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ABSTRACT

A folk theory of the effect of language on thought
underlies decisions made in U.S. courts rc?arding language law.
Previous work on folk thaory has shown an internal structuring by
which a premise entails subsequent terms, consistent within the
framework of the folk theory's lo?ic. An analysis of metapragmatic
statements in U.S. case law materials reveals a crudely "Whorfian"
premise from which a common folk theory of language builds. This
theory, evident in judges' decisions and dissents, predicates the
ability to understand U.S. political concepts on fluency in English.
Because becoming a citizen requires comprehension of these political
concepts, the folk theory links identity as a U.S. citizen with the
ability to speak the English language. The appearance of a Whorfian
premise in this folk theory also lends support to the suggestion by
cognitive anthropologists that scientific theories are typically
systematized adaptations of folk theories. (Author)
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LANGUAGE AND MIND: A "WNORFIAN® FOLK TWEORY IN INYTED STATLS
LANGUAGE LAW

ELIZASETH MERTY

Abatract

A folk theory of the effect of language on thought waderlies dacisions
tede fa U.S. courts regarding lsngu.ge lav. Previows work om folk theoty has
shown an internsl sttucturing by which a premise entails subsagquent terme,
consfstent vithis the framework of the folk tMeory's logic. Aam analysfs of
tatapragmitic statemtuts in U.S. case lav materials reveals a crudely
"horflan®™ premise from which & coamon folk theorv of language bufids. This
theory, evideat {n judges’ decisfons and dissents, predicates the ability to
umderstand U.8. political concepts oa fluency in English. Becsuse becoming
4 “citizen” requires comprebension of these potftfical concepts, the folk theory
tinks fdentfcy as 4 (.8, citizea vith the dMlicy to spech the English laaguage.
The appearance of + “Whorffan™ premise in this folk theory slso leads support
to the suggestion by cognitive anthropologists that sclentif fc theories are
typically systematized adaptations of folk theories. (lasguage law, folk theory,

U.5. political identity, metapragmat ics)

Intfoduct1oa

This study uses case lav materials to exumine the melipragmet ic assunpt {one
underlying decisfons in C.S. languuge Jaw.! Recent work is cognitive anthropo-
logy hds pofnted to the importanve of tacit tolk theortes {a explatning tnfor-
munts’ understundings. An exasination of U.S. lLangiage law for such folk

theorfes reveals the prevalenmce of .« folk theory the firnt term of which reses
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Mes what is popularly kuows a8 the “Whorf-Sapir hypothesfa" im linguietics.
Through asalynis of the chain of reasoning behind this folk theory we can
understand itg covert assumptions and the policy {mplications wlich follow
from it. My results also support suggestioss by Kay, Lakoff, and otbers that
scientffic theories snd dedates are often systemitized adaptations of folk

theories commonly found withis & calture.

The Folk Theory Concept

The emergence of the “folk theoty™ as a level of anilysis is an isteresting
recent developmeat in cognitiwe anthropology. Quian (1981a.b) examipes the
folk theory as one of several cognitive structures used by faformants to
conceptualize their marriages.

In her inftis] amalvsis, Quina wses extessive faterview materials to
tsolate three distfact syntactfc treatmemts of the word “commitment” (Quins
1980). When speaking of merriage, {aformines frequently used this “key word,”
but in differing ways. Ouinn found that the three treatments of the wrd
" omuitment” corresponded to the divisions of "intention,* "thought ,” 4nd
*feeling" which D'Andrade has posited as key components of Awerfcan classifica~
tions of behavior (Muinn o.d., D'Andrade n.d.). Quinn's subssquent work ham
linked the syntactic evidence for this tripartite treatsent with corresponding
metaphors (f.c.. "marriage {s befog a pair™) and underiying folk theories
(l.ee, "puartisse £8 an ascribed status™) (cf., Quinn 1981). Quina notes that
folk theorfes differ from metaphors in that they point to a "literal, even {f
fmplicit, process which umderifesa the propositionsl claim being mude: as well
thev contain rules of applicability which specify the range of phenomena
poverned by tnis underlylng process snd hence explained by the theorv” (Quinn

