divine and heroic languages, also gives us 'the order in which the 

parts of speech arose, and consequently the natural causes of syntax,' 

(NSyf $454*) 'Articulate language began to develop by way of ono&ato* 

poeia' (N£//j$447)f aa^ %&*& til® first words 'were formed...fro® inter* 

Sections.,.under the impetus of violent passions. 1 (No/, §448.) After 

interjections were formed pronouns, which 'serve in sharing our ideas with 

others concerning things which we cannot name or whose names another may 

not understand* 1 (i^/,^450.) Itact oasie the particles, which go before 

nouns and
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were formed. 1 ("£/, §432.) They 'awaken ideas nhich leave firm traces 1 . 

(N£V,§453.) Last of all came the verbs, signifying 'motions, which 

Involve past and future 1 . (^,§453.) ^he result is an articulate 

l&iigua^e ^iiich is 'suitable for expressing the needs of common everyday 

life in communication from a distance'. (H3/,§ 439*)

iii. An I dea!I History Ba-sefl on Vfoat Is Cogggon in

So far I have discussed the three kinds of languages, which completely 

give the kinds of languages in the ideal eternal history as described 
by /ico's science. It is an ideal history because it is about what would 

be the case if the allegories were true. That they are not taken to be 
true is shown by his eofflment 'that as gods, heroes, and men began at the 

sair.e time (for they were, after- all, men isho imagined the gods and believed 

their own heroic nature to be a mixture of the divine and human natures), 
so these three languages began at the saiue tin*'* (iii;/, §446*) Further­ 

more, there are some things that cannot be tafcea serioualy if nations art 
said to return to barbarian times am, rise again. (Cf, r&V, §1JM>.) 

Examples that Vico gives do not show that nations returning to barbarian 
times have lost articulate speech*

On the other hand* it is an erUr&ai history b&eause it shows what 
«th« course of the institutions of the nations had to be, must now be, and 

will have to be'. (HSV, §34B.) It ahows ishat is and must be coocon. to 
all rations, which is dettnuiii0d by 'th@ necessary h&rffiony of human instit­ 

ution 1 . (N8V, §343; of . ^32») The important thin^ for -/ico is that 

there is an underlying 'universal etymology 1 * Through a study of

1, /ico, Autobiograrifayj r«
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it can be found that there are ideas and natures which are common to 

isolated nations. This is significant, since, according to Vico, •uniform 

ideas originating among entire peoples unknown to each other must have a 

common ground of truth, 1 (*TS7, ̂ 1M<-.) This is what 'establishes the 

common sense of the human race as the criterion.,,to define what is cer* 

tain in the natural law of the gentes' (NSV, ^145) as found in the under­ 

lying agreements.

Because of this consnon nature of the first n-en, there must, according 

to \Tico, 'in the nature of human institutions be a mental language eom&on 

to all nations, which uniformly grasps the substance of things feasible 

in human social life' (N£/f $161») From this cosBaon mental language, 

•linguistic scholars will b® anabled to construct a mental vocabulary 

common to all the various artieulate languages living and dead.' (H3V, 

^162.) And from this 'issues the &®nt&l dictionary for assigning origins 

to all the divers articulated languages. It is by means of this diction- 

ary that the ideal etern&l history is conceived, which gives us the histor­ 

ies in time of all nations.' (K-/, §145*)

It is important to realise now that the mental dictionary is only a 

dictionary in a very peculiar sense. It is completely s^ntal and gives a 

mental vocabulary, I am inclined to think that Vico regards thia mental 

vocabulary as a vocabulary of ideas that is cosanon in all isen. .t least 

for him, the mental language Is exactly the same in all men, and here he 

seems to be referring to the COMEOH natures and ooximon ideas. This would 

then iaeaii that the nontax dictionary is a collection of ideas and not of 

words and deals with another language which is universal and composed of 

ideas. I think it is unfortunate that he postulated this other language,
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but what is important in his comments is that he wants to show that there 

are certain things common to ail men and societies.

It is these things i&ich are held in common that tell us the nature 

of men and confirm the natural law of nations. He continually appeals 

to what is natural as opposed to what is iaai\y and diverse (ef. No?, § 144) 

and what is natural as opposed to what is foreed. (Cf, f&V, £ 11 0d«) 1'hua, 

he sneaks of men being 'naturally inclined by the senses to see [the

•lisa] externally in the body* (l?£V, §23&) end being *naturally led to 

p*«s©rve the memories of the institutions and laws that bind them within 

their societies. 1 ('IS/, §811,) From this he arrives at the axiom that

•the order of ideas Ernst follow the order of institutions, * (;'i£v* f $238») 

This 'must* seens to be a logical 'must* for Vico and it shows that he 

thinks ideas are logically related to institutions. Vleo also gives an 

axiom presenting the order of institutions s,nd says of this axiom that 

it 'is a great principle of etymology, for this Mquenoe of human instit** 

utiona sets the pattern for the histories of words in the various native 

languages.' (tfS'/,§240«)

The important thing that Vico wanted to point out was a natural conn­ 

ection oetween the language that &$a us© and the activities in which 

they participate. It sd$it b& suggested that an institution for ^ico 

is a human activity or something istiieh is logically related to a human 

activity (e.g., laws). Th© concept of an Institution then becomes very

1. .-iscii poiiits out (in his introduction to NS7, j>p.1i-1iii) that
Vioo did not use the word 'istituaioiie* oecause it had & ami&e of 
being created by men, which is just what /ico did not Lioa/i. Instead, 
he uses different words whicii the translators feel they can now 
translate as • institution** The translation may be too free at 
times, but I do not think it overly obscures the ideas.
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Inclusive, but I think that i8 just the point. The kinds of things with 

ifcich language is related are vexy inclusive. £he point is that language 

pervades human actions and human activity, and at the same tine thea« 

actions and this activity affects the language that is used*

iv. >«ecegaity and Cpffii&eteness in

there are human actions and activity there will also be human 

necessities and utilities, which are the origin of the mute language, and 

consequently our present huffi&n language* ;Cf. $SV,§£>.54 and 21 6, } this 

partly to give the tautology that language can be used wherever it can have 

a use* But Vico would not allow that it suddenly comes into existence just 

a* it is now, 'lea first feel necessity, then look for utility, next 

attend to comfort, still later amuse themselves with pleasure*, (HS\T,§2M 

first, language arises in connection with the necessities of hu&an life, At 

first language is crude just as lif© is at first crude. There are only a 

few *real f words aad a very few significant sounds. Later, human society 

develops and reen begin to attend to their comforts, and the language develops 

with society, s human activity spreads to areas of human comfort the 

language expands along with it, which follows frocs the realization that the 

histories of human institutions set Hhe pattern for the histories of words 1 ,

01 this should ffi&ke it clear why /Ico put sueh a groat 

upon laiit,uag» and why he thought the study of language was a necessary tool 

for the study of hussan society. According to Tieo, the 'etymologies of the 

native Iftneuag6fl...a£re*» which tell us the histories of the institutions 

signified by the worda, beginning: with their original and proper meanings
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purauinf *Hi liatural progress of their etapfcors aeoovdiag to the 

of ideas, on which the history of languages must proceed. 1 (N-/f ^35

QteO* Vi "HOlise that the changes in langu^^e correspond to the changes in 

society, vie can then find out about societies by studying the hiaftMgr of 

languages. Vico usually makc-s this point in regard to language and society 

in general in order to aho* the coition nature of all mtiooa* ^ %
- ;,*-

Bttt because of this important relation between language arid other ^ : ''•-/;*-•" 

aspects o£ society, features of pai'tioular languages can also tell us about 

features of particular societies. Thus, 'a language of an ancient nation,
.}

itiicli has maintained itself as the dominant tongue until it was fully * 

drveloped, should be a gpre&t witri&ss to tht> cuatoais of tht o^riy di^s of j 

the world.' (^OV,^152.) It is in the iaany divers© modifications ti*at 

diverse as *&ct» ai1© oxpressed. (li^/, ^1o1j cf. §"335») Ctoly in this way- 

can philology 'yi^ld iriany important discoveries eonc@mlx.g antiquity. * 

(lv.,/f ̂ »4.1^.j ,.o in spite of tiie importance he attributes to the common 

attttzx of nations, ti/ere is also a ui/^rait^ which similarly depends u;xua 

the logical rel&tidn between language and human institutions. ?hus he says:

as the peoples nave ceitainly by diversity of climates acquired 
different natures, iYon; which have sprun£ as many different customs^- 
so from th«iir different natures and custoaa as many different lang-» 
yagos have arisen* i*'or by virtue of the aforesaid diversity of 

•": '" • iheir natures taey hare rogprded the same utilities or necessities of
hucian life from different points of view, and there nave thus arisen 

• :< SO Stony liatiou.-j. cu3tot-is«**so ^nu not otherwise t^ere h&ve arisen as 
asany different languages as there are nations. (HSV,^ 445.)

Here his views are most suggestive of the views that were later held by 

uhorf arid iaplr. Differences of languages can be revealing of differeneoa 

in cus-coms. liut unfortunately v@iy little is said about the modifications*'
• -• •'*'«"'* •;ili;'ltk';fcvvit-: -; ' '•*'"-:•.-

the diversity, and the different points of view. For various reasons,
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are thought to b« far less important than the similarities and concion nature 

of nations,

One of the most important factors for not giving more attention to this 

diversity than he did ia that, unlike ,,horf in particular, /ico thought 

that ideas and languages were logically related and could not be considered 

apart. In fact, he criticised himself in the ll^st New Science) by complain*

thut he 'treated the origins of ideas apart from the origins of languages,

they were oy nature united. * It ia probably also Important that 

ouch of his attention was devoted to etymologies as opposed to a synchronde 

study of languages. This meant that his examples, many of which show sim­ 

ilar it .Us to those of »hor£ (ef» MS¥,£lfjJ5), were relevaat to the historical 

development of language rather than to what can be expressed in it.

On the other hand, he did think of soce languages as less adequate than 

others in expresslbility* He spoke of the first language as inexpressive, 

inadequate, and incomplete. Cn several occasions he tries to show that 

ftebles and characters were necessary because *of the extrese poverty of 

speech that must have prevailed in the first times, since, copious as our 

present languages are, even in them the saitse word often signifies different 

and sometimes contrary things. 1 (Nr¥,$581.) Notice that he also suggests 

that our present languages are somehow incomplete because of 'the ambiguity 

that is found in them. By *poverty of speech* /ico seems to mean so&e sort 

of poverty of expression. He even speaks of the 'excessive poverty of 

expression 1 of the first rustic times, (NSY, §407*)

. /ico,



To a^jr that the mute language was incomplete would demand that a 

standard of completeness b« set up, and I think this is just what 7ioo haa 

done. He haa compared the mute lan^uagt With our present language and found 

that the mute language has fever words and names, lie fteecui to think that
'.'',•"-. ...'.r^v..-'' -.:/'.:," ..,,;.:.;; • .tV .. ' ' •••• ' - : -, '• ' "

this shows that the mute language i« less complete than our preaent lang­ 

uage. But he doea not diccuaa ^ay he thinks this haa been ahown, or whether 

it Is indeed evea i^anin^ful to apeak of tompletenaaa ia connection with 

ordinary language* theae art both coriaidcrations which 1 diacusa below in 

my general atudy*

tTow, howerer, I shall turn to the twentieth century and the writings of 

Sapir and uhorf. l^apir waa the first to ejcpress views about the thesli» 

but '.horf r a iri@wa were mare far-reaohin^ and hia discussiozis of the thtais 

Bore abundant, Shorf undoubtedly ^av« the greatest impetus to the relativity 

thesis of language, so 1 shall turn first to hia work.
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WCRV AND HIS aBWMYIT Y TEBSIS

i, The Sne.r^ence of tfoe Thesj.s_ in Whorf^fr

Any discussion of the relativity thesis of language demands a close 

study of the work of Benjamin iiee Whorf if only because of his importance 

as one of its most recent apologists and his boldness of presentation of the 

thesis in several forms, No doubt he often overstated his views when his 

youthful energy and fascination became strong in the face of linguistically 

and philosophically naive audiences such as the readers of The Theosophist 

&n^ Tecjanoloisy ^eyiew, un the other hand, very similar ideas were presented 

when he had occasion to present then to or discuss them with linguistically 

sophisticated audiences*

That he addressed his remarks to a variety of audiences is one of 

several probable explanations for the significant variations and even 

inconsistencies in his views. Also responsible for the variations was an 

unfortunate lack of cars in specifying the variables of th© thesis with 

any detail. Thirdly, much of his discussion was of comparisons which seemed 

to be significant but whose exact significance was far from clear, finally, 

I shall mention that there seems to be son,© development in the thought of 

Ihorf himself about the exact nature of the thesis* AH of this mist be 

taken into account in an investigation of what -horf said about the thesis,

Althou^i Vhorf was interested in the relativity thesis ri^it from the 

beginning of his linguistic studies, Carroll seems to be quite rigit when 

he says about /.norf : 'The idea of linguistic relativity did not emerge in
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a full-fledged foiw tmtil after Whorf had started stu<*yln£ with .>spir', 
which was in 1931. But even then the idea waa in its infancy in n-horf 's 

writings, and as late as 1940 he was to aay: •*• ar® thus introduced to

a new principle of relativity, which holds that all observers are not led 

by tite ***• physical evidence to the asm® picture of the universe, unless 

their linguistic backgrounds are sisdlar, or can in some way be calibrated.' 

(iffH, p,21^.) He later stated this in 'informal terms 1 as due to the 

effect of different grammars* Aad I think this had a note of revelation 

for him as well as his readers. He certainly aeeised to consider this one 

of the most precise presentations of his theais, and he refers to it in 

future articles. It is indeed at least one view stated by tfiorf about the 

relation between the linguistic and th* aon~linguistie* As early as 193t» f 
however, it was stated a bit differently as well as a bit more rashOy when 
he wrote s 'Every language contains terms that have come to attain cosmic 

scope of reference, that crystallise ia themselves the basic postulates of 

an unfonnulated philosophy, in which is couched tii$ thought of a people, a 

culture, a civilisation, &ven of an era,* (liTR, p«o1«)

/ilready we can see that there Is soire radical variation in the nature 

of the thesis even as presented by ^horf himself. In his paper froc 1940, 

it is grawsar which is the important variable in language, while in the 

earlier paper it is the vocabulary of the* languago. On the other hand ^horf 

regards phHosopljy as th© non-linguistic correlate in his early paper, while

1, Carroll in his Introduction to .Uangu&ge.j Thou^it,
OTR), p.26.



the nature of observation and the picture of the universe is the 

tic correlate In the later paper* .another variation which cooes out In 

other statements of the thesis is found in the nature of the relation, i«e«* 

whether it is that of merely parallel structure, causation, or any of a 

number of others*

i'hls proliferation of differences demands at this point a careful and 

detailed study of the c&ny possible theses &horf was considering This has 

been attempted in a preliminary way by various other writers, but I do not 

think any of these attempts have been conclusive enough to show the extent 

of the variations and similarly the possibilities and confusions of tne 

thesis as presented by whorf, Gouae^u^ntly, 1 shall follow the procedure 

X indicated in the introduction, considering first the nature of the items 

on the linguistic side, then the nature of the items on the non-linguistic 

side, and finally the nature of the relation between the items on both sides* 

£ shall $£t& the aiseussiott with some related views of .thorf about the 

portance of the relativity thesis of language*

11, The Linuistic Side;

As a linguist, horf shows himself to be constantly fascinated by the 

systematic but unconscious patterns of a language which must be followed 

or are bound to be followed by any speaker of that language* 'lima he speaks 

of the 'structure and graaiE&r 1 of language (JUffR* P«59j» of 'linguistic

1, Cf. Fiahman, 'A Systematiaatlon of the .vhorfian Hypothesis'; Black, 
1 linguistic Relativity'; Holder, The «aplr*«horf iiypothesis ' t in
iioijer, ed«, Ltaxiijqw?g& : in Cal^ure^ ;and liymes, Two Types of i*inguistie 
.Relativity*.
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pattern* 1 (iff*, pp. 7k, 159, 247, 263), of the •pattern of using words' 

(JJTR, p.134*), of how languages differ in how they build their sentences 

(itfR, pp.2kO,253), of the organisation in language (UTi, pp.69, 256), *tc. 

The overriding idea throu^iout his discussion of language is that f language 

is a vast pattern-system' (l/TP,, p. 252). Also important is the fact that 

•very language is a pattern-system which is different from other languages, 

and it is these differences which are said to be relative to similar 

differences in cultural patterns,

I shall first consider the phonology, or sound patterns, of a language. 

I hare been able to find no strong reason to believe that ..horf thought 

different sound patterns were in any way relative to different nan-linguistic 

patterns. He says that he is investigating •granular 1 which he takes to 

meen fthe forraalised side of the language* (iZHR, p. 221), which would 

certainly include phonology, nevertheless, he goes on to consider the 

effect of only the lexical, semantic, and syntactic differences, tnd he 

suggests at one podnt that patterns even of words and phrases are of lim­ 

ited range. Still I do not think this is reason enou$i for all of the 

eoirmentatore known to n» to ignore tfhorf v s discussion of phonology. For one 

thing, we must be aware that sound patterns have in the past been thou^it 

to be important to other linguistic and to non-linguistic differences. (Cf. 

Vieo.) But more important than that is the fact that ..iiorf did have lone 

sections about phonology which he seemed to think were important and v?hich 

do indeed ploy a significant role in other discussions.

In his discussion of linguistics as an exact science, hori maintains 

that out of the 'relatively simple terms dealing with gross sound jiatterning
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are evolved the higher analytical procedures of the science... [and the facts 

of sound patterning] illustrate tne unconscious, obligatory, background 

ifcenoffi*na of talking as nothing else can, 1 (m% p.223.) The importance 

of this according to »horf is that 'linguistics, like the physical sciences, 

confers the power of prediction. 1 (2JBFR, p»229.) He then adds that he can 

predict within limits what a speaker will or will not do. But one must be 

hesitant about the importance of this 'power'. It hardly seems significant 

to the thesis being considered that a linguist can know what sounds a man 

E&y (although need not) invent or coin in the language and what sounds he 

will not invent, This will hardly affect what can be said in the language - 

what sense oan be made in the language. Here it seems irrelevant that the 

sound system of a language completely constrains the individual 'within its 

unbreakable bonds* * (See oI'R, p.256.) It see:,a to SB that the complete 

lack of examples from phonology for the relativity thesis in V^horf »s writings 

is reason enou^i for thinking that he also found phonology itself to be 

lacking in evidence for the relativity thesis*

ihat is important is that «horf thinks: *As below, oa the phonological 

plane of language, significant behavior ia ruled by pattern from outside 

the focus of personal consciousness, so is it on the higher planes of lang­ 

uage that we call expression of the theu^at. • (£TR, p,25^.) it is not 

clear exactly to what h© ia referring here. One siigftt suppose that the 

hi^ier planes of language include the semantic and syntactic, but these are 

hardly what we eaU the expression of thou$it. For the time being, I shall 

diare^rd this reference to thou^it and consider what he has said about the 

higher planes such as the semantic and syntactic. Both of these robably
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fctftft* to man 9the formalised side of the language'* (Ifffc, p*22t*) There 

teem to be good technical reasons for speaking of the combined semantic 

and syntactic properties as the grammar of a language, and if the distinction 

wre important it would involve a lon& discussion of linguistics* In what 

follows, however, the distinction will not be important, and I shall use 

It foereOy to divide up the considerations of those aspects of language 

that nd$vfc be relevant to the relativity thesis of language. Cm the se&antie 

side, I snail consider morphology and words and their meanings, while on 

the syntactic side I snail consider such things as tenses, parts of speech, 

and sentence structure.

iii. Ttft inujgtic 340i

*hen «horf &ya$ feejpn his studies of language that were to le&d to 

the relativity thesis of language, he emphasised the importance of certain 

individual words whose meaning influenced definite forms of behaviour. As 

m fire inspector for an insurance company he found, for example, that workers 

were careless when they were around what were called • empty gasoline drums % 

attributed this careless behaviour to 'empty* being a virtual synonym 

fnegative f or 'iaert 1 , both of which suggest a lack of danger from fire. 

la another ease, the '-stone 1 in 'spun limestone* implied non-combustibility, 

while chemical changes in the material resulted in flammable acetone. 

SiaUarajr, the pajpafUn paper was i^Bwred ija a idle of 'scrap lead', which 

no one thoutfit would bum, (See IffR, pp. 135*137») It was these kinds 

ef situations that prompted him later to say that 'people act about situations
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in way a which are Itkw the ways they talk about them* * 

Similar pressures also seeced to suggest to him that we think in ways like 

the ways we talk. (of. pp»147, 220, and pas aim.) The significance of these 

rather vague coiainarits by .<horf should become clearer aa my discussion

.„>, A kind of relativity on the semantic level that has often been proffered 

in explanation, defence, and criticism of *horf is the relativity of colour 

words and the corresponding relativity in the division of the colour spectrum.

only thing that can be said here in reference to *horf (although compare 

discussion of !*enneberg on this question) is that to the best of ®y 

knowledge he never said anything, at least in hia written works, about the 

relativity of colour words* (Compare, however, the rather strange example 

of the race of people f&o could see only the colour blue. IJfE, p. 209*) 

Th<* orOy £$&«$& IOT mentioning this here is that I think Corf's views are 

n ore sophisticated than is usually suggested*

there are other variations in words that seem to b<a much more important 

for whorf. Thus he emphasises tiiat the Eskimo language has three words for 

snow while ijaglish has only the one word, and Asteo is still more impoverished 

in that it has only one basio word (with different terminations) for the 

words 'cold 1 , 'ice 1 , and •snow*. (See JUTB, p,2l6«) Further examples are 

given fro® llopi, which, a«e©ng other differences from English, »}ias one 

noun that covers eveiy thing or being that flies, with the exception of birds 1 . 

(If&t p»2l6»> 4Xi <tf ttiese ant ciiA«# «f differences of classification or 

systematizing, according to Vihorf. I shall take this opportunity, however, 

to differentiate then as semantic rather than syntactic examples, i'he
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example B art not eases of words with different syntactic fores, for example 

being different parts of speech, the Knglish word 'snow 1 and the three 

Kskimo words for snow are all nouns, and there is no suggestion that they 

have different syntactic roles in their respective languages* The import­ 

ance of the example a seems to be that some languages have more words for 

sotfie tilings than other languages, And this is atill short of the stronger 

claim that scan® things can be said in some languages that cannot be said 

In others. To the extent that $horf explains in English the meaning of 

Hop! words he shows that the difference can be no more than perhaps that 

of facility of oppression. This interpretation also seems more consistent 

than others with »horf 'a rather strong plea for greater understanding 

between speaksrs of different languages*

Some time a, however, ihorf suggests that there are words or expressions 

in one language which have no counterpart in another. Jtor exaaple, accord­ 

ing to horf, 'the Hop! language is seen to contain no words ...that refer 

directly to what we call "tiaie", or to past, present , or future, or to 

enduring o* lasting, or to motion as kinematic rather than dynamic 1 . (&TB* 

P»57«) OB the other hand, he asserts that the structure of the universe 

according to the liopi is * properly describafcle only in the ilopi language* 

and in our own language must be described 'by sisans of an approximation* 

which he regards as inadequate, (^ee i£R, p*5&«) 'horf gives 'manifested* 

and 'rsanifeating 1 or 'objective* and 'subjective* as a first approximation 

of the *two grand coande forma* imposed by Ho pi, «horf does not tell us 

what is left out by the Hopi who cannot refer to tine. At least he does 

not mean that they cannot talk about temporal things or about something
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happening before or after. According to the /oegelins, the Hopi have word* 

for 'yeaterday' and 'tomorrow' and can speak of something lasting a long 

*!»*« what *horf does oean will be discussed further when I discuss what 

fcft »*ans by 'metaphysics'*

Undoubtedly, there are differences in the ways the native speakers of 

Hopi and of itogliah apeak of time, but on this subject %borf 's discussion 

often does approach the ridiculous* *horf argues that we have 'linguistic* 

ally promoted object if ieation of that datum of consciousness we call 

[while] the Hopi language has not laid down any pattern that would cloak 

the subjective "becoming later" that is the essence of tiise. * (ISTR, p* 

It is hard to believe that he took this seriously, but later examples about 

what are a&id to be metaphorical uses of words (^TRt p*14o) indicate that 

he actually did believe that the speakers of Hopi were better equipped to 

say what the world is EM&ly like* Thus, if our thought were without 

objectification of 'summer* and 'noon 1 , 'it would be a subjective experience 

of real time', (AM; 41, p. 142*; iiere he seems to have succeeded in the arduous 

task of 'standing aside from our own language'* (iffR, p. 13 8.) He also 

advances the uses of cardinals and ordinals in Hopi and English as examples

I. See Black (p.253) for an author who suggests that the Hop! aiuat 'have 
some reference (whether explicit or implicit) to tiese. Contrary to 
Black, 1 do not think »horf was arguing that the Hopi make different 
ordinary temporal judg&ents because of their language. It Is the way 
these judgments are expressed that is important for -horf*

2* Voegelin, Charles if* and Florence H. /oegelin, flftfll Dojiainaj A
Approac^ to th^ l-'ro^e^ og 3je^tcjbi.ojR« International

erioan I^nguictics* I'euoir 14, 1957*



38.

of relativity. In Hopi, '[pjlurals arid cardinals are used only for entities 

that form or can form an object ire group* There are no imaginary plurals* 

but instead ordinal* used with singulars. Cuch an expression as Hen <2ays 

is not used* 1 (IS?., p. 140.) Here again, the evidence sterns to be quit© 

unjustified as Harry rioi^er has pointed out. Comparisons of Standard 

Average European (GA&j Corf's expression &&anin& about the sa»e as 'Xndo- 

Buropean 1 ) languages shows that a relativity in the use of cardinals and 

ordinals does not reflect any other kind of relativity, and more importantly, 

there are many languages like English that use both in the sarre situations.

Finally, on the sessantic side, 1 shall mention a group of cases ivhich 

are interesting because of their at>«euc« in «horf f s discussion, obvious
i -' '! V' : . '"' ' - .-""'.•

differences of vocabulary between languages such as liopi and Sngliah are 
~ " -V- - >- .• ' 

those that result from a sheer difference of objects around the native

speakers of the languages* fhua the Hopi probably do not have a word for
2 reactor or a dvertislng just as lyotglish does not uave the word 'kiva* and

probably lac^os words for many Hopi ceremonies. The mere difference of 

plants and wildlife would also affect the relativity of the vocabularies* 

Neither do the iiopi have words for things like protons and electrons which 

depend upon rather well-developed theories* Similarly, there are c^uite 

likely theories among the Hopi which contain words not found in English* In
-• \ . t

spite of the fact that these are all obvious examples of differences, «horf 

does not t ry to take advantage of them. Connected with his Ignoring these

1* rioljer, rtarry, linguistic and Cultural Change 1 , L&imuws . 24 
335-345.

2. It has now become a part of nierican English, which previously had no 
special word for such a building, but it doea not fcpi*ar in at least 
the Shorter ::acford ari&lish liotionary»
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kinds of examples is his belief that there can be nothing so definite as a
1 correlation in his theory, rhere are only general patterus and connections.

(3*« Jtt, pp.1 38-1 39, 159.)

iv* ff&e -Jji^dstic Side ; Syntax

.A&ove all, £norf thought that *the patterns of s entence structure that 

guide words are more import ant than the words. 1 (JUtR, p«253») He consid­ 

ered the wterial based on single words of limited range, while there is «. 

'much more far-reaching compulsion from large-scale patterning; of grammatic­ 

al categories, s ch as plurality, gender and similar classifications 

(animte, inanimate, etc.), tanses, voices, and other verb forms, classif­ 

ications of the type of "parts of speech, 11 and the matter of whether a 

given experience is denoted by a unit morpheme, an inflected word, or a
--•* . ., • "

syntactical combination, 1 (&&» p«137#) ^horf always ©mjtiasiaed the 

iaportance of the jjattern of usin^ words — of formulating sentences — in 

the relativity of language to non-linguistic behaviour. (Gf. iffil^ p.134«) 

But it was not until 1941 that it reached its clearest and most definite 

foxmtlation* then he maintained: ' t is the grammatical background of our 

mother tongue, which includes not only our way of constructing propositions 

but the way we dissect nature and break up the flux of experience into 

objects and entities to construct propositions about.* (IM, p,239.)

This concern for the way propositions are constructed is certainly ref­ 

lected in the multiplicity of examples showing different syntactic structures

1. -horf does not say why he thinks this is true.
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for the expression in different languages of the sa&e proposition. Again 

as in hia discuaaion of individual words, the exajaplea com* from eoaparis- 

ona involving translation, aia most piuturea^a® <*xaBi]ji<*e (see hie diagrams 

la ia?Ii, pp,206 and 235^ come fro& ^hawnee. In one <^caj»j&*t hfc shows that 

the sentence 'I clean it (gun) with the ramrod,' and the corresponding ';*' 

sentence in ohawnee are made up of linguistic parta which isolate diffemt 

things from experience. Hia description and portrayal of the difference, 

however, seems to show a aeu&ntic difference on the sentence level, uie 

part of the Shawn&e sentence seeas to mean the interior of at hole.t while- this 

is not found in the English sentence, C& the other hand, the English \ ,- 

sentence u&s a word meaning raffirod* while the Bhawnee sentence has nothing 

except a vague reference to a tool or instrument. One is ia^m&diat&l^ sus­ 

picious that the Uhavrnee sentence really means '1 clean the inside of it 

with an instrument.'. But then nhorf would arg;ue that the Shawnee sentence 

is used in exactly the same situation «inere vre use tue sentence M clean it 

with a ramrod, % ±>ut in the &a&» situation w« can also saj 'X clean Uit; 

inside of it with an instruiaent, *, One syntactic diff^i^xice that no.£ht b@ 

suggested by horf'a aimlysis is that in the English sentence the cleaning 

is done by an object while in Uiawnee it is done by the motion of an object, 

I doubt that this is a significant difference, , 

Another example comes from a comparative analysis, ..nori4 su^eata 

(i^!Ef p,235) that the ^iglish sentences 'I push his head back, 1 and fl drop 

it in water and it floats,* (notice the strangeness of %orff s examples) 

are not alike in structure, £h© corresponding jhawnee sentences, on the 

other hand, are very similar and are meant to be evidence for .»horf to say
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that the two event* are classified 'as like or in the same category 1 * 

(l£R, p. 235) The point he is trying to make is that in one language two 

very different sentences are used for two situations, whil<* in the other 

language two very similar sentences are used for the saice two situations* 

Speakers of English are then said to find the two situations quite different 

while speakers of uhawnoe are said to find them quite similar.

There are said to be even more radical differences when we CQIE© to 

languages like .Nootka^ which has no parts of speech at all, the simplest 

utterance being a sentence* This means that there is nothing like the 

subject-predicate analysis of an English sentence. The result, according 

to whorf, is that sentences and the corresponding situations are divided up 

in much different ways* An example that is given Q£ this (joi'lv, p*243J ia 

an attempt to show tnat the English sentence 'He invites people to a feast* * 

li divisible into a subject and a predicate, while the corresponding 

Hootka sentence stakes any such division impossible* As *horf pointed out 

earlier, there is no eiiviaion between nouna and verbs in Wootka, in which 

'all words seem to us to be verbs 1 , (JUTR, p.215.; £here are many such 

polysynthetic languages for which the terms 'verb* and 'noun 1 are meaning* 

less* (See UK, p,99 for a discussion of Hitinat and p. 192 for a discussion 

of &aya, two other poly synthetic languages,) As in feaya, the 'stems are 

neither nouns nor v<@ros la the English sense, but & sxu&is class d&iijeaited 

on a quite different basis from our parts of speech.' (LPK, p,192,) For 

VVhorf this is further evidence for thinking that speakers of different

1* But see ay i<eioark£ below on uhorf's discussion of this subject*
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languages look at and divide up the world ia far different ways.

* Jfurtaer comparative txaaple corn*** from a stu^f of fcie inflection of 

verbs, and in particular the comparative tensa structure of iiopi and English, 

a^ain emphasising the iRportaaee of temporal differences. iaigiish is said

to be 'temporal' in that it has tenses distinguishing the present, past,
•\ 

and future, ?.'hile Uopi is said to fce timeless. In HO pi the verb 'must

Indicate wiaftt Vi# of validity the •i»»foer intends the statement to 

', i.e. wiietiier it is a rtiport of an e /wat, an expectation of an event, 

or a generalisation about events. (i£S, p.217.; It iaay be interesting 

that in Hopi the same verb ia used for the past and present, but <,horf seems 

to have forgotten that the samg can be true in i^nglish. ^ngiish iias its 

'iiiatoric present % where a verb in the present tense can b@ used when 

talking about things in the past. There are no past tenses at all in Guy3

and Dol3,s» which a .»horfian might call timeless, but we know when everything
2 happens* £ven if these similarities did not exist, it renains to be @&en

what possible effect a difference in tense structures could have on non- 

linguistic behaviour.

So&eti&ies -horf gives intralinguistic (rather than interlin^uistic) 

evid«noe for the relativity of language* Here ai^y problees that might arise 

with trtUAal*tioii will not ent&r in, and comparisons aiv oft&n made u

1. Hoaffi Caiomsfey has pointed out that English at least does not have a 
past-prasent-future tense system. .hat wfe usually call the future is 
indicated by modal verbs, this point comes from his reir«arks at the 
meeting of the .-laericiin ihilosophical Association (..astern division) 
ia uew York in December, 1962. #or *.-horf's cossEent, s&e uiV., p.217,

2. See ;;unyon, Jamon, Uyp& and ^olls (irondon; Jarrolds Publishers, 1932)« 
This example was 3Uge«*tea to ise by ir^rofessor yle.
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words of the sarae language, thus fthorf argues that it 'will be found that 

event" to us iseans "what our language classes as a verb" or something

therefrom* And it wUl be found that it is w* possible to 

define "event, thing, object, relationship," and so on, from nature, but 

that to define then always involves a circuitous return to the gr&r-siat ioal 

categories of the definer's language. 1 (UfE, F,215.) C& the other hand, 

he seen s to praise Hopl for actually having *a classification of events 

(or linguistic isolatesj by duration type, something stran&e to our mode3 

of thou^it.' (WH, p.215.) Both English and Hopi are thou^it to be alike 

in that the speakers of the languages interpret reality according to the 

grammatical categories of the languages. But *<horf seems to think that 

Hopi is superior to English io. that its gramaatieal categories are the a&&e 

as those that are re all/ out there in the world, UK® wonders now he know* 

what the real categories are* But the former point about interpreting 

reality according to the gra&saatical categories of one*a language would be 

enough to establish the relativity theory*

ohorf frequently gives what hs considers linguistic e<rideiic« for the 

relativity of what are amid to be natural eat&goriea to wliat ux% actually 

'granmiatioal categories 1 * lie sees** to find the evidence string enou^i 

to maintain: 'The relativiV of all conceptual systems, ours included, and 

their ut»p*ndeac<a upon Mojuage staM revealed. * (*A*9 pp.^14*21>.; i'hus 

he says, •The Hopl aspect-contrast [between vibratile aad noa-vibratile 

phenonena] ...being obligatory upon their verb forma, practioally foroes the 

Mopi to notice and observe vibratory phenomena *. (iffit, pp.55-56.) %orf also 

maintains that in iiopi 'all phase tezi&s, like tt suffim«rt morning,* etc., are



not nouna but a kind of adverb 1 although different fro* all other parts of 

speech in Hopi including other adverbs, (ifffc, p.14M On the other hand, 

English is said to objectify such words, because they 'are pluralist and 

numerated like nouns of physical objects 1 . (i/TL, p. 142*) Liiill&rly, the 

division in .Un&liah between count and mas a nouns is said to assist us in 

imagining 'that *a summer* actually contains or consists of auch-and^such 

a quantity of "times' (i^R, p.143.) Hopi, however, is free of thi»

* object if ication, as a region, an extent, a quantity, of the subjective 

duration-feeling. 1 (l£L, p.143.) : * ^~-"

According to <horf, English is also plagued by the fact that there are 

more verbs like 'strike 1 than like 'hold 1 , and 'following majority rule, 

we therefore read action into every sentence, even into "I hold it"*' 

(£?U, p.245.) Similarly, 'we are cor&tantly reading into nature fictional 

acting entities, simply because our verbs uuat have substantives in front 

of them.' (J^A, p.243,) This is another place where Hopi and even more 

completely polysynthetie languages are said to be superior in not having an 

unbridgeable £&p between subject and predicate* Sometimes "horf'a argument 

reaches the ethereal, and he maintains that *a word like "sky", which in 

English can be treated like wboard"...leada us to think of a aere optical 

apparition in ways appropriate only to relatively isolated solid bodies. f

-raid then be adds; '"Hill" and "swamp1* persuade us to regard local varia­ 

tions in altitude or soil composition of the ground as distinct j&duffi almost 

like tables and chairs*' (!«?£» p.233*) One sometimes wonders how -horf 

eould say anything in English! * * ,.; :

Inflectional differences also play a role in ttMrf '• relativity theory.
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e9cample f *a category such as nuafcer (singular vs. plural) is aa 

attempted inter] rotation of a whole large order of experience, virtually 

of the world or of nature} it attempts to aay how experience is to be 

segmented, what experience is to be called "one" and what "several." 1 

p*137.) A category like number is a phenotype (a term introduced by s 

because it is a 'linguistic category witto a clearly apparent class 

and a foraal mark or morpheme which accompanies it 1 . (!££» p»?2«) But 

there are also eryptotypes which fhave no overt mark other than certain 

distinct ire "reactances* V **** y*t they1 also hare a very subtle »eaaiftg» 

(LTP-, p.70.) English gender 'tMaS to be an example of a cryptotype for 

2/horf. Another example is that of 'the transitive verbs of a covering 

enclosing, and surface-attaching fseaning 1 which are those words to which 

the particle *un- f may be prefixed. (I/P3, p. 71*)

It if net clear how much Khorf wants to maintain about eryptotypes and 

the awareness that speaker* h-vre of them. I think Ihcrf*s most prceninent 

view is taat cryptotype a are 'sensed rather than comprehended. 1 (l&E, p,70«) 

As -^horf says later, eryptotypes 'easily escape notice and may be hard to 

define, and yet may have profound influence on linguistic behavior** (LTR, 

p.92«) Aether he is ri^it about the effect on linguistie behaviour, he is 

certainly ri^ht in one sens® about the * ability to speak a language fluently 

,.not necessarily confer jrin^j a linguistic knowledge of it 1 . (i$?R, p»211 

Here he compares knowing how to speak a language with knowing how to play

1. Black seeess to argue that -liorf thought speaicers are conscious of 
cxyptotyp^a, but I think Black is wron^ about thia aa ^ try to shov 
in the text Jasiediately following. Cf. Black, 'Linguistic Relativity*v *

**



46".

billiards where one does not know 'the laws of mechanics that operate the 

billiard table, 1 But then a knowledge of these laws do@s not change one's 

ability to play billiards. One wonders if the analogy does not apply at 

this stage as well,

?• ui • OR~liRistic g

Jiany of *horf*a examples seem far too contrived and unconvincing, but 

it is difficult to know how much wei$it can be put on criticisms of partio- 
lilar ejttuajxU** This, of couj»ef depends upon how much weiglit ,<horf wants 

to put upon the particular examples as evidence for the relativity theory* 
He- clearly does not think that his theory stands or falls on any one ex­ 

ample* The theory due* not, or is not meant to, hang upon any correlations* 
tae v idea of "correlation" between language and culture, in the 

accepted sense of correlation, id certainly a mistaken one* ' 
(HER* p*139n.) «horf claims that he would be *the last to pretend tnat 
there is anything so definite as M a correlation" between culture and lang~ 
««£!»» ana tspeoially betw««ia ethnological rubrics such as "agricultural", 
"huntiug", ete*« and linguistic ones like "inflected , "synthetic'1 , or 

* isolating* »' (MTB^ P»^>f«) ^h*** are cona^ctioas but not correlations ' * 
(M?Hf p«l59») Something will have to be said about these connections bolow. 
But According to .^horf , the concepts of time and matter

f do eat depend so isuoh upon ajg^ on<e ay^tefi («»g*, tense, or nouns) 
within the grauaasar as upon the ways of analysing and reporting exptr* 
leace which Imve beeoee fUeed in the language as integrated "fashions 
of speaking" and which cut across the typical grai^atical classifio- 
ations, so that such a "fashion" may include lexical, morphological, 
syntactic, and otherwise systtmticalOy diverse wans coordinated in 
* certain frame of consistent** (i^TE,



brin|p me- to a loa$~postponed consideration of a distinction which
; "I - •»' W . ' '

seems to be important to Whorf 's thesis but of which he does not sake use* 

In the quotation that I have given above, SKorf writes of concepts do -ending 

upon ways of analysing and reporting — activities for which there are

of sjeakiaij* The question immediately arises whether the patterns

e>re fixed in the language or in the speedi* %'horf sometimes uses the word 

"linfUHp* and sometimes the word 'speech* without soecdng to take notice 

*f any distinction. -3elowt I try to sake sorae edonenta of r$r own about 

ike distinction, but here 1 shall merely try to show how the distinction 

arises ^&d is often confused in 4iorf *s irriting**

In what I have said above, I have suo^ested that Ihorf *s thesis was a 

thesis about a relation between language and non-linguistic behaviour. This 

i* tU« way it is generally put, but even in his main introduction of the 

prlucijiU of rel^|ivity b* speaka of 'linguistic backgrounds * rather than 

language. (See I#Ef p.214j cf. I$H, pp.S3-^4*) this expression is 

ambiguous between a language as a set of words and speech as a set of things 

, ffcia 1® the difference between using particular words and talking 

^*irticu.Ur things* Qo«asion&llyf «horf actually speaka of non-

beiiaviour (acting and thinking) being relative to the activity 

of talking. (See for sample, ISM, ps»»14B, 207, and 220.)

Often there just seems to be a confusion about ishat a language Is. 

Usually by a language he aeeca to mean a system of words and, const ructions 

i* foniAiiAed by the phonology aad the p«amar0 (Of* flfH, p. 221*) 

, iiowever, he* spe«i.ks of a language &s if it wei*e a syates of sentences* 

in this way could ri@ speak of language doing *the saise tiling that
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science does.' (j£i, p.35.) It also allows him to speak of langua^u con­ 

taining postulates (UTH, p.61;, 'operating with -relationships' (^J -, pp, 

-^4)* 'arranging data 1 (^H, p.135), anal^ftln^ wad classifying data ; 

P«137;, &nd c^ing consistent (i$K., p*W)» Gace th«Mi things *l*

•aid of language, then one can also speak of a language Atttlng a 'plan*

of thinking', as .horf does. (^'I», p»85.) At least lie shows the restraint

not to say tiiat a language speaks or say* things* *>*t U* attributes tilings

to languagi iftdch would nonaally be attributed to speech, aiid this

hare to be considered more fully*

i gr;; Occasionally, however, he seecis to use the distinction between

•did speech, however uncertain and v&gue it mi^rit 'be for hiei. One foriu of 

the relativity thesis toat will have to be Investigated ia tuat language 

affects (or is relative to) speecli. This is a formulation of the thesis 

that he Ms su&^estedU '> s.peaks of users of differ tint grsaeoars being 

'pointed by their grmBBaars toward different t^pes of observations and

$ valuations '» V^ -> p«£21*} ^e also s^a&s of patterns oi our 

aflectin^ our 'speech community'. (l&'R, p»214.j Thare is a 

frequent but vague suggestion that among the activities affected by the 

gjpajBKar of our language is that oi1 speaking or talking* (Cf. !&*:(, p. 257.)

Now it ia time to turn to BQBI* of the other activities which were 

among the non-linguistic aspects of t&e- relativity theory, ..iiorf 1 s 

prevalent view seers* to be that thinking is moat importantly relative to 

linguistic patterns, (See e.g., Iff?,, pp.65, 73, 134, and 207.) 3om*ti»*»f 

however, the non-linguistic itea includes as much as •culture aa a whols 1

n:, P.147I ••• *i«o PP.55', 73,, 13^j aisd occ&sioimlly aarely behaviour' ' '''''• ' "'



or both (see 'wPi^ pp»59, 124* 148), Usually, however, this noa-lingui*Uc 

item seeir.* to be somewhat more restricted evea thou^i still fri$itanin£ly 

general. Among other example* of the non-linguistic item are sethods of 

reasoning (U£^ pp*73 and 252), recognising and oj^eratin^ with relation- 

snips (tfdt p*&3)» cultural norm* (ilT't, p»15^, perseverance, «tn<I collabor­ 

ation

So fiar I have only discussed those parts of ?horf f s theory which suggest 

that language affects the way we act — thinking being included among thoae 

activities affected* More often, however, "horf seems to surest that tae 

results of these activities are more fundamentally affected* This seeus 

to be a more radical view involving a thesis about language concealing a 

certain set of beliefs. Languages cannot have beliefs, but presumably 

they can be responsible for men having the beliefs t at they do have. Thus, 

rthorf speaks of language doing what science does (l/TIt, p«5>)» This see&a 

to be the more important idea behind the view t-iat language is a system, 

(Cf. Iff£* p«138«) The view lying behind >.horf '• theory seems to be tiiat 

SJEQT discussion of metaphysics must be in a certain lajo^gtage, and <avery lan­ 

guage is a theory vhioh oonceals a aeta^/aica of its Q*&+ In aspect of 

a theory, there is no difference between the iiopi lan^ua^e aad Sin-

stein's relativity theory. U*inc either one denands an adherence to a
2 particular set of beliefs*

this ufty&lJty Ke&ns is t^at t&*re is a classification and arrangement
. . . .... ' ''','; *?jS3i-l 'IsnSfct- ^^

speaks of language and culture coneealing a ffidta.fi^ysio» f 
, but to add culture to the linguistic side leaves nothing for ^ 

the non-linguistic side. In any case, the notion of culture is no 
longer decisive when it is brought into the account that the culture 
is shaped by the language. (Cf. itf?:f pp.65, 147, and 15>6.) 

2. For a short discussion of this point, see the discussion comment by 
Creenberg in floijer, ed., Language in Culture. p«134.
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of data which involves a certain ordering of experience in the **B»« that 

science orders experience. (Cf. MCI* pp.55, 135, 214, *ad $& paaaia*) 

this ia by flar the moat important aspect for Whorf oa tint non-linguistic 

aids, j?roja the organisation of raw exjjerience coses 'a consistent and 

readily cosaiuni cable universe of ideas throu^u the jaedii» of linguistic • 

patterns.' (i&..f p. 102.) This raw experience, nhich ia sore basic tiian 

language, (Lu^ p.149), eosaes to us aa a 'flux of axi>«rience f (ISPR, |>«239j ""

*d kaleidoscopic flux of iaiprtssions' ^i^, j>»213>« It is notliiug &or@ 

taan f tno spread and flow jf oyeirfca* (ui'H^ p,240) - 'the stream of scmsory

•x.erlence 1 (iffl^ p.35). A« Black lias su^cested, uhorf's 'iiiaiatence 

upon the continuity and flow of experience is unexceptionabi.@ but empty, since 

nothing imaginable is being denied 1 * One might add tnat tasr® is nothing 

boin^ asserted*

Tho .. oa*lla,g»lstio ^ide« Dirlding up and aerrinj; tha jorld

, ^horf*s notion of a flux of e xperi«mo« is important to 

his tneory as a whole* £h« i'iux, union is the saia« when presented to all, 

is OifferentOy divided (of. £?&, P*1o3;, se^nented (cf« 1£L9 p»137) f 

dissected (of, XffS* p.214), cut up (cf. JJTR, p.2^0), et«. According to 

ihorf, '*« dissect nature along liues laid down by our native iaziguag^s, 

the categories and types Wt we isolate fi-oiu the world of ^eno&@o& we do 

not find there because to^y stare every obaenrer in the face 1 , (US'^ p,213.)

1. Black, 'Linguistic elativityS p.255.
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The •graaaRfttieal background of our mother tongue... includes... the way we 

dissect nature and break up the flux of experience into objects and entities 

to construct propositions about,' (l/M!t p.239.) .horf surest* that 

•x^erlence can be differently classified, aa for example In Hopl which 

stresses events rather than objects. This is to suggest that we as speaker* 

of English tear experience apart and organize it into objects, while the 

speakers of Hop! tear it apart and organize it into events. But as Black

says on this point, »th© vocabulary of the operating theatre..*is out of
o 

place; to s^ak is not to butcher 1 . The way s&orf talked about experience,

it does not «ren Biake sense to speak of changing experience, let alone 

dividing it up into parts. Bven if words were scalpels, they could do 

nothing more than be a part of experience themselves*

(fee suggestion that has bsen esade is that language dissects experience 

but leaves it as it is. The analogy that suggests itself is that of a 

picture puzzle which has been put together but still reveals the lines which 

divide it into pieces. A corollary to this is that where some langua£@s 

find one object other language* 9ty%$_ find iaany objects. One might

1. nhorf sometimes suggests that there really are objects and also events 
in the world, 2&e first is suggested by hi& discussion of iteias being 
classified differently where the Items concerned are what would norm- 
kLly bfc called objects. («•« &AI p»2lO»; kie just as strongi,/ sugg­ 
ests that a language of srents is better equipped to deal with parts 
of reality, (ofce «x '-., p.jp«j ii« alao suge©sts that states are ^rt of 
reality by saying that taere are places 'where it sometimes might be 

to atiti states.'
2. Black, 'Linguistic Relativity 1 , p,
3. Qtt£ example for this ai^t be a rabbit (in English) and undetached 

parts of a rabbit ('gavagai' under one of the translations su£ 
by -,ulBe). tfor this example, see ,uine, ,&r$._ aiid ^j^ct . p,$i? 
also my discussion of .^uine beiovr.
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that the 'given' ( I am not au&ceating that thia word ha* a clear leaning) 
con be divided up any way that on© want a. Thus, aome people, but certainly 
not ..horf, have thou$2t that the colour spectrum provide* an example. The 
idea, beMad this example ia that different languages divide the spectrum 
into different parts* **here apeaters of English have blue mid green, 
speakers of «\avaho group them into on-® colour* SOB® African lan|pieges are 
said to diaaeot the rainbow into no rore than two colours, while we speakers 
of ^n&Liah are a&id to find aeven there. Again Black haa the apt ecn-jent 
lium he aa^a; *[t]o diawot a frag la to deatro/ it, but talk about tiae 
rainbow leaves it unei;aiig@-d« * Btftp&e wJio aee seven xmin colours in tne 
rainbow and those who see two still both aee the aai,,e rainbow*

The nice thing about the example of the rainbow is that it gives force 
to t&@ sxiatfciice of different eategoriea* Different langua^ea do have 
different secondary oate^oriea under the pxteuy category of colour* The 
sdsfortune of the rainbow exf.mple la that it eannot b© property gensrali^ed 
over other eate^oriea* There ia no aisdlarl/ neat »^«et«K of ahapet or

of material* there are no rainbowe of afaapes e^iibited in the world*
, it ia eom|jletely poasible that toere are languagea that h 

worda for trian^iea aM ^uadrilaterala but not for pentagona arid airier 
aided figurea, Sljsilari^, apeakera of some languagea o*y have term* for 
metal objecta but not for ateel or alusdnlms fijctures, let alone for plaatica.

The auggeation her® ia tuat different languagea have different means of 
or clasadiying the aetss objects or toe aaj^ p*opertiea« This

1* Black, 'Linguiatlc iitlatiTity% p*24B*



is certainty the view that ..fcorf fl*oat frequently held. It involves the 

that language ia responsible for (or parallels) the way we classify, 

organise, arrange and analyse data. Thus *n«w order systems' are developed 

(of. UTH, p.245)» and itens are classified according to the element a of 

our language* (of. 15?.-, p. 210). Objects, events, states, etc. are said to be 

alike according to the categories that our language provides to tali, about 

them, According to Uiorf, we do not isolate bits froc our experience but 

•categories and types 1 . (i*P-t p*213*) (Certainly the notion of isolating 

is unfortunate here.j This does not ssean toat we cannot make further dis­ 

tinctions, categories, or classifications using our language. That <*horf 

thought wu ©an underataiid th«* concepts of other languages siiowa tuat we 

are not completely bound to the main concepts of our own language, But 

he thought it is by the words of our language that we categorize ito&is in 

our experience, and colour words offer aim a simple exam pie of ho% objects 

are differently classified, "horf also taXks of ascribing different sig­ 

nificances to it<tos in our experience, (i*i ;f p,21j>.) This a®e:.is to suggest 

that among other things we give a different value to certain items from that 

Ijplven to them by the speakers of different languages, but «horf never says 

anything further about this, what he does e&^i^*i&<* is tuut we organise

nature into concepts according to the patterns of our language. (Cf* i/Pli§

1« Others imve advanced such a position. See, for oa&ple, :ry discussion 
of japir, Xhe view is also su^fsted. by G-erard .-. jiadniteky in 
"Coine keaaarks on the V/horfian ;iypothesis*, Behavioral p cience. 
6 (1961}:



Other iritera have said that what «horf was doing was to exhibit th*

field of a language* or to giv« 'ft u&p or plau of an actual 

reala of ideaa' f and CheeAJsy haa au^gested in the spirit of >horf that

tfeft ,f graac»r of a language can be regarded aa a ti^itly woven syst*» of
2 concept*'* 1 doubt that ttiorf developed his views far enough to attribute

thifi kind of interpretation to him, out J£ ia an interpretation that ia

sympathetic to hi* views and it wlH have to be coaaidered mort

iiaportant view related to the notion of a linguistic division of 

nature ia the view that speakers of different languages n*v« 

outloo^JI ( c^» &•*•* ^1^7^ *»d 15&J and different conceptions of 

(of« U?Ixt pp#1 J^i- £uid 1Jd)« Sometimes he actually au^osts tliat for 

of different languaijea the world appears different (cft l$Kf pp«221 and 250) 

or they have different pictures of the universe (cf, i&::f p»214) t I'ore often
.>'

hi* position seeiua to be taat ape&kera of different lan£uu^es imve different
''••-••. . • - " '• . " $ . v' ' , ^ . . •

ftrapeetivea (of, i*?l.t P»2t8} and different points of view (of, lift, p,247)* 

Unfortunate!^', horf was not very clear about exactly what ht meant, and 

there ia much to be said in @xj.&nsion of this idea. It has certain affin- 

itiea to the notion of * seeing as* In Wittgenstein's Iffleafr fest loaa «yad the 

views 4.bout the relation between ian^ua^e ar*d recognition in i^nn&b^r^'a 

work, both of ^hicsh will have to be discussed further. In an souaination of

f* Carroll in his introduction to iST&f p,25,
v«.':' W . '.'•:-

2. Chomsky in his remarks at the American IhllosojMcal Aasociation

horf doe a at one point speak of •conceptual ay*!*** 1 (JP't^ P.21V). but 
not develop this thecse,
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Ihorf 'a view* little more can be Mid than that ha believed that different 

languages crystalline different aata of concept a which leade speaker* of 

these l&ngua£«a to ooneeive the world differently f and this ia far more 

vagtae than it ahould be,

Tho >a,Uit;lona JA t|ie Relativity The ala

So far I have diseuaaed moat of the itec* on t he lio&iietie and an the 

non-linguistic aide of th« relation in horf f s relativity theory. One oan 

now a^e ti-iat tiier« ia a lar^e nusi'bar of posaible thaoriea — for «ch 

VarlatiOB of an item on either ai&e titer* is another variation of the theory.

?her^ la atlll another variable to be considered in th« thaor/ t however, 

and that is th« variable of the relatioa ItMilf* ^ftta 1©»» ean b« said 

about tne relation then what naa been a&ld about tht- ite^a related* Just 

what the relation will be depends upon what the itan.8 beiBg related are, 

It ia not at all clear that -:horf ree©gnla«d this, al^iou^i he did reeog* 

that 'the problem waa by no asearia«.»el«&r3j formulated*, ( .Tl, p,139«j

, the atat«tn.eixt of th* paroblac is ^ivea way diffaront formul­ 

ations acco-rding to tha relation b^tw^en the items,

'Ceeasdoiially' the relation is aaid t© b© on© of rejmllel patterns with 

the iufluenee oooing frc® botli aid^a, Thua^ '<horf writes: *In again they 

[language pattern* aua cultural aoarEsa] have grown up togttherf eon*t«xttly

each other, 1 (^H§ p,15o« See also .oTl, pp. 137-156,) liore 

, however, the influence is on one aide or the other* arid usually 

on th© side of language. Only once does he aaaert the contrary: *ty own 

studies su££eat, to &e, tiAt language, for all its kingi^- role, is In son*
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sense a auperficial esabroidery upon deeper processes of conaciouaneaa, which 

are neceaaary before any comunioation, signaling, or syjaboliasi whatsoever 

can occur..,. 1 (iA\., p.239.) Uaual^y the non~linguiatic 'shows the 

shaping influence of language. • (itfS* p.147.) The linguistic aide ia the 

more Important of the two (of. JUTR, p.156), and fan accepted pattern of 

uaing words ia often prior to certain linea of thinking and forma of 

behavior 1 . (l^R, p.134.)

It ia generally language that influenced (cf» I/T-, pp. 92 and 134)* 

perauadee (of. IffII, p.253), encouragea (iM» p.56), leada (i/rt, p. 21 4), 

practically forcea (&TB., p.5&) and even imposes (LITE, p.59} something upon 

the non-linguistic aide. And even though the linguistic patterna are often 

important, they are just aa often 'submerged, aubtle, and elusive 1 . (L*£!lt 

p. 70.) Language 'conceala* (UTli, p«50> * metaphysics within the linguistic 

patterna which have become tunconacioua and automatic 1 . (J£H, p.207») But 

thia concealed influence ia only a beginning, and it does not tell us very 

much about the nature and decree of ta@ relation* ^or eaeample, is it a 

cause or merely a reaiatanoeV 4re there correlations or juat tendencies? 

It is hard to believe that Y&orf conceived a causal relation between persis­ 

tence and repetition in the Hopi language and the perseveranee in the Hopi 

agriculture. (Cf. ijSMi, p.157#; Indeed, ^horf'a considered comment about 

that is tiiat ae would 'be the last to pretend that there is aiything so 

definite aa "a correlation" between culture and language, and especially 

between ethnological rubrics such as ^agricultural11 , "hunting*, etc., and 

linguistic ones like "inflected", "synthetic", or "isolating*. • (iffiKf pp, 

13B-139.) H« would agree tnat there 'are connections but not correlations



57.

or diagnostic correspondences between cultural nonas and linguistic patterns, 

(!£&, p*159.) This is probably the source of his comment that 'science... 

was not caused by...grasmarj it was simply colored by it. 1 (&TK, p. 221.) 

But theae cowente are made mainly about large-scale cultural noras and 

Activities, where it would indeed be difficult to assert that there are 

correlations. •

Elsewhere it is difficult not to believe that .*horf thou$at the relation
<lwas something more than just a cere connection* He speaks of the poss­ 

ibilities open to thinking being 'inescapably bound up with systems of 

linguistic expression' (i*i'.^ p.o4), of the phenomena of language being 
'outside the...control of the speaker 1 (ia1 /,, p.211), and of an agreement 

•codified in the patterns of our language* which decrees a classification 
of data in tttrea that are 'absolutelff obli^Offl*. (l#S.f pp.213-214,} 

In matters of antence structure, thought $ and classification of data we are 

controlled (i&Z, p*2S2) and completely constrained (luR, p.256) until we 
become 'a mere puppet whose linguistic isaneuverings are held in unsensed 

and unbreakable bonds of pattern.' (uT'., p.257.)

