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THE DEMISE OF THE WHORF HYPOTHESIS
(A Majnr Revisioan in the History »>f Linguisties)

--Danny K.H. Alford (UCB)*

In the course »>f the evolutisn >f academic discip-
lines, it is imperative that os2pen-minded schd>lars exam-
ine the ro22ts o>f major controversies central to the
history »>f th>se disciplines. This is espa2ciallv true
during perinds which Thomas Kuhn characterizes in The
Structure of Scientific Revolutisns as the confusion
which precedes paradigm-shifts. It has becom= increas-
inglv oSbvious that linguistics in the late 1970's is in
3 state of both theoretical and meth>dnloigical confu-
siosn, primarily brought about by the neglect »f meaning
and the oSmissian »>f culture in the study »f language.
711 Perhaps it is time t> revisit ideas which intrigued
pre-Chomskyan linguists, but were subsequently maligned
and discarded.

Tonight I shall attempt to2 set the historical
record straight concerning Benijamin Lee Whorf.
Linguists toaday find themselves in a quandary regarding
Whorf, intrigued by his suggestions yet forced t7 re-
ject what has coim2 t> be known as the Whorf >r Sapir-
Whorf Hypothesis. Almost every discussioin absut Whorf
in the literature of linguistics and related fields is
negative in character, and argues for substantial re-
jectinsn of this Whorf Hypothesis (although most of the
harshest critics indicate desire t> keep the aquestioan
pen).

As Paul Kav recently painted sut (personal commun-
ication), it is as much in vogue toaday t> b2 anti-Whorf
as it was to2 be prao-Whorf in the early '50s. Take, for
example, the attitude of David Premack, who annsunced
during the 1975 New York Conference sn the Origins and
Evolution »f Language and Speech (Harnad 1976:606) that

The Whorfian hypithesis is attractive, but n»t
because of the evidence that suppdrts it. As 2
matter of fact, most of the evidenca gones in the
oppisite direction.... coantra Whorf: all the
evidence runs against Whorf...
Compare with Premack's attitude that of Harry Hoiijer
during a 1953 Whorf coanference (Hoijer 1954:230) at the
conclusion 2f Jd>seph Greenberg's argument against
Whorf's suppised reasoning processes:
I must enter again an asbjection to what I consider
t> be 2 vulgarization of Whorf's work, and T refer
you to his material.
The objection is as valid today as it was then, and
equally applicable t5 all mistaken identificatiosns of




486

Whorf's stated views with the s3-called "Whorf Hy-
p>thesis". Indeed, as this presentation will demon-
strate, Whorf's >wn statements decisively refute the
Whorf Hypothesis, which was generated odnly later in the
criticel writings. First let us examine the nature »f
the Whorf Hypothesis as it is discussed in the litera-
ture.

I. THE WHORF HYPOTHESIS

W2 must begin with the realization that Whorf nav-
er selected »out >f his vast number o»f provocative and
intuitive insights int> language, thinking, culture,
behavior, psych>logy and conscisusness, any specifie
few t> be labelled "the Whorf Hypothesis". That such a
narrowing of attentiosn has taken place at all is both
an injustice and a formidable barrier to new
linguists--especially since almost all references t5
the Who>rf Hypnthesis are negative. Who narrowed the
attention in this way? Roger Brown seems t> think Eric
Lenneberg was respinsible, stating in his recent
"Reference” article (1976:158):

Lenneberg in 1953 really said all that was neces-
sary. Whorf appeared to5 put forward tw> hy-
p>theses:

1. Structural differences between language sys-
tems will, 1in general, be paralleled by non-
linguistic cognitive differences, >f an unspeci-
fied sort, in the native speakers of the language.

2. The structure of anyone's native language
strongly influsnces »>r fully determines the
world-view he will acquire as he 1learns the
language.

