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Abhstract:

Civilization 15 built through mind and language Some caperts have ned W cxplam the
shape of cocrclation berween language and Mind, The guestion is hesy Mind influenccs
human’s language, or otherwise how language mfluences human’s Mind. From a lot of
caperls who caplain theory! hypolhesis about the correlation between Tanguaege and Mind, the
wiiler soes that Ldward Sapw and Benvamm Lee Whorl (Sepir-Wherl)'s 1dea 15 opinion
which is jndued as a contraversial opinion by many experts,

This writing will present the definizion of mind and language in commeon cortext, then
will be followed by analysis o the experts” theory ol the comelation between mind and
language and also Sapir-Whort™s theory! hypothesis, This writing 15 nol meant o legabimize
one opinen and deny the others, It 18 just to describe the theories abjestively, beeguse all the
thearies are based on argumentations that can be Justified and of course, they come from their

W PIETSPECiIvE.
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A, INTRODUCTION

Actually, thers is productive (producing) and receptive  (understanding
ULterance} process in every communication aetivities, In line with that. we can say thal
psycholingustics is a study ubout metal mechanism that happens 1o people who use
language, boll: when producing and understanding utterance, Thus. in using lanpuage
there is process to change mind into code and change code into mind. Ullerance i
syntlicsis of chanping concept into code process, while the message understunding 13
the result of code analysis.

On ¢very teceptive and productive process, there is correlation or cooperalion
between mind and language. Tt is because languape is an effort to deliver mind or
fecling of person who speaks to the listener, Viee versa, listener processes informution
thal 15 got in his mind, afrervards he can perecive it through lansuage, and so on, This
shows that there is a significant corrclation between language and mind.

Some cxperts have tried to explain the shape of the correlation between
language and mind. Or it can be narowed to how a mind influcnses human’s
language, or how a lunguage influences human’s mind. Trom a lot of expeits who
explain the theory! hypothesis of the correlation bebween language and mind. the
wriler sees-as [er as the writer gets the information up to now- that the idea of Edward
Sapir and Benyamin Lee Whorf (Sapiv-Whetf) s a cpinion that is Tudged as a
controversial opinton by many cxperts.

In line with that. thiz simple writing will present the definition ol mind and
language in common coatext, then it will be followed by digeussion about the experts’
theory on correlation botween mind and language and also the Sapic-Whorl s Ltheory?
hypothicsis.

This paper is not meant to legjtimize to one opinion and deny another opinion
but this paper just wants 1o describe the theories objectively, Because all the theorics
are bascd on the argumentation that can be justified and of course, they come ffom

their own perspective and also seientific capacity thal cannot be doubt.



B.

DISCUSSION
1, A glance of Sapir-Whor!

sapir-Wheorl 1 this writing 15 a combination ol lwo persons’ names that have
“sarne” idea in the corrclation between mind and language: they are Ddward Supir
{ 1a84-1939) and Benvamin Lee Whorl (1587-194 1), Then, this tr_qj[c;;-'-will analyze
a little about these lwo persons neluding their hirth and their acsdenmc
background, whereas, their thoughts will be discussed specially i this writing.

Edward Sapir (15%4-1939) next called Sapir- was born in Laucnbure,
Germany in ThE4. He immigrated 1o USA in 1889 then staved in Wew York. His
bachelor was got in 1904 and got Ph.D, w al909 from Columbia Laiversitye In
this university, hig thought weas influenced by Frane Boa (18335-1942), Then, Sapir
bevame a leacher w umiversity of Caltlforma and university of Peonsylvama, Aller
that, he became Section lHead of Ansluepelogy in Canadian Naticnal Muscum
Irom 1910 to 1925 In [925, he taught again al unversity ol Chicago unal 1931,
and he conmtmucd (o teach i Yale University from 1931 to 19239, Besides, he was
well-known as & lanruage export; Sapir algo was interested in cultural behaviozism
and mankind personality developmenl. The students thal bad been his student, then
compiled essavs that were made based on Sapir’s Studies to be dedicated to Sapir.
This essay collection swas ttled “Culturce, Languapge and Personality” which
became a witness how simificant the influence of Sapir's thought to his students
4,
(hitp:derwikipedia.orgwikiiEdward  Sapirdprey. retrieved ou 30 April 20163,