In these and nany other passage, there seems to be no question that the 

bond of linguistic patterns is unchangeable and obligatory. He aeems to 
think that it is necessary to apeak in the way we do and at the same time 

that it is impossible to speak in certain ways which are not allowed in our 
language. But there ia an ambiguity underlying this *tiich must at least be

1* See Black, 'Linguistic Relativity*, p.234 for the source of the 
auggestion that there is an ambiguity in .>horf 's discussion of the 
influence.
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briefly noted* The theaia could b«* that we aust say (i.e., assert, aak, 

exclaim, etc.) the things we do becauae of the syntactical ar4/or s 

patterns of our language, this interpretation is suggested by «.horf 'a 

belief that trie way languages *build their sentences* corresponds to the 

way they 'break down nature 1 , which involves the muddled notion of 'break* 

ing* down nature (see my discussion above)* (!*£&« p. 240* of* p.252.) 

interpretation would certainty involve a most thorou^goin^ relativity, 

which aa 1 have indicated above would be difficult to support*

?h« other interpretation would be that language keeps its speakers within 

certain bounds within which they are allowed freedom. According to this 

thesis, the speakers of a language muat say what they say according to 

various rigid patterns of the language, These patterns determine among 

other things whether an adjective or adverb should be used. e cannot — 

with all the obligatoriness that ^horf would want — say The man is very* ' . 

Our language decrees thia in a way that it i» outside the control of the 

speaker* (?o be completely satisfactory, this would have to be expanded, 

but the view should be understandable.) Ctt the other hand, the language 

does not prevent the apeaker from saying that a pilot is like an airplane or 

that an ocean is not like a glass of water. (Cf. iffRf p. 210.) Thia inter­ 

pretation is suggested by the lack of a prosdse of prediction, by the sim­ 

ilarity of other examples (cf. itfR, p*229 on phonology), and by comments 

about language aa *tiie factor that limits free plasticity. 1 (!£% p.156.) 

(?hi§ might be said to have* conneetiona with Wittgenstein's statement :

fif SJL lan^ua/^ aean the liaaits of ty world, |1 ) This interpret-

1. itteensteiii, ^udwi£jf Traotatug ItOfdLco-ihiloaoptficuft fD.F. :-eara and 
b.jp*. ] • c&uinneaa, trans.j (London: .outledge and iCegan ;-aul, 1961;, 
sect. 5*6.
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fttion is more defensible than the former, but it is far less spectacular. 

Both interpretations suggest an absolute 0bli£atoriness, but the way it

would have its effect would be very different, and I do not think that 

considered this*:,;-, ,<rv' '.«*••. •-,>. • •: • - . , ; 

is not altogether clear, however, that «horf did think that language 

Mikes decrees which are absolutely obligatory and necessitate thinking one 

thing rather taan another* As 1 have indicated above, he does occasionally 

speak of non-linguistic behaviour affecting language* (Cf. LT!i, pp.15&» 157- 

15&» and 239,) He also speaks of the speakers of a language freeing them­ 

selves from the bonds of the language « ;ie pleads that *the road out of 

illusion for the **«ftt lies through a wider understanding of language than 

western Indo-European alone can give,* (l*£lt, p»263; of, p«222«) This 

sugreets that the bonds are breakable and that there is a road out of 

illusion even thou^i the road may be difficult, (Cf. IM, p*13a») That 

Utorf thou^it that the necessities in the end were only illusory 10 shown 

in the last sentence of the collection of his @sa<aysj •Science, if it 

survives the impending darkness, will next take up the consideration of 

linguistic principles and dferest itself of these jtHuaoiff. linguistic necess** 

too long held to be the substance of Reason itself. 1 (l*THf p,27o, i^y

) This is probably what he considers the road to «n analysis of 

'experience 1 in a way independent of any one language or linguistic stock, 

a way which will be the sai?e for aH observers.* (l^t§ p. 162; cf, p,250,}

The view which replaced taat of necessity and obli^toriness was that 

some lazigua^s &re 'better equipped* (iffa, pt55) than others for some things 

while at the sacse ti^fe they incorporate 'certain patterned resistances (ui ,



p. 247) to other things. For this reason, what can be expressed in one 

language can B« expressed in another language only be means of approxim­ 

ation. (Gf. SFR, p,53.) This Is why it is said to be diffloult to stand 

•aside fr«n our awn language 1 and scrutinize it objectively. (l/T: f p»138») 

this is also why In some oases a speaker of a language * discriminates*•« 

relationships with effortless easey for the forms of his speech have accus­ 

tomed him to doing so* 1 (ivri, p,85«) The language is responsible for its 

speakers becoming; 'habituated to making. ..distinctions with effortless ease 

In daily life.* (LT% p. 266.) %orf*s thesis now begins to look like a 

testable psychological hypothesis and ceases to be the astounding philosoph­ 

ical thesis with which we began, there is still s&re to be said, however, 

and 1 should not want to suggest that in reaching this psychological hypo* 

thesis we have failed to touch upon points of philosophical importance. I 

shall save the further discussion for ay general study of the relativity 

thesis in Ilart II*

viii. GouoludJug Haaarks and Elated Views

Right now, before turning to some of the other theorists, I want to 

make a few general hut brief comments about «horf. In diacuasi&g the items 

on both sides and the nature of th« relation between them, 1 have tried 

to Indicate the large nissber of variations of the thesis that are possible, 

I have not said much about the Interrelationship between the various factors, 

but this should obviously be taken into account as well. Some combinations 

of factors will not have the least plausibility, sueh as the one suggested 

by ..horfi a strict correlation of inflection and hunting* (Of, JP:;, pp.



lore importantly, the factors which are combined will determine the kind 

of evidence that will be needed and /or applicable. Frequently for *horf, 

tfee kind of evidence that is used involves translation between two or more 

languages. The thesis is then necessarily interlingulstio. This is why 

he often emphasized the study of strange languages. (Of. IflMi, pp.214 and 

264*) Frequently, however, intralinguistic evidence nay be considered 4^**
4

as good as, if not better than, interlinguistic evidence. In many of 

%orf's examples, he seems to think that intralinguistie evidence is suffic­ 

ient and maybe even superior to ether kinds of evidence. He does not dem­ 

and interlinguistic evidence to show that speakers of English objectify 

time because of the patterns of their language. The importance of ciypto- 

types is also an intralinguistie question, This is why >horf can speak of 

general linguistics (rather than comparative linguistics) as the means of 

revealing the subtle forces of our language. (Cf. £?R, P»73.)

This unacknowledged faith in intralinguistic avidenee is reflected In 

his belief that the srammar of a language corresponds to the analysis of 

nature within that language, This raises the more serious question of 

whether .horf made an adequate distinction between language and the thoughts 

or set of beliefs that one has. Black has argued that 'Whorf identified the

"conceptual system* and the "world view" with the language in which they
o

were expressed, while also confusedly thinking of them as distinct. • There

is no doubt that he did want to distinguish the two, (Cf, i£ % pp.239 

and 220.) On the other hand, his examples of what we think and how we think

1 t i<or the view that intralinguistio evidence is more important, see 
' Black, linguistic Relativity', p,256, and ray discussion of i.ennoberg 
below,

2, alack, 'Linguistic Relativity•, pp.254-255.
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are taken directly from our language* He argues that the speakers of 

English 'read action* into the sentence '1 hold it*' because most sentences 

in KftfHah of t&at formulation do 'deal with movements and changes.' 

P*?43.J *>ut tills is certainly an unsatisfactory argument, which dep< 

upon one form of the thesis in question — that conceptual systems and think­ 

ing have exactly the same fora as the grassm** and morphology of the language 

used* It is doubtful whether any sense can be given to the notion of action 

b«siufc read into the sentence 'I hold it*' other than the ^ras^atical 

singularities which are said to be the reason for this. But something can 

hardly be said to be a reason in the sense Intended unless a distinction 

can be made between the reason and what It is a reason for. That .-norf 

haa not ^ade tills distinction indicates that he has not here found satis­ 

factory evidence for his thesis. Its force will have to come from elsewhere, 

but I shall reserve further coffinr-ats for the general discussion below*

Ilnally, I should like to make a few consents that are tangential to 

.thorf'» relativity thesis Itself but nonetheless important — particularly 

in relation to oth@r writers. One thing that I have touched upon above Is 

the creat importance that ihorf attached to the Study of other languages and 

linguistics* The importance lies in their being *the road out of illusion 1 

(LT;,., p,263j, and the studies are needed 'if we are to think straight and 

escape tue errors which unconscious acceptance of our language background 

otherwise engender** 1 (Uf% p.222.) Moreover, these studies are fan 

important field for the working ffut of n«w order systems* (Iff A, p, 245) 

and of 'understanding maqy different beautiful systems of logical analysis,'

... p.2fc4*) *'or tfiorf, this understanding was necessary for the realisation
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of 'the ideal of worldwide fraternity and cooperation*. One admires the 

concern he shows but doubts his methods.

In a way similar to Vico, he also stresses the importance of the study 

9f language to the study of society in general and its history. Thus he 

soys that the only way we can 'aver hope to understand the history and 

culture of the Kaya* is through philology, which isust have linguistics as 

its base, (LTR, p*19&«) Similarly, a liaison between 'ethnology and 

psychological linguistics would seem to offer the soundest approach* to the 

stu^y of the nature of rationality in various societies, (l^R, p»#f«) 

This appeal for a liaison between linguistics and related subjects is clearly 

important to fthorf, He thinks that *the ethnological and the psychological* 

linguistic insights... can be reasonably expected to have & very fertilising 

effect upon each other,* (fiffX, p.78.)

The relation of linguistics to other subjects according to >horf can be 

seen in his belief that the real concern of linguistics *is to li^vt up 

the thick darkness of the language, and thereby of much of the thought, the 

culture, and the outlook upon life of a given community*, (.uTk, p.73.) 

It does this because *tae cue to a certain line of behavior is often given 

by the analogies of the linguistic formula in which the situation is spoken 

of1 , (a?!, p»137«) la a passage very suggestive of /ieo, he says that th« 

story of the evolution in man of the possibilities open to thinking f ls the 

story of man's linguistic development *, (I#E, p.64.) this would naturally 

come from a view that non*»llnguiatic behaviour in a society is relative to
';• • •;.' •• •' ._• ;-. •»-• v. -i t- .. •>

the language that is spoken in that society. The corollary is not emphasised 

in fthorff » work, Iwtt even its brief mention shows the importance of work like

that of /ico to ihorf *s wlativity thesis,
1, This quotation comes from Corf's * A Brotherhood of Thought * as quoteoT 

in Carroll f s introduction to Ifffi, p,21 t



GUTTER V

A UNGUISf «S BE&IABKS OK THE

inferences Between Lanaua/y and Culture

relativity theaia of language under investigation ha* often been 

called the 'Sapir-v&orf hypothesis 1 and nd$at even be attributed to itejdr as 

ita modern founder. 1 have no doubt that aoat writer* on this subject have 

thought tha views of Capir and v.horf to be essentially identical on the 

relation "between language and thought or culture* Their works are often 

discussed conjointly , and 1 am aware of no attempt to distinguish the views 

of the two men* fhere is no doubt that Sapir was influential in -horf' a 

development, but it would be quite wrong to think that he agreed with *#iorf*s 

rather "tmdieal Views* v"— "••^- f " \ •<-••• - w- , -. , ;_. •. .- .

In spite of Sapir'a acknowledged importance , he has received very little 

attention from the scholar* of the relativity thesis* i'hia is underfitoad- 

able in the li^it of Itiorf 'a more colourful and astounding pronouncements,
:.,::...££. ,f. _:.„.. ,.''.. . - .' - . r. . . ...

^ut it is nevertheless unjustifiable in the li$it of Sapir*s own writings, 

Sapir says i&any things ttiat suggest a relativity thesis of language (and 

even a -horflan theaia), although there are at least as many inferences which 

suggest t^iiite the opposite* He is sometimes very adamant about there being 

no correlation at aH or even affinity between language and thought or culture*
'''.'. i^'K: ''''"''"•'ViX., -.& i-- ;: '"' i -. •- .,,...- •''-'• - '

X think this variation corresponds to a particular change in his views 

rather than an erratic variation front time to time. But as Hym&s has said*

1. Cf. aoijer, 'The 3apir-»horf liypothesis * in iloijer, ed., 
in gulture and Black, 'Linguistic Relativity*.



• [o] ne pussle in the history of the Sapir*«1iorf hypothesis lia* *® &* witj:l
1 Sapir's own apparent change of view*. 1 do not have a solution to this

pus&le, but I shall try to give some indication of how the change is under­ 

standable in the light of certain confusions about content and form* In 

any ease, I feel quite sure that Sapir's own views, having been developed 

much earlier than ihorf *s, were quite independent of Jiorf 'a and should be 

discussed independently*

In this section then, 1 shall try to bring some coherence to Sapir's 

views showing first their development and then their importance to the 

relativity thesis of language, in the process of doing this, I shall also 

indicate the ways in which Sapir's views differ from those of ^horf and at 

the same time are much more cautious* *y terns of analysis will generally 

be the sac© as those I have used in sgr stufy of -horf, i.e. phonetic, sem­ 

antic, and syntactic on the side of language and including thought, science, 

and T)©rc0^tion on the side of the non-linguistic* This is far easier to do 

in the case of Saplr since he was far more explicit about the variables he 

was considering for ft possible correlation*

Saplr began with what seemed to be a rather strong attack on any relat­ 

ivity thesis of language. In an early paper (1912), he maintains that it is

'practically impossible to detect tee relationship* between the forms of
2 language and the forma of culture* ae even gives as his 'rs&in thesis' that

'the forms of language will in course of ti&© cease to symbolise those of

»»_^»-^-^_— ̂ ^^__-^___^______-^_^_^»^^iiii. i ,,^^M|M^M^.| | , MMMMJMIM^^1JMIIM^,m , ,,„, ,,_^_ —— ___„____ ———————————— n n m

U Hymes, rHwo types of Linguistic Relativity', p.118.

2. Saplr (ssandelbauss, ed*), Selected, ^.ri^ini^ (henceforth; SW), p.102t
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culture 1 . (Gw, p. 1Qs2.) This view is mainly dependant upon a theory (some­ 

what reminiscent of Dice's) about the origin and development of language 

and culture in society a theory which ia not discussed in any later writing's. 

According to Sapir, the beginnings of culture and language follow a • fairly 

definite group psychology' so that at first "the forms of cultural activity 

will be reflected in the grammatical system of the language 1 . (•-'^, p. 101.; 

lie even thinks that culture and language may 'be conceived of as in a con­ 

stant state of interaction and definite association for a con&ideraole 

lapse of time. This state of correlation, however, can not continue indef­ 

initely. ' (Stf* p«1J1«) '£his suggestion that originally tii^re was a corr­ 

elation between language and culture sterns to be prompted by a vagu& belief 

that there is nonetheless aosae connection, however small, between culture 

and language, lie suggests, for example, without further consideration 

that 'it is doubtless true tuat an unusual rate of cultural change is 

accompanied by a corresponding accelerated rate of change in language 1 . 

(SW, p.t02.) ioaae weight might be given to this view by his belief that 

there is a correlation between the vocabulary of a language and the social 

as reflected in. the interests of the speaker** 

he does not argue for th© suggested incipient similarity 

of the forms of language and the forms of culture, he does argus that what­ 

ever similarity there is 'can not continue indefinitely.' (&>*, p. 101.; 

he uses both a theoretical and a factual argument. The theoretical argument 

is baaed upon his belief that 'cultural change and linguistic change do not

1. for other statements of this view, see Sapir, 4->*ngUG^ (hencefortn: 
")» P.11& afid Sapir (iiAndelbaura, ad.>, Gulturc. ^ftn^ia^. and . 
a34ty (henceforth; O
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move along parallel lines*. (3Vi f p,1CX).) H« argues that 'changes in 

culture ar* the result, to at least a considsraole extent, of conscious 

processes or of processes more easily made conscious, whereas those of 

language are to be explained, if explained at all, as due to the more minute 

action of psychological factors beyond the control of will or reflection* * 

(Gti, $»100«) lie then argues that the forms of language change isore slowly 

because «se are not conscious of them* Factual evidence is given to this

*by instances of morphologic differences found in neighboring languages in 

use among peoples subjected to practically the tame set of environmental 

influences, pyslcal and social*' (SvV, p,98.) Such factual differences 

supported ty the argument that the rates of change are independent are a 

strong reason to believe that the forms of culture and the forrua of language 

themselves will be independent of each other at any time other than a 

possible origin*

It Is important that these arguments apply to the fora of language and 

not to the content of that form* This distinction allows 3apir to disregard 

a correlation between certain variables* Thus, he argues that there la

•an absolute lack of correlation between jiiysical and social environment 

and phonetic systems, either in their general acoustic aspect or in regard 

to the distribution of particular phonetic elements*' (3f» f p«97*} He also 

denies that there is any correlation between culture and the zriory&ologieal 

syntactic atpaots of language. (Cf. C«, p.95*) ^his lack of correlation

1. It is important to realise here tnat Sapir distinguishes between 
morphological aspects and lexical orseaiantic aspects of language. 
The forcer involves the study of phonemic distribution (ahich is 
formal) while the latter involve the words and tneir cleaning incluoV

'"' ing their reference. Sapir is one of the few who make this important 
distinction, and -aren then it is only implicit in what he s&ys,



68.

my be attributed to the 'comparatively accidental character 1 of such 

(phonetic, morphologic, and syntactic) which 'may be thought to have a 

<2Uasl-aechanical growth, at &o stage subject to conscious reflection*.

V.hat has bean said ao far, however, does not rule out a correlation with 

the vocabulary of a language, Gapir does argue in this early paper, as 

well as later, that if by 'complexity of language is meant the range of 

interests implied in its vocabulary, it goes without saying that there is a 

constant correlation between complexity of language and culture*' (-• , p.95.) 

The reason for this, according to Sapir, is that we operate with the content 

of the form and not the form itself* (Cf, 3«, p. 100,) And beoause of this, 

'the presence or absence of general terms is to a large extent dependent 

on the negative or positive character of the interest in the element 3 of 

environment involved. 1 (8$, p*92«) Thus, the vocabulary of $ language 

'reflect« the jfcyalcal and social environment of its speakers* The complete 

vocabulary of a langua^ may indeed be looked upon as a complex inventory of 

all the ideas, interests, and occupations that take up the attention of the 

ccffldunity 1 . (3!*', pp.90-91 «j This givea the vocabulary historical and socio­ 

logical importance, but 3a]>ir does not elaborate on the nature of ary 

influence or interaction between linguistic and non-linguistic factors. There 

i* absolutely no su^sestioa of any restraint or li^dtation by language upon 

the culture or thou^it of the speakers* this early work is marked by a 

complete absence of a relativity thesis at least in axy bold sense.

The inporlance of this correlation between voeabul&ry and social 

environment can easily be seen in some of the later work of Sapir where h*



puts it to good use. The correlation plays an important part in the c.ethod 

which SajAr describes Cor th* stu^y of another culture. She re he speaks 

of language mirroring culture in its vocabulary and thus being of 'great 

assistance in the aecuring of a perspective for the culture itself.* (S3, 

p.432.) According to Sajxlr, language gives the anthropologist 'a sort of 

stratified matrix to worfc in for the purpose of unravelling culture sequences 

(SWf p*lh32*) Thus, *the vocabularies of peoples that differ widely in char­ 

acter or degree of culture share this wide difference.* (£/., p.94.) He 

uses this method to show such things as the importance of the sea to the 

Kwakiutl and the Nootka (cf. SW, p.99), the earlier developooent among the 

Kwakiutl than among the Mootfca of the ceremonial aspect of feasting (cf« Si,

P.43&), and the importance of the levirate among certain American Indian
2tribes* Sometimes the correlation is important in the other direction,

i.e., where anthropological facts give evidence for linguistic relationships. 

This method was used by Sapir to give evidence for th© northern origin of 

Havaho* There are numerous other examples of th© method depending upon 

the accepted correlation between vocabularies and social environments* f 

This leads Sapir, in a way similar to fieo, to 'go so far as to say that no 

study of a culture complex is historically complete without a thorou^i 

investigation of the ran$t and nature of its vocabulary.' (3W, p.441.

* This is found in the important articles Sapir, 'Time Perspeetive in 
Aboriginal «4aeric&n Culture: A Study in Method* (191 6), 3*V, pp.

2. See; Sapir, Edward, lf««as of Relationship and the ^evirate*, A
. 18 (1916) j 327-337. The levirate is a practice of an

umearrled sibling of a deceased person marrying the spouse of the 
deceased.
Sapir, iv^ard, 'Internal Linguistic Evidence Suggestive of the itorthero
Origin of the Kavaho 1 , ^'jsjiriosji.. ̂ \nthropolo^.a|_. 38 (1936): 224-235.
?or other examples see; Harris, •Bsview of tapir's Selected^ ——— *=
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... Several years later, but attll before there w*a any contact between
-• *"• * "•'- / • ; *'.' .• "'"'' "'"

Sapir and «<horf f 3ajdr reaffirmed hia poaition in opposition to a relativity 

thesis of language in a mainly negative aection of hia book L»angua£Q« in 

this book, he makes a classic atudy of pattern and form in language, but 

he atill considers the differences of fora in languages 'non-significant 

differences', (&, p. 1^0.) Ihis is one reason for his very explicit state­ 

ment •that all attempts to connect particular typea of linguistic morphology 

with certain correlated stages of cultural development are vain* l^itly 

understood aueh correlations are rubbish.' (L, p. 21 9,} 2His la about as 

strong a rejection of the relativity thesis of language as any that I know 

of. .. ; . ,. . ... 0 - ... .

One reason for discounting any attempt at the correlation of language 

and culture was that the nature of culture is too vague and imprecise even 

to establish any variables on that aide* Sapir maintained that * until such 

purely fono&l patterns of culture are discovered and laid bare, we shall 

do well to hold the drifts of language and of culture to be non-comparable 

and un-rel,"ted processes** (L, pp» 216-219*) At this time, Sapir suggested
•

that it would be unlikely tiiat anyone would find 'purely formal patterns* 

of culture anything like the patterns of language, Shortly afterwards, he 

seemed to be confident that *all normal forms of human apeech**.hav© the 

appearance of systeiss of behavior that are rather definitely marked off 

from all other organisations within the general range of conduct* "£hile 

when we deal with such flexible categories of socialised behavior as religion 

or art or government or education, it is difficult to d#aw convincing lines. 1

1. 3apir, 'Language as a Form of ilunaan Behavior', p»
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After several years of tery 'pwwptlW stu^ of the mtur® of culture, 

Sapir never attempted to present anything that mi$it be called forms of 

culture and ishich could be differentiated. As Harris has said, f he had too 

much experience with the intricate and demonstrable patterns of linguistics, 

and with the great difference between a pattern within a language and the 

structure of a whole language, to speak of a whole culture as constituting 

a unified pattern* 1

Sapir did, nonetheless, recognise a difference in the forms of languages, 

althou^i he did not find these differences so astounding as did %orf, for 

example. Unlike *horf (cf. chap. 3> i* above), Sapir argued that *no 

language wholly fails to distinguish noun and verb, thou$i in particular 

cases the nature of the distinction icay be an elusive one, 1 (i* g p.t19») Xa 

a footnote, he asserts that Yana, a polysynthetic language which might be
"• • '' • *:~, : ','' ..':':<.,,•> . •'••'•'. ,'.• "•.'' . ...V. '' .,'... ,-.!-:."'••• '•• .. -' ,,sv^>> . - . • "/*:'.. • • ?« - ^ '- --^• !^; .T'- ^

^Lven as an example of a language with no parts of speech, has both nouns 

and verbs as distinct parts of speech, fthou$i there are certain features 

that they hold in eoiamon which tend to draw thisan nearer to each other than 

we feel to be possible.' (:,, p»119n») Tt is not always true that the 

other parts of speech are distinguished (ifana is a language which does not 

distinguish them), but according to Sapir, 'not one of them is Imperatively 

required for the life of language.* (!», p*119»)

This distinguishes the essential or unavoidable concepts from the dis­ 

pensable ones. *?he former are universally expressed, the latter are but

1. Harris, 'Review of Sapir*s 3»l»cted WritiajBS*. p.510. On the same 
pa£^e, Harris says, in agrefeEent with :i&piir, that 't}ie actual patterns 
within culture are far less easily describable in terms of intricate 
combinatorial relations than is the case for linguistic patterns. '

' : X, .••••'•• . . ' - '
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aparaell' deftloptd in lome laucuaP., elabonted with II bewildering exuber­

gee 1a othere.' (L, p.94-.) All 1an ..... are alike in their need for a 

bas1c nook ot what Sapir oalla radical concep'a: b •• io noona and YeJi)a. 

(ct. la, p.88.) t .ie DlUat han obJects, aot! .. , qualities to talk about, 

..... the.. mua' haTe their oor.reapondins ~bol. 1D independent worda or in 

radical eleaeata. lIo propoaltion, howe,.er abstract ita intent, 18 huma~ 

pou1'ble without. ViDI on at one or aure pointe to the concrete 'fiorld of 

.anae.' (L, p.9'.) It ia \h ... uni.,erul s~.il&.riti •• which are important, 

HcauM they are MUO to J.an&uaf;e it.elt, the abllity to aay thinga a.n.d 

to COllY-rae. rhe 41apeDaable torma of lancua&e which determine the partic­

ular ..,. aoaethiq 18 aa.i4 are not completely all.red. bet.een &r\Y languages 

bu\ neither do they affect the actual 8831ns itself. 

J1.ooordine to Sapir, 'the latent content of all la.n.guasea is tho aame -

the intuiti.,.. aca.eM! ote xpen.nce. It 1. ~ maniteat torm that ia never 

'tWice the ... , tor thia tOIll, which •• oaJ.l I1nguiatio .or}:holo~, 1a 

p.216.) In 

w.a anae lanauago can 'be thO\1&bt ot aa the 'aold of thOU&b't' (~. p. 22) , 

'but thia 0DlJ' Ibowl that obanpa in. tom do not affect the 'inner actuality 

111 the lea.t'. (u, p.218.) ADd 1t 1s th1a inner actuality or the content 

or the lln".._ tha't 1. iapo~. but; it is 0I1l.J the tonal -preaa1on and 

not the content that allows variat10na in language.. 'l'hia rl ..... he14 by 

sapir 1a AD earl18r paper where be aid that •• 'find that 1t ia not, after 

all, the ," .. tical tors as auch wi~ wb1ch we opera\., but merely the con­

tent of'that tON'. ( .... tt', p.100.) It we then agree with St.,.'il' that 
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'OlIlture ., 'be ut1ne4 aa .,t a 1001._ w.. and tbinU' .'1. ']'DI'''e-

18 • part1oul&r au. of thOlJ.F.i', we ri.ll &1 .. be prepuecl to d1aJtelieve 

(WitA Sapir) 'to.. aw:cv!'e aDd J.an&ua&e aN in &rJ¥ true MnM ea" .. 117 

rel&M4.' (~, p.21&.) 

I" 1. Deo&uM of thia _ .. ne •• ot 1Ih. content ot all lanauae;ea that 

sapir I&ya, fA so1ent111c truth it iIlptreo.u&l, ia l'ts .... ne. it 18 

Wlt1nckre4 by the partioular It.ncuJ at1c .. 41_ ill 1Ib.1oh it ft n4a expre •• 1on.' 

(1.. p.22}.) Sc1entit1c 'l'\1~ can be u read1q .,...,. 111 OM laJl&U&oe a. 

another. .For Sapir, "10 IJUa tna one 1&131'''. to &DOtbAtr ia pvGtaolot1".,l.r 

panllel to pua1Da tr. one aeo.m.trlcal .,..~Ul at reterence to &DOtber. 

The ~ world whioh 1. roter.Nd tr., .u the ....,. toz- either lAnaua&eJ 

the world or point. 18 tbe 8Uie 111 either tra. or reterence.' (s~!, p.153.) 

":0 ~ U$e.nt, Sapir 1.1 Ai_trJ.oalq oppoH4 to .orf, .. t.btNPt ttlat 

enz:y lanauap tUocU, •• & d.1rt1noUY8 .01000. or u1;&JiaYa1oa. (.,;t. an.p. 

l,v aDoye.) 

ioX' Sapir, .cience 1a parl of iU '\ft13 iMp ~1a1 1Ih1oh t40M 

on '.peD& on tM .... l'bal uao.1ail .. or • ~1eulu lA ...... but reata 

HOurel¥ on an 1:a'u1Uv. MUS \ha~ UDfMrl1ea aU lSn_lati. _pnaa1&.' 

(L, p.224.) fh.ia intu1tlYe .al. ia what he .omet1Jn •• calla & 'generali .. 4 

1 l.a:n&u&6 .. '. !h .... , ~ 'proper _41_ of al..-1t1o apn .. 1_ l •••• a pnerax-

laD" •• ara \ranalaUcma. QQ.e C&Il a4elotuataly ireo.laM .a..~1t1. liter­

a'\ure becauae the oriel_l ao1eut1f1o $Xp~.a.1oD ia 1'aelf • tnnalat1on' 

F . F 

1. ~&pir'. pneraliae4 lanp .. IIl1snt be OGa~d to V1.o'. II8J1t&l 
language. 3e. chapter 2. 111 abOY_. 



fran th(j &eneNl.ized J.&ncuaP. (~. pp.22j-224..) ",(he 'thouabt relationa 

iIl'ih1a ".per leye1 have no .peci£ic linp11at1c: y.at~·. \~, p.224.) 

I ....... giye a toa to thougntA, but thia torm ia oonatituted oDly of 

e.tj~tU t •• on AUch aa the pheaolo&J awl aorpwloQ' which are peculiar 

to ... laJllU&P. 
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rUN .... to be another vi •• tied up wli1l ~. Yi<:. about 'Ule indepen­

dence of a c:1enc8 that ".17 1M .... 18 "'qua" to ib.e '-ADd. that are 

likely to be me" upon it. U sapir 8&14 in a lat ... work, 'l.an&U&&e 1.8 

felt ",0 De .. ~rr.'" .... el.i • ...,n., iA .. perten.l¥ hoaopneoua M41-., tor 

the bUl4l1D« fd aU retoren._ aIl4 mee,ninp th&'i • given ouJ.ture ia capable 

of". (C..l.l"', p.6.) Thia ..... U _ the ill,. ....... of S&pl.r po."\&l.at1D.f; a 

~1'IIl.lae4 1_ ... _ aa the '1D~u1tl .. baaia 1abat __ rl1 •• all l:lnpiatic 

GpNu1on.' (~, P.224.) l'A1a ia wbat i •• _~1al (the ':i.nner actuallty') 

to .... 1'.)' 1an&UA&. aa.d. 1s DOt ab.anp4. b.J .. cban. ot iU mere fora of the 

lan..... lIt 1a ,..aJltle. iD tb~t, to •• 0&8 .Y817 aound, word, and. 

OOI1oreM ooncept; o£ .. 1.D ...... w1thout ch~n& ita inner actll&Jjty in the 

1_",'. {l.J, p.2id.; .. aDd more iapert&n~, fSy.171aa .... OWl expand ita 

YoeMul.aI7 without 6lJ¥ etteot CD the ton of Ule l~ 1taelf. (ct. L, 

p,154.) 

'lhua all ae1entitic tNVla. aocordinl " ~p1r, oan 'be at&te4 in any 

languace aa l~ aa that ~ '18 euet\&l to pa-oYUe 1t.elf with the 

_.a.1')' aclutiftc yocabul&I)". wh1_ it C 8A - '.itACNt .. r1oua diftloul ty 

it the need .rl •••• • (L, P.Wt.) SborU¥ afterwarda, .... api.r waa eVeD 

pre pU'ed to MY '-bat 'a lanPB1t 1a .0 oonetNc'\ed tuat no matter what &D7 

ape&ker of' it may desire to oO"'n' cat., no .. t\er how oripn&l or biaarre 



7*.

his id** «r his fancy, the language is prepared to do his work** (S*, p. 

This is far from Corf's view that every language embodies a distinctive 

science or metaphysics.

Sapir would not even go ao far aa to say that every language enbodiea 

the same science or metaphysics. Sapir waa always careful to apeak of 

truths or propositions finding their •Jc^reaaioo in a language (ef. l» 9 p*223; 

3*» i»*1S4j sjad Ci*ir> p«69j and never of their being embodied within a language 

«a .iiorf did. Throughout most of hi* work, ^apir aee«ed to be working with 

a diatinotion between apeeeh and language, although he was never very clear 

about the nature of the diatinction or about ita importance to the iaauea 

be waa diaouaaingp in bia book, he doea apeak of language aa a 'ayatem of 

aymbolian** the eaaenoe of which 'eonaiata in the aaaigning of conventional 

voluntarily arti cult tod, aounds, or of their equivalents, to the diverse 

element* of experience.* (^y p. 11.) An important part of his concept of 

language (and particularly of the indiapenaabie part of language) is ita 

b*»ie, extendable vocabulary* £very language haa a stock of words which 

aymboli&e the baaic, radical concepto. There are alao certain forma des­ 

cribed in the jfconology, iiorphology, and graeaBar that are universal traits 

of a language. (Cf. Lf pp.JB and 225*) All of theae factors make up the 

pattern or symbolic system of the language. On the other hand, by 'speech 1 

Gaplr n»«ans 'the auditory system of speech tysQbolism, the flow of spoken 

words 1 . (L, p«24*) fais is not partie\aarly helpful, althou^i it is clear 

that he reserves the word 'speech* for things closely related to the actual 

activity of speaking, while 'language* seems to be more elosely related to

the system that is us«d in speaking. Using this rather va^ue distinction, 1
_______^a^^.^^^_^^i^_____ __ .

1. Tor a further discussion of this distinction, see ay study of it in 
chapter 6 below.
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one oaa see that sentenees will not be pert of the language because they 

cannot be considered part of the total pattern or qyEsbollc system that we 

use in speaking. Thia then means that it is wrong to speak of a language 

embodying a science, if a science is thought to be anything like a set of

To the extent that Sapir holds a relatirity theory of language at all 

in hit book, Lan^uage. it If dependent upon the vocabulary. He believes, 

•It goes without saying that the mere content of language is Intimately 

related to culture.. .In the sense that the vocabulary of a language more or 

less faithfully reflects the culture whose purposes it serves it ia perfectly 

true that the history of language and the history of culture move along par­ 

allel lines.' (&, p. 21 9*) Thus he argues that with f cultural borrowing 

there is always the likelihood that the associated words may be borrowed

Qae problem that ari*e* here is the ambiguity between word-types and word- 

tokens* when SafriLr speaks of the vocabulary of a language he clearly means 

the sot of word-type* that constitute the language* Of course one must 

distinguish between the vocabulary of a language* i&ieh my be as large as

At one point, when talking about differences of fozva, he does say 
something rather contrary to this, but it is difficult to tatoe it 
seriously when he says immediately afterwards that the differences are 
non-significant. He say3, 'It is almost as though at some period in 
the past the unconscious mind of the race had made a Maty inventory 
of experience, eoramttted Itself to a premature classification that 
allowed of no revision, and saddled the inheritors of its language 
with a science that they no longer quite believed in nor had the 
Strength to overthrow* Dogpa, rigidly prescribed by tradition, stiff eg 
into formalism. Linguistic categories make up a system of surviving 
dopu. - dogaa of the unconscious* 1 (i,, p.lOJ.) The import of this 
seems to be that the earlier classifications survive unconsciously in 
the form but not in the content of the
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a million, and the vocabulary of an individual speaker of the language, 

which isay be no more than about fifty thousand* But a lan^ua^e sd$it have 

a v/ord-type that is obsolete or rarely used, and this mi^rt show very little 

about the accompanying culture. It may have some historical significance, 

although it also may never have been much used* The frequency of use of a 

eo»parable word in another language may be far more important. This would 

suggest that the correlation should be based upon words of the language that 

have a certain higfc frequency of use generally or perhaps within a certain 

group such as that of women or of doctors* On one occasion Sapir said that 

an important task would be to 'attempt to work out the relation between logic 

and usage*, (CLP, p.61j but this is the only place that I have found where 

he has indicated that usage would bo the relevant factor. Another suggestion 

would "b© to base it upon words which are found in the vocabulary of most or 

many individual speakers. At least the statement of the correlation would 

have to be more explicit than Sapir has made it*

Independent of how the relevant factor in relation to th« vocabulary is 

determined, there is a confusion that arises at this point and is most 

Important to Saplr** views* In the sasne place in his book, frafljguaffi> he 

speaks of the 'latent content 1 of all languages being science and then 

suggests that the *iaere conteut* of a language is itG vocabulary* Of course 

in the one ease he would b© talking about propositions or sentences and in 

the other ease about words, and I think he is just often unclear about what 

he wans* %en he talks about the * inner actuality 1 of a thou^it, he seems 

to be talking about content. But the same could be said about his remarks 

that the vocabulary reflects the culture* On© wonders here whether hf_ is
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workiag witb foza or content. The distinction la not a clear one, but it 

ia downright confused in &epir*a discussion. In any case, it is clear that 

at this point his view ia tiiat there is no difference in what can be said - 

only a difference in how it can be said, and that is not important.

One can see, however, the historical and anthropological importance 

that Sapir attributes to language, the vocabulary of a language can ten 

us a lot about the 'develojiaent and spread of cultural ideas % (Lf p»194*) 

This, however, ia irrelevant to the interests of the linguist. The parall­ 

elism between the history of language and the history of culture is 'super­ 

ficial and extraneous 1 and 'of no real intereat to the linguist except in 

so far as the growth or borrowiag of »«* words incidentally throws li$it on 

the formal trend* of the language. 1 (fc, p.219») A* ia ki» earlier work, 
he diaoounta any reason to believe that either language or culture have any 

kind of important influence on the other. Or M Sapir puts it, 'lan^uag e 
and culture are not intrinaicali^ associated. Totally unrelated languages 

sliare in one culture, closely related languages ~ even a single language ~ 

belong to diatinet culture spheres, 1 (l^, p,2t^ ; The facts go against 

a relativity thesis of language, and Sapir spurns any correlation as either 

'rubbish 1 or 'extraneous V

iii. The ^vloiat of a

ytara later (in ^^Zk)t one begins to see the d&v@loi^@nt of*'••••••• "-• •*'•• •; i-- ' sV '•'• • • ,.-.
Sapir f s views, .'1 though he reu.arks t^^at drastic changes can b© i®ade in

. Here t affi refarxing to hi« article »fh@ £raiamarian and His uanguage f . 
See eap. i-."s, pp. 157-159*
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our »fom of expression without Materially altering our report of the

physical fact 1 (i.., p,158), he Introduces what he calls 'the relativity
•.••.• '' . \ 

of the foita of thou^at'. (Sfc, p.159«) In introducing it, he says,

It would be possible to go on indefinitely with... examples of in-
analyses of experience in different languages, The

upaiaot of it all would be to oake very real to ua & kind of relativ­ 
ity tiiat is generally Hidden from us by our naive acceptance of 
fixed habits of speech as guides to an objective understanding of 
the nature of experience, i'hla is the relativity of concepts or, as 
it migfct be called, the relativity of the form of thought, (*#, p. 159.)

And here it is clear that the examples he would give would be examples of 

differences of the forms of expression, which were previously thought to 

be Irrelevant to the content of langmge, i&rlier, he did think that 

•language and our thou$it-groov«a are inextricably interrelated, are, in a 

sense, one and the same,* (l», p«218) but the 'how of thought* was 

considered independent of 'what a aocie ty... thinks. * (L, p,21d.)

with some straining, one might lit this later view to the earlier one 

ana surest tu*t there is a relativity of the fore, of thought but ti*at this 

is extraneous to the content of language. This, however, would make* it 

difficult to explain the point of introducing the relativity (with its own 

name) in the first place,

It also would i^n .re what seems to be a suggestion that tiiere is a 

relativity of our understanding of nature. This comes out more explicitly 

when he says,

to a far greater extent than the philosopher has realized, he is
to become the dupe of his speeoh~fo:rms, which is equivalent

to saying that the mould of his thought, which is typically a 
linguistic mould, is apt to be projected into his conception of the 
world* Thus innocent categories may take on the formidable appear- 
once of cosmic absolutes. If only, tnerefore, to save himself from 
philosophic verbalism, it would be well for the philosopher to look 
critically to the linguistic foundations and limitations of his



thought, he would then be spared tae huaiJLUting discovery that 
many na* ideas, many apparently brilliant philosophic conceptions, 
are little oore than rearrangement* of faid liar words in fon& lly 
satiating patterns. (3», p.157.)

No one with even the best of intentions could save this from being inter­ 

preted as an expression of a relativity thesis of language. >ie clearly 

speaks of thou$rt being limited and of one being duped by ona's language, 

and although he is not clear he seesui to suggest that the agency of this 

deception is the fona itself of the language. At aaqy rate, he is no longer 

making such & clear distinction between the fora of a language and the 

content. It is a change- in itself to speak of the relative limitations of 

thought.

These Hesitations, moreover, are not * purely and simply a matter of 

vocabulary 1 nor are they 'of no interest whatever from the standpoint of 

linguistic form 1 , (vi f p.154.) They seem to be connected with what iiapir 

calls 'a vast...network of psychic processes'. (.-•", p. 15^.; 1'hia is why 

there are 'psychological correlates' attached to the 'entirely distinct, 

or at least measurably distinct, formal adjustments' that have to be made 

in passing fross one language to another. (c.w, p. 153.) Sapir seems to Jiave 

thought that we may be duped by our ' speech-forms * because of these psychol­ 

ogical correlates.

He continued to hold this view five years later, in 1929, when he wrote 

of 'the status of linguistics as a science'. There he said,

Human beings do not live in the objective world alone...but are very 
much at the iceroy of the particular language which has become the 
medium of expression for their society. It is quite an illusion to 
imagine that one adjusts to reality essentially without the use of 
language and that language is merely an incidental means of solving 
specific psrobleiss of eoffiSBunication or reflection. The fact of the 
siatter is that the 'real world' is to a large extunt unconsciously
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built up on the langu&ge habits of Uie group, £*o two languages are 
ev*r sufficiently siailar to be considered as representing the same 
social reality, the worlds in which different societies live are 
distinct worlds, not merely the s&iaa world with differ&nt labels 
attached,

The way we look at the world 1* relative to our language habit*, and we are 

at their mercy mainly because they are unconsciously built up and we art 

unaware of them,
' • ' ' • •• j '•.'•" '41 > - ••

Nevertheless, Sapir saeea to think that with n understanding of language 

one is protected from the forms of one's own language* He does not teU us, 

however, how onto will be protected, although he thinks the linguists are 

in the best position to make clear the * implications of our ter&s and 

linguistic procedures, * (Clip, p, ?!».,) At any rat&* we are not completely 

at the mercy of our language habits, for otherwise we would not be able to 

gain the understanding which gives us protection*

Besides not being very clear about the extent to which our language 

limits u«, Sapir is also vague about the nature of the limitation* There is 

no doubt, however, that the iiadtation Is very basic and far-reaching, 

Sapir believed that 'even comparatively simple acts of perception are very 

much aore at the mercy of the social patterns called words than we mlgjht 

suppose.*, i;e see and hear and otherwise experience very largely as we do 

because the language habits of our community predispose certain choices of 

interpretation,* (C*Pf p»69.) *n *» •*tiole shortly after this, he claimed 

that language is 'a a tdf -contained conceptual system which previsages all 

possible experience in accordance with certain accepted formal limit at iona... 

[categories are] not so such discovered in experience as imposed upon it, 

because of the tyrannical hold thai linguistic form has upon our orientation



82.

in the world. ' h* then its turns to geoaetxy aa an analogy out with a much
2 different view about tue matter. In thia later article he says,

1 [i]nasffluch aa languages differ very widely in their systematisation 
of fundamental concepts, they tend to be only loosely equivalent to 
each other aa symbolic devices and are, aa a matter of fact, inconasen- 
surable in the sense in which two systems of pointa in a plane are, 
on the whole, ineoiBmensurable to each other if they are plotter out 
with reference to differing system of coordinate a* '

He clearly suggests that the geometry we use has a 'tyrannical hold 1 a» well,
• --••'• . • •.'• '-'•'.": : . •-' •':' -. ' '. '.• .!.. ' '•- '. '*i:.;ii

but thia ia confused. It is aa if the geometry we use provides grooves 

which limit our thought about that which is geometrically represented. But 

these are not groovea from which w« cannot stray. His position is that th@re 

ia a significant relativity of foni., but a^ain trxere s&@iua to be a confusion 

about content and form.

Although it is clear that Sajdr thought that language affects our 

perceptual experience of the world, he was not prepared to suggest how one 

experience could be relative to another - much leas taat the world wa*
,- , -( ''.''.- • ' '•' '-"• ' '" •- •

divided up by the categories of language. Sapir very rarely even 

concepta or categories. .r&en he talked about language affecting our 

ience, he uaualJy seemed to be referring to the words of language f althou^i 

he still used t&& notion of linguistic fora. At least it was the terminology 

that he emphasised*

iv. Lanaia^. _and l^ehaviour

One reason for his inexplicitnesa was probably that he had more interest

I* i>mpir, 'Conceptual Categories in . rijaitivo iAn^ua^es 1 in :iyBjea, ed,, 
in Culture c.:tnd ypcifety. p.12b.

2« Jb J-^« • p.128. Of. section ii above, where he speaka of the world of 
points being the saaie independent of the franie of referonca.



in cultural ajid historical anthropology than in the development of 6 thesis 

of the relativity of language, . thesis about relativity would have rel­ 

evance to his anthropological studies, but the studies were his primary 

interest* His natural concern with language seema to have been enhanced by 

his belief that 'an understanding of language mechanisms is necessary for 

the study of both historical problems and prc&lems of human behavior.' 

(C£*P, p,73»^ According to Sapir, 'it is an illusion to think tixat we can 

understand the significant outlines of a culture through sheer observation 

and without the guide of the linguistic symbolism which makes these outlines 

significant and intelligible to society. 1 (CiiP* p*63,) Here it begins to 

look as though language is more important as a way of making human behaviour 

intelligible than as a system which can be compared to another and logic­ 

ally independent system, I think Sapir is closer to the view of language 

as a 'cultural or social product 1 (CbP, p. 76) or even as a, part of culture, 

(Cf. Gi,^, pp.1» 66, and 73«)

The development of such a view is found in his article on language as a 

fora of human behte/iour. There he argued that no human act is tied to one 

particular part of the c joy alone but 'is always accompanied by other 

S«4£!ieats of the orgajoiaci, which lend their consent, as it were, in symbolic 

form, * This is an important comment in itself, eactions are not limited 

to just one part of the bocjy. Is Sapir points out, it is wrong to think
2of the expression of wonder being tied up with the staring eyes alone. 

1, ::apir, f Lan£u&£;e as a itanr. of Ihnran .-whavior', p,42o.



Think of the hands, for example, and this is not just a matter of gesture*

fch&t ia iaportfeiit about this sympathetic movement of other pferta of the 

body is that they have a gene of syinbolic form which presages aud parallels 

the use of language. According to ^

i'here ia no reason to believe that speech articulation* are different 
from any other expressions of the hunan body. At maensnts of intense 
excitement, when the current patterns of society fall away from us, 
the articuleitory apparatus is very likely to repress into its prim-* 
itivc condition, and we produce all kinds of involuntary sounds that 
are hi^Oy ©xpressive of our emotions or impulses. In ordinary 

these emotions and impulses IBS rely color speech, ••*

Thus the use of language is thought to supplement action and even be co&es an 

integral part of it such that 'in the actual context of behavior it cannot 

be divorced fro& action*, (£<**-, p*11*> I'his view seems to b£ tied up in 

important ways with the intentlonality of huoaan action and as seeing human 

actions as following certain rules or having a point*

£ore important to tapir's purposes , however, is the notion of a symbol

in language being a 'substitute for some Aore closely iute mediating type
2 of behavior '« As Harris has pointed out, 'langua&e, then* is just an

extreme type (and a physiologically and structurally separable portion) of 

the associations and dissociations that occur in all behavior. ' this view 

slight be recognised as iiaving certain affinities to ^itt^eastein's discuss­ 

ion of the sentence 'i am in pain.* replacing the old pain b«*u&viour suea 

as wincing and writhing. Or as Sapir puts it, 'these auditory gestures 

would have arisen, then, as substitutive symbols for activities or other 

expressions which it was not possible or convenient to effect at the

f« 3*, p.565» as quoted in Harris, *;;eview of Sapir'a Selected

3« ilarrls, '.evlew of tapir's oeleoted .ritin^s 1 . p.29o. 
Sapir, 'Language as a *'ona of jiuioan ^enavior 1 , p.^9.
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Sfcpir even thinks that language has an important role 'as a substitutire 

MMER* of «j,reacion i^ ^^ individuals who have a graater than nonsal 

difficulty in adyuoti.^ to Uie environaant ia tercs of prisLajjr attion

•fatten*,*- (Mfc-.f.20.) la t*l4 «y Speech baeomea aftMtffe activity ,.,:Ich
. -• • ..:•-•: V-: - * '• •...-.- ... , V:"- ^:»M:* •.••'•

haa a role in fcumaa fcthaviour Eueh Ii3c0 that of fsany ofher foras of activity. 

At th« * asto tie* it goes beyond the prldLtivc fon&s of behaviour and b@eoe*«a

of btJwriour ia ita«if, ./-.i -• -• -•.•-- ^:. ^r.^s, ;-^ 

3aya %hat ipaecli becomes a substitute for priffiiti/e 

Of ^tbaviour, it should not Ise thou^it tnat 4$«*Jdng and other hbasan 

activities can be easily separated froc: eacii other. According to Utoir,

*6i««Cii.«ind actioa $ujp&iej&<fAt ®aai otu«r &iwi do «*ach other 1 a work ia a 

web of unbr»i#n pattern. f (Cl»^* P»9») In fact, lan^ua^ ia *ao deeply 

rooted in the whole of huran beh&rior tliat it ::.ay be auapccted tba* 

is little in tue functional side of our conscious behavior in %diiciii language 

doea not play its part* 1 (CLJ> p«15*) i&rt of UMI 3rsa»oa for tUia is tU*t-

teugut in actual context a where the uae of laugo»€0 is onljf.. 

Of tea beii&viour in the situation, (€f. C^, p»1 J») Juat as actions 

are not limited to one part of the body, they are not limited to the use of 

lajftgcage either, nor are tliey divorced free the use of language* ^vtm whan 

our 'ooftatriour is silent it is intentiooal which involves aaciu0 t-i.^ u 

in a certain li^it, Thia aaana that language is tied to the b«faa?i0ur which 

it accompanies as wall aa to the Mhavioar tuhich it deseribes in the 

inteutioiiul context. ' ' ' """ ' '" """ " :" "

..hen thore ia es^a to b@ this icU.a of inter^&avlng between apatch and 

action, any kind of aimple correlation between lan^ua^e au.d culture begina
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break down. Thus, in his section called 'language 1 for the Encyclopaedia

(1935; , S*pir denies , ;

that there is a simple correspondence between the form of a language 
and the form of the culture of those who speak it. The tendency to 
see linguistic categories as directly expressive of overt cultural 
outlines, which seems to have coise into fashion among certain socio­ 
logists and anthropologists, should be resisted as in no way warranted 
by the actual facts. There is no general correlation between cultural 
type and linguistic structure. (Ci.P, p. 34,;

Certainly, as Sapir points out, any attempt to correlate things like 

graaacatical gender with parts of culture like religion or folklore is 

patently misguided. (Cf. GI,r, pp.34-35«) He does suggest, however, that 

the significance of linguistic fora might lie 'on a muoh more submerged 

level'. (CuP, p.3S»)

The reason that is again proffered for the lack of a simple correspon­ 

dence is 'the fact that linguistic changes do not proceed at the same rate 

as moat cultural changes* which are on the whoi« far more rapid.* (C,,*',

, culture diffuses with &re*,t rapidity 'in spite of profound

linguistic differences between the borrowing and giving communities * (Ci»?t 

j>.35)» and this would be impossible if there were a simple correspondence 

between language and culture, .^hatfaver correspondence there is will have 

to aiiow for a difference between the rate of oft*r*$»of language and that of 

culture* •• . .. •;. .. . . . , •

v» ^elativit/ &ACI . tlie ...liBportftnce of an . ^nte.rnationa^ i^angua^e

The one part of language that does chan^ fairly rapidly is the vo cab-
is* -

ulary, this is partly true because 'changes of the meaning, Iftss of old•(•-
words, the creation and borrowing of mm ones are all dependent on the history 

of culture itself.' (C^P, p.3&.; la this way, vocabulary 'is a very
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sensitive indax of the culture of a people'. (CLP, p.36.) And the 

differences of vocabulary are said to apply to cultural objects as well as 

to HHlisental world, (Of. C^P, p,56«) There is said to "be a definite 

eorTlgpliiiBii between the differences of content and the diff$r*n«*i Of 

culture. (Sapir returns to the rather tenuous distinction between the 

content of a language and the form.) £his is seen in the fact tiiat 'dis- 

tlftetions which saeia inevitable to us may be utterly i^iored in languages 

which reflect an entirely different type of culture, while ihsse in turfi 

insist on distinctions which are all but unintelligible to us. 1 (CLP, p.36.) 

Sapir does not t^ll us tUe importance or relevance of this correspondence 
between vocabulary and culture^ s - rf: «'v-^-^ •"*''' ''"*••* ''••"••<" '•'-•••* ~-•••/'- : ' ! *--'

Hn th« 'submerged level 1 , however, the linguistic forms can have a 

drastic influence, according to Sapir in his later work (1933). He believed 

that the forma of language 'predetermine for us certain isodea of observation 

and interpretation which means f ..that as oar scientific experience grow* 

we must learn to fi$at the implications of l,ngua£®.* (CLP, p.7*) AnA 

one could not be rery hopeful about this if one believed that fno matter 

how sophisticated our modes of interpretation become, we r*ever really get 

beyond thu projection and continuous transfer of relations suggested by the 

forms of our speech. * (CLPf p»8.) Language seems to have the upper hand 

*f*n thou$i it helps as Woll aa retards us 'in our exploration of experience 1 

(CLPf p«8t) ^his is certainly one of the strongest statements of the 

relativity thesis $t laAgua^t* that -apir ^ave, ^Itaou^i itt exact mature id 

most unclear. UadoubtedJy, the thesis itself is connected with Sapir's
a- ^" • * .. % ':.< !*. ; .'», :, . .i. ..

cann>aign for an international auxiliary
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, Sapir finely believed and strongly argued that 'what is needed above 

all is a language tb*t 1* as simple, as regular, as logical, as rich, and 

as creative as possible 1 , (CiiPf p»51») 2his b* thou^t would be important 

and instrumental in improving 'ever/ type of international understanding*, 

which would 'include any and all huaua interests, 1 (CL?, p«4£.) And it 

is clear that he thought au international language would promote not only 

human brotherhood bat dfcar tulnkii^ as well* M« ei*e&»d to tiiiiik Uutt 

an international auxiliary language could divorce itself from all the 

fection* and provincialisms of national languages. According to Saplr, 'no 

national language really corresponds in spirit to the analytic and creative 

spirit of podtrn tis<*A« National languages &r« all huge systems of /@st«d 

Interests which sulleni^ resist critical inquiry,' (C^?f p,6^,) Because 

of this, there is a serious problem of 'ade^uatel^ symbolizing thought*. 

( Cf • C!*?t p»&1 *) U« seems to hare thought of the international auxiliary 

as a Idnd of aathftffiatical system or symbolic lo^lc. lie tiiou^ht

of it as being purely denotative, unlike natural languages, and removed of 

'every possible nuance of individual or social expressiveness ', But *a 

purely denotative language need not and is not in the least likely to

@ the actual languages in use today, with their bewildering flexib-
o

of individual and social expressiveness. ' ?his ia w^y he calla it an

'auxiliary' language, but it is hard to see how such a language would serve 

as & base for 'every type of expression of the Inaaan spirit', (CljPt p.48.)
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Moreover, he **•&» to th^nv that an intematioftal language could make 

every distinction that any speaker of the language would want it to make. 

This would be unlike the natural languages, which are relative in the dist­ 

inctions they make according to their vocabulary. (Cf, CJ*Pf p.36.) %fc*t 

this would S4seffi to demand i» an increasingly large vocabulary, which would 

certainly t»e complotfcly oaatrary to the demand for simplicity,

two desirable characteristics for an international language would be to 

h&v* a very simple gra^ar and a consistent orthography. Both of these 

characteristics would malice the language easy to learn, which of course is 

ou ijsmediate 4u*s«fe, Jut to say that it is easy to learn is not to aay 

tuat it is easy to use, 1 aa not sure what this would mean. The use of a 

language is tied up with its expressiveness 9 which seer.s to me to be 

independent of the simplicity of ^r&mo^r, According to Sajdr, even in 

English which has *a superficial appearance of simplicity taare is oonceaJLe 

a perfect hornet^ nest of biaarre aud arbitrary usages, 1 (C^^ |>«33«) It 

is difficult to see how the thin!dn& of the speakers of English would 

improve if 'drowning 1 did not correspond to both *help f and Helping*. 

(Of, C^P, p,54«) -apir does not give us any help alon^ this lins, A

would be desirable for teaching purposes (hence: Basic

English), but it is difficult to see how a simple international auxiliary
, t. .

language would promote clear thinking, Nonetheless, that Sapir thought it 

woulc , shows that he did believe that natural languages might hinder and 

restrict thought,

Ifetural languages are also said to have "vague" words like 'to get 1 /

that he Beans by 'vagueness 1 could probably be better termed breadth 
of
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but this hardly *ee$* to ae to be the detriment that oapir seemed to think 

it was. (Cf. CU> p«34«; but aore importantly, this "vagueness" seeius- to
f v"t. * . .•'• . '•'./*" v- '•• ' ' ^ '. r : - '• f ' • :

me to be something that ia inevitable even on j*pir'a principles. ^pir 

seems to have believed that 'the single experience lodges ia an individual 

conseiousnesa and ia, atrietly apeaking, incomsajoicuble. f (&» p*12»)

Va&iw*ness also arises iixM Uife 'routjU-cuid-read1y s^a&olia&a of aoarto»l ap^eoh 

Thus, he argued, 'if words rbaiiy intuit, what we *a^/ ti.^ ^«an, tliei^ should
'• ' :- • '•"•> - • -..'•' ' : ' • •..'.-.- '-•.•--,-- .-\; - ..-'*:; •< . • -"

be little room for iLiaunderst&ndin^a; but it ia of course onl^ tog true 

that they rarc-ly &@an ^uite what in our momenta of intellectual isolation 

v« claim &s thair due significance, but that thc^y convey thousands of

connotations over and above this ostensible ^coaiug of theirs* *

fi« Gul,tur». and the.

This brings out tho vagu«nes» of I/ aguag^, which Sapir thou^it was a 

liability, but at th* aaioe ti^ti it points to the ijaportance of th@ individ­ 

ual to the concept of culture - a direction of analysis which £apir used 

to good advantaj*. For Sapir, 'tha tru« psychological locus of a culture is 

tho individuftl or & av:ecificfally qnumfcrated ligt of indiviJviala. not an 

or politically or socially defined ^roup of individuals* *

ppt 155-1 56.) It was important for Sapir that the nature of a culture can 

only be understood in terms of hunsan actions, and it ia ultimately individ­ 

uals, not societies, that act* Thus Smpir found it 'impossible to think of 

any cultural pattern or set of cultural patterns which can, in the literal 

of the word, be referred to society aa such** (Cx*f, p«152.)