The first hypothesis does 199sely correspond t»>
Whorf's linguistic relativity principle. The second,
however, 1is the basis of what has come to be called
linguistic determinism. Cole and Scribner, in Culture
and Thought: A Psycholagical Introduction (197L4:071),
elaborated these tw> hypditheses twenty years later,
although reducing them to sne hypothesis containing two
propdlsitions:

The Whorfian hypathesis >f the 1language-
cognition relationship actually contains tw> pro-
po>sitions which are best analyzad separately. The
first maintains that the world is differently
experienced and conceived 1in different language
communities. This propdsition has come t> be
known as linguistic relativity. The secoand propo-
sitisn goes beyodnd the simple statement that there
are differences 1in cognition associated with
differences in language to claim that 1language
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actually causes these differences. This doctrine
of linguistic determinism is essentially a concep-
tion of a sne-way causal sequence among cognitive
processes with language playing the directing
role.
We see how firmly this determinism 1is 1linked with
Whorf's notion of relativity in Herbert Landar's
Language and Culture text (1965:216):
In advance confutation »>f Whorfian relativism,
Sapir added, "Nor can I believe that culture and
language are in any true sense causally related.
Leaving aside for the moment Whorf's stated principle
>f linguistic relativity, we sha2ll label determinism
the first dosctrine >f the Whorf Hypothesis. At issue
here is whether Whorf himself espiused this determinism
as, e.g., Dan Slobin claims in his bI9k
Psycholinguistics (1971:122):
The strong form--often espousad by Whorf
himself--h>1ds that 1language determines thought
and behavior patterns...
Slobin's statement introduces an impoartant set o»f con-
trastive terms--the stroang versus weak versions of the
Whorf Hypothesis. Major critics <contend that the
strong versioan correspands to Whorf's views and is
untenable, whereas they themselves subscribe t> the
weak version which is, in Slobin's wards, "usually held
today in one way 3r another" (cf. Brown 1976; Berlin
and Kay 1969; C»sle and Scribner 1974; Leech 1974; Sl>-
bin 1971; Taylor 1976.) Geoffrey Leech demonstrates a
po>pular tactic in his Semantics text (1974:31):
Various arguments can be advanced against the
Sapir-Whoarf pasition., If we t22k up an extreme
version...
He then refutes the extreme o>r strong version and never
returns to the sbjective of advancing argumants against
the Sapir-Whorf position per se; this 1is normally
called the strawman technique of argumentation. At
issue here is whether Whoarf espoused what critiecs have
called the strong version(s) o»f the Whorf Hypoathesis.
The second doctrine we shall <call perception-
shaping. Premack made this the s>le basis >f his vehe-
ment denunciation of Whorf:
As a2 matter of fact, most >f the evidence goes in
the oppdysite directiosn, that 1linguistic skill
depends very, very heavily updn a pre-existing
perceptual capacity.
According t» Premack, then, Whorf claimed that percep-
tion is 1linguistically shaped. Mare than 1likely,
Premack had in mind Berlin and XKay's Basic Color Terms
experiments, which are often cited as having disproved
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the strong foarm 5% the Whorf Hypothesis. Barlin and
Kay state in their opening paragraph (1969:1):
The prevailing doctrine »f American linguists and
anthropslogists has, in this century,.-b=en that »f
extreme linguistic relativitv. Briefly. the dore-
trine of extreme linguistic relativity holds that
each language perfoirms th=2 coding of exparience
int2 s»>und in 2 unigue manner. Hence, =each
language 1s semantically arbitrary relative %>
every other Janguage. According to> this view, *he
search for semantic universals 1is fruitless in
principle. The doictrine is chiefly ass>ciated in
America with the names of Edward Sapir and B. L.
Whorf., Propoinents >f this view frequently offer
2s a paradigm example the a2lleged total semantic
arbitrariness >f ths lexical cading 2f cilor.
The fro2tnote £5 this passage demonstrates with relevant
gquotations that Verne Ray, H.A. Gleas>n, Bohannan,
Eugene Nida and »thers discuss in their interpretations
2f tha Whorf Hypothesis the arbitrariness »f ths seg-
mentatisn 2f the co2lor spectrum as pro>f of the Whorfi-
an principle »f linguistic relativity. Conspicudusly
absent are citatiosns from either Sapir sr Whorf, with
whom this doctrine is clzimed t» be chiefly associated.
At issu2 here is whether Whorf indeed ever espoused the
linguistic shaping of perception.