One ol Sapr’s students that we talk about 15 Benjamin Lee Whort ([857-
1941}, Benjamin Lec Whorl- next called as Whorf- was born in USA on 24 April
1897 and died on 26 July 1941, Whorl 1s onc ol linguists, he was widely known by
his idca about the differences among lungusge. mind and culture. Wheorf learnt
Hnguistics 1o his teacher, Sapir, in Yale University, During in Yale, he published
somme waorks lhal were quite influential in professioral journal and had ever
become Sapir’s assistanl during his medical leave in 1938, Whart taught senunar
about “Linguistics American-Indiun problem”™. Besides, his well-known work on
lingudstics relativity, he wrote a Hopt Grammear sketeh and Nahoatl dialect study,

and seme other works. (hitpy//enowikopodiaorg/wilki/branz Boaséproy, retrievied
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on Apnl |, 2016), These two persons were well-known on their thought in the
correlation between mind and language that was udged by many experts as

controversial lvputlicss.

Mind and Language in Psvebolinguistics Expert Perspeetive

Betore explaining lurther abour how psycholinguistics expert perspective
aboul the correlation between langwage and mund, Orst of all, the writer will
explain the meaning of mind and language ilsel?, hased on its lexical meaning,
This was considered as ar urgent thing to help ovr updersiinding about both
correlations in experts” porspaoiives

Tre Fryimology, word “ferpiir” (Think) is verb of word “piki " (hought). Aller
setting prefix “ber” then i becomes verh. Tn many definitions, including in Tin
Pempusun (1997:707), “pikfr (thought) is defined as “intelligence, memory.
fantasy™. While. “berpfff*(1hink) 15 delined as wsing intelligence to consider and
decide something, considering in mind.

o termineiogy, think is a personal activily (thal 15 aimed to solve a problem
until find the correlations and deeide the relevance. Everything that is thouphl by
scrncune can be known by ancther person if the result ol the mind is expresscd.
(Rahda, 2007:61}.

Meanwhile. in  etvmology, word  “herbahase™(speak) s wverh  for
“hahasa”(language). Aller getting prefix “ber”, then it becomes verh. Tn many
definitions, including in Tim Pemvusun (1997 77-T8), “behasa (language) is
delined as “an arbitrary sound symbol swstem, that is used by the member of a
community for cooperation, interaction, and sell identification. While
“herbahasa T (speak) 1s delined as using language, or eliyuette, aware of radition ™,

Spoaging in commnumealion meaning starts with grammatical encode and
decode in the speakec’s mind, thon continued by making phonology encade,
grammatical decode, and semantic decode 1 the hstener’s nund, In other word,
speaking 18 about the problems faced in their cultural life. (Chaer, 2009, Ed. I
513, Or, speaking is a communicalion process done by the communicalor with the
ai_m:licnce whoese cormnunication containing phonology, prammatical, and semantic

aspects,



Thus. in this context. the correlation botween speaking and thinking is that they
need each olher, m whick speaking as the media ol everything thought to be
delivered (o other people abour the prohlems in thede life, Otherwise, thinking will
also happen if getting information through language. So, speaking and thinking are
like two sides ol a com that only can be distinguished but cannot be separated.
Both of them comelale and complete cach other in human lile.