* Sapir, '^anguage aa a i(orn of iiuaaa oenatior', p«432«
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to .apir;

the complete, ijftperaonalised * culture* of the anthropologist can 
really be little more than &n assembly or mass of loosely overlapping 
idea and action system which, through verbal habit, can be nmde to 
assume the appearance of a closed system of behavior* -b.at tends to 
be forgotten is that the functioning of such a system, if it can be 
said to have any ascertainabl© function at all, is due to the specific 
functioning and interplays of the idea and action ay at ems which have 
actually £rown up in the minds of given individuals. (CLP,

consequence of this view is that It reveals the individuality of actions
M" ' >' •'••-.'•.'' '•. ' : . • ' ' . ' : -.-.••-• •••• •'-.• •'•.:;

(including speech actions and their meanings) allowing for their differences, 

which are normally hidden by the attention given to their overall similarit­ 

ies, Also, according to Sapir, *the application of the personality point 

of view tends to Biinimi^Q the bizarre or exotic in alien cultures and to 

reveal to us more and more clearly the broad human base on which all culture 

has developed* ' (CLP, p»2C&«) This is a view which is reminiscent of those 

of Vieo, but Sapir does not discuss it further*

A third au'id important consequence of Sapir *s view that the individual 

is the locus of a culture is that it breaks doim the notion of an individ­ 

ual being forced to submit to the patterns of his culture or the forms of 

his language* Harris nicely supports Sapir on this point. According to

Harris:

It is true, of course, that each person is considerably affected by 
the patterned behavior, demands &nd expectations, of those around 
him* * .However, even here It may be possible to view the acquiescent 
response of the individual not as submission to control, or as being 
stamped by a zeatrlx, but as participation in ways (ways of recog­ 
nizing affection, ways of functioning economically) which are avail­ 
able to him ~ the compelling character being due precisely to their 
pervasiveness, i.e. to the fact that the person has at trie time no 
alternative way for recognising people's affection or for interrelat­ 
ing with them in production,

Harris, ^veriew of Uaplr't aglefffred *.«.rltlnfi| *. p,323.
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It i» &ut ttatt one la limited by the : at t eras of one's culture or tfce form*

certain fttatea iittitudfl* -tttfcarv ..- •-* ^ -^ • -t witiiin society 

arises out of can's I luMji in jMtfjlimtBi 1 Hii In .liTi under- . 

stood. He behave* and S)e&ui in w^ c that are uiidezwtftii&blo (in *

which usually -. oans the waya th«t i.

in tho actioua H»t full \mdsr the st^.^aard* it wuulu .. - hard to 

a staadard would be tliat determined e^ftiy cuarailpgiatlo i>f an

differ in -.aai^/ v^^s v.-iiile being aliktt in certain iBiportan%^

f two i^dxYid

•:• I think Oapir would aleo allow that even actions tiic.t are .iflft|jp(1 in 

non— atandard vra^s c<*n as uruiaratooa, i'he 11^^, u a for o&pir are not absolute 

barriers that iogicolljr restrict a^aaviour* ^ia is xtiiy -a^ir could #peak 

of *an indiyiduai'a aub-cuitui-e*,, (G^i> p«1o1») That an iadividuAl *• , 

culture is a *ub-culturci is d$tar*in»d by those ways in which hie action* 

are non~at&jad&rd« -a i*idiiridual dot; 3 not al^aj's have to act iri those ways 

which ar@ most fr^^a&at^ follow^ «vau UiOu^k it mi^it be more economical 

to do &o» -or Sa]arf O:;c valuable co.iSt^uer.G'- of this eeems to be the 

ri«e of *very different ayaboii&ius and value eatptiases' (CLP, pf l6o), 

and it id su£f esteu ti.at what ic lost in economy ia gained in oxpreieiTen

It ia clear tiiat tapir's vi«n of ouitiux* ia important to the relativity 

tiieaia of JUn^u-i^ itawii'. ^a|tir could no I ^oa^ibly accent a aimplo corre-
v€'

lation «hea the liiidta are flexible and the sub-cultures varied, he ha*
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argued that the forms of the actions of individuals are by no means unchange­ 

able, which means that any relativity will certainly not be the result of 

a logical or causal relation. In relation to this, it is interesting to 

note that his remarks about culture and the individual post-date all of his 

published writings about the relativity thesis. His comments supporting 

the relativity thesis all date from around 1930 when he emphasised a relat­ 

ivity of content because of differences ol vocabulary. Here he seems to
?..'•'.:••> ".''. ' . f ki.,, •*.!"'•'" '

have confused his distinction between form and content,
•" . ;.- „, ' ' " ';-•': - _ _ :, >,-..'''<'•'••-•

It is important to remeiriber that in a great laajority of Sapir's writings 

he either rejects the relativity thesis or i^iores it completely, I think 

that by the time he wrote his section on language in the ^cyclopaedia of 

the Social Sciences, in 1933* he realised that there is no 'simple corr­ 

espondence between the form of a language and the form of the culture of 

those who speak it*. (CliF, p.34.) And there seemed to be no non-simple 

correspondence which suggested itself to Sapir for further study. The 

relation between language and culture which interested him was something 

quite different from a correspondence. There was clearly no evidence for
.'.'•I,*.:*-* ":•:>'; ' - •' ' : . . ••:. '•-.

the thesis and no correlation to be tested.
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AKD

Considerationa

1 ahall now turn to the first attempt that I know of to determine and 

test explicit comparisons which would give some force to a relativity theaia 

of language. iloat of the work in thia area naa been little more thjua spec­ 

ulative at best, and it haa been difficult to find anything that adgit be 

considered evidence* I hope thia la clear from what X have said above, 

the problem, aa I have suggested, la to find what kind of evidence would 

be relevant to a relativity theory of language. This is part of what ~ ric 

Lenneberg triea to do in some of hia writin^a« l^emieberg aaya of Caaairer 

and . horf that 'it would be in vain if we were to aearoh their works for 

working hypotheaea whose verification requirea compilation of

clearly circumscribed data and which can be acceded or r&jfcoted in the
2 iii^ht of objective observation*, 1 -hat i^enneberg triea to do instead ia

to develop criteria for the aelection of language data which 'gay contribute 

towards verification of a a languaee-and-co#iition* hypotheala, ' ̂

/erifl cation IE what lie demand*, but thia may be stronger than what 

la desirable* He wanta to eliiainata paeudcH^ypotheaea lik«; '^Uere ia a

1. See particularly: uenneberg, 'Cognition In lithnolingulatica,' and 
Lenneberg and ;oberta, I'he Iitubfpfcm o^ Ijc.a8riei^oe, In writing about 
the latter article I ahall usually refer to the author aa Lenneberg 
aince he was responsible for the theoretical considerations.

2» Lenneberg and loberts, Language of 'jcperience. p.2. 

3.



relationship between language and national character, f According to 

Lenneberg, there is no basis in this example on which to make a comparison. 

There is no unit for analysis or parameter for experimentation. Only where 

there are clear terms for comparison can there be verification, and only 

where there can be verification can there be an acceptable hypothesis* 

According to l.enneber£, 'verification requires that we know what we are 

varying',** ' . . . .-.•.•..••'

The dejrjmd for verification sterna too strong, however, I would agree 

that there is something wrong in suggesting that complicated sentence 

structure of .eman correspond* to complicated philosophical thoughts. 

There is a 'lack of objectivity of the data* if this means that it is not 

at all clear what the data are. But l>@nneberg seeir.s to think that tht 

problem is that of there being; nothing in common between complicated sen­ 

tence structure (of German) and, say, harsh sounds (of Japanese) except 

their being an aspect of language, Nevertheless, this is a means of 

comparison, and Lenneberg owes us an account of why it is inadequate, if it 

is* from the example he has given, there seems to be no reason other than 

the lack of a clear notion of the data needed for not accepting the hypoth~ 

esis as a reasonable one, he speaks of the purported correspondence between 

harsh sounds in Japanese and harsh discipline in Japan as well as the simil­ 

ar correspondence in German as sub-hypotheses which need corroboration in 

themselves. Supposing that we did have corroboration for them, it would 

seen* that we would also have corrobor&tion for the hypothesis that there is

1. Ibid, , p. 3.
2. Ibid,» p,r>»



a relationahip between language an& national character. u -- -

* Verification that there is a relationship between every language and 

the national character of its speakers is impossible but also unnecessary. 

Such an hypothesis can be confirmed without being verified and still be 

acceptable. The method of verification certainly is not the only way that 

we establish hypotheses and generalization is not a sinjs gu& non for ariy

hypotiiesi* to be accepted. SQnetiioes s*e accept what ^enneberg calls —
2•working iaypotheses* on the basis of one convincing occurrence . ?his is

sometimes all we have in determining rmrticular causes. *•••<&'•• £&,.•••£ M*:*?™*

One point that migtit be added here is that there seems to be a confusion 

about correspondence* aad causes* There may be a correspondence between 

linguistic conditions or behaviour and non-linguistic behaviour without

there "being a causal relation between them. Causation is not the only way
3 that the two can be 'intimately related** I«enneberg himself suggests that

causation is the c&usal relation of two events* but in his om work he has 

not delimited two events one of which cause- a the other, iie has investigated 

the relation between colour words and recognition, and these are not events* 

III ai*S5f Case, there are certainly things other than events which can be 

causes an^or effects. ^..--. *:u*.^- »•& &*^ .-.'•':•-&... .• v. .*•*,<. v ..•*:--»;• ••:• m&*?.

i««nii«berg goes on to show the criteria for choosing the correct approach 

four alternatives for an investigation of a langiiage-and-cognition

1 t This would be only corrobonation (but more seeaa unnecessary^ if the 
relationship i« said to hold between ever;/ language and the national 
Character of its speakers, Otheinsrise the establishjuont of a sub- 
hypothesis would verify the higher level hypothesis.

2. Lenneberg, 'Cognition 1 ,
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hypotheaia» -h**n there ia only a unique instance of a linguistic condition 

in only one language then, according to iieonebergj there ia no research 

possible. If that linguistic condition haa a great variety of instances 

but in only one language, then reaearch ia poaaible but it must be intra- 

cultural. The research must be croas-culturai in the case where there ia 

only one instanc* of the linguistic condition in any one language but 

where it is found in several different language*. A. large number of inves­ 

tigations, however, concern linguistic conditions w&ich have a variety of 

instances in any one language and are found in many different languages* 

Here, either an ixtra-cultural or a cross-cultural approach may be used. 

It id to this last situation that moat of the relevant investigations lay 

!*enneberg apply* So far this ia only a schema and can do nothing more than 

suggest work for the researcher* There ia the whole range of possible cases 

in between which might affect the type of reaearch in varying way*, Lejan*- 

berg suggests that two instances of the condition in any one language or 

the occurrence of the condition in any two languages ia enough to make res­ 

earch possible. On the other hand, although !*ezmeberg doea not make this 

addition explicit, the number of instances or the number of languages ia 

relevant to the kind of correlation one can find. A small number of cases 

would be statistically insignificant, and it migut g« that thia would vary 

with the instances themselves. One genre! problem is that we have no 

assurance that the senema would apply in the same way to all kinds of cases* 

ut must alao keep in mind that different kinds of practical difficulties 

are likely to arise for different typea of research, 1 might alao suggest
?,«.-,'; • , . '

that negative evidence mi$it sometimes be of value. This would be important
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for ahowiag that there are not other factora involved, Thus, in a case 

^iere the lingulatie condition haa a veriety of iattanoea but in only one 

language , we night ahow that the aame variation of the corresponding non- 

linguistic condition doea not occur. If the variation were to occur in 

communitiea apeaking the other language, the thesis that there is a corres 

pondence between the linguistic and non-linguiatie condition* would be

il« Dif f icu^ltiea in Uaiii^ a Method of Tranalation

Lenneberg alao points out that difficulties sometimes arise in conn­ 

ection with the eroes-eultural approach. Relativity theaea aometimas, 

and particularly in the eaae of -horf, are baaed upon a method of trans­ 

lation. Thia ia a good place to present some rather far-reaching difficul­ 

ties, mostly r&iftftd by kenned rg in the uae ef translation to eatabllah a 

relativity thesis of language* Lenneberg discusses a eaae from %orf where 

an Apachean sentence ia compared to what ia aaid to be the Knglish equiv­ 

alent, 'It ia a dripping apring. 1 . ihorf then euggesta that if we look 

at the segmentation of the .Apaehean sentence we get aeMething f utterly 

unlike our way of thinking 1 . First of all, there ia the rather a\ystlfying 

problem of how the ae^nentation of a sentence haa any relation to a way of 

thinking whether the eentanee be aegeented into morphemee or anything else.
••,,.."" • • • •• . • f' ... • - •-

JaA this ia further clouded by it 3>filng difficult to know what a way of 

thinking i» at all. A way of apeaking (the Banner is connected with apeech

1 t See Lenneberg, •Cognition 1 , pp.46^-4b5 and whorf, ij> 
and
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rather than language) i» not a way of thinking. Of the same situation, 

some mignt think that it ia raining toe much, other* that the rain is good 

for the crops, and at ill others tuat a change of weather would be a relief. 

People sometimes think many different things when they say soffiething. And 

it does not help ^orf here to aay that people are usually thinking what 

they a«y* There la so reason to think that thought is segmented in any 

way which can be compared to the way sentences are segmented. It is dlff«*~ 

icult to know even what it would be for thou^it to be segmented* * *•*•

For similar reasons, i*eimeberg considers *horf *s method of comparing 

lexical items illegitimate, .-horf has argued that the world is conceived 

differently and that different discriminations are made according to the 

difference of the vocabulary of the languages spoken* -rhorf gives as 

evidence the fact that Eskimo has three words for snow (of different kinds) 

while jjagliah has only one, nhich is supposed to suggest tnat in the ability 

ef tao Eskimo to respond differently is exhibited the ability to discrim­ 

inate differently. Jjennsberg retorts, however, that a lack of variety of 

response in the English speaker does not indicate a lack of ability to ^ 

discriminate. As he, with Brown says; v-;--; ..-,•.....:• ; . •;•.* ...;.•?•*.' --v«?«-y»

when different stiiauli do not elicit differential responses, the '•-* 
stimuli may or may not ba discriEdnated. i\ subject may be perfectly 
able to diatinguiaii two situations and still not care to do anything 
about it. Consequently the fact th&t ijaglish si^aakers cU) not have 

s different names for several kinda of snow cannot be taken to mean 
that they are u/iafe^f to see the differences. It would seem, then, 
that all such comparisons are psychologically inconclusive, i'he 

and -mcrican niay or fflegr not see the world differently.

1 f Urovm and i,onrieber£, 'A Stud,/ in i»angua^e and Cognition',
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There may be * aiXfrrence in efficiency, as ior example in memory, In 

fact this is the focus of concern in Ltnneberg's experiments which I
';' "_'.,•''* v '•' J 1 - '.. ,,,,--!-•

discuss briefly below. But differences of efficiency do not seem to be the 

kind of differences ihorf meant when he talked about differences in the 

way we see the world or differences in the way we think* He has given us 

no evidence or even auggeations for finding evidence for these kinds of 

differences. There is a similar lack of evidence in the case of structural 

features of which wfoorf produces examples. In the first place, it is 

difficult to know what kind of 'meaning' is being attributed to these 

structural features, and even if this were clear there is no reason to 

suppose that this 'meaning' plays a role in the cognition of the apeak® r» 

of the language.

Lonneberg points out that there are further difficulties which are 

Independent of those I have just discussed* As Lenneberg say a, '><horf
*

analyzes the Apachean statement by giving the English equivalent for the 

general meaning of each Apachean element, and then compares the resulting 

sequence of meanings to the phrase, Mit is a dripping spring1** *. [but then
n

he] does not give the general meaning of the English aaorjteaea, ' £hsre 

ia no agreement about what an analysis is in such a ease, but at least it 

must be the same for the two different sentences (in the different languages) 

in order to expect comparable results. Lenneberg further argues:

To abstract a general meaning of a morpheme or lexeme may occasion­ 
ally be of aosie jaetfeodologloal uae; but we must not confuse auch an 
abstraction with an isolable segment of an utterance. (Jeneral mean- 
inga lack reality, ^o to apeak. It sake a no sense to equate the

above, chapter 3,iv, and *>rowu and

20 Lenneberg, 'Cognition', 
3.
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global meaning of an utterance with the sequence of abstracted, 
general meanings of the morphemes that occur in that utterance.

-Vhat is important to the translation S**ES to be whether in a particular 

situation a sentence in one language means the same as a sentence in 

another language. The fact that one sentence has different sorphesies or 

even more morphemes than the other does not seem to be particularly rele­ 

vant. Different views about translation mi$it be held* but it must not be 

assumed £ priori that any differences of language shown by translation are 

differences of anything else.

Lemieberg concludes that the translation method is inadequate because 

it does not tell us 'what we really want to know fwhich] is **ow tiie Apachean 

structure of syntactic categories differs from the English one*' The 

translation method as horf uses it certainly does not seem to tell us this, 

but it is not at all clear to m that a comparison of the structures of 

syntactic categories is what we do want* the semantic differences would 

seem to me to be more relevant, but still what we have to look at ia the 

influence of linguistic factors upon non-linguistic faetors and the trans­ 

lation method does not allow us to do this. +>

There are other difficulties that are not inherent in the translat­ 

ion method but certainly arise in connection with it. !*enneberg suggests, 

for example, that it is not enough to look at just the general meanings of 

morphemes. ?or one thing, it is iaplicit in what Lenneberg says that the 

meaning of a sentence or an utterance is more than the sum of the meanings 

of its morphemes* 'Morphemes and their waning are regarded more approp-
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riately as mnasiotechnical p«ga of a tfiole situation which is brought into 

consciousness by the statement as a whole, |1 It is doubtful to &e that 

there la any we in speaking of the meaning of a morpheme, but independently 

of that I agree with I*enneberg that utterance* have more meaning than just 

that which ia accounted for by the morjfceines. On the other hanA, I would 

not give so much Importance to 'the 3UK OP ASS OCI. \JIGfiS bound up with the
9complete utterance *,

Lenneberg also pcdnta out that translation tends to give too much 

significance to the metaphorical and quasi-metaphorical asj*ets of language 

as in 'breakfast 1 . Again this is not inherent in translation. 1'he dis­ 
tort in;; of such aspects results in wrong translations, but it is a danger 

to keep in mind* Lenneberg further warns us against using the translation 

method where the cultures (as well as the environments) of the speakers 

of the languages are vastly different* Differences will be too great for 

translation to be easily applicable, and the existence or non-existence of 

cultural objects will not show a relation between linguistic and non-ling- 

uistic conditions. That there are different objects in one f s culture does 

not show a difference in the way of thinking Just because one language has 

a one-word expression for that object and the other language does not* -hen 

translation reveals such & contrast, it does not give any solace to the

relativist,

A more penetrating criticism is that translation obliterates any 

possibility of relativity in the first place. As Lenneberg argues;

1. Ibid., 
2* Ibid. • 
3, Ibid., p.46%
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if a language were actually an aspect of a particular psychological 
B«*ke-up or state of sdnd (or more precisely an aspect of a cognitive 
process, which is not to be confused with the thought content), then, 
in the process of translation, we would be substituting the psychol­ 
ogical elements characteristic of one make-up for those of another, 
•O that we would finally compare two sets of elements of one and the 
same psychological structure.

It mi$it be said that a good translation is one which replaces one sentence 

by another with exactly the same meaning. But if the corresponding senten­ 

ces have the a&afc meaning, there would seem to be no differentiation on 

which to base any kind of relativity.

The further point that Irenneberg is ffialdng is that two sentences which 

are translations of each other inigfct have different states of mind attached 

to them but that the states of mind would be eliminated in the process of 

translation, Eflpeve-r, this point presupposes that a method of translation 

for establishing & relativity thesis would inevitably involve the comparison 

of two expressions both in the same l&ngua&e. This was certainly the case 

in the writings of *horf and others, but it is not necessarily the case, 

Translation ffiay b© used merely to establish the correspondence of two 

expressions which would then be compared in their actual use as to the 

psychological aspect attached to them. On the other haadf there remains 

the problem of what a good translation would translate and what would be 

left after the translation to show any kind of relativity at all,

Hiat I have said above does not show that a cross-cultural approach is 

impossible but only taut one particular method (or class of methods) can 

at best be applied with great difficulty, Iiideed, i*«iujebers appealed to a 

cross-cultural approach as sometimes providing confirmation and as sometimes

1, -cor a further discussion of tills see below the chapters on translat-
, . ion.



even boin^ aeceaaaxy, what Ue waa trying to guard against waa the poatula- 

tlon of ad hoc hypotheses which could not 'be generalised so aa to fit csore 

than a aingle language, 1 without this g«mer*aiaation, the investigationa 

are devoid of any eroas-eultural verification. Thia waa ;^nneberg*a reason 

for eonaidering criteria for tfce choice of language data ia cross-cultural 

reae&roh, iie wanted language data that would be generalicable over more 

than a aingle language, B^it thia was a deaidermt-uns rather than a necessity, 

aad it ia the intra-cuitural reaeurCii that -xaa baon most often ignored in 

the paat* ^oauaa of thia and becauae ^simeberg did aoiae of hia moat 

iatereBting: work in ir;tra-*cuituraj. rt?searcii, 1 ahali coasid@r croas-cultur&l 

rosoarch only after 1 hav« firat diacuased hia coa;^nts about intra-cultur&l

iii. Leymebe..* •

aeema to accept w&at he calls 'a uaaic ui&xli;, in linguist ica«««
3that ai^/thing can o« OX| rctased in an/ language* ' -11 lua^u^es ai'e alike

in their potentiality of cOJRuunicati&g meaaa^s. ^ii«y dil'fer ou^y in the 

wa/ tij&t they co:maunicate the «»aa/.jes% J'or v.ia reaaon9 according to 

avenneberg, it is tne *uy« of cutcau-iication and not the •* vt * which ia pert inert 

aa liii^uia tic dat^f ue s caMa toe *i v*4 ai' conu> wi u^vlw^ ' cttLU'ic&tion ' and . . 

divides it into the proceas of ^^codin^, the cou^, ami tii« procosa of de­ 

coding. Thus, it ia cudificatioc that we muat dtud,/ in its relation to rion- 

linguiatic behaviour, but he adiaita that fit ia not &lwaya*».®asy to decide
-j

" "''" ' ' '.'' '' ' • whether

1. ,>ee ay diaouaaion above, eection it and ^nneberi^ kaiiffUfc.ffii of
2. i.
, Iiennebcrg, 'Coalition 1 , p,4k7« iVor a further discussion ot tliia aee below 

chapter 6. ,



195.

a phenomenon is x^rtinent to codification or not. f

He begins with the fact, which he considers obvious, 'that a language 

always s elects for codification hi^i^y specific aspects from the xihysical 

and social environment'.2 The suggestion is that within any language there 

is A 'language of experience* * which groups different stimuli along a 

particular parameter (or set of parameters) in particular ways producing a 

'grouping arrangement 1 . This is still rather unclear, however, ilrst of all, 

we do not know what it is that is being grouped - the notion of a stimulus 

is far from precise. It is clear that Lenneberg is talking about stimuli* 

types; e.£», when he is talking about colours, he is talking about the 

colours that objects hare in common. But rather than use this language, 

rtiich is confusing in itself, it would seem better to talk about the 

application of language, or the lexical items in the language, to qualities 

along a certain objective parameter. This is in faot what I^esneberg often 

does talk about. In connection with this, Lenneberg, (with Roberts) points

out:

The choice of any parameter is, of course, always arbitrary, the 
ultimate criterion for the choice being convenience. At this point 
we cannot lay down hard and fast rules on which parameters are used, 
This must be worked out by trial and error and in conformity with the 
aims of the research,

1*
2.
3. Cf, Lenneberg and Roberts, Lan^ua^ of Jxperience. p. 7. The notion of 

a language of experience as a language within a language seems un­ 
necessarily complicating here. The 'language of experience 1 is 
certainly not itself a language, and the notion of oodsibility will 
apply to the language as a whole just as well. It may be, however, 
that iiennebert, did not put much weight on the notion of a language of 
experience tn the first place,

4. Z.enneberg and Roberts, I«an^uaj?e of Experience. p,9.



equalities t&at Leiineberg considers are those of colour and the parameter*
.**. t v \. " -" l i- >,• -- -, . T '.. -. ' ,4

are hue, saturation, and bri|$itnesas , -... ,^

Bafore I discuss his actual experiment a I want to consider a second 

difficulty which is likely to lead to confusion. He apeak* of a language 

grouping things in certain ways* «e can group or classify things any way 

we want independent^ of the language wt sp«ak, and this grouping or claaal- 

tying is a human phenomenon, A language does not prevent odd classifications 

when they are called for. nor can it be said to give an alternative ..•.*.,*.v * *•* -...•,. .-'j^ j-..

classification. w« can speak of langua,^® grouping or classifying only in 

a metaphorical sense, and this de&and* boin^ ci&de precise by explicit 

criteria, Lenneberg does just this, but the purpose of what I have said 

above is to caution one about the conclusions one can draw from it concern­ 

ing a relativity thesis of language, The relativity will look less astound- 

in& wuen we realise that non-linguistic behaviour is not t>ein^ $«rrel&t@d 

to a classification of experience by language but to something which is
,?

done by humans, - : . . . .. ; , / ..,, ^,^^

Although a language does not classify experience, It migut affect t 

ease with which a speaker of the language classifies experience* It is 

that a variety of criteria for what Eigit be called codification present 

themselves, I shall liadt ny discussion to colours since that is the focus 

of Lenneberg*3 investigations. First of all, it is easy to see feat *in 

English •••not all colors are named with equal ease and unambiguity *. i'his 

the criterion of the ease and unasibl^uity with which coloui's are

1, Lenneberg, 'Cognition*,
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named, but once again we find that rather tiian one criterion here there are 

a variety of criteria, i,eiint*berg bases his atuty upon the responses of a 

random group of ingliah speaJsers and uses five criteria for dttteriuiniiig 

efficiency in responding in the naming of sample colour chips: (1) the 

ftYermgt length of the naming response to each colour by counting syllables, 

(2) the average length in terms of words, (3) the average reaction time 

of subjects for each colour, (4) the oegree to which subjects agreed 

with one another on each colour, and (5) the degree to which individual 

subjects agreed with themselves after the lapse of a month. All of those

factors werQ found to be correlated and they were combined, to yield *a single
2 general factor 1 called codability. It is then assumed that efficiency of

communication would correspond to efficiency of naming, althou^i this was 

not tested directly.

It is elear that each of the five criteria that were used could be 

ciiangyd in various ways and different combinations of tiiem could be consid­ 

ered decisive. In another atu4y 'the mean number of words in the descrip­ 

tion' was the criterion used, Lants and Ctefflr© argue, however, that if

1 t Brown and i/enneberg, 'Study 1 , p.439.
2, Ibl&, • p.M>2, »rown and benneberg point out that in their study the 

•measure carrying the largest factor loading was the reliability of 
naming response between individuals who speak the same language, *

, Lenneberg, 'Cognition', p.4^9, fn«17«
, Glaneer, i . and ««h« Clark, 'Accuracy of Hsroeptiwl Recall: An 

.-oialysis of urganiaatioii', JounuU. of Verbal kearninfi, and /erbal 
, 1 (19&2): 223-242 as quoted in nants and 

and Cognition &» visited % p.473*
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codability is defined as 'the efficiency with which a color our. be trana-
4

mitt^d in a given language 1 then the criteria discussed above ^oride only 

indirect measures oi'

It should b© ^ointed out that uant£ aod 3t*f fire's definition of 

codability differs si^aifieantly from that of l^naeber£. ^rineberi/s crite­ 

ria are direct measures for codability in his sense, although 

Stefilre mi^it argue that i&ore em^iiafiia should b& put u^xin

C«rtainly the criterion of JUuitdi und Gtefflre »©eisa to be closer to 

*ho«f f of coaiBunication with Which I^earmeb^rg was concerned. They also 

out tiiat there is not «. hi@i positive correlation between ooaaaunallV in 

Verbal r@Si>ou^ (^eijnberti's critwriwi; ana coiuaaiiioiitiuu accuracy (timir 

criterion; thus ahowiii^ that the former does not reflect the latter as 

assumed by Lenaeberg. ?he criteria will not correlate fwhen the 

of numerous nan.es simply indicates a proliferation of vocabulary for

describing uitf it«^t or wutn thei^ arw a au&M^r of iter^ in uio
2 'Wat are all named in the same way 1 . _

an4 &tsfflr& use a direct measure of codability in their sense 

in ordfci- to measure dii'ectly the efficiency of cofflBiuuicatioia. ^he accuracy 

of communication is tp-Vu^ 'simuly by det«nultu4iK the number v± oorr^ctly
^ . . ,-:,.., ... ~ ^ • - • .... -•-. ,..-,...- - , .. -.- . . -..„.— ., ... . W^ — ,,..<••

regarding each chip or by calculating the mean error score

for each chip*. ?hey then assume that the results apply equally well

to the individual, since thqy view iseaiory 'as though it were a situation in

1. i^ants and Stefflre, 'Language and Cognition :evisited% p.J»72.

2. fbid.i p.A^O. ;'
3.
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which an individual CGBaaunicates to himself throu^a tiae using the "brain

a channel V 9 •- • •- • •
• • f

So far I have concentrated upon the linguistic side of the relation,

and it ahould be noticed that all of the criteria I have discussed are
2 concerned directly with linguistic behaviour, or speech ratuer than language.

2aeh of til© criteria is only indirectly related to language and in varying 

decrees, lliese relations would have to be made more explicit for coapar* 

ative studies to be possible, but this is not of immediate interest to u* 

here*

The non-linguistic factor which was found to be related to the linguistic 

factor which 1 have been discussing is memory as shown in accuracy of 

recognition* It has been suggested that hi$i codabllity is correlated irlth 

hijh. recogniaability and lo?.r codability with low recognizabllity* X'her* 

have been many articles written on various particular experiments dealing 

with the facts of the case, but I shall not attempt to review the liter­ 

ature on this matter since it does not raise any particular £hilosophleal 

prOblemst Berhapa it will be enough to say that Lantz and Stefftre claim 

superiority for their criterion (cofiaunication accuracy ) for codability

, • P»V73. ^e reader misses a justification of this assumption 
and of the intelligibility of this view, iThe i&ok thereof taay mar, 
althou^i it does not negate, their interesting results,

« This coincides with .uenueberg's reference to speech behaviour in 
I*nneb«rgj '.ognition', pp.470 and 471 « uowever, ^fefUiebarg does not 
always clearly distinguish speech and language.

. See esp«ciaJUy Brown and [^nneberg, Mtudy'; ?..*. 3urnham and J.Il« 
Clark, 'A Test of Hue ke»ory', Journal of Apr^ied I3aycjiolQ^'y. ^2, 
(1955;: 164-172; ^enneberg, 'Jolor uattiiig. Color ^co^nivion, Uolor 
Discrimination 1 ; and ^antz and Stefflre, *i.ajiguace and Cognition
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because,

it correlates isore highly with recognition results than do the ota«r 
measures, and it predicts for at least two very different stimulus 
arrays, »hich naming agreement and brevity of description j>ie otiiar 
measures considered by ut and cj do not. It thereby brings together 
what were formerly disparate result a,

The important thing is that there is a certain correlation, but so far

there is nothing more than a correlation. There is some indication that
2 I*eim*berg thinks that a correlation shows causation, * out hi* is not ju-e pared

to acknowledge any particular causation* As ue

Our correlation oyidenee deft aet,*, establish the direction 
causality. If w@ may be permitted a guess it is that in the
history of a culture titie ^cu^.iar 1'^a.wunsa oj. u^u ian^uuga and 
thou^it of a j*o|xLe probably develop together*

It probably would iiave been better left just that there is a correlation, 

On the other hand, i»&nt2 and ..tefi'lre think that inferences can 'be made 

about causal relations' from the fact that accuracy of recognition was 

increased when subjects were taught 'new na&es for previously poorly 

communicated chips 1 . They may be ri$rt, but it is certainly not clear 

what inferences can be mde* and still the correlation is the most inter­ 

esting result,

The kind of ease I have been considering so far is one in which there 

are a great variety of instances in the individual language and an universal 

occurrence in all languages, This is just the kind of case whfcrb both the

1. i»ants and Stefflre, 'i<angii&ce and Cognition levisited', p#V79.
2. See above, section i,
3. Brown and Lenneberg, 'StudSy*, p,46l. Notice that this excerpt 

suggests ti^at there is causality and tnat only the direction needs 
to be established.
Lantz and Jtefflre, 'Language and Cognition .^evisited 1 , p,4b1.
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itttra-cultural and cross-cultural approaches are possible. ,\nd here the 

cross-cultural approach ^ivea confirmation to the results of the intra- 

oultuxifcrqpjnaca* .* stucty of iuni shows th«t the saae kind of correlation 

holds in £unl between speech behaviour arid recognition "behaviour, -'•his 

confirmation is possible because the linguistic data used (taat of colours)

so nicely fit tLe three criteria which i^enn«bi2r& sets out as guide lines
2 for the selection of data. These criteria (or better: desiderata,) are

tta* features be universal ovsr oi&ny langua^-ea, that the/ be variable 

in those languages end that they be simple. There will be other desiderata 

depending on the data and the hypothesis, but these are three importai it ones. 

They make cross-cultural research useful and confirmation of intra-cultural 

possible*

, I shall ^uote lieaneberg at length £^ving what he conaiditrs to 

four tentative conclusions from the recent studies in this area;

First, the seja. antic structure of a giv@n language only has & mildly 
biasing effect upon recognition under special circumstance s; 
limitations of vocabulary i&y be largely overcome by the creative 
use of descriptive words, second, a stu% of the efficiency of 
ccciL-unication in a social setting (of healthy individuals; iLay t^ive 
clues to intinapersonal processes, rhlrd, efficiency of communication 
is mostly d*»£jencU*nt upon such extra-seatantio factors as the nun.bcr of 
and perceptual distance between discriiainanda. Fourth, the social 
communication xaeasui-es ottcoiu© more predictive of the intrap^i'Suiial 
processes as the difficulty of the individual's task increases either 
by ta^in^ memory or b,y reduction of cues.

1. iuee bemieberg and IvOberts, ban/qta,^ i of .iacp

2. Ibid*, pp. 6-7.
3. ._. ^.

I have not been able to give proper attention to this very inter­ 
esting book which has only recently been published.



Thane is obviously e- lot of research tbftt n**ds to be done in this area, and 

such of Lenneberg'a work serves aa a guide to this research. The results 

far arfc iLea^re, but the prospects ar« int^i^stin^ Juffice iv to s^y tiiftt 

I leave tb* research to others with thos^ intar-ests and intentions. I part 

with, the probl«Bi where it becoasea ps^ diolo^ical rather than philosophical*

However, we are not without philosophical work to "be done* ?here are 

& number of ^liloao^hical problems that iiave beou ruiswd in the historic^ 

account, and I aiiall HOIK turn to some of these, ::/ ^rimar/ iaitcreat wlH 

INI with limitstions arid -universal ^an^i-all^ationa iutli«r t^an affinities

influences, but I shall make a few remrks about tlie latter as
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AW)

i. 1be History of

It is now time to turn to sosae general topics isfhieh i;av® beuii long 

neglected both by nyself und by others. So f&r 1 have considered t&« 

relativity thesis of JUui£uafee oaty from an historical jjoint of view, discuss­ 

ing those views that haw been held by s<me of the uorx, LLpoitiU'it adii®rerits 

Of the thesis, -.a I hav« fresiuentljr suggested above, part of the problem of 

tb,@ thesis is the v&guezwsfl tiiftt •&abroud» the relevant factors within it, 

.'-11 writers iiave sui^sted tuat t»i@re is s^.s kiAid of relation betM-ee^ 

certain linguistic factors aad certain other factors - usually cultural or 

mental, Something like this is necessary for a writer to be said to have a 

relativity thesis of language. % speciiyin^ a bit more about thoa© factors 

^a* ^/"^t b@ iavolvedv som© can b« quickly elitidjaat^d a&d otiktrs considered
acre seriously* • ••^•••-•' ; • ^ - :-...••.-•.•-,-...'.

i ! ;.y .: s- t*/i , • .: *• •*.•;: i-.--.. •' •.-•• •'•"" ' •>-."':• ', v ;-••. -. . r , v..- .. • ' .: •'••• • -•' '••

I sh&ll begin b^ ev&diu£ a«y IdLnd of speciiUeation of cultural or saental 

factors, I Wigard the task ef such a specification at least too difficult 

and unr-ywaixlir^ to consider kejre« It Is even doubtful to me tliat it i 

pos^ibiw to i'i^u ai^ ^ 6 t^.^ti nation of cultural arid m&iit&i factors
: .,,-,•, . '- . - . v ^«yil . •

would be useful for a @e£t&nUl diacuasiuu or ih$ r^iativi^ thesis of . . 

language* This is not to say that there can be no cultural or mental 

factors involved in fowmiliitlons of the thesis. Indeed it is neoessary to 

have such factors* Ify eraslon oi* this topic is depemdent only upon the view 

tuat tlit- re uon be no svsj^Kj.tj.ic of these factors for a
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discussion. The truth or falsity of tfeis view, however, is not relev&at 

to the truth or falaiV of the relativity theaia of language itself,

This chapter will be devoted to an attempt to make certain suggestions 

for a syateniatization of linguiatic faetora. Being linguistic is a rather 

general property that can be predicated of a large number of things and 

needs being broken down into somewhat at^Uer categories. Moat Importantly,

it applies to factors of language as well as those of speech. This is a
2 distinction which has been vaguely current sine© the time of Sausaure and

has been more clearly advanced by Gardinejr among linguists and by ^1* 

among philosophers. It is also a distinction which is relevant and important 

to the relativity thesis of language aa 1 tiy to show below* - •

- Sausaure is explicit about there being a distinct ion between speech and
it 

language. Although language and speech (or speaking) are interdependent

('the former is both the jUiatnaaent and the product of the latter'), * their 

interdependence does not prevent their being two absolutely distinct things. '

1 t For a discussion of the contrary view and a proposal for the
systematisation of cultural factors, see Clyde Kluckhohn, *ifctterning
as lixesiplified in ^avaho Culture 1 , in -jpier, Haljtow©ll,and ^wran,

r :...-. •• eds., i^&jiffla^e.^ Culture and • eraonality (l.enasha» <.iaconsinj ;.>apir
Memorial .^

2. See: Sauasui^, Qours© i fe (y&neral_ ^Jiji^istic^., See eap. pp.18*19» ' " 
3» See: Sardine r, T^pjty^. of pjjeeiol^.a^.. .Jjan/ffitage^. ^ee esp. pp. 62 and 06*

4. S«es %1«, "Ute, Usage, and leaning 1 .
5. Saussure is most unclear about the distinction between apeeoh and

speaking, although he does seem to think there is a distinction. 
(cf. Caussure, Course in General Mln^^istics. p«16.j He aornetiiaes 
speaks of tii© distinction between language and speech and at other 
times between language and speaking without suggesting any difference. 
(Cff Sauasure, G ouroe,. . j,n Gene ral ^.in^ui a t,i os . pp. 14-15

i1 • «. - f ','' "*"•','

6. Sauasure, Course in Oeneral ain£^istica t p«19*)
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4
Language 'is not to be confused with human speech*. Taken as a whole, 

speech is many-sided arid heterogeneous... It belongs both to the individual

and to society... uangua^e, on the contrary, is a self-contained whole and
o

a principle of classification. 1 It is this aspect of language that makes

it tthe social side of speech, outside the individual who can never create 

nor modify it by himself. These eamnents were useful in their time and 

important in the historical development, but 1 am afraid that they are not 

accurate enough to be helpful to us here*

Gardlner is a bit more explicit about the <2stinction that he is drawing, 

but what he says often seems inaccurate and sometimes even inconsistent*
!

lie also occasionally uses misleading analogies. ̂  for example, on the one
5 hand he speaks of language 'as the product of speech 1 and later asserts

that it is 'the mother of all speech*. They are indeed 'intertwined and
7mutually dependent* but this does not excuse the inaccuracies of his

presentation. Ifhe distinction itself, however, is frequently discussed. 

He claims; * 3 lyech is... a universally exerted activity, iiaving at first ' 

definit^Jy utilitarian sdffia. In describing this activity, we shall discover 

that it consists in the application of a universally possessed science,

2. 3ftjjjjL« p*9.

Cf. the analogy between language and astronoiqy in Gardiner,
of ::lpeeoh and lian^ua^. p*93«

5. Gardiner, Theory of Sa»*flfa....afid iAnj^ua^e. p»110
6. Ibid* » pJ73.
7. Ibid. . p.106,
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the science which we call language.' de also apeak* of language as
2a aystam of signs. Thus language fc«eoaats that part of the linguistic

world titfct is learned in order to be able to s?eak« 'irfua^yftfi is a collective 

term, and embraces la ita compass all those iteir.s of knowledge which enable 

a speaker to cake effective use of word-flifpas. ' i*he most important 

constituents of language are tne words, but tiie syntactic rules and specific

types of intonation ar« aUo coaititue»t» of langua^ wiiiie •tpeeci; 1 it
4 'applied to the produeta of a speaker's articulations ' wiiich are sentences.

This yields for Gardiner the dletues fth£ M^tejice 1& tl\c unit 

and the word ia the tmlt

i^rofessor P^le takes up this distinction and eaqands upon it. lie 

that a language is fa corpus of teactiable things'. './orda, constructions, 

etc., ar© the atoms of a Language* and *the saying something with them is 

not in its turn an acquired therewithal to say things, 1 According to "yle, 

fllSptechM »..ean be conscripted to denote theactirity or rather the clan of 

activities of saying things '^ while- '.^oigua^ 1 la what we can be said to know

1« Ipj^d. « p«62« iie later sptalcs or *tu« «iSi43Ct of UUi^uiatics called 
^spwch* * , as thou^i it were & science as well. (f;ee: Gardinert
yheorj, o

2.
3.
5* Ibid,, p.S8 (his •cphasis). Notice tii*t this involves taking speech 

as the product of the activity rather than the activity itself, for
a discussion of this point, see: v»ardiner, TLgo^' rQi'. ^ge»oh i and, 
I^an^ua/iQ, pp.87 a»<l 328-330. 

6.

Ibid., n.
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in order to participate in that elan of a ctivities. For Byle, this distinc­ 

tion was important in clarifying what sense and nonsense are and in dis­ 

tinguishing solecisms from illogicalities. ri'his ia a large and important 

problem in itself but will not concern me here. .»hat I am concerned with 

here is the original distinction between speech and language. After tome 

"brief senantical eofflrnents of sy own, I shall return to some of the sugges­ 

tions by the three writers I hare discussed above and especially those by

ii. A LjJjipuistic Iriyeati^atiQn^^f n the

In order to have as unprejudiced a view as possible and to discern 

those distinctions which are imediately expressed in our language (or 

speech}* 1 suali investigate some of those linguistic contexts in which the 

words 'speech 1 and 'language 1 can meaningfully occur. There are some contexts 

in which both words are appropriate, although not necessarily with the same 

meaning. Bor example, we can. speak either of the language of a nation or 

Of the speech of a nation alxiiou^ii not of the speaking of & nation, 1 am

inclined to think that the speech of a nation ia a bit metaphorical and 

iseans something like what most characterises the sp@ech of the people, which 

of course would be the language that was used. It is important that we 

cannot be aaid to speak in a particular speech; although we do speak in 

a particular language, ioreover, when w^ say that the speech of a nation 

if En^lisli we do not imjxty that tliere is such a thing as the English speech. 

Notice also that we can speak of an individual's language being English but

1 t Unless we think of it in th« very different sense in contexts like 
the apeaking of a particular nation being prohibited in polite 
society.
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not of his speech being

*e can also speak of a use of language or a use of speech. It Bd$it be 

said tfcat it is better to use language than features, and the use of speech 

ail^it, be rocoswentled over the OB© of writtan r&terial in eocvlnciii£ 

This shove of course that a use of language is not always a use of s 

and neither is a use of speech always a use of language if we itcagtas

so:;;«oiiw by an inarticulate yell* But there ia also a use of 

where it is a ua« of a particular language and without a correlated 

use of •peeoh* One <mn use a word (but not a construction; in a ;oculiar 

way, and we would say of that ua® that it ia & peculiar use of language, 

tesiething in speech whioh vaguely corresponds to tills is a figure of speech, 

vuich can be found in td.ther a^ecii or writing*

Vhere are also oth^r contaxts wl'.ero *speech* and fl&ngua£© f are 

appropriate but where the seaninga of the corresponding, prases are 

clearly different* Bad and strong language are different from bad :uid 

speech, (in this case, * speaking* &U&XLS mildly inappropriate*) 3«d 

language is not a particular language with its faults but words or con 

structions which are questionable like 'ain't 1 or words that are

ate like salacious words, We can use bad language in writing, but bad
•I 

speech cannot be written, ^ ad speech is pronunciation that in

speech defects or adsdlar temporary or perciaii^nt faults like lisping, i'o 

say that so^oon&'s speedi is bad is to say tnat his imnrior of speaking is 

bad. «e en say that a pereon delivered a bad or strong speech to a society,

1, 2Jnis was pointed out to me by Professor .yle,
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but I shall ignore this clearly derivative sena® of 'speech 1 . And if there 

is such a tiling as a language defect, it will be a case of the languae* no* 

having .vords or constructions for certain purposes. In a similar way, 

language habits are different from speech habits. Language habits are the 

habits of using particular words or constructions, while speech habits 

**e those of saying things in a particular way, such as raising one's voice 

at the end of every sentence* finally, I shall mention that we sometimes 

sp$ak of e. word being part of a language, while things like nouns and verbs 

are parts of speech* '•"•' -'"-•••' • •••-• '•- - ; " - v '"*•'•• ''•* '••--' : ^,- —

It should now be quite clear that there ia a diffet«nc@ between speech 

and language, although I have discussed only those linguistic conterfca 

where both 'speech 1 and 'language' are appropriate. There are also many
>

contexts in which only one of the two can HieanlnglXilly occur. Consider 

the following: -.-.....,-.• ••.-.••.-• •-.,.>. #.• > . , . .,,

speech inp@dim@nt but not language impediment 

speechless bvtt not languft£®lea»

fi^ire of speech feyrj; no^ figure of language = ^ 

and: speak a language bu$L JBO| speak a speech 

'•••••• •••••• language facility but aojj; '''•""• speech facility ; - •"• '•:/ -; '-

?-- language of nua^jers tjut^ not speech of numbers

(nature, be©s, etc*) : (nature, bees, etc.) 

A speech impediment is something that prevents us from uttering sounds 

appropriately, ""tfe mi^it have a lisp or a stutter, trot this does not 

affect our languag* 01* use of language, which may be seen as perfect in 

written material. Similarly, & person is speechless if he is unable to
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produce any articulate sounds. He arsay be able to grunt or ^asp, but he will 

not be able to utter any words or sentences, Ca the other hand, to lose one's 

speech is not to lose one*s language. Berhaps we do not speak of someone 

being **languageless", because there are so few human beings who are without 

language. I ad inclined to think that to speak of a figure of speech is 

to us© a figure of speech i.e. a way of speaking. In any case, it is the 

result of putting particular words together in a particular way and thus not 

a part of language but something we produce by using language,

(line has language facility if one can use certain words or constructions 

in a language. It is irrelevant in what language one has the facility, but 

of course it must be in sotne language. -.« do not speak of Kngliah facility 

or proficiency, even though we may have facility or proficiency in 

English. In order to be said to have language facility, it is necessary 

to be able to stake up sentences and say things with these sentences* i.e. 

to speak or write, and/or to understand what others say or write. Some 

sdgkt say that a language facility involves a facility to use sentences, 

but this last expression is at least strained, and there are strong arguments 

(which I discuss below) for not considering sentences part of a language, 

If we can be said to have speech facility than I suppose this would be the 

ability to utter articulate sounds,

'i'her© is said to oe a language of numbers, I think, because numoers are 

signs which can be combined together to make equations in much the same 

Vtty as words are signs which are combined to make sentences, '."hat way this 

is needs clarifying, but it is not important at this point. Here, 1 do 

not think it is so much that numbers have meanings but that they are combined
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together in certain predetermined way*. The notion of a sign has also been 

important for those who have talked about the language of nature* On the 

other hai d, 1 think the notion of a language of bees cones from an analogy 

about communication and behaviour. It depends upon the ways in which the 

bees act, and this instigates the search, which is still going on, for signs* 

There is sometimes a similar pressure to apeak of the language of certain 

other animals,

lH can be said to speak a language but not to speak a speech, I think 

this is "because 'Speech 1 is generally a mass term, aa T try to show below, 

Perhaps it is odd to speak of speaking speech because speech is the only 

result tli ere is of speaking* We do not speak written material • it is also 

difficult to account for the itirase fto speak a language*. One mi$it think 

it more appropriate to say that we apeak in a language or that we use a 

language, fhese two phrases would emphasise the importance of words and 

constructions as parts of a language, I think the reason t.vtit w© say that 

we speak a language rather than using one of the other two phrases is that 

the other two have different meanings of their own and would be rather in­ 

accurate, I'o say that someone speaks in a language is to suggest that he 

normally speaks in that language independent of what other languages he 

speaks. And anyone can use a language without apeaking, while some can use 

a language but cannot apeak. In any case, we do not use the phrase 'to 

apeak language*

In the preceding paragraph, 1 said tiiat 'apeeeh 1 is generally a mass 

term, although it would probity be »ore accurate to say that it generally 

has some of the main properties of a raasa tern,. A s&ss term is usually said
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to be a tjssrm that cannot be preced&d by an article or have a plural and can 

be preceded by words like 'much 1 and 'more 1 * *Stt$ar' and 'water' are often 

given as examples. GH the other hand, there are count terra which niust "be 

preceded by an article or have a plural and can be preceded by 'r iany f but 

not by 'much* or 'more 1 , 'Table 1 and 'chair 1 are appropriate examples of 

count terras. 'Speech' under some senses is a count t@ra» 7or examine, we 

can speak of an after-dinner speech or the speech of a nation. I "neve 

suggested that both of these senses are derivative. A aor© cental sens® 

seems to be tnat in saying that man has speech, where we do not say that 

he has speeches or a speech. Nevertheless, it is difficult to understand 

what it would mean to ask how much speech a person has. w'e can think of 

fipeeeh as the noise which results fro® speaking, and then we nigit consider 

how much speech can be produced by a certain amount of energy, /aid in this 

case, bits of speech are not speeches* It is not clear what should be said 

about the t@nn whim we are speaking of the manner in which one speaks, we 

nigxt here speak of a speech which is annoying. Yet, even in this sense, 

we can not speak of how many speeches a person has or how many there are. 

Perhaps it is only that they are difficult to count lite facial expressions* 

In many wa^s, 'speech* seeos to be a i&a&a term, but the term 'language' 

is much clearer and is generally a count tens, £e count how many languages 

there are on a continent and often talk about a particular language like 

EngpLiah. There is this seiise in which it is clearly a count teria, There 

is also tne sense in wnica we use language and a child &uiiis l&ugu&ge, 

Here the term occurs without articles or the plural, and although it is a 

bit strained it seems to Eje that we can also speak of how much language was
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of

ilfoat I ham said so far suggest* that a language is something like a 

collection of words and ecnatructiorj^ To aay that & person 1 * uae of the 

language ia good i« to aay that lit u»«d good and appropriate* words aa 

wall as correct constructions. I^ylc and '^ardiner add intonation pattern* 

as coiiStituentB of a language and X thick adrLaedly. intonation, which 

is only partial^ au^eatwd by pu£ictu&tioa in writing* is orten iiapoz*tant 

in determining the meaning &a wuil as Uva foree of a aentenoe* It should 

be pointed 0ut, however, that part of what we look to when m say that 

aomeon® 'a use of language ia good is th-e sentences taut ue utters or writes* 

*• sd^it coepiifcwtit a pwi-aon for uaiii^ c,ood ur int^i^sti^g s«nt«ncea or 

for the aixe of uie par&gr&£ii3* ^hia is act a co&pl;Lu&ut juot for words 

ajid constructions, ^er.tences ai^e alao involved in a coif.pli^«nt for the 

use of language aa socially correct, but what one ia codplin.t-ntin^ 

for ia what h® saya and not hia 8«Qt®nc0a» And when one comjxlii^@nta a 

for hia use of i^oi^ua^a as giwomtieali/ correct* onv ia

hi® for hia uae of wonia and coriatruotiona ratrxer tciaii for hia sentences. 

t«orda and constructions are clearly predorrdntt:it ive ;mrts 71 ^ language*

I think the imjiortaaae of words and couat ructions con also be aeen by 

pproadiing th@ problem ia a difl"«r«st*t wa^, and ia»t i£> to iiivecti^te 

what it ia t*o know a ia&£ua&t» and acioii^ other things what it ia we know 

when w« know a language* ^o Decode: cl^ar about t/iia it is uelpful to se« 

what it la that we loam when we l«arn a language « l'h« usual way of



113*

learning a foreign language in the past has been to memorize vocabulary 

words and then learn the rudiments of how they are used (put together) 

in sentences. In learning the language, we learned the baeic core of 

Words and constructions, although we learned the two in different ways. 

tor example, we read and then memorized the words we know, but not the 

constructions. It might be thought that one could memorize all of the 

necessary syntactic rules and thus learn the constructions in the WKA way 

One learns the words*

To see that this is not enough, something more will have to be said 

about the notion of a construction. A construction is not a syntactic rule, 

but a particular arrangement of words, which is peraap-8 but not necessarily 

de tannin fed by a syntactic rule. £ht passive construction is aatenaiued by 

a particular rule? applied to the active construction. There is not a 

syntactic rule which determines that the active construction is 

correct. It i* not by a rule that w© know f!Iit the men tin* dog. ' is 

un&rui&iiatioal while 'Give the men the do^. * is grajaaatical, ~ven if 

were a rule to tell us that 'Give the ni@n the dog. f is graza^atical and w* 

knew the words of the sentence, we would not yet know the meaning of the 

sentence. «• must also know how to determine the meaning of a sentence 

from the ^uaniug of the words in t^.at axr&a^m&^t, Of course, it would 

be odd to know the neeaning of the words and not to know the meaning of that 

sentence, but the point is that there is something more that we have to 

know than just the meaning of the words and syntactic rules. I think this 

is something that is often overlooked by linguists, although they rarely 

talk about meaning*



ft now commonly learn & foreign language in a rather different way than 

we did in the past, and we often be|dL& le&rnjm& (o^Grisiii^ sente^c^s* 

This is like learning a sentence from a fhrasi* book toat will be useful in 

particular situations. The important thing about learning a language by 

learning sentences is that the goal of the process is to be able to sake 

tap new sentences with the words and constructions that have been learned 

in learning the sentences,. It has to be southing more tnan just learning 

iHMEttonces as is the case with the phrase book. One could learn sentences 

without learning any words or constructions,but then one would not be able to 

understand, or use new sentences. There is nothing that could be called a 

conversation or an argument in any full sense of those terms* Conversations 

and arguments aust involve the ; roductiveness and imaginativeness as well 

as the r&ndoHiness and newness of the living language. This comes from 

being: able to say new things by being able to make up new sentences from 

words and constructions that on$ aXrea^ knows* w&« c&n o&Iy be a&iu to 

Itaav & language once one can do this in the language, i;*ing able to axeak 

in a conversation, an argument, etc. and understanding those with who© one 

is speaking is a criterion for being said to know a language. If one is 

mute and writes the language rataer than speaks it, this is also good 

enou^ti, .?..; . ;..:: • .:>.- •„-,..• .. , ;. •••••_...-t ; : •-> . ••-; ... •• • .- •...••. 

/, IN* can now se© why Gardiner and Byle emphasised the importance of words 

and constructions being the constituents of language. «e nrust know words 

and constructions to be able to converse ana ar^ue, and in turn we must be 

able to do this to be said to kno* a language, it may still be true of 

some sentences that we know them, but this could only b«» said if %e know
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and use then like the sentences of a phrase book as in certain rigid rules 

of etiquette or possibly like those from a quotation. By and larre our 

knowledge of a language consists of a knowledge of words and constructions, 

and her© knowing a word is not just knowing that there is such a word but 

also knowing -what the word means.

In order to know a language, It la necessary that one knows words and 

Constructions but only possible and not necessary that one knows a few 

sentences. If one has not heard a particular sentence before, this alone 

is not enou^i to show that one laoka knowledge of a language. Nor does 

knowing a particular sentence alone get us any closer to knowing a language, 

for we are no closer tc speaking or conversing, except to the extent that 

knowing a sentence gives us some help in knowing words, l^le has put it 

very well: *lf I say something in French, then, even though what 1 say has 

never been said before, 1 do not thereby enlarge the French language, i.e. 

increase the amount to be learned by a student of th@ /reach language. * 

A word is iu a language in the sens® that it is part of the language, but 

even though a sentence can be said to be in a language it is not part of 

a language. A sentence is In a language in the sense that a book is in a 

language. A particular language is used in producing the sentence or book. 

Even if a sentence is part of §£ lln^uilstic kpowXe&ffe. it cannot be said 

to be p&z*t of the language in general,

fbis is why the relativity theory of language cannot be put in the form

1. Hyle, *Use, Usage, and leaning 1 , p. 224*
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of what a la*p|ft£6 a&ya, be cause something can only bfc said in a sentence 

and a language does not contain sentences. There can be uo beliefs in a 

language because there can be no sentences expressing the beliefs 1ft * 

language. And even if there were sentences expressing beliefs in a language* 

the corresponding negative could always be forced by adding *It is not th* 

ease that...*'. Any grammatical sentence expressing a statement can be

by adding the appropriate negative to form the contradictory ^raraaat- 

sentence. I suppose this is the corollary to the view that any 

belief that it is possible for on© to hold there is a corresponding contra­ 

dictory belief that it is also possible for one to hold* ~ven if sentences 

were part of a language, beliefs could not be necessarily relative to these 

parts because there would always be corresponding negatives. thelstic 

opinions ean b© perfectly easily expressed in Bccl©siastical .Latin. Beliefs 

about God, metaj&ysieal or otherwise, ar© not contained in the I*atin 

language*

For similar reasons, I think it is wrong to speak of confusions or 

conceptual mistakes being contained or embedded in a langua^®. For there 

to be a confusion in any appropriate sense, there i^ust be a belief confusing 

two 01 mor© tiiiii&&, but beliefs are not the kind of thing that a language 

can have, dative speakers of many different languages have confusions about 

freedom of the will, but none of their languages have these confusions. The 

languages have only the words and constructions, and we compose the sentences 

which express our beliefs and confusions* Slcdlarly, conceptual mistakes 

are things tnat phllosophers make when they say things or compose sentences.

1, This example was suggested to me by Professor Syle.



They do not have to make these nJlstakftts because of their language or 

fc*«aus<* of anything el»© for that oattar* *»nd other philosophers can 

correct tli em if they nutlet tha adata**** It is net tU* iai^u^^c which is 

at fault but the philosophers who say thfc things taat they do*

lir, T&e Identity of a gua^ and .Addltlona to a

I have argued that in general sentences are not constituents of a 

but that words and constructions are. I have yet to say which words and

which constructions as well as how mar^y are constituents of a language. It 

is not at all clear exactly what constitutes A language. One thing that 

will hare to be true is that words cannot be Individuated aerely according 

to their phonetic or orthographic form, the G*nran word ' rot ' and the 

Kaglish word 'rot 1 are clearly different words. ?or one thin^ they BU& 

different things, which also makes us want to diatinguisii the English words 

'cijeck 1 a-nd 'cheque 1 as well as different words of the form 'bank 1 * And 

the German word *schr@iben f certainly is not an .tin&Lish word, nor can it 

be used in an Kngliah sentence except one like this where it is mentioned, 

On the other hand, there do seem to be foreign words which are part of 

another language^ althou^i it is difficult to ssy vli&u they hav@ become a

fart of the other language « ?£he difficulty is like that of saying i?hen an 

iiszoi grant has become a native* Examples of such questionable words in

JBnglish arc *blitskrieg*, 'tete-a-tet©*, and 'bona fid©'. Gcuaeti^ea tww 

Vordfi merely depend upon nets objects such as the ./'jaerioan Snglish word 

which comes from the llopi woi'd aeariing a building. It is also difficult to

was su^asted to m« by Professor
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Whether or not things like proper nar-es can also be considered *ords 

of the language. The fact that f ;:unieh» (in iin£lish; is different from 

(in Gerffan), the fact that words Ilka 'Warsaw* in !iolish are

declined, and the fact that word counts include proper names are stroag 

reasons for saying that they are words in a language.