The third doetrine >f the Whorf Hypothesis »>ften
found in the critical literature is that »f 1language
nontranslatability. Briefly, Coyle and Scribner
(1974:43) state the strong versisn as holding that "the
absenca or presence »f a lexical distinction can be
taken as an indicatosr of a corresponding perceptual or
conceptual distinction,"” after which they argue that
this 1is patently false by Whorf's o>wn 1linguistic
behavisr in his ability t> translate the many Eskimo
terms for snow intd> English phrases. We shall examine
later Whorf's statements about translations between
languages.

The fourth doctrine of the Whorf Hypothesis con-
cerns the charge that Whorf was guilty »>f circularity
of evidence. Roger Brown (1976:304) voyices this common
complaint as:

The problem with Whoarf's data is simply that they
are entirely linguistic; he nesither collected nor
repdrted any non-linguistic data and yet all »of
his assertions...imply the existence aof non-
linguistic cognitive differences. 2] As the case
stands in Whoarf's o>wn writings, differences of
linguistic structure are said to correspond with
differences of a non-linguistic kind, but the only
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evidence faor these latter is the linguistic evi-

d2nce with which h2 began,
T> recapitulate: we have seen four majoar doctrines of
the Whorf Hypothesis found in the critical literature.
Whorf stands accused »>f the f>llowing: a) espousing
causal determination and strong forms S>f the Whorf
Hypsthesis in Jppdsition £5 the critics' weak versions:
b) espousing that language shapes 251or perception: )
espousing absd>lute nontranslatability between widely
different languages because »f the lack >f lexical dis-
tinctions: and d) presenting onlv linguistic data.
which leads t2 circularity >f evidence.

Whorf's 1linguistic relativity principle CANNOT be
considered a part of the Whorf Hypothesis since, £to my
knowledge, ndt a single critic has discussad this prin-
ciple per s= withosut confusing it with sne 5f these
four doctrines »o>f interpretation. Let us from this
p>int 95n clearly distinguish Whoarf's dWn stated
linguistic relativity principle from the Whorf Hy -
p>thesis doctrines found in ths critical 1literature
written after his death. Now we shall see from Whorf's
ywn wirds--written a generatisn or more befdre the
Whorf Hypothesis doctrinas were fornulated--that he
stands innocent >f all four critical accusations.

IT. WHORF REFUTES THE WHORF HYPOTHESIS

It must be remembered that Whorf's death in 1941
precluded any direct answers t5 his critics 5f the
1950s, '60s and '70s. That the Whorf Hyopdthssis doc-
trines were formed s5 long after Whorf's final words
were written suggests, at the very least, that its for-
mulators were guilty »>f serisusly biased misinterpreta-
tion. How this kind »>f misinteroretation mav s> con-
sistentlv come absut concerns nat just conceptual
filtering, but multi-lavered filtering as orities in-
terpret and add to other critiecs' interpretations.
until finallv dependence on the oSriginal thoughts 1is
abandonead altogether.

A. CAUSAL DETERMINISM AND STRONG VERSIONS

Although Whorf named and stated (formally and
informallv) the linguistic relativity principle, [3]
there is no> record »>f his s> stating an eguivalent
principle of determinism. Had Wharf espsused causal
determinism 2s charged earlier by Cdole and Scribner.
Landar. and Slobin. he wdould have found it necessarv to
conceptuallv separate language from culture in srder to
claim that one determines the other in 2 sequentially
causal way. We find., instead. that Whorf alwavs de-
fines language 2s a cultural phen>menon--tw»>
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inseparable sides »f a single c¢oin. as it were:
[TThe problem >f thought and thinking in the n=-
tive ecommunity is not purely and simoply a psychd-
1ogical problem. It is quit=s largelv cultural.
It is moredver largelv 2 matter 5f sne espnecially
cohesive aggregate of cultural phenomena that we
call a language. (:65)

