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words. At the same time, language influences one's construal of entities cross-
linguistically and developmentally, and causes a temporary change of construal
within a single language. We provide a detailed discussion of how each of these
three ways language may affect the construal of entities, and discuss how our
universally possessed knowledge interacts with language both within a single
language and in cross-linguistic context."

44. ———. 2008. "Reevaluating Linguistic Relativity: Language-Specific Categories
and the Role of Universal Ontological Knowledge in the Construal of
Individuation." In Language in Mind. Advances in the Study of Language and
Thought, edited by Gentner, Dedre and Goldin-Meadow, Susan, 429-464.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

45. Jedynak, Anna. 2008. "On Linguistic Relativism." In The Lvov-Warsaw School. The
New Generation, edited by Jadacki, Jacek and Pasniczek, Jacek, 325-344.
Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Poznan Studies in the Philosophy of Sciences and the Humanities, Vol. 89.

46. Joseph, John E. 1996. "The Immediate Sources of the 'Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis'."
Historiographia Linguistica no. 23:365-404.

Updated and reprinted in: From Whitney to Chomsky: Essays in the history of
American linguistics - Amsterdam, John Benjamins, 2002, pp. 71-105

47. ———. 2002. "The Popular (Mis)Interpretations of Whorf and Chomsky: What
They Have in Common, and Why They Had to Happen." In From Whitney to
Chomsky. Essays in the History of American Linguistics, 197-221. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

48. Kay, Paul, and Kempton, Willett. 1984. "What Is the Sapir-Whorf
Hypothesis?"American Anthropologist no. 86:65-79.

49. Koerner, Ernst Frideryk Konrad. 1992. "The Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis: A
Preliminary History and a Bibliographical Essay." Journal of Linguistic



08/05/23, 13:10 Selected and Annotated bibliography on Linguistic Relativism

https://www.ontology.co/biblio/linguistic-relativity-biblio.htm 9/15

Anthropology no. 2:173-198.

An extended and updated version is included as Chapter 10 in E. F. K. Koerner -
Professing linguistic historiography - Amsterdam, John Benjamins, 1995 pp. 203-
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