Sijsilar &&d |X>ssibly more serious difficulties aria® concerning th« 

constructiona of a language. In the first place, it ie much I'-ss determinate 

Vbat tk« constructiona of a language are. This is not something that is 

more or less established (as in the case of words) in ordinary language, 

lsore importantly, there does not seem to be any basis for accepting any one 

set of constructions as tlie constituent construetioaa of a particular 

language* It seems far laorts likely tiiat for any given lan^ua^e tLer« will 

be toor® than one adequate ^raimaar. Different seta of constructions could 

tlien be given &s the constituent constructions of a particular 

The difficultly arises wh^n we try to say which ouastructiQiis are the 

constituents we learn when we learn the lau^ua^e. Jtoxhapa tlierd ai-e 

constructions or s^mtactic rules «friich are necessary for one to speak the 

laaguagje, but one c^ui say cuite a bit with a very minimal knowledge of 

gnuoiB&r« i»^« with the us© of a very oduittfd nuiabfer of const ructions aiad 

rules,

Cue can also say a ^reat deal with an extremely small vocabulary. This 

made it conceivable to develop a mole language like Basic English which was 

composed of only 600 words. G.A. Killer inaintaiiis that txie '30 most

1. This example cor^s irom xeter ^cacii, '^ne Aprils of 
to the \Toltaire Society in Cxford on 16 February,
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commonly used word ty-es make up about 60 per cent of the word tokens w* 

say*. '^he percentage would be even higher for any individual speaker, 

althou^i the flares would not be quite as astounding if we Included the 

Words that he rtada and hears, "'till, this indicates that the basic or 

most eomronly used words of a languare are going to be a very snail core 

of the total collection of words of the language,

Vany tilings can be said with a very small nurrber of words, such that a 

child with a small working vocabulary of even a thousand words can "be said 

to speak, lie can name and describe roany different objects (including new 

objects, which shows the productivity in his spleen;, express his feelings, 

ask questions, give and obey con&ands, as well as many other things. This 

is the core of the day to day language, which means that the child will be 

able to understand as well as to participate In most of the ordiuaiy 

conversation. Because of this sn.aH core of words ti.at are used for roost 

of what «* say, there can be revisions in and additions to the vocabulary 

of the speaker with only a very small effect on his discourse, whether the 

speaker be a child or an adult with a vocabulary of fifty thousand words 

where of course the effect would be even smaller and nore insignificant* 

The speech will not change significantly as lon^ as the core regains basic­ 

ally the sama, and there are rarely important or sudden changes in the 

words which belong to the core.

The same thing can be said about a language as a whole whether the 

vocabulary is as lar^, as 500,000 or as small as 50*000* In any cas« the 

addition of oos or two words will be unimportant* this is not enough to

1. killer, G-.A., language..ejsd. gQgaBunieatiQn (Hew York; I-cG-raw liill, 1963),
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the speech of the speakers* One reason for this ie that many of the speakers 

Oi$vt not even know of the addition to the vocabulary of their language 

and yet still be able to speak the language with each other* ?fo one knows 

all the words of a language, and I should think that one could be said to 

know A particular language without knowing any of the borrowed words of the 

kind that I mentioned above* - aid it seems almost too obvious that any two 

people who can be said to know a particular language are most unlikely to 

know exactly the &&&e words of the language* Sane people are likely to 

know vastly different seta of words*

One can imagine a situation where one would aay that a change in the 

vocabulary was drastic enou^i to say that the language is no longer the 

same language* Just imagine Bar-Hillel *s case of adding the whole 

vocabulary of English to that of the American Indian language Choctaw,

a more realistic case would be tri*t of a society of gardeners which 

suddenly turned to the sea for its livelihood and at the san,e tiite borrowed 

a lar£e nmber of words from a society with a very different language. On* 

eould imagine them borrowing enou^ii such that we would say that they speak 

a different language than before, Notice, however, that it would be a 

very different cftse If they iserely added their own words, i'he nature of 

a language is not clear enou^i to detenaine where one can draw the line 

bet. een a language reniaining the same and its becoming a different language* 

In any case, we know that a l&rpB number of words can be added*

1* This example comes from BAr-iliXlel, 'Intertranalatability of riatural
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, We can attc uow th#t the steteisuinants of a language are at best
'••'-':•••:•: T .••-•!• .,'.»...,.. >>-*• =» ' .„' •••-••

vague, this presents difficulties for certain mechanical resolutions, 

while at the same time it provides a move for an attack upon one position 

of the relativity thesis* This simple but obvious position is that some 

languages have words for objects that are unknown to any of the speakers 

of other languages. There are lan$ua$«s like liopl which probably do not 

have ?sords corresponding to the English wo ids 'reactor* and 'advertising*, 

Words for wildlife will also differ because of regional differences among 

oth«r things, fortunately, these ana deficiencies which can be overcome.

1'he word 'television' did act come into the ^fi^Lish language until 1909 

soon after such a machine was invented, and much later the word 'tel

was added to ;.elah from the .English influence in spite of the great
2 difference between iVelsh and English. 'The important thing about this

addition is that those who spoke I£ngliah and learned the word 'television* 

or those who spoke >*@lsh and le&rned the word 'tellywcilly ' did not then 

S]>eak different languages,

The change is even more spectacular in the area of scientific words where 

new names are given to discoveries and inventions practically every day, 

It would bb absurd to think that each new word creates a new language, 1 

can write or speak ^nglish because there are others who 'understand ji 

s>nd thereby understand most of what I write or say in spite of the fact 

that their vocabulary is somewhat different from mine. Anyone who holds

1. 7 he Shorter uxford,_.;^ij^Ijia^i Di.ctionaiy, third edition, p,2l43«

2. For a discussion of this and other kinds of influence in linguistic 
change, a&o: Somnerfelt, Alf, *i»ansuage, Society and Culture', Korsk 
ffidsskrift for
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that there ia a relativity because aome languages have words for objects 

that are unknown to any of the speakers of other languages will have to 

take into account the fact that where a language does not nave a word for 

an object the word can always be added without creating a nc-w language*

v. The ftlfffclon of Speech and Ijfea..

This discussion haa alao brou^ut us to a better perspective about the 

relation between language and speech* A person is said to know a languag 

if he is able to speak the language and understand what others aay and 

write. Ilia knowledge of the language does not depend upon hia knowing or 

being able to repeat & certain number of words, de certainly will not be 

able to repeat all the words of the language* even if this were to make 

sense, and there is no particular collection of words which uuat be known 

for one to be aald to know the language, One might question whether it 

ia possible for one to be said to know i&gliah without knowing or being 

able to use words like 'red', f l% 'table 1 , and *want*. There are 

words which can be seen to be important from both a statistical 

and a pheBOiaenologlc&l investigation of language, but it would be absurd 

to try to determine exactly which words are in this core.

In being said to know a language, it is not the words tiiat are important 

but that one can and does speak* "his comes from the fact that one does 

not learn a language by just memorising many words and a few syntactical 

rules. Knowing a language depends upon speaking the language* When someone 

learns to speak fhe learns what can be said; he learns, however fuirbllngly, 

what it isakee sense to say, H« comes to have sosie sense of how different
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remarks have something to do with one another* This is why he can answer 

you and ask you things, and why he begins to follow a conversation or to 

carry on & conversation himself, 1 This is something more than just 

learning a language, which is only part of what is linguistic. In learning 

a foreign language, for example, we learn new words to say old things, 

(rhis is only frequently the case. It is sli$itly more complicated,} .*e 

learn how to say things in a new lan$uaf*e, .«e learn the new words to smke 

remarks, a& questions, express our feelings, etc. But this whole process 

depends upon our already knowing a language in which we say things and 

carry on conversations,

«&@n we first acquire our native language, we learn the points of 

remarks and what it is to say something* <*hat is important is not that we 

learn a (any particular) language, but that we acquire speech — the capacity 

to use language* ••<§ mi$it say that we learn how to speak, but that suggests

really too much, .© learn to speak, but this *is not learning hew to speak
2 or how to do aoythin^. And it is not learning the mastery of a technique 1 .

This would be to suggest that language is like a tool for which we are 

'tau|$it the method and technique of its use, AS Tliees suggests, only the 

learning of a forei^i language comes close to this, *«hen we loam to speak, 

we jutit begin to s^eak, -e be^in to say wiiat it is we want aad how it is 

we feel* £>e-gjLcning to speak is acquiring speech^ /aid when wa speak, it is 

necessarily in son© particular language. Our speech is a criterion for

1, .iiees, :ush, '.^ittgenstein's Guilders', Ari^otelifeai ^ci&^y. 00 
(1959-60J: 130.

f *

2. Ibid,. p.163.



our t>eing said to feaow a language. A language can still be thou^it of aa 

a 'corpus of teaca&ble things' and these things having been learned are 

exhibited in the activity that can be called spoeolu

30 ffcr 1 have paid closest attention to language, altheu^i I have tiled 

to show how close^ related language Is to speech. But now I want to say 

a bit more about speech itself. At the end of the preceding paragraph, 

I have used the word •speech 1 in three different seizes, all of which muat 

be distinguished along with the other senses of the word. I shall ^ass 

over the senses of 'speech* as in 'after-dinner speech 1 and in *tha speech 

of a nation*. But there la the sense of f speech* as in 'bad speech* where 

it means something like the manner of speaking*

This is also closely tied to the sense where it is the result of speaking, 

Speech is what on& produces when one speaks. I suppose this is what .r.yle 

ttfc* thinking of when ho suggested that speech is the collection of the 

saying of things, while language is the collection of words and constructions. 

Tliis nd$it be sdaleading, however, for it would b© wrong to say that speech 

is the collection of sentences. At best it is only the collection of 

utterances, but a different kind of collection from the collection of words 

and constructions that language is. His speech and vy Speech are all part 

of the same thing, the result of speaking, although his language and sgr 

language might bs different things, it should also b& clear that if we 

Speak of speech as being the collection of the sayings of things we mean 

the collection of the token sounds that coaie out. That it is a collection

1. yle, 'bee, tfsat©, and leaning 1 , p. 223.
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of sounds can be a<s*n by the fuel that we do not find apeeah in a book* 

They are token sounds because if someone else says the same thing — whether

It is that he asserts the sasr.e proposition or utters the same sounds — 

what he has said (among other things) is not the same speech but some more 

speech* ~ach new token utterance is another bit of speech,

Sometimes, however, we are more Interested in some one's ability to 

speak, as when we are speaking of acquiring speech, ->hen I say that someone 

has speech, I aai thinking of his having the ability to speak or the ability 

to produce speech in another sense. Professor %le siadntains also that

•speech 1 'can be conscripted to denote tu« activity or rather the clan of 

activities of saying things 1 , This is a sense whioii 1 am very unsure of 

In spite of the fact that it is an accepted listing in the Oxford lin&Lish 

Dictionary, I have found very few linguistic contexts in which "speech* 

could be replaced by 'the clan of activities of saying things'* Wt do

•peak of all men having speech In common which seei&s to surest that it 

is a kind of activity that they have in conacon, aithou^i it could just as 

well suggest an ability or potentiality that all men have in common, >;»

•al$Tb also say that to understand a people it is necessary to understand 

their speech as well as other important kinds of activity, but this seems 

a bit strained to me. It seems to me that the activity or clan of 

activities is usually referred to by the word 'speaking 1 and that speech 10 

the result of thia speaking or the ability to speak,

1- iM&M P-223,



138.

To say that an animal does not have speech is to a*y that it does not 

have the ability to apeak. Of course not uaving the activity or the result 

0t*« mlon£ with this, but that is not what is said. Nevertheless, a 

confusion arise* because of the close connection between the ability, the 

activity, the results, and the nature of the results. ;Co doubt similar 

confuaions arise in collection with other abilities and activities*

<4\rlte ofton this confusion is unimportant or irrelevant and socittimos 

even undeeidable in a harmless way, Uhen 1 say speech is cotemon to all 

men, it aeerca unimportant to moat situations whether I nean that the ability 

to speak is cosunon to all men, that the activity is common to all men, or 

that the result of apsokiag is co&iaon to all men, ^H turee meaning have 

»ppZH3fl6i«ately the same logical consequences, e.g. the rational nature of 

man. And if you want to find out exactly what 1 mean you can always ask 

me, but for me to tell you exactly what 1 Dean is not necessarily for me 

to give you a meaning which is exact. dien I say * Stand over there. * I am 

not being exact, but it is good enou^ki as it is. It is appropriate i'or

what I want, arid of course I can be more

Similarly, when I say that speech is common to all men, it is 

possible that I have something only very general in mind and that even 1 

cannot say more exactly what was iceant by s^y sentence, Cf course I can 

a*ke it more exact if that is necessary, but that asay be to add to what 

was said before, "hat I am suggesting is that althou^i I have distinguished 

several sense a of the word 'speech 1 it will sometimes appear in contexts

1. Cf, bittgenateln, aiilosoii'1ic*li -invest i/:£tiona.
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language (or speech) just does not necessitate that kind of exactness or 

implicitness. This may be similar to the fact that in English it is not

necessary to designate whether a brother or sister is younger or older,
•j

while this is necessary in !aya. It Ei$it be said that English is less

precise here than !*aya just as 'speech* is less precis® in some contexts 

than In others. But in both cases more precision can be obtained 

it is necessary. And if this kind of precision has not been often 

for a word like •speech f f then it is quite possible that the lack of 

precision will exist in most of the occurrences of ttie word. This a 

to be a. lack without a loss* The inexactness is a hamless one,

finally, I sho\Lld lilcc to show how linguists have often failed to 

tho distinction between language and speech and thereby have been misled* 

Linguists have often done their work by going out to the field and just 

taking note of what native speakers say in order not to impose augr of their 

own preconceptions. In doing this, it is standardly accepted tliat a sentence 

is a complete utterance, which in turn is determined by long pauses* It 

has been recognised that it is not clear how long the pauses should be, 

although 1 do not think it has been recognized that long pauses break up 

Sentences which are sometimes separated by only short pauses. This is just 

to point out that there are problems about what a complete utterance is, but 

the relevant jxxtnt here is that an utterance need not be a sentence. Often 

I will speak in complete sentences and particularly wh@n I am trying to

1. This example com&a from ,*ida, u^n©^ linguistics and i"fchjaolO£y in 
translation .roolems 1 , ^ord, 1 (1945): 194-236.
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correct^, ^ut saaay of ey utterances are not sentences, and there 

are some utterance* which even the wildest imagination could not construe 

as a sentence, if I utter the words 'rend being plonk love', the result 

Is an utterance but surely not a sentence. If the distinction "between 

utterances and sentences were cl*arf pejiiaps linguists would be less prone 

to construe the utterances of a child as sentences or even the grunts of 

a^reeisent or disagreement, whether they be *Uh huh 1 or f Yes', as sentences. 

$hat constitutes a sentence will be determined by the words and constructions 

of the language and not by the utterances in one 1 a speech, Cf course the 

language is often exhibited in the speech of its speakers, but exhibiting 

is different from being the same &s. Utterance* and sentences should be 

d:stingulshod as well. G&e is a bit of speech, in one sense of f speech*, 

and the other is determined by the language, i.e. the words and construet~ 

ions that constitute the
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i* 3omer rhouffiita on TfeouMitji

In the last chapter, 1 discussed some linguistic factors and distinctions, 

but there must also b© non-linguistic factors in any hypotneais of the 

relativity of language, ^o we must no« turn to aosie of these non-liuguifttic 

factors, \s 1 have already said, I shall not attempt a general specifica­ 

tion of cultural or mental factors. But there ar« some things that ean be 

said about thoughts in relation to any theoretical hypothesis of the 

relativity of language. It is someti&es said that what or how we think 

de-ends upon our language or vice yersa, iioai* considerations of thoughts 

will show how a theoretical hypothesis mi^it arise in this connection,

tiy comments about thoughts and thinking will be rather cursory, tout I 

hope they will be enough to isake it clear what 1 do aud do not want to 

talk about, l<y nain interest in this chapter will be with thoughts that 

we con be said to have, I mean this in two senses. Having a thou^it is 

like having a child. It can eitner be something that occurs or happens, 

or it can be a matter of <y,uasi-pos&3&$iozi* I ean suddenly have a thought, 

as indicated by the exclamation f l just had & thougutj 1 , or 1 cam have a 

thought over a period of tizr.e, as in 'John lias an interesting thou^it 

about this,*. In both cases, we can speak of his thinking that such-and- 

such is tne case, or we- can speak of his thought that such-and-such ia 

the case. It is foe00 formulations that lead people to say that thoughts 

are projxjsitional, although one does not think a proposition.
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we know that & person thinks that such-and-such ia the case by

his -uuuviour. in the saiutf way we can spaak of a dog thinking 

thftt his bone is in a particular jxLace. Lot the dog does not hav^ thou^ite, 

nor do people in these moments.

>.*ot all thinliing or thoughts, however, are propoaition&l in the sense 

suggested above. Thinking can be a kind of activity where one is coatena- 

plating, considering, wondering, ate. «,hiie sitting for a written exam­ 

ination, one is indeed thinking, and although one has a number of thought* 

taring the eJMBlnatlon there is not something that one thinks throu$iout 

the examination. One can alao be thinking when in another sense what one 

is doing is fraying to think of a nuaw@r but at tho time not thin>dng 

anything at all or even about anything* I^inally, 1 shall mention a c&»e 

of thinking about aoaething or someone where I can have & number of thought* 

about it or them or just revel in ipy awnta! ina^es with no particular

ts at all. 1 oan b« thinking jgf soineone but not be thinking anything 

th«m.» In all of these cases I aave just considered, the person is 

thinking, but there is not a thou^it which corresponds to that tninking. 

the only exception is where we speak of the aere thou$it of a person making 

us angry, but this is not a thought that we can have. Although the person 

is thinking, he is not thinking that sucn-una-auQu is tiie case nor does 

he have the thou^t tiiat such-and-such is the caae« In what follows, I 

•heJ.1 not be ccwisidering these castss of 'non-propoaitional * thinking since 

it is trivial that these kinds of thinking can be done independent of 

whatever language on© 9peaka«

1 want to consider now whether or not the other cases of thinking where
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one has a thought are also independent of the language one speaks, At ti 

•HP* tiae I shall investigate whether there ud#it be a relativity of thought 

between speakers of different languages. I Shall introduce these ];roblenui 

by a particular example. Consider the case of suddenly thinkLi£ tliat you 

have not sent a Christmas card to John, It nig.it be that in your aiad you 

thought out the words 'I have not sent a Christies card, to John, ', but 

this is indeed unusual and certainty unnecessary, Moreover, it is not ev<*n 

eaouflfr to give the thought its proper dfit<M«in*qy. The thought, in the case 

I am iEr.a££nin£, is about a particular John «hile the mere words a** not,

It aai^ht have been that the having of the thought had no more content 

than an image of John (whatever that ia;, or s^ybe it involved &otfcUi£ ffiore 

tfcan thinking *'i'he card,11 , rids is mysterious enough in itself* but it do** 

not change the case that I am considering. Kort likety, there was nothing 

of this sort at all, &« suddenly have thoughts without images, inward 

speech, &r anything else of this nature. If we were later asked what we 

had audden^gr thou^it, WQ could aay, with illustrations, what we had ti*oughtf . 

but this does not mean that what we say and what we draw are like any wwital 

content at the time of our suddenly thinking southing* We sometimes have 

thou^its and there is no observable (or introspectable) content until we 

have onty later actually expressed tht* tuou^il,

this &ak@8 the having of a thou^it appear inde^iident of the expr^ssin^ 

of a thou^it, One can avow that one has had a thought without any expression 

of the thou^tit having been given* The aacppession (a& well as observable

1, This ejcample cones from an unpublished manuscript on tliou^its "by
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content) often cornea only &ft<sr tue thougnt, SiffiHarly where tae thought

ia not soii&jtUint; that occurs but ao&ietulng Uw*t w<§ o&a ,iu.Vc; ovwi 1 & ^riod 

of tis*^ we can still u*v« the tii€>u#ht without ^vcr hafing expvMMd it* 

Before going any further, however, it should bo clear ***t th« expression 

bf a thou$it is. It is not as if there is something and than wo express 

it &s in the c 3*2 of ftaeiin^B. rhe exp.rea»iou of a thou^it is not like
A

the cry of pain. This ia sub^ we c&n sa/ *- peiay for your taouguta, ' out

not 'A ^liay for your paijtis. 1 . Thoughts ax-6 eoir-nuzii cable in a Wigr 

tfcioh feelings are not* ••hen »® express a thought, unlike when we 

a pain, we tall our thought arui our listener ae&ra it. ^ 

thought ia not only expressible by m« but &l»o by soEittonfe els« as w«ll as 

in otuer lajaguagsa. Jtherti oan say taut 1 asi in pain, but Woy caouot 

express ny i&in* In the case of thou^its, as in th© caa^ of opinions and 

beliefs, expressing tliess is nothing more than saying what th*y are. ?hl» 

ties tlie expression of a thou^it, but not the thou^it itself, closely to 

language.

i^ow since the thou^t itself ap}>ears to be independent of l&ngua^a or 

at least the use of language in the expression, it appears that anyone can 

have a thought independent of th© language h@ 8|«aks# I shall not argu© 

the question hero of whet^ur ono can aave a ihougrit inde^i^leat of miether

one s ] eaks a language at all, althou^i son>.€> 5jit€re&ti^ stuuics kav& b»«n
2 along this line, No particular content, including linguistic content,

1« Cf* *ittgenstein, Investigations. §.}t 7.
2. In imrticular, 1 r©f«r the reader to ,ric H* I*«nn«ber£, 'Understanding 

gua^ without ability to »>peaic; A Gas® Report 1 , J. of .
and ^ocial ^sycholo^y, 65 (1962}: 419^25; ioirth, 'j?hiiikji^: ..ithout 

and Lenneborg, MolQfflcal . /^un^ationa of
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ia necessary for one to hay© a thou^it, and this seem* to allow that 

anything ia thinkable Independent of whatever language one speaks, f 

course it must be a thought that auch-and-such is the case, i.e. *proposi­ 

tional 1 , but the proposition does not have to be expressible in the speaker's 

language. In any case, we nave no reason not to believe that if something 

is thinkable for anyone it is thinkable for everyone. It has been suggested 

that this ia trivially true. 1 have tried to show only toat there is no 

Jjaiiediate reason for saying that a language could limit what its speakers 

could think*

ii. Can One have a Thou/fot which One Cannot Jxn

An interesting problem now arises if we do tiiink of thoughts independent 

of language in this way. One wants to ast if it mi^it be possible for one 

to have a thou^kt and then discover that one is not able to give the 

expression of it. To put this in another way, we mi^it ask if there are 

inexpressible thoughts* i.e. thou^ita which we are unable to express. Roore

once indicated that we sometimes do have thoughts without being able to
2 express them.

Let us suppose that on® does have a thought which ia then found to b@ 

inexpressible. . irst of all, how would we know timt he had aad the thought 

in the first place? w* mi^it see the person's face li^it up and hear him 

Say f ,iha f . In aany cases Uiis would be sufficient for us to say that he

in the Border ...rea cf linguistics an.4 .Uiloa.Q.p^y 
and Co., 1S>o6; t p0 143*u

2, eej toore, Jo^ '••aift ...roble^ of ^hilosOff^y ( uondon; Q^or^e ..Hen 
and unwin, 1953), p»t>1* ror a similar view, see uanaon, ..-atterna of 
discovery.



just had a thou$it, but this depends upon his not denying that he had 

had a thought, -hat the person says, presuming he is sincere, is the 

determining factor her®. (I am assuming that the time lapse has not been 

long enou$i for him to have forgotten that he has had a thought,} It would 

be nonaens© for us to argue that a person had had a thought of which he had 

not been aware* jiere there seems to be no room for error.

The important cases then sees; to be the first person cases, so 1 shall

turn to an investigation of these, /tad I shall concentrate on those cases
2 where 1 suddenly have a thou^it but where there is nothing like what people

have wanted to call Kintal content, first of all, it can be seen from what 

I have said above that *1 know that I hwr* Just &ad a thought. f adds 

nothing to *I have just h&d a thou^it.% ..here there is no room for error, 

it does not make sense to say that a person does not know something, A 

person does not have a thought without his knowing it, but tit en it does 

not add anything to say that h& knows he has just had a thou^nt.

Furthermore, there are certainly no reaaons that we c&n give for saying 

that we have just had a thought, -e do not aave criteria for our saying 

that we have just had a thought* It is not as if there were an experience 

or feeling of having a thou$it which was independent of what the thought 

is* wuch an experience or feeling does not exist* ror any particular 

experience or feeling, one could imagine having it without having a

1. i'cr a discussion of whether on<j can be wrong about having a thought, 
see: .'^ittgenateln,

2* >.t thia point, 1 sliall not consider casas of having a thou^it where 
one can have it over a period of time since irrelevant problems of 
memory would then arise, iy interest in c&ses of suddenly haying a 
thought is not because of their commonness but because of their 
importance to the problc*:aa which 1 a®,
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or not h Ting it and haying a thou$it, It does not make sense to look and 

see in our own caae. ,e know that we have had a thought without observation, 

Rental or otherwise,

The question then arises whether it makes sense to say that a person 

la unable to express the thou^it which he haa just had. Consider first 

the most radical caae of hia not being able to aay anything at ail — not 

even that it is about something peculiar or about a peculiar experience* 

In such a caae, one would be able to say no more than: 'I have just had 

a thought, but I do not >onow what it is or even what it ia about. 1 , 1 do 

not know what this would be, unless it were a case of having forgotten the 

thouQrt. I can re!nei;.be r having had a thought and not remember anything 

about it, but here I am Jurcagining a case where memory does not enter in 

and where 1 have Just had the thou^it,

For ua to have had a thought, there tfiust be some thou^it that we have 

had. Thia is juat as true If it is a caaa of having a thought where w« 

can have it over a period of tiffi@« The tkou^it which one haa ia

deterained by ita ai^cification, (whether it ia alwaya ao determined ia 

one of the questions which I am considering hare.) The specification of 

a thou^it is the sentence which expresses the thought or possibly the 

proposition which gives the thou^it* As 1 have auggested above, the refer­ 

ence to particulars haa to be determined &a well. Any thing less than this 

ia less than a full specification. The very minimum specification of a 

thou^tt is a specification of what it ia about, For me to say that I have
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fcftti & thought, I oust have had a thought about

It is impossible to have a thought and not be able to say anything about 

it ffeen one hat just had the thou$rt» ** there is not at least the minimum 

specification of the thought, there la no reason to say that on® has h&d 

ft thou$it at all, *e would never b© prepared to say that a person had had 

a tiiou$it, if he were not able to tell us a^ythiii^ about It, It would be 

strange even in the case where he could toll us coxl^ what It was about arid 

not what the thou^it Itself was. The possibility of having a thou^it i* 

logically tied to being able to say at least aojnethln^ about the thought,

1 have argued that it is impossible to aavta a thou^it about which we 

could not say ar<ythingf but this is quite different from having a thought 

which we could not express. It mi^it be that w© were thinldng something 

about a peculiar object which we find inexpressible in words. (This is 

different of course froa t&i&idn$ that a peculiar object is indescribable. 

i'bat thoujit is exr resjible.j <m can at least say something about this 

, even thou^i it is wrong to say that we can express the thou$it« 

case 1 am suggesting here is that of a thought of which we are fully 

aware but fer wiiioh we lack the language to express it,

This kind of case see&s to depend upon a view that 'the thou^its are 

already there (perhaps were there in advance) and we merely look for their 

expression. ' It sees* that in order to express one *s thought there mist 

be something which the expx*ession expresses, this then makas it appear 

that we first look at our thought and then express it, but this is certainly

Wittgenstein, Iny.e a t i£ftt i pna ,
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not wiiat me do at all. It is not as thou^i we were looking at a sentence 

in a foreign language and then expressing it in our own language, indeed 

we cannot even be said to express sentences. It might be that 'a picture 

occurs to me and I try to describe it. Or an English expression occurs to 

me and I try to hit on the corresponding Gentars. one. * But this is not what 

the expression of a thought is. In one case, there is a description of a 

picture, which one might uave thought of but it in itself is not a thou$it. 

In the other case, the thought is expressed by the English expression, 

which I then try to translate into German. This is no different from trying 

to translate ai^ything 1 say from English into German, It is not as though 

there is something with meaning that is translated into something elsa 

with th© oaxse meaning. For one thing, thoughts do not have meanings, "ore 

importantly, idien we express our thoughts, we do not look at soatthing whieii 

mi^it be like a proposition and then read off the expression of the thought. 

Nor do w«* even look at something end somehow describe it in the expression 

of the thou^t. Putting a thou^it into words is not like putting a coded 

message into words. ?her© is nothing from which we can read off the 

expression of the thought*

Still we sometimes have difficulty in putting our thoughts into words. 

Often this is because we have difficulty finding the rlgit word. This can 

happen when we have forgotten what the word was that we wairted to use. This 

is like having something we wanted to say and then forgetting it. • roblems
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of memory do not ralae intereating queationa here* what can also 

ia tiiat we have & thought which we can expreas only very cumbtiraoaely but 

for which w@ know there ia a better wcpreasioii which we cannot think of. 

In such a case, someone els© is just as qualified aa we are to think of a 

better expreaaion. Sometimea, however, there ia ft word f on the tip of 

our tongue 1 which we are unable to bring out. Then only we are capable 

of knowing that a word ia thu right one and for thia there are no criteria. 

Somehow we know when a word ia not the right one and when we have come 

the word that we were trying to think of.

.

So far 1 have discussed only those; cases where we have expreased our 

Uiouguts but where the expression of the thought is not the moat 

felicitous or not the one deaireu* 1 atill uav^ to consider wh@tii.er there 

are any caaea where there ia a thought but where there ia no expreftaion of 

the thought* First of all there aeem to b@ some cases where we have only 

a sketchy thought vdiich is not actually a thou^it at all. Thia ia to be 

diatlu^uiahed irua. vue au^geation that & Uiou^t is a @k@tcli wuidi ia 

filled out by its expreaaioa* It ia rataer like tiaiuking of & proof 

where it ia only a aketch of the proof and aometimea cannot even be filled 

out, 1 aca inclined to think taat it doea not isake asase to apeak of a 

a&ftoi* of a tiiou^it mUidi can^^c?^ be fill&d out, but it ia i&portont that 

the aketch of a thought can be filled out in different ways. #ut of course 

then it would not be a thought tiiat I load. In any case, a aketch ia i*ot

1. thia au££®sfcioxi »as wade by ..'ittgenatein In his last lectures 
according to tae notea (p.o6) by reter iieacn of thoao
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yet a full thought until it has been filled out, and tnat ia the reason 

«* cannot give a full expression of a thought when what we had was nothing 

more than a sketch, the expression can only be at best the full expression 

of a sketch of a thought.

Consider th© following case now. I was thinking about a coffee house 

and wanted to say that people will frequent a spot like that, but 1 could 

Qnty think of words like 'populate*, 'congre&at© 1 , etc. None of the 

words seemed to express quite what I wanted to say, and I could not even 

think of cumbersome phrases which would giv® what I wanted to say. Then 

the right word, * frequent', finally came to me. it mi$it have been that 

the ri^hit word would never have come to iae, in which ease I would probably 

be&ln to doubt that there was a right word. Certainly before the right 

word comes to mind I am not able to express a thou^it fully, /aid there 

Seems to be no practical way of determining whether there is a right word. 

Until I eatse to the rigvt word, i would have not only every word in vy 

vocabulary to cheek but also every short phrase. If this makes sense, it 

involves at least a large indefinite number of steps which would make the 

task impossible practically.

In the east* where I did finally find the right word, I am inclined to 

think that 1 did not have the thought until the word caaie to me, Before 

that it seeas to me to have been nothing store than the sketch of a thought. 

There were the Bakings of a thou^at there, but the thought was not complete 

until I could give a full expression of it* it is true that I was looking 

for the right word, but this does not £*ean that there was something 

already there ag&inst which 1 can measure an expression. It is rather like 

up a tune. I can have the idea for a tune, but as loag as I am
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missing even one note I do not have the tune itself. !ry idea will only 

be the sketca of a tune.

In the case of a thought, the thou$;t is not complete until the expression 

of it fe complete or is forthcoming. .aid sometimes the only way to see 

whether it is forthcoming is to see whether it will cosae forth. Sfleetijoes 

I think I have had a thou^tit about something, and 1 find that it is not 

co&pleteable in the way that 1 had expected. In sucii a case* I am not 

prepared to say that there was a thought at all in the first place. I 

only thought that I had had a thought, but it turns out to be nothing more 

than a sketch which is not eompleteafcle In the way that had been expected. 

*his is not the usual cast*, but I think to© unusual is revealing here. It 

shows how little there is to the possibility of inexpressible thou^its. 

If we are not able to give the complete expression of a thou^it, there seems 

to be little reason to say that there is a complete thought. Of course 

souse are less good at expressing Uieir thoughts than others, but the 

concern here is not with facility but with capability, i.e. whether it can 

be done at all.

A more serious problem is presented by aph&sics who are unable to 

spe&k coherently, ^csse of these people |>lay chess and appear to have 

taou^ita about strategy. I would surest th&t in these cast a it is just 

very difficult to distinguish between a complete thought and the sketch 

Of a thought. How much can be said about it being a complete thought will 

depend upon how obvious th© strategy is and how much can be expressed in 

the language or gestures available, i^rtmps there is some reason to say 

that there is a complete thougat, but this still depends upon the t 

being completely specifiable. It I 9m unable to express cyr thou^its
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because of a lack of speech, they must at least be expressible by ao&ecuie 

with speech and it must in soioe way be clear tuat tit« thougftta that they 

express are thy thoughts tuat I had*

the necessity of a complete expression of a thought la suggested by 

what happens when we talk about formulating our thoughts. "ometlmes this 

can QQ as innocuous as putting our thoughts into words and down on paper, 

but usually I think it involves quit© a bit moi^e* »e often i'or&ulatu our

when they are unclear and not completely thought out. These 

the tiB»es when tiiou^its need formulating* because- they ar© not complete 

Here, fowsulating thoughts means coming upon thoughts whicli ar© complete 

where before they were only incomplete , reaeBiberins that an incomplete 

thou^it is not yet a thought but only the sketch of a thought, similarly, 

we sometimes formulat© thoughts in the sense of having completely new on&s, 

which is rather like formulating sentences.

1 haw emphasized th© importance of a complete expression of a thought, 

but 1 would not want to suggest that to express oac's thoughts is always a 

relatively easy thing to do. 3oma times it oaii be very difficult. '«• can 

iiaagija® the caso of a carpenter having a thought about how to do something

or even the aior<& difficult case of a painter having a thought about his
2 work. l& nfe i trier cas^ would th$ ^^cpr^asion of th& taou^t be at all easy,

and it might turn out that it was not a complete thought at all but an idea 

which was to be worked out* nevertheless, if the person did have a thou^it,

1 , This case was su£i:©st©d by Hampshire in i'ho^i^ and action* 

2. This case was sugge&t&d to &* by G
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iie -SSft express it whether or not he has the patience to do so. The 

sxpresaion ®i$at be a long and complex sentence, but length and complexity 

are not important here. reriiaps the carpenter will have to describe each 

piece with which he will be working and each motrenent that he will make. 

Whether or not he could have used a simpler sentence, this would be a way 

of giving & complete expression of his thought* The painter could do 

something rather similar, even though it would be far lucre difficult. If 

a painter does have a thou^it as opposed to an idea, which is probably 

Somewhat rare, he could describe each part of the canvas as it will appear. 

1 doubt that any painter would be bothered to give such an expression of 

his tiiGU|/ita, but as long as we know that h« can express his thoughts we 

need not bother him.

One interesting aspect of th© point that I am arguing is the relation 

that it appears to have with the discussions about a language without 

particulars. If all else fails in expressing our thoughts, w@ can always 

revert to ordinary predicate terms for colours and patterns, i'he sentence 

may b© terribly difficult and long, but we know there is a sentence which 

•otprWMftft our thought. Notice also that this does not depend upon one*s 

taking a view about the necessity of a language with particulars for one 

without particulars. The on3y Important thijag is that there be predicate 

terms with which to give the expression of the thought*

It mi^it be argued that it is clear how one ml^it express one's thoughts 

about visual matters but not so clear how this could be done in connection 

with other experiences* rtorhapa we do not have a word for a particular 

quality where our thought was that southing had that duality. failing
..,.•'.:,,•..-.;*•(' s<iV* •**/.,A ft iv. . .... .

this word, what one migjht do is to give an example of what one means instead.
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Thu§ one ml$it be trying to expre** * thou^it that a particular person is 

such-and-such and in the end be understood by cojaparing hi& to someone else* 

It rai$it be that there was an appropriate word but which neither tue 

spe&fter nor the hearer had thou^it of. I have often been asked if there 

id a word IB English for something and have not been able to think of a 

word until on^y much later* On the other hand* there mig^it not, bo a word - 

althou$\ I do not know how this could be determined decisive^ — in which 

caae one could easily invent a new word* j-nd if one did not like inventing, 

one could always point to particular examples either by gestures or by 

language* ,fter all, this is how we learn what the new words u.taii anyway,

ivt Sffpr Belated, lilffiou.ltiea in Cogmmi cation

One area where we are particularity at a loss for words, as we say, is 

that of tastes and srello. vie can have & thougnt about tn« taste of our 

favourite sweet but be h&rd put to expres* that thou^txt* 1'nis ie different 

from thinking of the taste and trying to describe it* Chat ia another 

difficult task* The difficulty of expressing the tho ^it about the taste 

is there, even though we know the taste well and would have no trouble 

recognising it* <*e Just do not have the terms to express such thoughts*

3ooe people do, howevert »iae tasters and perfume sniffers develop rather 
large vocabularies for their trade, There are also languages which have

several words for taat&a «uid ar.ells in common use* There 8ue-:.s to be a 

limit to the degree of d&terai&acy of our t&rs.s that we flud useful to 

approach, but there seems to be no limit to tine d@|pr«e of determinacy that 

we can approach. And when we have passed this lisdt, we can still use 

examples of what we mean*
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Waiaisann tries to show that there are Eia^y feelings and experiences 

that 'are indefinite and difficult to communicate accurately', a« give* 

several examples, including the sensation of deja vu, the sensation 'of

having been flung into this world 1 , and the feeling (reported by on* of
2 William James *s patients) of having two bodies lying in different b@d*«

The suggestion then seems to be that sometimes we just do not have the words 

for what we want to say and that our language suffers froia an impoverishment

of nhat it can express, liut iais&ann goes even further than this and says
5that *th« uttermost attainments of language are blurred into indeterminacy*,

Sttge»8ting that there are boundaries to language in general and not Just 

to our own language.

It hardly aee;is to me, however, that this shows that there are so^e things 

which are impossible to say» #• aay not be very good at describing our 

feelings and experiences, but this seems to rae to be more a problem of 

imagination and facility with the language than a problem of the langua. e 

itself, 1'ake, for example, the sensation of d&^k vu« 1 think 1 know exa 

what someone means when he tells me that he has just had the sensation of 

dlj& fu« Of course this is assuming that we both know what it means, but 

most educated people do* I an not sure 1 know quite v/nat it is like to 

have the other two experiences that I mention above* I think both of th®& 

would be new experiences for &e* Consequently, 1 do not know the experi­ 

ences which are being referred to, but this is not a failure of language

tist AC
2. Ibida . pp,266~26S. 

, p. 268.
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but if &£yfe&Ug a fuilurw of to br&adta of

The oa3y reason *we cannot appreciate [certain «ords] as fully as one 

who h*~s himself experienced the feelings ', »®©^* to be that we cannot think 

of feelings that we havo had in the way that the other person can* 1 do 

not think it Is a logical impossibility for us to think of feelings we have 

not had, fiut whatever the reason, it 4u&t seems that this is something we 

cannot do. But language is not supposed to be nor la it the substitute for 

feelings. It is absurd to suggest that someone who hears about an experi­ 

ence or feeling in so-tue way actually has that experience or feeling, but 1 

thiuk this is the way In which M&i&mnn ie be»ing misled, lie thinks, for

example* tiiat only aTter ss« first feel homesick do we * realise all that that
Z word connotes** But we certainly do not realize anything more about the

connotation that safe could not uave been told before* ->e do kiio^ about 

homesickness in a w^y that w© did not know about; it before, but that is a 

mattor of acquaintance and not a pro positional form of knoid$d&@« il
i?'

there are no new thou^its that could not have been expressed before,

2he probloK here doss not se«^> to be one of communication, ;Ve can 

eate thoughts about such things perfectly well as long as others are 

acquainted wita 't«he ex|j@ri«nc«»s which our thou^uts ar@ about* ^ran wlien tliey 

are not acquainted with the expei-ieiicea, they can often understand because 

of other experiences with which they are acquainted, ,nd sometimes 

communication rai^lit not ba so successful, but this does not scec. to bw a 

failure of language* 2 ho same kind of thing happens wlien we try to talk

1.
2* II? M* » P. 265.
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about colours to people who are blind* The blind mn is not able to pick 

out red object* or say what colour an object is, but this is because he is 

blind and not because of his language «

So far there seetr.s to be no reason to speak of inexpressible thoughts. 

.Anything that first see.rr.ed to be an inexpressible thought turua out to be 

either expressible or not a complete thought at all. ! ore will have to 

said in toe next chapter when I talk about whether there are things that 

cannot be said in some
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i. Intrfflfoction to the

is a ritw *hica is aometimea held that although there are no 

inexpressible thou^its (or independent of whether there are inexpressible 

thoughta or not) there are acme thougnta which cannot be thought and 

propositions which cannot bo expressed by monolingual speakers of some 

language*. I have alrvady pointed out that this view is suggested by .<horf. 

In fact if our language were to lissit our thoughta, then th@re would 

certainly bo .some things that are the oas© but outside ti, o limit whicii 

could not be thou^it. Nor could they be said in the language, assuming 

that anything which can be said in a language can also be thought* Because 

of thift close coimectioa, wti so®&ti&es think of a proposition as a thought 

or at least soir^ethinf tli&t can be thought, althou^i ti;iis is not quite 

accurate since we do not think propositions. If there is something that 

could not be said in a particular language 9 we would then have a thought 

or at least sos&thing that could be thought which was inexpressible in 

that iaogua^e* Berhapa it could be expressed in another language, but then 

there would be a relativity ol' what can be expressed in different languages 

and possibly also of what can be thought by the sp*atoera of those languages,

On the other hand, it has aometiffi@a been held that anything can be said 

in any language. Sapir say a that any 'language is so constructed that no 

matter what any speaker of it isay desire to oonmunicate, no matter how
.-.- > - rifwtwA-.-A-ww •<• ,-^i^t -'- •'• 4 \,

original or bisarro his idea or his fancy, the language is prepared to do



ills work. * Hampshire sterna to agree Mien he says: *ln reporting what we 

find in to* world, tke only limit is to be found in resources of our

vocabulary; and the only licit to the extension 01 the voc&oulary is the
2present limit of our Interest* us co-operating and con&unicating boiiigs. '

uenneberg evea says that it is »a basic maxim in linguistics.,. that anything 

can be expressed in any language.* Although this 'basic maxim 1 is not

often expressed in publianeu writinga, it dote aeem to be 

held among linguists* Sapir a « errs to hare been rather influential here 

aa in othor matters. But that it is widely held aeesss to be &. reason for 

its being critically diseu»s«d ao rarely. 3*eaus« of thia and because of 

ita importance to the relativity thaaia of language aa well as the nature 

of language in general, 1 ahail try to dlacuas it more full^ lie re. If 

anything ean be expressed in any language, then there will be no variation 

in the possibility of expressing thoughts or propositions in languages and 

thus there will be no relativity of languages at least in this regard.

I should make it clear that what i shall be talking about is what can be 

said in a language. It has often been pointed out that the notion of what 

can b@ said is ambiguous, but I shall be talking about it in the sens© where 

one talks about propositions. Unfortujuttely this latter notion has created 

even greater disputes in the history of philosophy, and it is probably 

clearer to explain what a proposition is in tervs of wiiat can oe said* 

Bsrha a it will b<& enough if 1 say that I eiean what can be said in the sense

.,, 1. ^apir, *Viie Graamarian and riis iiaagu&gfc 1 in
2* iiAffipaiiire, Yhou^t and

.._._w 'Cognition in ..Umoiin^ioisties 1 , p»4^7« JaJoikfioii expresses 
th« same view in Browor, ed., Qn Traaslution.
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in which it need not be put in the oratio recta, I shall be talking about 

what people My when they a&y that such-and-such is the case and not about 

what they say when they say & particular quoted expression.

li. Cn Tlgfr Haying a noifl fos»

One reason that might be given for it being impossible for some proposit­ 

ions to be expressed la some ian^ta&ias is tost the langua^^s <-U> not have 

names or terss for certain things. It might then sees that without name a 

or tersis to refer to such tilings vre would not be able to express propositions 

about them. ..hetner there are terms or naiaes for certain things has 

another significance according to some, that is tnat the existence of a 

term shows an interest in that to miich the term refers*

first of all, it should be clear here that 1 an not talking about proper 

nam@s y althou$.i there are indeed n^any problems connected with proper names, 

As f&r as the expres^ibility of ps^opositions is concerned, it is not of 

interest th&t we naste people, ships, mountains, etc. All la&gua^es are 

obviously prepared to name any particulars at aH § liven if there were 

only one name, all named particulars could be named by that nan@, although 

it would be a rather useless practice. The only problem here is that of 

being able to idantiiy something, &od that is not relative to a language, 

1 am interested in is what are sometimes known as cozn&on names (or 

nouns). Thus we name new elements, products, and genres in art. "',-• 

sp«&k about iliat something is called. For example, we say tli&t a 

male goose is called a gander. Similarly, a person from Gi^at Britain is

1« This exaaplvs eo^es fross a lectujv i^ivc-ii by ;'.OL,^. ^^.vObaon at trie 
University of Chicago on 13 ^ ay,
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called a Briton, although of course tnat is not the nara« of a particular

who mi$it be iiu&cd John* .ada^&au £ives this as au<* criterion for 

an expression being a name, that which something is culled. Thus, wa can 

ifftftfc of ' gander 1 aa a nawe because a mals goose is called a gander, but a 

gander is not called a iaale goose* tfor la a Briton called & per sen from

rit&in* It migbt be that a Briton is acaratittea called a lin*©/, but 

is about people 'a practicea and not about a language, * p&raon ii-ori 

2rit«in is called & limey in certain ropi^henaible consmunities, but 

in English he is called a Briton* Hie important consideration Is that 

whenever aoeething, is called an x in a lan^uag^, then 'x* is & coupon name 

in tuHi language*

IB apitu of son, a of the rwa&rlcs tkat 1 hare iau(ie- above, it ici^a be 

said that t co&mion moaee 1 ia a ^isno^er, /irst of all, they ar@ riot names 

of ai^y- particular, S^ot only are th^y not tiie name a of any individuals or 

jiiysical objects, but they are not the names of claasoa either, f j-op art 1 

ia not th* iiaj,:.f of th@ cluas of all worka of art of taat kind* : oreover, 

Ot^aon naeea are *naaiea f of such diverse thtnga as qualities, masses (things 

referred to by &aas tenaa su^i aa *wmter*), and kinds of things. Nor are

cocoon liaises used for calling people or thinga, a^nding meaaen^era f or uaing
2 place c&rtlat A poasibl© exception is found in th« us^ of 'iToi'easor1 or

'Steward 1 , althou^i here tii« words are uaed more liku proper names without 

preceding articles* K

2. Cf.
3« This augc®8* 3-^^ was sade ^° rne ^ Pavid * out on,



common naiaes &re names or not, we do aaaotifiiec want to know 

to call a n«w element or kind of product or we evun say that we need

& name for the new kind of product* Lore g&afc^aUy, however^ afc a^ao

of needing a word for something, Amon^ other things, we sometimes need

words to serve as verb a in certain situations. It mi|fct be wrong to say 

that we need a word for a new element, but we could say that we need a 

word for . substance with a o^rtain liucitue. .-© also s^ak of not having 

a word for certain things and h&viag words for otiier tiiiii(gs» i'or exasij^Let 

aa far aa I know w© do not have a word for someone who studies beer, but 

we do iuive & word for &®meon& who studies win« f i.«* 'oeiiologist*,

iiow do we know w^at words we have &xid what words we do not havo? A 

simple test will tell us, to a r@&sonab<U uc 0r^t, ivuut.^r <-. ^ai-t^c^Iar word 

is in or is not in our vocabulary* but there aeoi^s to be no test to t eli 

us whether (in Engllah.) we have or do not have a word for son.ctl-iing. it 

can know tn&t we have a word for so^ethin^ by coining upon that itord, but 

we can never bo sura iaat w$ do not uavc a word for &®i£€ti';in&« -ncl who 

knows what could be found aa-ong tht? 300,000 or 30 words in the ^o^iiah 

language? Keat of us can have little confidence in the area of MW*a of 

I>lants, matheaatical tei-u.s, and tenas in other areas of specialised study. 

EW*n in other areas 1 si^at say that w© do not have a word for something 

and still be so&'ewnat doubtful* fher® aee..s to b@ no word for that which 

is translated as opposed to the translation, but I would not be particularly 

if I w*r« to find such a word in the dictionary.

1. The resulting expression might be more than one word, and where this 
rr.l^ht lead to confusion I shall apeak of needing a narse, which is • 

• v not explicit about the number of wordst



On the other hand, we en be a bit more confident about Whettier there are 

words for things used in ordinary speech, as opposed to their being in

HMTloftguagft* Thus, horf is able to tell ua that we do not hare a word 

for snow on the ground as opposed to fallin- snow, although In Stktso there 

are two different word*. : At 1 have su^ested above, this does not show 

tliat speakers of English cannot discriminate between the t wo, but we can 

also express propositions in English about tha two and think about th«& A 

for example, we can express th© proposition tliat we do not have word* ia 

£n£Li8h for snow In the two different states. : - " • ' ' " : -u-

There is a vagueness of meaning that aigjtit arise in English but not in 

Eskimo because of this difference, ?or example, 1 mi$it say, There is 

tlwa, s snow in Yeraont during the winter months. ' and then afterwards say 

that I do not know whether I i&eant snow on the ground or falling saow or 

Althou^i I can irake that distinction, it nsi^it be that I was not 

that distinction at all then I said that there ia always snow in 

Vermont « I just iceant snow, and 1 was not thinking of it as either falling 

or on the ground, althou$i I mi$it b© ablo to be more specific if asked. 

The distinction would probably be more important td someone who depended 

upon there being snow ©n the ground for siding. If we kaew that, then we 

Might instead describe the sldJui0 condition* in Veroont*

The onty difference between us and the Eskimos ia tuat we have to describe 

what the SsMisos have a word for. At least 'snow on th© ground 1 sounds 

more like a description than a name. It is more like fnfcle goose* than 

'gander 1 * 23ius, one indication (but nothing more) that w® hav© a word 

or not is fcamd in wiietaer we describe or not. &e would describe a gander
{•"• .» « ' &.i'$u^ M,

as a Ci&le goose but not y^g® gfcrjfe^ >>6scribin^ so.,.ethin^ is the other side
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of calling something such-and-such, and there are comparable borderline

cases, ,e have a nan*; for a pax-eat *s sibling's child, i.e. ' cousin % but

do we hare a n.".me for a grandparent ' A sibling's child or a parent's sibling**

0MBdchild? la 'first cousin once removed 1 a name? there does not seem

to be a clear answer here* Similarly, it is not clear whether 'cood packing

snow 1 as American boys use it is a name or a description, 1 am not

that there is a distinction here, but .1 would maintain that there 

is more room than usual for borderline cases,

The important thing, however, is that in the cases that I hate given 

above where we have no nam® for something we at least have a description 

f cr it or some means of referring to it. JVe can describe snow in different 

states or refer to new kinds of products. e ini^it not have thought of 

giving a particular description before w© give it, but still the language 

was there for our use in describing future jiienomeiia. It mi^it also have 

be«n JSQP© convenient to have had a word or a na&e for the fhenorion, but 

tae lack thereof does not sees to lljfiit what we can say or what propositions 

can be expressed in the language. '*"'

The introduction of a word is not necessary, but it id^t have some im­ 

portance as I try to show below. First, however* there is one remaining 

^portion about the introduction of words w&ich 1 shall try to answer, Uhe 

Question is whether one ird^it try to introduce a word which does not fit 

in the language because of the syntax. It is not clear to me wfemt tliis 

question means, although it does have a pr^aft facie sense, On* ndffct think

., . . - • . , ....-.

This eacaiBple, comes frosi Brown and Lenneberg, «A Stu<3y in Language 
and Cognition', p»4?3» although tney introduced it lor a different



that in introducing a new word aa has been »tt£g«JSted above one would be 

concerned only with the meaning, iwhich would be part of what ii aometircea 

called the aecantioa of th« language, and then the ayntax would follow 

according to the waning. Suppose then that the resulting syntax were 

completely new to the language so that any sentence containing the word 

would be un{pia23Bmtical t 1 think any such suggestion would be odaguided, 

but I must admit that the notiona of syntax and structure are ao unclear 

to give otaft almost no help here.

One feasibility that Bti$it be auggaated is that the new word would be 

like isany words in Kootfea which are aald to be a eoisbination of a noun 

and a verb, although there is no distinction between the two in the lan^age. 

If we came to an actual example, hcwwnrer, I could only ii&agine it being 

like 'thunder 1 and "shower 1 , >e can aay either that there ia uaually a 

ahower after sone thunder or that it uaually showera after It thunders. 

Thtre seezis to be no problem here. If it were a matter of a new tenae, on 

th« fHier hand, I should think one could either add a new tenae or (what 

would probably bo easier) aae other sseana to gi?« the temporal *trect AS in 

the caae of Mopi. It ia alao important to point out that it would be 

difficult to know what the ayntax of a word would b© before it ia introduced 

into a lan£ua£@. It is not clear in what venae a word would hr:ve a syntax 

outage the context of its use in a language. In any case, there seems to 

be no reaaon to believe that it would be intelligible to apeak of introducing

1. iO at»c iio* inaciutiiiatu out ox' the Dyat acccurits of iU@&6 nctioiia i.& 9
aoo: ChoiLsJrfy, i«oAatf v%ii>ect a ofi } tlie . Theory of. nontax (Gaoib ridge,

§ e»v»«iaJJLy chapter 1.
2. %orf tho ;^ht tfiat so? © lun^ua^ea do not distln^uiali between nouns and

althou^ti Saplr diaagreed. See cy discuasion of them above.



* *•)» *eapA which would be sgrataatically deviant and therefore would not 

fit la the ls*i£ua£e« , ,

iii, Are,, 'There ^dpilffi... to Oar Ability to

I have tried to show that failing the presence of certain words in our
• '. . . i . • . • . : '' v- .'•:.'- -..'•• ••••x"

language, we oan always use appropriate descriptions to communicate anything 

that w© ®i$*t want to say. It is so&etlnfts said, however, that our ability 

to describe reaches a limit for tehieh our language is responsible. $e can

describe objects by saying what their colour is. How th®y f«el, what shape• : v"j-,' •. . ' . • '
they have, etc. But then it sdgjit also ae«oi that wa nave to describe the

colour. Ve can even do this to sow© extent. $» ad^ht describe cream ad
j •white and a little yellow and a dash of orange '• i.*he tasic does not stem

<juite »o easy for red, althou^ we oan describe particular auades of red 

if we know our colours well and we can say som® things about red. '.* can 

that it is a bright and warm colour, altfeou^i it is not clear what this

means. We can also describe r®d as the colour tnat is rrdasing in a spectrum
2 with the red part left out. Whether this la enou{£* to say that red is

describable is not at ail clear. That seem* to depend UJKHI what a description 

i© supposed to do. If a description is supposed to give us the experience, 

then it does not do this. Nor does it ensure that w® can give a description 

that will inake it possible for a man who has never seen any colours to pick 

out red right away*

^hat this shows is that we cannot explain tbG whole? meaning of everything 

say to soneone who has not had any experiences, but this is certainly not

1. Vhia cones froi;: •i-eac.ti's notes on -'ittgeuatein's lectures, 1 ^4^-47*p«2d« 

2« Cf, Gsacii's notes on Wittgenstein's lectures, 1%.6-47, pp.26-27.
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a failing of language. tnd**d if this w*r* th» case, it would be difficult 

to understand how language could be applied to the world -i.e. how »• 

could M^T things about the world* Xiiere certainly does not seem to be

to *ay that there are areas of language in which words ar« inadequate­ 

ly fitted for purposes of comciunication. The 'problem 1 h*re is not one 

of worcUs but one of the nature of language and of experience, althou^i 

it is a confusion to see this as a problem*

..aismann, at one point, tries to show that if we attempt to describe a 

fl&ual experience we soon find that to describe it exactly is $ulie 

impossible. According to V.aiamnn, we can giire a certain amount of detail, 

but eventually if we continue to be questioned we will say, f'i'hat cannot 

bt so ex&ctV described in worda, ', -^ then adds that 'this remark saems

in some way to be an indication that we are here approaching the boundary
2 of word language. r H© does point out that the notion of bein^ exact is

not the same for all phenomena, but thia does not prevent him from 

tine that the*<e i© a point where we reach the limits of language and 

we camiot isprovc upon the exactness because of those limits,

It does S3«a wrong to Sreak of there being *boundaries of word language » 

"because of souie kind of inexactness. But more importantly, it does not 

see® to be a limitation of our language, there is not a point where 

description suddeaJy cGRes to an end, and in the case of visual experiences 

W» can often describe our experiences exactly. In the case of other 

experiences, there does not seec: to be a limit to our description*, we can

1, Cf, »>aisi.iann, jqinguistic Ihilosoiixy. p. 268 where he suggests this,



always say more, even thou^A aojsetimea, as in wine tasting, it is necessary 

for us te 4*vaiep our ability to nsJtos distinctions* *iiis does not mean, 

however, that it is accessary for us to develop our laagHftg®. • fti^t 

invent n«w words ija th« course of our development or use old words in 

A#v «ays as is ordinmrHy don* ixi via* tasting, but the import aut point 

is tliht «v®n this is not necessary, -<© could just as well give examples 

of thfc tw-stc that wt, i«£«ui and thereoy cou^uaioatc now U.c- wine tastes* And 

lAlti« ti»« tustw is so differ&iat fro® that of an/tiiin^ els« that e«aBflftiCAt~> 

ion b<MMBi@s difficult, th«r« is nothli^ better than experience, ~.e should 

, howeirer, that the difficulty of coEa'unicatian doea not indicate

gf our it f&ilur^ of to

relevant

because af a lack of familiarity With th€ 

or experiences, '. • .. • • ' - : •

w« have sa®n so far is tnat tnera is some vagufe 3eae« in ufelcfc a 

oao, bu said not to have a word (or na&e) for something, and yet

tki* aowa -,ot ^rt/cuit us from cjt^rua&i.^ «-v propositions. ,uat we do not 

hay* 41 word or a uAii^ for Wvj can usually describe by the language that we 

do have* ^d when ire cannot do that t it is \M»«auSe of a lack of isiagination 

or experience I'at-ier than a failure of langua^®. And whero tnere is a lack

of fcxp@ri&t4G«* w« oa^i *U.tf&^s indicate Ui^ r^le/ant ^xperiuuce by the use of 

our lsngnag»t Sa »• nav€ no reason to believe that there are propositions 

niiicb, ar« logically inexpressible in some languages,

ir. On the 'Vbsence of Sjntactfc.

tuat

ot too jui «f a lack of woxds, and 1
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have tried to show that it is not. There is one other problem, however, 

which I shall raise and then dismiss rather yuickly. It mi^it be suggested 

that although no proposition is inexpressible in a language because of 

tht tifflantics of the language it might be that aoaie propositions are 

inexpressible in some language* because of the syntax of the lr. os. 

It should be clear, of course, that propositions do not have a syntactic 

structure. Only linguistic entities or bits of speech, sucu as sentences 

udiich can bo said to express propositions, have a syntactic structure.