Which was first: ths 1language patterns »>r fhe

cultural narms? Tn the main, they have grown up
tagethar, constantly influencing each >ther.,
(:156)

And every language is 2 vast pattern system, dif-
ferent from others, in which are culturally o>r-
dained the forms and categories by which the per-
sonality no>% snly communicates, but als»> analyzes
nature, ndtices d>r naglects types >f relationships
and phenocmena, channels his reasaning, and builds
the hous2 of his conscisusness. (:252)
Whorf sens=d something "chicken-and-egg-y" about tha
language-culture interactiosn phenomenosn. He sensed its
paradoixical unity and attempted to maintain a very dif-
ficult stance which would respect the paradi>x by not
chy2sing one over the other as preexisting or causal.
In stating (:138-9), "I should be the last t» pretend
that there 1is anything s> definite as a 'correlation'
beftween culture and lzanguage....", Whorf doies not con-
tradict, but instead carefully fsllows in the steps »f
his teacher Sapir wh> said, as we have seen, "Nor can I
believe that culture and language are in any true sense
causally related." Lenneberg and others have been
unusually misguided 1in ascribing causal determination
t> either Whorf »r Sapir, given these wvery explicit
statements.

It must be noted that on2 of the main reasosns cri-
tiecs thave found it s> difficult to understand Whorf is
that he argu=d from a non-traditional epistemological
viewpd2int. His writings are filled with comments re-
garding Einsteinian relativity and quantum theories,
Jungian psychoanalysis, and Gestalt psychology--all
more concernad with the holistic appreciatiosn of the
coasmd?s and the individual than with the causal, linear
and reductionist modes more usual in the academic dis-
ciplines such as linguistics. [4] [5] Imputing causal
determinism to Whorf, as we have already seen critics
attempt to do, 1is the basis >f the "strong vs. weak"
dichotomy s> »ften encountered, and is an indication of
how one's own prejudices can cd>2lor one's interpreta-
tions of the ideas »f osthers. This is how Brown can
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state that (1976:134):
[T1t became fairly comman to hear that the Whorf
thesis nad baen confirmed in its weak% farm but not
in its strong form. Presumably, the weak farm was
a correlatiosn between linguistic structure and
coygnition, and the strong form was a causal
developmental relation...
T> take statements made from the viewpdint >f Juagian
acausal synchronicity and read causality int> them does
NOT amount t> strong versus weak versions respactively.
Just the opposite: the critics' weak-frrm confirma-
tions nonetheless espause a weak causality whereas
Whorf's acausal views are weaker still. [6]

B. LINGUISTIC SHAPING OF COLNR PERCEPTION

Premack and Berlin and Kay seemed t» believe that
the evidence for preexisting perceptual capacity con-
stituted a significant disconfirmation »f Whorf's
wirk--even though Berlin and Kay did n»>t produce a sin-
gle quodtation from Whorf indicating that hs advacated
the extreme views held by Ray, Gleason, Nida, and »5th-
ers >n the arbitrariness >f cd>lor terms. We have hare
guilt by association.

A clase reading of Whorf confirms that in not =
single instance did Whorf suggest that the s»>-called
arbitrary segmentation of the co2lor spectrum had any-
thing t> do with his principle of linguistic relativi-
ty. In fact, he is gquite clear in stating that percep-
tion (which h= calls Jungian sensation) is clearly dis-
tinct from conceptisn =2ad cognitioan, »r language-
related thinking (:66):