The correlation between lunguage and mind has been dizcussed sinee long e
ago, The correlation meant can he defined that language influences mind or vice
versa mind mfluences language. Dardjowidieie wrote thay such kind of thought
has started sinee (he eighteenth century in Germany by Johan Herder (1744 -
L803), then continued by the [ollowing genciation in the nneteenth century in
Germany by  Willern Vol Humboldt, ang further developed by Frans Boas,
Renjamin 1. Whor, Edwin Sapir, Naom Chomsloy, Dric Letncberg and Bruner (in
LISA), Jean Piaget (in French). T.S. Vyveolsky (n Russia) ele, (Duardjowidijogo,
2012 284). All the thoughts of those experts — exeept Johan Herder's thowght- will
be explained in the following.

The discussion aboui the correlation herween language and mund bears a
number of gquestions. According o Dacdjowidiojo (2012 282}, those questions
are: Do we use nund when #peaking? Can we speak without thinking? Or
otherwise can we think without lenguage? Docs lanpuage influence our way of
thinking? Or does our way of thinking detenmre mguege? Lie,

Dealing seith that, the cxperts have given their thoughts and ol course cannot
be avoided that there 1s different opinion betweon one opiion and other, moreover
there 1% very different opinion feom opinion of most, so that 1l 15 called as the
controversial of hypothesis (Sapir-Whorf s hypothesis). The following will be
discussed about some opinions of the experls about the corrclation beonween
thinking und speaking and continued by Sapi-Wharf's hypolthesis wluch was

considerad as conlroversial hvpothesis by many experts.
A. Frung Boas (1838-1942)

Frans Boas —called as Boas- states thar language intluences mnd or someonc’s

way of thinking. This conclusion was gol from his research about Eskimo ethnic
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in India, in which thev argue that snow entity i5 very sigmficant in thewr lile. 5o,
their language has a number of vocabularies ahout snow, They are gana [or siw
having been just fallen, apm for snow having been just on the land. pigsirpog for
melled snow, gimugsug lor Howmng snow (Dardjowidjojo. 20120 284-285), Thus,
it can be said that languaee euides them o sce and classify the phenomenon of the
nature surrounding them.

It also possibly hiappens to Arabic people who admit the cotity of some things
very sienilicant in their e, For wild animal lor instance, Arabic people called it
in various ways, such as:: Ll ol an ¥, Then, lor honey of bee, they usc
about 800 words, such ass el By sl 50 aeal el eluead, dan el
Moreaver, they use nol less than 1000 words [or the word of sword. Meanwhile,
il has been found not less than 300 words for the word of tiger (Nasution, 2017
162-163)

Considering that conclusion, Boas gives three argamentations: frst, language
classifies experience. [luman's experience has no limil. That is why language
must divide that experience nlo some ehubs which are the same or rescmble in
orcer that the speech is created. Tndomesian people. for instance, call the king
passing away by using the word of wefir or manghat and pot mat.” Sccond,
different languages classify experience with the differenl ways. Javanese people,
for example, classify the word of rice inlo sowe words such as: pari, gabat,
beras, menir, sewo, inlip and upo. ete. Thivd, linguistic phenomenon is generally
unaware characteristic; it may be because the speech is aulomalic. ity umumnya
bersilal rak sadar, mungkin karena produksi ujaran juga hersifal otomatis. For
example. he word of marry in the sentence: Ahmad Wil marre Turiek although we
are nol gware of the mle that the subject of marry must be a man,

This Boas™ thought was then continued by his students, Sapirand Whorl, with
his hard cffort in creating linguistic relativity hypothesis which will be discusscd

i1 the last section ol this writing.

h. Theory of Wilhelm Von llumbeldt (1767-1835)
Wilhelm Von Humboldt —next called as Humboldt- stressed on the dependence

existence ol human’s way of thinking on language. 1 means that life view and



sucicly culture are determined by that society. The sociely members cannot go out
from the lines delemimed by their language. It o member of his society will
chunze his life view. he must learn other language at first. So that he will also
[ollow the way of thinking and Lo have cultare of other society, (Chaer, 2009: 51

52),

Wext, Chacr (2008 32) states that Thimboldt argues that the lanpuage
substance consists ol lwo parts, They arc sounds ard thoughts which are
vnformed, ‘Thas, langnage is the svnthesis of sound and thoughl.