m.d. i),
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Kay (n.d.) demoastrates the importance of folk theories of gpeech to the
anslymis of metapragmatic bedges such as “strictly speaking™ sad “techmically."
He cluins thut certain hedges such as “strictly speaking® pofnt to 4 part of
our folk theory of languige which makes & clearcat distinctios between prag-
matfc and semsatic factors. Others, such as “"tecimically,* point to portions
of the folk theory which are not concerned with the pragmat fc/senuntic distine~
tioa-—{n this case a portion indexing the fixing of msaning by certain social
actors with spproprite authority. Interestingly, it is precisely these latter
bedges which are difftcule to define with respect to the semantic/pragmatic
divide. Kay uses the concept of folk theory to understand certafn problematic
bedgen; he contends thut they are problematic only because we are trying te
regiment them according to loappropriate folk theoffes. Clear classification of
hedpes <ccording to the pragmatic/semunt ic distinction is posaible onty (or
thone hedses which rely on an undertying folk theory positing separable semuntic
and pragsatic functiona, Kiy's analvsis Jlso points to cthe poasibhility that
folk theories msy be internelly inconsintent. coe portios relviop on & distiac
tion nut mide in ather portions (Kiv n.d.:67-48).

1n another study of our folk theary of landuagy and speech, Sueetser (1981)
uses the concept “folk theory™ to elucidate simtlarly ditticule data, The folk
theoty of discourse which Sweetser nutlines provides the background fecessary
to anderstanding the results of Coleman and Kav's (19810 analvsis of the word
"lie. ™ Colemin «nd Kav mude the seeminety counter-intuftive discovery that
“lalnity of Staterent™ win oot the kéy defining festure for the word "lfe”
for their informunts. When given a4 chofle ammg possihle criterfu, fnforsunts
five mout weight te “speaker's intent te decefve” 1o decfding vhether to
catoporize statemnts as "les.” Swetser's (1981) contribution placed "Hfe”

within the wider context of an shdefarching U.S, folk theory of discourse. Here
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dtecourse s viewsd as abote all faformatforal; the prime motivation for discourse

is to conwey true foformation, The speaker's belief in 2 statemeat 4s taken to
conscitute evidence of the statement's truth. Within the sizplified world of
this folk ctheory, it follows that a statement which f8 actuslly false must be
kaown to be false by the speaker (cf., Sweetser 1981 for a full draving-cat of
the logical Iinks of che folk theory). 1f the primary poal of discourse {s to
induce belfef, then muking s falee statement implies fnteat to deceive listeners.
The prototypical speech situatfon of this folk thaory relfes on the speaker oot
to say something unless be or she heliewes it to be troe (basing belief oo evi-
dence). Thus responsibility for the critical deviation fawlved in o “1e”
(deviation. that is, from the prototypical sftuation) f8 1lafd at the speaker's
doorstep. Colemen and Kay's results, then, can be wmderstood vithin the frame-
wrk of this droad folk theory of discourse.

Sweetscr furtiber notes that & "1fe™ f8 prodeced by negating one portion of
the folk theory but holding others constant. That {s, speaker’s saying sowething
atill entafls hearer’s helfef. The speaker 18 atfll expected to knw whereof he
or she speshs; otherwise the statement would be &2 “mistake™ rather than a "1fe."
The foternal structure of logic still operates in a principled way (cf.. Sweetser
1981).

All of these analyses share cowmon characterizations of folk theorfes. Folk
theorfes are tuacit: the f{mplicational chain (cf., Dominguer 1977) which wnites
them s not explicitly formulated. Folk theories also contain « kind of internad
logic by which one portion entafls another. However, this does not mean that
folk theorfes are pecesasrily logically comsistent. Kay's study (1479) reveals o
folk thenry viich is quite toconsistent-—one portion streasing & pragmat ic-/senm-~
tic distinctfon, anvther blurring the dichotomv. Sweetser‘s work staflarly points

out that the finsl implication of 4 folk theory may seem somewhat nonsensfcdl--ip
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ber case the fspifcatfion befng that sp aker's saviog somcthicg isplies the truth
of what 5 safd. Thue cne work fn tiis area o date gives us 4 broad theoret (-
cal outline of bos folk theory operates ast o particalar species of cultural
reasoning. This varfety of cultural reusoning, as we have seen, has fts own
sort of logic. and interaces with other parts of the cultural scheme in speciffc
ways. It is for this reason that systematization of the coacept of folk theory,
as a4 level of wd for analysis, provides such & fertile basis for the under-

standing of culturasl cosstructs.