,'teruapa there is a proposition which can be expressed only brf- sentences 

of one syntactic structure, ;>®n if this wars the case, it seec.s to me 

unlikely that a sentence of such a structure could not appear in the speech 

of a language. Cai the basis of what we know about synyauc at the moEWfc* 

there seems to be no rtaaon to exclude any particular sentence because of 

its syntax. Furthermore, it seems most unlikely that there is a propositioa 

which can be expressed by sentences of only one syntactic structui'e. Sapir 

says that '"laugfrter is pleasurable, 1' "it is pleasant to laugh, * "one 

laugis with pleasure," and so on ad infjautunu are functionally e

expressions*, althou^i they have entirely distinct syntactic structures.
2 His examples may not be entirely accurate, but his point is well-taken.

There is no reason why th& same thing cannot be &&id in la&ay different ways, 

i.e. in sentences with different syntactic structures. I do not see how it 

could ever be logically impossible to formulate a sentence expressing the

proposition as another but with a different syntactic structure. Her*f

t. oapir, Se.la oted » ritin^s » p.155. 

2* -ui w^u-.^j.^, vut>j uci/u diiTereat
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it s&ea* to bw incoucuivable that there la a proposition that cannot 

expressed in a language,

v ' There Ay» Ho New ? eaninjp

If we were not able to express certain propositions in a language, this 

would sees to indicate that there were some meanings to which we did not 

have access. It is as if we invented not only a new word out also a new 

Re&nii-g, but it is hard to imagine what tills would o#. * eaolag* art not 

the kinds of things that we can invent. For one thing, there is no medium 

for the invention, There is nothing by which we could put forward a 

•a^gestiOTi for a sew meaning except nossibly the language that we had before, 

in which case the meaning would not be new but just taat which is the 

ireaning of the language that is used,

To invent a new word in a way that is being suggested, it would have to 

OO iir.posM.ble (with all the problems that go along with this) to give an 

account in the language to replace the word, i.e. it would be impossible to 

give the meaning of the new word in the language. It then oeeosses difficult 

to see how the word would have aj^jr meaning at all. nnd if it does have any 

BOaning, then can we not say what that < eanin£ is'r It may be difficult to 

say what the ;A©anim; of a word is, but there seems to b© little reason to 

hold that it is impossible, It is probably true that there is no ouo 

formula for giving the meaning of a word, but it aoea certainly seem that we 

can communicate, through language, what the meaning of a word is. It ad($ht 

involve saying something like, f\&on I say a red" I &ean that colour. 1 , but 

that is enougfr. AS ftitt^ensteiii of the ;rracta,tu» would probably say, there 

can be ao surprise 3 in laii^uage. itnoui any mor$ to&a a bit of added
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complexity, there is nothing that could be said now with a word that could

not have Jee& S«JLU. st^iv wituout it*

vl, i*hQ j.ature and Goinplet^esa of a

I have tried to argue that a*iything can bo said in any language t but 

there is one very serious question taat arises and which 1 have not yet 

discu&sed* The crux of the matter is what ia li&aut by 'a language 1 . 1 

have discussed this to some extent above, but there are borderline issues 

that now becora® extremely important. &«en I have been talking about language^ 

I have been thinking primarily of natural languages like English and Finnish. 

Okie might want to ask about certain synthetic languages, however. It will 

T»e important whether or not on^ can say everything in Interlingua or any 

other language constructed to bo used as an international language* It 

will also be interesting whether everything can be said in lasic English* 

If we can soivts these problems, w$ nd^it also be able to say more about 

so-called 'primitive 1 languages and /ico's notion of tue iiicoiapietejiiess 

of some languages. Independent of these problems, tiiere is unoti'ier question 

which is indeed perplexing* I mi^it say that 1, with ^y present vocabulary, 

can say anything I want* There are uo logical barriers to what 1 can say* 

UH the other hand, before I knew «^v words at all 1 was not able to say 

ttitythiii£ J wanted. In fact, 1 could not say an/tMA^u Oaae then waiits to 

ask when it was that 1 acquired this ability to say whatever I wanted, iiow 

many words do 1 have to know, or with how much of the syntax must I be

familiar?

el uiscu&etid &oa* Of taest ^roolw^ IA «u iawerestiftg way, iie

1. £«•: iiar-iiillel, Yehoshua, f lntertraj,slatability of Natural
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criticise* the thesis of 'the universality of aU natural languages' (that 

anything can bo said in any natural language) , arguing that there are

two theses. According to Bar-Hillel, one thesis implies that there

is »a fixed and ln*xtenstble vocabulaxy 1 , «ith this assumption, he thinks 

that the thesis is 'obviously false 1 . As he says:

Equip somebody with a complete knowledge of the closed language 
Ghocta^' (as spoken in,) 1953* and he will be unable, even Mien intel­ 
ligent to the highest possible* de^re*, to provide a translation of aa 
English treatise? on juantum mechanics that would be regarded as 
satisfactory either by hieiself or any group of authoritative judges. 
And you isay replace Choctaw 1953* for this purpose, by English

He then adds that he thinks not only that it could not be done in a reason­ 

able time but also that it is theoretically impossible, although he does not 

there attempt a defense of the latter assertion.

The second thesis, which Bar-41illel considers, is the thesis about 'the 

open language Choctaw that consists of Ghoetaw 1953 and any additions of 

vocabulary and rules that ar© not inconsistent with the rules of b&octmw 

1933 1 **1 Hex* he argues that '[yQe orJy have to add the w&ole English 

language, lock, stock, and barrel, to Qtioctaw 1953» &nd the translation 

TOuld be forth coming immediately', making the task 'utterly and self-defeat* 

ingly trivial 1 . Finally, he asserts that there have been no attempts to 

•peoi^ restrictions to extensions such that one could have a true and non- 

trivial thesis in relation to a *semiopen language*. This argument seeiaft 

to be quite strong against all of those who argued that anything can be said 

in any lan^ua^e as lon£ as tho vo.cabulMy ca£ b^ extended. ,.nd this is the 

only thesis ta&t 1 hav* ficen put forward*

1. Ibid. > p.y6.



I have "been arguing* however, Is that It is not logically necessary 

to extend a language to say anything and thus not theoretically impossible to 

S«y anything in any language. It Is interesting that Bar-iliilel, later in 

his article, adds that *[u] rider no restricted extensibility does it seem 

plausible that, in general, smaller units than sentence* will turn out to 

be uniquely translatable* It i not even clear that sentences are large 

enou|£i units, ' It is not clear to me what he Keans by ijnjLc>ue. translation

of units smaller than sentences, but this is not something that I should 

want to diS]iute with him here. I have been concerned with sentences, i.e. 

what can be said in a language, and it is interesting to note that ^r-Hil 

admits to not being clear about sentences,

1 have suggested e way to clear up this problem sy arguing that one can 

s&y anything in ai$r language. If nothing else works, I can always revert 

to a predicate lan^ua^e, I can talk about qualities and experiences, And 

even if we lack a name or a description for a particular quality or 

experience, we can still talk about the colour of the T editerranean and 

the taste of pineapple or just thajb quality and that experience, ."erhaps 

the resulting sentences will be infelicitous or terribly curbersomc, but 

length and style are irrelevant her®. As Lenneberg has said, f [e]

accuracy or efficiency will depend frequently on individual Ingenuity rather
2 than on the language spoken by the cpffirunicator 1 , arid what can be said will

not depend on the language spoken,

*> P.57. 

2, ^enn«berg, Biological oundations of
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This is ft feint I w«unt to »ak« about ar^y language. It seeps to 8* true 

of anything that could be oalied a language that one could speak in that 

lan£M^fl of observed qualities and one's experiences* Thus, for example, 

1 would act consider nathesiatics a language, 1 would not know what it would 

be to have a language where one could not talk about or ra&fee reference to 

qualities and experiences, vi;e thing sterns ole«,r* a,id tuat is t^at one 

would not b<* able to talk in that language,

Soaething that coccus fr;K this is a new sense of productivity of language. 

Linguists have often said that for anything to be a language- it must be 

productive in the sense that it ixua the* oaterials for constructing new 

sentences which have never betm constructed before, -hat i am iatidiiifi is 

t&at not only does a language &llow the production of new sentences but it 

also allows us to say new thl&gs* and these are very different, -hen 1 

utter the sentence 'It is like that.', I can be expressing very different 

propositions vie^tndin^ on what ! t.,at' i$» It is this addition which is 

ijuportant for our bein& able to say anything at &11 in ai^- language,

It should also be clear now that there is an important sense in which it 

is wrong to speak of a language being incomplete, Vlco suggests that not 

as much can be said in some languages as can be said in others. .horf 

appears to hold a similar view. If this vie., wuiv tru@^ then soi;;C l&ngua|pEte 

would be incoaplete and to a greater «uctent than others, But it should be
.-. -•'• •• '• • ••• .-•••.-.,•. ,:. ., •• • . ^

clearly BOW that 1 see no reason to say that this view is true. If the 

standard of completeness is that ©v^rytaing can bfe said in the language, 

then ev*ry X&n£y&£,« is cvt^lete. A sere comparison of the aiiu of vocabular­ 

ies ia not inportcnt to wliat can be said, even if it is shown to be important
>«4* afei'l, rf* '£»'i*l '^y^.-^hU *-.'»., ' . : •

to some kind of efficiency. 3br aJroilar reasons, it should b© clear that
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Vico was misguided in suf&esting that the exx^ansion of the vocabulary

• necessary to a language* A language could only "need" new word* 

• attter of convenience and not as a natter of necessity» 

I ahould also like to point out that what I hare said in this chapter 

gives oo rt! n ation to my eoMMmtft in the previous chapter. If anything 

can be laid in our language, then anything we think can be said in our 

language, ny thought that we have that something is the case will be 

expressible in our language. • oreover, it becomes clear that everything 

thinkable, assuming that whatever can be said In a language (i.e. ever/thin, 

can el so be thou^it. \nother way of saying this is that for anything a 

person saya is the case he can also think that it is the ease.

vii. gojBe _jl»s3l: j^tffleulties

i^inally, 1 should lilce to comment oil how difficult it would be to contend, 

contz^ry to what I have argued, that there is a proposition which is 

inexpressible in a particular language, low would we ever know that it could 

not possibly be expressed in our language'? Are we to try all feasible 

Sentences in our language? The number of sentences at least in English 

and probably in anything that e&n be called a language is infinite, fhera 

is no way of testing: every sentence, and if we were to try to consider only 

some sentences we would then hav^ to worry that we had failed to find the 

rigiit sentence only because of a lack of imagination. And not only would 

we U&v& to coiisidtr t-very 3^ut«»nce but &J.SO &v@iy proposition expressed by 

•VMQf sentence* -^a I said earlier, we can sey <* number of different things 

by uttering the sentence **t Is li&e that* 1 , it would be quite impossible 

to atiovif tnat tiiere is an inexpresBible proposition, (Similar things ar*
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relevant to the previous chapter cm whether there are inexpressible thou$its.)

!Fh* only way for the view to £et started at all Is either by translation 

or by there being a set of all propositions which Is given independent of 

any language, l dlsouas the problem in relation to translation below. A* 

for there bein& an inddp@iid@nt set of all proportions, 1 think this is 

extremely dubious, ^or one thing it is <iuestionabie whether it makes sense 

to speak of the set of all propositions, fhere is certainly no effective 

way of determining all the propositions there are. It does not see® to 

•site sens© to aie to say that there could be more propositions than there are. 

1 do not know what it would be to create a new proposition or for a new 

proposition to cose into existence. ?or one thing, to determine that a 

^pTOl^sltion was a new proposition would depend upon there belnf * set of 

all the propositions that there are, against which one could coraparo the 

allegedly new on***

It seems more dubious that even if there were a set of all propositions 

they could be given independently of any language. I'argaret Sasterrtan Jiaa 

suggested that a •picture language* be used, but this certainly has no more 

than a practical value if that* The suggestion was that a proposition 

could bo expressed by a picture, and the different propositions could be 

given by different pictures. But as .Elizabeth Anscomba points out: *A 

picture is not like a proposition: it doesn't *&& anything. A picture is 

not an assertion that something like it is to be found somewhere In the

« Cf.
. supp. vol. 35 (19"S1): 1^9-216. -he awakes this

* i'or she purposes ox* fitecrianical translation whicn is irx^lev&nt here.
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world, whare&s in a proposition something Is s&id $& be. t|;e cose. 1 Beside* 

that, many different descriptions correspoud to any one picture such fcimt 

a picture would not 'express* any one proposition* Any other method of 

presenting an propositions would seem to fail as well. A proposition caa 

only be expressed by iangua&a, or something logically dependent on language, 

so that the problem of finding an inexpressible proposition becomes one of 

translation, and so we ahall return to this problem* 21rst, however, I 

Shall consider the importance of our having or our language's haying ©r not 

having certain concepts*

So fmr anyway, I haire found that no sense at all csn be given to there 

being an inexpressible proposition. As falsm&nn has said in a 

different eoatext; 'How misleading is the very form of the

is coHHsunicable?w , vihich cokes us expect an answer of the fonn; this and
2this is communicable..,in centra-distinction to that and that*. At first

it looks aa though, there ir.i^it be expressible and inexpressible propositions, 

but I hope it uow begins to look like.' the bogus suggestion that I tiilnk it 

la, • ' • • '

n to 
Hutehinson University iAbrary , 1959 ) , pp, &Hs5 (her empiiasis) t
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9

OF c

i« A. Surre of the. Concept of C

According to ihorf, we organise nature into concepts according to the 

pattern* of our language* A* he say a, some concepts 'are not given in 

substantially the same form by wcperienee to all men but depend upon the

nature of the language or languages through the us<* of which they have
2 developed* • Bl&ek, on the other hand, has said in his discuaaion of w

**» must admit that human beings have far more concepts (distinctive cognitive 

capacities) than words for expressing them*. These two views are not 

explicitly contradictory, but they represent two groups of views which are 

clearly at variance with each other and yet both often expounded* The former 

group suggests that the concepts we have dej>end upon the language w« speak, 

and the latter group suggests that there are at least many concej^ts which 

are independent of the language spoken and cannot in iBct be specified in 

the language at all,

In one of vdttgenstein*s last lectures, he said something to the effect 

that 'the question: Is the difference in concepts or only on language? is 

vajgue bu t very important, * It is certainly important to the problems 1 ast 

considering here. Among other tilings I want to investigate the relation

1. Cf, tfaorf, ^JjffiMj&y thou^i^p^^aiad. ^aajUffi, p.21jj,
2. Ibid, . p,15a.
3« Black, linguistic relativity 1 , p.*.'49«
4, Orach's notes of Wittgenstein's lectures, 1946-^.7, p,87.
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between differences in concepts and differences in language. It would be 

important if we were to find that all differences in language corresponded 

to differences in concepts and yj.cfl Vfrrsf,

But the question is also vague* I hope 1 have already said enough at 

least to suggest that it is not at all clear what differences between 

languages would be* I say more about this in the section on translation 

below, I think it is even more difficult to uadsr*t*nd what differences 

in concepts would be. Here the problem is that it is not at all clear what 

concepts are c*t all. The term * concept* is widely used by philosophers 

and others, but either the usage is vague or a special definition is 

stipulated, There are very few explicit accounts of the concept of a 

concept. Both Kant and ?re&® are well known. u* philoaoiiier* who have 

developed their own notions of a concept, Jtor r.ant, concepts arise from 

thou^it and are that under which representations of objects are aubsurr.ed, 

For fregBji & concept la a function whose value is either the True or the 

false* There is much more to be said about both these authors on the nature 

of concepts, but here 1 am less interested in the specialised notions 

than in the more general use of the term 'concept 1 . It id only by under* 

standing what a concept is in general circumstances that w@ can then under­ 

stand when differences are differences in concepts or only in language,

In enter to show both the diversity and the m&ueness in the notion of 

a concept, 1 shall begin by presenting briefly some of the views that have 

been held about the nature of concepts, Stepaan Kftrner, for exam pie, says 

that a concept is that which is expressed by signa which are used as a 

predicate and whose use is governed by rules including synonymity rules,1

1 t Koroer, Conceptual Thinking, pp.1 3-15t
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&* jprMcnta this as a semi-technical notion, and it is somewhat reminiscent

o£ Jt?r©|;e f a notion. ..aisr^an is much closer in his agreement with i're^e*

He saya, 'Pr©^* was tjuite right in so far as he said "A concept is a possible

predicate"* * He then argues that what we call a concept 'cosies into
2 existence only by its incorporation in language 1 . A rather different view which

la somewhat reminiscent of Kant is that of Hampshire, who says that concepts 

'fix in a stereotype the resemblances in appearance which we suppose at 

any one tics® that everyone at any time must always naturally notice. * 

Hampshire ia careful to distinguish concepts from linguistic entities, 

although he does not soy much about what concepts are. Carl rlempel is 

another philosopher who has been careful to distinguish a concei/t from its 

corresponding terminology or the expression naming it. He is a bit more

explicit, however, and says that a concept Is fa non»linguistlc ©ntity such
5 as a property, a class, a relation, and a function, or the like*.

Usually the distinction between concepts and linguistic entities is not 

so definitely is&de, and <^ult® oft&n concepts seem to b© identified with 

linguistic entities* ..aismann is a good example of someone who has done the 

latter, but there are many others as well, /on v.ri^tit aeniES to identify 

concepts and meaning* He says, for example, that *the subject-matter of 

conceptual investigations la the ^>.a^n^ of certain words and expressions'*

l t Waiajsann, idnffuigtfo iMlffaojp^. p. 226.
2. ifei&., pp.227-228.
3. Hampshire, f ftouffot and Action* p«3>*
it. See: Heapel, Concept, ^o mat ion, pp.1 and 4.
5* Ib Jid. . p.4.
6. Voe % right, Georg ilenrlk, the Variat jles of Goo^@sa (London^ and Ke^aa iittti, 1^63)> pA his
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* similar view was held by Wittgenstein. It is well known that a simplified 

statement or his view is tirnt the leaning of a «ord is its use, but he also

says exactly the saiae thing about concepts — that a concept is the use of a 

word. Maybe this is why I have always found it so difficult to distinguish 

between conceptual analysts, semantic analysis, and linguistic analysis, 

not that it lias ever seeded terribly important to distinguish the three. 

An investigation of concepts can as easiJ^y be considered an investigation 

of the meaning of words as it is usually don® in modern philosophy, but this 

should not be considered a criticism of modern i&ilosopfay. To the extent 

that there is a distinction, it is not particularly relevant to most 

philosophical investigations. I- .any could agree with widaey iii&is when he

says that in elucidating * concepts and their relations 1 shall continually
•••'••" 2 

refer to the way we talk about them* * There are some problems, however*

for which the distinction is important, and this is why more needs to be 

said about the nature of concepts.

Geach is one of the most notable examples of someone who has tried

to be explicit about the nature of concept** It ia worth quoting him at
3 • 

length:

fhe ability to express a judgement in words thus presupposes a number 
of capacities, previously acquired, for intelligently using the 

*.. .• several words and phrases that make up the sentence. I shall apply 
the old term, "concept*1* to these special capacities. *, It will be a 
sufficient condition for James's having the concept of scH-and~so that 
hfc should have mastered the intelligent use (including the use in 
make-up sentences) of a word for *p«HEindr$o in some language*

1* See Wittgenstein, ..|^Qj^i:iiicaXa . ii-iy^at^^a^iofif. £ §3S3. ,2o4t and 332
and Oeach'0 notes of <.ittgenatein's last lectures, p.-;7.

2. £ink, Sidney, The Goncei?t8. of. ^thics (i\«w 2Tork: St .Martin's

3. Geach, 1 ental ^cts.
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Geach doe a not tell us much about these capacities except that they are

subjective and mental* Thus* as he puts it, a concept is '• mental capacity
1 2 belonging to a particular person* ' He also argues that;

The central and typical applications of the term "having a concept0 
are those in which a man is master of a bit of linguistic usage; we 
can then reasonably extend the term to cases sufficiently like these, 
«•&* where the man can play 'intellectual* games like bridge and chess*

ue tells us very little about how the term is extended, however, since he 

thinks it is adequate for his purposes to concentrate on linguistically 

exercised concepts*

The notion of a concept as a capacity was advanced and discussed earlier 

by M*H* i'rice* Hef however, argued that concepts are manifested in ©any 

different ways* Besides being manifested by the 'production and understand­ 

ing of noa-instantiative symbols, and a fortiori the production and
3 understanding of verbal symbols', they are

manifested also by the recognition of instances; by the production of 
%u&si-instantiative particulars, whether images or physical replicasj 
by the production (sometimes) of real-life instances; by sign- 
cognition in its various forms, including secondary recognition; by 
intelligent action of all kinds, both at sign-cognitive level and 
above it* f

IB fact, he protests against what he calls 'narrow views of conceptual 

cognition', which maintain that *[tjo possess the concept of ;£»•» consists 

simply In the capacity to use the wqrd V* «rith understanding 1 . nevertheless,
f

fee does a&dt that there are *(Y|ery complex concepts* which can only be j
i

acquired with the aid of symbols, [although they] may show themselves in
5 ii action without any present uj£ of symbols* f In spite of the importance of !,

2. Ibjd*, p.13.
3« I'rice, Thinking and Experience,

4* Ibid*. p.3/»4«
5. loid.. p.315.



language, Prio* maintain* that 'the recognition of instances -s the primary 

and fundamental way in which a concept is manifested, and all the other

manifestation* it has, or may come to have as it develops towards completeness,
-j

are dependent upon this on©* 1 The concept is then the reeognitlonal

capacity which is manifested in the recognition. This view of concepts 

h&& been widely influential, and 1 discuss it at &re&ter length below. 

So far I have discussed several different views about the nature of 

concepts, and the variety should show not only the disacrcesients among 

fhilosophers out also the vagueness of the notion. Concepts are considered 

all sorts of things, such aa predicates, tilings like proper-ties, meanings, 

capacities, conceptions, etc., all of which are very different tilings. Case

writer even suggests that concepts ssay be considered 'language, behaviour,
2 ••".•• . ' • 

im; £ts, logical terms, or the like* whatever the like is. As a result of

this, vastly different examjxles of concepts are given, l^rice speaks of 

the concept of ::edness, while G-each refers to the concept of red. tLanson

presents 'our concepts of accelerating bodies' in thirteen complicated
5 yformulae. Capek includes among several examples the following concepts

That of space, which, while it contains material corpuscles, re 

distinct from tiiem and does not participate in their motion, regaining, in 

Newton's words, always immovable and self-identical 1 , Sapir speaks of 

concepts and images indiseriininately as though they were the sa&e tiling.

1. Ibid. . p.355.
2. ochon, ^onald A., |)j.sj3ilac<e.f^nt. of Gofic^ots (.uondoaj Tavistocic

» Hanson, Patterns of ^iscpvery. p.35«
of G

( .'Tlnoeton, ^.J«: i>» /an liostraud Company, Inc. 196t), p.262 
5. Uapir,



The most careless example comes from Donald Sehon, who says:

I want to use the word 'concept* broadly enou$i to include a child's 
first notion of his mother, our notion of the cold war, tay dau^iter's 
concept of a thing-game, ; alph KHison'a idea of the Negro aa an 
invisible LJUI, the i<ewtQiiiaii theory of ligfct, and the idea of a new 
mechanical fastener*

There is little that this leaves out,1 $0 wonder it is not too uncomon to 

find in ordinary speech people talking about concepts as beliefs. In a 

ggw York Ticieg article, for example, a brain operation was said to be

important in * disproving toce of the traditional textbook concepts of what
2 the brain can and cannot do. '

ii» On , oo&e ^hiijs tua.t, Concepts. re ..ll

from the views and aacaaples that I have given 30 far, there is 

little determinateness in our concept of a concept. Qua mi^it begin to 

wonder if there is anything definite enou^i for there to be a concept 

at all, Althou^i 1 do think that our concept of a concept is indeterminate, 

I also think that this has been exaggerated in most previous studies by a 

lack of care or existence of prejudices, J think at this point it is worth 

attempting a careful and unprejudiced Investigation of what we jaean in our 

ordinary language by the word 'concepts 1 ,

I shall begin by oaking some straight forward rem&r*4i about linguistic 

it&MS ^ad contexts. Consider first the eo^mtea of the word 'concept': 

•conception 1 , 'conceptual 1 , 'conceptually 1 , 'conceivable', 'conceivably ', 

'conceive', 'conceiver', 'conceit 1 . It will be useful to keep these in mind

1 , L>chon, Ids,pla.cesient of Concepts, p,4-,
2, Bro4/> «J"ane ;.«,, Surgery ^.evistss Idea about Brain 1 , New 'fork Times. 

July, 1i*b6", p,27.



application to linguistic contexts, ^robably the most important contexts 

to investigate are those for the word 'concept', or simplicity (because of

the variation of articles in the singular) I consider what we do to concepts 

and what kind of concepts there are, using tne plural. The following is

then. a list of UA» filler* i'or the blaalc in ' concepts *:

have

use

apply

*? • 
coin 1

introduce

In/eat

names of

thej&& t i cal

of
*> *?> 'accept' t; (noun)

substitute 

f ozm . . 

foliation of 

creation of

ieara

lit

boundaries of

correspond«ac@ of

structure of

of

stiutificiition of

levels of

of

empty

our

Seme of Uiese expression* ar-© questionable at least to sqy aar as I have

at least a Ku.ica is established to

degrees, I thiak aH of the expressions forced b^ all of the words 

above appear oeeasioimliy if not frequently in philosophical and technical 

writings, and I doubt if any of them urould be foreign to ordinary speech*'

aave a

&nu of corr^sponciin^y

uetitr

D@tt@r established

1« Those entries which are questionable as fillers are enclosed in
question rnarks.
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as wall. Por example, if there is anything we do with concept a we have them, 

Beople and individuals cei-tainlj are said to have concepts, and it is some- 

tines said that languages have concepts, although thia ia not so clear and 

oon only be true in a secondary sense, thia is enough to begin to make aon.e 

distinctions* Although we do have concepts, we do not have predicates 

(only sentencea have these) nor do w© have properties (or relations or 

elaaaes) in the relevant sense, .ve mi^it be aaid to have the properties 

(Thia locution is odd but haa some prominence in jphiloao3*\y,) of being tall, 

healthy, intelligent t etc., but these are not things that we understand or 

introduce a* in the ease of concepta,

:. Jleither do we have meanings as would aeem to u*ve to be true if concept* 

were meanings, Nevertheleas, there la some temptation to regard concepts as 

meanings, and I think it is worth investigating thia further, there are 

rn&oy ejcprttsaious *hiGii ar« found in coupon between th« words 'concepts' 

and 'iaeaniii^s '4, . /«• c«rtuinl>y understand, chaA^t sizi.plif^, and substitute

•Myoinga of words. It is also oft on said Uiat we form^ introduce^ aod 

analyse meanin^a of worda, This would seeic to all on ua to apeak of the 

f on: at ion and creation of oiea^inga* -e oannot be aaid to coin new 

but 1 tiiiiik iw ia a bit strainod to ^pt^k of eoiniii^ cwiC^pts as well,

•I tdMI other expr@a&ioiis are also applicable to ^taniaga 1 in waya

to their applicability to * cones pta f | for example, ^boundaries of, 'struc

ture of 1 , 'levela of, ffaadly of, 'aimplc 1 , and 'vague'. Ail of these

art rift&an -tor '.itt^r^tw^ii'a ignoring the difference uetween 

and £&anift$f when he waa invest igatin^ the meaning of a word or

the conct t t of wLat the word naiiiea, underatanding the one oo&ea to the 

thing ailinierstanding the other in the kind of investigations with which
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was mainly concerned* 

nevertheless, there are differences between. L,eaninji and concepts that 

ahould not be left unnoticed,, particularly in on investigation of the 

relation between language and concepts. I have already jx>inted out that we 

do not have &«w»tnings, aithou^i we do have concepts; arid for related reasons 

*$ can aj&4& of our coua#pt» but net of our i^&nia^s. .n the other hand, 

it is worth pointing out that words h&vc, meanings but not concepts* rim 

word 'concept 1 has a me&nin^, but it does not nave a concept* It has some­ 

times been suggested that the word, is the nam& of the corresponding concept
4

(in tliis caae uie concept of a conceiTt), but 1 do not, think it would 

ever t><& sug&eated now that th$ word id the na&tt of its ^coxiiii^, ;

Another diU'ertiiice betwe&n concepts and m&anJUigd Is Uiat tnere are 

concepts of kinds of things but not urfe-anin^s of kinds of things* ..e 

speak of the (a) concept of ro&as but w«» nrould not speak of tu© (a) iL 

of fc^aft, but oniy of the i£@anin^ of tn« *ord 'is&ss'* Xher@ sepias to be 

soiaa acceptability in apeaJdLng of usii% concepts but little acceptability 

in speaking of using meanings. This my "b© because there i:u;s seenjed to b-e 

a clearer s ense in which tnere are olterrwtive concepts tnan in which there 

art alternative meanings* "t> speak of loathe^atic&l conct-.-ts and of the 

concepts of physics but not of mathematical astui-u^ and the ceaniD^s of 

physics. There are obviously differences between concepts ac<X -uftanings in 

spite of their close relationship, which 1 discuss below*

I should like to make the pxjint, as a tangential rwark, that contrary

Cf. liempei, Coftcj)t ^'orsi^tion. p.4
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to what some have said, concepts are not the kinds of things that have 

meanings, (This is to be distinguished from the view that concepts are 

steanings*) We can speak of the meaning of a word to which there is a 

corresponding concept, but we cannot sneak of the meaning of that corres­ 

ponding concept, A concept is not a linguistic expression nor is it a 

kind of thing which can be symbolic*

I have mentioned several things lehich we cannot speak of having and which 

at least in this respect are different from concepts, but there are also 

things which we can be said to have and which are sometimes said to be 

concepts or at least very much like concepts* 1 have pointed out above 

that some people regard concepts as capacities and there is some similarity, 

for among other things we can be said to have capacities. Nevertheless, 

our capacities are capacities to do something and not capacities of something 

as in the case of concepts* Moreover, we cannot be said to understand our 

capacities in the way that we can be said to understand our concepts, and 

we certainly cannot be said to understand the capacities although we can 

understand or not understand ffie^ concepts of various things, There is 

also the difference that we do not speak of simple, vague, or empty 

capacities; and changing and introducing capacities is different from 

changing and introducing concepts* This is enough to show that there is a 

difference between concepts and capacities, although it migftt be that 

capacities are part of the criterion for concepts* This is a view 1 discuss 

below*

1. Cf. ^ink, The Concept a of rthica. p.xii and Hempel, Concept Formation.
p*80, n*21* I as not at all clear that this would bo the considered 
view of either of these authors*
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we also have images, ideas, and notions. The last two are rather vague 

things, and we usually speak of ideas or notions when we cannot be or do 

not want to be more explicit* Berkeley, for example, spoke of our notions 

of G-od and of the soul rather than using * ideas', which was a term with a 

special use for him. we might say that to have a notion of something is 

to have oaly on idea of what it is or what it is like* Having a notion of 

something seems to be less definite than having a concept of something, 

but this may be clearer after 1 say something more about concepts* It 

would seem that ideas cannot be concepts since we cannot have an idea of 

something in a relevant sense; we can only have an idea of the nature of 

something* But more on this later too*

One view that eight be tempting is that concepts are conceptions* We can 

indeed be said to have a conception of something, and it might be thought 

that this is very similar to having a concept of something, this view 

certainty bas been suggested by so&e. iieapel, for example, remarks 

indiscriminately about concepta of validity and conceptions of validity* I 

think there is a difference between concepts and conceptions, but I shall 

discuss conceptions, notions, etc* More fully in the next chapter. In the 

rest of this chapter, 1 want to look at some of the things that we can be 

said to have concepts of*

lii. On fthat t«e £afi llft?ft Congests of

First of all, it should be clear that w© very z*re2y (except perhaps in

1* Hempel, Concept Formation* pp.46-49. Of. also Hanson, Patterns., of 
Discovery* pp.34-^5 and Hampshire, mouikt and Action* p.70.
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philosophical discussions) apeak of someone having a concept, and consequent­ 

ly it ia difficult to find good examples of things which we have a concept 

t& If we are being perfectly fair and unprejudiced in our investigation, 

we will find that we very rarely aay that a person (or even a child) ha* 

the concept of red, for example* We mi^it say that the child knows what 

red is or has learned the word 'red 1 , but ws would be unlikely to say that 

the child has the concept or has learned the concept* It ia also odd to 

say that an adult has a concept of ao&«thing« Bthlclsts often speak of 

the concepts of obligation and duty, but It is unlikely that we would say 

of a particular person that he has a (the) concept of obligation* However, 

we have to be careful here to distinguish between what is rarely said or is 

unlikely to be said and what can be said or is true* 3bat is rarely said 

is sometimes said, and that ia as Interesting to us here as what is often 

said* «e are interested here in what makes sense aad thus in what is said 

with a sense* Wt i&ay rarely say that a person understands the meaning of 

the word 'red 1 , even though it certainly would often be true to say that a 

person understands the waning of the word 'red** the problem that arises 

here is that it ia difficult to distinguish between what we very rarely 

say and what we can never say* But something can be said, because *om® 

expressions are obviously wrong (or meaningless) while others are obviously 

acceptable (or meaningful)*

At this point, it will be helpful to look at some of the linguistic

1, for a discussion of this distinction, »e« U*P, Grice, 'The Causal 
Theory of Perception*, 35 (1^61). esp. section 111 and John uearle, 
'Assertions and Aberrations' in Bernard illiams and lan lontefiore, 
eds*, British Analytical rtiilosopfyy (New York: Humanities i'ress, 
pp.41 -54«
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features of expressions which specify a concept. To do this, we can look 

at the fillers for the blank IB the expression 'concept T . lfr .._ L^,. '• VSft 

usually apeak of the concept of such-i*nd->such, but this is usually equivalent 

to speaking of the concept f such~«.nd-suoh f (where 'such-and-such 1 can be 

considered a variable with the same values in both occurrences) * Thus, 

Wittgenstein speaks of the concept of a gace as well as the concept 'game'* 

la the latter ease, the expression in inverted commas appears a bit like 

the name of a concept, but there are relevant differences as well* The 

expression 'the concept "game** should not be confused with 'the concept of 

^game" 1 or 'the concept of the word "game*", which are c|uite different if 

they i&ean anything at all* The Inverted commas in an expression specifying 

a concept are not the inverted commas which show that a word is being 

mentioned* One should also distinguish between a concept of mathematics 

where it is the concept 'mathesiatlcs' and a concert of mathematics where 

it is a igathematiesl concept«

English is such that the preposition 'of * must always be followed by

a complete noun phrase such that the blank in 'concept of ..__. i_.. .... * must
2 always be filled by a complete noun jfarase. Not any aoun phrase will do —

for example, the noun 'gams** We cannot have the concept of gase, although 

wt can have the concept of a game* Cf course we can have the concept of

1, The relevant Garaan from Wittgenstein's rhlloao r faioal Inve at imt ions 
iss 'mein Begriff VOE ;piel' ( £ 75) and 'd@r j^egriff "^piel" 1 (£71 
He also uses expressions like 'Segriff der ^ahl 1 ( £133; &nd 
•Sohinerebegriff ' (>262;, but there does not seem to be a comparable 
variety in £nglish*

2* ^jfle does speak of 'the concept of the square root of* and the 'concept
if (his italics) where the specifying expression is not a noun phrase*
IT is not clear what role the italics play, but the expressions do
seem rather odd anyway, Of* Kyle, 'Thinking Thoughts and having Concepts]
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uranium, but 'uranium* is a jsass terai and la not preceded by an article.
, i,.tI.F-' i 1 '£• V?Sw .,'••- *"•*• •.-•-'•• ,-•-•;•- • ,

1?he same kind of syntactic restriction does not arise in the case of using 

inverted eooBaas, but there appears to be a similar restriction that applies* 

I do not think we can S;.»eak of the concept 'negligently 1 or the conoes* 

' educated ', aithou$i 1 &uj)t adssit that all the expressions with inverted 

is seeis a bit strained to KM*, ritt&ensteitt speak* of the concept »i

now seeing it as,... 1 this expression s©eir.s to me to be quite wrong, even 

though we ad^it apeak of the concept of seeing x jy| y and maybe even shorten 

this to 'tke concept of seeing as 1 *

There are other restrictions to the nowa ptasjre bwiuM being complete* 
One is that it eaimot be in the plural. «e oi^t be said to iiav** a concept 

of pain or of a person, but we do not have concepts of pains or of people, 
?he noun phrase is also restricted in that we caatiot use a pronoun to specif/ 

the concept* It would bs wron^ to speak of a concept of iiiir, or a concept of 
that (unless we meant a eonctpfc of that kind of thing). Jlaaity the noun 

phrase in the specification of the eooeftpt cannot begin with a question word, 
^e canjiot speak of the concept of where h@ is or the concept of how he did

it, slthou^i the case is different with conceptions, Wittgenstein s.peaks
2 of the 'eonoept of what we juean by n igftia«wl t but this *ss@&s to m© ^uite

It migiit se@m that tue re^uireiiient tnat the specifying liirtise b© a 

complete noun |fcras$ ^ossly ii^sits tdie ki&ds of things w@ omn have concepts 
of. But It is quite t© the contrary, -e can always for® a noun phrase by 
adding tae relevant general tfcr.;,s &nd uain^ an appropriate gerund* Xiius f X

2. Ibid.,



think we can have the concept of being educated, the concept of being taller 

than someone else, the concept of procrastinating, and the concept of 

doing something negligently. It mi|$rt also seem that we can speak of the 

concept of being red or the concept of being an obligation, but 1 think this 

sounds Odd because we Would tend to speak of the concept of red arid the 

concept of an obligation instead, ^urtheraore, I think that when w© are 

tempted t© apeak of the concept of being ^^m ,riT1 where the blank is filled 

by a noun phrase, then we tend to think about our being such-and-such* But 

to speak of the concept of qui* being the prise minister is to strain our 

notion of a concept* On such occasions, our purposes can be served better 

by speaking of the concept of a prime minister* There slight be other 

occasions where there are more appropriate alternatives, .' ost adjectives, 

adverbs, etc* have their corresponding noun. It ui$it serve our purposes 

just as well to speak of the conceits of education and of negligence rather 

than the concepts of being educated and of doing southing negligently* 

Birhaps there are sosae adjectives or adverbs without corresponding nouns, 

and then we would not have this resort, The concepts of being foraulatable 

and of being graphic sound better than the concepts of fon&ulatability 

and of graj&ienesa.

That examples like sooe of those above are prevalent in the philosophical 

literature is undoubtedly one reason why some philosophers have said that 

a concept Is a possible predicate or that which is expressed by a. possible 

predicate* It seeras that one can always use & predicate to specify a 

concept by caking the appropriate change of the verb to the present participle, 

Aaong other things, this view reflects a certain indefiniteness about tad 

nature of a predicate* -hen we speak of the concept of red or the concept
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of an obligation we are using what i»i$it be considered a possible predicate 

but without the verb. In the sentence 'He is a leader. ', some would 

probably say that 'is a leader* is the predicate while others would say 

that fa leader* is the predicate, and correspondingly I suppose soise would 

speak of the concept of being a leader and some of the concept of a leader,

I should add, however, that from the remarks that I have made so far 

there seems to be no reason to connect concepts with predicates* Any 

locution subject to the restrictions that I have mentioned above which is 

a possible subject of a sentence can also b@ used to specify a concept* In 

fact there would have to be no changes in the possible subjects as there 

are in the verbs of possible predicates. The specification of the concept 

of being educated could come directly from the subject in a sentence like 

fBeing educated is desirable* ** The linguistic restrictions that I have 

mentioned seem to be more important than whether the expression is a possible 

predicate or possible subject.

There are further limitations to the specification of a concept which I 

have not yet discussed. One problem is that there is no ll^it to the 

Itngfch of a gerundive phrase, but there does sees to be a limit to the length 

of a gerundive phrase that can be used in specifying a concept. Can we

, for example, of the except of beiag taller than someone i&tio is the

height for & bobby? I am not sure, but it is at least odd. 

Absurdity would definitely be reached if we were to suggest that there is 

a concept of being the first person to walk a tight rope after the signing 

of the Ivagna Carta or the concept of going to more performances by Kureyev 

at Co rent Garden in 1965 than any other person who lives outside the limits



of Greater London. ^iailarlor, ia the oaae of apeoifieationa not using 

gerunda there ia a limit to the length of the expreeaion* that can be used 

in apeei&ing a concept. It doea not aeem to make aenae to apeak of the 

concept of an obligation to oaah a cheque at Barclay 1 * Bank in order to 

pay the gardener for hia aervioea during the month of Juty or the concept 

of a machine what would produce more paper clips than any other machine in 

England. Obviously there are no lisdta to the variety of the abaurditiea 

that could be ao produced, but what ia »or» disturbing ia that the line 

between abeurdity and reaaonable ap«cification of a concept ia ao vague 

that it ia hardly there at all. Not oaJy ie it obscure how long the 

apeelflcatioa must be before it becomes absurd, but alao there are aoiss long 

apecificationa in science, for example giving a specification of the concept 

of a particular atomic particle. The notion of a concept is too unclear to 

provide much help in diatinguiahing absurd froan bona ffl^ apecifieatioaa 

of concepta.

The notion of a concept is clear enough, however, to eliminate aome 

apecificationa. We certainly cannot apeak of the concept of this table or 

the concept of Harold W&aoa, Neither can we speak of having a concept 

of that intention or of hia exuberance* f» can apeak of the concept of £ 

Herculea, although we cannot apeak of the concent of Hereulea* At first it 

appear* that we cannot have a concept of ft particular, i.e. where the 

apecifloation apeeiflea a particular, but thia ia not quite accurate, te 

can have the concept of red, which ia a particular colour, and the concept 

of two, which is a particular number. More importantly, we can alao have 

concept a of China, of the univerae, and of the moon.
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The determining factor seems to be whether or not the specifying noun 

phrase is a common name or a term* this solves a number of problems that

about what w© c,.ii h&ve concepts of. The answer to a question about 

what something is called jy^ £ngliah will provide us with the specification 

of a concept. la English, a particular area is called China and a particular 

.1 heavenly b^fy i* called the moon, and ao we have concepts of China and 

of the moon, A particular person is called liarold ,<ilson, but he is not 

called this in ~nglish or in any oth&r language, and we do not have the 

concept of Harold .vilaon, uhat is referred to by f ;Iarold ilson 1 is called 

a man, a leader, and a prime minister in English, and we can have concepts 

of all theae things. *.• can also have concepts of certain numbers but not 

of ofcherft. It would b« odd to speak of the concept of 1 ,343, of 6+>if or of 

3**4f kut there is no difficulty in speaking of the oonceft of two, or 

of a thousand, or of pi, All of the numbers in the latter group are those

with names, while those in the for&er group could be said to be referred
2to by expressions composed of nait^e but not beiu^

*e have the co&o^pt of a chiliegon but not the concept of a 1001-

sided figure* ;

This dfctemdrdag factor makes the decision whether or not we have a 

concept vague in Just the right places as well. ->e can have the concept 

of a graiiiiffiother and perhaps the coiicapt of a grea-t-gronuinothor as well, 

but it gets progressively more difficult as we add on more ' great* 3. 

could be said to have the concept of Independence Day, but it is not clear

1. Cf. ny discussion of this in chapter 3,il

2. Dhis was suggested to me by irofes&or
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whether or not they have the concept of the fourth of July just as it is 

not clear whether or not that is a aaise,

1 do not think that thia determining factor is limited to what things 

can be called in English, however, I think we can also speak of the 

concepts of Gemutliohkeit and of bonlieur* and it is not only speakers of 

Geman and French that have these concepts. Son® say that one acquires the 

concept of Jc^utllchkeit by going to the dofbrtuhaus, ^ut oae dofes ii0^ 

learn Geramn by &oin£ there, r?evertheleas, it ia aore likely that the apeak- 

era of a language rather than the non-speakera will have the concept* 

specified by the nausea or terras in the language. Perhaps Germans are

fortunate for this reason, since the/ are likely to have concepts of things 

like eln .iQttontotfcai/oteutateritlattiuatte^ai.. ^^eakers of £ngliah need 

not be without this concept, but they would have to turn to Gennan to

specify it,
2 Wittgenstein suggested in his last lectures that people mi^ht be said

to have different eonoepts If th^y had concepts like that of a red circle, 

In fact, he suggested that these people JBi$xt have a word for •red-circle*. 

We indeed do not have a word for 're^cirel* 1 in Sngllsii, but this does not 

seem to show that we have different concepts. If there is such & concept, 

I am sure that most spea&ers of English have it. The only difference seems 

to be that of their language having a word for it and our language not 

having such a word, but this is a difference that I have already discussed 

above and one whioh does not seen to affect whether we have the concept or not,

1. Professor f^le reminded ma of thia famous, reputed German
2. Gee oh 1 a notes of Wittgenstein's lectures, 194&-47, p*9B,
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suggestion comes from examples used by irofeasor ylt! in lectures 

(Trinity Term, 1965). Be considered the possibility of baring words like 

'machelor* ( Meaning lurried bao&elor) and 's^uan&le*

• On« could ask th® corresponding question of whether there could

be concepts of such things. ?ir»t of all it is clear that there are not 

such things, and furthermore that it is logically impossible for there to 

be such things. It is self-contradictory to say that something is both a 

triangle and a square* although this would not mean that & word 's^uan&le 1 

would be salf-contradictoxy. Words are not the kind of thing that can be 

Stflf-oontradictory, and in this respect concepts do not seem to be &ny 

different* I see no reason for it to be logically impossible for there 

to be such words *uid correspondingly such concepts. It is just that it would 

be difficult to find any use for them, and consequently it is unlikely 

that such words and concepts will come into anyone's repertoire*

1 have come to the eud of my discussion of what we can have concepts of, 

but 1 should like to rcj-emphaaiafc that the concept of a concvi/t is not a 

el ear one* the ra^aries of the discussions about concepts sliovt the vagueness 

of the concept itself* That it is ?&gue is further shown by the fact 

that we rarely speak in ordinary discourse of someone h&yin& a concept* It 

thus becomes difficult to determine whether one can b@ said to have concepts 

of heliotrope , Ice cream, or peanut butter* tteYertheleaa, we have found 

some ^eans of determining what things we can have concept a of, and 1 think 

there are some l«*&ons to be learned frose these detersdning factors*

iv, A i'fevr Iffiportant l^saons

, and others, have often talked about concepts and categories
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interchangeably as though they were the saxoe thing* But we and our 

are said to have concept &f while wo do not have categories* If anything 

haft categories, it in reality* 1'hinga are put into categories but not into 

concepts* £h* relevant consideration is that we con set up anything we 

like as a category, but as we have seen this is not true of concepts, 

**hat concepts there are depends upon what words there am in language*. 

but what categories there are d epends upon what distinctions wt wtuit to 

draw, and these can be any distinctions as the psychologists have shown 

us in their experiment** A* we saw from Lenneberg's experiment a, the 

distinction* that one can stake do not depend upon the language one speaks* 

!»• can say everything; we like with cur language , and thia uictois tuat we 

can draw whatever distinction* w& like as well*

One thirty that is shown by the fact that we cannot have concepts of some

tilings is that contrary to what &each says having a capacity is not a
2 sufficient condition for having a concept* liot even having a verbal

capacity ia a sufficient condition for having a concept. 1 isay laaow the 

use of the words 'the laan who is now prim© sinister 1 (which is tii® kind 

of verbal capacity &eaefci was considering^ , but this is not & sufficient 

condition far W having the concept of the &*&n who is now prime minister, 

There is no such concept as that* Une might retort that it is, nonetheless, 

a sufficient condition ft r wy having the concept of a prime sinister or of 

being priae minister. This might be true in the particular ease, but then 

we also :<now the use of 'Hercules'* But even in the particular case a

1. For a prime example of this see: Bruner, J.3., J.J. Goodnow, and 
G.A. Austin, A ^tudy of Thinking, (iiew ¥ork: Science Editions, 19o6),

2. Cf. G-eaoh, Kental Acti* p.12,
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serious problem arises if the retort is accepted* u&acii 4p.ves us no way 

of determining which verbal capacities are connected with which concepts* 

We, of course, can make some vague connections, but that Is not enougi if 

we are going to have sufficient conditions. It is quite likely that 

verbal capacities are important in determining whether a person has a concept, 

but more needs to be said*

,, e have also seen that having a reco$aitional capacity is not a sufficient 

condition for having a concept. In the seas® in which Trice talked about 

r@ conditional capacities, we da have such capacities in connection with the 

absurd " concepts H which I have mentioned above* I1h«re &r& no logical 

restrictions to our finding out about, picking out, and thinidn^ -bout 

someone who is shorter than the shortest possible bobby or the first person 

to walk a ti^ht rope or whatever* Either more has to be added to the 

sufficient condition for having a concept, or the notion of a concept will 

have to be so chunked that things which previously were not 

concepts could now be so considered.

v. r£he .CgBt^ftj^a^ga.. . of

So far I have suggested the possibilities and limitations of the kinds^^^PF *t

of things of t&iob we can have concepts, but I have said nothing about the 

comparison of concepts or the relation between them. I&rst I shall consider 

the questions whether two people can have the sa^© concept and whether two

people can have different concepts of the same things, Geach argues that
2 concepts are subjective and belong to particular persons. I can agree with

1. This view seems to be held by a number of philosophers ana is
sug^estiyd by Trice in 'j^Unfrjng und Jsperieaoe (cf. p.355)> but it is 
not clear whether having a recognitional capacity is for him a 
sufficient condition or just important,

2. Geaoh, ? ental Acts, pp.1 3*14*
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the import of thia latter contention, but T diaagree that it ia reaaon to 

think that concepts are subjective, G-eaeh wrongly thinly that the 

distinction between numerical and qualitative identity applies to concepta, 

and thua ho thinks that two people necessarily have numerically distinct 

eoncepta, it ia true that people hare numerically distinct caiacitiea, 

aiace ev«*n if we have the aaaae capacity sjy capacity la not your capacity. 

But it ia not true that we imvo numerically distinct concept a, and "each 

teem* to have been misled by thinking that concepta are capacities. If we 

train have a concept which ia specified in the wune way, then s\y eoncept 

ia your concept* It mi^at be aaid that the having of a concept ia subject- 

ive aiuoe ay having & coaee|& ia not your having & concept, but thia only 

ahows that the harin^ of a concept ia different but not that the concept 

itself is different*

This pressnta & ratiier important problem, however. It ffii^t bo suggested, 

in the li^it of modern aelenc*, that there can be two difi'ure^t couc@ 

of the aajiie thing, such that the apecific&tiona &i^ the same but the 

are different, fhiza, people apeak of the difference between alisultaneity 

In Newtonian phyaica and aimultaneity in Einuteinian il^yaiea. I^aopl® who 

do Sinsteinian ^iyaioa are then aaid to have a different concept of 

aisultaneity from those who do Newtonian phyaica* It should be clear, 

however, that theae are not two different concepta of the aj^e thing if 

Simultaneity in Newtonian phyaica ia a different thing fro* aisiultaneity 

in Kineteinian pi^yaica. If this ia tni€, tiicn the expreaslon 'the concept 

of ainultarieity* ia either asnbiguous or i^complfete. In either c&ae, the 

apeoification will be clear and complete when we apeciiy whether the
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simultaneity is Hetfcfcaian or -inatuijiUa* In the aaae way, tht flngl t ib 

*tht Africans do not hate two different efcndepls of a ton, it Is

that they have the concept of a ton In two different senses of ' 

Tfc* toff* specif!** different thia&j and ainc* & a^clfic&tion 

that a conee.pt i» & eonev-^t of, strictly sneaking tte«ff* «ttaa»t- be 

dlff%i**t concepts of th~ aa&e thing*

^ there are cases where there aru two different concept specifications 

Hif-iiliere the epecifi oat ions are logically equivalent* in ^uc 

one ftlgit contend that there ai% t?io dxi'rei-c^t oonce^s eC the »**& 

H i&Hit tlien be said, for example, • that one could have the concept of 

fOurte«a pooafla but sot the concept of one stone. The exprcsr' un •the 

concept of fourteen pound* 1 la Indeed odd, but it does not se^m «o ^ i.. ,..,t 

a lj&r£Q£ has two concepts if he can &@ «aid to -a/^ v.. v c.wac^pt ol 

aa wull as be said to h&?& the concept of one iii^cic. 1*§ if 

figures his 'weigbt In' stones and another In pounds, then the

between fourteen pounds and one atone would seem to be 

frftth&r than a difference of concw^ ti>. This ai«o &$&®# to a^ve

lfi's JUiOlJUmtion wUen (aa reported) he wanted to say that two 

people 'have the a«ss« concept if there Is an easy translation 

froa one language to tlie otlier *• if they could learn our Langua&s without 

learning a new life* ' It would csriaiiuy »ye^ tkat a Ger^<aii who has the 

concept ' .of has the atu^e concept &a an ^Q^lislmu&n ^ho -.aa t^d coacv^t 

*red% And someone who has the concept of a triangle has the concept of a 

flgurt and vice verita. There will be tls*e nhen there la no

1* Geaca'a notes of ^ittgenstein's lectures, 1 94*5-47 » p*99*
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word or a name in one language and only a difficult but still possible 

translation of it in the other. The problems and their solutions here in 

relation to concepts win be no different from the prdblema and their 

solutions in relation to translation and there being names in a language*

It la not always ©say to oonpa.ra concepts, however, because of the 

fineness in their specifications or the difficulty in finding proper 

relations between concepts, reople apeak of the concept of red as well 

as of the concert of redness, of the concept of a triangle as well aa 

of the concept of triangularity, #• might also speak of the concept of 

being poor and the concept of being hapgy or of the concept of poverty 

and the concept of happiness, I COB. inclined to think that these &re all 

paira of the same concept, but more would have to be said about each in 

order to be sure, .'.-e would have to kno% exactly how it is determined 

whether we have one concept or the other*

Compare the following, all of which would seea to be good example a of 

what would be called a concept: t&e concept of negligence, the concert of 

being negligent* the concept of doing something negligently, and the 

concept of doing aoaethlng. out of negligence. Ana these different concepta 

or the same? Ordinarily, a philosophical investigation of nesligenee could 

be introduced as an investigation of any on© of these four concepts. In 

the ordinary philosophical investigation there would not seem to be relevant 

differencea, and saying something about acting negligently would be a con­ 

tribution to aaying something about negligence, Co the other hand, it 

would aoQjs odd to say that all of these are the aame concept. Certainly
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is different from doinj something negligently, and it would 

the nature of the specification of a eoneejTt rather strangs if the 

concept of negligence were to be the same as the concept of doin^ something 

negligently. Specifying a concept would be far too vague if the concepts 

of such different things were the same,

I must say, however^ there is alsoat nothing to go on to shot? what 

relations there are between concepts. One mi^ht be able to show the 

W&fction between negligence and doing something negligently, but there is 

no reason to suppose that this relation is the relation between the concept 

of riegligenco and the concept of doing something negllgently. Cfrie ini£tit 

maintain that one of the four concepts above is necessarily related to or 

included in one of the other concepts, but again there ee®m$ to be no basis 

on which to establish such relations. Concepts just do not seem to be ths 

kinds of thing* that can be included in each other. One might maintain 

that the concept of knowledge is necessarily related to the concept of truth 

because there cannot be knowledge without there being truth* This, however, ' 

does not a®@& to be a reason for saying that th@r© cannot be the concept 

of knowledge without the concept of truth, although it nijjjbt suggest that 

we oanaot Ii&ve the concept °£ toiowled^e without haying the concept of truth* 

Unless there is no difference between something, the concept of something* 

and having the concept of something (which 1 think no one would want to 

hold) , it does not seem to b© true & priori that the relation between any 

two of one of these things will be the sas© as the relation between two 

of another*

PSltiAps more could be said about the relations of concerts once we consider 

what determines whether someone has a eoncept or not. This is clearly what 

r;o should turn to now.
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not been able to find anything with whicu a concept could be 

identified, but aa/bo it will help to say at least so&utaiu^ about >ih&t 

determines whether or not aomeoi^ h&& a cooect^t* Unfortiumtely^ this 

aubjoct ia even hoarier than that of determining what we can have conce; ts 

oi". ..^i^e are e uiuaiitir of different determining factors with varying 

de^reea oi' imitor"Ui.iic»i 4&jj«iiding upon wh&t it id w© urti said to aar& a 

concept of* . , ....... . -..:•.- v .

Consider firat ui^der what conditions we would say that aorueoue has or 

not uav« tJae concept of red* If a cliiid, for example, wei^Q able to 

out Ui^iifc* «<Ueii «di&»d *uu iiowx^ ui&tiii^iiaii I'tfu things i r-oei those 

icii are not redt tn«»u 1 -think tii@n$ would oe ^ood r^&fion to aa>- tnat he 

has til© concept of red* It id not altogether 6&«,/, however, to determine 

whether or not A caild ia able to pick out or to distinguish r«d things. 

If we have several boxes of different colours before a child and put 

aometalng we JoiOir &@ w&iit< in a red box aud he i-eachos ^or tne wron^ box 

after they ixave beea Bdjwed up, tli«n we have evidence tumt he is un&ble 

to distinguish red fro® non-red thi/if-s. './e might change our view about 

the ciiild, however, if w® a&w him putting red blocks together and putting 

blofik* of other colour* afiide, There are nwwsi-oua lit tit- tasks of this 

kind timt we oan use to c^tertuine wiietiier or not a ciiild is able to 

distinguish red from non-red things, and for each of these tasks the child



207.

fail or succeed. If the child fails at all the tasr.a, then 

s^all assuiat; tiUit ue is unable to &**# such A distinction, furthermore, 

If he Is unable to make such u distinction, 1 taink tnat vvoala, be reason 

for us to "believe that h* does not hare tne concept of red. And i£ he 

Succeeds at all the tasks, wo would assume tnat lie does nave u*e concept* 

Being abl® to cake certain distinctions and to pick out red things seems 

to bo the primry factgr in determining whether a person oas the concept of 

red.

The case is a "bit different for other concepts, »«e would not ask a 

person to uistinguish or pick out a proton in ord«r to find out wu«tn«r 

he uas tafe concept of a pro ton, it would pixt&abl^ a« ffioi*^ 

in mietjier tit; couxd s^y mnat a piston is and what its relation to 

particles is. if he could not tell us what a proton is or &?en an/thing 

about a proton (whether h@ knows tne word 01- not;, 1 think w« would deny 

that he nas the concept of a proton. jiu. if ne could tell us no more than 

taat a pi-otua is an atomic particle, 1 think w«* wouia i>@^in to douat 

he uas the concept. In this case, faiiat he can say about this coacv^t 

to b© more important than anything else.

" ' The case of the concept of a triangle presents still a different case 

for determining whether someone nas the concept* if a person couiti wield 

A pancll but were unable to draw a triangle, we would o«s disinclined 

to say that he has the ooncepft of a triftngl** Caa the other hand, if soweoae 

were able to produce a picture of something, i.e. produce an example, this 

would be reason for us to 3«ty tuat he &M the concept of wiiateTer it was, 

In discussing the concepts of red, a proton, and a triangle, I hare
f

found three inportant abilities, namely distinguisiiing, describing, and
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drawing, which determine whether or not someone baa a particular concept* 

X should not want to suggest, however,, that there ia only one criterion 

for each concept and that this one criterion id dlfftereat depending 

upon the particular concept in question. Thia ia certainly not the case. 

A person who can be said to have the concept of red. should be able to tell 

US at ie&ftt that it ia a colour ana maybe «v®n something olee about it* 

li« should also be able to aak for »d things and produce exaj&ple* of red 

things* That a person has the concept of & proton was said to be show* 

toy his being able to say what a proton is, but there are other thirds which 

have ** certain amount of significance, Uie would expect a person who aas 

the concept of & jHroton to be able to show a proton in a representation 

of th@ nucleus of a& atom« Thei-e &r$ also various ways in which to 

distinguish protons from other atomic particles, for ex£japl@ in photoMcro- 

graphic pictures and in models of the atom* I have also jx>int®d out that 

if a person ia ablw to draw a trian^l^ we would say that h@ aaa the concept 

of a triangle, but the soa^ would be true if he wer^ able to distinguish 

triangles from other geometric figures, -.c also expect su.neone who has 

the oonctfpt of a triangle to be able to describe a triangle or at least 

say something about it.