In line with that, language sound is an outside form, meanwhile thought 18 an
mside [orm. What we hear is an ouside [onn, botl the ioside lonn is i mind.
These two forms engage people and determine their way of thinking. [t can he
said that Lnmboldt arpucs that the swucture of a language tells the life in the mind
of the speaker of that language.

Based on the explanatons above, 11 can be concluded that in Humboldr's
opinion. people depend on language very much; lite view and a society culture are
determined by the society langnage. So thar, the existerce of various lite vicws is
caused by the existence of the vartous language systom and the existence of

unmiversal syslem owned by lanruapes n the world,

€. Tcori Jean Piaget (18%6 -1950)

Jean Pragel —next called as Piaget- states that mund ereates a language, Without
mind, language does not exist, Or in another wornd, lenguage represents mind.
What 15 expressed by someene through his utterance s from thinking process.
withoul considering the woth o 1alse of the thinking vesult, Piaget, as quoted by
Chaer (2009:55), presenls twe tmportanl things sboul the comrelation between
language and mind actions, as follows:

I, Source ol intellectual activity does not inchade in langaage but within
sensomotore pertod, 1t 1s a scheme sysiem that 15 [ully developed, and makes
ilhigtrasions first from cluster stracture aspects and thing relations and basic

storage shapes and return storage operation



2. The apprapriate mind sheping to be preseated and formed i the same ime as
anguage acquisition. Both have a more common proecss. which is symbal
[unction constitution generally, This symbol function has several aspects. The
besirning of this symbol [unction 15 marked by various behaviors that happen

at vnce in ils development.

In the case of the truth of mind result accerding to Peaget- as guoted by
Arvipuddin (2016 245-246)- there are rwo minds: first, directed mind or
irtelhigent, that 13 mind that produces action or utterance thal can be jushihcd and
has sirong base, Sccond. undirceted or autistic mind, that 13 mind that often causcs
mistakes or unexpected elfecl, such as, shp ol the wngue as the effect of
unharmanism hetween mind and utterance mean. so what is uttered 18 not
appropriate with swhat is in mind.

Bascd on the above dala, we can conclude thal according lo Peaget, languase
comes from mind. Mind decides language syntaxes and lexicon aspecis, not an the

COTLTHT Y.

d. Lev Semyonovich Vygotsky's Theory (1896-1934)

Lev Semvomovich Vyzotsky- next called as Vyzosky- states tha there 15 one
atep of lanpuage development balore mind, and thers 15 one step of mind development
betore language, Then, koth Hoes of the development mect cach other; so the mind of
speaking and the language of thinking happen at once. (Chacr, 2009:55), then
according to Vwgotsky, mingd of speaking develops through several steps. In the
beginming, children must say words o be understood. Then they come W capability of
understanding or hinking wilhout saving the words., After that, they can separate
mcaningful words and no meaningful words, This example s what Vyvzotsky meant in
his sentence “there 15 one step of language developimnent before mind, and there is one
sten of mind developrment belore lancuase™ Then, both develomnent lines et cach
other, so the mind of speaking and the language of thinking happen ot once™ which 1s
slated beolore.

* In another werd, that correlation between mind and lanzuage is not a thing, but
it 18 4 process, one simullineous move from mind to word (langnage) and from word

{lanzuaee) lo mind. The mind is not just delivered by words but comes out with those



words, Every mind tends to conneet to somethimy else, and builds one relation among
imngs. Every mind moves, grows, and develops o undergo one function and solve one
problem, (Chaer, 2009:56).