Thinking may be said to be language's »>wn ground,
whereas feeling deals 1in feeling valuss which
language indeed pdssesses but which lie rathsr on
its boundaries. These are Jung's twdo ratiosnal
functions, and by contrast his tw> irrational
functions, sensation and intuitisn, may fairly be
termed nonlinguistic.
Later in the article (:85) he clarifies what is meant
by the term '"sensation" when he says, "...seeing
presents a sensation, 'red'...". Quite clearly, he
established in the 1930s his pasition that the percep-
tion of color was an irrational, nonlinguistic, nodnin-
tellectual =act, anticipating Maurice Merleau-Ponty's
later assertion that perceptisn is not an intellectual
act (1964:15). And  how could anyadne mistake Whorf's
meaning when he says, "visual perceptisn is basically
the same for all normal persons past infancy and con-

forms t> definite laws.,."? (:163) Whorf refers t»
synesthesia, which is the identificatisn of the
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proparties of ons sense madality in terms »>f anoather,
as a fundamental nonlinguistic mode >f perceptinn which
underlies metaphor (:155). At a Whorf conference in
1952, Fearing noted that (H>ijer 1954:52):
[I1n ansthar place, Whorf refers t> '"experience
more basic than language." This seems t> suggest
that there are m2ntal processes which transcend
and occur pris>r t> language. This problem is
critical with respact £5 the hypothesized rela-
tionship betwzen language and perception.
Premack's denunciation >f Whorf is ‘therefore ground-
less, since he is restating (albeit unknowingly)
Whorf's own words. All c¢olor studies attempting to
disprove Whoavf are, in the final analysis, totally
misconceived since Whorf is innoscent 2f the charge »of
espiyusing the 1linguistic shaping of perception. In
fact, Whorf can now be seen as agreeing with Taylor
(1976:305), whdo concludes that there is more oppdrtuni-
ty for linguistic relativity t> be 1important as the
doimain of discourse becomes more abstract and removed
from parception. Cole and Scribner also> agree with
this in an important statemsnt (1974:59):
It may very well be that the "filtering effect" of
language 1is greatest in respect to> domains of
phenomnena that are definable, nost in terms »>f phy-
sical properties, but in terms of attributes that
are culturally specified....consider the area »f
ideology »>r theoretical wdrk 1in general, where
concapts largely acquire their meanings through
their being embedded 1in explanatary verbal net-
wdorks. It is here that language may play the
greatest role in shaping the perssn's view >f
reality, in influencing his memory and thinking
processes, and in contributing to his understand-
ing and misunderstandings of other cultures.

C. ABSOLUTE LANGUAGE MONTRANSLATABILITY
We have seen that Cole and Scribner believe that
Whorf's »>wn linguistic behavior in his ability t»o
translate Eskim> terms for snow into English phrases is
evidence contrary t> what they assume his position is.
Brown 3ls> seems t> have a peculiar natiosn about
Whorf's pysitioan regarding translation, stating
(1976:129):
Careful analysis >f Whorf's examples »>f "inguistic
contrast always shows that the contrast is not
abso>lute. It is n2ver the case that so>mething
expressed in Zuni »>r Hopi or Latin cannot be ex-
pressed at all in English. Ware 1t the case,
Whorf could not have written his articles as he
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[31 "We are thus intraduced to2 a new principle »f
relativity, which h>lds that all observers are not led
by the sames physical evidence t> the same picture of
the wuniverse, wunless their linguistic backgrounds are
similar, >r can in same way be calibrated.” (:214)

"From this fact proceeds what I have called the
'linguistic relativity principle' which means, in in-
farmal terms, that users >f markedly different grammars
are pointed by their grammars toward different types »>f
dbservations and different evaluatiasns >f externally
similar acts of observatiosn, and hence are not
equivalent as oJbservers but must arrive at somewhat
different views >f the world." (:221)

[4] Anttila (1977:1) argues that:

Madern scientists tend t> faster 'a militantly
doctrinaire "reductionism"”, which axiomatically
prescribels] that all the relevant macroinfoyrma-
tion about nature must, and eventually will, be
derived completely from adding wup and piecing
together the microainformations about the smallest
sample units. Never mind that physics nad to give
up that claim gradually as Bolzmann's thermddynam-
ics, Planck's quantum the»dry, and Heisenberg's
uncertainty principle came on the scene' (Weiss
1971:1¢). Als> modern linguistics still attempts
t2 support reductionism as the snly viable theory.
(The tendency has always been clearest in Admerica,
witness its structuralism and transformational-
generative grammar.)

