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Kepdaioao 6

Pntopikn|, mpomaydvoa Kot VO,

6.1. PHTOPIKH KAI AAHOEIA

Ot amoapyég TS YPNONG TS PNTOPIKNG MG UNYAvVIcUOs melBode puéocwm g YA®ooas, tavtilovral
YPOVIKA LE TIG amopyEs TG Onpokpatiog oty AOMva Tov Sov atwva m.X. Agv mpdKettal OUMS Yo
€V, QAIVOIEVO OV EUPOVIOTNKE amtd TO TovBevd — NON amd TV EMOYN TS HOVaAPYIag, Ol GOEOol
nyepudéveg epoOvIILay vao. KPoTodv Kovtd Tovg GLUPBOVAOVG, 7OV EKTPOCHOTOVGOV OlOPOPETIKA
GULPEPOVTO, KOl ATTOYELS, KOl TTOL 0 POAOGC TOVG NTAV VO TEIGOVV TOV NYEUOVO OTL ] GLYKEKPUUEVT
dmoyn, VIEP TNG OMOolag EMYEPNHOTOAOYOVCAVY, NTAV 1] ®OOTOTEPT. OUOIMG, 01 VANKOOL EXPETE VAL
KATOPEPOLY VO TEIGOLV TOV NYEUOVA, 1] TOV AELTOVPYO TOV 0TOi0 0 MYEUOVOG Elye Opicel Mg popéa
g€ovoiag, Yo TV dikoun eUOT TOL EKAGTOTE AUTHUATOS TOVGS, 1] Y10 TNV AJIKT (VO TOV KATNYOPLOV
TOV EVOEYOUEVAS VO, TOVG TPOGETITTAY.

Qot660 1 gykabidopvon g dnuokpatiog Epepe Eva kopa oAlaydv. H wavdtnta tov meibev
HETOTPATNKE GE amOALTY Eovaia, Kot 1 ddacKaAio TG TEXVNG NG eBoig dev dpynoe va 1ebel oe
poc@opd. Ot TPAOTOL SOAGKAAOL TOL OVIIKEWEVOL OVOUASTNKOV XOPIOTEC, OPOC ETVUOAOYIKA
cuvaeng pe ™ AEEN copia. To dvopa kabiEépmcav ot avtimalol Tovg, ekeivol Tov micTELAV OTL N
nelld €ykertoar oty amAn dMMAworn Tov aAndwvod kot dev amotelel Kamowov €idovg degloteyvia,
kaBmg o pia T€To10 TEPIMTOON 0 HOVOS AOYIKOG OKOTTOG TOV OANTH Ba fTav va meiceL TO KOO
TOV Y10, KATL TOV GTNV TPAYLATIKOTNTO dev aAnbevel. O YvOoTOTEPOS EK TOV AVIITAA®Y TOVG Eval O
2OKpATNG — emiong 0AoKAA0G, OUMG MG OPOPETIKNG HeBOOOV, TNG SOAEKTIKNG, ONAAdY] £vOG
€l00V¢ EpMTOTAVTHCE®V pe 6TOY0 TNV Earymyn TG aAnBetog kat oyt v meldd. Eqv petapépape Tig
000 TPOAKTIKEG OTAL OEOOUEVO TOL CNUEP, O ZOKPATNG O ekmaideve PAocOPOLS Kol BeoAdyovg
evd o1 Zogotég Ba mpoetoipalov SkNyOPoLs, dPNUOTEG Kot VTEVBVVOLS ONUOGIOV CYECEMYV,
EMKOVOVIOAIYOVG KOl TTOATIKOVC.

Aoppdvovtag véy TV €KTAOT TOV KEWEVOV TTOV EYEL APLEPMOCEL KOTAYPAPOVTOS TNV
anéyfelo Tov SUOKAAOV TOV, ZOKPATT, Y10 TOVG ZOPIGTEG, KO0 EVTUTMOT 0EV LG TPOKAAEL TO
yeyovog 6t o [TAdtwvog dev Tapnyaye moté KAmolo eyyepioto pnropikng. To ékave dpme o padntmg

oV, 0 Aptototéing. To épyo tov Prropikn Eexwva pe pio éppecn amoAioyio yuo tnv idwa Tov TNV



omopén. Emonpaiver 601t m pnropikn, m epyodielomoinon g yA®ooag og HEGOo meldolg,
YPNOLOTOLEITOL 0T’ OAOVG OGS OVEEPETMG, OTIC TEPUTTAOCELS OOV BEAovue va avadeiovpe v
aAnfela ko v opBdTTA TOV Go®V AEUE KOl VO OONYGOVUE TOV GUVOMANTY HOG GTO Vo TO.
anodeytel o¢ tétown. O Apiototéing vrootnpilel O6tL dev vrdpyel kdmolo eyyevéc AdBoc o
CUYKEKPLUEVN] TOKTIKN 1] OTNV PNTOPIKN HE TNV ONOoiol TPAYHOTOVETAL, aveapTiTOS TOV
petafintav mepiotdocov. Ta mpoPAnupata Eekvdve dtav mpoomabodie vo meicovpe Kavovog
enikinomn, Oyt ot AOYyiK©, 0AAG ot0 ovvaicOnua, 1Wing de OtV TPOKELTAL Y10, SIKOVOUIKEG

dladIKaGieC.

Agv mpénel va, S10GTPEPOVLE TOVS JIKOGTEG TAPOCVPOVTOS TOVG GE opyn 1 o€ OOVo M o€
oikto’ avtd Oa NTav cov vo GTPAPDOVOLE TOV YAPAKO TOL TPOKELTOL VO YPT|GLLOTOU|COVLLE. ...
TO HEAOG TNG EKKANGIOG TOL OMUOV Kot 0 SIKAGTNG amopacifovv Yo cuyKekpipéva Bépata Tov
TapOVTOG GLYVE LAAGTO 01 ATOPACELS TOVG ennpealoviat and eilies, amd £xBpeg Kot amd to
TPOCHOTIKO TOVG GUUPEPOV, LE AmOTELECUA Vo UV ivat o o€ B€om va dtokpivouy —oTov
Babuod mov mpémer— v aAndeia ko  Kpion Tovg va emckotiletal amd O,TL eivan evydploTo

N dVoAPEGTO TPOSHOTIKA 6TOVG 1010V¢ (Aprototéng, Prropikn 1.1, Metapp. A. AvmovpAng)

Qo61660, 0 AploToTéANG cuveyilel Aéyovtag 0Tt akdpa kot 6cot cvppepifovtol v dmoyn tov mepi
avnOwodmTog g enikAnong oto cvvaicOnuo o@eilovy vor LEAETICOVY TO. PNTOPIKA HEGH TNG €V
AOY® GTPATNYIKNG, DOTE VO WITOPOLV VO ovoyvmpilovv TOTE Kol TmG YPNOLOTOLEITOL Ko vau glvait

o€ B€om va TNV avTiKpoHGoLV.

H pnropwr], ootdco, givor ypiowun mpodto tpmto yoti 1 oAndelo kot to dikaio £yovv ek
QUoE®G peyoADTEPT OVVOUN amtd To avTifeTa TOVS oV EMOUEVMG Ol OIKOOTIKEG KPIoELS dEV
yivovtot Katd tov Tpoorkovta TpOmo, VIoYPEOTIKA 1 aAnBeta Kot To dikato vikiovvtot and to
avtifeta Toug — Ko aVTo givan G0 popeng. ... Enilong, o pritopag mpénet va givar oe Béom
va meifel Kot ylo o avtifeTo, akpidg OTMG Kol 6TOVG SOAEKTIKOVG GUALOYIGHOVG — OYL,
BéPara, yio va kévovpe Kot ta 000 (Koveic 0ev mpémel vo melfel Tov KOGUO Vo KAVEL EVTEAN
TPAYUATO), OAAL Yo VoL Un HoG SLOPEVYEL 1) TPOLYLLOTIKT ovoia Tov BEpatog Ko, o€ TepinTwon
TOV KATO10G AALOG emyelpnatoroyel avtifeta e T0 6OOTO Kot diKato, EUEl va pmopode va

OVOTPETOVLE TOL EMLYEIPTLLOTO, TOV. (OT.TT.)



H o&vdépkela mov ekppaletatl otn okEYN T TG QUVVTIKNG Emyelpnpatoroyiog ayyilel Ta dpla
™G 010acKoAMAS TV Zoeiot®v. H tomobétnon vrép g KaTAKTNoNG TS PNTOPIKNG TEXVNG OTtd
aKEPALOVS Kol NOKOVG OANTES G PECO TPOGTACIOG OMEVOVTL GTOVG PYTOPES TOPOTEUTEL GTNV
EKAOYIKEVTIKY] YPOUU] TOL YopakKTnNpilel TIG OTPaTIOTIKEG dvvauelg oG “eipnvevtikés”’. To
vrofockov {Rtmua mov dgv Biyet €dd 0 Aprototédng elvar 1o €€Ng: g Ba pmopovcape va elpacte
Glyovpol OTL TO VIOKEIUEVO TOL OOACKETOL TNV PNTOPIKY, OGO ayva Kivntpa kot av £xel, dev OBa
VTOKVYEL EV KOLP® GTOV TEWPACUO VO T YPNCLOTOMGEL Y10l VO, TETVYEL AOEUTOVS GKOTOVG;

O Aprototédng mapabétel akoun Eva emtyeipnuo vITEP TG LEAETNG TN PNTOPIKNG, TOV OO0V

10 NOKS TAaic1o elvor opKeETA APPIAEYOUEVO.

Axoun ko av Katelyape v akplPECTEPT EMGTNUOVIKY YVOGT], OPIGUEVOVS avOpOTOVS OEV
Ba Mtov €0KOAO Vo TOLG TTEICOVUE OAUOPPAOVOVTOG e PAon avTiVv Tov AOY0 HOG KL 0VTO
YTl 0 €mMOTNUOVIKOG AOYOS amotehel JQOTIGTIKY OWOCKOAMO, 1 OPOTICTIKY] OUMGC
dwackaAia etvol kATt TOv amokAeieTol TEAEIMG G LI TETOLN TEPIMTMOOT): Y10 TO, EMLYELPTLATOL
KOl TOVG AOYOUG HOG EIHOCTE VITOYPEDUEVOL VO XPNGUYLOTOLOVUE TOVG KOWWOUG TOTOVG, OTMG
vrootnpiéope ota Tomkd WAGVTOG Y1o. TOV TPOTO UE TOV O0Moio TPEMEL Vo ameLOLVOLOCTE

oTo Ao

Ot ‘kowvol tomor” mepthapavouy Ta - Kowvd Yo OA0LG - evYAPIGTA 1| OLGAPESTA GLVULGONaTO, Kot
Kupimg TV gvtvyia, TOV aVTOoKOTO TG avlpdmivng vVtaping. O Apiototéing Bewpel avtod TOL
eldoovg TIg yevikég emkAnoelg og o povo péso melovc g paloc, Mol TV avlpdTwv Tov dev
UTOPOVUE VO TEIGOVUE SOUOPPOVOVTOS TOV AOYO HOg HE PAoT TNV EMGTNUOVIKY Yvdon. Oa
UTOPOVCOUE VO TOVUE OTL {0MG Kl va. EVEKPIVE, MG v Pabud, Tig TNAEOTTIKEG S0P UIGEIS TOV
Bacilovrar otn Beperimon evog atposealpikol yopaktipa. Tig dwupnuicelg ekeiveg mov dev pmopet
Kkaveig va kataldfetl molo mpoiov daenuilovy, £og 6tov epupaviotel o dvoud tov otnv 086vn. Tig
dwpnuicelg exetveg mov Bavpdlel n kovAtovplapikn ehit, yAevdlelt M pecaio TaEN (KOOGS TIg
Aoppaver og TeEKUNPo amoPAAKOONG TS KOWVOVING) Kot aveEYETon - TOOVOS He pio eAa@pld
evoyMon - o voroumog TANBvouos. Ouwmg avtég ol dapnuicels, oe kdbe mepintwon, PEpvovy ta
emBountd amoteréopata, avEdvouy OMAad TG TOANGELS TOL TPOIOVTOG, €AMW Ba giyav
eKAelyEL amd TOVG SEKTEG LaG.

To pnropwcd oynuoate TPOoKHTTOVY OMO GLYKEKPIUEVEG YPNOELS TOL AOYOL KOl TPOKOAOVV

0TOVC  OoKkpootég avdioya ovvausOnuata.  Evdewktikd  mopodeiypoto  TETOIWV  GYNMUATOV



mapoTEOnKay ota kepdioia 4 Ko 5, kKo cuuTEPLOUBAEVOLY TT.Y. TNV YPNON PUAETIKAOV, 1| €V YEVEL
VIOTIUNTIKOV YOPUKTNPIGUAOV Otws N AéEN armdfpacuo. (§5.4). Qo1600, 01 Ae&hoyikég emAoyég dev
AOTELOVV T LOVOIIKT] TPAYUATOGCT TOV PNTOPIKOV GYNUATOV - GAAES TETOLEG TPAYUATAOGELS Eival
N oepd TV AEEEMV Kal 1) SOUN TG TPOTUONG OTMG EMIONC KO 1 ELOVAANYN, 1 PLOUKOTNTO KO Ol
AOWMEG  TOKTIKEG TNG KAOGGIKNG PNTOPIKNG 7OV  ONUOLPYOVV  TO  OVTIGTOL(O.  VPOAOYIKE
OMOTEAECUATO. XTOV TPOPOPIKO AOY0, TO TPOSPepOpevo péca  moAloamAacidlovtor kabmg
TEPAOUPAVOVY Kot TV TOtOTNTO TNG POVNG, TOV TOVO, TNV £VIOGT), TNV TayOTNTa, TNV dtokduavon,
aKoOuo, Kot To Pumpdrto, pion TEYVIKA TOL OV YPNOUOTOIEITOL TAEOV, NTOV MGTOCO OPKETA
ONUOPIAMING OTIC TPAOTEG OEKOETIEG TOV EIKOCTOD OUOVO OTMG UAPTLPOVV Ol NYOYPUPNOELS NG
emoyns. Ta mpoavaeepBévia YAMGGOAOYIKA HEGO, GE GLVOVLOGUO HE TOV “YPOUOTIGUO” TOL
nepleyopévov, ennpedlovy tov akpoot o€ Pabud mov vrepPaivel TV AVIIKEWEVIKY] AOYIKT] TOL
EKAOTOTE EMLYEIPNLATOG.

Oa Ntav ENOUEVOS TPOTILOTEPO VO, apalpodsoe and T YAOooo Kdbe pnTopikn mTuyn e,
Yoo va avadeiéovpe pdévo v kabapn oinbewa; e pio TAnBopa TEPIMTOCEWV, EMICTPATEDETOL
OVIMG OKOTO 1] 0OPIOTOAOYI, OTOV Ol OpIANTEG — gite givon Beopikol gopeic, gite pikpd Toudid
oL £Yovv Kavel kdmowo ataéio — Topovstalovy Ta yeyovaTta PE TETO0 TPOTO DOGTE VO TPOdSLaBETovLV
fetikd T0 KOWO Y TO TMOWOV TOVG. Xg OVTEG AOMOV TIG MEPWITAOCELS, TiBeTon pio ovarykm
EMOVOOLOTOTOOTG TOV TPAYLOTIKOV YEYOVOTMV MGTE VO EVIOTIGOVUE TO KEKAAVUUEVO CULPEPOVTAL,
ta. omoia. vwokivnoav TV aAAOI®OT NG TPOYUOTIKOTNTAG KATA TNV OpYIKN EKPOPA TOL AHYOUL.
[Tapoéro mov pumopodpe vo mopabECOVUIE YEYOVOTO KOl ETUYEPNUOTO UE TOAAOVS O0LPOPETIKOVS
TPOTOVG, TEPIGCOTEPO 1) AMYOTEPO OVTIKELEVIKOVGS, 1) ATOAVTI 0LOETEPOTNTO OEV Elval GYEOOV TOTE
epktn. I'pdpovtag avtéc Tig AéEelg, Ko1tdlm £ amd T0 TaPABLPO OV TOV GLUVVEPLIGUEVO OVPOVO.
Katd médoo mbavotnta, n €EKQpacn oovvepiaouévog ovpavos Gaivetol cov pio ovdétepn ONA®ON.
Ouwg o ovvvepiaouévos ovpoavog QPEPEL OPVNTIKEG GUVONAMDGCELS, EVD GTNV TPOYLATIKOTNTO TIG
tedevtaieg pépeg ékave tOoM (0N Kol 0 NAMOG €katye TOGO TOAD, TOL 1 GNUEPIVI] GLVVEPLH KOt
aLTA M GYETIKY YOypa glvar peydAn avakodeion, Kot Ayn Bpoyn clyovpa Ba ékave KoAd GTOV KNTTO
Tapd To Yeyovog 6t M Ppoyn dev gival TIg TEPIOCOTEPEG POPEG KATL TOL EVYOUAGTE VO GVUPEL. Agv
VILAPYEL OLOETEPOTNTO. GTNV EKPPUCT, KOl O GVVVEPLATUEVOS 0VPAVOS OEV givon pio ovdétepn
oMiwon yuti dev épetL To cLVNBeC VITOVOT LA

KdébOe amdmepa vo ekppdoovpe v ainbeio 6to Adyo amottel T TEPIOCOTEPES POPES ial
KOmowL ¥PNoMN TOV PNTOPIKAOV HEGMV. OTOCO, T PNTOPIKN TapEYEL €miong T OvvatdTTA

dotpéPrmong e mpaypatikdOtTas. Onwg didace kol 0 ApIoTOTEANG, Yo VO Umopel KAmolog va



Kével pe emruyio OmMOOONTOTE Omd TA VO OVTA TPAyUATO — Kot Yy vo gival oe Béom va
avayvopicel mo and TG OV0 TOKTIKEG EMCTPATELEL O GUVOUANTAG TOL — 1 KOTOVONGN NG
pNTOPIKNG €lvol Pacikd TPOOTAITOVUEVO. & TEMKN avAALoT, TIG AELTOVPYIEG TNG PNTOPIKNG
opeilovy  vo  HEAETNGOLY TOGO Ol TPOACTICTEG NG  “KoBopng”’, NG TPAYHOTIKNG KOl
QVTITPOCOTEVTIKNG YADGCOS, OCO KOl €KEVOL OV GKOMEVOLV VO TN YPNOLUOTOWGOLV Yo

TPOCWOTIKO TOVS OPELOG.