Rased on the explanation above, il can be understood that according o
Vyaotsky, i the beginning mind and language develon separately. Tn ?IIJ;':: beginning
mind develops without language and then language develeps without mind. Afler that,
i the following step- a5 child grows- both of them meet and work touether also

influence cach other: languape mlluences mind, and mind influences language,

Noam Chomsky’s Theory (1928)

In Noamt Chomsky-next called Chomsky-*s opinion, the correlation between
laniguage and mind 15 a separated thing and compete each other, In another word,
language and mind are two svstoms that compete cach other and have their vwn
autonomy,

Above thoughl does nol aparl Irom classie theory lactor thal he creatsy and
calls 1t as “lustrous hypothesis”. It Is a hypothesis that savs that inner language
structure 15 lastrous, It means that those pattems are carned simee born. When a clnld
starts to learn a mother language, he has been complered with one concept tool with
umivarsal mner-languaze struclure since be was bont. This concept teol has nothmg 1o
de with studving or learning, and hag no correlation o what % called mtelligence
{(Chaer, 2009:57). Chomsky gives the example that cven the stupid child will speak
Nuenily almost n ke game time as the normsl child,

Thus, we can conclude that Noam Chomnsky [Dllows lusious  hypoticsis;
language and mind are two systems thut compete each other and have thar own
autonomy, In inner-structure level, languages in the world are the same. beciuse they
arc basod by universal system, but in the out structure level, those languages are

dilferent.

Erie Lenneherg's Theory (1921-1975)
In the correlation between lunguaze and mind, Erc Lenneberg-noxt called as
| enneberg-offers a theory that is called special language ability theory. (Chaer,

2009:58), iz that people accept genuing biclogical inheritance in the form of
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communication ability by using language that is specifically for human that is not

related to intelligenee and mind. In another word, language ability 1s not influenced by

mind, becausc cvery person has besn pruvided with biological inheritance that is
called speeial language abilivy theory,

The evidences that human has been prepared biclogically to speak (special
language ability theory) according to Tenncherg as quoted in Chaer (20089:58-59) are:
1. Language shility has close relation to parts of human's anatomy and phonologs.

such as, some certain parts ol bran that serve as a basis for lansvage.

2, Schedule of the same lansuage development prevails for all normal children. All
children can be said to Iollow the same stratesy and time to get language: thal s
by mastering division principles and pereeption pattern for the first time.

3. Language development cannot be hampered, even to those who have certain
handicap, such as blind. deat’ nor have deafl parents since they were bor. But,
these children’s language still develops with a litlle slowness.

4. Lansuape catmol he laught to another creamre, Until now there s no another

creature thut can master language even 1f has been taught with extraordinary ways.

Ly

Every lunguage. with no exception, 15 based on universal semantics, syvataxes, and
phonology prmciples.

Thus, we can conclude that Lenneberg throvgh his special language zhility theory
states that ability to wse language has nothing to do with intellipence and mind. But
laen along with Lenneberg’s mtelleciual adventure, finally he tends io consider that
languape is produced by cognitive effort, not wider linguistics. so that his opinion

resembles to Chomsky and Peaget™s opinion,

Bruner’s Theory (1215)

According lo Bumer, language is an instrumentl existing on human to develop
and complete mind. Tn another word. Tanpuage can help human's thinking in order to
be able to think systematically. Bruner-as quoted by Chaer (2009:59)- thinks that
language and thought develop from the same resource. Therelore, both of them have
very perfect shapes, Then, becavse of the same resource and perfict shapes, they can

help ¢ach ather. Wext, language and mind is 4 ol of an action occurrence,



Besude the two capabilities that involve language, lnguistics ability and
communication ability. Braner's theory also introduces analysis capability that s
posseased by every human using lansuage. This anzlysis ahility will be able 1o
develop better with education through formal language becausc this analysis ability
may only develop after someone has zood communication ability. f

Thus, it can be concluded hal Brungr introduces Instrumentalism theory
language 15 a0 instrument existing on human to develop and complete thinkdng that

later can form actio.

sapir-Whort Hyvpothesis confroversy

According Ly Chandler
(hitpfwww.aberacok/ media/Documents/ shortwhorLhitn L, retneved on December 2,
2016} Sapir-Whorl hypothesis consists of two prineiples. First, nguistic
determinisn; that is our thinking is determined by language. Second, linguistic
relativity: people who talk in different langnages see and think abowut the world quite

dilTerent.