A U.S. Folk Theory of Language

The asbowe characterizations of folk theorfes apply to the metapragmatic folk
theory anutyszed below. From thi lute nincteenth century on, this folk theaty
can be found fn fudges’® published dec fnions and disscats In cates deall ¢ stk
langudge. There huw been several competing folk theorfes of languag: ¢ *fdent
fn U.S. case lav: different folk theories have received differential wefpht
during varfous perfods of bistory. In feportust reviews of the socisl history
of U.S, lTunguupe lav, Shirley Beath (1977..0; 1978) and Armold Lefbowitz (1969,
1976) huve traced the shift swav ftom tolerance of linguistic pluralism {6 the
U.S. The late nineteenth century began o period during whirh attempts to
enforce English 45 the netfonsl language of the U.S. went handein-huand with
discriminat fon against varfous frmigrant proups. Heath (19774) has demomsttated
thet «excle vlews were {n fact 4 marke! clunye friom attitistes during the Iete
cightecnth snd carly ninetecnth conturles, when knowledge of a varfety of
fanguages was deemed essentiql to the dewwlopaent of fntetlect. The founding
tatherg conse foasiv chese an epra-caded langoage policys

e o o they tecognirzed that decisions on langudge chofce and

change would be - ade ot the Toval and reglosal levels be citirens
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tespondiog to commmicative nonds and goals they theapelves ideatified.

Noreover, aarly politfcal leadors recogmized the close commection be-

twoen langusge aad religfows/cultural freedoma, sud they preferred to

refrain from proposing legislation vhich night be congtrued as & teetric-

tion of chese freadoms (Neath 1977H:270).

This policy was not formulated mmthinkingly; thete were other possible directions
proposed. MNost notably, Johm Adass proposed limguistic regimestation is the
form of & lasguspe acadeay, which would formslize Snglish a¢ the lamguage of

the oew Americas matfon (Seath 19770). Adsss' proposal was ignored, and the
weight of opinfon fell behind the view that limguistic tolerance bigt sarved the
interonts of the country. Hoath potes that Jefferson, smong others, pushed
enthusiasticallv for Americans to learn many larguages, in order to sharpen thefr
fntellectual skilis (Beath 1977a).

The folk theory to be analyred here stromgly coatradicts such earlier views
favoring linguistic diversity. Rossoming relying en this folk theory begins to
fain weight during the late ninctecuth cemtary, as ooted by leibowits sad Neath,
although competing theorfes do not disappear altogetber.

The fundasentsl (and crudely “Whorfian™) teaet of this folk theory fs that
langusges shape the range of couceptualizat{on of their speakers. U.8. political
concepts were thought to be faextricably entvined with the English language: the
concepts could not he understood unless one spoke Engligh. The fundementat
inposgidfiifty of translstion of these concepts into other languages appears as an
underlying assumption in a8 1897 case:

Many English worde hawe no precise equivalent in other Imguages, for the

reason that the {deas sxpressed by them are not familisar to the poople who

speak those langusges. It {a plain that g people having oo knowledge of

the steam engine would haowe no word te express or describe it, And f¢ §s

o

equally clear, I think, that civil {iberty as it extots im the Stetes of

Americs being wkaoin to the sebfects of a despotic goverassat , they

could 0 the wry asture of things, have no ward or phrase fa their language

to describe or define it; and the very word “ronstitatioa™ vhen trassiated

{nto their language, wuld of necesaity comvey the fdea of a grast or com-

cedsion from the ruler, rather thag the fdea of an isstrumsst declaring the

arganic law, tede by the poople thomseivwee, and binding upon the pacplie and
their rulers alike.
It aeads no argusent to establich that a tramstation fs sot {destical

vith the origisal. No matter how simtlar it mey be in memning, it s

plate £t can wot he fdeatical . . . . A copy of a Flanish, heasism, or

Cermuen tramslation wuld act be 2 copy of the comstitution (Supreas Court

of VWyoming 1897:15)).
in this case the court ruled that ahility to read a Fisnish tracslation of the
Uyoning state constitution did not fulfill] the state requirement that all woters
be able to tead the atate constitotion,