[51 Just how wunfamiliar the non-linear mode of
processing reality is has been describad by physicist
Lawrence LeShan as that necessarily used by a relativi-
ty physicist when he is going &about his daily work
(1976:17):

In this particular reality, there is no such thing
as a separate object; all things and events flow
into each 2thzr s> that it is impossible t> say
where one leaves >ff and the other begins. It is
>ften ndot passible to say that twd> events occurred
in the same place 3r the same time or, frequently,
to say which sne occurred first and which second.
Further, cause and effect o5ften d> nat osperate in
making things happen...in this reality.

[6] Far completeness, I must add that there is a
single phrase which, taken out of context of Whorf's
total work, might lead dne t> believe this determinism
charge against him: "Thus our 1linguistically deter-
mined thought wdsrld..." (:154). However, on=s must read
this in relation to an earlier statement about wmeaning
(:67-8):
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did entirely in English.
That Whorf did not advocate abs>lute nointranslatability
is obvisus from nis discussion >f "An American Tndian
M>del of the Universe” (:58):
In order to describe the structure of the universe
according to the Hopi, it is necessary £
attempt--ins>far as it is pdi>ssible--t» make expli-
cit this metaphysics, properly describable only in
the Hopi language, by means >f an approximation
expressed in osur own language, somewhat 1inade-
quately it is true...
Moreover, these critics have overloioked the fact [71
that ane 2f Whorf's chief topics concernad the
phenosmenon >f >rdinary »>r habitual thinking and cons-
ciousness (i.e., the way we are forced to conceive of 2
gedcentric universe whan we use froazen lexical idioms
such as "sunrise" and "sunset"). Whorf felt there weare
certain ways of getting out »f such language traps: by
precise Lerminoloagy ("earthturn" more precisely
describes what happens in a heliocentriec s>lar system),
and through the insights of comparative linguistics
Tt is the "plainest" English which c¢ontains the
greatest number of unconsciosus assumptions about
nature....We handle even osur plain English with
much greater effect if we direct it from a vantage
print of multi-lingual awareness. (:2214)

The perso>n mast nearly free in such respects would

be a linguist familiar with very manv widely dif-

ferent systems. (:214)
T> imply that Whorf's ability to translate is evidence
contrary to his "hypothesis" is therefore indefensible,
since Whorf was a comparative linguist cognizant of the
traps »f habitual language by his awarenesss »f alter-
nate language wdorld-views--something quite beydnd the
average monodlingual. Aware of the world-view which
language and culture continually and wunosbtrusively
present in forms of prepackaged consciosusness--beliefs
about the nature of reality (including notions >f time
and space, causality, matter and en=srgy, subject and
sbject, animacy, etc.)--2ne has the portential for get-
ting free of language traps. This is the basic premise
o2f the principle of linguistic or semantic relativity.
It demands that translations never bs simple. never be
given in the "plainest" English, but in precise termi-
n>logy which takes int> account the existence of
differing world-views.

The other argument advanced by Csle and Secribner,

that "the absence or presence of a lexical distinction
can be taken as an indicator of a corresponding
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parceptu=2l 2r conceptual distinction", can b2 shown t»
ba false in at least twd> ways--onz >f which, percep-
tion, we have already saan. Narrowing this t> only
lexical distinctions is ludiersus, since Whorf stressed
repeatedly in his writing (e.g., :158) that ths analyz-
ing and repodrting of experience becoimes fixed in the
language in ways which 2u* across typical erammatical
classifications-~-including lexical, mdrpholoagical, sya-
tactic, and »sther considerations.

This charge =against Whorf, and this doectrine »f
the Whorf Hynothesis, is parhaps the most difficult to
understand when >n2 reads Whorf closely.