Tn another word, linguistic determinismm 1s a elarn thal aeuaee delenminges ot
mflucnces how someone thinks or percepts the world very much. Or thinking is
determined by linpuape. Language relalivity 18 8 hypothesis that considers fhat
Fanguage is only reflection of mind that hrongs up meaning, Lacguage-mone speeilic
grammar- influerces mind, so that there s an opmion lhal lmguage nlluences
speaker’s way ol thinkang.

Along with that, according to the writer, to see how far the controversy of
Sapir-Whort hypothesis in the correlation between thinkmyp and speaking, at least can
be donc through three ways. First, by presenting Sapm=-Whort™s opinion itselll aboul
the correlation between thinking and speaking, Sccond, by comparing Sapir-Whort's
opinion to the other experts” opinions thal have been stared betore. Third, by revealing
soime theories that show Sapir-Whort hypothesis nrclevancy,

Tn the first way, aceording Lo Sapir (1584-1939) as quoted by Chaer (2009:52)-
thinks that “human lives in this world is under “Mercy™ of Ts Tanguage thal has boeen 1

cenductor tool in his soeial life. It has been a fact that a part of a society lite is built on

LR
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the language behaviors and characteristics. Therefore, there are no two same
lanpuages su thul it can he considered representing one same society™

The example that 15 presented by Sapir to support this hypothesis 15 a language
phenamenen thal rises between English and the language of Wintunese thas is an
origimal American tribe, Regular verk in English use suffix “-ed™ and Wintuncse adds
the same suflix o dillerentiate knowledge that is got from observinge with knowledse
Ul 35 gol from rumors, Both of them do not involve the same reality aspects.

Anwar, as quoted by Ashda and Leni Syafasavahya (2007:98), says thal if
Aapir-Whorl's hypothesis is simplified, it will have the meanmg that human’s mind
road 5 formed by language that he uses or language determines huinan’s way of
thinking and mind road.

Along with that, Benjamin Lee Whoerf (1897), Sapir’s student, denies classic
view on the corrglation between language and mind sﬁying that language and mind arc
two things that stand alone. Classic view also says cven overy language hag different
sounds, but all of them say the same patterns that are based on the same thought and
observation, Thus, all languages are thought starement wavs that are Bneur and can He
translated one to another,

On the contrary, then, according to Whort, grammar svsiem of a language is
not only as a tool w sound idesx but also as the maker of the ideas: swhicl is
someone’s mental sction program as a determiner of someone’s mental structare. Tn
another word, the granmar delermines someone’s way of thinking (Chaer, 2000:53),
Whorf takes Japanesc us an example. Japanese has vury high (hinking because
Japanese has a lot ol vocabularies to explain a realily. This proves that they have
detailed viderstanding about reality,

Besides 1hal, Whort studied Hopi language (one of Indian language in
California, USA) deeply. Whaorf puts forwards a hypothesis-often called as Sapir-
Wharl's hypothesis- about language relativity, According to this hypothesis, diflerent
languages operate this nature in different ways, so they creale a relativity of the
concepl svstems thal depend on those various languages. A language prammar is nol a
toe! to come out ideas but the ideas maker. The grammar delermines way ol thinking

not wirds (Chavr, 2009:53).
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| but on the further gow, both of them | influence each |

|
| Cinfluence each other; language influences | other.

mind and mind inlluences language, |

3] Naom Chomsky | Language and mind are two ;;'ystcms that | Mind
(1928) compete and have their own autonomies. On | influcnces
the inner structure level. languages in (his | language. 1'
world are the same because they are based on
umversal svstem; but on the out structure
level, those languages are different.
7 | Lrie Lenncrberg | Human has received biological inheritance  Mind
(1921-1975) when he was bhoen, in the form  of | inllucnces
communication  capability  with  special | lunguage.
language for hunan: and there is nothing to
do with intelligence or mind. This language
capanility has low correlation  to human’s
13,
5 | Jerome Bruner :[,ﬂnguagc is a tool for human to think. | Mind |
{1915) complete and develop his mind. | influences
lanpruase.