A 1922 case sshes explicit the next ispticational 1ink of the folk theory:
£f languages mold the minds of their apeskern in certain vays, theo the languages
encountered by yousg children can be aspected to have powerful effects. That fs,
young childrea’s sinde are fn the process of being shaped, and coe of the most
fmportant shaping forces fs viewed 4n being the language (or languages) to which
they are exposed. Older children, whose ainds heve jelled, are not wlnerabdle
to the formative povers of varfous lasguages in the same vay. This s the arge-
meut ande in support of  Nebraska reguistioa prohibiting teachers frea ospoaing
yosng cMldren to forcign languapes, «fted in the vell-known cede of Mever v.
Nebragkas

The ebject of this legislatfon . . . wes to oroate an on)ightened Awerican

<
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it isenahip in syupethy with the principles sad fdesle of cthis country, and
to prewect chilidrem retrwd and educated in America from being trafned and
aducated ia foreign longuages aad foreign fdesla before they have had am
epportumity to learn the English lesguage sud cheetve Amecicsn tdeats. It
is & w | kaowa fact that cthe Langmage first learnad by a child remaine his
mother congue and cha language of his heart.
To allow the children of forwigners, who had emigrated hese, to be
taught from early childheed che fanguage of the country of their parest. wae
to rear them with that lamguege as their mother comgue. It wee to aducate
thet so thet they must always Chisk fn that langwage, sod, 00 & cemsequence,
naturally faculcate fan thes the ideas and seutinsnts fereign te the best
intetasts of this country (United States Supreme Coure 1922:390).
Interostingly, this prohibition ¢1d wot extend to the "Ancfent or desad languages”
~=fatin, Creek and Nebrew--het caly to “mndera” leugeages. The Supreme Cowrt
evantesily ruleq that the Nebrasks law violated foartesnth sssmdnset rights, bat
they dispated only one portion of the folk theory—thet which hald that empesure
to multiple foreige languages ot & yowng age sight barwm chiliren's minds. The
Court sccepted as given the importance of fostructisn in English for youmg child-
ren, and opheld the motion that states could require English instructioa ia sll
public schoola. Thua che motfon that the dbulk of fngtyuction should be ia
Snglish was saintained, and foreige languages were aaly ce be fucluded se ancil-
lary parts of the currfouion. The impottant sad formative tole of English as the
privery lamguage for children’s education vas wpheld by the Court.

Bowever, the currency st the tima of this fdaa chat foreign lenguage fustiuc~
tioa for young children might Se haraful can be seen in numerows state-lavel
decisions in which this pertios of the folk rheory woe out. Sere i2 a typfcal

statement from sn Iowe court which wpheid the conviction of a schovltescher for

10

teaching Curusn to pousg pupile:
The legistacure might well have falt chat 1t van of weet fspectance that

those of tandesr yuars sheuld bave, st thet early period, fnecfiled fe

their minds the lessans te he taught culy theough the wse of the Bnglish

lenguage; thae, Lf foreign languages are tO be tought for “cultural effect,”

it shall be ealy after the child hoa bom "rooted and gromded” ia the
recogained laaguage of our countty. The bamaful effectr of son-Americsm
tdeas, faculcated throwgh che teaching of fereign langeages, might . . . ba
svotded by liniting teaching below the eighth grade to the madtwm of

Eaglish (Suprems Coure of Lows 1921:1060). ‘

There are other stutlar exewples of state-level decisiens affirming the primciple
that early expesare t fereign languages could damage yousg childrun's uinds.

An intetesting parallel cas ba noted here with metapragastic baliefs pepular
in pertions of Connde at the sane tine. My ssciolfinguistic ressaveh fa Cape
Brecon, Nova Scottis, revealed o sintlar astapragnatic beltef, which first pained
{wportance in rucsl coasmities there durisg the 19000 and Ms. Inforwmscte
belfeved that the first language which o child leatrned had a decicive effect oo
Bbis or her sind, rendering svbeeguent {crtructfon fn other lamgeages wircwally
uselags. The mind of a child socialized fn Carlic was seen 28 permensetly msrked.
In this case the implication of the marking was ca speach rather than affect,
g0 that a person eocialized {n Garlic could never speak ecther languages “cotrect-
1y" (see Martz 19680, 1982). But it is fateresting to obaerwe the existence of
¢ folk theory vhoee precfuc similarly postts an effect of languege on mind,
appeacing 40 rural Cansdian comumities at the same time as these language law
cages in the United States.