6.2. TAQXXA, XKEYH KAI TIPATMATIKOTHTA
2oppova pe tov Zokpdtn kot tov [Adtova, n tpaypatikdémta vrepPfaivel ta 6pla g yAwocag. H
Bempnomn tovg Yo TN GYEGN AVAUESH GTN YADCGCO KOl TNV TPAYUATIKOTNTO AmoTEAESE TN PAon Yo
™mv Mecaiovikny SIIAEKTO, OO TEPLYPAPNKE OTNV TEUTTN £vOTNTA TOV O£VTEPOL KEPaAaiov. O
UEYOADTEPOS POPOC OV TPOEKLYE MG TPOS TNV OOACKAAID TNG PNTOPIKNG, NTOV 1) EVOEXOUEVT
amnyno” TG ZoPIoTIKNG LITOBESNC, TG Amoyns dniadn 6Tt o dvBpwmog (Kot oyt o Oedg) eivar to
HETPO NG TPAYUATIKOTNTOG — EMOUEVAOS M TPpaypaTikotnTo dgv  elval avBomapktn, oArd
onuovpyeitoan amd tov avBpomo pe Poacikd epyoreio ™V YAOOGO, KOl GUYKEKPIUEVO TNV
TELGTIKOTNTA TG,

H dyyoyvouio avdpeso 6Tovg TPOacTIGTES TOV dVO ATOYEMV, LE TOVG UEV va, btoostnpilovv
OTL M mpaypotikoOTNTe £ivat aveEdptnn e avlpomivng avtiAnyng kot tovg o Ot 1 avOpdmTIvn
avTiAnymn aroteiel ™ Paom - KOl OVGLUGTIKA SLUOPPAOVEL - TNV TPOLYLATIKOTNTO, ETUVEUPAVIGTNKE
mv emoyn tov Mecaiovo g “mpdfAnua tov KaBdrov”. To kevipwd epdmua mpe Vv €ENg
HOpPON: M TOEWVOUNGCT TOV OVTIKEWEVOV TOV QLUGIKOD KOGHOV, OTMG Y10, TOPAdELYo. TNG YATOG,
veioToToL OVEEAPTNTO ATO TNV ULGIKY HOPEN TNG KAOe YaTOg KO TNV avTiAnyn ™¢ omd 10 voduv
vrokeipevo (amoyn mov ekepdotnke tOco amd tov IIAdtova 660 kot amd TG apy€S TOL
Xpotwviopov); 'H pimog n katnyopio g ydrag veiotator povo péca amd v vmopén kot Tig
W teg Kkébe pepovouévng yatag; 'H pimog m katnyopla g ydrog oamotedel mpoidv Tng
avOpomvng avtiinyng kot eumepiag; Ot tpelg avtéc Bempiec amotelobv TIC Pooikés 10€eg TG
TPOYLOTOKPOTIOG, TNG OVOLOTOKPATIOG KOl TNG EVVOLOKPOTIOG avTioTol . ApYotOTEPOS EKPPACTNG
g TpdNG etvan o [TAdtwvac, g 6e0TEPNS 0 APIGTOTEANG Kot TG TPITNG 01 ZTMKOL PIAOGOQOL.

Kébe pio amd 11g 0éoeic autég mpoodidel omn YAMGGH £vav SloPOopeTIKd poro. Znv
TpaypaTokpatio, N yYAdooo dgv givor mapd €vag poavovog mov mePKAEiEl T okéym Ywpig va

emmpedlel 10 TEPLEYOUEVO TNG, KOOWKOMOLEL OamAMG pio oveEAPTNTN TPAYUOTIKOTNTO. XTNV
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ovopaTokpatio, 0 pOAOG NG YAMGGOS ival evOEYOUEVOG MO GNUAVTIKOS, KAO®MS YEQPLPAOVEL TO
YOoUO AVAUEST 0TI KABOMKEG £VVOLES TTOL EVOTTAPYOLV GTIC PLGIKEG OVIOTNTES KOl GTNV aVTIANyM
TOV EVVOLOV oVTOV omtd 10 avOpdmvo poord. v evvolokpatio, 0 pOAOG TG YA®GGOS givot
KaBop1oTIKOG, S1OTL aKOUN KOl OTNV TEPITTMGTN MOV 01 KAOOAIKEG £Vvoleg TPOKVTTOLV ATO TNV
mavavOpoOTvn Kown gumelpion Tov oeBnToL KOcHOoV, N VTaPEN TOvg oPeileTol kAT KOPOV GTNV
KOTOVOUOGIOL TOVG amd TO. VOOUVTO LTOKEIUEVO, CUVETDS HUOVO HECH TNG YAMOOOG UTOPOVV Vi
StopopemBoHv Kot va d1ado0ovv.

Me v Avoyévvnon Kot tnv €0poimon Tng oVYXPOvNS OKEYNG, Ol TOPUTOVE® HEGOLMOVIKES
Bewpieg Yo ) cvvdeela petald yAdooag, vonong kot Tpaypatikdmrag cvveyilovv va kevipilovv
TO EVOWPEPOV TOV JVONTAV, HOAOVOTL 1| doTOTwo™n Tovg petaoynuoatiletar. H Oewpio tov
“novova” egokohovbel va veioctotal pe T HOPEN TOL TEPLYPAPNKE TPONYOLUEVMOS, EVAD TPOG
avTikpovon g v Adym tomofétnong avantvccovtal dvo Bewpnoels, ot omoieg vrostnpilovy OTL 1
YAOooa cuvterel 6t dlopdpemon ¢ okéync. H mpdt Bedpnon sivan Betikd mpockeipevn otnv
EMPPON NG YADOOAG, TNV Yopaktnpilel pdAioto og “poyikd kAedi’, o omoilo pog EMTPENEL VoL
KOTOVONNGOVHE TNV OTOMIKY OAAG Kot TNV moATiopikyy okéyrn. H dedtepn Oedpnon dSwotnpet
OPVNTIKY GTACT) MG TPOG TNV EMPPON IOV OoKEL 1] YA®GoH otV avlpamivn vonon, tpofdiioviog
MV ©G TNYN HETOPULOIK®OV TOPEUPOADY TTOV HOG amompocsovaTorilel and v kabapn Aoyikn
okéyn. (BA. mapakdto Joseph 2002: 75-80)

Ot YA®WGGOAOYOL TOV OEKOTOV-EVOTOV KOl TOV EIKOGTOV 01dVO, 0KoAovOncav katd Pdaon v
Bewpio Tov payikov kKAeW100, N omoia Kot tomobetel og eE€yovoa BEom TV HEAETN TG YADGGAS, ™G
MV TOAN Yo pio MO OVLGLCTIKY KATOVONGT TOL TOMTICHOV Kot TG ovOpomivng vonong. H
TAPAS00oT] TNG AVAALTIKNG PIA0GOQIG amotedel To Pacikdtepo TPomvPYo Katd g Bewpiag Tov
LYKo KAEWO100, KoL VITEP TNG ATOYNG TOV UETAPLGIK®OV ToPEUPOADV. Q6TOC0, £Y0VV VILAPEEL Kot
PILOCOPIKEG OLOGTAVPMCELS LETAED YAMCGOAOY®WV, Ol 00101 S1OTPOVV GTOTYELD TNG PNTOPIKNG TOV
poytkod KAEW00 Kol Kotd TNV €10aymyn Toug 6tov dtdhoyo mepl HETAPLOIKOV TapepPorny. O
Edward Sapir (1884 — 1939), Betepdvog G YA®GGOAOYIKNG avOpmToLoyiag Tov €1KOGTOD OidVa,
TAGGOTAV VIEP TNG AITOYNG TOL HOYIKOV KAELDI0D GTO TPMIUO EPYO TOV, GCUUTEPIAAUPAVOUEVOL Kot
tov PBipAiov tov Language, mov ypaptnke 1o 1921, 6mov ko avagéper ot “H yAdoca kot ot
OLIKLUAVOELS TNG OKEYNG Hag gival dppnKTa cuvoedepéveg LETaEL Tovg Kot gfvar, Katd pia évvoua,
éva Kot to avtd” (oei. 217-218). “H yAwooa eival 1 wo peydAn Kot COUTEPIANTTIKY TEYVY TOV
VILAPYEL, Vo TEADPLO KOl AVAOVUUO £PY0 TOV GLAAOYIKOD acvveidntov” (cel. 220). H pntopikn| Tov

OUMG ETPOKELTO VO, AALAEEL peTd TV avayvmor Tov BifAiov tov Ogden (1889—-1957) kou Richards
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(1893-1979) pe titho The Meaning of Meaning (1923), pia extetapévn mpaypoteio pe 0épa ™
dvvapn g “Mayeiog tov Aééewv”. O Ogden kot o Richards mictevav 611 ov AéEeig €xovv
dvvapun vo. 0oKNoovy “UmveTikég empposs”’ (oel. 132), va tovticovv dnAadn ta onueio pe to
onuovoueva, mpdyua to omoio Bewpovv wg ™ Pdon kabe avOpdOTIVNG TAAVNG KOl TOPOvVONoNG —
cuoumeptAappavopévng Kot g witepa emkivovvng avboipetdmmrag Tov YAwssikov onueiov, v
omoia mpaypatedTNKay AOA0YOL OTG 0 Saussure, GOUPOVO LLE TOV OToio “To Thvta elvan {hTnpa
AEewv”. O Ogden ka1 o Richards 0o ovopalov Vv ovykekpuyévn OBewpio “yAOOGOAOYIKO

UNOEVIGUO™ Ko “oKenTIKIond” ko Bo vrootplav ot

To kaAbteEpO PECO S10PLYNG OO TOV CKENTIKIGUSO VT, OMMG EMIONG KO OO TNV VAIVOTIKN
EMPPON OV KATOTY avaAvoNG Bécape G dEdOUEVN, EYKELTAL TNV JAMIGTOOT TOL TPOTOL
He Tov omoio ta onueior aokoHV TNV SVVOAUTN TOVE KOl TOV TOAADY Kol OILPOPETIKAOV EVVOLDY

TOV TOVS TPOGdidovV T0 NONnud Tovg. (om.m.)

To avtiktumo tov BiPriov awtod oV oKéyn Tov Sapir yivetorl EUEOVEG NO1 OO TV KPLTIKY| TOV

&ypaye v o Meaning of Meaning:

O P1LOG0Po¢ KivduvedEL va Técel Bpa Tov 1010V ToV Tov Adyov, o€ Pabud TOAD peyaAdTepO
an’ 0cov glye PAVIOOTEL, OV TOWTIGOLY Ol OVOYVAOGTEG TO KAAOLML TNG OKEYNG TOVL, &va
KaAOOTL YAWOOoKO, pe TNV ovtidnyn tov vy tov kocpo. ‘Etcl, aonuoavteg yA®OoKEG
Katnyopieg €vOEYETOL VO TAPOLY TN HOPPY| KOGUKAOV omdivtmv. (Sapir 1924: 154 [1949:
157])

Onwc avapépm kot og mponyovpevo PBirio pov (Joseph 2002, Kepdaiaio 4), n mapoamdve oAlayn
onTIKNG Yoviag énaiée KaBoplotikd poio otnyv Aeyduevn YrnoOeon Sapir-Whorf, 1| Yn60eon Whort,
plo omd T Mo gvpéwg dadedopéveg 10€eg ™G cvyypovns YAwocoroyiag. Kavelg dev umopet va
0picEL Pe G1yoVpLd TNV GLYKEKPIUEVT) VTTOOEGT — 0 OPOG, KOl TO EVOLPEPOV TOV TPOGEAKVGE 1 10£0,
moyiwdnkav petd tov 0dvato TV eumAekOueEvOV YA®GGOAOGY®V. Evioc Ttov d0popeETIKOV
EPUNVELDV OV EYEL EUTVEVCEL 1 10€0L TEPIAAUPAVETOL O “YAOCGIKOG VIETEPUVIGUOS”, COUO®VA e
TOV 0moilo “n avtiAnymn Tov ATOHOL Yo ToV KOGHo KabopileTar amd Tig katnyopieg mov dabétel N
untpwikn tov  yA®wooo” (New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, 1993, vn6 10 Anuua

‘Whorfianism’), xka0d¢ kot n Mme €K0oyN TOL, 0 “YAMOOIKOC GYETIKIGHOS, OTL OnAadn “ot
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Katnyopleg e YADOGGOS OLUOPPAOVOLV €V LEPEL TNV KOTNYOPLOTOINOT TNG EUTEPIOG ATO TOVG
opAntég” (om.m. vd o Aqppa ‘Sapir—Whorf Hypothesis®).

O Benjamin Lee Whorf (1897-1941), @ottntg tov Sapir, diepedvnoe TV YA®GGIKN EKQPOOT)
TOV XpOVoL oTn YA®ooo TV Ivoiaveov Hopi, kot courépave apevog, 6Tt ot Hopi avtihapfavovtay
NV €vvolo TOV XPOVOL UE TPOTO TEAEIWS O10QPOPETIKO GE Gyéom Ue TOvg opintés Evpomaikdv
YAOoohV (Yo TIg YA®ooeg avtég etonyaye tov Opo Standard Average European) kot agetépov, 6t n
avTiAny”n tovg ovtn cLUPAdCE e TV Evvola Tov ¥pdvov OTtm¢ opileTat amd T cOyyxpovn LGIKY).
H épevva tov Whorf mpotdocel tnv mpocéyyion g YAOGGOS MG TNYN LETOPVGIKOV TOPEUPBOADYV,
KaBDG KATOOEIKVOEL TOVG EVVOLOAOYIKOVG — KOl KOT EMEKTOCT VONTIKOLG - TEPLOPIGUOVS OV
emPdAdlovv otoug opuAntég Toug ot Evpomaikég yAwooeg (Standard Average European).

To ypamtd tov Whorf (1956) amoteloVv onueio ovo@opds Y TOVG GUYYPOVOLS
YA®OGGOAHYOLG OV LIOGTNPILOLY OTL 01 YAMGGES GLVOEOVTAL APPNKTO HE TNV OKEYN KOl TOV
TOMTIGHO TV opAntav tovg. O Chomsky kot ov Aowmol yAwccordyor mov tetvovv mpog pio
KaBOMKT YAWGGOAOYIKY TTpoGEyyion, dev perétnoav moté €1g Pdbog v Ymobeon Sapir-Whorf.
Epevovntég g yvoocwkng emomung, oamomepdOnkav va giéyCovv v vmdbeom, Opwc T
OTOTEAEGUATO TTOV TPOEKLYAY OO TNV OOKIU Nrav apgionuo. Qotdco o1 YAWGGOAHYOl TOv
EMYEPNUOTOAOYOVV VIEP TNG OVAYKTG TPOCTUGIOG KOl SLOTPNOTG TOV OMEILOVUEVOV YAMGGOV, M
VIEP NG ONUOciog TG YAMOOOG Y10 TNV OVGLOCTIKY KATOVONGN TNG OTOUIKNG KOl GUAAOYIKNG
TOVTOTNTOG, TEIVOLV VO emkahovvTon TG OnAwacelg tov Whorf mdve oto {tnmpa, 0Tt OnAadn Kabe
YAOGGa anoteAel pio dapopetikny BEaom Tov KOGHOV Kal OTL 1| YAOCGCO £ivol KEVIPIKOS AEOVAS Yo
™ OLUOPPMGT), TH GLVOYN Kot TN d1Ad0CT EVOG TOMTIGLOV.