D. CTRCULARITY OF EVIDENCF
Brown, as we saw, claims that "as the case stands
in Whorf's s>wn writings”, "he neithar collected nor
repd>rted any non-linguistic data."™ Insup Tavlor, dis-
cussing Whorf in Introductisn t> Psychilinguistics
(1976:301), reiterates the accusatisn in a typically
deterministic wavy:
Still other psychdlogists...p>int 2sut thst there
is a circularity in the arguments for 1linguistic
relativity: "th= language determinead the sutlank
which determined the verbzal behavior--thus the
circularity >f evidence."
It is conceivable that a cursoary reading of Whorf might
2115w o2ne to miss his impoartant presentatiosns >f noin-
linguistic behavioral data, especially thiyse in his
article <clearly entitled "The Relatiosn of Habitual
Thought and Behavior to Language." In it, Whorf
describes his experiences as an 1insurance company
represantative (:135):
[Alround a storage »f what are called "gasoline
drums," behavior will tend t> a certain tyoe, that
is, great care will be exercised: while arnund a
storage of what are called "empty gasds>2line drums,"
it will tend t> be different--careless, with lit-
tle repression of smoking or of tossing cigarette
stubs about. Yat the "empty" drums are perhaps
the more dengeroaus, since thay e¢ontain explosive
vapar. Physicallv the situatisn is hazardosus, but
the linguistic analysis accoarding to regular anal-
22y must employ the word "empty.," which inevitablv
suggests lack of hazard.
It is incredible that one must still defend Whorf from
this circularity charge, since Fearing stated at the
Whorf conference twenty-five years ago (Hoiider
1954:41):
I would like so>me further discussisan 2sn this ques-
tion of the difficulties of +the observatinon of
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nonlinguistic behavior, Those difficulties are
probablv very great, but it is als>? =asy o> exag-
gerate them. and I think we tended £5 when we dis-
cussed this earlier. There are examples »>f this
in Whorf; »one foallows his discussion »>f time
(1952:41):

It is clear hdow the emphasis 9n "saving
time" which goes with all the 2bosve and is very
abvisous objectification »f time, 1leads to 2
high valuation »f "spead," which shows 1itself
in a great deal »f our behavior,

St11]1 anos>ther behavioral effect is that the
character »f monatonr and regularity possessed
by dur image of time as an evenly scaled limit-
less tape measure persuades us £> behave as if
that mon>tony were mdre true »f events than it
really 1is. That is, it helps t» routinize us.
We tend to sz2lect and favor whatever bears out
this view, to> "play up t2" thes routine aspects
2f behavior.

What he 1is doing h=sre is, in a rough and general
way, describing nonlinguistic behavior as corre-
lated with linguistic analysis.

IIT. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLTICATIONS

We have seen that the four maijdsr objections en-
countered in the literature concerning the sa-called
Whorf Hypothesis are strawman argumentis insafar as they
pretend to represent the views »f Benjamin Whorf. They
reflect, instead, the prejudices and misinterpretations
>f their authors.

I regret that, because of time limitations, I have
n>t been able tn 2xplicate the principle of relativity
itself, showing how closelv its wording correspsands to
statements of Einsteinian relativity (which no> critic
has vyet perceived) [8]: nar have T had time to explore
what is probably by far the deepest reas>n far the
rejection of Whorf during the Chomskvan era--the funda-
mental clash between notions »f semantic relativity and
the ethndscentric quest for semantic universals. These
are topiecs for future discussiosn.