*.hat 1 havs tridd to show is taat taer^ ar@ c.any diff*r«nt ways in which 

it is d@ter&in«d whether a person Las a concept and that Boat of these 

different ways are uasd in practically every case. The variation comes in 

the degrees of importance of each of the ways of determination in the 

particular o&sea* i*elug able to diatinguisn red things is of primary 

importance to having the concept of red, it being soruetniiig that we observe* 

On the other hand, a tera like 'proton* can only be understood in



connection with a theory or quad-theory, and for thia reason the linguistic 

consideration Is the primary concern for having the concept of a proton* 

there seeirss to be no general rule for determining which consideration* will 

fce more i»>x>rtant ; for that seewa to depend rather loosely upon the kind 

of thing which we are said to hare a concept of, Its importance to other 

things with which we are concerned, the kinds of judgements we siake about 

it, and the things we do with it* But this is more of an apology than an 

explanation* hat we can say is (as Price says) that concepts are Manifeste 

*by intelligent action of all kinds* or, in the tenor of what Geach say a,

that concepts are exhibited by the * capacities exercised in acts of
2 judgment*. Again we should see that what an intelligent action id varies

with the action itself and that the capacity to sake a judgement varies 

with what the judgement is about*

..hat I have not yet considered adequately is what happens when there is 

conflicting evidence. To return to the example of the concept of w»d, 

there seers to be no doubt that a person who fails at all or at least 

most of the tests to determine whether he can distinguish red things will 

be said not to have the concept of red, iShile a person who succeeds at 

all of the tests to which he is subjected will be said with good reason 

to have the concept of red* A problem arises* however, when someone 

succeeds at some of the tests and fails at others* In this cusu, we have 

some reason to believe both that the person has the concept and that as 

does not have the concept* But I think it would be wrong to hold that one

1. Pries, yhJLjpifein/r and Experience. js>.345»

2. Gwaen, frentajl Acts, p. 7*
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be obi* either to distinguish and pick out one kin4 of thing or not 

and thus either have the concept or not. Having ability or inability to 

distinguish something is not without its range of cases in between. Some 

people are more able than others at distinguishing various things, this 

sometimes means that they ait: (juicker, but it i&or© often c^ans that they 

ai^e more oftteja il^it and less oft«*n wrong* ^.UdlarJy, individuals are 

more able in distinguishing some things than they are in distinguishing 

other things, I-ome people are more able than others at distinguishing 

bach from Teleinann, and sometimes they are more able at distinguishing 

Bach from Teleaiana than they are at c&atin&uianin& ftjpfcrrot.* I'roE warblers, 

In fact, i'or everything that we can distinguish it floemi possible that we 

can be good or bad or better or worse at ai»tinguiahing it,

^iadlar variations will arise in connection with describing aad drawing. 

Some people are more facile than otn&rs with langua^e, aiid there are those 

who excel witu the drawing pen and ^int brush, Diversity and conflict 

of evidence doea not arise* however, only in the easy of one determining 

factor, Sometisjes two or mow factors conflict with each other, and 

again there is aome reason to say tli&t the person has the concept and some 

to say that he 4oe^ not have the coac^^t, Xhis la wnere som«t d^t&r&inina 

factors can b@ s^en to be more important than others. An aphaaie or a 

child who does not know a language is still thou^it to nave the concept 

of red even though h© is unable to say that red is a colour, On the 

other hand, a blind person can say that red is a colour but is unable to 

pick out red thiA§Bf and we are disinclined to 3i*y that ue has the concept 

of red, Nevertheless, some blind people can say quite a bit about protons *
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that they have the concept of a proton. But it 

would uot, b« enough to aay tiiat a ciiild ha* the eoooejpt of a proton if he 

could do aothing jaore than jd4k out the protons in a model of the atoa« 

J*he «••* «MIA be a bit •»*« puzzling if wt found a person «ho 

definition of a triangle but did not tawr how to draw one or vice vgrt|a«

.ievertheless, we do not nave to say that a person either has a concept 

or doe* not have a concept* It ia ir^rtJ ii^iy tx^at ddt^imining >.,. ether a 

peraon haa a coac&pt is like detazminiag whetL@r a paraou i* «bla to nalc« 

particular distinctions. Soi^e will ojdiibit all of tb* dfttensining Imctora 

and other* will exhibit non«t of them. But th«re are also those in between 

whft can do »ome of ia& tiiii^s aao. auv ot^ei«t and ti^aaa people can alao 

be Mid t« be IA betweeii conceraizi^ wl^e^aer they nave the particular 

concept or not. Similarly there are stages when a child is acquiring a 

concept and can neithez* be said to have the concept nor ba said not to have 

tut co^ct t. It is poasiblt; ^Jiut a culid could suddenly uave the 

but it Ju. iiic.c:6d unlikul/ and certainly not neoosaary. Jnere are 

periuds in between wh^n Ui@ Ciiil4 aaa a bit of facility in making 

distinctions but when the facility HAS not yet d©vdioped« It is not,

» that iie naa a olfl'ei%nt concept from us, just as the blind man 

not have difi'ere&t coucfe^ta I^OIL -&he n,^m with ai^ul. it is only 

that lift *0ea not ^aiu& or doea not completely n^ve our concept*

Thia vi@w is similar to onw Micated by ryle when he aays y 'I suggest 

that the question ":ias n@ really got Uie concept or has he got the whole

of the concept so an<f S£M i* Hk<s the ^wfeStioa "^aa ae really learned the
4 

art or has he leaned tiie wnoie art of skating, '".« Ihere is not u tiae

9 'Thinking i'houuuts and having Concepts', p. 161.
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when wo suddenly ac^uir* *fc* concept nor is it the kind of t&Ug that we 

can only either iiav* or not >!•»•» There are many stages to acquiring a 

concept, as Hyle points out, and few of th*a art definitive with respect

to whether one ims the concept cr does not f*ave it* ^nd in this respect, 

having a eonctt^t ie ii^ iwriutf an ability.

It should alao be clear tuat, there can be contusions about the relevant 

sense in which a person can do something or not. It is j.,robably true that 

any uoraal individual can distinguish between C-emutXiffrlBtit and something 

eiso, and j.«rhapa any normal individual with enou^i training could

& proton from a neutron* but tuese ai^s not distinctions that

cloac at hand. ,.«; cii^it also say that when uht distinction is not 

close alt haAd the person cannot make the proper distinctiooa. -hetner 

can or cannot will depend upon the conditions under v,hich one is 

t.o b@ ucxe v$ igaJce Ui« &i$tinc.to.O£M»« It mi^it therefore bo said 

* jirson dot a not have a concept <ivtn though h@ can. raak« the 

relevant distinctions* Sometimes whet-.er w« have the concept will depend 

upon how ^uick we arc* to iaak© the relevant distinctions.

^onc^pta, ^&a&;-Au aqd.

It is sometime helpful to look at the case of aoiaals (i,c. excluding 

human beings}, and I think that ia true here as well. It is not becau»* 

animals nave things i» a much clearer and simpler way nor is it because

re &o hoU/ disputed in m@ cai>& of aai»ala. mucr it is t>ecau»e 

&re different fro® people t and yet at the same time ia»ny of the
. ff L ., ,..,...- , 4J ... «™ ._., _ . _

concepts which apply to people are extended to animals. Qy seeing whi«h 

factors carry over in the extension of the concept, w« can get an idea of



which are tttt »&r$ important factors, In connection with this, 1 thin* it 

Is signifUm* ***% V» do *t»t spa&k of animals h&ving, applying, or 

Ifcftii'itt ii ruling concept a. Conetjpfc* mi* iaijportant only in connection with

hiaaan beings, i'hia ia true In spite of the fact that we do speak of 

aaiaala distinguishing an* |4ekiM& gut things* &««»ti»ea wet also spaak of 

an animal undcr&tantlftg but uaualjy uot in ih« a«n«« of unu.er»tanding 

language. Hiat tiiia sugf»i%8 is that ¥«iik€ ablt to *f**fc or at l*act to 

watte rat and a lan^ua^e is ricctjasaiy for our b«ing a&id to have concept** 

Thia do«s not moan what in each ^rtleuiar casfe it is atic^asaxy (conmid»r 

th£ co^cupt of red;, but it does u,o«.-. -that it ia u$G&ssaxy in 

for us to bfc&in to talk about soiawao* haTing concepts. It also 

tfeat •pMiidoc and undy rat adding a language la important in a 

of particular cas^s. :

k uhti iiiain i^a&on xOi thift iu^i-taucu of ian^ua^ is tnat concerts

ly tied up v«ith iM*king jud^m^nta* ^-11 of th<$

factors «hi^ I have discussed above involve our beiug ai>l« to make 

jud^eisents. distinguishing and picking out ar-o dependent upon making 

Judgea^ents abouu m^thdr th& i^i^it tniiig is being diatiiiguiaasa or picked 

out. -e also fikiko jud^«Kenia about uo* to dra^ or rtpivac.. 

JDesQribiiig obviously involves th« judge i^anl wheth€x% one has 

description or not. »e caimot hav@ a deteniining factor without iu being 

post^ibia to say that we have iiiaa«ss a judgement * First of all, it is Important 

to **<*e that, as tie&cu .s«ays, '[ajry ro portable act of judgeaent is t-;,t for

1. .-hen 1 talk about what w<* say of animala, 1 do not intend to be 
t responsible to what many psychologists would say. I do this .. 

I think mai^y psychologists arw not responsible to wiiat w« say.
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expression 1 . Thia does not sean of course that every act of judgement 

«r «ust he axpreased verbally, '.".e often make judgeisenta without expreasing

them verbally, and some who are able to make judgements are not able to
2 exprema their, regally — for example the aphaalc.

Animals without verbal fucilit,/ also jaake judgement a. They judge how 

far soii-tthin^ ia away, that a person la friendly, etc. Thia ahowa that 

making judgements is not a auffleient condition for having concepts. I 

think the reason for this is that without a language we are not able to 

make the variety of diatinctlona and thua the variety of judgeEieata that 

«® C&A o«herwi»«e ma.k»* A do 5 cannot jud0e that a bon@ id the largeat he 

haa ever had or that iiia n«aat@r will taku hi^. for a walk three day a hence, 

^either can a dog distinguish a dictionary from an encyclopedia, nor does 

he know the difference between a proton and an electron* And when & dog 

a&tioij&tea hi* food, there ia no way to diatin^uisa between his judging 

that he will soon get food* that the &eat will be alopped on the plate 

again, that it aay be steak thia time, etc. Certainly the judgements of a 

dog and of any other animal ar® limited as are the dlatiiictiona that any 

aaimai &*a jn&Ke, 1 cooaider thia laort- of a factual than a logic&l point 

here, but it ia the factual point in which I && intere0ted. Certainly 

the large number of cases nhere someone has made a distinction or 

we learn what that diatinction or judgement waa by his telling us. Thia ia 

obvioualy the kind of thing that influenced (Jeach when he aaid that f [t]he

Geacii,
Xhia example cornea from .reach, Mental Act a. p. 13.



central and typical applications of the terra "having a concept" are those 

in which a BAR is master of a "bit of linguistic usa^e*. This is again 

to give an indication (l do not intend it to be anything more.) of Uio cloas 

relationship between concepts and language.

1 tliink Uae fact that tliere is a close relationship explains wiiy ..aisa«ann 

was prepared to aay that a concept 'comes into existence only by its 

incorporation in language 1 , although this a««ms too extreme if I know

what it means. Neverth«leaa, it also suggests wfcy philosophical 

ioos of conceits have so often btten philosophical investigation* of meaning

And it is probably the reason why people have talked

about the meaning of eono&pt* &&& about defining concepts* Still it should

b*= clear that such locutions art* adsguided* and concepts are not linguistic 

egressions,

^vnotaer point should also be clear now. I hs>v$ pointed out &bov* that 

concepts haY« teud&d to bo conntrctad with predicates rather tlian subjects 

in spite of the fact that changes hare to be eadfc of predicates but not of 

subjects iii the specification of concepts* 1 think the reason for this 

Is ia&t concept a are closely tied to jud^emantft and in judging we tc^d to 

be concerned about the application of a predicate to a subject, A whol« 

tubject frequently refers to a particular, althou^i a whole prodicata rarely 

do«s, but a concept cannot usually be a concept of a particular. any of 

our jua^.cm.s s*t«n to be about pdi'ticult.ra b«in^ of a certain kinu, and

2,

i, Gonoept. j



thl. Is to 183 th&t that 1thieh 1s ret8rred to 'b7 the aubJect talla undtr 

a certain eoncept. This is to explain 1Ih1' ~--eo~le haTe thourht tLat cone. pta 

a~'C ,osel'ble predicat •• and not why they !J:!. Jo •• i'ble predicates. 'rae 

latter 1'i •• 1s not one that ~ woull hola. 

It :mould now be clear that the Dature of ~neept. 1s q\.l1te vaL'Ue. am 

ot all, there 1s great ftr1a~lOD in the .,...ance of the wAys of "-temild., 

whether a !Jerllon h-:ll a coneo:;t. Second.ly, theft 1. no rule for 4e1;e:nn.ini " 

the 'f'ati!ation It •• lf, and the uact importaDee or the way. 18 ot'ten unolear. 

'1'hlrdly, ther-e 1_ tho :)001b111t1 ot conflict. bet •• en the wayl for 

determ1ning whether a periOll baa • eoncept, an4 thia produeea a further 

ftguen.... P1Mlly, there i. Dot agreement alHNt \he pe.rtiou.la1' Ca.I~' 1D 

relation to the three points above. I haft tr1ed to Ihow tad haY1n, • 

langUage 18 neceaaaty to ha1'in£ eoneep" ill ",_ral, but in the caae td 

hv.vinC J.~rtleular ccneepta this 18 not true. '1.'here are a larp maber ot 

41 fferent faetora Which 4etendne whether we han J*.Z"1cuJ.ar oonCKI pta aa4 

Dot ~11 of them are l1ng&l1nlc tact or. nor are &lJ¥ ot them neoe_ae.r:r 1A 

every cQ.se. !he onlJ' thing that can be aaid 1, that there are laTeral 

tactors with YaryinE significance, allot whicll I haft tri.' to -\aU." 
abo ••• 

lii. (~OIlC';'" AI! ~TO\ AiW).", ",, or ,uM 

:; have discuaaed at aome lenath the tactore deteraiain, 1Ihether 8QmeoA& 

has 8. COllCCpt. but I mould not want ~ I haft .aid to .u&t;~at that 

I hay. fount wha\ conc.pts are. The coDcepta th .... ly •• c .. ,nnot 'be 

1(: .. :-',t1 ~ ed .1 th the tactora which 4.".",1 - Wbetner one baa \A_, tiven 

tbouall 18 80118 rupen. hayina • cQaoep' 1. l1ke ha1'in£ an abUiV. The" 
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b«t«««a eonc«£<ts and abilities as well* Abilities are not 

tfe* kind of things that are vague or empty, nor do we understand them in 

an/thing like the way in which we understand concepts. Moreover, we have 

abilities to do things but concepts of things. Abilities are like 

capacities, and 1 have already shown that they are not the kind of things 

Uiat, Q&Q be C9SM»$ j&», i'hus, it would be quite wrong to think that a concept 

could be identified with any set of capacities to distinguish, describe, toad/ 

or draw. Nor are distinguishing, describing, and/or drawing concepts* 

rhoae are not the kinds of things that we have, and besides that they are 

episodic which is not true of concepts* >e have concerts when we are asleep* 

but we do joot distinguish, describe, or draw when we are asleep*

MM* the moment we shall have to be satisfied with determining factors 

rather than some kind of identity, but it is worth looking a bit more closely 

at these determining factors, .*• might speak of the*} as d&tensining factors 

for other thiB£ft as well* One's ability to distinguish, describe, and draw 

•rill also be important to determining whether or not someone Knows the 

meaning of a word* Of course he will also have to know the word (unlike the 

case for concepts) if he is to know that it is the meaning of a particular 

word, this shows how closely concepts aad meaning are tied to each other 

and way we have; similar inclinations about whether the blind man knows the 

meaning of the word 'red 1 and whether he has the concept of red,

The d**«*«lning factors are also closely related to those factors which 

determine whether a person can imagine or conceive that which he is supposed 

to have a concept of* Tki£ is iapcrt&nt, <*&£ i think we c&n agree with 

Price when lie says that one way in which concepts are manifested is through



210.

and i0*£iaiu£ «usul cyiicfelviii^ on tiw othtr la &«itii*r oacwes&r./ nor 

•uffieitat* Om c&n •turaljr daacriby a jatttoa without being able to 

or conceit o,e, !o*t could also Avaw & pd@tur@ of a «&lli*ga& without
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something as we have cone pi a of things, Thus, w« have ideas about what 

something id like but not concepts about what something la like* In this 

way, ideas are often like beliefs or opinions. It is probably for this 

reason that we do not speak of boundaries of or names of ideas, although 

concepts are said to have boundaries and naaeft, I think it is because 

ideas are like beliefs or opinions that we speak of putting ideas but not 

concepts" into someone *s head* And just as we can have aaaay beliefs about 

any one thing, we can have many Ideas about something, but w@ cannot have 

many concepts of any one thing* Sometimes our ideas consist of plans or 

schemes, which is never true of concepts, Some night also say that 

tand@rstandlng certain linguistic expressions is a sufficient condition 

for having a concept, but it is not a sufficient condition for having an 

idea. 3e also express ideas but not concepts. Ideas are Indeed not the 

same thing as eoneepts, even thou^i if we have eoncepts we are likely to 

have particular ideas, •'•<•"•'• ' •• • . • •" : ' " ;- •

Notions are like ideas in taking a variety of different forms. Old* 

fashioned notions are like beliefs; notions to do things ar© like plans } 

and notions of what things are lllce can "be compared with ideas of what 

things are like, Hone of these things eould b® eoneepta, tf« do sometimes 

nave notions of things, but usually to say that one has the notion of some­ 

thing is to su££est that he is less definite and clear about that thing 

than one who can be said to have a concept of it. And sometimes we speak 

of the notion of something where we do not want to say that there is a con­ 

cept of that thing. One might speak of the notion of a safe ear and yt*t 

not speak of the concept of a safe car, i'he <*xpresaiQ& 'the notion of a 

duty* mi$it also be preferable where one wants only to brin^ together rather
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ideas about duties* One might be said to have a notion if one has a 

concept, but notions include oany other things ajud suggest a certain amount 

of iudefinlteness or incompleteness,

ir. Conceits and. Gonceptionji ' '

The last suggestion that I shall consider io that concepts are conceptions. 

We do hare conceptions, and among our conceptions are those of a game, of 

poverty, and of a dodecahedron, all of which we can bis said to hare concepts 

of. On the other hand, we also have conceptions of, but not concepts of, 

a good job well done, of what it is like to be poor, of the conditions 

under which the ilegroes live, and of how lit,- feels* Unlike the case of a 

concept, the specification of a conception can be of any length, thus, 

we can «peak of the conception of how long it takes a person to repair 

the transmission of a Jaguar by himself assuming he is a good mechanic* 

Just as the noun i&rase specifying a conception (unlike that specifying a 

concept) can begin with a question word (e,£, conception of how he feels) , 

it can also begin with a pronoun (e.g, conception of hiffi), or be in the 

plural (e.g. conception of Frenchmen), this in turn shows that we can 

have conceptions of particulars, ie can have a conception of his atrengthf 

Of Hercules, of the size of Australia, and of the hite House. On the 

other hand, we do not seem to have conceptions 'truth*, of red, or of 

colour-, :" •-*•••.•••-•.••..• -;•:• , l ...>,:r;i.---;.- .;. v .:•.,•/••.- ••,, il,,..-,,.., , ,. ... .

This should be enou^i to show that there is et least some difference 

l*twie& cgucu^t* and caaceptiou&j but aoi-w ^us to be s&id to a vt whei^e 'the

difference lies. It is important to realise that we ii, re misconceptions 

but not adsconcents. There is no such thing as a concept being wron^ or
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false or mistaken, but conceptions can be wrong or false or mi a taken. 

This sterns to come from the fact that two people can conceive exactly the 

s&£Bfi thing differently and thus have different conceptions of the same 

thing, but when two people have different concepts they are concepts of 

«t least sli$itly different things, thus, two people azi$it have the same 

concept of a man from Kara, i.e. a rational animal which cornea from the 

planet which is next furthest from the sun* but at the same time have 

different conceptions of a man from Mars. One man may imagine Martians 

as little green men with pointed ears, and the other man may imagine the® 

as large blue creatures with two pairs of arms and apace helmets*

this gives ua a good indication of the nature of conceptions, which are 

closely connected with how we imagine or conceive sane thing. This also 

gives us some insist into the examples that I mentioned above. Instead 

of speaking of conceptions, one can speak of conceiving a good Job well 

done differently, not being able to conceive what it is like to be poor, 

not being able to imagine the condition* under which the ilegroes live, and 

being able to imagine how he feels. This brings out a difference between, 

for example, the concept of a dodecahedron and the conception of a 

dodecahedron as well, fe »i$it have a concept of a dodecahedron (which 

could be shown by our being able to say that it is a solid having twelve 

plane faces) and yet not have a conception of a dodecahedron meaning that 

we could not conceive or imagine a dodecahedron, Since we can also conceive 

or imai^-ne particulars and situations with descriptions of any length, we

1. Cf, Wittgenstein, Biilo_sophical Inyestiisations . § 20.
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can have conceptions of auoh things. ,e can also misconceive or imagine 

wrongly or falsely, which gives sease to misconceptions and false conceptions* 

?r. It migfct be thought that conceptions are like beliefs, this view is 

given weight by the fact that we apeak of the conception of Africans as 

primitives in modern dress. It also makes sense to s/«ak of a person having 

a conception of flowers as reincarnations of people. Again this is like 

a belief, and we mi$it say of that person that he thiaks flowers are rein­ 

carnations of people. It is important to notice, however, that we can also 

«pe*k of someone imagining or conceiving Africans as primitives and flowers 

as ruincaraatioua. It is probably true that whenever we imve a conception 

of something we have a belief about it, but we also have beliefs which are 

not accompanied by any conceptions* Thus, to speak of conceptions as 

beliefs is to ignore the important difference between the concept of a 

dodecahedron and the conception of a dodecahedron. It also is to ignore 

the fact that we might nave no conception of a million pounds or of the 

suffering of Jews in Germany, I would sugt^at that to the extent to which 

our notion of a conception is at all clear it is closer to imagining and 

conceiving than it is to believing, la any case, having a conception is 

indeed different from having a concept. Having a concept m®& sometimes be 

manifested in imagining or conceiving, but it does not necessarily involve 

imagining or conceiving as in the ease of conceptions*

%y conclusion from what I have said above is that there is nothing with 

which concepts can be identified* 1 have already shown that concepts 

cannot be identified with their determining factors, i.e. the capacities 

that we have. And none of the other things that we have con be considered 

concepts either. There is no other tens which fits all of the expressions
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we have found filling the blank in * ____ ̂  concepts'

v Concets an abinctions

I have said so far applies primarily/ to individuals * having concept** 

1 have given the d&t@r&i&i&& 1'actors for a j>articul&r ^raon Uavia^ a 

conce|,/t, and it should be obvious how this eajn be extended to groups of 

people. If each of the lat&ber* of a group has a particular concept, then 

we can say of all of then that they have that concept. They have it in 

the distributive sens®, aowererf in wMch they can be said to have the s&me 

opinion rather than in a collective sen^e in wiiicii Ui&/ mi^it o-il be «*id 

to have an a^rec^ei.t amoa^ the^&elves. wne migjht ev.;ii be able to extend 

the notions here to say that a group of people have & concept collectively, 

They could be said to have the concept if together they exhibit the detenain- 

in& factors, die oiff&rencfe here would be t*mt the statement would not be 

falsified by thore being one i^r&ou without th^ concept* iloreover^ the 

determining factors would not app3y in the sauie way as they do in the case 

of individuals. Nevertheless, tsre could &p®&k of a group of people having 

a concept if a jUr&# auwo*r of its a«t ;Dera .x&d the concept,

Some people have spoken of Ismuuagea having concepts or of there being 

concepts in a laRguage. It should be palpably clear, however, that the 

determining factors do not and could not apply to Ianuua0eft. Lanfjjifit 

are certainly not the kind of thing that describes or draws. V»e use

to a&scribe, but as I have tried to saow fe^rii^r language 3 are 

a of words (jjaong other things) and not sentences, while it is 

sentences In which deseri]7tions are given. Certainly languages do not 

draw or imagine things. Sometimes, however, languages are said to mako
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distinctions or it la aaid that there are distinctions in languages* 

Obviously* if languages sake distinctions it is In a way mudi differfciit 

from people, iianguagas do not move around blocks or choosa objects, which 

MNI ways of determining whether •••eople snake distinctions, I think languages 

are Ssid to mako distinctions when there are names or words in the languages 

for the things being distinguished, but this is at best E@taj&orical, 

The distinction* are not in the language nor art they made by the language* 

It is only that people often make or could easily make the distinctions 

by saying in the language what they are* I think this is the reason that 

it is sometimes said that there are concepts in a language. Languages 

are said to have different concepts when they differ in th© nasses or words 

that they have* it should be clear* however, that a|;-@ak@ra of lan^oa^s 

with different concepts will not necessarily have different concepts* They 

can still distinguish, describe, and draw In the sane way. Moreover, it 

Is important to point out that such a variation of concepts is no different 

from a variation of distinctions in the languagf»f i.e. a variation of words 

or names* ^ , .,• • -••„• • i«, ;.,.•'•:•. • •

* K lt Is wanetimes suggested, however, t^iat speakers of different languages 

will naJce different distiactions because of distinctions that are c^ade in 

the language.. Of course, iii som langua^s it is difficult not to Bi&ke 

certain distinctions. If we say that sosieone i» a .slal^er or tiriat he is a 

brptfeer , we necessarily make the distinction between a male sibling and a 

female sibling, r^everthelesa, we do not have to make in our speech the

Cavell, ..tanley, 'Lust ,.e ]ve«n >vhat ue Say 1 ,
p*200, A. similar view is suggested yy »horf when hs talks about tne 
patterns in our language. Cf* ..iiorf, ^.juagua^e^ i!hQu^vt A and •v



distinction which is in our language. «e can say that a paraoa has * 

ar or a aiater althou^i we do not know which, On the other hand,

we can speak of a friend without revealing th© friend's wuc, while the 

U4sxmn l * uae either 'jfcwui4' or ^reundin't Because we have on^y the one 

word where the G^rL.ans have two does not mean that we cannot make the 

distinction between m^le and female acquaintances* Speakers of a language 

are not limited by the words of the language in the distinctions that they 

can waakiu &*e can give ti&scriptiona to jaak® distinctions even thou$* 

there are not names for tiio things being distinguished* Just because it 

do not have the words for a distinction does not ntean that we cannot make 

the distinction* the telah have a word for a colour which includes both 

blue and green, but they can distinguish blue and ^reen as well as speakers

Of £&$U*ah* Independent of the iangu&^e that is being spok&n, speakers 

of all languages seem to be able to make the same distinctions if they want

tO, . ..:.-... ' '

It i» aome times said that apeak® ra of different languages divide up 

the world or the universe in different w&ys because of th@ language they 

apeak» Xhua, liampshir^ says that a language not only does but •must provide 

a meaaa of differentiating, of dividing, reality into the pieces and segments 

which are to be constant subjects of refereue«» ' This sort of view is 

widespread in xhorf, who often speaks of tiie flux (which is believed to be 

to all; oeing divided and dissected* Wittgenstein, in what s«em«

t Haffipsiiir« t T^oui^t and Act^Qgi,. p,11. a«npahir« speaks of'rules that 
single out elements in reality* (p*12), but it is difficult to 

mat these rulas would ba.
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to b* a" fti&ii&r vein, is reported as having s aid in his lectures that 

the 'concept* we have show what selection of j&enoaena we make 1 .

1 have already considered this vie* to som* eurU^t in LJ discussion of 

Hiorf. There I tried to surest that iiaving a lan^gua^e does not involve 

dividing up the world, segmenting it, cutting it up, or an/thing of the kind. 

'"• do not butcher the world in either having a language or speaking a 

language. The world remains just the same for speakers of all languages, 

and it looks the aam@ too. As 1 have said above, we all see the sam« 

rainbow. To have a language or to spsak a language is not to change the 

world, in spite of what •one intuit say about the power of words. f*or is 

speaking like dividing reality into a picture puaale. I think some have 

thought of dividing up the world as sQii««thin0 parallel to dividing up a 

sentence. There is & striae in which a sentence is applied to the world 

and also a sens© in which a sentence is divided into words, but this is not 

a reason to say that we divide up the world. If dividing the world ware 

taking account of shores and surfaces, then we all do that. If It Wire 

drawing linas through a three-dim«nsioaal apace in any direction that we 

happen to choose with no criteria, then none of us do that. W* divide and 

cut up Objects, but reality, the world, and the universe are not objects. 

They are not the kind of thing to which w« can take a knife. I doufct @ven 

that there is any variation in what people take to be th© objects in the 

world. There say be disagreements about which objects ar« important, but 

I do not think there is any disagreement aboux, what things are objects. 

IT eon think of a couple of questiomble cases such as Siamese twins, but 

these do not seem important for a relativity thesis of language,

*- fc 1. G«ach*s notes of .ittgensteln's lectures, 1946-47» p«101. (^mphasla 
in the notes.)
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view that is often su&jesteel is that languages differ according 

to the interests of the speakers of the languages. The KwaJdutl are 

supposed to make more distinctions about things concerning the sea because 

of ttutir special interest in the sea. This is misleading, however, it cay 

be true tlxat they talk about distinctions concerning the sea more than 

people in most societies do, but this does not mean that they can laske more 

distinctions than people in other societies or even necessarily that they 

have occasion to siake more distinctions. Th© perceptive powers of others 

are just as good, althou$i occasionally they may suffer (if that is the 

fjtrft) from lack of attention, But lack of attention is not the kind of 

thing that Halts ©or powers of thought, Te can certainly pay attention 

when we want to, and then we can stake any distinctions that we lik# as well, 

of all, if the «peftk«ra of jiwakitttl do talk about distinctions

the sea wore and even talk about more distinctions, this is a 

matter of speech rather than language. It is a matter of what they tend 

to say rather than the language they have to say things with. Others 

nigjkit imke the distinctions even though they do not speak about there very 

cuch. In fact cae way of finding out the extent of a person's intei-est in 

a subject is to see ho* cueh h& talks about tfeet subject an«I ao« much of 

his own language he knows about it. 2h«y* are certainly speakers of English 

who have a special interest in the sea (for various reasons) and who, as 

&QU44 b& expected; ~^±*. about wii^ sea i..o,v than jsost v?eople, . xtnouji 

this is not aoffiethiiig to be fonLulated into a law, it is natural that 

people who are interested in a subject would often speak about t^at subject, 

And of course sometimes people do not speak about the subject which interests 

the* because oi"



Moreover, when people talk a lot about a subject they are likely (but 

not certain,, to find things for which fch*^ do not have words, in the 

in which there ia not a name or one expression for such a thing. In such 

& case they a re then likely to look for appropriate words in the language 

that they do not know or to invent new words. In a language which ia spoken 

by member® of a complex society, the latter course will rarely be taken. 

A complex society will usually have members of wide-ranging interests such 

that the language will be likely to have many words for iruany different 

subjects. Ihnt happens in some societies is that tcost people are interested 

in one specialised area, e.g. th© trobriaad islanders who lived off their 

garden*. In such a case, moat people will talk about that specialised 

area and know the worda for things in that area. But this is more a 

matter of speech than of a language. It is a coranent about what they tend 

to say, and their speech behaviour will tend to reflect their interests 

in much th® same way their other b«tU&viour will*

Sometimes, however, the speakers of & language will need new words for 

things in a particular area. But it should be clear from what I have said 

above in what sense this is a need, Th© speakers could use other words and 

each time describe what they are talking about, but of course it is a 

matter of convenience to have a single word or short expression, which is 

much less cumbersome, -gain it is cot a law that most people will do that 

which is convenient, but that is what one would expect. In any case, it 

is usually a matter of convenience that we Eiake up n©*« words ratuer than 

a matter of need. Necessity never plays this kind of role in iaagua^,

*e could still g*t along without the laew words, but where new words are 

convenient we are likely to make than up.
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The important thing is that we can express in Language the distinction* 

that we mnt to make, &ad everyone can maka the saffie distinctions a* long 

as their powers of perception are the »AJE*, Describing is deptntait upon 

language, but only because description* are ffiade in language, arid that is 

not a dependency ¥^iioh i» interesting to us here* ..t the very least, I 

hope I haTe shown anou^i about distinctions and the nature of concepts 

to make anyone hesitant about aug^sting that concepts are relative to 

language. Huch a view is impossible without saying imaeh more than usual 

si)out concepts and in th© course of this transgressing the ordinary notion 

of a concept in crucial ways.
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«AJTS OF TlilNKliHJ JJ» *IBMWffUAL

Of

, , Hot only authors who have been interested Jua fc&e relativity of languages 

but also those interested in inet*ptyaie£ hare su^gesttid a distinction 

"between the content of what we think and the vra^y in which we- think. A 

similar distinction is Kaue between wh&t wo sue uaa tne ia^ w« «^^f uwa

both distiactiwaa arfe said to b@ ralatftu to our individual or coiiir;,unai 

tual »oh«izt«»« 3-apir wrote, The latent content of all languagea la 

the aaise *• the intuitive acje&ee of experieiice» It ia tae manifest forsi 

that ia fairer twice th© aan®, for this form, i*hich we call linguistic

nor less tii,.u & collect ive ar^ oi' thought %

afterwards, ue sava, 'Culture jr«gr ^© defiBed aa wfefcif a aociet^y d
2 and thinks. Language ia a particular hoy of thought* * In a similar vein

*.horf sa^s t..at revolutionary changes "have been aue not so mucli to new 

factfl as to naw ways of UilrikJUi^ about i'actfi. ^

i'*UB@rou» |iiilo*opb«ra hav© sug&eated similar distiiictious wetweeu i'oro 

and content. In reeeja-c work in metaphysics philosophers iiaye tried to .. 

emphasise the importance of foima of thougut, •uggeating that besides the 

fora of the thaugfct there is also the content, John f«iadoir> u&s been prominent
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in making t&U Idnd of distinction* In iiis article on philosophical 

perplexity, he reeosasends that we concentrate not on the subject-matter of 

certain psychological sentences but on the 'peculiar manner In which those 

sentences work*.

In previous sections, I have considered and rejected the suggestion that 

a relativity of .language or of concepts can affect what w«t tuink, i,et can 

affect the content of our thoughts. Here a rather different view is being 

suggested, and that is that it is the wa/ we view or perceive something and 

the waj; we think that is affected and not the content. As a character! nation

of this view, w« ai^nt adopt wisdom's BaaefBonio slogan: Vlt', not the stuff,
2 it*s the style that stupifies. *

.!*hat 1 want to investigate at this point then is the diffarwice between 

the stuff and the style in seeing, speaking and thinking* vur, erous authors 

have spoken about tne way we see something as opposed to (either explicitly 

or implicitly; what we see, i'hls is soisetimes tAit in tt;r"j.3 of 'a point 

of view 1 , which in its primary sense is a position from vftfch a person \riewa 

or sees something. Anyone with a different point of view will have a

different view,
3 Uampshire apeaks of our referring to things 'froa our own point of view 1 .

In the anthology, Ifefi, ^^tur^ o£ li:eta^A;ysics« there are several references to

our view of the world and our changing this view, ^norf speaks of our
C j_

picture of the universe asweH as our world view, these authors surely 

cannot ii*ean that different Individuals have different points of view or

1, wisdom, John, ifailoaojiiy, and t fly choanalyaia f CacPord; 3asil Blackwell,

> P.38. 
. ilampshire, Thou/jit and iOtloj^. p,66,

4. Cf. *ars, ed,, _:aturg_^f ^eta^ysici. pp.4, 20, 39, and 146*
5. "horf, .uauKua*:e • rhoiy^t. ana .yali^y. p,2l4,
6. Ibid. . pp.22 J and 221.
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different views of the world in the primary sense of the expression* where 

the/ concern orttumry visual perception* -or on« thin#, in this sense no 

one ha* a point of view or & view if tn« person or the thing he is viewing 

moves at all. But the point about a point of view in this partaary sen** 

is that we either see the &m® thing froa different position or we see 

different thin&s, e.g. fi-onts aau backs* li^ia, however* do$$ not distinguish 

toat we see and the way we see them, the pairs of stuff and style and form 

and content do not seem to apply to ordinary visual perception* Indeed, 

I do not think it is useful to apeak literally of the ws^ we see something* 

unless we speak of the position from which we sa@ it in which case we could 

&s well ay«uk of i&&t w^ &e^ o^ it. In &n/ cas&j Ua« auUiors 1 have

itioutjd would aai*uly want their comiuciils to upply to aqy t»o i^ople

observations from the a SIQ place in the world and the blind would 

surely be just as susceptible to points of view aa those ^itli ai^it* I'uis 

would »uy«* to disoount &% i^ti^r^i^tntiun oi" *«i Yitw* or 'a point 01' view 1 

in terras of ordinary visual ptxtftjrtioii, _.... „. .

it is wortii uoting here that Hampshire does often sp@ak of points of view 

in relation to physical objects, and on th@se Qcc&sions he must be understood 

in terms of ordinary visual peroe^ion* lie speaks of perception a® always

involving observation jk.rom cn&n£in$ points of v^^w and of oi^ccts being
2perceived from i^any different points of vie®« ae then suggests tiiat in a

siailar nay Uie universe is viewed fren our own point of vi^w, but the way 

in which this is true it is not interesting Vt any one tine, everything

1. Ibid. , p. 214.
2. Cf. Ham]j*hire,
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that we »ee in the universe is fro® our own point of view, but this could 

Wifely be the reason ror disagreement* or misunderstandings about views 

of the world* It is not important that one person's view of a chair (as 

well as other things in the universe) differs fro® wy view of it* «'• can 

still refer, request and relax* ..hat is important ia that there is a sense 

in which the universe or the world is not another object and to tula extent 

cannot be Viewed from a point of view* ii«vw*-..-i«»a f 1 think it is taift 

sense to which iiampshire sometimes reverts*

ftafcaps there would be some use in talcing the expressions in those senses 

in which they are extended from those applying to ordinary visual 

perception. e do speak of taking or having the view that such-and^such is 

the oase« in this case, having a view is like having a belief, .laving 

the view that such-and-such is the case is thinking that it is the case* 

It is not the way w® think something, but that w@ think something*

It is not always clear that this is the interpretation that is meant 

to be given, but neither is it always clear that there is a clear interpret­ 

ation that is rieant to b® given* Of the authors I cent ion above, "horf 

is the only one who even suggests that a view is constituted by holding 

certain beliefs or accepting certain statements* Thus ha speaks of scientists

having the sanse picture of the universe baccuse of a 'unani&itiy of
2 description 1 * In the case of *.horf, however, I think this view is due to

a candid expression that is inconsistent with other things that he says.

1* ihis example coaiua from a series of lecture notes on lectures by 
..ittrenstein entitled r 'hilosophical ?r""u ^"! - - -' ,

2, .horf, ^anfiua^y t Thought * and, : .ea^ity . p,214*
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another article (written shortly afterwards; he speaks of our new world 

view depending upon aew ways or thinking about facts rather than new facts.

, Others also try to interpret a view of the world aa the way we think about 

or the way we see the world* Hampahire apeak* of the way we ace the
Oworld as 'a result of,, « our way a of thought and speech*, In the 

introductory eas&y of tfeft - i&turf oj* &&&&$&£&£&* ** ^^^ ifc **id 'til&^ **

a change of view from a eimngs in *OU4. ^itUnary way of looking at thin^a'.

lii the same troluae, Iria Murdoch apeaka of fa gerieral way of conceiving the 

1

1 hare said above that 1 do not think one can in any useful way speak 

literally of the way «r@ see aometkin._. f»'@ -vy see the way ao^^thlag is, 

but that ia not a way of seeing it, Kifrertheleasy there are people who 

have spoken of the way we tee things* M,?^ Hanson does Just this, but it 

soon becomes clear that for danaon the way we see something involves

nothing moix- than what we see, uvwn though he soffletiruta tries to make a
y»

distinction between the what and the how*^ 'i'hus he says that the infant 

and the layman * cannot see what the physicist sees; they are blind to 

what he aees. * Of course, it is not that the layr&an does not see something

which ia before his eyes* but that he does not see that sane thing is the

t«
Actjpn. p,39»

« Paars, ed», rjatur^ of I'etarixysics. p. 4

Hanaon, Patterns, of Blso^oyery^ chapter
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case or tuat one thing is another thing. To t&ke an example from ?,S« Kuhn, 

in a perfectly straightforward sense of 'see* the student does not sea a 

picture of & terrain when looking at a contour •«}>. lie just does not see 

that it is a picture of a terrain. In any case, this is not a way of 

seeing, and to that extent the scientists do not 'see the world, ,,different-

Kuhn does think that seeing the world ^i.e. things in the world)
i

inrerting lenses is a way of seeing it, **e do *ee the saeie things, but

they appear to tee a different way, Nevertheless, this is like seeing 

the way something is or appears to be which is not a way of seeing* 

(incidentally, it should be remarked that I am not suggesting that there is 

a clear distinction between the way something is and itiat it is where 

we are talking about its qualities,) Perhaps seeing something Ihrou^i 

tinted glasses or in an odd li$it is a way of seeing it, but then this doe^s 

not seen to be very helpful in considering the issues before us,

fh«re is also the famous case of the duck-rebbit t which we first s&e as 

a duck and then as a rabbit or y^cte 2HSSi» Seeing the figure as a duck

rather than as a rabbit oi^it be thougnt to be a diiTero;,t way of seeing 

it, i£ut tl'ie difference is in what we see - whetaer it is a picture of a 

duck or a picture of a rabbit — and not how we see it, i«eiwtbftles8, there 

is also a sense in which we always set- the s*ese thing, i,e, the figure, 

and it is useful to im ve a different locution to bring out the fact that 

sometimes we ftee it a» Q&e thing and a 02,9 time a as another. Still it sliould

1, j««: Kuiin, structure Q|' uclentific ;.eYolutions. p,110«

3. Ibid,, p.111.
4. Cf, ^ittgenstein^ discussion of this in hia 4iilQ8Oi^ic&l 

ions, part II, section xi,



be clear Uiat wii«n »«s see things in a different way in this sense there is 

* wwii&w in 

he sues or tfAi&t ae sees it as r&fcuer tuoa uo* ft* sees or now no see*

things can be said about the case of ill unions. $t Bight say 

that we see oaae line as lontur tlian aiiotfi^r, aithougii we usuaiiy say that 

line looks ion^r ^iaa anotatr. xt would u* ouu to ^AJC AOW

-fca^ top h&t or kow so^eoiMi ae^s Ui@ noriionttii lia^s in 

iiiu&ion, hat w@ are inter-est^d ija is wimt th£ ^rfton sees " two line* 

of diffarsi.t lengHul or two of th@ sa»^ Iwii^tii. It is int^ retting to not@ 

tii&t exr^eriioentt iiidicate tr»*t titer© is cross-euitoral variation in
..f

bility to j>art ocular >d.uos of illu&ioj^* ' x'^vxv is na iudicatiuju Uiut t 

tariation is du* to loJtpM^e or ooaet^td, at^t thft ittportaat

here is that the variation is always in susi^ptibllity ^/.d not in the 

poaaibility of ae©in^ -uije iliuaioA* ^urt»-.er eacperiiuu:.tation aoedr. to be 

001^ on this suo^tstct, out x «oaju l«av^ tuat to ti*c ijfi^cuulo^iats, ; 

.. JUfcOw^cr author who speaks of the w^j we &e@ tiiijigs is J£«H t Get for I eh. 

says of a brooch that wh«t matters is 'hew it *SS seen: tut attitude, or 

mental set, ijaich e^itsrs into ttie evocation of th* scene at the hunt and

tries to ±t*.&xut with the artist how tu« houaa -«eot in for the kill and how
2 tiie victii. stru£&L*d« ' it is just this sort of thing to which Gosbrieh ±*

Mferrln^ ^iaa siiortly afterwards he says t/xat the Oreek artists approached
•~, -fiV."'** 'X - "'.'- ' ' :«>•»»•«. -' '• ":*/•'-»•• • «i.;'-«?^». ».•-.,.„.. T

art *with a different mental set and therefore saw it with different eyes. '

1. rierskovits, M.J., ^J!. "•call, and D.J. Csjepbell, 'Cultural Differences 
; <erception of Geometric Illusions*, :cienco J 139 (1963; : 7^9-771 •

York; ix>llinger .-ouudation,
PP.1>2-W. -. ^ /r . 

3.
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C&e mi^it consider this a way of seeing something to the extent that one 

sees it in a different context, i.e. with different attitudes and Imagining 

different things. Still the only perceptual difference is in what w* notice 

and not in the way we notice or see, There is only content to our visual

ftMatioa and not form* Gombrieh could say that the power of expectation
<l

'molds what we see in life' but not the way we see in life* . everthclosa,

it mi^it be of interest to consider the *s*ntal set 1 we hate (i.e. the 

context) when we see an object, and perhaps in an extended sense this could 

be a way of seeing. Nevertheless, this does not indicate that there are 

any liirdta to what we can s$c or think (as well as to our attitudes 

imaginations) when we see something,

ii. fffljgMk _of T hou4it aajl: -«ays_ of, g

fhere are also those who think that there are limits to our thinking as 

well as to our seeing* fhis is suggested by some «ho think there are ways 

of thinking or foms of thought* ihorf says that *the forms of a person's

thou^ita are controlled by inexorable laws of pattern '^ and that some j^eople
\ 

have a f way of thinJdlng 1 quite unlike ours. Hampshire speaks of the

'unavoidable gzw&nar of our thou^it* which la a 'limitation on our thou^tt 1 * 

HMfeere he s;-eakfl of the 'evolution of our ?/ays of thought* and then of 

fthe fonss of thou^it'* Later he says there is a limit to the possibility 

of 'varying the ways in which we think 1^ istrawson uses the singular and

1. Ibid** p.
Vihorf, Language ,. Thou^tf and lleality. p,252,
Ibid.. p.24U ••" '-••*:' 

.ear-s. ed-.'Tature of ?'eJtaifeBics, p,25. 
5. Hsapahire, rhou^it and ctl :m, r>,39, 

, . p. 67,



of the 'gOUt ml «%*\ieture of .. .thinking • and of 'the actual structure 

of our thou&it about thv world*. .;« also speak* of 'our tf*ole way of

' It would MM* to make a difference wfaet .er we apeak of' tit* foitss (or

ttrueturea) or thought orf in the singular, of the fora (or structure ) of

tiiOu^.t. In the latter case wo could not be $_ aaking about Vi^e fore ttiat

ftjty OHO thought could haw* out iastttau about & form tuat all tiiou£iit*
3 to v , .ould liave, i-eriiapa we could think of this in terKS of the

ictions between thou^its. Tho same mi^it be aaicl about forms (in the 

plural, such that there are different xinds of connections between thou^i 

but it is iiQt clear tac.t this is wiiut iiamp^iir«i do@@ xoean and c&i*taialy it 

is not wnat ^horf eana, 1 Suall su^ &or«; ubout this in a siocfcat*

first of all it seesui iaportant to point out here that although we can 

§]MHUc of forsns of thou^it(a) it doe» not seen that we can speak of forna of 

thinking (uniusc jXJii.ays *<* L*iiO the froduct of UiinldLn^) . Th* coinj-areoltt 

•xpreaaion about thini-dAg ceeui to be *way of thinldiig* or fwa^-s of thinkin 

JMet^ «4pin it aeeiris incorrect to speak of lays of thou^vt. It la not clear, 

howt-ver, ishat a way of thinking could be» Just a» we d© not thin?-: I 

ideas or concept* or ajr^ything elae, it does not seem that in any

I'orw&rd &@use »e thinl; in so^t roannur or %%• -e aak a ^er^o.'\

thinking &t • fw^ticular tiia© and not how he was thiaki:i£ at tiiat

. Gtrawaon, ^a^y^^ua^a^ pj>»6o and 9«

3. the exception would b© where we thou$rt all thougiits have the ame 
aa uittgenatein did in the gractatuju It i^ clear, however, 
tiiia ia not what -trasraon
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at*d know nothing more- th&n wrhat hi,, thou^its about & a***** **«, and to 

for his thoughts is to ask for content and not for form.

There do seem to be senses, however, in which we do have ways of thinking. 

«*e can think of a way of thinking aa analogous to a way of saying aonething 

Or a wfty of speaking, .more; «u art not considering speeca characteristics

such as accont and -intonation. to aay that a parson is a mule sibling

is juat .'mother way of saying that he is a brother. It is saying the same
2 thing in different wa^ys, i««*. usin^ diiTeront terms, W« can also speak of

thinking of (or about) soiaething in different tarms, ^« can think about a 

figure in terms of ..uelidean geometry or in teras of a non-Euclidean 

geonetry* in both cases wc» will be thinking about th* aaci© figur* and in 

that sense will be thinkinii the aan© thing*

senae in which we can think in different ways aee&a to be the 

in whicii w@ think tk& aam« thing but with diffei^rit belief 2, rvaaocs 

and attitudes aecmpanying our tliou^Litt Soiaeon© in the John Birch Society 

will have a different way of thinking about American foreign policy from 

that of someone in the Communist rarty. They «ei$it both think that /.meriean 

policy is aiding socialism in a particular country, whil^ the one rerson 

thinks it is a tragedy and the other think® it is a success, --ere, of coui^©, 

we see tiiat they havts different ways of thinking about the same thing when 

we see that they have different thougfcts about the saKt- thing — differences 

in ishat they think. One thinks that socialism lends to destruction the other

1.Cf* g^orf • ^angua^A . j&ouj&t. &&& .^feaJLjl^; . p,i:2o; aam^shire, Thou^tvt
arid ' ctlo;ij ."'•25; ^n!^ aurice -Viarl^s'^orth, *;"cLa r --hysic3 as Conceptual

2, It is not clear iuat saying fcuc tui&Q tuing in a diifereat language is 
a different way of saying it,
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tlllnks it leads to a new life, and they would say of each other that they 

have different way* of tb4nkift£ about such matters, Ce« way of saying this 

toiMy that the other peracn 1 * thinking ia prejudiced and doctrinaire. 

If people have different ways of thinking About sonething in this second

then they will naturally or e v©n logically think different things 

mbout related nsatters. Since people who have different ways of thinking 

in 'this ss»iia<i will have so&e difference ii* ....at they thiuii, tiien other 

differences in related matters will naturally or logically follow* Th« 

Situation Is similar in having different views or points of view, ifl I 

suggested above, to have different views about something is to have a 

in what one believes or toinkft «hen this difference is an 

one and leads to other differenoeA either jtmturally or logically, 

we could speak of a difference in points of view. In such a case, we could 

also be aaid to see things in a different way. That is, we look at things 

with a different set of beliefs such that we have different beliefs about 

wn&t we see* ' - •-

Xbat I have suggested about this second sense of fa way of thinking 1 

is that there migfrt be different connections for us between that about 

which we agree and other beliefs or thoughts, ,'eople who have different 

ways of thinking will disagree about waat follows from tiie same proposition, 

probably because of other differences in what they think* This can then 

fee compared to what 1 said above about forms of thou^it. *hen people are 

said to have different forms of thought, they will differ about the connection 

between thoughts. Usually this will b*» ueoause of anotuer cu.U'&r®ttce in 

what they think§ Nevertheless, I suppose it is logically possible that two



people could think exactly the acme things but disagree about the connection 

between the things that they think, and this shows us that it is the 

connection which interests us. The only difference would be in what we 

think follows fross what. This, of course, is to have a difference in what 

we think, but it also gives sense to having a difference in the way we think. 

this is also what we are interested in when we teach a person how to think, 

i.e» to think clearly and logically.

Sometimes tli© difference in the way we think in the second sense involves 

a difference Ifi the wty we thinSe in the first sense, I.e. thinking about 

things in different terms, *te Biay think tha sase thing in different terms 

and have different related thoughts because of these different terms. Or 

sometimes people speak of thinking about thirgs in terms of different - 

concepts, ' " ' " '" ' ' • •'•'•• : • ' • --•••:•

ill, ffiaajdafi ,V-Pfise ots soft, t&e

An important reason for discussing concepts in the first place was to 

see what this could reveal about tne relativity of thought between different 

people, I jaave tried to aiaow that tuere is ao dii'iei^uce in mat w® think, 

uut soii^ say that people t&ink about u,ie world la different v^a/a if the*'pflP^^"fc^

linfttt^rf th«y spemk imve different concept a or if they (the speakers) 

Lave different concept*. 1 shall now mm to this suggestion*

is Ui<^u^i« to &iT«et w# w«r m tuiiuc is tne lack of a

t &iiaer by a ian^ua.ge or tty a «pe«ker€ in toe eas@ or a 

the lack of a concept, &s I have tried to show above, amounts to nothing 

more than the laek of & word or naist. fhis tells us virtually nothing 

about whether a spe&ker has the relevant concept or not, but what we are
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Interested in la the effect upon speakers of the lack of a concept. (Xhe 

extent to which the lack of a word in a language interest* us I hare 

discussed elsewhere.) That a speaker lacks a concept is determined by 

some of the considerations which 1 discussed above concerning what it is 

to have a concept* A person lacks a concept or does not hare a concept if 

he is unable to distinguish, describe, or draw that which it is a concept 

of* Things parallel to what has been said about haYing & concept need to 

be kept in ndnd here about how close these are to being criteria, whether 

the 'or 1 is inclusive or exclusive, and the nature of borderline cases.

It is then suggested that without this concept we are unable to think 

about the world in certain ways. Unfortunately, this thesis is never put 

forward very clearly. It would certainly be wroag to hold the view that 

we think with concepts and that lacking particular concerts we are lacking 

the means to think in particular ways or to think particular thoughts. &e 

do not think with concepts, nor oo we think yitfe anything else* *• do 

not use instruments in our thinking.

Occasionally we speak of using concepts, however, and if we were to 

laek a concept we would not be able to use that concept, for example, we 

sii$it say that a scientist uses the concept of a metre rather than that of 

a foot in measuring* This would aeaa that he measures in teras of metres or 

that he measures things by the metric scale. Esther than using a foot rule 

he uses a metre stick, and in using a metre stick he is using the concept 

of a metre* But using a measuring rod is not like using a concept, in spite

. Sriee, I'eara, and Strawson speak of thinking with a set of ideas but 
this is at best a vague metaphor. Cf. i^ears, ed., Nature of 
y.etantivsica. p.21.



of what people have said about applying concepts to the world. They are 

uses in diff treat seaa** of different kinds of things, i'iiere is not 

something which we call a concept and put up against things in the world in 

the way that we put a measuring rod up against things in the world. The 

concept i» used in that we make distinctions according to the concept and 

in terms of the concept. Of course a concept is not the kind of thing 

that ims t«&nr,s, but there are terms in language 'by which w@ det@2x.ini; the 

concept and in which we express the relevant distinctions that we nake«

' I'e Ei$it also speak of using the concepts of Einsteinisit physics rather 

than those of Kewtonian physics, but tois seems to me to be no more tiian 

& metaphorical vay of saying ttast w^ us@ tae ter^^s and s^pi^ts^ions of ^inst 

ian physics rather tt*sn those of !\evtonian jfaysica. It suggests, for 

exaEple, that we speak of a space which is curved and a simultaneity that 

is detensinod in different ways. Of course when we make this kind of change 

such Ui<a£ w-:, use different terms and expressions (including principles* and 

propositions; t vv shall also sake different distinctions, descri;rtiar.uj, and 

diuwings. In such cases, we can be said to be using different concepts. A 

difference of term* is not a necessary condition for a difference of 

concepts, however. On* can sj&ke trie different distinctions, descriptions,

win^s without iiavin^ the appropriate t«ar.;^, and th@&@ are the 

inia$ factors for one*s having the concept. If we did not have the 

concept, however, we would not be able to make the distinctions, descriptions, 

and drawings. But this is a logical point rather tuan a point about tne 

jr.eans (instruments) for these things. Not haying the concept amounts to

* Cf, ; «ars, ed., tjature of letaiiiysica* p«4J for the similar suggestion 
tiiat ideas are projected on the world,
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not being able to make certain distinctions, descriptions, and. arawings. 

It is not that our inability is a result of not having the concept. 

lack of a concept does not affect the way we think* but is rather a / 

description of the way w© think or th« way we can think. If we do not nave 

the concept of a sietr®, we cannot measure (intention&lJ^r; according to the 

metric system; but this is different from not having a net re stick,

If we have both the concept Qf a a»tr® -and the concept of & foot, then 

we can aoasurt. according to both scales or either scale* (A^ain this is 

it means to have those concepts*) fee migjht then sometimes use the

of a aetre and •outetlste*. the c-ncept of a foot, althou^i this seems 

to be a roundabout way of asking tlt&t w@ mi^it soi;:vtlL.cii u3t a 

and aometim^s a foot rule« Jo talk about using different concepts 

to be nothing mor^ than to talk about usin^ different distinctions, 

descriptio'iis, and drawings. In such cases, where we do use different 

concepts we C*>JQ also decide which concept to use, In other words, we can 

decide whether we want to m&a.aur@ in ter^s of metres or in t-~T, s of fe^t, 

which amounts to the sain© as deciding which measuring rod we shall uso. Of

course, we will get different 8*afturec&nta depetstding upon which E^asurLag
1 rod we use*

Another thing that we o®m do is to use & GoiapyUtelj difx'ersnt measuring 

s/stem — one that has never been used o@for®j i?3or ever/ length there is 

we could give that a nasie and use it as our unit of measure. This would

MHMMHHMWMMMlll

1, There is a sense in which the measurements are the ame, i.e» the 
in whicii they are equivaJL&&t«



be to change our units of measure *v*d thus our concocts for units of measure

as well. 3ut this la a chan^ of our us® of concepts rather than a cL«u.£® 

of our coneapta* »shat this means is taat tae change is constituted by 

different units of measure as well as concepts for units of
*

If we once ffiea.sur©d la feet and than begin to rr.easure In r.etros, 

we have not lost our concept of a foot. •>© still ha/re the conc^t of a 

but we just dQ not us® it* "^ 4o not i^k@ Uioaw diatiuctious u/cn 

i we still could* There ia tic chac&e in the concept a tkat v§.|Ml¥e j-uat 

as tlMHNI i» no change In tlW ;««a3urirAr rods that we have* The difference 

is only one of use or application. ••-.- • .. .••••:• .-,-^ .-..-. •• ,

The place where one is probably most likely to speak of & eii&agie Of ,•= , . 

concepts Is in science where tiiere art technical cimr^s of scientific - - .. , 

language. Scientists frequently talk about concept* changiiag, fhe scientific 

concepts of space, time, aoa, ouise, etc* are s&ld to have changed during 

the deyelop&ent of science* xiiilosophera also talk about this change of 

in scieiiCtt aa w%ll us el$ewher$ 9 -itt^eiistcin occasionally

indicated in his lectures that he thou^t there are chants of concepts.

itsrson also thinks that I [c]ertain2y concepts do change, and not only,
/ ;

iri isainly, on the- specialist periphery*. Much later in hia book, he 

apeak* of conceptual iuiigvawion&» &ithou^ it ia now aiear ifftat t^la 

It could be an Innovation of our concepts (aad this is probably what he 

aeans conaidering the other things he says here) , but it could also be an

t. Cf* Oeacu'a notes of ttltt^enatein'a lecture»f 1^4t>-47» PP»^7 ±&& 201.



innovation of our conceptions or of our conceptual schemes, both of which I 

discuss below. Conceptual innovation sounds similar to if not the same as

revision, which is sometimes said to be th® main task of metaphysics 

i, in a final discussion of a series of lectures on metaphysics,

summarises the preceding lectures as being in agreement that met a physic a 

i« conceptual revision, From uy investigation, there seem to be only two

previous occasions where the expression 'conceptual r* vision' is actually 

used, but there are alternatives such as 'conceptual shift' and the authors 

often speak of changing our systen or our conceptual sense** Nevertheless, 

it becomes clear that by f conceptual revision' and the other expressions 

they raean a change in a ays/teea of concepts rather than a change in eonceptSj 

and this is what I discuss below after first discussing 'changes in concejyts'

I have already mentioned one kind of change of concepts, i,e, the 

change of our concepts of space end simultaneity. In this connection,

Hempel speaks of rational reconstructions and th© invention of theoretical
Z 

concepts as the means for providing chaiigss of concepts* The point is

that WQ already had concepts like those of space aad simultaneity, but those 

concepts changed when we turned frottr IHmtonian physics to 2insteinian jiaysics 

It is ufsmc#S8a.ry here to go throu^i th© intricacies of these particular 

changes, and I have already pointed out that the change is seen in the 

change of distinctions, descriptions, aad drawings,

But the question that arises here is what a change of a concept would 

involve. One Sense of 'change* is such that a change of a concept would

1. i-sarfi, ed,, Mature, of k.».tepb^aic_s. p.