Qg éva Pabuo, 1o épyo twv Ogden kot Richards (1923) givor 1 avtidpaon tov Bpetavicon
EUTEPIGHOL otV Opdon Tov Hrepwtikod Evpomaikod 1dsolopod. Evd Aowmdv o gumeipiopds
evtomilel v aAnfeo otov aobntd kOGHo (dNAOY GTNV EUTEPiO. TOL GOUATOC), O WEAAICUOG
amoppintel v acOnmprokn eumepio, v omoio kot yopaxtnpilel ¢ mAdvn, emdéyoviag vo
otpagel 6TV Aoykn (dNAadn oty Kpicn Tov HLaAov) dote va kabopicel Tt €6Ti TPAYUATIKOTNTA.
Avoivovtog To {TNUa €K TOV VOTEPMV, GUVEIONTOTOLOVUE OTL O GUYKEKPIUEVOS SYOGHOG amoTELEL
GUVEYELDL TOV UECAIWVIKOD TPOPANUATOS TV KaBOAOL, av Kol O VE®MTEPIGUOS, TPOAYOVTOS TNV
10eoAoyia TG oLVEXOVG TPOOOOL, KAALYE TNV QUEST] AVTN GUVIEST (TPAyHa oL eEakoAovBel va
Kavelr puéypt ko onuepa). Xto Hrepotikd Evponaikd nedio, n Votepn evvolokpatio £QTace 6TO
amoyeld g péoa and ta ypantd tov Ppivipyy Nitoe (1844—1900). O Nitoe omovdace opyikd

QeuoloYio, EYKATEAEWE OUMG TNV OVAALGN TGOV OPYOU®V KEWEVOV GOTE Vo aoyoindel pe
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QUAOGOQIKE {nTaTe EVPVTEPOV EVOLUPEPOVTOG. L26TOGO, 1| TPOIUN EVAGYOANCT] TOV LE TN YADGGO
adlUPIoPATNTO EMNPEACE TIG VOTEPEG OMOYELS TOV, KOOMG vmootpiée OTL M TPOYUATIKOTN T
veiototon Povo péoa amd TV opyavwon TG 6To YAWGGIKO cOoTna. EvOeiktikd mapddetypo g
acdeelog mov yapakmpilel Tov Bpetaviko-Hrelpwtikd dtyacud amotehel n nepintoon tov Kapi
MopE (1818-1883). O Moap&, av kot copmatpidg Tov Nitoe, NtV EKTPOCOTOS TNG VOTEPNS
TpAyHOTOKpATiOG — TPEMEL OUMG v AdPovpe vwoyn kol 10 yeyovog Ott o Mapf mépace T0
peyarvtepo pépog g Lmng Tov ot Bpetavia, 6Tov kot Topnyoye To. CNUAVTIKOTEPA £PYQ TOV.

Ot ovykekpluévol SIA0YOl TOL OEKOTOV-EVOTOL O1DVO EiyoV QUECO OVTIKTUTO GTNV
epapuoocpévn yhowoooroyio Tov onuepa. H Map&iotikn Bedpnon vrofocket (tovAdylotov Kot
eMipaon) oe po HeYOAN YKALO GUYYPOVOV TPOCEYYIGE®V, GUUTEPIAAUPAVOUEVOV Kot EKEIVOV TOV
M. A. K. Halliday (BA. mapakdtm, cel. 126), Kot TOV TEPIGGOTEP®V “KPITIKOV Tpoceyyicemv. O
opB660&og Map&iopog eivar dppnkto GuVOEIEUEVOG e TNV Bedpnon tov “povdda” og 6Tt apopd )
oxéomn HETOEL YAMOGOG KOl KOW®VING, TOMTIGHOD Kot oKéyne. Akopa kot o Voloshinov, o omoiog
VooTNPIEe, OMWG €idaUE KOl GTNV TPAOTN EVOTNTO TOL TETOPTOL KEPAAaiov, OTL N TOEIKT TAAN
EVoOPKAOVETOL PEGO amd T0 1010 T0 YAWooiKO onpeio, dev mioteve 6Tt aAAdlovTag TN YA®ooo Oa
umopovoe KAmMO0g va aAAGEEL Ko TNV TOEIK TTAAN ° M €mppor| avt) okoAovbel pio avetnpd
povodpoun katevBoven. O Nitoe omotédece mnyn EUTVELONG YL TOLS QGLAOGOPOVS TOL
UETAOOMGHOV, HETAED TV omoiwv Kot 0 Povkd, 0 omoiog Oa vrootpile, kAT TN OeKAETIOL TOV
1960, 6t 1 yvoon amotelel mpoiov g lotopiog kot, kotd cuvéneia, TG TOAMTIKNG. AVTO TOL GTNV
ovcia tov daywpile and toug Map&lotég, tav N memoidnon Tov OTL TO YVOOTIKE OVTIKEIREVQ,
GUUTEPIAQUPAVOUEVIC KOl TNG YADGGOG OALL KOl TOV CNUOLVOUEVOV NG, 0&V TPOEKVLTTAY OO
VTOKEILEVA TTOV GKEPTOVTAL, LIAOVV Kol dpovV dthmokelpevikd. Aviifétwg, o Povk®d micteve OTL TO
YVOOTIKA OVTIKEIPEVA TPOKVTTTOVV 0td TNV 1010 TNV e€ovaia, pe v omoia £yovv pio apotfoio Kot

Bepelmon oyéon.

[Tpémer pdArov va deytovpe Tmg 1 €E0VGIa TOPAYEL YVAOOT ... TOG EE0VGIN KOl YVMOOT GUECH.
GAANAOEEOPTIOVTOL — TG OEV LITAPYEL GYEON €E0VTTNG Y®PIS cLOYETIoUEVT GVGTACT €VOG
eSOV YVONG, 0VTE Kol YVMOOT oV Vo Unv mpoimofETel Kol vo Unv amoteAel TovTOYpOVAL
oyxéoels eEovoiag ... Kovroroyic, dev eivor 1 dpactnplomto 10V VIOKEWEVOD TNG YVAOONG
ekelvn oL TapdyeL pia YVAGCT), ¥PNCUN 1 avuOTAKT 6TV £€0vaia, aAld i eEovsia-yvaon,

01 dLod1KaGTIES KoLl Ol ayMVES TOV EIGYOPOVY 6" avThV Kot v amaptilovv, avtég kabopilovv
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11§ mBavES popeEs Kot T mBava media g yvoons. (Povkm, 1989 [1975]: 40, 41, Metapp.
K. Xatnonpov — L. PaAAn)

O ®ovkd GLYVE TOPEPUNVEVETAL OO TOLG OVTUTAAOLG TOL — pio KaTNyopio wOL TEPLAAUPAVEL
ToAAEG B€oElg TOV PAGHOTOC, amd TOVG MapEIGTEG MG TOVS GLVINPNTIKOVG VIETEPUIVIGTES OTMG M
Margaret S. Archer (BA. kepdrato 7, evotnta 1) — og VIEPUAYOG TNG ATOYNS OTL 1] YVAOOT, 1] YA®GGA
Kot k@O GAAN TpoaypoTikdTTo OV Eval TITOTA TOPATAVE® 0d YAMGGIKG KOTOOKEVAGUOTO. TNV
TPAYUATIKOTNTO OUMG, 1) KPITIKY] TOL aoKel otV AvTikn okéyn glval moAd mo EEumvn Kot Eviovn.
H efovoia, Asrtovpydvtag péoa amd T yvadon, Kobopilel TIC CLVIGTOCEG TOV YVOOTOL (TNg
EMOTAUNG), Ol omoieg aArdlovv amd emoyn oe emoyn. ot16c0, M ovéiilvon pe Pdon Tovg
aPNPNUEVOVS OPOLS TG €E0VGTNG £xEl TPOKAAEGEL SVCUPECKELN GE PEYAAO LEPOC TOV KOOV TTOL
eumvevotnKe and Tov Povkd ¢ TPog TN UEAETN NG YAOGGOS Kot NG e€ovoing, Kabhg and éva
onueio kot émetta, 0Tl MOS0 GTNV AVOYVAOPIOT TOV dPOVIMV KOl TOV TOONTIKOV VITOKEUEVOV,
KaBd¢ Kot g 010G TS dpdiong mov AapuPdvet yopa.

H dmoyn avt tonobeteitan 6to AavOacHEVO — Kot ®GTOGO EVPEMG SLUOESOUEVO — HITOAO TO
omoio opilel Toug popeig eovsiog MG To POV VITOKEIPEVO TTOV EYovV TN dvvaTdTNTA EAEVLOEPNC
EMAOYNG, KOL TNV GLVIPIITIKY] TAEWOYNPio TV avOpOT®V ©G — &V ayvoia Tovg — madnTIKoG OEKTEG
TOV EMAOYOV OV TOLG emPaArovtar omd T douég eéovoiag. Kabmg m ocvykekpiuévn dmoyn
aroterel TV 1Weoroyikt| Bdon tov Map&iopod, n mepppovnon tov Povkd amd tovg Mapliotég
oavtalel apketd mapadoln. Nwoocordyor 6nwg o Holborow (1999) mov exmpocwmovv TOV
ovyypovo Moap&iopud, PAETOLV TOV HETOOOUICUO KOl TOV UETAUOVIEPVIGUO MG TA KOPLOL avTImOA

SLoVONTIKA PEVIATA, OVTL TOV KOTITOAMGLOD.

6.3 H ®OBIA THX ITPOITATANAAX

Agpopun| vy ™ ovyypagn tov Pipriov The Meaning of Meaning vmpée m eunepio TV
ovyypagéwv, Ogden kot Richards, pe tov Ilpdto Tlaykdéopo, kot m memoibnon tovg OTL M
TPOTayvoo amOTEAEGE TO KUPLO OMAO TOL TOAEPOV, HEGH TNG OGTPEPAOONG QPMPNUEVODV
EVVOLDV OGN “elevbepia”, n “Onuoxpatia”, | akoua Kot 1 “vikn”, pio amoyrn mov amoTeEAOVCE
wWwitepa dadedopévn mpocéyyion tote. Xe Piiio mov kvkAopodpnoa to 2002, vrootpiEa O6TL ™
dedopévn xpovikn mepiodo mopatnpeitor pio exhaikevpévn ekdoyn g Bedpnong g YAOCoHS ¢
YN “UETOPLGIKOV TOPEUROADY” — apyIkd 6TOV AYYAOP®VO YMDPO, EVAO GTY GLVEXELL KOl TEPO 0T

avTOV — VIO TN HOPPN HIOG YAMOOIKNG YXEPOYDYNONG TOL VOL GTO TANICIO TOV TOMTIGUIKOD
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owAdyov. H exdoyn avtn ocvveyiler va veiotator péypt Kot onuepo, Kot amoterel aviikeipevo
ocu{ntoemv oe mePLOdoVS Eviovav OeBvav cvykpovoewv. Eppaviletor og éva aicOnua edpfov
AMEVAVTL GTNV TPOTAYAVOQ, EWOIKOTEPA OE, GTNV KLPEPVNTIKN TPOTAYAVIO OAAG Kol G EKEIVI TOV
e&umnpetel OIKOVOLUKG GLUPEPOVTOL.

[Mopd ™ poxpaiovn wropio g, T0 1914 onpewdveton pia oAloyn 6To SIGAOYO avVOPOPLKA
pe 1o {pa g mpomaydvoos. Ot epnuepideg Times kot Daily Mail, tote vtd v 1810KTNGi0L TOL
Viscount Northcliffe, tdocovtav vép g évtaéng g Bpetaviog otov moéAepo, Kot Kotyopnonkay
amd EPMNVICTIKO KIVIHOTO 0OC EKTEAECTIKA OPYOVO IO GLUVOUIOGING HETAED KLBEPYNONG Ko TOTTOV.

Zoppova pe ta Adye tov Anthony Smith,

Ot gpnuepidec tov Northeliffe amewdvicav tovg I'eppavolds GTpATIOTES YPNCULOTOIDOVTOG
€IKOVEG Pyarpéveg amd 10Topieg TPOLOV: HMPA TOL TO CNK®VAY UE T, ELPN TOVG, KOAIYPLEG
nov Prdlovtav oe tpanéQa. To kowd aicOnuo mapacvpdnke oe pio divn avTi-yepproviko

picovg. (Smith 1973: 30)

Amo v mAevpa TG KLPEPYMNONG, LNPYE O AUEST) avVAYKN VO TEICEL TOVG Gvdpeg va eviayHovv
OTLG EVOTTAEG QUVALELS, VO ONOVPYNGEL LOSIKT] VTOGTNPLEN VTTEP TG VIOYPEWDTIKNG GTPATOAGYNONG
Kot vo, odnynoet tig HITA va cuppetdoyovv otov morepo, Tpdypo mov dev cuvéPn émg to 1917.

Katd 1t dudpkeld Tov TOAEHOL, M OVTIOTOGT GTNV KLPEPVNTIKY TOATIKY] UTOPOVGE V.
00MYNOEL KATO0V 6T PLANKT (0TS GLVEPN Kou otV Tepintwon Tov Bertrand Russell), emopévag
N “eoPia g mpomaydvoag” Bpnke YOVIHO £00.(POG Kot EKONADONKE avolyTd Kotd T OdpKelo TG
Exeyepioc, ot Bpetavio kot 610 e€mtepicd. Ot ayavakTiopévol Apepikavol Katnyopneav tnv
Bpetavikn mpomaydvda yio v €viaén g ydpag Toug 6T oQayn, Kot To ANUOKPATIKO KOUUO TOV
Woodrow Wilson €yace tig mpoedpikéc ekhoyég tov 1920 and tovg Pemovuniikdvovug, mov otipiéov
v ekhoyikn Tovg ekotpateia oto cAdykay “O Iloiepog Hrav Amdtm”. Xto petady, ot I'eppavol
oLvyypapeic NTav memeicpévol 0Tt elyav NTTndel, oyt amd v modepukn dvvaun tov Bpetovov, oadid
amd TNV TPOTayAvdo Tovg. XVuewva pe tov Smith (1973: 42), “o Hitler 6o éypape ot0
avtofloypagikd Pipiio tov O Aydv pov, 6Tl £Robe TIC TPOTOYUVOIOTIKEG TEYVIKEG TOL OO TIG
Bpetavikég pebodovg katd ) dibpkela Tov TOAEUOVL” .

TovAdylotov 0600 emmAéov TapPAyovteg GLUVTEAECHV OTNV KAPUAK®ON NG @oPiag g
npomaydvoog petd to téhog tov Ipwrtov INaykdopov, €vag ek tv omoiwv avoyvopiletor Katd

KOw1 opoAoyio: ot amapyéc Tov padloedvov. H mpdn eumopikn podlo@®VIKN EKTOUT OTN
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Bpetavia éhape yopa tov Iovvio tov 1920, pe yopnyd - 6mmg NTav avopeEVOLEVO - TV epnUePida
Daily Mail tov Northcliffe, n omoia kot amotéhece onuoviikd mapdyovio otnv avantuén Tov
Bpetavikob padtopdvov. Xtig HITA, o1 mpdtec kabnueptvég padtopovikég ekmounés Eekivoay tov

Avyovoto tov 1920, pe T1g yopnyieg va mapéyovror evepyd dvo ypovia apyotepa. Katd tov Smith,

H eunepio tov mponayavoistdv tov [pdtov Iaykoopiov TToAépov oe cuvdvacud pe v
EMOKOAOLON aVTIOPOON EVOVTIIOV TOV TPOTOYAVOICTIKOV TEYVIKAOV 7OV TEAEOTOMONKOV
KaTa TV €moyM ekeivn, emnpéacay Kafoplotikd Toug avOpmdTovg mov £0ecav ta Bepéia Tov

POSIOPOVIKMOV EKTOUTMOV GTIS apyES TS dekoetiog tov 1920. (Smith 1973: 31)

2 Bpetavia, 1o amotéAespa NTav n yévvnon evog “vEou KpaTIKoOL HOVOTTOALOL” (om. m.: 56), Tov
otafuod BBC, 1o 1923, v idw ypovid 6mov dnpocievtnke 10 Meaning of Meaning. Ot 61oy01
TOVG GLVOEOVTAV e Evav EUPECO TPOTO, KaBMOG To Pipiio aAld kot o otaduoc BBC anockomovcav
oV amoLyn wog avapyiog otov TPoPeoptkd AdGYo, VIO TO TPOTLTTO TOL PASIOPAOVOVL GTNV
Apepikn, 6mov n kvPepvntiky mopéupacn mepoplldtav 6ToV SOUOPAGHO TV cLYVOTHTOV. O
Ogden, o€ votepn MAwoN TOL B ATOKAALOVGE TO PASIOPMVO “TOV 1IGYVPATEPO POPEN TVTOTTOIN GG
mov €yel vapEet £oc Topa” (Ogden 1944 [1934]: 8). [Tapdpolo oxdio gppaviletar kol oe Pipiio
OV ONUOGLELTNKE &vav YpOVO vopltepa Kot TpaypoTeveTal o {nua tov padoemvov: “Tlpénet,
ACPOANDG, VO TAPAOEXTOVUE OTL TO PASIOP®VO OTOTEAEL GNUOVTIKO OPYOVO TLTOTOINGNG, TO O
16YVPO mov Exetl vdpet Emg Topa” (Matheson 1933: 17-18). Towg o Ogden ko 1 Hilda Matheson
(1888-1940) dxovoav pio tétola SNA®OT 610 PadIOPM®VO;

Acopateg povég giyav mAéov mpdcoPacn oto omiTo TV avOpOTO®V HEGH HIOG KEVIPIKNG
PASIOQMVIKNG apyng, Kot dnuodpyncav pio vEo TPAyHOTIKOTNTO TOV TOVTICTNKE YPOVIKA UE TNV
avénon ¢ onuotikdtTog TG Bempiog Tov “acuveidnTov vou”, apyikd otov TANBLoUO TOV
UIKPOOUGTAV KOt ETELTA GTY| YEVIKOTEPT TOMTICUIKN cuveidnon. H avénom avtn Eexivnoe otic apyég
g dekaetiog Tov 1920 kot emToyvvinke Kotd Tig emoOpeves dekaeTieg, ev Hépel yopn 1o 1010 To
paddemvo. To otoryeio mov yevvovce T @oPfia TG mPOmAyYAvoag Oev OPOPOVGE TOTE TNV
TPOCMOTIKN TAPUTAAVNON TOV 1010V TOV ATOUOV, AAAL TO POPo OTL Atydtepo €Evmvor avOpmmol Ha
éneptav Odpata ™G YA®GOIKNG yepaydynong tov vov. O kivdvvoc peyefivOnke ko omd v
av&avopevn amnynon g epoidikng Bewpiag, 6TL o1 TPdEelg pag KuPepvdvtor and T0 GLAAOYIKO

aGLVEIONTO.
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"Hom, xotd tov Agdtepo [Maykdopio I1olepo, o Eric Arthur Blair (1903-50) éypage vrd 10
KaAMTe)ViKd Tov dvopa TLwptl Opyovel, vrootpilovtag 0Tl VINPYE (il AUEST GVVIEST] AVALECH
oTNV SLVOUN TNG TPOTAYAVONS Kot oty doun ¢ YAmooag (PA. Orwell 1944). O Opyovel éypaye

o€ éva o ONUOPIAEG GpBpo Tov 0V Ypdvia apydtepa:

H ovyypovn ayylikn| yAdooa, 0iog 1 yporty, eival yepdtn kakég cuvnoeteg mov dradidovat
pHe TN pipnomn kot mov umopovv vo amo@evyfovv av koveic OeAnoet va katafdiel tov
amapoitnto Komo. Av amalAayel kavelg amd Tig cuvnBeleg avtéc, pmopel va okeedel mo
kaBapd, kot 1 kabapn okéyn etvat Eva avoykaio TpdTo Pria TPOG LIt TOALTIKT avoyEVvnon
... Avt M €16POA TPOKATACKEVAGUEVOV PPACEDY GTO HVOAO ... umopel vo TpoAngoel
poévo av kdmowog elval oe ocuvveyn eypnyopon evavtiov tovg, kabmg kdbe téTow Ppdon

avoroOnromotel éva pépog Tov eykepaiov. (Orwell 1946, M1o. A. TTomayidvyng)

Ov yAwoowég “kaxég ovvnbeleg” amoteAobvion amd oAAniovyieg Aéewv mov Omuovpyovv
TeETPIUUEVE YA®OOoIKE potifa, avaykdloviag Toug OMANTEG VO GKEPTOVIOL HE GUYKEKPLUEVOVG
tpomove. H “xabopn oxéyn” amoutel og onueio apetnpiog Tic vontég €kOVEG, TNV OMTIKOTOINGN
plog KatdoTaong Ko, 6€ deVTEPT PAOT, TNV LETOPOPA TS 6TO0 YAMGGKO cvotnua. Otav ot AéEglg
amoteloVV 10 onueio agemnpiog g okéyng Hoc, T0te M okéyn ovt) OBa elvar katd mhco
mhavotnto  apnpnuévn kot yevikevuévr. H omokdAAnom g yYA®GGOg oamd TNV opaTn
TPpayHaTIKOTNTO Elvan ekeivn akpPmdg 1 pEB0d0C Tov emTPENEL GE £vol KOUUO VO KAAMEPYNOEL Kol
Vo S10TNPNGEL GTOVG VITOGTNPIKTEG TOV i ToATikny opBododia, KOl GTIC TTO AKPOIES TEPMTMOGELS,
va e€omatnoet ekeivoug mov embopet va vrodovAdcel. Edv to kdpupa ypnotponotel m yYA®ooo pe
TPOTO OV EUTOSILEL TNV OVAKANOT) GUYKEKPIUEVOV VONTMOV EKOVAOV, TOTE Ol TOATEC dEV SVLVOVTOL
va kataAdBovy Tt Tovg cupPaivel Kot ot dvBpwmol 0eV PTOPOVV VO ETOVOGTATIGOVY EVAVTIOL GE KATL
mov dev kataiafaivouv. O Opyoved dev avtitiBetor otnv agnpnuévn okéyn, €pOCOV OLTY|
Baciletar omv opaty mpaypotikdtta. H vaéppetpn dvomiotio oe apnpnuéveg £vvoleg pmopet
EMIONG VO EMPEPEL KATAGTPOPIKA TOMTIKE OMOTEAECUATO. L€ TEAIKY] avAALOT, M TLpAVVIO KOl T
elevbepia stvar apnpnuéveg £vvoleg, OLME N BVTICTOON OTEVAVTL GTNV TPMOTN Kol 1] VIEPAGTIOT TNG
devtepng eltvan (mua Long kot Bavdrtov.

Onwg avaeéptnke kol oty debtepn evotnrta, o Ogden kot o Richards (1923) omnpiydnrav
oty memoidnon o6t o Ilpatog IMaykdopog [MoAepoc mpoékvye amd v AavBoacuévn ypnon

TOAMTAOK®V aenpNuéEVeOV AéEemv kal 0Tt KaOe eAmida yio pio emepyOpevn ToyKOCUO, €1pNVN
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Baclotav oty wavoTTo TOV GKETTOUEVOV avOpOT®V Vo EAEYXOLV To. VONHOTO TETOWV AEEemV
MOTE Vo Unv pmopovv va kataypoactovv. Efval emopévag €va e&icov onpovtikd KeQAOANO oTnV
otopia ¢ @ofiag g mpomaydvoas. To dAlo kowod €pyo twv Ogden kou Richards, ta Boaowkd
Ayyhkd (Basic English), amotelel dpeon cuvéyxein tov apydv mov daturodnkay 6to K@AoL
tov Opopmv tov Biiiov The Meaning of Meaning. To Baocwd Ayyhkd fitav éva cbvoro 500
AéEewv, mov apydtepa emektdbnke otic 850 kot mov cvuewva pe tov Ogden kou tov Richards
umopovioe vo ypnoporonel yio va ekppdoet onotodnmote Wéa. Ot 500 KOPLOL GTOYOL TOV HTOV VO
“amoteréoetl pia d1ebvn Pondntiky YA®coo” Kot va “evBappivel T GOENVELD GTN GKEYTN Kot TNV
éxppoon” (Ogden 1944: 4). O de0tepog 6TOY0G, TOL TALOV TElveL va mapayvopileTal, TO GUVOEEL

dupeca pe to Meaning of Meaning. O Richards éypaye to 1943:

Toco eketvor mov pabaivovv ayyAkd, 660 Kot ekeivol mov ta dSOAGKOLY MG EEVI YAMOGO,
dev  €yovv emiyvoon Ott vmofdiiovior 1 mpowBovv pio SladKocion TVELHATIKNG
VodoVAMONG. Amevavtiog, katd maco mbavotnta aichBdvovtal 6Tl £T01 AVTIGTEKOVTOL 1)

BonBovv Tovg dALovg va avtiotabolv oe tétotov €idovg emppoéc. (Richards 1943: 13—-14)

To Baowd Ayylkd eivar n YAOooO TG TVELUATIKNG eAeLOepiag, TO HEGO avVOGinG OmEVOVTL GTNV
npormaydvda. O Whorf, o onoiog yvopile to eyyeipnua, ov Kot dSotnpovce EMPUAOKTIKY] GTACT MG
TPOG TIC YAWGGOAOYIKEG Asttovpyiec Tv Bacwmv AyyMkov, ta yopoktiploe “pio okatépyaotn
oA ameplopiotn OHVaUN Tov duvaTtal vo aAAdEEL ToV Tpdmo okéyng Tov avpto” (Whorf 1956: 82).

To 1921, xoatd v mepiodo petd tov Ilpoto Ilaykdoupo, Omov onpewdvetar Kot m
YEWAPPpOOING £€apon Tov POPov ¢ mpomaydvoag otn palik ocvveidnon, o Alfred Korzybski
(1879-1950) avémtuée v Bewpio g I'evikng Inuactoroyiog (General Semantics), gvtomilovtag
™V YN TOAAGV TPOPANUATOV TOV TOYKOGUOL YiyvesOow o€ pio 0ploTOTEAIKOD TOTOL
TPOKATAAN YT, Pabld evoopatopévn 0TI OLTIKEG YAMGGESG — pio omTiky Tomofetnévn 610 KEVTIPO
g Bedpnong tov petaguoikdv mapepforov (PA. Korzybski 1921, 1933). O Stuart Chase (1888-
1985), évoc ek TV TOAA®OV Bepudv vmootnpiktdv ™G [evikhg Xnpacioloyiag, mapnyaye To
uoeég épyo The Tyranny of Words 1o 1938. Exel, mapovoidler tov Korzybski, tov Ogden kot
tov Richards og 10 “tpia avlpomva Ovta mov, amn’ 660 yvopilow, mopotipnoov Kot
TPoPANUATICTNKOY GYETIKA He TN (VOT TOL VONUOTOS KOl TNG EMKOWVMOVING Yo, EVKATAPPOVITO
ypovikd diotua” (Chase 1938: 10). O Chase cuveyilet Aéyovtag 6TL 0 TLPNVAG TOV TPOPANUATOV

TOL CUYYPOVOL KOCUOL &lval ot “aenpnuéves AEEelg kol @OPAcelg Olywe oviyvevoluo onueia
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avagopds”, 6mwg 1 “Apa [atpida”. Eival, 0nwg o 1010 vrootnpilet, “éva onpactoloykd kevo.
Tinota dev emkowvoveiton” (om. w.: 14).

O Opyovel (1946) doxnoe kpitikn otig amdyelg tov Chase, tovilovtag tov Kivduvo mov
evéyel plo 1660 évtovn dvomotio o agpnpnuévoug dpovg, kabng Ba kabiotovoe advvarn v
avayvoplon Tov eaciopol Kot Ba apapodoe kdbe dvvatdTnTa KaTATOAEUNONG TOV. Q26TOCO, 1
['evikn Znuacioloyio dvBioe Topdyovtog onuoavtikd KEPOT, Kot cuveyilel uéypt Kol onpepa, oV Kot
(6nwg ko ta Baowd Ayylkd) €xel mpo moAlov agnoet miom g TIc ToAES TG 06&eg. Ot 66&eg
aVTEG 0POopovGaV TTEPLOdOVG TOoAEUOV, Beppod N yoyxpov. H Tevikr Inupocioroyio éptace to
amdyelo g 00&ag ¢ to 1941, dtav to Pifiio Language in Action tov S. 1. Hayakawa (1906-1992)
emAéyOnke and ™ Aéoyn Book-of-the-Month, pio andeacn mov evioyvoe tv @ofia g
TPOTAYAVOOC KATO TNV TPOTOAEMKY TEPIOOO KOl EMEPEPE EKATOVTAOEG YMddeg Twinoels. To
mopdptnra tov Biriov apopovoe tig Bewpieg Tov Whort (1940), pépvovtag yio TpdTn Qopd 6TO

mpooknvio v YrnoOeon Sapir-Whorf, v id1a ypovid pe tov Odvarto tov Whorf.

6.4. NEA OMIAIA

H eykaBidpvon g abnvaikng onpoxpatiog SpopoAdynce Tig pnropikés TPakTkES. Tn dekoeTion Tov
1930, 1o diktatopikd KOOEGTOTO — e EKTPOCHOTO TNG 0&1g Tov XiTAEp, KOl TNG OPLOTEPAS TOV
2ty — petétpeyov v @ofia g mpomaydvoog omd avnovyio GYETIKA He TNV Katdypnorn g
PNTOPIKNG GE TPOUO TTPOG piot TOAD To TaPEUPATIKY XEWPOYDYNON TOV VOV, N OTol0l ATEIAOVGE Vi
VTOOOVAMOEL OAOKANPOLG TANBLOUOVE KoL VO TOVG HETAPOPPAOCEL OVGLUGTIKA GE POUTOT,
VIOTAGGOVTOS TOVG 6T BovAnom evog DHpep.

H grvopoloyia e AéENG diktatopag mpoépyeton amd v apyoio Poun kot m Aatvikn AEEN
dictator, n onoia meprypdopet o a&iopa evog amdAvtov dpyovia. Dvoikd, n AEEN Tpobmobitel Eva
TOMTIGUIKO TAOUG10 KOTE TO 0m0i0 Ot VOOl GLVTACCOVTOL Kol EKTEAOVVTOL Katd Pdon pe tpdmo
OAOY1KO, ®GTOGO 0 01aA0Y0G Bewpeitanr 6to TAaiclo aVTOd MG TOAVTELEW OV Umopel va VILAPEEL
puovo v Kap® lpnvng kot emPAAAeTal va ovolpedel o€ TEPLOdOVE TOAEUOV DOTE VO OVTLILETOTICTEL
évag kowog €xBpoc. O d1drhoyog, eEaALoV, LTOdNADVEL dtopmvia kot dyacud, Kot ot exbpompadieg
amoutovv pio evioio NYETIKN OOUT] MOTE VO LTOPEGEL EVOG GTPOTOS VO OLOYETEVGEL TIG OVVALELS TOV
HoYOUEVOS Yo évav coen kot otafepd okomd. O emke@aAng mpémel va givar diktdropog —
OTOLAONTOTE EVIOAN TOV €ival VOUOG €€ oplopov. Xe mepltdOoVg EPNVNG OUW®S, Ol OVTIPPOVOVVTES
dgv Oa deyTovV EVIOAEC TOGO €DKOAN, OVTE EKEIVOL TTOL £XOLV OICKNGEL GTO TAPEADOV TNV aOALTN

e€ovoia Ba aveyTobv avtippnoels 6To AOYO TOVC.
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O dwtdrtopac-apvng Tov OAdyov PBpiokel TV VIEPTATN AOYOTEXVIKY] TOV LOPON GTO
BArio tov Opyover 1984 (1949). O Meydhog Adep@odg, o emikepaing tov Koppatog mov kufepva
mv Qkeavia (MTo1, ToV ayyAOPmvo KOGLO0), dev ivar avBpomvny ovtotnta aAld cOUPoro, Kol Eva
oVvuPoro dev pmopel vo petéyel oe 01dAoyo. Yo pio €vvola, o dwktdtopag eivar mavtote éva
cuuporo, pia popen mov mpoceyyiler to Ocio, kol oV omoia dgv glvar Bepitd va TpoPfdiiovye
omoladNmote avtikpovon. Ta cupfola vapyovv HOvo yio va Aapfdavovol Kot vo. punvedovTal.
Ouwc n dadikacio g epunveiog Bétel mpofinquata oto Koppa, kabmng n idwe g n @oon sivor
vrepPorikad aopiotn. Ot [lpoietdpror g Qkeaviag Aoy v tapadociokn YAoooa (oto Pipiio
nweprypapetar pe tov 6po “Ilokod Opdia” 11 “Kowr I'Adcca”), n omoia tovg emitpémel va
apeiofnrovv Tig enttayéc Tov Meydhov Adepeov kot Tig ainbeteg Tov Koppatoc. ‘Etot Aowtdv, 10
Koppa 6étel oe epappoyn pio peydAn yAwoGOAOYIKY| Emeipno” HE GKOTO TNV aAvApOpO®OON TNG

YADGGOG OGTE VO amaAelyel TNV vEMELR TNG EPUNVELTIKNG S10OIKAGTOGC.

H Néa Opdia ntav 1 enionun yAdooco g Qkeaviag Kot emvoninke yuor vo KOADYEL TIC
avaykeg AITZOX 1 AyyAkov ZootoMopov ... O okomdg g Néag Ouiiag ftav, oyt povo
VO OMOTEAECEL EKPPACTIKO OPYOvo TNG KoopoBempiog kol Tov SovonTik®v nbdv Ttov
AITZOZ, aAld Kot vo Kotapynoet KaBe aAlo tpomo okéyng. (Opyoved 1989 [2020]: 327,
Mrte. N. Mzdptn)

Avaloyilopevol v YAMGGO TV SIKTATOPIK®OV KOOEGTOTMV, TEIVOLUE VO ETIKEVIPOVOLUOTE OTIG
TPOCTAOEIES TOVG VO JUOPPDOGOLY TV “KocpoBempia kot o dtovontikd MO~ g palog mpog
OPEALOG TOVG, VO YEWPOYMYAGOLV TN OKEYN HEC® TNG TPOTOUYAVONS KO TNG VTOKELLEVIKNG
nopovcioong tov yeyovotov. Kot Ovimg, avtd to YopoKTnploTIKd omoTEAOVV avaTOGTAUCTO
KOUUATL TOV OIKTATOPIKOD AOYOV, OEV KPIvovTol OUMG ETOPKN MGTE VO TOV OPIGOLV LE CAPNVELD
kaBdg emotpatevovtal omd Kabe KaBECTMG SIKTATOPIKS 1| LI, TOMTIKO, OIKOVOULKO, OpNoKEVTIKO,
EKTAOEVTIKO 1) OTOLOONTOTE AAAO. AVTH €ival 1 PNTOPIKT ¥PNOT TNG YADGGAS. AgV EVWOM €00 OTL
dev vopiotavtal dwPabuicels avdioyo pe v mpdbeon eEomdtnong mov €yl 0 EKAGTOTE XPNOTNG
™G PNTOPIKNG — ot dlaPaduicelg avtég vdpyYoLvVV, Kol TAPOAO TOV 1 TELVN TOV TPOGOHOPICUOD TNG
TpoBeong TV AAA®V avBpdTev etvan gyyxeipnua ovtomikod, gival emiong éva eyyeipnua eEopetikd
onuavtikd. Evvod amimg 01t vroforAdpocte KabnUeEPIVA GE OMOTEPES YEPAYDYNONG TNG OKEYNG

Hog, amd Kabe €idovg cupeépovta, To omoio 6ev UTOPOVUE VO, OTOKOAEGOVUE “OIKTATOPIKA” GTO
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6VUVOAO ToVG. H cuyvn yprion tov dpov Ba agoarpovse amd ) AEEN TV oY1 Kot To d1akpitd Tov
VONLOLTOG TNG.