Basced on the table above, it can be koown that Sapir-Wherf's hypothesis and Boas'
hypothesis are different o the other theorice or hyvpotheses, so they can be considered as
controversial theory' hypathesis, Even Chaur (2009:53) states: “among the theories and
hypotheses, Sapir-Whaorf s theory! hypothesis is the most controversial. This hypothesis says
that mind road and colture of a society are determined or influsnced by lieir lungunge
structure. This causcs a lol ol big critics aud reactions from philosoply cxperts, psvehaologists,
psxcholmgnistic cxperts, sociologists. anthropolowists, ete.”

According to Dardjowidjojo (201 2: 287-288), Sapir-Whorl™s hypothesis is judged as a
controversial ivpothesis, at least in fwo things:

Irst. is it frue that language siructure determines how we think, not on the cortrary?
Dionr't our minds precisely determine language structure? 1t has been stated before, that Sapir-

Wheorf s hypothesis savs that lznpusage structiure determines mind strueture, Based on this

Ly
el
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Along with that, Anwar (1984:87) in perceiving this Sapir-Whorl's hypothesis says

ilat 4f this opirion (Sapir-Whort®s hypothesis [the writer]) is accepted so it will have great

implication [or seicnce, hecause science criphasizes human’s mind road. In science, language

s considered just as a tool to present mind. If mind is said in a language. 1L will not be

difFerent if said in another languags. Tn another word, language does not influence mind road,

morecver eare determone mind.

ol

C. CLOSING

The writer sees that it does not medn there s no positive value rom Sapur-
Whorf's hypothesis, because at least il can help how we see the world thal is
irfluenced by kind of language that we use. In this context, emphasizing is given to
the social context of langunge usage than pure linguistics consideration,

Language relativism is a relatton between language and mind {idea) of the
speaker. This Supir-Whorf's hypothesis 1s apparenly right aller 1t is tested through
sumple case of Maduranese and Jangkang Dayak languages, There iscor relation
between speaker’s language and mind. The speaker”s ideas can be constructed m and
throush language as in Hopi langnage and JTangkang Davak Language structure,

Along with that. it does nol niean that there is no theory that supports Lthis
opinion. Lin-Huber-lor cxample- presents an opinton saying that values cxisting in a
culture will influence the language practice of individuals nvolving in it Tais
lanpuage practice, then, will give an impact to the next generation hehaviors: In tutn.
these voung generations. then. will distribute the culture m lorwards. In another word,
this generation will start giving their inlluenee to their culture shape.

To pay closc attention fo the diflirent opinions of the cxperts in seeing the
correlation between mind and language inspircs us that thinking and speaking are
important in life. without bath of them, this lile will have no meanug, so many
thinkers ive a great atteniion lo deseribe the correlation of both,

lrrespective of which opinion is true or [alse, the writer (eels mlerested in
saving that Sapic-Whort’s hypothesis controversy is intervencd by Humbaoldt.
Humbaldt is convinesd that in the beginning human uses mind o catcgorize world and
i"nr_lud_i;:. it it language, but when language is formed, human become enguged by what

they create. There 15 human’s mind dependence on Janguage they use. Language 18



expressed through utterances that we hear as “outer shape”, while mind cxisling and
processed i the bram 1s “inner shape”™. Thuoy, human's mind delenmines what should

b done in his life and expressed throush laneuagc.
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