Language can be considered to be broken into two main categories: proper names and general words.  Proper names are  straightforward considerations; general words, however, lend themselves to confusion and lack of clarity, as they are dependent on our understanding of them which is in turn influenced by other ways of knowing.

So, we like to group in order to make sense and two ways of grouping are labels and stereotypes.

Advantage of labels: efficient





 Economical

A good label allows us to predict how that specific object will behave;

For example: 
Toddler




Dog




Snow

Furthermore, by attaching labels, we can them distinguish objects from each other; what is known in English essays as classification and division, sorting by way of particular characteristics.

However, how we group may depend on many things; the most significant being culture.

Thus, we could consider labels to be the social constructions we place on the world.

Some labels, therefore, are natural; other labels are cultural and the latter pertains more frequently to our labeling of human beings.

Labels, especially those used to classify human beings, appear to be more cultural than natural.
Stereotypes: What are they?

(Assumptions about a group of people based on their ‘membership’ to that group).

The reason they continue is in part because there is an element of truth to the generalizations about the group.

1.
We tend to think of stereotypes as negative in that the features focused on tend to the negative. 
2.
Stereotypes tend to merger from prejudice (perception) rather than fact. 
3.
Stereotypes are very difficult to change, despite the strength of contrary evidence.

Like stereotypes, labels can keep us fixed in particular ways of considering things. The other key drawback is they fail to capture and present the individuality/uniqueness of people, events, etc. by way of words.

Language and Thought: Sapir-Whorf; language determines our experience of reality.

Which came first?

Can we think without words?

Linguistic determinism: language determines how we perceive the world.

Human beings do not live in the objective world alone, nor alone in the world of social activity as ordinarily understood, but are very much at the mercy of the particular language which has become the medium of expression for their society. It is quite an illusion to imagine that one adjusts to reality essentially without the use of language and that language is merely an incidental means of solving specific problems of communication or reflection. The fact of the matter is that the 'real world' is to a large extent unconsciously built upon the language habits of the group. No two languages are ever sufficiently similar to be considered as representing the same social reality. The worlds in which different societies live are distinct worlds, not merely the same world with different labels attached... We see and hear and otherwise experience very largely as we do because the language habits of our community predispose certain choices of interpretation.

Basically…where we live influences our interpretations (Sapir, 1929) and language determines how we experience reality. We can think and see only what our language allows us to… 

What became known as Sapir-Whorf hypothesis can be disputed…

1. Babies can think without benefit of language.

For example: investigate Daniel Dennett’s writings about language and intelligence and Alison Gopnik’s TED talk about babies…

2.  Some creative people say that language plays a secondary role in their thinking; they think in images:

Einstein only employed words or other symbols (presumably mathematical) -- in what he explicitly called a secondary translation step -- after he was able to solve his problems through the formal manipulation of internally imagined images, feelings, and architectures. "I very rarely think in words at all. A thought comes, and I may try to express it in words afterwards," he wrote (Wertheimer, 1959, 213; Pais, 1982).

Einstein expanded on this theme in a letter to fellow mathematician Jacques Hadamard, writing that "[t]he words of the language, as they are written or spoken, do not seem to play any role in my mechanism of thought. The psychical entities which seem to serve as elements in thought are certain signs and more or less clear images which can be 'voluntarily' reproduced and combined.... The above mentioned elements are, in my case of visual and some of a muscular type.... Conventional words or other signs [presumably mathematical ones] have to be sought for laboriously only in a secondary stage, when the associative play already referred to is sufficiently established and can be reproduced at will" (Hadamard, 1945, 142-3).

3. We often hunt (metaphoric) for the correct words but end up saying something like, That is not what I meant. What does this, our searching for words, imply…which comes first, the chicken or the egg, if the chicken is thought or the chicken is language…you get what I mean, maybe?
4. If language determines thought, then how is it new words are ‘invented?’ I don’t know, so I Googled it?! YOLO.