BéBowo, M mpooAwor| HaG otV EVEPYN YEPAYDYNON TNG OKEYNG, MHOG Amoond ond To
televtaio emyeipnua mov mopabéter o Opyovel, ekeivo mov agopd v “kotdpynon kdbe GAlov
Tpomov okéyns”’. Edd iodyetal 1 avaykn meploptood g EPUNVEVTIKNG SLodIKOGIog — Kot oVTo
TOTEL® TG €ivarl T0 KOHPLO YopaktPloTikd piag dwtatopiag. O dwktdropog emPdiet pio ko
povaotkn epunveia Tov Adyov tov. H @vomn tov avBpamivov poodov gival vo eETALEL S0POPETIKEG
mhaveg epunveieg kol va emALYeEL, KoTtodmy okéyng, pio and avtés. Eival emopuévag ovtomikn kdbe
mpoondfeio mepopopol g epunveiag tov Adyov. QoTOGO, M ATAYOPELSN NG EKPpachS oG
EVOALOKTIKNG EPUNVELNG, €lTE HECH AMEIMDV, €1TE — GE TEPIMTOOT TOL TO TPMOTO ONMOTHYEL — UEG
and dolopoviec, eivar peaiiotikny Ko epiktn. 'Evag aAnbwoc dwtdropag BePaing, dev Ba éxave
oW UTPOGTE GTNV OVLTOMIKY EVGN TOL ATMTEPOV KOOV Tov. H gpdtnom mapapéverl: mwg pmopet
0 dKTATOpOg Vo EAEYEEL TN oKEWYT TOL LoD oL katadvvactedel; O Opyoved, Pacilopevog oe pia
HOKPE Kol GTEVH] TOPATHPNON UTEPLOUAICTIKAOV, KOUUOVVIGTIKOV KOl OIKTATOPIKAOV KOOEGTOT®V,
ovumépave OTL 0 6TOY0G avTOG B propovoe va emtevyfel péoa and v Tvmonoinon e YA®ooag,

TOLAAYIGTOV 6TO TAOIG10 TNG caTptkhg pvubomhaciag Tov 1984.

210 6Komd avTd GULVEROAALY, TPOTOV, N dNHIOVPYio Kavoupylmv AEEE®MV, OAAL Kuplmg 1
eEareyn avemBopntov AéEewv Kot 1 amoyvpuvoon 6cov Aéemv pe avopBodoo vonuo
andpevay and kdbe devtepegvovoa Evvola. Etotl, n AEEN eledfepog drutnpnOnie ot Néa
Opdia, oAAd Oev pmopovoe va ypnoonombel mopd oe Ppacelg Onwg “o OpoOHog elvon
erebBepoc”, N “Oa elpon ededBepoc amd TG Tpelg €wg TIC mEVTE'. Agv pmopovce vo
ypnoworomBel pe v moAod €vvola g “moMTikng ehevBeplac”’ M g “OlavonTikig
elevbepiag”. H moAtikn kot mn dwvontikn elevbepio dev vmnpyov mo OVTE MG
oLUEPALOLEVA, ETOUEVMG KAT  OvVAyKN OgV VINPYE YU avTtég AEEN mov va Tig ovopdlet ... H
Néa OpMa okdmeve Oyl va eEamAmaoel, aALd va wepiopioer Tov opilovia g oKkéyng, Kot
to0t0 e&ummpeOnke dueco pe TN HElWON OTO EAG(IOTO TNG EMAOYNG TV AEEEWV.

(Opyover 1989 [2020]: 328, M1p. N. Mrtaptn)
H Néo Opthia oy 10 omoTéAEGHO oG KAMUAKOONG TV andyemv Tov Opyoved oty mTdpodo tov

névie etV mov mponyninkav g ovyypaens tov Piiiov (BA. Orwell 1944, 1946, 1947) ko

anoterel anpokdAvntn odtpa Tov Baocikdv Ayylxkov. O Opyoved yontedtnke apyikd amd to
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Baowd Ayylkd kot pdota, adinioypagovoe pe tov Ogden, avtaAldcovtog OmOYELS Yol TO €V
AOy® épyo. Zuvedntonoince OUMG OTL T0 eyyeipnua i6mg va unv giye ta emBountd omoTeAéGHOTA.
H xotamoAéunon g mpormaydvoag amortel opforoyikn avdAvor Kot emyelpnuatoroyio, Kol 1
oldIKacion oty avOTOPELKTO GUUTEPIAQUPAVEL TNV ETAVASIOTOTOON TOV TPOTAYAVIIGTIKAOV
OMNAOCEMV e SOPOPETIKN HOPOT. Ze €vav KOGHO OmOL 1 OTOAEW EVOAAAKTIKOV AéEemv Oa
KaB16T000E adLVATY pio TETON EMAVASIATUTIMGN Kol O 10€€C 0V Ba LTOPOVGAV VO EKPPAGTOVV LE
PO PETIKOVS TPOTOLVG, Oev Ba Tav duvatn N auelePnTnon g aABeLng omolncdnmote SHAWOTC.
H evuia tov Opyovel kot tov 1984 agopd 6to yeyovdg OtL 1 Gdtipa dev anevfbvetal o
Kopio. GLUYKEKPIUEV TOAMTIKY TAELPA, Kapio cuyKeKPUévn KuBépvnor. AvtiBétmg, amotelel pio
OMOTIKY TTePLypoen TV Tdoemv Kabe kuPépvnong, kowvwviag kot yAdooas. To yeyovog Ott ot
TAoELG aVTEG Elyay TPOSPATMOC 00MNYNOEL GE AKPOTNTES AVEL TPOTYOLUEVOD, EPIGTICE TEPUTEP®
TPOGOYN OTNV TMPAYUATIKY] QUCT Kot T0 PABog tov mPoPANUaTOS eved TOPAAANAL omédelte OTL
aPopovGE TOGO TNV aKPOOEELD OGO KoLl TNV OKPOOPIGTEPE, OAAL KOl TO KEVTPO — O 10106 0 Opyover

aoKOVGE OPYDTOTN KPLTIKY GTO IUTEPLOAMOTIKO kaBeoTmg TS Bpetaviag, Tng omoiag ntov moAitng.

6.5 TAQXYXIKH AHMIOYPI'TKOTHTA KAI KATAXKEYH THX XYNAINEXHX
2opeomva pe tov Barsky (1998), o Opyoved ftav 10 peydro dtavontikd mabog tov Chomsky katd
T N PiKd Tov xpovia, kot Waitepa to PiPrio Ilebaivovrog oy Kotaiovio. (Homage to Catalonia)

an6 to onoio o Chomsky e€nyaye

to OepéMa G VoTEPNG SOVAELIS TOL Yo TNV TPOTAYAVOd, TO. LEGO EVIUEPMONG KOl TOVG
TPOTOVG LLE TOVG OTOI0VE OPIGHEVEG OLLAdES, OT™G ot lomavol avapykol, vrofaduiloviot amd
™ Avtikn kowovia ... To apBpo tov “Language in the Service of Propaganda” (H yAdooa
OTNV VINPECIQ TNG TPOTAYAVOOG), OTOTELEL £VA EK TV TOALDY UETAYEVEGTEP®V £PYOV TOV

kot Paciletat ota ypantd Tov Opyoved Kot otV vITOdoYN ToL £pyov Tov. (Barsky 1998: 31)

O Chomsky (1986), o€ pia €k omd TOV O TETVYNUEVOV Kol TOAVSOPACHEV®V TPOCTAOELDV TOV Va.
oLVVTAEeEL TIG YAWOO1KEG Tov Bewpieg o pio To TPOSPAGIUN HOPET, KOTOANYEL LE €V GUVTOUO
KkepdAoro vtd tov titho Notes on Orwell’s problem (1988: 276-87). Exel, mpaypatevetar t Néa
OpiMio ko mopabéter amoeBéypata tov Harold Lasswell (1902-1978), &vog kopugaiov
axadNuaikod oto RTUe TG Tpomaydvdag, vrootnpilovtag 0Tl “Tpénel Kavelg vo amopedyel TOVG

‘ONUOKPATIKOVG SOYUOTIGHOVS , OTT®MG AGYOoL Yapty TV amoyr OtL 0 avOpmmog ivar ‘0 KaAdTEPOG
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(13

KPUTNG TOV aTopIK®V 1oL oupgepoviov’” (Chomsky 1986: 286). Katd tov Chomsky, “m
Tpomaydvoa gival yio tn dnpokpatic, 0Tt akpPmg eitvar kot 1 Pia yio Tov odokinpwticpd” (om. m.).
Zyohalovtog tn oOyypovn moltikn oknvy, o Chomsky mpodbnoe 1o ufvopa 6Tt ot KuPfepvnoelg
Kol To LECO, EVIUEPMOONG CUVOUOTOVV MOTE VO “KOTAOKELAGOLV TN cvvaiveon” (oto Piiio twv
Herman ot Chomsky Manufacturing Consent, 1988). Zvpupwvel pe v ypfion tithov 6mwg “H
YAOooo otV vanpecio ¢ Tpomaydvoos” kat “Tpopokpatio: 1 moltikny g YAwosog” (Terrorism:
the politics of language) wote va avénoet tig ToAncels Tov Pifiinv, ota omoia OUMG dlaKNPVCCEL
KOTNYOPNUOTIKE Kol EmavEMUUEVO TV arpobupio Tov vo aroddoel onpavtikd Bapog ot oyéon
petah yAdooog Kor okéyng, mpog omdvtnorn otov omuoctoypdeo (David Barsamian) mov
TpooTadel va ToV KAVEL va. dEXTEL TNV GUECT] KOl OLGLAGTIKY GUVOEST avT®V TV dVvo. O Chomsky,
000V aeopd TN OYECT MOMTIKNG KOl YA®GGAS, mpobuvponoteital vo @Tacel €mg t0 onueio mov

nmopatifetal otn cuVEXELX:

Yrdpyer pia oyéon peta&d twv 600, | LEALOV TOAAG S10POPETIKA €101 GYEGEWMV, TO. OmOin
elval opwg ava&la Aoyov. Ilpocwmikd motevw Ot1 1 onpacio Tovg £xel peyoromomnOet.
Katapyds, 1660 o Opyovek 660 kot moAlol dALOL, €xovV TPOPANUATIOTEL CYETIKA LE TOVG
TPOTOVG  KOTAYPNONG, KOTOKPEOVPYIGUOL Kol SoTPEPAMONG NG YADGGOS  TPOG
eEuINPETNOTN 1OE0AOYIKMY GKOTIUOTHTOV. XOPOKTNPIGTIKO TETO0 TTapAdEypo gival kot M
aAlayn g ovopaciog tov Ilevtaymvov, 1o 1947, and Yrovpyeio [ToAépov oe Ymovpyeio
Apvvoc. Apéocmg HoMg ouvéPn avt M aAlayr, KaBe okentOpevog dvOpwmog Enpene va giye
katalafer 6t or HITA dgv Ba giyav mAéov apvviikn otdorn. And 100de Kot oto €£g, Oa
Eexvovoov emBeTikd TOAEHO. AVTH NTAV 1) TPOYUATIKOTNTO, KOL 1] AVAYKN GLUYKAALYNG TOV
YEYOVOTOG OVTOD NTAV TOV GLVTEAEGE GTNV QALY TNG GXETIKNG opoAroyiag. Opot omwe “o
elevbepoc KOGHOG” Kt “To €BVIKO GLUEEPOV” Ko 0VT® KaBeENC, Oev givar TimoTa GALO Tapd
éva mpomaryavoloTikd Aegihdyro. Kavelg dev mpénet, ovte otrypr], va Toug Tapel 6to GoPapd.
Eivan — t1g meprocdtepeg popég — GuVELINTA GYEOIOGUEVOL DOTE VO, ToPEUTOSILOVY TN oKEYN

kot v avtiAnyn. (Chomsky 1992: 1-3)

O Barsamian avayvopilet, oe avtiBeon pe tov Chomsky, v dOvaun mov amoktodv ot amoyelg
avtég, O6tav exepalovtol and ToV MO EMPOVY YAOCCGOAHGYO TOV JEVTEPOVL HIGOL TOV EIKOGTOV
atdva. Ot EMQPLANKTIKEG ONADOCELS TOL TTaPOTIOETAL GTNV APy GLYVA TAPUPAETOVTIOL OO TOLG

AVOYVOOTEG * YAVOVTOL OTN PNTOPIKN OLVN oL akoAovOel — €Wdwd AapPavoviag VoY OTL

24



eldyiotol avBpmmot praivouv ot dadkacio va dafdcovv avtd ta Piiia oiymg va eivor ek TV
TPOTEPOV GUOUPMVOL LE TNV ATOYT OTL GKOTEWVEG OUVAEL; CUVMOUOTOVV Y10, VoL EAEYEOLV TO HVAAD
HLOLC.

[Tog cvvdéetan Opmg avtd pe ) yAwoooloyia tov Chomsky; e dtdheén tov oto Aebvég
Yuvéoplo INwccordywv (International Congress of Linguists) to 1962, mapovciace tn peAétn mov

€0paimae T ENUN TOL 6T YAOGGOAOYia, GTOV TPOAOYO TG omoiag avépepe OTL

H mpaypotikomra, v omoio kdbe yYAwoocoroyikn Bewpio opeidel va avarapiotd givor n
e€Ng: évag OPYOG oA TG UTopel va Tapdyel VEEG TPOTAGELS GTI YAMGGO TOL OVAAOYO LLE
TNV €KAGTOTE EMKOWVOVINKN TEPIOTOCT), KOl O GAAOL OLIANTES UITOPOVV VO KOTOVOOUV TNV
pdTaoT LT €l TOTOL, TAPA TO YEYOVOG OTL KOt Y10 EKEIVOVS — OIS KOl Y10, QLTOV TTOV TNV
ekQépel — amoterel éva evieddg véo otoryeio. To peyoldtepo HEPOG TNG YAWGGIKNG HOG
eumepiog, g OANTEG OAAG Kot G OKPOOTEG, QpOPE TV TOPAY®YN Kol TNV Kotavonon
VE®V TPOTACEMY * EPOGOV TO ATOHO KOTOKTAOEL Hio YADGSA, 0 aplOpods TV TPOTAGEWY TOV
umopel va xeploTel pe evyEpeta, vkoiio Ko avtonenoibnon eivol 1660 peydAog, otnv ovcia

anepropiotog. (Chomsky 1964c: 7)

H “amepiopiotm yAwooikn dnpovpykotnta” tov Chomsky eiye peydin amymon, 0t Lovo 6tovg
TOPEVPLOKOUEVOVS 6T0 AteBvEg Xuvedpro I'Awecoldymvy Tov 1962, ahAd Kot GTO YEVIKOTEPO TVED LN
™G emoyng Tov ‘60. O Pacikdc Adyog NTav 6Tt Kabiotovoe Kabe dvOpwmo amepldpioTo SNUIOVPYIKO
amo TV TodKN ToL NAKia, dgv mePLOPLe TN OMUOVPYIKOTNTO GTOVS “OnuovpyKovs THmovg”. Ot
ONUoVPYIKOL TOTTOL AAAWGTE, OeV elyav KepdiceL TN cvumadelo KAVEVOS — TO KIVIILOL TNG OPLOTEPAG
TOVG GUVEDEE LE TNV OPLGTOKPATIKN TAPOKUT EVA 1) 0€ELA LLE TO GOGLOAMGUO — OLLMG 6€ OAOVG dpece
N 1V€a OTL TO GVLVOAD TV AVOPOTWV, KO KUPIMG TO TOdLE, Eivon dNUIOVPYIKOL GE AmEPLOPIGTO, KOl
mponavtdg ico Babud.

Qot660, o YAwoow Onuovpywodtra tov Chomsky vmoPdoker pio moapdéevn
OCLUUETPiO. XTO OMOCTOGHA TOV TAPATEOINKE TOpOTAvV®, 1| TOPAYOYN KOl 1] KOTOVONGT TOL AOYOL
epeavifovror o¢ €icov OMUIOVPYIKES SLOOKAGIES, LITO TNV £VVOold OTL APEVOS Ol OJUANTEC UTOPOVV
va Topdyovy aneplopioto oplipd TPOTACEMV Kol OPETEPOV Ol OKPOATEG UTOPOVV VI KOTAUVOT|GOLV
KaBe pia omd TIc mpothoelg avtég, dedopuévon 0Tt PAohv TV 1010 YAMGGO HE TOVG OUIANTEC.
[Tpokbdmtel, Oume, pio avemaicOntn mopoamidvnon omd tov Tpdémo pe tov omoio o Chomsky

ypnowonolel ™ AEEN “OnuovpywdTTa”’, KoM TO VONUO TG JPOPOTOLEITOL OVAAOYQ [LE TO
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vrokeipevo mov opilet, Tov opuAntn 1 tov akpoaty. Ot opAntég Eyovv OVI®G TNV duvatdTNTO VoL
“Onuovpyncovv”’, vtd TV KAAGGIKN €vvoln G AéEng, véeg mpotdoelg katd to dokovv. Ot
AKPOOTEG OUMGC, EIvaL amAMG TOONTIKOT OEKTEG TNG YAWGGIKNG ONIOVPYING TOV OJUANTOV.