The cha‘n of reasoning of the falk theory thus far goeo ss follume: languages
shape the rasge of coaceptwalization of their speskers; thos early esposute to

11



patticular languages 18 a critical and lasting force in forwming s person’s mind.
Now 1f certain concepts are lsnguage-specific--that is, if U.S. polftical concepts
are oanly wmderstood through the English language--then early exposure to a parci-
cular language has consequences for political ideutity. Soctalizat foa in
English doesn't only shape childrea’s cognitive ranges, it specifically shapes
their abiifty to understand political coacepts——sad thus o feel political loyalty.
The creation of this equivalence between conceptual and affectual abfilities on
the political level was evident in the Meyer v. Nebrasks case cited above. In
that case, permitting chifdren to acquire foreign langusges as “mot her toagues®
was to “fnculeste in thes the {deas and sentiments forefgn to the best interests
ot thix countrv® (United States Supreme Court 1922:390).

A sinildr argusent was made in an esrlfer Nebraska case, Nebraska Bistrice
of Bvangelfcal futheran Syood v. MeKelviet

It iw & Satter of general publies informatfcn, . » - that it was disclosed

that thousands of men hotn in this country of foreign langusge speaking

wrents dnu educated in schools taught in a foreign language were unable

fe f raw. Wrii. ot speak the laaguage of their country, of to understant

words of « .1 -~ given fn Engligh, [t was also demoastrated that there

were local focl of alfen enesy sentiment, and that, where such fostances

accurted, the aducatisn given by private or parochial schools in that

coumuity wvas usueally fomd to be thut shich had been given mafnly (n

4 forelan language (Supreme Court of Nebraska 1919:93).
Knowledite of Eoglish bacomcs equated with the ability to understand U.S. peltcf-
cal concepts, and thus with the sbility to feel lovalty to a state founded on
thase pelitical princfples. This link in the argument of the folk theory provides
2 eommect ton between bangrage snd citizenship: 1f English is gecessary to woder-

stand poiitical concepts, conprebension of those cuncepts (and of the feelings of

1o
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political leyalty which fohere in that comprehension) becomes & prerequisite to
ident ity as & U.S. cfitiren,

This implication of the folk theory cam be scen in the 1897 case in re
Rodeiguer. Here argusents sade against the asturat fzation of Ricardo Rodrigues,
an imafgrant from Mexico, focinded his {nadequate compreheasion of English—-and,
teplicitly, of the U.S. constitution (United States Diatrict Court, Districe of
Texas 1897:145). The varying degree of weight which this argument has carried
at differeat poiuts {n Ametican history can be seen in the fact that it was
dismissed in the Rodrigues decisfon, but fn 1906 gafned such public approval that
proffclency in Engl ish became 2 rocuiresent for natural ired clitf{zens. The Mitfon-
ality Act of 1906 required aliens seeking naturalizstion to speak Emglish; thie
stipulatfon was codified fn the Nationality Act of 19040. The additional require-
ment of literacy in Eaglish was added by the Internal Security Act of 1950 (see
Leibowits 1976).

A corollary of the folk thearv, the questfon of how to define adequate tin-
guistic proficiency, became an Ixsue {n sude cases. In the 1945 In re Swenson
cane a Swedish man who appl fed Lot citfrenship in Oregun was denfed on the Krounds
that he hadn®t achicwd adequate proffclencvs

The sbility to mmble 4 tew common Fugl fah words atd banal expressfons in

a foraign accent, snd to understaml o few simple questions, of direceions,

dres pot detonstrate the capa-ity te speak Engliah fn comectfoh with &

crquirement of sttachment to the prin iples of the federsl Constitution

(tafted States District Court, District of Oregos 194% 326,

Af sarlfer cane bad prescribed even stricter measmes of proficiency. In the
casee of In re Vanicek a Misnour{ man wra denfed citizenship hecavse he didn't
kuow the mesning of the words “anarchy™ and “polvgeay®

A pet itioner for paturalirat fon cannot be ield “attached to the principles

n
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ot the Constitstion of che United States asd wall disposed to the good

order and happiness of came™ where, theugh allaging {a his petitiom thac

he is "not a disbeliever da or oppoeed to erganised govermment,” . . . and

“net a polygamist mor a helisver fn polygsay,” be tastifice that he does

ot koow the meaning of the words “assrchist™ or “polygesy.”