2. Cf* iiempel, Sp.noe.pt ^'QrTaatio^.. P^«11 a^d 37.
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be the replacement of an old concept by a rww on«. But as I h*f* said 

it is not that we lose the old concept and gain the new one in Its place 

(if it makes sens© to apeak of its place), we still hare, the old concept 

a* weH as the new ono; we can still &iak« the old distinctions as well as 

the new ones.

1% «i$it be suggested that their© Is another sense of * change* that applies 

here such that what ohftfiges retains its Identity and only change* its 

appearance, ,-f course this terminology does not apply easily to concepts* 

and I think it is too different to be even analogous, s I iiave pointed 

out in rqy discussion of concepts, a concept gets its identity from its 

specification. That is, two concepts with different specifications will be 

different concepts, and there is only one kind of difference here — the 

distinction between numerical and qualitative difference does not apply 

in the case of concepts, *e sometimes speak of our concept of space which 

changes slightly but is still our concept of s-vace, but this is only because 

we have used the word * space* with a sli^itly different meaning* It is not 

that there is a sense in which we still hare the aarse concept. In no sense 

do we iiave the same concept of £pae* if we &ave a nev conc^i^t of space 

which is different from an old concept of Space, It might oe thought that 

very minute changes do not create a new concept just as very minute changes 

of an hypothesis ar© not thought to cz-eate a new hypothesis* but then 1 am 

inclined to say that the 0i&ute. changes ar@ not cii&n^s in the concept • The 

important point is that if a concept is different in any way then it is a 

different concept*

fihat mi£&t be suggested is that a change of a concept involves a change 

in the use of concepts* A change in the use of concepts certainly makes



sense* a a I have tried to anew above, and it is also aoDfcthlng that can be

But thin dots not 8 <*<*& to be vhat cool a be &&aat by & chaa£C
j ' '• ' • '''• •

of a concept. A person could chu^s tue concepts he uses without 

changing the concepts a® ha»« Ibua, I could begin to measure in metres 

rather taan feet but hare nad both concepts before and after* iy concepts 

are not any different; it is only the use that is different* It would be 

ftialoading to call such a change & chaiig® of concepts,
/';''%" '. ... j •• - " -» -£'-'• ̂ ''•

V>hat I tiiink a change of a concept ia so&tetl&ea supposed to involve is a
-^ TU,/!!*

change in beliefs. Two people mi$it be said to have different concepts of

8}j&ce or of tlie universe arid, at tie a ace tl^e understand each othor'a 

conce]?ts, auch ti.at tncy could make the sase distinctions, dsscriptioas, and 

drawings* '.hat would then b^ jneaut is tnat they would diaagree about what

a ace or th« universe is really like, ihia view is suggested by those «ho 

think that the important part of laeta physics is ontology 9 but I would

suggest that the ciiant1® is not one of concept a but one of conceptions* 

when I change ^f mind about voat space or the universe is really like, 1 

am ehanging sy conception rather than n^ concept* This difference oi^it not 

seem very important at first, but this is just the point where clarity is 

needed articulariy when a change of concepts ia said to affect our point 

of view or the way we tiiink, ... ,

1 think tiie conclusion that must be drawn from this discussion of concepts
,ff*. ..•

is that anything which aiigjit be considered a change of concepts will not 

necessarily change or lijsit anytliiii^ that i&ifiht bs3 conaidered a point of

1. On this point compare: I^ears, e4., :.aturer of ;, etara^sica. pp. 140-1 
and Stmwaon, Tudividufils. p*119«



249.

view or a way of thiakiu^ I think people have been misled partly because
.'A.'.'. • •**.. : ."... . ..-.

of a confusion about what & change of concepts is arid partly because of a
-•••': ,.&<-... .,,*•- .* '• .. ..--......
confusion about what a way of thinking is, ,.e still have our old concepts

if we want to use them, which is to say that we can still make all the 

distinctions that we made before. This change mi$it incline us to have 

different thou$its than we were otherwise in c .lined to have, ana this might
••- '•,->,--*....•-.'..

be interpreted as oar being inclined to a different way of thinking, but w
•' - .•'•:'••":->&•* • ; • v : . , * ... ,,. ••.-..•

can just as well talk about being inclined to have different thou^nts* 

Furthermore, what I have been discussing here is what we can do arid not 

What ouj? inclinations are*

. Sytteina, of Con^e-pt^ and , UniYer^csrLof 

People are sometimes said to think differently if they haire different

tual schemes or systems* This is a view worth pursuing partly because 

of its procdneace* laportant to this viow is another view tnat there is a 

uniirerse of conceits ^lieh can be systematised according to what mi^iat be 

called the 'ooneeptual landscape *» Choisslgr speaks of having 'a languago- 

inde pendent ciiaracteriaation of a "system of concents"',^ as if one could 

®&k® Aenae of ^ving all the conoepts there are or all possible concepts. 

This view is clearly sug&ested by the anthroi>ologists wlio arc interested in 

component lal analysis and whose work depends upon there being such a tiling 

&g a universe of experience. Their universe of experience is said to have

in Beara, ed. , ature . of
2* Chomsty, Noam, 'Comnsenta on the ,.j', symposium: The ....UJ.G/UI.CC of

p.2.
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'a multitude of dimensions * and each area supposedly re presents a kina of

experience one can have. This is presumably v;hat >.horf calls *the world
2 of phenomena* which is the set of all possible phenomena, In a similar

vein, v-chlick spoke of every quality being * inter-connected with all 

others by internal relations which determine its place in the system of

the problem of speaking about a universe of experience or 

concepts is that it is difficult first to speak of all possible experiences 

or concepts and secondly to know what more is bein^ said about ther,, It 

seems impo*s£blt» to give a consistent aodel of a universe of experience wiUi 

a multitude of dimensions. In any case, if w@ could portray or character- 

ifie a universe of all possible experiences or concepts, there would be no 

relativity of the experiences or concepts about which we could think, . ft* 

could then all at least think the same thing*

In an analogous way, a number of authors o&ve spoken of universes of 

discourse where there can be several universes of discourse, it has never 

been clear to me what a universe of discourse is, and I doubt that the 

notion itself is clear. It is never &ad» explicit what kinds of things 

are included in such universes nor wnat the principles of inclusion are, 

Technically, a universe of discourse sdgfrt be defined as the set of all 

things- which can be the value of some specified variable or variables. The 

application of this in ordinary discourse is what is difficult. Nan*

1, ^e«t; '*ard ii, Coolenouga* 'Camponential .-^n&Xysis ana. the Jtudy of
. 32 (1956): 1^3-^16 and ;&llace i* 0 Chafe, 'leaning

in ^an^uage', ^asrican /gathropologiat, 69, j, 2 (1963): 23-56. 
2. -horf,
3, chlick, 4',, GesaaFielte .. jif sUt jte_ ( /ienna, 1936), pp,l6lff, as quoted 

in ,.-ai«toann, Ii^i^uist i c -. nil o goi . p
4., Cf, Goodenou^i, '0 opponent ial analysis' and Strawson, Individuals,
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«* at$i« »p**k of a universe of discourse) as all those things 

can talk about in a particular discussion* But then what it it 

to talk about sontthiagT /Jic. who ma>es the 4*eislon about what we can talk 

abQUt a. id howf I *ifkt add here that & universe of discourse will probably 

not lie a universe of concepts, although this kind of limitation is logical!/ 

possible. It will uau&Xl^ be a universe specified by the application of 

eoncfcpts, aisd concepts themselves will not be outlawed except perhaps in 

their application. But even tills is questionable, because there are no 

eieoTj independent principles of exclusion, >ie cannot exclude the concept 

witlu>uV •&/!&£. ife*V. the coacupt is, and once we say what it is we know what

it i»..- :-..*,:/,r.U -V '•-,' -•'- ,' 'V-.. :*•-• ••••• "• " '• '

.... . It i» concepts, r.eTcrtheloss, rhlch interest- us here in relation to 

eoace- tual actieotts or s^ sterna. itt onsteLn ap-eaka of defining ft concept 

as being rou$Uy equivalent to finding 'equivalent concepts within some 

of concepta 9 * la tin, I^yesti^tionaj ho sa/s of 'noticing

aspect* th^ti-ne *are interested in the concert and its place oaiong the
2 concept » of ejc, erience ' , as if there were a system of concepts. In a

similar vein, iron aright speaks of the philosopher being not 30 ;;;uch intei\;at 

ea in a fiii^e coaoe^t a§ in moving *ija a fteld of eoneepts* such that he i» 

•interested in logical distinctions and connexions between > rls of thv.

1, 'JPis coses frosi the notes on -ifcteeiiSteiit'a lecturxss, '. •\.ij.o&O£ziicaJL 
i-sy cnplogy * , p»2t -Atiether we think concepts ane the kind of thing

••"' that can be defined, is independent of whether there are system* of 
concepts*

Lcaidoii: .outledge
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Many other* have also spoken of systems of concepts, ' although it is rarely 

ele&r lufct they a*ean* Hirst of all, there *x« the seuae Lxoblea* with
f •A-li^ *_ > "" • / _,. ,- '

ayatsass of concepts as there are with universes of discourse, i.e. it is 

unclear what concepts are included and ihat the principles of inclusion 

are, Is it to accept some concepts and decy others as concepts? %rth«rmo 

there are the problem* of knowing how the concepts are systeit^at !««*&» i**t's 

consider those problems further*

of Conceptual ... *

In the introductory essay of ^!he ..^turo o£ ^crfcafffeysicg it is said that 

it is misleading to ask ^u^stions about the reality of 'entities cori^ii 

Ing to thti fuiidoi^ntal iotaa of the system in question* ' instead, we are

to rai&o 'the Lfftft<^JA,<jft^, is&ua of wlietl^r or not to embrace and use a given
2 conceptual scheme or framework of idoaa. ' This skeins to rnc to bo a

suggestion that the problems of Ketaphysics (at least those concerning 

conceptual scueuies; should not involve px*6blems of ontology* this ±& to 

say that it is not a question of determining wtiieh concepts are instantiated 

or which concept* oan have application* It does not involve questions of 

existence, according to these authors, butt instead it involves 'assimilating

to one another some things which, wt custos&riJ^ distinguish,
3others uhich w«s normally assimilate 1 , This would not se«w to be a

significant task, fte can stake all 'the assimilations and distinctions we

1. Cf, H«ipel» GonO€]-t l^p.rffiationa pp.2Q~23 and 47} Strawson, liidiYi
{ HsiBp'Shire, YfeLou£ht ar4r .,'.ction. p.dd; iknd ,.uin.ton in 
of i-,etaj*ij/sios, pp.142, 144,

2* i:-«ars, *£&•, ^a^urQ.,.. of •t'^.j^j^s^os* p*9» (-xijiiasis in the original*) 

3. ifeMo P« 21 «
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A careful ana^rais of that Stnmoti does, however, will show that his

is not so different. 3trawaon is not only Interested in the existence of

individuals but also tb* toMdcness of individuals (thus the relation between
**•
individuals) according to their properties.
*

"' There are IB port ant questions relating to these matters, but here 1 

think it is enough to notice that nothing has been said about concept* or 

schemes in either exposition of the nature of metaphysics, lerhapa tni* 

is the way it should be, but then it should also be gjaite clear tlwtt the 

notion of a eancertual scheme is a way of $f**klng (as one sd^t *ay) 

about things tiiat can be said much core sti^i^rfcforwardly, To have a 

conceptual scheme then, is to think that certain things exist, are basic, 

etc. This is not a new way to think, but an addition to some of the things 

thai we do think. Other things will logically follow, but the other things 

will be other things that we shell think and not new ssrays of thinking*

*<erhaps we can now auk© rr.ore sense of the notion of applying a conceptual 

scher.e to the world. tuine speaks of imposing 'upon the world soroe 

conceptual seheate*. Hampshire speak* of 'attaching words and thoughts

to reality* and of 'the application of the wiiole grid of thou^it
\ *. ; :'riF.ia facie it is rather difficult to understand what these

expressions could mean. Surely they are aetajiiorioal, .'-» 1 «aid abo/e,

applying & concept is not like applying, a measuring rod, and a

a set of concepts is not an application of this Idtnd, F^rhaps

van
rasa*: Harvard University .;rro3a, 

2. ;;«uBpshir«, giou^i t . ^aM A_et jlgn . p
3,
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and Hampshire are saying nothing more than that we SOCKS times use a 

pt or set of concepts in speaking about the world, and then the 

that 1 said above about the use of concepts would appV here* This would 

just b-e to say that we tend to make oert&lr. distinctions and descriptions 

in talking about the world, but this qounfts much different from imposing 

a conceptual scheme. ' . '.v.r- 

'*••' 1 think a better lead is given by ^uintoja when he speaks of accepting

& system of concepts 'as the finally adequate Instrument for description 

and explanation 1 . This is unclear in itself, but it suggests the 

application of a theory or a set of laws to a body of knowledge. This is to 

say that we will Interpret observed facts in terras of a particular theory 

or sot of Laws, rhe laws them&elrcs suggest a particular structure, because 

there are logical or natural relations between the laws. Itoreover, 1 do 

not think we are so dependent upon a metaphor when we speak of applying 

laws, .Nevertheless, rather different questions arise here from what we 

might have originally uxpected. we do not have the problem of whether we 

can get out of a particular theory or s«t of laws* It aeen.s to i&ke sense 

to say that there are mutually consistent sets of laws which can equally 

well be used. There is this sense of applying a conceptual scheme, although 

in this sense we can get out of our conceptual scheme ev&n thou&u there are 

usually reasoris for using the particular theory (conceptual scheme ; that 

we do. It would be misleading to say here that we ar® limited by our 

conceptual schemes.* •'•- '^* •.--•.•'•' ^•^•.^^•^•••.' .-. 

- In connection witli what Strawson and Harri say, we might sr*&k of

ed., jdture.. of

• '* '. -i*
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according reality to certain items. In these tens, tlie application of a 

conceptual scheme would involve accepting certain things && real or existing. 

The question then arises as to what extent we are conx.it ted arid to what 

extent limited by our list of classes of independent individuals or 

existing things. Harre* suggests that we are not limited to any one particular 

list, although hts points out that & chants in the list of individuals is 

not independent of & charge in the list of properties or a change in tae 

list of relations between individuals or properties. .-S he says, if we 

chooae to drop atoms as our basic individuals f in favour of electrons,

protons, etc. then wt must add eiectro-i&u^ietic properties to our list of
2 fundamental properties'. Uarre snows very clearly tuat tuere ar« reason*

to m&kQ such changes, but at least w& are not ligiiteed to whatever lists w* 

accept. r*rhaps there are commit iasents, but th«y do not liirit us.

nuine s«eais to august tliat we are limited to our conceptual soheip«. 

?l*vertii®less, he argues that the dailosopher cannot get 'outside the 

conceptual scheme t:.at a® Ui^es in dmrge 1 and tuen adds: '^e cannot 

and revise the fundamental conceptual &ch@&e of scicsnc® and eoHzaon sense
3without having soe@ conceptual seh«®e, «fe«ther the same or another f . It

is not clear to B& that everyone has a conceptual sciname, but there is no 

profeleK if 0** onl^ aas to have apia^ conceptual sch«ffi@« This suggests that 

we can choose whatever conceptual scheme w« lik* and are not limited to the 

conceptual scheme with i^iicli we happen to be working at the BOB* at. At 

least we can get out of our own conceptual scheme, it seems, any time we 

want to*

1. The authors of tin* introductory essay oi tsara, ed.
. use the expression 'to accord reality 1

2. aarre, att^r and I ethod. p.j»6.

3.
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Ctt the other hand, Strawaon maintains that 'the whole -recess of 

reasoning only starts because the scheme is as it ia; and we cannot change

it even if we would* • For thia reason, he says that 'our whole way of

2 talking and thinking 1 is conditioned* Thia view seesia to be suggested by
•"*•« ..,*-•£.•*." .'_ . . . , . . •

another view that there are basic particulars which are in some sense 

primary among particulars* The surest ion aee&s to be that we have no 

choice about which particulars are to be considered basic* although his 

argument appears to have certain weaknesses* .iere I am thinkin^ of the 

criticisms advanced by 3.A.O. ..illian.s where he indicates that Strawaon 

has argued in a circle that defeats his intentions,

Ctrawaon, nevertheless, is talking about descriptive s&tapkysiea, and 

perhaps he would allow that we could do revisionary metaphysics as well. 

After his comment tLat we c&nnot change our s cheise*. he does say that the 

revlsionary r,etajhyslcian could offer an alternative scheme with which we 

do not have to quarrel but need not follow* Phis would seem to allow that 

we could understand the revisionary metaphysics and in this sense are not 

tied down to our own conceptual scheme* The same could b<§ said about those 

with other conceptual schemes if there are such people. Vve can think in 

the same ways they do, which is to say that we can think the same things 

they do. Again there is no llcdt to the things that we can think*

..here the problem would arise is where we could not understand something
• . ;&•„! •

in their conceptual scheme* But if we can translate everything in their 

language, there will be no problem* So we must now turn to the nature of 

translation to see if there might be limits to the inl@r<ri*nslatability of 

any two languages.

1. Ctrawaon, Individuals, p.,55. w,
••,1. ?".". .'Si; JU**c. Vf&W- ' • '

2. £b££*, P.29. ^r^*
3. ^ee: -.illiamt, *Fr. Strawaon on Individuals», esp* pp* 320-327.
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-' ''3 RADICAL TOSOIT

t* • '£r&nslation and tae. The sip
^W 'i •* * e***"*^-^<fc«^«**^i"*«a***^"***''WW*l«WM0^*>*BM|llfc^^«BW**W<M*^w»<N*l»<*«*l****^

, .Jhere 10 one problem t .at is /tow beginning to loom l&rg* before us, and 

that is the probity of trtuislat ability. If everything in every language 

Here liitertraiislatable into something in eveiy ouier langua^f tucn t&ere 

would b<* no rfelatiTitsy of lariguagee and coiiseouently no variation of factors 

that could effect difference* of thinking* But this, of course, is to 

generalize too far. In carbide rin$ the logical possibilities of a language* 

we

etc. of on« i-uji^ua^ into anotaer, . vun ii' it wert,- possible to 

sudi things, it would not affect in easy way what could o<2 said in either 

language* *hat would be significant would be to find that some atates^int* 

(or seiiteauefi of the for^a f ^t is ti\te tnat,,,* 1 ) ar® n,t tranalatable 

from one langua^ into another. If a sent«»jac@ could not se translated 

fron; one language into a second, then what was aaid in the first ftould not 

be expressible in the second. Giving a translation of what was said is 

notiiing aore tJaan expressing in tae second language the s«uce proposition 

that id &x.i,r®&*&a in ths li.rat and lndieatir*& tiie identity, la other words, 

to translate what was said is to assert something li£ef '10 say'..* 'in 

language J\ is to assert (ask, etc,) the *ome as to say * ___ ' in lanjaafe 

f ̂  ' »h&tever is said must be sayable in both languages and obviously it
•+•*.••• ••

would be wroti^ 1*o au^tfftt tthftt wiiat is said is &ayabl$ in both languages
" '+,*? !>•• ?;'': ?.^'t '} /.-(>•-. ,,iV' - ' . i. ; A i-'.?*. ••-/

but not translatable from one to the other*
- .^nBHMi^ ___1 . S:any of &y remarks in this cnapter have been aided by discussions 

with and manuscripts by John .^olan.
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1'Urther, if what was said could not be translated from one particular 

language into another, then the difference in the language* woula show a 

difference in what could be thought unless some things can be thought but 

not expressed in the language spoken. However, I hare tried to show above 

that it is inconceivable that we could have a thought ?rhich we could not 

express in our language, this aeans timt if an untranslatability of language 

can be shewn about anything that can b& said in one of the languages, then 

it had thereby been shown that what can be thou^t is relative to the 

language(s) one speaks* It would also show (contrary to what has been said 

above) that what can be said is relative to the language(s) one speaks* 

Parallel things could be said if the thesis is one of indeterminacy of 

translation rather than one of untranalatability. Flxaetly where there 

is indeterminacy of translation there w^Ll be indeterminacy of whether 

what can be thought is relative to the language(s) one speaks*

ii* Huine 'a Theses &nd Their

So we Kuat now turn to the intertranalat ability of languages, and in 

particular I shall begin with one particular, forceful, and influential 

attempt to consider whether languages are intertrejaalatabl<$. I am 

referring to fine's discussion of this matter in his book ;jpjr% aajl 

His thesis there is that fi2anuals for translating one language into 

another can be set up in divergent ways, all compatible with the totality 

of speech dispositions, yet incompatible with one another.* (.*o, p.27»)

1, tuine, ««ord and vbJect (henceforths ^0). See esp, chapter 11,
•Translation and Meaning 1 , pp.26-79. -'«» earlier and different version 
of this chapter appears as '^esAing and Translation 1 in l«odor and 
Kats f eds,, The Structure of Lan^ua^e.
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-hat he is advancing is 'a, principle of indeterminacy of translation 1 

such that two nMUMhl* can 'diverge in giving* as their respective translations 

of a aentftaee of the one l&nfua&ef sentences of th« other language which 

stand to each other in no plausible sort of equivalence however loose. '

It atenis to mo that in the course of arguing for this thesis there are 

two main points that he wants to raake. i'h® first is about 'ro.cU.caI 

translation* i*e» f translation of the language of & hitherto untouched 

people, 1 (ffOf p«2B.) the point is tiiat two linguists without interpreters 

can both go into a community where one language is spoken and come out 

with perfectly &de%u&te but mutually incompatible 'juri^le-to-.ja^li&h' 

dictionaries and p*acffiar8f 1 unaover, the iiicom^tibility is said to be 

unresolved by any of our speech dispositions, »hidi is all th« objective 

data that we have to go on« (Cf, W0f pp»6a and 28,) His second main point 

involves showing *how much of language can be made sense of in t&inus of its 

stimulus conditions* and «&at scope this leaves for em|4ricaJJ^ 

uncoiiditioned variation in one's conceptual scheme, f (^u, p»26«^ ^o put 

this in other words, he wants to show how ouch (what he variously calls) 

•empirical content *, * empirical ia@aning*, or 'stimulus meaning* there is 

in a la&£ua£<* as opposed to what is &vu& by wMt ne calls 'analytical 

hypo-theses f or by the rules for the dissection of -ui« sentences of the 

language. Of course more will have to be said shortly about all of these 

terms, but the intention hare is oaly to introduce the two main points, 

And peziyvpa the two itfinta can be best emphasised and related by Quoting
,.. -t, .. ' ... JPl * -••:-«-•• v . • ' f^».. •- -. ^f . T .,,,,.,- ~'.'l ' ;<r..••••*'.,»••< i . • *" "* 'fij^'

^uine: f'^o the same decree tiiat the radical translation of sentences is
•ni** 1 ;.. ' • • • • "- ••- ' • « .-. -•.' Vi"*-1*.' •-•-".. n^ ... < ' '. '

under-deteiwined by the totality of dispositions to verbal benavior, our
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own theories aad beliefs in general am under-determined by the totality 

of possible sensory evidence time without end,' (#0, p. 76.) The first 

point involves a principle of the indeterminacy of tr&iisl&tion, and Wae 

second point involves a distinction between the empirical and non-empirical 

aspects of our language,

In both cases we must be cautioned about our investigation. In 

connection with the former point, we asust be clear that the reason for 

indeterminacy of translation is not because of some inadequacy on our 

part in one of the languages or because of lack of iaagin&tion, And in 

connection with the latter point, we must be extremely careful that no 

part of the non-ess pi rical aspect of our language creeps into our account 

of the empirical aspect of our language* »e shall see that it will be 

necessary to return to both of these considerations, but for the mo&ent 

I shall introduce their, only as words of caution and continue try 

discussion of *uine»

One striking thing about the whole of mine's discussion of translation 

and meaning la the absence of any significant examples to bolster his 

theses* We are not given a single case of incompatible manuals (dictionaries 

or grtuBftars) that have been considered equally compatible with the speech 

disposition of tae ftpe&isers of the languages, v.or are w& even given an 

example of a 'jungle' sentence whose reference is (or &vuu could be)

indoterainate in any of the ways that %uinu suggests. Considering all the 

that has been and is being done, it is surprising that ,uiue

1. This is .uine's way of indicating a 'language of a hitherto untouched 
people 1 . 1 shall follow him in this practice even thougfc it is 
inappropriate both descriptively and evaluatively,



has been unable (or unwilling) to find just one example to illustrate 

(iiot even to confireij hifi ooxsme&t* about translation £iBiil£.r3^ 9 there is 

no illustration of the distinction between eapirioal and non-eEixviric&l 

aspects, althou^i in this case it is not so claar wiiat kind of illustration 

could be given, *••'•>•' ••'-'- -'••" -^ ' - : ... r- •••-..: ',,. ;...-. ..- ,n ••• .: -.-,:_ .>,;,,•._••

One reason for the absence of examples sight be that .nine himself, 

to the best of % knowledge, ha* not clone linguistics in the field. , e 

does not uave his practical experience to draw upon. But this is not 

& good enough reason, "because there are maay who have done linguistics in 

the field and wuine could draw upon their experience. A number of tinea 

I have heard it said, ao waver, tii&t according to linguists Kliat ^uine nas 

described is not at all what is done in practice. This say be, but the point
'•" ••••-;.-•'-•'''• i " t '- i '• • -*V :•-•••• ';•' ' ••-'.> ;.*i^: '..^-. r • • -^- a:^,; ;

has not gone unnoticed by ,uine. He says, for example, that radical 

translation 'is not in practice undertaken in its ertr&^e for^i, since a 

chain of interpreters of a sort can be recruited of ^^rginal persons 

across the darkest archipelago. ' !>ut he adds that ' tne problt-c is the more 

nearly a] projcajnated the poorer the hint a available free interpreters*. 

(W€f p. 28.) IPhia is to suggest, however, that there is usually not

occasion to follow the procedures juine outlines. ;.hat about when there is

occasion? ,uine oojE&^uts on this i» his eiirliar paper:

j?he linguist vidio ia serious enou$i about the jungle lauguage to 
undertake its definitive dictionary and graEss&r will not, indeed, 
proceed <;uitcs as we khave imagined, U«s %±1.1 steep nimmelf in the 
lar;gue.£e, disdainful of -jnglish parallels, to U^e point of speaking 

•• it like a native.

1. ..uine, •!. eaning and rransi&tion* ^froc.- rodor and . ata, eds., V
wt ru c t ur e of j^ua jaui;;te } , p^'i-74* "2h«re seess to be no reason to believe 
that at would now disagree with this earlier comcient even tiiou£:h it 
does not appear in his book.
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H« then adds that such a person will translate as a bilingual but according 

to tfe« ItttiKxi* ta*t jtfjo* h*s previous^ ouUiaed, £he difference is 

that ordinarily linguists will inti-oduce analytical hypothec* at a very 

early stage and this narrows the possibility of translations later on. (Cf. 

*Qt PP» 74-75 •) Quine is not criticising the linguist for this earty- intro­ 

duction of analytical hypotheses; h« is only trying to show what is involved, 

Because of this introduction of analytical hypotheses, the* situation is 

confused in practical linguistics and we ars without cle r r exaaples»
^ .' : '.', ;., 'w ; "".• - •-••;-."- -v- " . •

Quine further points out 'an obstacle to offering an artaal example of 

two* ••rival systems of analytical hypotheses, * That obstacle is Uurt

Known languages are Vjiown throu^i unique aystens of analytical 
h/potiieses established in tradition or paiafully arrived at Dy unique 

skilled linguists. To devise a contrasting system would re^uir^ an 
entire duplicate enterprise of translation* abided «vcn by the usual 
hints frczn interpx-oters» (<.'~, p»72,>

Such duplicate enterprises are rarely entered upon, and thus we are left 

without a source for exitStples,

Nevertheless* 1 do not think «uina has given us reason enou^i for the
• ' . '• -.•-•' .:'-. ' ' -.Jl .••:.•''•'•.•.;'•..'' ' •• • ' ' ;•--.'.'-'•

at id king lack of examples* iiis jx>int is oa.m about all l&ugu&ges and Uae 

•nature of possible data and methods'. (SO, p«?2,) £ven if Frisian and 

English have cognate word forma and Hungarian and English nave a shared 

culture (Cf, »Qa p»2B} t the principle of indetensi&aciy of translation 

should still apply. It is clear t&at *uij&i iaeant it ta w se^rali^abie in
.'•- "' , -A >'-• ' " . %', • •• '• "-.''•"*-,• ' ""•''. - '

just this w ay. nd yet there art no exaicplos. Of course all that can be 

said at this point is that this is surprising. There is still the 

rhilosoihieal investigation to be n.adet

first, it is important to b& clear about ^uine'a presuppositions and
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even predilections which guide hi* considerations, It is obvious that 

k* la oriented toward a behaviourist ic study of language, He elaias that 

his concern is with 'language as the complex of present disposition* to 

verbal "behavior V. (»0f p. 27.) Ihia seems to influence hi* in holding that

The recovery of a man's current language from his currently observed 
responses is the task of the linguist who, unaided by an interpreter,
is out to penetrate and translate a language hitherto un'xnown. All 
the objective data he has to go on art the forces that he sees i*» 
pinging on the native's surfaces and the observable behavior, vocal 
and otherwise* of the native, (>>Q, p»28»

All of this is tied in with his belief that he states earlier that '[ajny 

realistic theory of evidence must be inseparable from the psychology of 

stimulus and response, applied to sentences* * (WO, p*17») These and 

other comments sake it clear that he is in substantial agreement with B»?» 

Skinner not only on the acquisition of language but also on verbal behaviour 

itself. (Cf. WO, p.82») I think Noam Cho&sSy has given a very effective 

reply to Skinner, and unfortunately ^uine does not make it clear where

agrees with Skinner and thus where Gaoasfcy's remarks would be relevant* 

In aaay case, it seems incumbent on ,uino to tell us more about what he 

thinks the »lation between a stuty of language and the psychology of stimulus 

and response should be as well as now he saves a benaviouriatic study from 

the far-reaching objections of Chomsky. I think some of these objections 

will be seen more clearly mien 1 consider some of the particular issues in 

Quine's discussion* '•& shall also see whether it is enou^i to consider 

language merely 'as the coasplex of present dispositions to verbal behavior 1 . 

I think we shall find that ,uine is not as behaviourist ic as he would like*

1, Choa-aisy, ;xoaia, *A ^eviear of j.?. tkinner's /erbal pehavio_r ' . '^
35 (1939): 2o~56« This has been reprinted in ^odor and Kata;, eds., 
• Structure of



« 'The situation in f<iadicai. X' ranaiatiafl
• " ..-•....<-. •. , :

Let u» return to the situation he is imagining for radical translation* 

The purely hypothetical situation is one of linguist going to a community 

»h«re they apeak a language which has never been heard by anyone outsido 

the community. The linguist is givtn the task of translating the language 

of the conKnunity into his known language, ^ulne suggests that 'jYjli© 

utterances £ls*st and most surely translated in such a case are ones keyed 

to present events (is his speaking of events perhaps imposing his conceptual 

scheme on th* language or people of the community':] that are conspicuous 

to the linguist and his informant* ^ rabbit scurries by, the native says 

"Gavagai", and the linguist notes down the sentence ""abbit" (or M U», a 

mbbit"; as tentative translation, subject to testing in further cases, ' 

(WO, p. 29.; The linguist can translate the sentence *Gava^al* by trie 

Wintence 'Zabbit if h« can accuc:ulate inductive evidence to support a

law rou^ily to the effect that 'the native will assent to M 

under just those stimulations under which we, if asked, would assont to 

"Babbit '."; and corres^ondin^y ^r cli»««nt, ' ( -0, p.33.) This, of course,

th&t the linguist inust know when th« native is assenting 02 dissenting 

there is agree&ant In the aticulations th&t would prompt assent and 

dissent, there will b© agreec«nt in what :%ulne calls st^nmlua rfieaninjg^

Quine then distinguisiies between occasion sentences and standing sentences, 

Both caii b€ prompted by a stimulation, but an occasion s&nt^nce gaiat be 

prompted by current stimulation on eadi occasion it is presented* Standing 

sentences, on the other hand, comciand assent or dissent notwithstanding 

th© current stimulation* There are also observation sentences, which are 

those f fo] cc&sion sentences whose atii:iulu3 nieanlngs vary none under tho
at^ iimiinj _ LJMHI...JI j i -miir - ^ ^ J u ^ _ ____ _________ _. In nuoting a sentence, .uine do«s not ^ve the punctuation if it is a 

period. This means that the only indication chat he is quoting a sentence 
is the capitalisation of the first letter* 1 think this practice is un­ 
fortunate, but I shall follow it here to avoid further confusion.
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influence of collateral inf©relation '« (WG, p*42.) this should now be 

enou$i to give us ft general idea of what is involved when ^uiae's 

radically translates on® sentence into another. For the present, I shall 

defer a discussion of words* We have enou^i problems to deal with now,

f&e situation imagined begins with a linguist going to a community ifoere 

iibft language spoken has never been heard by anyone outside the community* 

this means that the people in the community have never even •*«& someone 

from outside the community (unless on that occasion they were completely 

silent)* ^hat would the reaction of such people be to someone who 

probably looks quite different free the®, wears strange apparel, makes 

strange sounds that are not understandable, and does not understand what 

they say*? It is not easy to predict what the reaction would be, but 1 

certainly would not predict that they would begin by uttering one-word 

sentences on the appropriate occasions* Quins aeer;s to suggest that the 

native would isnediately understand that the &«n is a linguist or at least 

wants to learn the language and would know exactly how this is to bt; done 

with an uncosprehending adult* The mere presence of the linguist icigfrt 

have unexpected repercussions or effects such as a change to a special, 

impersonal language*

I suspect that %uine*s ideal ia that of an invisible linguist who will 

merely liaten «nd take note of what ia said. It is clear (and jiine realizes 

it) that this ideal cannot be met, beeauae the linguist would not be able 

to got the information he needs* (This should become clearer below.) The 

alternative is that the linguist interact with his 'infonnant «, but then 

we have to reckon with what the reaction of the informant might be* 1

1. Cee: fillips, aerbert ;'., '.roblems of translation aM l eanin^ in 
i'ield .ork 1 , ilvtf..ati --r; fa.>.Uutian P 1o(1>>^~oJ>; 1o4-1 :}^ Tor an indication 
of some of tht* problems tuat might arise between a linguist, an 
internreter, and. an inforniant*
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has made certain hypotheses about the reaction, but they an* divorced 

from any kind of evidenc* and mi$it Involve certain preaup^oaUions that 

are unjustified at this point* Berfcapa there are no presuppositions, but 

then this is £ "nothing about which ^uin* will totw to assure us,

Jfed of course just th« opposite is true when we read that 'Qi-ln practice, 

of course, the natural expectation that the natives will have a brief 

impression for '^abbit 1 counts ovenraelEingty, The linguist iiaars 'Gava^ai* 

once, in a situation where a rabbit s@en;s to be the object of concern. * 

(W0f p,l|.0.) Do we expect thens to be interested in rabbits as individual 

objects i-ather undetadied rabbit parts or rabbithood? He has told us 

earlier that 'it is stimulations that must b« n^ide to match, not animals. ' 

(iOt p. 31.) '-"-nd he tells us in th@ later section that the linguist will 

be 'always in readiness to discover through seise unsou^it exv>erienc0 that 

a r«Tision is In order.' (iOf p»40») ?f«verth©less, can the linguist afford 

to have the kind of expectations (natural or not) that tUinc rrentlons': js 

ther® not a danger that extraneous material will be brou^t in ir we are 

not careful? 1* must reinember tJiis possibility*

, Some

an incidaiit^l remark, ,uin^ adds Umt h@ -ill

analysis, early thou^i it would COK® in our field linguist's «nt«rj>rise; 

for it does not affect the jiiilosorhioal point I want to make. 1 (&0f 

29«; A^gain *e must be cautioned. s we shall see below, ; rt of his 

jAiilosojMoal point concerns the dividi^ of &a utteriinct ii to its proper 

words or terms* he hiaseif says that ae is interested In t&e 'onato&y
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sentences 1 (*0f pp«53-»54) as inscrutable, and then later joints out that 

'the linguist imposes a technical segmentation upon the norms to implement 

his business oi apecifyin^ the lot,' (<«G, p. 39.) This imposition ia

a&.l# &t t&e jiioiaaEiic Intel, but uafortuaMely the particular 

mtationa that are isad® determine in certain ways which

se-^ontations can be made, -honemic and morphemic analyses arc inter* 

dependent and axe uaually treated so. This means that the phonemic 

interpretation that we give to a language ogujld determine the analysis of 

utterances in the language into words* i'here is no way of getting around 

this possibility either, A phonemic interpretation has to be ^ade in order 

to be certain that one ia oonaideriag the saiae or a different utterance* 

•£o speak of utterances is Just to raise another linguistic point that 

clouds ^uinti's ideal, vuints doea not oiX«u ape^k of utter&iiceaf but he

to expect tiie native to make certain responses and interprets these

responses in a way that is suspect. It ia not always clear whether some*
2 thing is an ufeterance of a language, but it is even less clear whetnear

some thing is a cocipietfe utteanuioe or a seiitttiice of a laij^u&^e, >'hat

is th&t Uie linguist "a informant will utter one-word s& 

of allf it ia not at all clear that the utterances ,ulne Is imagining 

are comiilete utterances or a entences* i^rhaps he is comparing them to the 

utterances of children where *[»] comeon noun like "shoe," for example,,, is 

used by the child imperatively to demud that riis shoes bt given him, or to

}* I'or a careful couaid^rtition oi' this point se^; iAarri3, I.,ellig S» t 
Structural Linffltistioa (Chicago: Univ, of Chicago Press,

2, Ui this point, see : ilsrris, StructureJ. linguistics. pr1



announce that he "hat Just t«1*»n the» off, or that they are ly±n& near; or, 

again, to call attention to the fact that he has on a new pair, or that he 

h*» get tiiea &u&4y* etc. ' tie could ape&k of the child meaning southing 

different each tiree, but it would be forcing the matter to suggest that 

that utterance 'i.e. the one used on each occasion) was a complete utterance 

(or sentence) with a particular meaning* But this is what tulfte woiildE 

iiave to say if he interprets the native's "sentence* " in the way I have 
just suggested he does, -•;•-,- ,,v .... -.-.:, .- ,,:,•. , -, .. • ^~,<-

'-••Qiine sofRetieies indicates that there will be an element of surprise in 

some of the situations he is imagining, this aigit lead us to believe 

that the "sentences" could be compared to exclamations like '/irej 1 or 'A 

rabbit^ \ iost linguists s©em to consider such utterances complete 

utterances or sentences. I have n^y doubts about this partly because it is 

not obvious what is deleted as it is in the case where there are Imperatives, 

le the pei*Wm saying ^rhere is a fire there J*, 'Look out for the firej 1 , 

or what'; This rdght not be important usually, but it does seem important 

for ^uine, who wants to determine the "iseaning*1 of 3 eatences, And *uine 

does not help us by his examples froia Sngllsh. A person iNKttld not say
s

n!abbit* (\mle»s he were referring to a foc£ at flinner), and I would be 

shocked to hear anyone say "La, a rabbit*. 1 suspect that 'nine does not 

use the article in the first (his most COEULQH) example because he does not 

want to prejud^ the issue of whether we are tallring about rabbit individuals,

____ I ta 4rmctiv»a and f^frfcl o. 
(Bloosnington, Indiana: Tnd.iana Univ. .-re»s, 1963)V p«89. The leader 
'will fiuid an interesting discussion in Uiis book of what de 
calls 'seRtence-words*,!

' •••', ',..-" SL* j- . : - • • •
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rabbithopd, or whatever. But this does not save hia from the flaet that he

hag not given us a legitimate routeuc* && a. trai+sl&tiyn* •

XX we were trying to teacii our language to someone with whoa we nad no 

ccszsEon language, it is <iuite likely that we would utter things like 'rabbit 1 

and thus try to teach him &OJK@ of the basic ten,;ft. There would be nothing 

wrong with this except that m* would then b* teaching term* rather than 

(as %uine as&ypidj ftfttt*na<*4* ^trihftj* »4fl&U>r ^rablewi would aria* aar«?» 

$Ut tlion ^uine's ^iiioao^ical point would have to be amended if this 

were the interpretation given of the situation issagi&ed«

i'ieverthaleas, the mor^ serious problem is tnat of giving arw interpret&tion 

as to the nature of the utt«»ra&c@** aow are wtj to know wimt an informant 

froiL 'a hitherto untouched people* would do? Xo surest auy of th« iuter- 

p ix tat ions above would be to impose our own &xp@ citations on th« JUifor^&nt 

and his language* Tnia is one more plao@ where -pe-xtia~pji w@ ar& bringing 

in isore than we ahould,

wtill other lin^ulatio ^robl«as u-i-iac ut tula |X>int|, &&d uuiuu ahows tiiat 

ha is sa"L@wbat aware of th@£i« It ift not @nou£/i just to observe what the 

liatires happen to say. A* Fodor and Katx have pointed out, f [t jhe striking 

fact about the use of l&nguag© is the £i>»eu.e© of r©.petition — almost 

sent^^cfe uttej^u in utt«r«4 for th« ilrat t:4^***Xt -U excuedii^^ 

that even a aingle rej^etition of a teuteaee of reasonable length will 

encountered* * lerha a this IB a bit inaccurate, but it cl@&rly applies 

to sora® sentence*. vui&e *uggeats tiiat etarnal sentences like *Copper oxide 

is gr*eu« * icay be uttered only once in a person's lifetime, while occasion

1, Katz and Fodor, "The Structure of a cer.antic Theory 1 ir .,;odor and &atz,
eds0 i!he structure of Man>aiaKe. p.4-2» Jacobson uas claimed in a 

,•..-. lecture thc-t there are it-petitions even in this ar-ticle.
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sentences lfHr*rhere was copper in it. 1 are likely to be repeated again 

and again, (c,f, »C, p. 12,) nevertheless, we cannot exj**et any out sentence 

to be repeated often enough to establish any reasonable correlation between 

the atr.tence and the situations in which it is uttered. Sose means of 

providing for repetition needs to be found* An obvious solution would 

•MB to d« for the linguist to aak the informant about sentences. This 

is done *by taking the initiative and ^uoryin^ eoiabin&tiQus of native 

sentences and stimulus situations so as to narrow down aid guesses to his 

eventual satisfaction,* (f0t p.29») '

juine gives another reason for the linguist's queries, and tnat is that 

some seutences such as 'Antis&l 1 , t .«hite l , and '.abbit' have references in 

eejnon and yet the particular situations under which they are volunteered 

are mutually exclusive* (Cf, I0§ p.P9.) Q«dne then euggests that there is 

no way (other than querying) of knowing whether the native would have 

assented io one when he volunteered the other* Of course, one answer is 

that we could speak of a situation as 'a universal, a re peat able ev@nt form* 

as Quine does later on, (tTC, p.5^-.) He would then not have to worry 

about particular sltufitidna, M he does not do that in this earlier section. 

Another answer is that there mi$vt be other ways of knowing what would have 

happened, rie might then b@ abl@ to establish, certain uziiforeiities 

know to what t2ic'iuctiw« would have asseutad. neither of these 

are gu^gMte^l V v,iaine at this point, there is another question that 

arises rrets stout the ^rdklcB itself, hew»v»f»b teine surely cannot Eean 

that VjiiffiftlS *White t t and 'Habbit 1 ii*v« references in coaaaon. They have

no reasonable Interpretation in English suoh that they refer to the same 

thing, sud we do not know what the references are in the native language
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of the corresponding utterances, I suppose ,;«ine iseana that all three can 

be uttered in exactly the sai;;e situation, but there are very few utterances 

outaide contradictory ones that cannot be uttered in exactly the sase 

situation. So there is nothing peculiar about these particular sentences.

In any case, we now have & situation where the linguist is querying th« 

native 'in each of various stimulatory situations, and noting each time wheth­ 

er the imtrive assents, dissents, or neither* 1 (>>Z, p.29.) ?he problem 

of courae, &s %uine reco^iia&es, is how the linguist is 'to recognise 

native assent and dissent when ha sees or hears them*. (WC, p.29«) .uine's 

answer is that he oust * guess from observation and then s ee ho?; well his 

guesses work*' (&0, p»29«) ^ae problem of course is what observation? 

«uine surest a that we get two responses to something like 'Gava^ai.' such 

that we know they correspond to 'Ye* 1 and 'No' but without knowing which 

corresponds to which* That would be fine if we eould do it, but there is 

no assui-v-Kce that we can* -hat if we came up with the two reaponaes *i'h huh* 

and \uite' or 'Not at ttll f and 'wroa^'? :jod what do we do with reaponaea 

like 'irobably* or 'Perh&pa 1 ? AjPter all, at least in English, it is not 

at all unusual for someone to respond by something other than 'Yes 1 or 'No*,

Suppose, however, that WQ do get as far as knowing 'i.vet* and 'Yok', 

to use .uiri©*& ejtaiaples, without knowing which is 'JTea 1 aad which is 'Iio'» 

^wloe gives us two methods of determining the exact correspondence. flr»tf 

we can echo the native's remarks, and secondly we can see v&lch response 

to the native's remarks 'is the more serene in its effect*, (we, p,29.) 

This aeecta to depend upon an hypothesis that all human beings are serene in 

agreement but not so in diaagreemeat. Ferhapa the aypotheais is true, but
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hae not given ua reason to think it arjythin^ more titan an hypothesis. 

More im^rttuat^y, u« awfctiS to u*is§ to !T »e*uiit^" of *~?at' ami 'xok 1 

d*pi«A ttfftn the "waning" of utUrancea like 'U-a/*£ai'« i*tei» he ap*ake

of etttperijag 'the ooocialoii aoaUncfeS **«*•", 0Uh huh*', and !\uite* for atlmilua

ayaonyt%y, though. th« atlir^l&tioius that enter into the stir^ulua meaning

of these fteatfcucea &T*J purely verbal in their /'fe-isvaiit portiona. * (*Gf p«43«

my «£ph&sia«j 1 Uiiak taat, tJ^e at&tua ai* '!&£', etc. as s&i,t'w^cus id AO 

dlff«BT»ct from that of f .&bbit', etc.; Uiat ia, I do not think they are 

aentencea &t all* But if they arc to "b* called oecaiion aentencsa,

their "cie&iiinga", sticiulus or otiiarwise, aust be d^teii^ined in tiis requisite

that »t &uat get ass«iit aiici disa^^l to t,.fcsu Tula

surely could not bt? alloneu without exitcrii^ ix^tu a vicioua circle. But 

neither coulc ve roaka certain tiiat on© was used only when another occasion 

sentence, «.g« 'Gav&^i 1 , waa uaed witu the proper accompai^yiii^ atimdations, 

In order to d#tarmiiie wii&t, tiie proper at isolations are we L.ust firat 

dsterrniut* wuiit coiistlwutes &aaaiit ajud diss@at* i'hia ju.troducea ua to i
r 
j

another vicious circle* These circles nay not appear so serious. A* ^,uine [ 

says: lioveTer irjooncluaive theae methods, they §*&erate a worldji^ hypothesis* 

If extraordinary difficultiea attand all hia subsequent ate ;S, the linguist 

is&y di-cidfc to diac&rd ioat i r̂ po-th@did a.na gu&as u^iu, ' (wOt p«30.) But 

this is exactly lto*t ia aarioua, ..hat ri^it dO€S the linguiat have to 

introduce hypotheaea at this atag© of hia work? The eoa*»$uenc38 could be 

drastic if these were analytical hypothesea.

1. For a further discuaaion on thia point, aee s^y ;«raarka below on 
ticiU. hypo wi



274.. 

y. sa. e"""" 
A'~ &1-., ••• ..u-, U .. 1l1ne, Wha. ib8 l.1Dp1a~ 1a 1tlte"ate4 in ue 

thoae n1.wlat1eoa *1. 1fOUld pJ'OIDP' .... at an4 41 ••• ", and I hay. 

pre'rioual.J .... __ 'a espn. __ '.'ilNlua _aspa'. Thia 1. where he 

8hon h1a pan'alii7 •• nillUlua ... zu,. .. pIJIabolOCY .oat ~. 

One thing tbat 1a :Lneren1a& " aoM 1a tlla, iD $he iaporUn' .ectiou he 

doe. DOt talk Uout n i _l 1 ltut ~ nS.,laUona. lD \be t1..ra'\ ebap'er 

he ., .. lq .,...0 of .sl&11111 , aut. 1a 1ihe .. .- .... pkr th1a un •• ,. 

'Rtala"! .. ' ud. the .&0&8 1a 8&ft1\all1' "eI'M \0. Xhia eha.np 1a 

not Without li. 1AteUo.t'1 .. , u.. .. r. ,. -pl., he apeau of 'p.r\t1a , 

ht •• .u lD. the wa.y of n:i_la_lou' (tiO, ,.17), wlU. 1a certaiDJ3 an 044 

lowUoa. the..u. fd •• ti •• lua 18 ~ ft&\l8, aD4 tor t.h1a 

reaaon it 18 .ure18 _tW. it QD.e 0Ul 40 w1 ___ " 1"_ ,,\d.ne baa pnn 

aaother re&a0ll tor .p.aleS .. of atira"latloaa NUle ... \baD. n1llull.1 
liia 

than ~ odaid.e 1'oree. tn .. elv •• u 1a ...... 4 _ '.thtull'. ot eourM, 

there 0&11 tb._ .e ... jMlat10ll8 ntb.ovt oda1de tone.. It i.a nat clear 

that til1.- 'WaiN10&'( ia &D¥ IIlOre preo1H, 'but thu cJ.ou Dot .ppaar W •• 

the 110" iaportr.ut ooulda,.Uce tar ~'1I1 ... 

It 18 wonh1lhile H quoH ,t\d.De at l-.stA _ \he _tun ot a Yiaual 

I • 

.. rtw.al dl_1."1_ 18 pemape .... t 1dent1tie4. tor pre.ant purpoa.a, 
rita ~ JdMa r4 abroIw.t10 1zradJ.aUaa. of toll. eye ••• \.oeul.ar Uradi­
a~loD J.llnUNllDJecrtl •• J.y aheclr.la4 to 80M bane by aoc1ev an4 

., 

• I F 

1. In a 'bri.t OOIlftraaUoa. at \b. Ileettnp of the -\merican .fbi 1.o)Diaal 
Aa •• o1aU. (suten Din.I_> 1a JI .. York: in Deoember. 1965. 
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linguist alilce, by staking allowance* for the speaker's orientation 
and the relative disposition of objects.

In taking the visual stimulations as irradiation patterns ??e invest 
the® with a fineness of detail beyond anything that our linguist can 
be called upon to check for* But this is all right. He can reasonably 
conjecture that the native would be prompted to assent to 'Gavagai 1 
by the micros co pi culler a&iae irradiations that would prompt him, the 
linguist, to assent to *i&bbit* 9 even thou^i this conjecture rests 
wholly on samples where the irradiations concerned can at best be 
ha&ar&ed merely to be pretty much alike* («*w, p.j/1.;

afterward*, he says that aithou^a he has spoken on3y of visual 

stimulation*, 'we should bria^ the other aeiisea in on a par with vision, 

identitying stimulatioris not with juat ocular irradiation pattern* but with 

theae and the various barrages of other ften&ea, separately and ia all 

a/nchroaou* combinationa. Berhap* we can paas over the detail of thi«* f

} Unfortunate J^t he aee&4 to pa** aver the detail ouch too blithely.

that the irradiation* will be ' pretty much alike* would seen to 

be hazardous for *uojie. Again there is the possibility of intz'oducing 

hypotheaea that would affect all the peat of the translating,

Qoe ^ualiTicatioii that i« siade about the sti^ulatiQiie and about which h* 

aeema ^uite adaisant is that they ue non-verbal. (Cf, ^Ot pp.26 and 32. j 

He ^ivea no clear indication of why he makes this qualification, but one 

would guess that the reason is that he wants to exclude things like 

'"GavaisjsA1* a»sa*i* :jl . __ /^ Xe give the meaning in this way would be to 

con/use what he was tryii^ to do in the first place* ouppoaedj^y, it is not 

3&rt of tiie empirical situation with which the sentence is linked. Of course 

this does not help us in understanding what he n«ans by 'empirical '« ffcrt 

of what would surely be considered verbal stimulation would soes? relevant. 

^uine hicisfcii' later speaks of t^ose stimulations 'that incorporate verbal 

hints from native kLbitsers, * (10, p»37«) X'hese are cases where the
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stimulation includes the ^reacnt&tion of 'a byata^der pointing to an ill- 

gliapsed object and saying *£avagaifV (iC> p»37«) £his would seem to 

be just what he had earlier intended to eliminate — a verbal stimulation* 

liven those stimulations which are purely verbal would sometimes seem relevant 

wuua always to be considered* It ffliuht be tii&t 'kavafsJ. 1 E©ans l|e has 

Yoicf* iJL s/fe'&M ^-tb ^n ^ ccqnt^ She ha^ nioQ handyr»i.n^ (if it i« 

a viau&l stiEUlation of written material), or oven £hat is a sentence or 

That .sentence has flyjr wor§^. Th«*e ar© all sentences requiring observations 

involving verbal stiumlation*, -e often want to say something about someone *s 

speech, and pej&aps this is to be diatiiiguisafed from tain^a we say about 

language or meaning. But this distinction is not made by x uir.e, and I 

suapect that he would not want to talk about meaning and therefore would not 

a-.ake such a distinction*

I4evfcrtli«lesa, he does discuss a distinction between verbal stiiriul&tioiui 

whicii rterely consist of words and verbal stimulations of '"second intention" 

•• i.e, f when besides consisting of words they are about words.* («0, p,4$«) 

But he gives up this distinction, because, as he a ays, * |~i] t is not easy to 

find a beiiavioral criterion of secon4^intention*t (W0f p»49«) ^or this 

reason, 4iine must disregard all 'verbally contaminated stimulations 1 * 

Unfortunately, this results in an overly narrow notion of stimulation, 

which would sees to eliminate some important cases such as determining ?&ether 

something is a word or sentence*

Stijsuii, a* vague as they are, can fee given & jirecise interpretation 

and be intersubjectiveJy checked by determining the physical forces impinging 

on our bodies* iferhaps this Kind of precision was what ^uioe was seeking
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when he spoke of the f pattern of chromatic irradiation of the eye 1 * This 

is something that could conceivably be measured with the development of 

technology. At the present t however, we can only make conjectures and 

guasses, which in turn rl^it allow in unwanted hypotheses, Nevertheless , 

irradiation patterns would not seea to be what he wants anyway. They are 

certainty not what we would ordinarily call stimulations, and there could 

be irradiation patterns without perception or visual sensation, althou$i 

it is perception or visual sensation in which he aa*%* interested. And yet 

it is Just here than intersubjeetive checks do become difficult. In any 

ease, irradiation patterns sees: irrelevant first because they are nore 

precise than Intel-subjective checks allow and secondly because they are 

not the kind of thing that *uine obviously wants*

In view of these difficulties, it would s@em useful to introduce an 

analogy, which will allow us to ignore the difficulties for now, 1 think 

^uinc's needs and intentions can be met by supposing that a visual stimulation 

is Ilka a photograph who**; boundaries are those of our visual field at the 

time* If we further i&ftfLne the photograi&s to be translucent, they can be 

held up to the li$it and compared, Biotogr&i&lG slides are a good enou$» 

approximation for our analogy here* Keeping this analogy in mind, we can 

now turn to ^uine'* nation of stimulus

,,e have already seen from th« quotation above what ,uine calls 'the

of a crude concept of empirical iaeaning»' (WO, p,32.) Two 

utterances are said to have the same empirical meaning if tho SOZIQ ir­ 

radiations prompt assent and dissent when the two are queried* lie then
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£iv*S this the technical mm 'stimulus canine'* this he defines as
. ' '; > • '. •_;>» <: -»i

foliowsj'""

.«• may begin by defining the affjapatjlve at^ulu^ g^fftiffi of a sentence 
such as 'CJavagai', for a given speafeer, as the class c*f all the 
stimulations (hene© evolving ocular irradiation patterns between 
properly timed blindfoldings) that would prompt his assent. 1 ore 
explicitly... a stimulation <r belongs to the affirmative stimulus 
jBeaning of a sentence S for a given speaker if and only if then* is 
a stimulation <j'»uch that if the speaker were given <r* , then were 
asked 5-, then were given o- , and then were aaked £ again, he would 
dissent the first time and assent the s econd. »e say define the 
negative stimulus meaning siedlftrly with 'assent' and 'dissent 1 
Interchanged, and then define the stimulus peaajyaff as the ordered 
pair of the t*o» («Q, pp»32-33,)

f he reason for both assent a.-'d dissent in the explicit statessent is 

that, as xuina points out earlier, the s entenoe being queried miglit be 'one 

rather to the effect that someone la away tracking a giraffe. * 'AH day 

long the native will assent to It whenever asked, under all zranner of 

irrelevant attendant stimulations; and on another day he will dissent 

froro it under the sjose irrelevant stiEmlatlons, ' (feOf p«30») djviously 

what he mnts are only relevant stlmlatlons in some sense of 'relevance* 

th&t will have to be specified* A* he adds Immediately afterwards, *[i]t 

is important to know that In the ease of *6«v»giai?* the mbblt-presentlng 

stimulations actually prompt the assent, and that the others actually prompt 

the dissent,' (W€, p.30*)

Previously he had spoken of eliciting (the tern used by the stimulus- 

respansfc pqyeholfcglsts) assent and dissent, but this is clearly inappropriate. 

It would not do for se to request assent (or dissent) after I said 'Gavagai?' 

l*his would lively elicit assent (or dissent), but it would not tell ae any­ 

thing further about 'Gevagal', Also as ^uine points out, the ^uery itself is
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an iaportant part of i&at elicits the assent or dissent, and yet we would 

not want the query to be part of the stimulus nooning, uhat ^uine seems 

to want (when he a peaks of prompting) is some means of determining those 

situations in which an utterance finds its appropriate application* ?he 

problem is that to do this is to know the correct use of the sentence 

uttered, which would seem to necessitate that one alre&dV knew the meaning 

of the sentence — exactly that which one is trying to determine*

His formal solution to this problem is to spring a new stimulation 

(This is another example of his odd use of 'stimulation*.) on the native 

and see if he gets the opposite response. Perhaps this would work as long 

as the native has not changed his mind, is not being difficult, or is not 

being threatened by a man with a gun or even &o&e kind of witchcraft. 