Av16 yiveton epeavég Ko péco amd v OMAmon tov Chomsky (om. w.) 011 | KaTdkToN HoG
YAOOOOG CUUTEPIAAUPAVEL THV “KOVOTNTA OVOYVOPLOTG CTUOGLOAOYIKG AVAOUIA®Y TPOTAGEWV™
Om®G AOGYOL XAPWV Aypwues TPATIVES 106EC KOIUODVTOL LOVIOGUEVA, KOL “GE OPICUEVES TEPITTMOGELS,

29 ¢¢

™V KavotTo EMPOANG EVOC VONLOTOS” “eOGOV KOTAGKEVOGTEL £vOl TEPIKEINEVO, GTO TANIGLO TOV
omoiov 01 TPOTAcELS aVTEG EmMOE ovTal Kamowo epunveia’”. O momtrg John Hollander katackeboce
éva této10 mepkeipevo oto moinud tov “Coiled Alizarine (for Noam Chomsky)” (amd ™ cvAiloyn

The Night Mirror, 1971):

AALOKoTa Babic, gival 0 VTVOG TOV TOPPLPOV CKEYEWMV:
Kt 6pwmg, Eénvoeg, oto Bapv kvavorpdoivo,

AYPOESG TPAGIVEG 10£EG KOLOVVTOL LLOVIOGUEVDL

[Ipoxertan yio éva yopaxtnplotikd mopdoctypo “emPoing” piog opiopévng epunveiog, OmmG
axpiog opiletar amd tov Chomsky. AvtiBétwg, m mpdtacon Néeg emavootatikés 10éeg omavia
eupovicovror (Chomsky 1964c: 7-8, n. 2) dev emdéyeton kdmota epunveio. H ypoppotikn wavotnto
evog oA TN apKel Yo va omodmoel oty mpdTacn pio SOUIKN TEPLYPAPT KOl VO TN YOPUKTNPIGEL
oG “ocmwotd dtrtvtopévn”. 'ETot, To vonua TpokOTTEL LTOUOTO OO TN YPOUUOTIKY TKOVOTNTO.
‘Exovpe emopévaog 000 eviEA®S SOPOPETIKOVS UNYOVIGHOVS amOO0GNG VONLOTOC, EVOV Y10l
TIG CMOOTA OWTVTMUEVEG KOL EVOV YlOL TIG ONUOCLOAOYIKE OVOUOAEG TPOTACELS. XTNV TPMTN
TEPIMTOON TO VONUA TPOKVTTEL PE TPOTO AUEcO ko avtopato. H dedtepn mepintmwon eivon mo
TEPITAOKT: 1 YPOULOATIKY] KoBopilet T dopIKN TEPLYpopY| TS TPOTACTG KOl TOV TPOTO LE TOV OTO10
N mpdTacT AmOKAIVEL OO TN COOTN JTVTMOON Kal, 6T GLVEXEWL “Umopel cuyva va amodobel pio
epunveia Paciopévn oTIg AEITOLPYIEG TOV TPOTACEMV NG TAYIOUEVNS YA®oosas” (om. m.: 9).
®vod, To vonua dev TpokLITEL dpeca 1 avtopato ond TS “Asttovpyies” avtég — eEdAhov, edv
cuvéBave kATl T€TO10, 08V Bal LITOPOVGOLE VO YPNGILOTOGOVUE TN Gpdon “emPBoin vonuotog”
Yoo vo. eptypayovpe T owdkacsio. H 0w n ypappoatiky zapdyer 1o vomuo 6TIG TEPIMTMOGELS
OWOTA STVTOUEVOV TPOTAGEWDY, EVA YO TI OTNLOCLOAOYIKO OVOUOAES TPOTOCELS TPEMEL M

epunveia va emPAnOel and xamorov, mapadetypatog ydpv tov John Hollander.
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Ex tov dV0 avtdv oJwdikacudy, mow Oo  pmopodoope Vo YopoKTNPIGOLUE  ©C
“Onuovpywkn”, pe v maytopévn évvola g AéEng Ilpogavdg tv epunveio ovopoiov
TPOTACEWV, TNV ENXPOAY] VOGS OPIGUEVOL VONLOTOG. 20TOGO, 1) GUYKEKPLUEVT] ONUOVPYIKOTNTO — O
EVEPYOC PONOG TOV YAMOGIKOV WETEXOVTOG, OTNV  TMPOKEWWEVY TEPITTMOY TOL OKPOOT| —
nepmpronoteital, og avtifetn g “mpaypatikdmmrag, v omola kdbe yYAwocoroyikn Oewpio
opeilel v avamoplotd”, INAad TG YAWGGIKNG ONHOVPYIKOTNTAG OTM¢ ovth opileTal amd tov
Chomsky, katd tv omoio. 0 dnpovpytkdg pOAOS TOV AKPOOTY| TEPLOPILETOL GTNV YPOUUOTIKY TOL
KavoTNTO Kot 6TV TalfnTikn amddocn Tov VONLLaToG.

o apketd kopd mpoPAnpatilopovv, wydyvoviag va Ppo T obvoeon HETOEL NG
OPYOVEMKNG KATOOKEVNG TNG GLVAIVESNG Kol HOG “amEPLOPIOTNG YAWGGIKNG OMOVPYIKOTNTOS,
€101 OT®G TNV &iye 610 PaAd Tov 0 Chomsky. Ot amepoploTeS SLVATOTNTEG TNG YAMGGIKNG LOG
okéyng mov Pacileton oe €yyeveig apyéc Oa Empene va oG oYuPOVOLY OO TV TOPATAAVION Kol VoL
pog kafotobv Mydtepo emppencic oTnV YAMOGIKN YEPAy®dYNon tov vov. Tnv amdvinon otov
TpoPAnpaTicpd Sivel, KOTA TN YVOUN 1OV, £vo, GAAO XOPOKTNPIOTIKO TG dovAeldg Tov Chomsky, 1
GLGTNUATIKY OTOKNPVEN TNG SIKNG TOL 0POAOYING KOl TOV GUVAWYE®MV TTOV O 1010¢ ¥PNOIOTOLEL. ZTOl
TpOo otddt TG dovAeldg Tov o Chomsky ypnoonoince Kupimg cuvayelg — dev epnOpe Kamolo
opoloyia, amA®g tomoBétnoe NON VIApyoLcES AEEEIS G GLYKEKPIUEVN GEPAE, divovtag Tovg Eva
véo, e£eldkevpévo VOO €VIOC TOV GULKELUEVOL GTO OTOio TS Ypnolpomolovce. Alya ypdvia
apyotepa, Bo eykatédeume avtv TV TOKTIKY, Kabhg Ba vrootpile 0Tt dnpovpyovoe mepBdpila
mopepunveiag — N “Pabid doun” epunvedtnKe ¢ pio KoBOAKY mpoTaclaK OOun, 1 omoia
TOPAUEVEL 1010 68 OAES TIG YAMGGEG, £vag optopdg mov o Chomsky empévet 6Tt dev avtiotoyel o
Bewpio TOV. AVOyKAGTNKE VO OVTIKATOGTNGEL TOV 0po “Pabid doun” pe tov 6po “B-doun”, kot
apyotepa pe To akpovoplo “BA”, mpwv tov eykatodeiyel EVIEADS Y10 VO TEPIGMOGEL TO VOO TOV
Bewprodv ToL.

[Ipdkertar ywoo tov d10 AvBpwmo mov 610 Popd ™G “amdivtng eievbepiog Tov Adyov”
vrootpite pe mhbog ta emyelpnpoate TV apvntdv tov OAOKALTOUATOS, oV Kot 0 {010g dgv
ovppepiletor avtéc t1g anoyels (PA. Joseph 1999). e 4TL apopd TIC GLVAYELS TOV YPNGILOTOLEL O
1010¢ OmG, To TPAypaTo IVl SOPOPETIKE — TaL VOO TOVS OeV TIBETAL TPOG OOmPAYUATELGST] OTTWG
cupPaiver pe kAt “vmobeted”, cav to Aovofirc. Awakpivovpe BEPara pio GLVETELD OTIG TPOKTIKES
Kot 11§ amdyelg tov Chomsky: yua exetvov, kébe anddoon vonuatog Exel moAMTIKO TPOSNUO, EKTOG
Ao TG TEPMTMOGELS OOV TO VOO TOPAYETOL OO TN YPOUUOTIKY dour. Avth akpiPdg etvar Kot n

TOm0HETNGY| TOL MOC TPOG T SPOPE TOV TPOTACEMV NEES EXAVATTATIKES 106G OTAVIOL EUPAVILOVTAL
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Kot Aypoues mpdoiveg 10éeg kowovvrar povieouéve. o v ogdtepn mpodTOGT, TO VONUO
“emPdideTon”, kou 1 emiPoin eivor pion ev duvauel moMtiky Stadikocio. Metalld SopopeTik®dV
TOOVOV EPUNVELDYV, EMIKPOATEL 1 EPUNVEID. TOV ATOUOVL HE TNV 1OYLPOTEPT] EMLYEPNUATOAOYICL.
AvtiBétmg, 6tov TPOKELTOL Y10 “OCMOTA OUTVTOUEVES” TPOTACELS, dgV TIOETOL OVAYKN TOAITIKNG
gpuUNVeilog — TO €va Kot TPOyHOTIKO VOO TOPAYETOL OPYOVIKA OO TNV YPOULUOTIKY] KOVOTNTO TOV
opAnt-axkpoatn. KoataAnyovpe £€tor o610 ocvumépacuo 0Tt M OMEPLOPIOTN  YAWGGIKN
dnuovpywodtta tov Chomsky apopd povaya v tapaywyn Adyov. H kotavonon tov Adyov givar
pio dwdkacioo pe OKPITd Oplo, Kol OTIS MEPUITMOCES TOV “OVOUIA®Y TPOTAGE®V OTOL TO
nepBmpro epunveiog v Kabotd dnpovpykn, o Chomsky drotnpet emkprtikn otdon, Bempodvtog
T Sadkacio ot o¢ “emPBorn”.

Exeivol mov evBovcidotnkay pe tig amoyelg tov Chomsky mepi dnpovpykdmrag, eneion
AavBaopéva Tig e€Ehafav wg avapopés oe pia “ONUovpyikn” eUOT TG EKPOPAS TOL AOYOV TTOL
yopoktnpiler OAo aveEapétg to YAWOOIKE vrokeieva — pe tov 6po “Onuovpywodtnto” va
eKAQUPBAVETOL E TNV TOYIOUEV TOV €vvola, avTi TOV €EEOIKELIEVOD VOTLLOTOG TOV OTOKTA GTO
mhaiclo g ocvvayng tov Chomsky — Ba propovoay kdAAoTta va glyav amo@OyeL TV Tapovonon
avtn, €bv &wav peyoAvtepo Papog otig mpotdoelg mov o Chomsky ypnoyomoince g
napodeiypata. H epunvela mg yAowoowkng dnpovpywdmtog o Hog KoBOAMKNG TVELUATIKNG
onuovpywodTTog amokieieTor and to vOnua TG TPOTOONG NEES ETOVOGTOTIKES 10EES OTAVIOL
gupaviCovrar. Amo v A, 1 TAOTION TNG YA®GGIKNG SNUIOVPYIKOTNTOS LE TNV TOUTIKT POLd TOV
Adyov, avarioyn pe v dmoyn tov Carter (1999: 207) 6t “Kdbe yAdooa eivor Aoyoteyvikn
YAOooo”, emiong dev oTéKeL KOOMG Tapatnpovre OTL 6TNV TPAYHATIKOTTA I TpOTacT, Aypwues
TPAOTIVES 10£EC KOLUODVTOL HOVIOOUEVO, OEV EKQPALEL KOVEVA TOADTMOS VOTLLAL.

2T0V¢ KOATTOUG TNG KOVOVOKPOTIOG TNG ONUIOvPYKOTNTAG, 1 SKOod0sio. TOL QUGLKOD
opAN T vo. avaryvepilel Tovg Kavoves mov dEmovv T YA®ooa gival, copuemva pe tov Chomsky,
aoampaypdtevtn. O Archibald A. Hill (1902-92) fjtav évag amd tovg mpdTous avBpdITOLg OV
glyav Vv avtilnyn vo evtomicouv TV &v AOY® mpoéktacn tng pnropikng tov Chomsky,
npoedpevovtag to 1958 oe pio cvinmon peta&d tov Chomsky kot g Anna Granville Hatcher
(1905-78), piog UAOAOYOL POUOVIKOV YA®GOHV. XtV mpokelévn, o Chomsky emuével 6Tt pia
GLYKEKPLUEVT GUVAYN TTOV YPNGLOTOONKE Ao ToV — yevvnuévo 6to OvicKOVeY TG APEPIKNG —

Thorstein Veblen (1857-1929) dev ivar AyyAikd.
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Hatcher: ... ITiotevo Ot pumopel Kavelg vo pedetost T1g Tpotdoelg ovo péso amd tnv
UEAETT KOVOVIKAOV TPOTACEMY OV OEV VIAYOVTIOL GE TEPLOPIOTIKEG Oewpieg, omv Kabnuepvn
¥pNoN ™S YA®oscoc. Otav ot TPOTAGELS GLVTAGGOVTOL ald €101KOVE TNG YPOUUATIKNAG, 1| YPNON TNG
YAOGGOG dnoTpePAdVETOL € peyaAo Babud, kol oty TpootdOeia vo amoQacicovE Tl lval Kot Tt
dgv tvat dOKIHLO, EVOEXOUEVOS VO TEGOVLLE GE TTaYIOEC.

Chomsky: To mpofinuo Op®G Pe To COUOTO KEWWEVOV EYKEITAL GTO YEYOVOS OTL OPIGUEVOL
oLYYpaeig dev ypdopovv atnv Ayylikr yAmoca. O Veblen, moapadeiypotoc ydptv, kével ypiion g
ocvvayng “performing leisure” (mpaypatomoudviag tov eAedBepo ypdVo), Kol TO prUa perform
(Tpaypotonoud) dev pmopel va mhpeL EVaL TETOLO0 AVTIKEILEVO.

Hatcher: Eivot oporloyovpévag acvvndioto. Ma gipon oiyovpn 0Tt ov K6mo1og pehetovoe To
prua avtd OBa ERpioke mapOUOES YPNOES, TOL KATA pio évvoln Oa dpoporoyodoav Kot TV
ovykekpipévn obvaym. O cvuyypagiag edd £xel 10w EKPPUCTEL YPNCILOTOIDOVTAG Ui O aKpoio
LOPON KATOL0G VILAPYOVGAG TAOTG, Lol OEV TOTEV® OTL EYEL ONUIOVPYNGEL KATL EVIEADS KAvOOPY10.

Chomsky: Awapwve. ‘Exel mapofet Evav kavova. To pua perform dev ypnoipomoteiton e
VIEPOVLLO  OLCLOOTIKG OC OVTIKEIUEVO: TPAYLOTOTOOVUE OCULYKEKPIWEVEG  digpyaaies, OYL
OAMOKANPES KOTHYOPIES EPYACIADV.

Hatcher: I1og pmopeite va glote 6iyovpog Gv OV YPNCLOTOMGETE £VOL GO KEWWLEVOV Y10l
Vo LEALETNOETE TO PO perform;

Chomsky: Ildg umopd va eipon ciyovpog; Ma oK €meldn ipot QUOIKOG OUANTAG TNG
Ayyhng I'voooag.

Hill: Kot og avtd 1o onpeio, Ba 0eha va onueidom 011 n ehevbepia d€ynke Eva peydro

mmypa ... (Hill (exd.) 1962: 28-9)

O Hill ovveyiler vrootmpilovtag 10 OKai®PA TOV YA®GGOAOY®V VO YPNGLLOTOOVV
dgdopéva amd COUATO KEWWEVMV, EUTEPIKN TOPATHPNON KOl OO TNV TPOCMOTIKN TOVS YAMGGIKN
dwicOnon katd to dokovv. [Tictedm duwe, 4Tt To GYOA0 TOV o LTOPOVGE €V PEPEL VAL SNADVEL TNV
avtifeon Tov 610 KAVOVIeTIKO TPOTLVTO oL dStoknpvée o Chomsky pe 1660 payyo tPOTO — TO
otoyeio mov gviomicope 0TO KEIUEVO MG TEKUNPLO TNG TAPUTAvVED eikaciog, vl 1 ypnon Tov
kepaiaiov I' omv @pdon “Ayyiin I'Adcca” oy tedevtaio oMAwon tov Chomsky. O Hill, oc
eKd0TNG, dev Ypapel Kotd avtdév tov Tpomo (PA. mponyoduevn dMAwon tov Chomsky). Ymapyet

dAlmote, otn Néa AyyAkn, kot pio yvootn Tapddoon Katd TV omoio 1 xpNnon KEPOANIov apytkod
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YPAUUOTOG ONADVEL TEPUTAUKTIKA OTL EVOL OVCIAUCTIKO TElVEL VoL EKAAUPAVETOL OO TOV OLUANTY GOV
®eopog.
Nopitepa oto 1610 Zopmocio, Eaafe yopo pio evotapépovsa cuvdtaArayn petaly Hill kou

Chomsky, 6mov o Hill avagpépOnke otic amdyelg Tov Sapir v 6to 1010 O&pa:

Hill: Nopilw 611 méveo 610 {TUa TV pUnN-YPOUUATIKOV TPOTAGEDYV GCUUPOVE TEPICCOTEPO
ue tov Sapir mapd pe eodc. O Sapir elye INAdoEL, TOAAA ypoVIOL TPV, OTL OTAV £VAG PLGIKOC
opuN TG poGg yAwooog oPalel pio omowdnmote aAAniovyio Aégewv, mhviote mpoomadel vo
e€dyet kdmotlo vonua.