Vasicek restded withim the United States for the juriedicticcal period

e ¢ ¢ o But has he, fin this peried of cime divorced himpalf from the foreign

attachmants sod fdess of gowermment brought with hia? . . . is inabdility

to define “anirchy” and “polygemy.” and his lack of mowledge of the

weaning of these words, must be held to be sach a fallure to meet the

requirements prescribed (o msturalisation casas, . . . &8 it casoot be said
in such a case as this that the candidate 19 {n truth and im fact “attached
to the principles of the Comstitution of the Unfted States . . . “ (United

States Digerict Court, Dintrict of Miesouri 1921:326),
flere we have an extreme wversion of the folk theory which holde that comprehession
of partirular vords is 2 mecessary prerequisite to 0.§. cittzenehip.

With this lase chain ia the folk theory arguwmmmt a contradiction bacomes
appsrent; the languages which chijdran learn are seen as shapisg their politfeal
allagiancas, yet {mmigrants with “foraign” mother tosgues may lesarn English later
in 1ife in order to imculcate fa themsalves the cecassary basic sentimemts. The
resolution of this seeuing contrsdiction cam be foud fo the differestial treat-
ment which femigracts sad pative-born citisens receive.

The In re Swengon case makae explicit the role of such differential treatment
in resolving the paradox:

It 1a of oo avail to urge that the sstive-born seed wot poscesms these

qualifications. The alfen {s only estitlied to citizenship when he proves

he possessts the stitutory requisites (Dnited States District Courc, Districe

12
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of Oregon 1945:376).
in othar words, it doesa't metter that sative-bomm citizens may wot tmet the
proficiency levels required of maturalised citizeas. In asserting this diffeven~
tial trestesnt, In te Swemson cites a9 authority am earlier case, Umited Statas

Y. Bergmens:
A pative-born citinen sead not be literste to exercise Ws civil vights,

mless the stats lav ¢o requires. But an alien sust kwow the Haglish
language. A pat{ve-borm citizes may be s cosscienticous objector. Am
alien, even a wman, who refuses to bear armw, comnct be naturslfcsd . . . «
A aative-borw citizea may be fmsuwral . . . . But an alfen must ba of good
swral character before he can be adajtted co citiseaship, MNore, a
native-born citisen may be opposed to the principles of cur constitutional
government . . . . But an alfen must be “attached to the prisciples of the
Conmntitution of the Unfited St.tes, and well disposed to the good order amd
happiness of the Unfted States” ((Inited States Districe Court, District of
Californta 1942:765).
As am additional safeguard, citfrenship could be revoked at sny time should
naturatised citizens “backslide™ in some way. In the Upited States _1_; Sarpeag
cage, the sitfisenship of Friedrich Bergmson was cascelled because he hed mpheld
the rauge of Cetmany during World Wer If.
So imigrants msy learn EBoglish, and thereby sacoondarily fmpose U.5. poiiti-
1] concepts over thude of thefr first language. But asy stravismg from theee
leatned principles could resalt ie tlu loss of ome's U.S. cicizesship. Such
“gafety chacks” are doemed pecessary hecsuse izmigrants are soem as scagwhat of
4 suspect category.
The reasoning of our linguistic folk theory swpports such a view; {smigrasts
whne have been raised usfng “foreign" languages cammot be expected to hold §.85.
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political principles as doeply as native-horn citizens socialized in English. In
each case the language of socfalization hes left fts permanent mark. The impor-
tance given to early schooling {n Euglish for pative-born citizens also becoses
understandable f{n this context; politfcal loyalty wost be ensured in this way.
Older native-born citireas cannot be forced to learn Emglish, nor can thefir
citizamahip be revoked if they espouse political ideas wbich suthoritfes see as

“wo—Anerican.”