Again this seems to involve more risks than iuine could allow himself to 

take. Quine remarks, however, that ' |i]n practice the linguist will 

usually settle these questions of causality, This shows that he is still 

attached to the psychologists' notion of eliciting, however tentatively, 

by intuitive judgment based on details of the native's behavior: his 

scanning noveicenta, his sudden look of recognition, and the like.* (fCy 

P»30.) Again this practice sdgit be quite acceptable for anyone but Quine. 

la a later footnote, he claims that he has been 'startled to find ay use 

of "intuitive* aisconstrued 1 . I am startled to find hi® adopting its use 

at all, for he adds in the note that *[b]y an intuitive account 1 K«an one 

in which terms are used in habitual ways, without reflecting on how they 

ai^it be defined or what presuppositions they migit conceal'. (.,., p.36a«j 

Does this seaan that the intuitive jud^ent about what prompts assent or
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disaent might introduce presuppositions or analytical hypotheses ut a very 

early stage? I see no reason why not, and this say infect his whole 

investigation. The best that I can do is to mark this down as another 

trouble-point &nd proceed with a discussion of the important notion of 

stimulus

As we saw earlier, the stimulus meaning is the ordered pair of the po&i- 

tive stimulus meaning and the negative atinrnlus r;eanin&« /aid these in 

turn were defined as the class of all stimulations tiiat would prompt 

assuiit &ad dissuut reftpectively. «.e is then careful to point out that a 

stimulation ffiust be conceived as 'a universal, a repe&table event form* 

rather than a dated particular event. (uCf p.34-«; Mi* reason for saving 

this is that if they were dated events rather than universals the class 

'would have to be a class of events which largely did not and will not 

happen, but which would prompt assent to jtae se^teacJ if they were to 

happen* 1 (*G, p.34») 5i&&t &• does not s^em to realii,© is t^at under ai^y 

reasonable interpretation of his notion of a stimulation the same would 

be true for stimulations as universals as well. There will be an infinite' 

number of uiiior (or major; ch&ages in i^ost stimulations such that they would 

still prompt the saiae response whatever the & ©ntence that is being ^ueri*dt 

Jfo cfeange ia so saall tiiat it can be ignored when one is dealing with an 

unknown language that ffiigj.it e&body a conceptual scheme completely foreigi 

to any of those wita whiai eoe mi^t be familiar^

So far 1 have assumed that the stimulations would be universtil in every 

respect. «jhat I ass suggesting is that cjoy two particular events or the 

aaaie event fons would in ©very way be (palit&tively identical. This is a 

Stringent demand, but the oniy alternative would seem to be to pick out the
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relevant ffcatuiv* and clasaity particular situations according to *x«8« 

•••Ron feature which in relevant to th« sentsne© beln^ queried. Thin appears 

to b« what win*; is recofflwading wh«m h« talks about th« dispositional 

&§p«et of stimulus steaming. *£**» prftfcl** about dispositions Is bow the
4

linguist would jqqjp what would prompt the imtive to assent or dissent,

claims that th«r* is not really a ]iroblesi h«r9 any ir.ore than 

la in ^viiowing that a bit of sugstr would dissolve If put in wator. the 

onljf dlfferwaec, according to \>uln« t Is tfeat hera the di*TtoaitioB t« 

of as*€mtl2*£ to or dissenting fron & sentence tfhen variously stirulatcd. 

Amd ho adds timt 'we are familiar enough in a gorwml waj with how on« sets 

about £U£Saiii£, rroat judicious teat a and samples and observed urdf0nsltl@af 

whttaar thors is a dlapoaltioa of a specified sort» f (*?0, p,34») 

the observed u»lfoitilti«* would proirld® us with the eonditlons for 

dispoaitiona or, in other words, tne relevant fixtures.

At thia iX>ittt, * v*ry «fcrioas probl^st arises for si\iiri«t and that 

wl-mt the obaeiv»d «rilforailti»a ar«. Consider a reiy BlBi.|-d« cms®, ouch a» 

that of say.ln0 fSquar« f (to ua« an wssjepl® Xik* thos© of ,.tiin«)* tifh&t Is 

in cotnijon between all the rtlssulations that wmald proapt assent to th«

not rl^tit*angledn

To r^ture. to th« analogy that 1 suggested bafbr»f not all photographic 

slides r®pr©s*atl»g our visual fi«ld at Vb» tises wh®n w© wor^ observing; 

squares trauld b* idsnticsa with r*»p*€t to a^y angles or relative lengths

I* IQT r«8arkfi h«r« haw boen aidad by dlacuaslons with.
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of line ae$EentB, Hor could we add that we would know what the object 

would look like if we were to turn it. This would fee to treat it as au 

object, thus imposing our own conceptual schei&e on the native, JUrthert 

it is the stimulations and not our expectations that ax-e involved in the 

definition of stimulus neoning, thus making it unjustifi&bl© to speak of 

what would happen if certain changes were to occur. If the definition 

is not adequate for '^^uore'ji how can we abject it to be adequate Tor some- 

thing as complicated as '^bit* or even 'Cyclotron 1 ? Sur^Jy, there is 

Httle uniformity in the stimulations we have of rabbits if we think of 

the stimulations as being like phot0£ra|&ic slides, fhe backs of rabbits 

are jaucii different from the fronts of rabbits, even though we know they 

are just different views of the sa&e thing* But auiiie would ii&v@ to say 

that we know this because of our conceptual scheme,

Looking at these cases aore precisely, we should have to say that there 

are numerous uniformities, in fact an infinite number* Between afiy two 

slides we could find an infinite number of similarities, even if ii nere 

nothing more than that there is so&othlng 3^2 metres to the right of the 

white spot, 'i'hls raises a very general problem for *ui&e* According to trie 

procedures that ^uine sets out, the linguist could never k^g*. which of the 

infinite number of uniiormities were the relevant ones, This imk@3 it 

laposslble for him to kno» what it is about any class of stimulations that 

would prompt assent. In other words, he would never be able to determine 

what the stimulus meaning of a sentence is. Of oours® linguists do determine 

these kinds of things, but th« only way that they oan do it is by making 

guesses at what prompts assent and dissent* At ^uine says, they look for 

'tempting coaanon traits 1 * (10, p,4^.) But this is just the Kind of thing
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presuppositions which will affect tha conceptual scheme iu^t is attributed 

tb« motives* ^Vtin if we were to imagine certain limits to the perceptual

of the natives ami thus to their stimulations such that the number 

of uniformities would be finite, there would still be so rranY uniforaities 

that it would be virtually impossible for the linguist to know which it is 

that ia responsible for the prompting, The osJ^ tiling that we can do in 

MiiiMEilHioe with vuine's suggestions ia to impose some conceptual scheme on 

tha natives, and we are given no reason to suspect that they hn.ve any 

particular conceptual scheme*

•'• ISven if w* uad SOKHS particul&r reason to mak© certain ^esses such as a 

well-jrounded belief that all human beings think that the basic objects of 

the universe are physical objects, the problems would still be enonsous. 

there would be observation sentences like That 1 ® funny.' and fThat tastes 

goou* 1 , wnloti would aurely imke guessing ratliar difficult^ SUu^ different 

tilings can bo funny and many different foods taste good* le would b«g luci^ 

to find interesting uniforffiitiea, nnd we would Hkoly havo a different 

sense of humour and different pleasures of taste*

fhere are other sentences which would probably be sii&ilar^ confusing,. 

There ia a general problem of the nethod tliat could be used for determining 

tfec stltiUlus jiie&nii'ig of sentences with first or second person pronouns »' 

If the lln£ui*t wanted to know the stisiulus meaning of the native's sentence 

*I an in the boat, 1 , he could not query 'I am in the boat?'. He would have 

to learn the use of th© pronouns as w$ll as a few variation of verbs, 

This seer s to me to add a few acre insuperable problems to tae whole task, 

Iven if we were to fir.d another method of determining the sticailus meaning
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for sentences like 'X am here.* and *You are with roe. 1 . These could be 

said in practically any situation which the linguist could observe* The 

am can be said for extremely general observation sentences like •There- 

is something, *„ In fact, a problem with these is that there would 1>€ almost 

no stlnailation that would prompt dissent. There is far too little to 

distinguish these froc .standing sentences, to which one assents or which 

one dissents independent of one's stimulations* ?ery general observation 

sentences are applicable in almost any situation in a way similar to 

standing sentences, This Is wny a sentence which is used in a wide variety 

of situations cannot be put in the elass of observation sentences with a 

wide- variety of stimulations like those 1 hart* mentioned above* It 

instead be a standing sentence*

vii, Tfce laafflssibililff. of T.ranalation I la julne ' ' •

The problems of tmiislation are cleari/ enoxmous at all stages of the 

process* I think I have shown that ^line's proposals are not onJy practically 

but also theoretically impossible. There are the numerous occasions whan 

the linguist has to sake guesses involving presuppositions or hypotheses 

according to what see&s 'convenient*, Kven the situation i^Aglned seems soirie- 

wh&t ausj-ect, but then the linguist mak@s ^ocsses about the |hone%es of the 

language, about what constitutes assent and dissent, about what a 

gHaulation is, a"bout what prompts a stimulation,, and about the uniformities 

of stimulations, fo these guesses one can. add a number of difficulties

which I have not discussed. A difficulty that arises froia giving so much 

importance to assent and dissent is that inuch then dopends upon the questions
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the linguist asks «nd Ui« aituatisns in which he aafc* them. He must 

decide what and when to ask, but other than his previous hypotheses there 

Mft no grounds for these decisions on© way or the other. ?urther, as vuine 

points out,incoherent behaviour ia possible (wfO, p«55n),but he later adds 

'that one's interlocutor's silliness, beyond a certain point, is less likely 

tuan bad trauslatioji', (*'0f p«39») ifcrh&ps this is wiae in the practical 

situation, but it seems risky for .uine, who does not want to introduce any 

analytical hypotheses in the early stages of translation. uine also 

suggests that long sentences might be rdsunderstood. (Of* WO, pp.49 and 5o.) 

If we are allowed to ignore some sentences as possible instances of incouer- 

ance, silliness, or misunderstanding, it will be ©vsn easier to impose our 

own concer^tual scheme on a language on which we i?ould haye so little 

evidence,

.jaother problem arises when he is speaking about the 'modulus' of 

StiBuii.t:.or, which is th@ bound for what is to 'count as s ©cious present', 

or in other words 'the length of stimulations eounttA AS current 1 * (i :.0f 

p«28.) Hers he speaks of contulting our'eonvenience' in determining the 

aodulua, but this is surely quastionable when there is a possibility of a 

&L££<areiice in conceptual schemes, It is £uit© likely that our CQnmni*ace 

will net be the native's convenience, we must also be careful of our 

expectations, which again sd^it lead us quite astray because of our 

conceptual scheme, ^uine, for example, sugeests that the linguist will 

be 'much influenced by hi» nftturgJL expectation that any people in rabbit 

couiitiy would nave gpg^ i>rief expression that could in the long run ba best 

translated simply as "l-abbit*.* (*0, p.40.) Sucii an exr«ctation ai^it lead 

hi» »itrey if it is true that there is a South .American language spoken in
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an area ifoere there are numerous kinds of parrots but which has no general 

word for 'parrot'. In th© face of all these difficulties and -uine's 

attempt to exclude analytical hypotheses at tb« ©*rly stages, it would seem 

that something more ia needed than ^uat a 'aigoiflcant approximation 1 , 

(ff. WO, p.40») .Hextiape ;uine is even admitting th© practical impossibility

*h@n he say a that 'nobody's stimulus meaning of "Bachelor" would ever be 

auitaoly inventoried'. («o, p*43.) The taak indeed seei^s to be impossible 

in practice,

i'he task seems to b© theoretically impossible as well. Aa .Jttin^ tells us, 

the linguist's conjectures about stimulus meaning are f never experiment ally 

exhausted'. (wO, p.43«) rhey can not be, as I pointed out above, because 

there are an infinite number of uuii'ormitic/s aaonij; the stimulations in any 

claas of stimulations that would be used to define the stimulus meaning of 

an utterance, .it would b© theoretically impossible to complete the testing 

of this infinite number of uniformities.

' It is important to point out, however, that ^uine hiiaaelf claiss timt 

there will be uncertainty in th© translation of observation sentences. (Of. 

£0, p»60») And he remark* earlier that there is a point where the 'ideal 

becomes illusory'* ( *c, p.51.) lie does not realize how important it ia 

for him to meet this ideal and how illusory it is. Failing the ideal, he 

will not have , howa us that there is an indeter^iaacj of translation nor 

that there is a distinction between stimulus meaning and that %hich ia 

contributed by analytical hypotheses. To see this more clearly, something

•Ore will have to be said about why he thinks radical translation will be 

indeterminate, 7
'!•«.».•-•
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and the Indeterminacy of Terma .^ : .-••-.-. . • 

has been said already to make it clear tuat the stimulus 

of an utterance will not necessarily be what ia ordinarily coa§iid*red 

the nieaning of that utterance. If a 'rabbit-fty f were partly responsible 

for assent, it would be included in the stiiaulua waning of f abb it' but 

certainly not in the meaning (^w&atever that is} of '..*fcbbii' 9 ,-Jaere ar* 

even greater differences when one considers standing sentences like 'A 

triangle is a three-sided rectilinear figure.'• In gwtwral, no stimulations 

would prospt this utterance, but clearly it does have a meaning, lw ,,

Cue of %uiii$ a central points, however, is taat the difference is even 

more radical* As he claims, '[sltimulus synonyi^ of the occasion santujacea 

"Qavaoai" and M !»bbit rt does not even guarantee that ";j***$*l* aad w rabbit W . A. 

are coextensive t©rc,s, tenr.s true of the same things.' (iVC, p.51.) *Hint 

he ftug&ests is that for all we know the term 'gavagai 1 migfct not apply to 

rabbits as we trould expect but to 'i&re ata^s, or brief temporal ,it|pi»rite, 

of rabbits' or fall and sundry undetached r^arts of rabbits 1 or 'trie fusion, 

in G-oodiran's sense, of all rabbits* or*ven *rabbithood f ^ (W, pp«51-52.)

his claim is tliat ia all these cases, and poasibly otiiors as well, tiie ,** ** f '< .-if1 *'

stimulus meaning of the one-H»ord sentence ('iJava^ai 1 ) wo'oia be the same.

It is interesting to note at this point that . v uine thinks that the 

sentences and terms are different in this respect* ii« ftftyft tiiat
oand 'Rabbit 1 are synoi^ymoua as sentences but not as tenat* But surely if

+ '«0f p«37> i'or a discussion of ti*is inventco.
« This suggests tliat fruiii€j's indetermJuiacy of ti^ar.slation is an

indeterminacy of the trsuislaticn of words, but it is sentences that 
,,.w« translate and not words» .;«x.«f.... . ; .; -
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the term 'gava^ai 1 meant the ffeiion o£, SiiL ^bfr-JA-*.* the 8 «ntence 'Gavagai 1 

would mean sonirfehing like ^ jfee, fusion.. o£ aJJ, rabbits. ,hatever one says 

about ;:;«anin^, it would a«em that one would h&v« to at^ that the seaning 

of a word is the n.$aning tliat it lias in a sentence and that this partially 

determines the meaning of the sentence* The same problems that arise about 

the meaning of the tares would also arise about the meaning of the sentences. 

This is why 1 said earlier that I thought the aaai© problems would arise 

whether the utterances were interpreted as sentences or as terns* ^rhaps 

in both cases the stimulus meaning f&Ha short of the a-.esning itself. This 

is something we must investigate farther. In any case, if this la true of 

one it is true of the other. They stand and fall together in this respect*

So 'the question we want to investigate now is whether & native expres&ion 

can be variously interpreted aa rabbit, rabbit stage, fusion of all rabbits, 

or flhstever* Are all of these equally compatible with the stteulua meaning 

of th® expression? First hearing the expression 'G-avagai' in a situation 

where the re ia a rabbit, oae could equally interpret it as f :,abbit* f f ltabbit 

Stage 1 , 'ondctitci^ed parts of a rabbit*, etc* There would be nothing in the 

situation to distinguish these interpretations. ^uine f s remarks are relevant 

here, and I shall quote hia at length:

t'oint to a rabbit and you have pointed to a stage «f a rabbit, to an 
integral part of a rabbit, to the rabbit fusion, and to where 
rabbithood is smnifested. Point to an integral part of a rabbit and 
you have pointed again to this reje&ining four sorts of things; and so 
oii around* Nothing not distinguished in stimulus &eanin£ itself is to 
be difitiAbUished by ^ointiu^, unless the pointing ia accompanied by 
questions of identity and diversity: 'Is this the same gavagai as 
that'.', *->o we -;avc iiere one ga/a^ai or two: 1 . »..ucii questioning requirei 

" of the linguist a command of the native language far beyond anything 
that we iiavc as ,>t,'t sscn iioir to accouut * : or* (.sC, pp,^..:-^3.j

It is quitv Urute tu^t in oointing to a rabbit one ii^s also pointed to a sta^e
„" ' -/ .:/-.. .atiwt..- •.,.•;';. i, . ' •.....,• ,. • **
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of a rabbitf etc., but I do not think that this shows that such distinctions 

are not o&de by stimulus meaning*

*• find the means of distinction in exactly those sentences which .uine, 

I think unjustifiably, disregard*. If we want to know whether a gavagai 

is an individual rabbit as opposed to jrabbithood or the fusion of all 

rabbit a, all we have to do is ask whetuer there are tiro rabbits when we 

see two rabbits* ^uine maintains that sueh 'questioning requires of the 

linguist a command, of the native language far beyond anything that we have 

as yet seen how to account for* * Is it so complicated to ask in the corres­ 

ponding language aojaethin$ equivalent to 1'wo rabbitsV 1 or *A rabbit V 1 ? 

If we can determine trie etiifiulus aeoning of an expression corresponding 

to Bachelor', surely we should be able to determine the stimulus meaning 

of an expression corresponding to one of ours containing & numeral, a 

definite article, or the word 'saio®** it is also ele&r that sueh expressions 

would iiave stimulus leanings and that they would be different from other 

expressions in which those ite^ui do not appear* there are clearly stimulat­ 

ions which would prompt assent to *A rabbit* bat not to Two rabbits 4* they 

would be exactly those stimulations in which there appeared only one rabbit. 

In spoken ...n&iisu anyway, onu would also expect a- person to say (l'wo 

rabbits* rather than §A rabbit 1 when there are two. If rabbits are 

scampering past, we are quite likely to indicate how ma^y there are? *A 

rabbit; I*ook, two. Ho, threej*

The important consideration behind all of thia is that we have to observe 

how many rabbits there are arid whether any of th©B are the s ac;e as those we 

saw before. Sentences about the number or Id&ntity of things before us are 

observational sentences in an ordinary &en&& as well as wh&t would seeis to
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t>e ^ulne't sense. We can query eueti sentences, because tnej are uttered 

in different situations, and because of this tney will have different 

stiiru4.ua meanings. rhe classes of stimulations that will prompt assent 

*•* dissent will be different. This shows us that the two 

corresponding to 'A rabbit* and *Two rabbits' are different 

sentences with different stimulus meanings, and it further shows us that 

the reference of the tens 'gavagai* is something that can be counted* oui 

this, for examine, distinguishes it from the fusion of all rabbits* 

84aUar m^aris can be found to nake distinctions between all of the other 

pairs of interpretations, thus, C:tiin* has failed to show us that 'texvui 

and reference ara local to our conceptual acheae. 1 («0, p»53«) Iheae 

can be distinguished alon^ with occasion sentences ar4. sti&uluii ^aning 

wiiicii he clftlns 'are general coin*, !

feat ^uine did was to show us that there are situations where in 

pointing to a rabbit we are also pointing to a rabbit stage, etc* In fact, 

this seems to be time of any particul&r situation where v& could be said to 

be pointin^ to & rabbit* £ut this just shows the disadvantage of pointing* 

there are also situations where in pointing to white WQ are also pointing 

to an animal a» well as a rabbit. It goes the other way too. In pointing 

to a rabbit, we are also painting to an animal as well aa white. ,;isdlarl«y, 

in pointing to a bottle we could be pointing to asilk, milk in a bottle, a 

bottle, white, *e. The only difference between cases li: c these and 

s li !<m those suggested by Cuine is perhaps that in uine f s case one 

points to ail of tne things in an/ particular situation, while in the other 

cases one points to all of the things in only some particular situations. 

j& interesting, but what is important lor ^ulne's remarks is that
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we are dealing iirith a class of stimulations rather than particular stiemla- 

tions, Gnce we realise this, we see that a distinction con be niade between 

terrs with different references. Synonyry of tern:a will be shown by stimulus 

meaning, contrary to what ^uin® has maintained* And it will not do to 

contend that '[w]® could equate a native expression with any of the disparate 

Ba&Liah terias H rabbit % ''rabbit stage 11 , Mundetached rabbit part", etc,, and 

still, by oompeiisatorily juggling the translation of mmuric&l identity arid

•••ociated particules, preserve conformity to atinmlus meanings of occasion

•euteneat* 9 (WO, p*54») %+ have already seen that the stimulus meanings 

of occasion sentences with different modifiers do not conform io each 

other, and I s«e no way to ju$&Ie the modifiers such that the stimulus 

K&aninga would conform to each other* it least here tnere is no doubt 

concerning; the reference of the tsrros once one determines the stimulus

1'iie view chat I have been criticizing is essential to a number of other 

views in feuine's discussion, however, ^d it is worth looking at some of

now, ^ulne wants to hold that there is an indeterminacy of translation 

conoernine the terms of a language and their reference* Supposedly thers 

is no evidence to tell us that a native tene means 'rabbit 1 , 'rabbit sta^e 1 , 

or whatever. <*e could onOy make guesses about tills, and even then there 

would be no evidence that our guesses were ri$it or wrong, aimt I have 

tried to show above is that there is evidence and at least in this respect 

there is no indetensin&ey of translation*

According to ^uine, the my tiie linguist does translate wnere there is 

indetcrrrdnacy is by putting forward certain ariaj/tlca^ terpothegea which



292.

conform to the sr-efch- dispositions of th§ native speakers and tue inl'onaation 

fctucu is derived Troia tx&se dispositions » -ut as we have seen, again 

according to vuine, there in an indeterminacy, which means that there will 

alternative and equally adequate seta of analytical hypotheses. A» 

puts it, '|_fjroa tne point of view of a theory of translational

Ui* fioat a$t4£de taiiic atoout tn« analytical hypotheses is that they 

nytiiin^ implicit in axy native's diapoaitions to speech behavior1, 

thus they providd *% «ay of catapulting onuself into th* ju^S^® lan^^age 

the aOK&ntus of the horns language. 1 (fCf p. 70.) 

In his earlier article, fculne spoke of the analytical hypotheses as

«»$ w.Jicii woold @^uat% the words in one iaagu&ge to the words in 

otuer. I>ut in his book he sa^s that the analytical hy^theses along 

ifith auxiliary definitions will * constitute the linguist's juzi£:l©-to-» 

English dictionary and gjpaaaiiar. f (*.0, p»70.) He than adds that their 

loriL i$ 'ijw^vci'ial 1 , aithoy^h he does single out the equation of Ta native 

word or const ruction to a hypothetical .English equivalent 1 as one foxic*

ji it is store interesting to know some of the things that the analyt-
-; •

ie&l hypotheses are supposed to do« C&& oi t^& most importa^it functions to 

icU he .draws attention is that of St^pantin^ a sentence into its component

3, ^xactly \«hat he &eans iiere is ratiier unclear. SwttiaMS it is 

rather explicit that the analytical hypotheses are supposed to divide 

a sentence into words. He says, for example, that lw&ava$&i", tiay or iuay 

not la *&M& ena be parsed a& a string w* $@veml ^ortlo, u.w^uudiaK on ou^'s
;_, i •• .•! -•.-.-.. . ...«-,.. ..... .

eventual choice of analytical hypotheses 1 , (i^O, p.62«) But this sort of 

thing could be done by stimulus meaning rather than ^y analytical hypotheses.
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can aak of an inscription or of an utterance how s»any words it ha». This, 

of course, would be asking about verb&i stimulations but in a way that would 

surely do no harm. >*• then nave a means of establishing obvervation 

sentences which would in turn allow us to segjaent a sentence into its words. 

This method is confirmed "by Quine fs view mentioned much later in the book 

that '[wjords, or their inscriptions, unlike points , miles, clasps, and 

the rest, are tangible objects of the aise so popular in the u.arket. lace, 

where men of unlike conceptual schemes communicate at their best, f (*0, p. 

272.) Since we con observe these tangible objects, we can also sagpent j 

sentences solely with the help of stimulus aeaning*

Cairetlines vuine suggeats that it is something other than words into 

which the analytical hypotheses segment sentences, lie often speaks of ternyi 

rather than words and says, for example, that * stimulus E&anings never 

suffice to determine even what words are terms, if any, muds less what terms 

are coextensive. f ($0t p.70.) Earlier, he spoke of stimulus aynonyu^ 

being 'powerless to equate terms'. (&Q, p«54«) these remarks surest that 

analytical hypotheses determine terras rather than words, which ara already 

known by observation. If there is a distinction here, however, Quine does 

not oaks it clear. He does make it explicit that both 'red 1 and 'rabbit 1 

are tercs, althou$* perhaps he would w^u»t to exclude words like 'of 1 , 'a', 

and 'sake 1 , iie simply does not tell us what toe distinction is or how ther« 

could be a distinction here which would be important to analytical hypotheses, 

It does seem to be easy enough to segment sentences in a lan^uage one is ' 

translating, and even the possibility of differences does not seem to arise.

Everyone »eesi» to divide Latin inscriptions (whertr there were no spaces or 

lower case letters) into the saw© words, nor do there even s ear. to be



possible alternative, TlMkff* ar* ea»as like 'field work* wfcere there 

be diaa£re«&ient a*;d alternatives, but this kind of eaae is su2*e3^ 

uoiaportant. 1

the analytical hyjpotUeaes do not **0wsnt sentences into their
!- . ." '--.,, [#. /. • V. ' , . '•'••''-

but instead merely equate the components with components in the
:*•, •

hoa© laa^^ia^e. Sv«n then £1' 1* difficult to see how analytical 

would be iec<saaary» If there aro ixideed a number of oae-word

taitiii TK& could @^u&ta tua tun^B in the c^i'rcs^/uadi..^ scnt^-.ctiii iii tlie 

t-.at liave been *u^e»teci above^ This wou!4 proride us with a nutter of 

ecjustlons (or h^.rpotheaes if that le what they are to "be called here) from 

we could then derive others, -for example, we eould guicJd^- learn

i'oi-i.s like *Xa@j^ id a*,»« f and *'^mt i$ &*•»,% and from W.ese it 

vould be an eaa/ step to l^&mia^ ti;e tcn;,a for all obaeiY&aled*
. -'*!.," - f . • *'••',- ,, ,' ' *'.'•• '

So far we hare not found an explicit function for analytical byjwt&e®est

nor is it clear what they would do at all in making up the 'linguist'» 

junsle-to-^n^lish dictionary and grammar 1 , i«e, the manual for translation* 

••e have sesn 'tiiat tiiere are i^ypotLeaea at all levels to ida^e the linguist 

but we hair© not "been shewn that th©re are hypotheses that play quit* the 

roles tliat xiine is

1, ^.uliie ab-ows that Le agrees with this in ais eonner-its about word, 
so dentations in dictioncirius. ^ee .,•.„•, p»/>.



293.

OUPfSfc

8MAKES ABOUT f SA»»Wif ICW AED ABOWP THE THESIS

rran3l.fit.ioa

In the last chapter, 1 tried to show how va^ue and even confused Q

are on stimulua meaning and analytical hypotheses. J have suggested 

that these notions will not serve t-ne purposes for which they were intended, 

it is interesting to aee, however, what he thinks follows from these reoarks 

about atiimxlus moaning and analytical hypotheses* He says, for tJisejple, 

that * [t Jnere can be no doubt that riv&l syataaA of analytical hypoth®»@» 

can fit th« totality of apeech behavior to perfection, and can fit the 

totality of dia^oaiwioua to ape-eon beuavior aa w«ill, and still apeciiy 

smtu&lly incoffijiatibl« translations of count leas aentencea insuscentlble
• ... ','..-,'•.*

of lndeT>«ndent control, 1 (&Qf p. 72,) Certainly his remarks about 'oowntlesa 

(cf. iiC, pp,73 and 77) sentences finding different equivalents in th« 

language to which thqy are translatfed aees «Xh$&erated. In the last ciiapter, 

we found no cases where there would be incompatible variants,

Hevertneless, ^ulne thinloi that these rival ay items may dictate Hranftlati 

eacii of whidx would be excluded by the other system of translation* INro such 

tranalationa might even b« patently contrary in truth value, provided there 

is no atiisulatioia Uiat would encourage assent to either, 1 (#0, pp*73-74,)
'..•'si. •'. .. .-''•> "j,-... '-. »• •*". '. :'- , •. :• 'i.v.'-." -„ : • '....:'

Certainly ^wo sucii translations would be incompatible, but then I doubt
' ' •' ••"'•;''• • ' ' •• • ; ft "! 5 ' •• .;...-.

that we »oultt call then both translations. If there were two translations 

of the aajae native sentence which wer<§ contrary in truth valu®, we would 

then be able to a**y in Mo» Q^t^jo,_ .oj>JLl<^»- that tue native said something



which could be both true and false at the saae tijn*, ^his is a

the translation we could »ay that the .-Active said

two

could be given in the Qratio PpJ^iauiJ. as tbft OfttKlag of what"•» 4MpgpMI^^^^^^V t^^p^^^^^^^^^^"^^"^

was a&id, but 1 doubt that ^ulne would want to br®ak the IAW of excluded

in this way.

U&A&& no other su^gestioaaJ ^Wwt how two translations of eoually 

but rival a^Bt-^a m^ui- we uacu^mtlbl^p and it is olixietut 

to M« IMMT there could o« a^y intctrwatiag «»aa«<& in waieh tills ^oalu bt; 

true. (Cf course, there could bd synoii/sioua t^nslations, but tiiis would 

not bo. intui>i»at_ag, iior wo^uld ^uin« &ea«pt thegi as iiicomijatibltf. (Gf« A09 

.If two muau&^.s dlficreu in a al^ililc^iiv tf^ la ui«f xviiuxtiu^ • -• 

taal tiiey g^ire oi" on« nativt Stti.-teuce, we urould jpo to the

of tii* B&tiv« spealKi* to determine Aicb of the t

(if either) was corroot. it ai^at take a long tise to decide . oa® w&y or 

ti*w otuer, but Ai* »«» wtjj^ fiUrt«<?KLu*d »• would contiinue to observe their ;; ••

toay^our until w^ did iiuu out which was cori^ct, •• ' • • ••-- - ; '-• • • 

would seem to b^ a final arbitrer is th« juO^»s«nt of bilinguals. 

aoc a allow tJaat tht JJUiguist can btfoome a biliagati hisself by 

learning the la^iguagc as an iufant would (of. i»of pp»47 aoid 71 >, but this t 

accardijig to ^uiiw* f uo«s aot giv« th« liiig**ist a speci^Al .position in 

comjjMttMf Alternative traii^latiojis. ifcr -iUiaa^, f Qygii our bilJu^u.l, when 

h« brings oiT tranalationa not allowed for (by stimulus ^easing) , must do
9

so by essentially the method of analytical hypotheses, however unconscious, 1 

(«^, p.71») iil» 'point is then toat another bilin^al could nave a semntic 

oorrslttion iricoiapatible with the first bilingual 's without dtjviatinf; from
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the first bilingual in his speech dis petitions within either

exeep<t in his djapoaitions to traoalate. f (tOt f«74«) 1* approve of

diataatfc ior uncritical aientaliatic theories of ide&a and agre* 

c ia uot aa id&iitic&i idea, 4a the bilingual 'a *~ind ex/re a a ed by 

both the sentence and its translation, (Cf» *0t p»7W ^t the alternative 

is not to say that the bilingual doe* not feBtV the referesaa; of the teraf 

in his languages, whiou is wUat ^vdne must aay i* * it: n»&*rea the point whicii

Ijf tlNr® is seust' to sa^i^ tav,.t a ward r^rers to i-a>M.t*i<od rather tuan 

individual i«bbitt then the bilixi^ai (if h& is a true bilingual) should 

be etble to ciake aense of it ajad isake tii«r distinction in his otlier language 

&4 '*^JL-, iuie a^ulo. almost ou a cilt^rion fur a ptreon bei^c ^ bilingual* 

At i^aat the uiliiiouai 3aoiuu oe abl^ uo t&ll u« wuui, ,uu cgr^^ct tranal^tion 

Is, and h* would not be' accep%a)4ie aa & translator if. lift were to cone up .-. 

with alterziative but incompatible trtuialatioiuu •>**.., ,,;.^-.,-v;': ,v ;.•••-.

we c^-» »*»e Uiat ^uiae'a firat poiiit about the possibility of actually

uaeatabllahed.

ua with no exajnpl^s oi' iiieou^tible ftaauals, nor has he 

5! yen us reason to believe, tk*** Uian tfuld be ii.c«»jpiiitible WL^U&IB« One 

nanuol might ;,roduce a miatiunslation uad then have to be adjuated, but 

thia i® cot Ui§ Aii4«. oi' i^eQ^.^wiDiii.^ ^uiu* «a» considering. This

of iAcoifijpatibJLS flMMftia does fiu^ent & fleceral point, however. 

find &n iaMMIf«libllit/ f we «ill want to inv«atig&t<* the 

of tnere Deifi^ a aiatranslation because of vroog guea.?<$« that 

early on. Uonaidering &11 01 w*e ^ueaoea taat the linguist 

ioroed to c:^^ 6 yea ua ^ulute'a ^ro^§*il»» it would a&es that any

I



could, and probably would force «f ta alter one of our previous hypotheses. 

l..c._.. . tibillty of tranalationa would th*m always b© due to an inaccuracy 

of translation r&t*i«r th*e aft |jj»liintiin'icy of tranalation, Thia ^.om 

J*ttly how crucial th» linguist 'a early » risks 1 w«r*»

ivifhey are also crucial for :«in© f s second poiat that tht» i» * distinct­ 

ion between stimulus a^anln^ and that which is contributed by the analytical 

lf$0i&&8^8, ,ttine thought that Aiia nation of stimulus mcanint woviid isolate 

'a eort of net eox^r^ctl import of each of various single sentences without 

t^^te to the ccntAining theory 1 . (.0, pp.34-35.) '^u» to thought that 

'[ojb aervation »ent«nc** peel nicely; their eeaTiin^s, atir.ulus meaning, 

absolutfe and free of reaidu&i verbal taint « 9 (£0, p«76.) if it 

net for the gu*eaes tu&t tae liu^uist ^-^ucs ri^t fron the beginning* 

nt; could IU4U0I * aharp distinction between c-m_ Irxciil and non-emiJ.ri«l

* But aa 1 have tried to show the gueases are necewary (without them 

it is an iiapoafibie taak to translate the ianguag©), and therefore \juiae *a 

distinction oaoxiot be o&4&* <^ vwiiie oica«Jli' iuta pointed out, 'a few oarly 

t>i1ytica.l hypothaaes caz-iy th» lin^-uiat ao far 1 , and 'one faila to note the 

free prior decisions to which thea® data owe their si^iif

I have tried to do is to x^oint out these prior

a« tii^ir atceaaity and th«a?tby point out the bankruptcy of ...ulne's 

diatinotion betwoen sti^tuus meaoiu^ i-uu tua
' 't, •.:,.: 'v--;,£ i 1 . "*•-•.;..:•..,.:- ,•-...„ ": • ; .::.."'v^ .-••••'': y% •' ;

by our analytical hypotheses or conceptual '
- ,;' ,-jfrt •' •; . . , '-. - ..'' •",••.;-

In the end on« wonders if -nine does not give some premonition of the 

of tranalation himself, :.e ap«aka of oogimte word foruis and

cultures ttidia# &ud 4*e&&Mfeting tiisttiisl&tion, .oocauao of these aida,

he apoke of radical translation* but is twia not to surest that tiiere is



a correct translation which m iwriTt at more <pi*kly IT /a various 

aiAftV tie also s£ea)oj of 'one's success with analytical iiypotheses boing 

due to real kinship of outlook on the part of the natives and ourselves 1 

(WQf p»77), as if there were a differeiia* between success and failure in 

relation to the analytical hypotheses. One wonders if these are not 

hyi?othese$ which oaa be aoiifian «4 or falsified i*nd about which one ean 

definite conclusioris, Cth^rwise, why would they be called hypotuaiMNI?

I think ihe riew h© will haw to tak© about translation will be parallel 

to th& (me hu t&k&s about understanding vdiat a child iseana t^ its terms* 

^9 says that a cLild mi^it d«t^elop curtain ; is con captions ,-boul our terms- 

and tii&t Wfc 'sd^at well not detect, f p_y a ifeHfe< his ciiacoaceptiun* and 

tiiat the 'variant rlsconeeptlon could, ««Io^ ftf^jjffi. ^po^ur^'. (l'Qt jp«93* 

ciy ^mphadis,) 1 would not disagree that uilsta.kes oan go woaoticod - both 

those of the child and those of the translator - but still, thsy are mistakes 

and should b® r@cogoi£@d as euca4 ^uiii* JU ri^it m^n an dug^tsts thalk, ' , . 

tbax-e is a correct traaslatjfc«s% but uai'ortunatfcly tliis is contrary to the ' 

itiriklng views he waated, to advance about tue indetcxninac^ of translation, 

and it is tnese views •tl-.at 1 have been attacking* •

li. the nettejrgip.cy1*. of .
. . .,

In spite of the failure of ,julne*s attempt to prove the
.•" ;'.. A, :*<~,'^-' *'"••"• *& : - •- '; "' ,. *:" t8 ?' 1" -:-• i

of radical translation, I think there are other less exciting views that 

are sugeestsd by his remarks aEd that deserve further attention, There are

some fidstakes and indetenolnacies in our speech that do go ur<notioed for
.j. .....

a long time and have long escaped exposure, These are indeteiwinacies 

about reference as well. In chapter C above, I haw already ismutioned the
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caae of the word 'a^ech', where aometiatt* It Is iaaetenalnate what wt 

ffi&aat wUitt we talked about apeeck, It is clour t -at th« woHl la «mbi£uoua, 

felt JUttHjf the aobi^uity ..CUR bt t**Uy r« solved. it «U1 be worth looidag 

tijt.few oUier cases which udgnt raiae e4*t tf tfc* Uod* »f probleme wfcicfc 

trouble ^uinev,

the incUsterminafiiy will Involve a vagueness that is i^obabl/ not 

i^Of^e aoBtotisiea say, for exaffipiu, that »ci«nce ia iMaOrid« 

a c octant la ^.rouau^y ^oasii,/ ::ila^ui^u.f but *u-_t is iui^ortaut for ua 

la tiiat t£i€ iseaaiAg of 'aciance* is surely unclear and ci^it nun«ber 

of different thlrig*. In this c&*« I dc no, think it would help us to resolve 

the indeterminacy. There arw oth«dr cases wiiei*e i-ue ii:deteri:iiaj.c/ will be*

cs te two VQI^ oifltam^ "tai^0a"« it is ci^^r what ia • 

miwti aoi-eout; a«^/» 'C^ea tb* door* * or f uo through wn^t door* ' and that 

the word *door* irea^.s two diff&rcrit tiiingtt in th« two c«aj*«* % Itet other 

hand, if aoiEeone say a *^e ia near the door,', it ia likely to be iiidetereiinate 

91* taw i*o se^aoa oi 'owcr' is ito&Mit« ^ u*v<* u^ur-v, it ^aid tll*l 

ifc uo aiffweace in tne r^i'&rtiaee of ttMl »oi-d 'pr^aiitffl* ia The 

ent is nex^»* ai.d Cut* president ia elected by the •leetarel 

T3ais may b& ri^it f but 1 think &oai of ua fetl taac tiiere mi^t be

when sonieorite ft«^a Vhe president xivca in the ahite House, 

tiiure oitn ua ev%A* iaoits intereatin^ ii^c^wi-aiiuicioa of

In relation to ^uine's remarks, ne sc^etiaes apeak «f the aoon bein^ a 

aliver on the horisoa, althou^a we mi^it also spaak of the moon as 

iii£ as only a aliver 01- that we c^in onij sot t. siivor of the r-oon. In

one caae, it aou»4s «a thou^t^ Uie word ^oon 1 refers to an appearance, while\ '
in tat- other caa« it sse»a to refer to an object, it ia iikeiy taut
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reference of 'moon* is indeterminate between these two in other content*. 

Mother case tuat oom«a to fidnd is that of a*yia& that we ahoulU Ilk* to 

see more of a person, e»g« a fashion model, ^Q«BS 'peraou 1 hit?* a difi'*r«nt 

reference here when we mean that we should like to see the person siore 

often from when we mean that we should likts to se* the per seal In & bikini? 

1 have not seen this suggested, but the difference in reference is an 

interesting one If th#re is this difference* >ua*i with auou & differ*Ace» 

tiiere will again be occasions wh*r* there will be an indeterniwiqy of refer­ 

ence or meaning,

The important point that I ssa&© much eaxlier about 'speech* is tii.at we 

can be explicit when we want to bt. The aa&e Is true about all of 

other caaes that I have mentioned above. If 1 v»aut to bi* pi*ecl&e, 1
\

Ji;ak© it clear exactly ttfhat the reference of &i\y jparticul&r teri^ is. But 

more ha* to be said about wriat we are doing nhen We do thla. It should be 

clear that when 1 spoke of the io&aterninaqy of these differsut words 1 

waa a peaking of their ia determinate on ]-«krticiilfeir o@e«u£«.oris lu .xirticuld.r 

utterances. It is not that the nattning of the particular wora typ*^ la 

indeterminate* There are many utterances in which we /mow exactly mat 

the word iaeans, ^.nd the meaning la difierezit in different ut-vtii-aactsa, 

jurtiiermore, «^iea 1 said that we e&n be more explicit wlian we wtuit to b®, 

this me.ant that we could produce another utterance where tc\e :..«tining of 

tiie word concerned is quit© explicit a&d not indst«nBlnate«

A qtiastlon now arises about how we are to understand what ha-pens when 

produce this new utterance* On* suggestion would be taat tlie utterance which 

waa originally Indeterminate is mde determinate by the new, acplicit 

utterance* There are, of course, occasions when this would b* the case*



I »ay that someone is ssaking a door, it nigit not to* cl«*r to others 

even thou^b, it ia clear to me whether I ;iean tiiat ha Is icnooklng a hole in 

fc»«* asU.1 or fitting a wood ;«iiiftl with hingM* In thii caee, I e&a s<ake it 

clear to others wuat 1 did mean when 1 auid that son-tonv is making a door. 

Hi «Mpfi 1 have been considering, however, are sll^tly difftertnfe In that 

ttoft ijpter himself ia not able to be more explicit about what b* ft***! 

wiitsn he said what he aid. »e can be jaore explicit than he was before, 

but ac cwiot ^u aoi-e «js,|4icit u»out mu-w *LO iaid be*ore. *^i« brings into 

doubt whotuer it ia a^propidate to say that it Is Indi%«rBilWl« •. whi ch of 

1te %f» (or mor©} ineanings the speaker ^eaa* o» ti^ -particular occasion. 

3$ i would b© odd to sa^' tlvat heaeont either the paiinsl that swin£« open or 

Uoi* iu t»a« wa.ll but timt tii&re is no way to dscid«* which* fhe way to 

out *iuit he 8J»feat ia to ask uiaf acd 11' he does not choose either one 

or both h© did aoi M«ii eitiier one or both. SoBdtiue* «» M^f -%blnb3 without 

&i\/tJtxing ut all, evun tuou^i uric woi-da we say r-'©an «oft9ttdag«

, it, ia the words which xuin.u is ii,i;*f«vfe»d i/i anywsjy, and

, 'to correct l£itcrpi^t<a.tioa kJL^it be tiiat the

( i^tii@r tl^n tat afMfctr** MMtae) i* made dfeturatoftt* by the 

apirt «^>Iicit utterance. But tfctt* one wants to know h«« «n& would fete rr.ine 

the meaning of the original utterance which was supposedly incite terminate •. 

t ,if |'**"xitt<i to the apea^r 1 ^ ^ttanin^ In & my analogous to -uine^s 

one migiit sa^r that this ±a just th^ point and tiiat the meaning of 

j$$»rance is indeteminat* - it can mean either one thing or th» other * 

but there- is no my for our finding out which. Ctot would tn«n give two

Mutually incompatible ^)ara>-4iva««a both of srhicn will fit all the apeeeh• ^ #.
and. ula posit ion* to dp^ecii &eka.Yiour ai* fche apeaker. i'o take
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of the door, we could "paraphrase" tht utterance *He is near the 

door. 1 by both *He ia near the doorway. f and 'He is near the svdngia/; panel.'. 

Thttt two "paraifcrases" are alearly inequivalent, even though in general 

the;/ would both be true whenever the original utterance is true. ^ven so 

one could imagine occasions when tii* ittcomjtotibilit,y would be such tuat 

the two utterances would hate different truth values, /or example, ix»£in« 

the speaker not knowing that the door ia off its hinges and far awa^y.

It should fee dear that this case is analogous to but not the a&eie as 

.uirie'a case of 'Gavmgai 1 * I an not contending that tiie meaning of the 

EG4*2,ish word •door* is indeterminate as .jiine was eaatejuiing tuat tii@ 

meaning of the native word '^avagRi* la indeterminate* xt is onij ti.at 

the word 'door 1 is ambiguous and th&t there are soee articular contexts 

where it is unclear what neaning should be assigned to the word token.

In iay own case, however, I think it is wrong to sa/ limt it is 

indeterminate which of the two iseaniiigs aiioula be an.ri^jieu to Uie particulcir 

0«curr«ne6 of the word. It is not that we cannot be sure which of t,« 

two meanings it has. It does not have either of tnem. This oceans that 

neither of the two utterances suggested* above are really iarmpuraa^a, 

Thej could onJjr both be para^irases if they both seast the sa^s thiu& as 

the original utterance, Imt then they would also hav© to ixean the same thing 

as each other, ihich they do not. 'leaning the same as 1 is a transitive 

relation, and this shows us that tne two new utterances cannot both oe 

paraphi^ases of (i.e. mean the same as) the original utt^raiic©.

I sia fUrtiier contending that neither of the aew uttersnees ia a paraphrase 

of the original. T^erhapS one thing that mialeads us is the belief that 

every word token must have a clear meaning assigned to it. :*e do not seem



to think this about the word token which IB the entry in the dictionary, 

we do seem to think thia about otner tokens. An analogy might uelp hers* 

i*arj^y on w&tn * etilld haa ft very aaiaH vocabulary including the word (if it 

is to be ©ailed that) 'milk', it will often utter this "word" in vastly, ; 

different circumstance*. Sometimes it will want some rnilk or a bottle of 

milk, other times it will identify what is in the bottle, and sometimes it 

will just be showing off its speech, ^his variety of circumstances is not 

important, out what is important is tiiat it would be misleading to say that 

the meaning of the child's utterances is indeterminate* It is not that 

what he sa^a means either 'container of milk'f *»ilk stage % 'adlk fusion 1 , 

or whatever* It does not mean any of these tilings* The meaning is not 

determined in any of these ways* and in that sense it is iadeterminatefS * 

but then it is also indeterminate with respect to Aether or not he likes 

sdlk* In both cases, it is not that we cannot determine the meaning but 

that there is no meaning to be determined. Of course there sometimes is a 

meaning* but then, th&t is determined* I would »«y the seoue thing about - y
• - , (.'...-,'• t i*''-" . • . • - :•,.'•••• v * • ''.:- ••• '. L j

case of the door. In the particular utterance the word does not have the
"• : 't»v •«.>'" ••-•••;'•> '• "•••..*'••' .;," • '.. •'..";; •',--•;.;--, .v . v--—•••% .-.. • •. .^,<-.^..:'-.-,^,. 

meaning that was suggested must be determined. In general it has ir>eaning.

for the utterance to be understood, and we should not look for more

than what is there* 

The example of the child can also tail us a bit mors about 4 uine's
. ...•:••* vV „,«.•••;'• ,..'/. ,j-"i.;\v.- -'.'• ' •'•.•••^•.'•^ •. .-. .';. , ; ' i. ••'.-arv; ••!:.• , .•••.,• • •;.••'•-.V ..,', '..;••,. •*.; :.;..v." •-•••:--.

reroarks. In the case of the child, not only is it wron^; to aay th&t the
*''•'''"'''' - '.^r; '.• I, 1 ',

meaning of any utterance 'milk* is indeterminate, but it is also wrong to 

say that the "word" type •milk 1 is indeterminate, even though it is not
•, v - "" '

deteriuiiiate in certain wayst it is not that we do not know which of
•, •:>,- f rv*. '•*« --ni'- 1 ** •'•'•'* ''-.-,':, s ••* t- ,• -r***^**' r •••''••.,.•..; ••• • •. - , >. •''.-.,
several meanings the child's "word" has* it does not have any of these
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unless thtt* is a waning ^ieh can b^ uet^iminiid irosi what tn« 

child says or sd$it «wi^. If there is going to t* * difference of meaning 

tfeen it will liars to be a different* tfcat makes a difference. The same 

will be true of vuine's case of 'gara^a! 1 * It a«y be that it me&na either 

rabbit individual or rabbit stage, or it may mean neither* but whether it 

roana eitlior or neither t&e aseaninfc is determinate, ami vfo&t canaot be 

determined ia not part of the meaning* In other words, if a word has a 

'•M&lttg the cleaning ia detenoinatey f^nd if the Keaning is determinate it 

ia

••v.-t-X think %ttin€, in aprd and ^jj>j.ect_, wavera oetween aayiiig that words hay® 

determinate r^aninga which are indetarstiriable and aaylng that it ia 

difficult to detensioB the meaning of a -word. The former thesis is exciting 

but wrong* The latter theaia is correct but not so striidja^, although I 

think, it is interesting and important enou^i to give leads for further work 

in the philosophy of language. •• .•,..•* • • - •• -•••••• . -"• .-. - •'•/

ili., S|>in@ _Con.cludjlrtR "lenarlrs . ftb.o.ut.. ..the. The

•Xtecfe of what I have said in this chapter, however, has been tangential 

to the focus, of this work* I discussed some of .euine's views, because ae
. ...; ,^v<s> :• .. •:• i ,•,=•• *.-• - '• • • - ., ..

tried to ahow that along with an indeterminacy of translation tnere is an
•..* :-.-;•• "..:.ii;' L-'-Jkt •"'. tfi*- %&»i ^-:^.- "-.•*'. --.-• ';•.... ,•'"., 

iaMMHOinacy of conceptual •cheates used by the speakers of language ». 1

hare tried to ahow t?iat there Is IndettnRlnacy of neither translation nor 

conceptual schemes. The case of translation will be no different fitsat that 

of ^-arapbraaei so just as there ia no indeterminacy of para wi rase t)s©r« is
ft-, i \ "• • • :•.*• ,-A»«-»tj-- '; *,'••• _.V, i . ' '.-• •;';•'• „ .- .:'•••'• «-„••••.• • •

• . , • • • *f •••'.-•» . '- « :

no indetei«to*sy of translation* It may soEetisas be difilcult to determine
', -.jf-y-. -?>•"'. .•.•»"•'."•;*• v^'^'.fcli' ' '•' : ;.•:../•/: s '•'-'' «r • '
tbt correct p&raj&raae or correct translation, but this Is a much different 

problem. The iaportarit thing li that we will not be able to determine
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the correct paraphrase .or translation until we havo first detenrdiiGd tue 

meaning of the original as well as ioat of the suggested paraphrases and 

translations. Once we iiave done that we just connect those linguistic * 

itfla* that have the same meaning*

I hare said much less about conceptual schemes pertly because it isA-.., •"
difficult to know what they ere and partly because %uine says so little about 

them* The imjjortant tiling is that if different people are supposed to 

have diffeant conceptual schemes on© would expect this to be reflected in 

sose kind of difference in what they think or say* In the previous 

chapter, I tried to show that the differences .uine was considering would 

be reflected by a difference in what .peoj&e would sayt i'hia is not to 

suggest that all are not equally able to use whatever conceptual scne&e they 

like. It is only that if there Is such a thing as a conceptual scheme it 

should be reflected in what is thought or said when it is being used* 

Quine has not suggested that there is any difference that speakers can think 

but not say, so even if there were a difference which is not reflected in 

what they think and say, it would not affect whatever we think or s^y about 

th» relativity thesis, w* have been interested in ^iat effect language 

might have on our thinking* and *ulne has not shown us any effect*

Something that vuine has pointed out to us, however, is the importance of 

the a&nteaee, or posslb3y even larger units, in arriving at a translation,
,..., . .. .. ... -- W

and this is sOBJething that 4ees ieem t« be in agreement with what linguists 

do* One linguist, in talking about linguistic field work, has given the 

following cooTintoUoGj 'In t$xtu&l feoiUysis 1 have found the following
: ' •'* * "' " '"" " '•' - ' - ' "./,!/',-,'•'. ',' • •- - 1 '" •

pqrucedures useful: (1) I first obtain a free translation of the whole text;
f ; ^ -. ; • • . : .-,•',••'

I obtain a sentence translation; (3) 1 obtain a word by word



307.

tr&nslationV ?he agreement, of course, is only to the extent that it

ia said to be more difficult to determine the meaning of a word than that
2 of a sentence. It is sometimes even said that some words are 'untranslatable 1,

but I think nhat is aeant la that there is no simple formula correlating ft

word iia the translating language with the word In the language being
3translated.* It is not that the meaning cannot b© determined fey the speaker

of the' translating language* f o put this another way, it has been said 

that the concordance will not be preserved in a translation but that the 

content will be.

It should be reiseubered now that w© were eoneerhftd about the translation

of sentences and not about the correspondence of words. 1 have argued 

that anything can be said in any language, and this is about sentences 

rather than about words. «e have looked at translation for oountsrexaiaples 

to a$r original thesis. If we had found a sentence in one language that 

eould not b@ translated into another language, then w« would have found 

some tiling which could be said in one language and not in another. Such a 

counterexample would have been 1 nt&rj&ting to the relativity thesis of 

language, but so far we have not found one.

The case can b© u«ad« ouch stronger, however. It can be seen that there 

are no cguntt. rexavples to be found at all. Take any sentence from one

t . henry, Jules, *A Method for l*earaijig to Talk i^indtive j^anguitg^s, f
. 42 (194;J): 03^-041 (p. 63 7) as Quoted in:

Herbert P. ihilllps, * problems of iraiislation amd Meaning in ileld .vork 1
1o (1939-60):

2. Cf. ralinowski, B. f Corajl (;ardens and, their Ma.^le> vol.2 (Hew York: 
uaerioaa,

3. Gf. Nida, ,ug;ene • «, '.-jnalysis of I'eanlug and Dictionary faking',
Journal of /ggerioan LimaiiatiicB. 24 (1^:>b;, -o.292.

»>«c: uongacre, ; ,.-., 'IteiaA in Context - .Cheir Jearing on Translation 
Tht-ory 1 , -oannoa^. ^4 (1958;:



300*

and consider what it would be to aii«w that It is uatx*fi»lata,ble» 

can show that it ia difficult to translate or that all the best bi~

have not yet found a translation for it, but even this would not 
-enough* '^slfi&ve $einte<! etst earlier, there are an infinite answer of 

sentences in any language, and an infinite number of things can bo aaid in 
sip languag*. We vill never be able to ehe ok every sentence, whicli 
that there will always be the possibility that there is a sentence 
we tafttf wst etieclred and which will ' .-serve as a translation, ®«r not

a trejialatlor only aliowa st noat a lack of imagination or ingenuity

on our part rattier thaa fee lack of a tranalation in the 

• felling the exiatenca of a covmterexaisple to wy original tiiesis tiiat 

anytbteg'- eea be a«tld in a?^r languare, I shall allow the former arguments to 

stand, {face it is accepted that anything can be said in a«$f language, it 

should be seen ttmt at^ytliing that can be said in on« langu/ag^ can be 

'HMMilated into any other lan&ua^e« One merely correlates the two sentences 

which say the sajsa thing In the different languages • It may b^ difficult 

to find th* correct translation, but this is different fro® thei^e not being 
one, - " ;;; - " •'-•'"' •' = •--" '""• " .

g siffllfi-r sti^it be aaid about conceptual schemes, although 1 have

tried to show that this notion is not a clear oue« It may bt difficult to 

«tiS*ge frosa one eonoe^'t»l senem© to another, for example to change froa 

telkii:^ about individuals to talking about the fusion, I hope what I have 

said above n&s IKW shown that tiJLs is possible even thou^i it may ba

1, fhis point i?ra8 au-..;eated to me by discussion witfc Jahr*
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difficult. F*rhar* it would seam unnatural to ask whether one gallery -.ad 

h«rfNWMi(it (in to* se;;3e of square foota£j») than another, but What I

triea to show is Uuat it is uncle rat aud&Dle, It is also undetstand&ble 

ftfcftl .,£ 414-34 eould grow up learning onJL^- the ssorda for properties and not 

t£os« for objects, "t is unlikely because it would surety »ak« cosaunication 

diffioiUt, but a^ain 1 have not bet-n concerned with unlikeliness find 

difficulty, ,.. , , ,

.-: In ftjrgud&g tnat t-ere are no necessary limit at ions on what can be said 

and thought by the speakers of any langaagt, I have not w&rrted to surest 

that ther« anould not be concern about eoffismnieatioii efficlencj, word

o,ciiiont vocabulary size, etc, There is indeed worjc to be done here 

no dUnd^t fhilosopnicca work && w&li, i lmv@ ar^uwc. ^^ginst & group of 

views about •Uiere bciag a neeessai^y relation between linguistic and non- 

linguistic factors, but at tinges I have suggested that there ait Other views 

about non-HGi©cassary relations which jdL^t b@ quite correct. Perhaps Hida 

is ri^it when h& s^/s tnat the 'vocabuXaxy x'el&tinjg to the focus of the

culture Is pror-ortionately more exhaustive than that which refers to notifooal
•j 

fsatures^* Aether or aot h® is ri$it, however, will d0,pand upon

thesis being put in & way which is mu<£i less vague. Even so it does 

some indication and lias ^ra-etionJl importai*c@ as we saw in tapir's work. 

There are also tii© correlatea on the individual level, althou^i the case is 

a bit different tiMWp®. If so:^©oae is interested in & subject, he is
%

to develop his vocabulary relating t© that subject. On the other hand,

1. .iidtt, '.juO/ais of ;canii.^ and
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familiar, and in It-earning these words ha migjit develop an interest in the 

Safejoct to which, they relate, there seents to fce no simple formula, even 

thou^i, there ar* indications and prospects for further work, there ini$it 

•1*0 be relations between lan^ia&e and music or.language and folk literature 

or whatever. ;;nd it ia probmbiy obvioua that in general, tliere will fcs a 

relation between what reople §ay and what they do, but this kind of relation 

will haire to t>« fntvitl^ited at a »u^i different level.

I have tried to suggest some of thesa prospects for further work particular* 

ly in L-y discussion of the work boin^ <ion€ bj ^Ciiaebfcr^ but mf Qain concern 

in thia discussion has been with the necessary illations between linguistic 

and non-linguistic factors and son^ of tfee rei&ted fhiloso^iic-'l problems, 

There are clearly a nusiber of other related and iapgrtant x 

problems to b* dealt witn. 1 h&y$ d^&it lith onj^ & i'ew of the 

problemsf but i hope in the end 1 can at least be said to her* made a
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contain* a liftt of tKo»« feao&s **£ artt«l»» »hloh mr* 

important in writing tbia tfeeai** Thoe« itamt w^iich art found In th« 

out uot iii the* bibliography am glyon full citation 1& t&«

. t ructure o^ | l>aru'.ya tre i Kti^Lin^a la 
the .'feUosoiA/ of

«w fork? ffe*

*!*&§ fha I'beop- of.S.ixsech and,..kangua^e» Oxford:

MnMiitfc ill ifiitiitiiCtuart, ffciMMfcA.atrilAaa4.ftzu |«ndaa{ Ciiattc

London;

nee. Chica^j Oni?. of ^hicage ^»*7T952«

^^Cx^tuya^ Chieagil Uuiv. of Chicago 

la Culture and
and
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gQRC»i?tT»I Thinking. London: Cambridge Unif. 
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