Chomsky: ... 'Exete dikio 6tav Aéte 611 01 AvOpwmOL £Y0VV TNV TAGCT VO VONUATOS0TOVV
acvvaptnteg oVAAAPES. To T OPMC €d® givarl 0 S1POPETIKOC PaBLOG GVVELONTHG TPOCTAOEING
OV KOTAPAALEL TO ATOHO OTAV AOdIdEL VONUO O SLUPOPETIKES TPOTAGELS, KOl OVTH aKPPAOC M

dlpopd glvat, ToTeb®, TO AvTIKEipevo Epevvag evoc yhowoooAidyov. (Hill (exd.) 1962: 19)

O 6pog “ovveldnt tpoonddeia’” mov ypnoiponoince 1o 1958 o Chomsky, avtistoryel oty évvoln
™G emPBoing wog epunveiog mwov eionyaye 10 1962. e kabe nepintmwon, étav o Chomsky kdiece
TPOG TEPALTEP® EPELVA TNG TTpoavapepBeicas dtapopdc, eiye diklo. Qotdc0, T0 1962, 6T0 AteBvég
2uvédplo [AwocoAOY®VY, 1 HEAETT) TOV TOPOVGLAGTNKE OEV EPELYNGE KAOBOLOL TN SLOPOPE LT —
avTIBETOC, N amGS0GN TOV VONUATOG OV TPOKLTTEL péca omd emiBoin dev Aoufdavetor Kabolov
vdywy. Elval guoikd Aoyiko kot emodpevo va. cuuPel kdtt T€1010, E0IKA GE TEPMTMOELS CLVAYEMV
mapopowwy pe ovt Veblen. Agv amotteitor cuveldnT) mTPoomabeld Yo TNV KOTOVONGY TNG Omtd
Kavévay uotkd opinty. Eivat “avto-gpunvevduevn’” wapd to yeyovog OTL 1 YPOUUATIKY IKOVOTHTO
tov Chomsky Vv katotdocel 6TV KaTNyopio TOV AVOUIA®Y TPOTACEWDV, 6€ Babud mov apveitol
0Tl glval cuVTETAYHEVN GTNV AyYAIKN YADGGO.

H c0yyxpovn eofia anévavtt oe pia YAwoGkn yepaydynon tov vov, pe tov Chomsky ctov
POLO TOV BOGIKOV TPOUCTICTN TNG, ATOTEAEL KAMUAK®MOT TOAADY SopopeTiK®V Tdcewv. H 10éa g
“KATOCKELOGHEVNC cuvaiveons” elval amotéleospo pog EAAEYMG Tiotng otV avBpamivny fodAinon,
KOl TNG EMKPATNONG TNS Aroyng OTL pio pukpn opdoa atoumv amopacilel Kot evepyet €1¢ Bapog g
pélag, n omoia tiBeton awtTopdTOS VLG TOV EAEYYO TNG OAYapyiag. AVt 1 dmoyn elxe NON Eexvnoet
VO OVOTTTOGGETAL OO TOL TEAN TOL OEKATOV-EVOTOV audva. ['ia Tov Apepikavd yAwocordyo William
Dwight Whitney (1827 - 1894), n yYA®cca givar amd tn @UoT TG ONUOKPOTIKN Kot amoTeELel Oeopod

péow Tov omoiov — OAol avelalpétwg — Ol YPNOTEG UTOPOVV VO, OLGKNGOLV TNV OTOUIKY] TOVLG
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BovAnon (BA. Whitney (1867: 38). Méypt ) dekaetia tov 1920 1 cvykekpyévn dmoyn @dvtoale
non Eemepaouévn, evd ot dekoetio Tov 1950 Bewpeito mAéov amapyormpévn. QoTtdGO Kot 1
OAMYOpPYIKT] TPOGEYYIOT), TOL LTOPOCKEL TV GVYYpovav Bempudv Tov Chomsky, 0étel onpavtikd
npoPiquata. ‘Ewg éva eninedo, mpocwmonolel v anéybeia ¢ pecaiog tdéng mpog tov Aaovtliko.
Kaveic moté dev avnovyel 6t Ba mécet o id10¢ BO O TG YEPAYDYNONS TOV VOU €K ToV €. H 1d1a
EMiyvmoN G “KOTOOKEVNG TNG GLVAIVESNS” TOVG TPOGPEPEL KATOov €1dovg avooia. Eivar dpwg
TEMEIGUEVOL OTL 1] CUVTPUTTIKY TAELOYNPi0 TOV avOpOTOV dev eivar To 1810 £Evmvot kat BpickovTat,
KOTA GUVETELD, OTO EAE0G TNG OALYAPYING.

H dmoyn tov Chomsky, 611 6deg o1 YAwocoroywkés Bewpleg mpémel va £xovv ¢ Pdomn v
anmEPLOPIOTN YAMGOIKY ONUOLPYIKOTNTO KAOE OMANTY, TPOCEAKVOE UEYOAO EVIOPEPOV KLPIWG
EMEON, KATA TO QOVOUEVO, HETESOE €V TOMTIKO HNMVOUO Yoo TN dvuvotdTnTa, 1 HOAAOV TNV
avaykoomrta g ovOpomvng elevbepiag. Kt ouwg, pio tétolo egpunveion dev Mrav moté
avTImPOcONEVTIKN TV Oewpudv tov Chomsky, kabdg n “OnuovpywdTa” TOL JSKNPLCGE
a@OpPoVoE LOVAYD TNV TAPOy®yn AOYOL KOl OV EPELVOVGE TO TWAELOV ONUOVTIKO (ATNUA TOL
VONUOTOS TNG TOPUYMYNS OLTNG, £POGoV 1 onpactoroyio — katd tov Chomsky — givatl avemidextn
epunveiog. Avty elvar kou 1 Beopnrtiky] Baon g eofiag g mpomaydvdas: o pHécog avOpmmog
evotepviletor avtopato 0Tt axoveL, yopig va vrofdAiel To vonuo o kpitikn eneéepyocio. Avtdg
ntav kot 0 610xo¢ g Néag Opriag, axpimng enedn o Orwell avayvodpile 6t n Kown I'Adooca dev
Aertovpyovoe katd avtdév Tov Tpoémo. H mpmtn kot 1 o 0&udepkng yevid pabtntov tov Chomsky,
o1l Aeyopevol “yevetikoi onpacioAdyor”, Ba ékavav por amomepa vo dotopddcsovy 1o Adboc — pia
anonepa mov €Anée ado&a, pe tov Chomsky va emBdiet v pio Kot avTimpocOTELTIKY| epunvein
g Bewplag Tov, pe TpoOTo Tov POVo dikTaTopkd Ba pmopovcape va yapaktnpicovpe. Eivar kpipa,
kaBdg 1 Bewpia Tov amépeve dev AapPAveEL VITOYIV TO YEYOVOG OTL 0 HEGOG AVOP®TOG dev dEyeTOL
modnTika T1g emtayég g efovoiag aAAd TG apgoPntel, mpoPAnuatileTor, avrioTékeTan,
OlKEOMOLELTAL, KO TIC SIOUOPPDOVEL DGTE VAL KAADTTOLV TIG OVAYKES TOVL. AvTh) glvan M ameplOPLoTn

YAOOOoIKN dnpovpykdTTa, He Kabe Evvola g AEENG.
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Chapter 6

Rhetoric, propaganda and
interpretation

6.1 RHETORIC VERSUS TRUTH?:

The origins of rhetoric as a formal technology of persuasion through language are
closely bound up with the origins of democracy in fifth century BC Athens. It did not
appear out of nowhere — already in monarchy, wise rulers surrounded themselves
with advisors who represented different interests and were not like-minded, and
whose job is was to convince the ruler that the particular course they were advocating
was the best one. Subjects too had to persuade the ruler, or a functionary delegated
with authority by the ruler, of the justness of any petition they might make, or the
unjustness of any charge levelled against them.

Still, with democracy came a sea change. The power to persuade became ultimate
power, and instruction in the art of persuasion was not long in being put on offer.
The first teachers of the subject were given the name Sophists (roughly, wise guys) by
their enemies, those who thought that persuasion should come purely from stating
the truth, and not from any ‘art’, the purpose of which could only be to persuade
others of what is 7ot in fact the case. The best remembered of their enemies is
Socrates — himself a teacher, but of dialectic, a form of enquiry aimed at reaching the
truth rather than persuading. In modern terms, Socrates was training philosophers
and theologians, while the Sophists were preparing lawyers, advertising and PR
types, spin doctors and politicians.

In view of how much of his writing is taken up with his teacher Socrates ranting
against the Sophists, it is hardly surprising that Plato never produced a manual of
rhetoric. But his student Aristotle did. His Rbetoric opens with an implicit apology
for its very existence. It points out that we all employ rhetoric, the persuasive use of
language, generally in trying to demonstrate the truth or rightness of what we want
the other person to accept. There is nothing wrong, Aristotle insists, with such
persuasion or the rhetoric that brings it about, whatever the context. The problems
begin when we try to persuade by appealing to emotion rather than reason,
particularly in the context of a legal proceeding.

It is not right to pervert the judge by moving him to anger or envy or pity — one
might as well warp a carpenter’s rule before using it. ... [M]embers of the assembly
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and the jury find it their duty to decide on definite cases brought before them.
They will often have allowed themselves to be so much influenced by feelings of
friendship or hatred or self-interest that they lose any clear vision of the truth and
have their judgement obscured by considerations of personal pleasure or pain.
(Aristotle, Rbetoric 1.1, Roberts transl. [1924])

Yet, Aristotle insists, even those who agree with him about the immorality of
persuasion via the emotions need to study the rhetorical means of such persuasion,
so that they will recognise when and how it is being done by others, and be able to

fight back.

Rhetoric is useful because things that are true and things that are just have a
natural tendency to prevail over their opposites, so that if the decisions of judges
are not what they ought to be, the defeat must be due to the speakers themselves,
and they must be blamed accordingly ... Further, we must be able to employ
persuasion, just as strict reasoning can be employed, on opposite sides of a
question, not in order that we may in practice employ it in both ways (for we must
not make people believe what is wrong), but in order that we may see clearly what
the facts are, and that, if another man argues unfairly, we on our part may be able
to confute him. (ibid.)

The cleverness of this rhetorical self-defence argument borders on the Sophistic.
Arguing that an honest man must master rhetoric to protect himself from
thetoricians is reminiscent of calling military units ‘peacekeeping forces’. The
problem Aristotle keeps tacit is this: how can one be sure that the person who studies
thetoric with such clear moral motives will not, in time, succumb to the temptation
to use it toward immoral ends?

Atristotle gives one further reason for the study of rhetoric, in which the moral line
appears quite blurred:

Moreover, before some audiences not even the possession of the exactest
knowledge will make it easy for what we say to produce conviction. For argument
based on knowledge implies instruction, and there are people whom one cannot
instruct. Here, then, we must use, as our modes of persuasion and argument,
notions possessed by everybody, as we observed in the Topics when dealing with
the way to handle a popular audience.

The ‘notions possessed by everybody’ include pain and pleasure, and above all,
happiness, the chief end of all human actions. Aristotle is giving his backing to
general appeals of this sort as the only possible means of persuading hoi polloi, the
people one cannot instruct. He would not necessarily have disapproved of those
television advertisements that are all about establishing a mood — the sort where you
don’t even know what product is being advertised until its name appears at the end
— the sort admired by an arty elite, sneered at by a middle class that sees them
as evidence of the dumbing-down of society, and probably tolerated with a vague
annoyance by the rest of the population. But one can be fairly sure that they produce
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the desired results — increased sales of the product — or the genre would have died out
years ago.

Certain types of language produce particular rhetorical effects, examples of which
we have encountered throughout Chapters 4 and 5, such as the effect of racial
epithets and generally deprecatory words such as scum (§5.4). Word choice is not
the only way to create rhetorical effect: word order and sentence construction are
another powerful means, as are repetition, rhythm, and all the other classic tropes
that make for effective style. In spoken language there are still other means, including
voice quality, pitch, volume, speed, modulation and even vibrato, rarely used today
but commonly heard in recordings of speeches from the early decades of the
twentieth century. These linguistic resources combine with features of content
to produce effects in the hearer that extend beyond the logic of the argument,
considered objectively.

Would language be better if it were devoid of rhetoric, so that the plain truth of
what was being said were immediately obvious? Certainly there are abundant cases
of deliberate obfuscation — ‘spin’ — where speakers, whether government officials
or misbehaving children, state facts in a way that foregrounds what is to their
advantage. In such cases there is a clear need to restate the ‘plain’ facts, and to expose
the vested interests that have led to their being masked. More and less neutral ways
of stating facts and making arguments exist — yet rarely, if ever, could one point to
an absolutely neutral way of stating a fact or making an argument. As I write these
words, I am looking out of the window at a cloudy sky; it might seem a neutral
statement to say /5 a cloudy day. But ‘cloudy day’ has negative connotations, and in
fact it has been so sunny and hot for the last week that it is a relief to have it overcast
and cooler, and some rain would be welcome for the garden, though rain isn’t usually
welcome. No neutral way exists of stating this state of affairs, and I£s a cloudy day isn’t
neutral because its normal implications do not apply.

To state the truth usually requires some rhetoric. Yet rhetoric also permits bending
the truth. As Aristotle taught, to be able to do either effectively — and to recognise
which is being done by others when they are trying to persuade us — demands an
understanding of rhetoric. Ultimately, then, it’s true that even those who would
eliminate rhetoric in favour of plain speaking are in as much need of studying how
rhetoric works as are those who want to bend language to their own advantage.

6.2 LANGUAGE, THOUGHT AND REALITY

For Socrates and Plato, reality lay beyond the reach of mere language. Their view
of the relationship between language and reality was the basis for the medieval
vernacular one described in §2.5. What they most feared about the teaching of
rhetoric was the Sophists’ premise that man (not the divine) is the measure of all
things — hence that reality is for us to create, and the persuasive use of language is our
means of creating it.

This essential split between, on the one hand, believers in a reality that stands
apart from human perception and cognition, and on the other, those who think that
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reality is actually structured by perception and cognition, would re-emerge in the
Middle Ages in the debate over ‘universals’. The question would take the form of
whether a category such as cat really does exist independently of individual cats and
of our mental concept of a cat, as the Platonic and mainstream Christian view has it;
or whether what truly exists are individual cats, in which the category of caz has an
‘immanent’ existence; or whether the category of caz is the product of our sensations,
that is, our perception and cognition of the individual animals. These three positions
would come to be known respectively as realism, nominalism and conceptualism.
The first has Plato as its ancient predecessor, the second Aristotle, and the third the
Stoics.!

Each of these positions implies a different role for language. For realists, language
is a mere garment draped upon thought, with no effect on its content. Language
simply encodes a reality which exists independently of it. For nominalists, language
potentially has a greater importance, as the bridge between the universals that are
immanent in individual entities and the knowledge of those universals in human
minds. For conceptualists, the role of language is fundamental — for even if universals
are rooted in sensations that all humans share, it is with their naming that they really
come to exist, and it is through language that they are shaped and spread.

As we come into the Renaissance and modern thought, these medieval views of
the relationship of language to thought and reality persist, albeit in new guises. The
‘mere garment’ view continues essentially in the form described in the preceding
paragraph, while in opposition to it there emerge two other positions, each of which
assumes that language exerts a shaping influence upon thought. One of them regards
such influence in an essentially positive light, and sees language as a sort of magic key
to understanding the thought of an individual or an entire culture. The third view
regards the influence of language upon thought in an essentially negative light, with
language as the source of metaphysical garbage that gets in the way of clear, logical
thinking (see further Joseph 2002: 75-80).

Linguists of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries mainly followed the magic key
line, which does after all give a privileged place to the study of language as the key to
broader cultural and intellectual understanding. The tradition of analytic philosophy
has been the main stronghold of the metaphysical garbage view. But there have been
crossovers among linguists, who tend however not to give up magic key rhetoric
entirely even when entering into metaphysical garbage discourse. Edward Sapir
(1884-1939), the doyen of twentieth-century anthropological linguists, was very
much of the magic key persuasion in his early work, including his 1921 book
Language, where he wrote that ‘Language and our thought-grooves are inextricably
interrelated, are, in a sense, one and the same’ (pp. 217-18); ‘Language is the most
massive and inclusive art we know, a mountainous and anonymous work of
unconscious generations’ (ibid.: 220). But his rhetoric would change abruptly after
he read The Meaning of Meaning (1923) by C. K. Ogden (1889-1957) and 1. A.
Richards (1893-1979), a wide-ranging book aimed at addressing the power of
‘Word-Magic’. Ogden and Richards believed that words possess the power to
engender ‘hypnotic influences’ (p. 132) which make symbols appear directly bound
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to referents, and they saw this as the basis of almost all human deception and
misunderstanding — including that particularly dangerous misunderstanding which
is the arbitrariness professed by philologists such as Saussure, according to whom ‘it
is “all a matter of words”. This Ogden and Richards call ‘linguistic nihilism’ and
‘scepticist’, and they declare:

The best means of escape from such scepticism as well as from the hypnotic
influences which we have been considering, lies in a clear realization of the way in
which symbols come to exercise such power, and of the various senses in which

they are said to have Meaning. (ibid.)

Already in his review of The Meaning of Meaning its impact on Sapir’s thinking about
these matters is evident:

To a far greater extent than the philosopher has realized, he is likely to become the
dupe of his speech-forms, which is equivalent to saying that the mould of his
thought, which is typically a linguistic mould, is apt to be projected into his
conception of the world. Thus innocent linguistic categories may take on the
formidable appearance of cosmic absolutes. (Sapir 1924: 154 [1949: 157])

As shown in Joseph (2002, Chapter 4), this shift in perspective was crucial to what
would become known as the ‘Sapir—Whorf Hypothesis’, one of the most widely
known ideas to originate in modern linguistics.” No one can say definitively what the
‘hypothesis’ is — the term, and nearly all the attention that has gone to the idea itself,
were posthumous. Its different interpretations include what is generally called the
‘strong’ version, that ‘one’s perception of the world is determined by the structure
of one’s native language’ (New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, 1993, under
“Whorfianism’), and the ‘weak’ version, that ‘the structure of a language partly deter-
mines a native speaker’s categorization of experience’ (ibid., under ‘Sapir—Whorf
Hypothesis’).