Conclusion
Thus & folk theory with a crudely*Whorfian“predicate provides the link which

sllowed jadges to view competence in the English language as necessary to U.S.
citiseaship. The folk theory posits a strong, deterministic relatfonship between
laaguages, thought, and emotions such as loyalety. Once the “fmplicatfonsl chain®
(cf., Dominguezr 1977) of the folk theory is ocutlined, certain comsequances follow
naturally. Thas the framework of the folk theory explains the emphasis on early
schooling {n Eoel{sh——and cccasionally English oaly--for voung childrem. Further-
mre, it explafns why {t was sgen as necessary that fmmigrants' learned cospetence
tn English (and U1.S. politfcal concepts) be backed by the possible sanction of
revoked citizenship.

Changing political and econ.aic circumstances bave given sore and less weight
to this folk theorv at varfous times in U.S. history. Leibowitx (1976) and Reath
(12770) have documented the shift toward the reasosfng embodied in thia folk
theory duriag the lste nineteenth and early twentleth centuries. This shift
corresponded with fucreasing xenophobia, attespts to limit femigration, and
efforts to discriminate agatnst certain {mmigrant groups. It was not until the
1960 that this trend changed, and the folk theory described here ceased to play

a mafor role fn the reasoning of {1.S. language law.
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Finally, the appeatance of this aduittedly cruds “Whorfian" theory at the
folk level lends support to suggestions bv cognitive anthropologists that meny
aclentific theorfes are refincments of cofmcaly held folk theor!es.z Kay (n.d.)
and Lakoff (1981), amoug others, have suggested that acfeutific theories are
often attempts to systemstize or extend the reasouing of folk theories.? Ina
similar vefn, Silverstein (1979) demonstrates that some linguists' theories
(for example, Austin’s) have often been founded fn folk metapragmetic theorfes.
Silverstefn's analysis goes one step furtheri following the lead of Boas and
Whorf, he looks to the structure of cur langoage ftself to explain these folk

conceptualizatfons of language.
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thoroagh and exhaustive search of U1.5. and Canadisan logal materfiais. I am
graceful to Maomi Quinm for providing me with seasacripts and empublishod
aaterisl on "folk theory,” am important concept which she bas played a key role
in developing. A special thanke to Virginia Domingues, whose eupport amd
conments were critical to the developmeat of the project. An abbreviated
version of this paper uas given in 2 secsion entitlad"Samancice, Erhmolinguistics
and Cognitfon™ held at the S0th Acnwal Meoting of the American Anthropological
Asseciation in Los Angeles, Decomber 1981,

f. See Silveratein (1976) for che formulation of “metspraguacfc.”

2. 1 should add here, with apologies to those who share my appreciation of the
subtlety and sophisticatios of Whorf®s work, that sy wse of “Whorfisa™ through-
out the paper is & shorthand reference to the entire debate occasioned by Uhorf's
work within soctal science (cf., Flahmen 1982:12). Thus the point that
“scientific” dehates are often attempts to systematise folk theories can be
supported by this analysis even though what Fishman has dubboad W2 (see Fistman
1982) {s not sctually Whorfiss. Furtherwore, the fact that the folk wversioa is
crudely determiniat, lacking the fnsight and caution of “scientific“wersions, or
& true horfian advocacy of relatfivienm and pluralism, is ocaly to be expected.
When 2 focus for pudlic comcern—here the relation between language and mind-—-
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is systematically explored by a portion of the scieatific cozmumity, ome
would bope that the resuiting “scicatifie" theories could, at least fn some

cases, handle the queastion with additfonal depth, caution, and subtlety.

3. While elaboration of a theory or focus for debate within the scieatific
commumity might sometimes bring added clarification or syatematicity to the
problem, this is not mecessarily the cane. There is no definitional difference
betwaen folk and “sclientific™ or “expert” theorfes in terms of necessary degree
of accuracy or truth. Folk thoories say be accurate or {saccurate, as ssy
“sclentific:” the distinction is not between true and false theories, but
betwaen the tacit theories commonly held wvithin a culture and the explicitly

examined and elaborated theories of “experta.”
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