Linguistics. as I began., is in a periond of confu-
sinsn again: as it was in the earlv 1930s when Bloom-
field battled Sapir for discipline supremacv, when
structuralism won »2ut 2ver mentalism and semantics; as
it was in the late 1950s when Whorf's semantic rela-
tivity momentum was broken by Chomsky's ned-
structuralism and notiosns >f universal grammar. Both
Bloomfield and Chomsky believed that they could study
language as an AUTONOMOUS creature apart from both
semantics and culture-- that a true split could be made
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between 1linguistics and anthropoloagy; that linguistiecs
was essentially the study »f lifeless forms. Sapir and
Whorf believed the o>ppdsite: that language and culture
are twd sides >f a2 single coin; that, in Whorf's words,
linguistics 1is essentially the quast 2f that "g>lden
something" called MEANING, and that its real concern is
to> 1light up the thick darkness >f language and thereby
much »f the thought, culture, and osutlaok updn life of
a given community. To> do this requires a holistic,
gestaltic approach rather than the linear approach more
suited t> studying monadic forms.
Whorf envisioned linguistics at the epistemnlogi-
cal pinnacle of academe when he wrote (:232):
We all know now that the forces studied by phy-
sies, chemistry, and bislogy are poiwerful and
important. People generally do nat yet know that
the forces studied by linguistics are powerful and
impoartant, that its principles contrsl every sort
of agreement and understanding among human beings,
and that sooner or later it will have to sit as
judge while the other sciences bring their results
to its court to inquire what they mean.
I've attempted here +to clear away the proafuse under-
brush >f fuzzy criticism which has distinectly tainted
Whorf's reputation, in order to encourage linguists to
examine Whorf in the original. Whorf will prabably not
teach linguists to be better language technicians. But
if dne's goal as a linguist is to understand the larger
issues »>f how human 1language, knodwledge, culture,
behavior, meaning, and consciousness interact: I, with
Hoijer, refer you to his material.

FOOTNOTES
¥I would 1like to thank the fallowing people for
their valuable discussions >f the ideas presented in
earlier drafts »>f this paper: Marilyn Silva, Mike
O'Brien, Orin Gensler, Terry Straus, Wally Chafe, and
George Sholes. All mistakes, errors, or omissions are
either entirely my own or perhaps those of UNIX.

) R. Anttila (1977) has also pointed sut this
deficiency in the study of 1language: e.g., "Wegener
[18851 threw out the assumption of word-level meaning
invariance, and embedded his Sprechsituatisan ints the
total Kultursituation." (see also> [4] below)

[2] Brown here seems to have missed the podint of
Whorf's assertions: most human cognition--where this
includes thinking but excludes perceptiasn ar intuitive
awareness--is indeed linguistic in nature.
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It is n»>t words mumbled, but RAPPORT between

words, which enables them to wdrk tirgether at all

£ any semantic result. It is this rapport that

constitutes the real essence of thought insoafar as

it is linguistic... (emphasis mine). o
--indicating that nat all thought is linguistically
bound. In another potentially damaging statement he
says "But in this partnership [betwsen language pat-
terns and cultural norms] the nature of the language is
the factd>r that limits free plasticity and rigidifies
channels of developmant in the more autoscratic way."
But he qualifies immediately with "This is s> because a
language is a system....Large systematic outlines can
change t2 something really new 2nly very slowly, while
many >ther cultural innosvations are made with compara-
tive quickness."™ (:15%). Notice als> in this regard
his excellent discussiosn »2n Hoapi architectural terms
(:201) where he distinguishes betwzen things which CAN
be said but are not in Hopi (e.g., "my doar"), and
those which absslutely CANNOT be said at all (e.g., "my
room") even were such things in existence in the Hopi
world.

[71 despite Stuart Chase's claim (in the Foareward
ta2 Carrnall's ec»allection of Whorf's writings) that one
of Whorf's cardinal hypotheses was that "the structure
>f 1language one habitually uses influences the manner
in which one understands his environment.” (:iv)

Of course, Chase felt Whorf's other cardinal
hypothesis--and here is perhaps the basis >f the non-
translatability charge--was that "all higher levels of
thinking are depsndent on language." I believe this is
a bad interpretation o>f what Whorf meant. Cf. Jurgen
Habermas' recent statement that "Although always bound
up 1in 1language, reasdn always transcends particular
languages; it lives in language only by destroaying the
particularities »f the languages through which alone it
is incarnated." (Dallmayr 1977:325%)

(81 Compare with footnate [3] above a widely
quoted statement of Einsteinian relativity: "all the
phenomena >f nature, all the laws of nature, are the
same for all systems that move uniformly relative %o
each other." (Barnett 1957:45)
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