Benjamin Lee Whorf (1897-1941), who was Sapir’s protégé, famously analysed
expressions of time in an American Indian language, Hopi, and concluded not only
that the Hopi conceived of time in a completely different way from speakers of what
he termed SAE (‘Standard Average European’), but that the Hopi conceptions
were actually closer to those developed by modern physicists.” With Whorf the
‘metaphysical garbage’ approach to language and thought really comes to the fore, as
he critiques SAE as the source of conceptual blinders that the language structure
imposes on speakers.

Whorf’s writings (1956) have served as the touchstone for modern linguists
arguing that languages have a deep connection to the thought and culture of the
people who speak them. Chomsky and other linguists of ‘universalist’ bent have
never had any time for the Sapir—Whorf Hypothesis. Cognitivists who have tried to
test the hypothesis have turned up results that admit of various interpretations. Yet
linguists arguing for the importance of protecting and preserving ‘endangered
languages’, or simply explaining why language matters in the understanding of
identity, have been highly prone to falling back upon Whorfian statements that every
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language divides the world up differently, and that language is essential, not acci-
dental, to cultural formation, cohesion and transmission.*

To a large extent, Ogden and Richards (1923) represent the reaction of traditional
British empiricism to Continental idealism, where empiricism grounds reality in
what the senses (hence the body) can perceive, while idealism distrusts the senses as
a source of illusion and ultimately relies on reason (hence the mind) to determine
what is real. The continuity with the medieval debate on universals is apparent,
at least in retrospect, though modernist discourse with its implicit ideology of
continuous progress masked this for many at the time (and still does so today). On
the Continental side, neo-conceptualism had reached a high water-mark with the
writings of Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900). Originally trained as a philologist,
Nietzsche abandoned the close study of classical texts to pursue much broader
philosophical issues — but his early obsession with language is no doubt connected to
his mature view that reality exists only through its structuring in language. Just
to show that the British—Continental divide is anything but clear-cut, the high
water-mark of nineteenth-century neo-realism is Karl Marx (1818-83), Nietzsche’s
countryman; still, Marx spent more than half his life in Britain and produced all his
major works there.

These nineteenth-century debates have very direct resonances in present-day
applied linguistics. The Marxist view underlies (in name at least) a fair range of
current approaches, including those deriving from M. A. K. Halliday (see below,
p- 126) and most of whatever goes under the name of ‘critical’. Orthodox Marxism
is strictly wedded to a ‘mere garment’ view of the relationship of language to society,
culture and thought. Even Voloshinov, who, as we saw in §4.1, maintained that the
class struggle is embodied in the linguistic sign itself, did not believe that by changing
language one could make any difference to that struggle; the direction of influence
is strictly one-way. Nietzsche provided the inspiration for those ‘post-structuralist’
philosophers such as Foucault, who, from the 1960s, would again maintain that
knowledge is a historical product and indeed a political one. What essentially
distinguished Foucault from his Marxist counterparts was his belief that the objects
of knowledge, including language as well as the concepts that constitute its signifieds,
are not produced by subjects thinking, speaking and acting intersubjectively.” Rather,
Foucault believed, the objects of knowledge are produced by ‘power’ itself, with
which they have a mutually constitutive relationship.

We should admit that power produces knowledge ...; that power and knowledge
directly imply one another; that there is no power relation without the correlative
constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose
and constitute at the same time power relations ... In short, it is not the activity
of the subject of knowledge that produces a corpus of knowledge, useful or
resistant to power, but power—knowledge, the processes and struggles that traverse
it and of which it is made up, that determines the forms and possible domains of
knowledge. (Foucault 1977 [1975]: 27-8)

Foucault is sometimes misrepresented by his opponents — a category that runs the
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gamut from Marxists to conservative anti-relativists such as Margaret S. Archer (see
§7.1) — as holding that neither power nor knowledge nor any other reality is
anything but a mere linguistic construct. His critique of Western thought is actually
much more subtle and powerful than this. Power, operating through language,
determines the parameters of what is knowable (the ¢pisteme), which change from
epoch to epoch. What has however led to dissatisfaction among many people who
were initially inspired by Foucault to focus on language and power is that, beyond a
certain point, thinking in terms of ‘power’ thus abstracted becomes an obstacle to
understanding who exactly is doing what to whom, and how.

It plays too into a widely-held but false dichotomy according to which only those
‘in power’ actually have and make choices, while the vast majority of people only
think they are making choices when in fact they are simply living out inevitabilities
forced upon them by the power structure. Since this is essentially the Marxist
view, it is ironic that Foucault has become the focus of so much Marxist scorn in
recent years. Present-day Marxist linguists such as Holborow (1999) see the
‘post-structuralists’ and ‘post-modernists’, rather than capitalists, as their principal
intellectual opponents.

6.3 PROPAGANDA ANXIETY

The impetus for Ogden and Richards to write The Meaning of Meaning was their
experience of WWI, and their belief that the war had been fought largely with
propaganda, through the distortion of abstract words such as ‘freedom’, ‘democracy’
and even ‘victory'. This belief was very widespread at the time. In Joseph (2002,
Chapter 9) I have argued that this period saw a popularisation of the ‘metaphysical
garbage’ view of language, initially in the English-speaking world but eventually well
beyond, in the form of a ‘linguistic mind control cultural discourse frame’. It endures
to this day, and has been the subject of most vivid discussion in times of intense
international conflict. It takes the form of anxiety about propaganda, especially that
generated by governments, but also by commercial interests.

Although propaganda has a centuries-old history, a shift in the discourse
concerning it began in 1914. The Times and the Daily Mail, both then owned by
Viscount Northcliffe, advocated British entry into the war, and were accused by
pacifists as operating in a government—press conspiracy. In Anthony Smith’s words,

The Northcliffe newspapers depicted the work of German soldiers in images
which are the familiar material of horror stories: babies being lifted on bayonets,
nuns raped on tables. Public sentiment was whipped into a frenzy of anti-German

hatred. (Smith 1973: 30)

From the government’s point of view, there was a pressing need to convince men to
volunteer for the armed forces, to create public support for forced conscription, and
to persuade the USA to enter the war, which it did not do until 1917.

Repressed during the war, when resistance to government policy could land one
in prison (as happened to Bertrand Russell), ‘propaganda anxiety’ broke out openly
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after the Armistice, in Britain and abroad. British propaganda was blamed by
resentful Americans for their entry into the slaughter, and Woodrow Wilson’s
Democratic party lost the presidential election of 1920 to Republicans campaigning
on the slogan “The War Was a Fraud’.® German writers, meanwhile, convinced
themselves that they had been defeated not by British might but by British
propaganda. Smith (1973: 42) notes that ‘In Mein Kampf Hitler was to write that he
learned all his own propaganda techniques from British methods during the war’.

At least two additional factors were at work stoking the fires of propaganda anxiety
after WWI. One was widely acknowledged: the beginnings of radio broadcasting.
The first commercial broadcast in Britain was in June 1920, sponsored by none other
than Northcliffe’s Daily Mail (Gorham 1952: 23), which became the major player in
the early development of British radio. In the USA, the first daily radio broadcasts
began in August 1920, with commercial sponsorship initiated some two years later.
In Smith’s view,

The experience of the propagandists of the First World War coupled with the
ensuing reaction against the black art they had perfected were among the
profoundest influences on the men who came to lay the foundations of
broadcasting in the early nineteen-twenties. (Smith 1973: 31)

The result in Britain was the birth of ‘a new kind of state monopoly’ (ibid.: 56), the
BBC, in 1923, the same year in which The Meaning of Meaning was published. Their
aims were obliquely connected, in that both were directed at preventing a sort of
verbal anarchy, as radio was perceived as being in America, where government
interference in broadcasting was limited to the assigning of airwave frequencies.
Ogden would later call radio ‘the most powerful standardizing force the world has
yet seen’ (Ogden 1944 [1934]: 8). A very similar comment occurs in a book
on broadcasting published a year earlier: ‘It must, of course, be admitted that
broadcasting is a huge agency of standardization, the most powerful the world has
ever seen’ (Matheson 1933: 17-18). Perhaps both Ogden and Hilda Matheson
(1888-1940) heard someone say this on the radio?’

The new reality of disembodied voices entering ordinary people’s home from some
central broadcasting authority coincided with the diffusion of the notion of the
‘unconscious mind’ into middle-brow, then general cultural awareness. This began
in the early 1920s and accelerated over the following decades, thanks in part to radio
itself. What made propaganda so frightening was never the fear of succumbing to it
oneself, but of vast numbers of less intelligent people falling victim to linguistic mind
control. The growing awareness of Freud’s theory that our actions are ruled by an
unconscious mind made the danger seem all the greater.

By the time of WWII, Eric Arthur Blair (1903-50) was writing pieces under his
pen name George Orwell claming a link between the power of propaganda and the
structure of language (e.g. Orwell 1944). In a more famous article of two years later,
he wrote that

Modern English, especially written English, is full of bad habits which spread by
imitation and which can be avoided if one is willing to take the necessary trouble.
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If one gets rid of these habits one can think more clearly, and to think clearly is a
necessary first step towards political regeneration ... This invasion of one’s mind
by ready-made phrases ... can only be prevented if one is constantly on guard
against them, and every such phrase anaesthetizes a portion of one’s brain. (Orwell

1946: 252-3, 263)

The linguistic ‘bad habits’ consist of strings of words that form well-worn patterns,
coercing their users to think in certain ways. ‘Clear thinking’ demands that one start
from mental images, visualising things then finding words to describe them. Starting
with words is likelier to produce purely abstract thinking. The detachment of
language from observable reality is what makes it possible for a political party to
maintain an orthodoxy among its followers, and in the most extreme cases, to dupe
those it wishes to enslave. If the party uses language in a way that prevents concrete
mental pictures from being called up, people will not understand what is happening
to them, and they cannot rebel against what they do not understand. Orwell is not
against abstract thinking so long as it is grounded in observable reality. Too great
a distrust of abstractions can have catastrophic political consequences of its own.
Tyranny and freedom, after all, are abstract concepts, yet resisting the one and
defending the other is a matter of life and death.

As indicated in §6.2, Ogden and Richards (1923) were inspired by a belief that
WWI was the result of the misuse of complex abstract words, and that any hope
of future world peace depended upon the ability of thinking people to control the
meanings of such words so that they could not be abused. It is thus very much a part
of the propaganda anxiety story. Ogden’s and Richards’s other great joint project,
Basic English, proceeded directly out of the principles outlined in the chapter on
Definitions in The Meaning of Meaning. Basic was a set of 500 English words, later
expanded to 850, in which Ogden claimed any idea could be expressed. Its ‘two chief
purposes’ were “To serve as an international auxiliary language’ and to ‘encourag|e]
clarity of thought and expression’ (Ogden 1944: 4). The latter aim, largely forgotten
now, ties it directly to The Meaning of Meaning. Richards wrote in 1943 that

Neither those who learn English nor those who teach it as a foreign language have
in general any feeling that they are submitting to or furthering a process of
intellectual subjugation. On the contrary, they are more likely to feel that they are
helping themselves or others to resist such influences. (Richards 1943: 13-14)

English — here meaning Basic — is the language of intellectual freedom, the im-
munisation against propaganda.® Whorf was aware of Basic English and dubious
about the linguistic principles behind it, yet credited it with a ‘crude but vast power
to change the thinking of tomorrow’ (Whorf 1956: 82).

It was also during the great wave of post-WW1I propaganda anxiety, in 1921, that
Alfred Korzybski (1879-1950) first sketched out his General Semantics, which
traces many of the world’s problems to an ‘Aristotelian’ bias embedded in Western
languages — a very central metaphysical garbage outlook (see Korzybski 1921, 1933).
One of General Semantics’ many adherents, Stuart Chase (1888-1985), produced
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the widely read The Tyranny of Words in 1938. It presents Korzybski, Ogden and
Richards as the “Three human beings [who] to my knowledge have observed and
reflected upon the nature of meaning and communication for any considerable
period’ (Chase 1938: 10). Chase goes on to assert that the core problem of the
modern world is ‘abstract words and phrases without discoverable referents’, such as
‘The Aryan Fatherland’. It is, he says, ‘a semantic blank. Nothing comes through’
(ibid.: 14).

Criticising Chase, Orwell (1946) would point out the danger of a distrust of
abstract terms so extreme that it made it impossible to recognise fascism, removing
any possibility of combating it. But General Semantics grew into a big business,
which is still around, though like Basic English its glory days are behind it. Those
days have come in times of war, hot and cold. For General Semantics one of
the supreme moments was in 1941 when Language in Action by S. 1. Hayakawa
(1906-92) was chosen by the Book-of-the-Month Club, a decision no doubt
strengthened by pre-war propaganda anxiety in the USA and yielding sales in the
hundreds of thousands.” As an appendix it contained Whorf (1940), giving the
Sapir—Whorf Hypothesis its first mass exposure in the year of Whorf’s death.

6.4 NEWSPEAK

Athenian democracy gave the impetus for rhetoric. In the 1930s, modern
dictatorships — Hitler on the right, Stalin on the left — transformed propaganda
anxiety from a concern about the abuse of rhetoric within democracies to dread of a
much more pervasive mind control that threatened to turn whole populations into
slaves, indeed robots, subservient to the will of a Fiihrer.

The ancient Roman coinage of the word dictator to denote the office of an
absolute ruler presupposes a culture in which laws are normally constructed and
executed in a dialogic manner, but in which the dialogic is also seen as something of
a luxury of peacetime that has to be suspended in order to face up to a common
enemy. Dialogue, after all, connotes dissent and division, and warfare demands a
single-voiced command structure if an army is to channel itself into a coherent force.
The commander-in-chief must be a dictator — what he says is law by virtue of his
saying it. But in peacetime, dissenters will not so easily accept dictation, yet neither
will those who have exercised absolute power find it easy to tolerate dissent.

The dictator as refuser of dialogue finds his ultimate literary expression in Orwell’s
Nineteen Eighty-Four (1949). Big Brother, the head of the Party that rules Oceania
(in effect, the English-speaking world) is not a person, but a symbol, and a symbol
cannot engage in dialogue. In a sense, the dictator is always a symbolic, god-like
personage whom it is not licit to contradict. A symbol exists merely to be perceived
and interpreted. But interpretation is itself a problem for the Party, being too
indeterminate. The Proles of Oceania, with their traditional language (termed
‘Oldspeak’), can argue with Big Brother’s dictates and question whether what the
Party tells them is true. And so the Party has put together a large linguistic operation
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for the purpose of redesigning language in such a way that interpretation is
determinate.

Newspeak was the official language of Oceania and had been devised to meet the
ideological needs of Ingsoc, or English Socialism ... The purpose of Newspeak was
not only to provide a medium of expression for the world-view and mental habits
proper to the devotees of Ingsoc, but to make all other modes of thought
impossible. (Orwell 1989 [1949]: 312)

When we think of the language of dictatorial regimes, we tend to focus on their
attempts to shape ‘the world-view and mental habits’ of the populace in their favour,
to manipulate thought through propaganda and ‘spin’. And although these are
necessary characteristics of dictatorial language, they are not sufficient to define it,
because they are used by every regime, dictatorial or otherwise, political or com-
mercial or religious or educational or what have you. It is called rhetoric. I am not
saying that there aren’t degrees of intent to deceive within rhetoric — there are, and
although the art of determining another person’s intent is a utopian enterprise, it is
also a necessary one. I am simply saying that we are subject to attempts to manipulate
our way of thinking every day from all sorts of interests, and we wouldnt term all
of them ‘dictatorial’. If we did, we would simply bleach that word of any strong,
distinctive meaning,.

But because of our focus on active manipulation of thought, we overlook the
last part of the quote from Orwell, about making ‘all other modes of thought
impossible’. Here is where enters the need to restrict interpretation — and that, I
submit, is the defining characteristic of dictatorship. You must impose a single
interpretation on your utterances. It is utopian to imagine you can do this, because
the nature of the human mind is to consider various possible interpretations of any
utterance and select from among them. What you can do is to prevent anyone from
uttering an alternative interpretation, by threat or, failing that, by murder. But a true
dictator, like a good practitioner of any art, will not be deterred by the utopian nature
of the ultimate goal. The question is, how does one go about controlling the minds
of those to whom one dictates? Based upon his long and intimate observation of
imperialist, communist and fascist regimes, Orwell determined that the way to do
this, at least for his satirical purposes in Nineteen Eighty-Four, was through a form of
language standardisation.

This was done partly by the invention of new words, but chiefly by eliminating
undesirable words and by stripping such words as remained of unorthodox
meanings, and so far as possible of all secondary meanings whatever. To give a
single example. The word free still existed in Newspeak, but it could only be used
in such statements as “This dog is free from lice” or “This field is free from weeds’.
It could not be used in its old sense of ‘politically free’ or ‘intellectually free’, since
political and intellectual freedom no longer existed even as concepts, and were
therefore of necessity nameless ... Newspeak was designed not to extend but to
diminish the range of thought, and this purpose was indirectly assisted by cutting
the choice of words down to a minimum. (Orwell 1989 [1949]: 313)
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Newspeak is the culmination of views Orwell had developed over the course of the
preceding five years (see Orwell 1944, 1946, 1947) and is most directly a satire of
Basic English. Orwell was initially attracted to Basic English and corresponded with
Ogden about it. But he came to realise that it might actually have the opposite effect
to the one intended. Propaganda can only be combated by rational analysis and
argument. This entails rephrasing propagandistic statements in a different form. If
such rephrasing were made impossible through the loss of alternative words in which
the same idea might be given a different linguistic shape, then it might no longer be
possible to question the truth of any statement.

The greatness of Orwell and Nineteen Eighty-Four lies in the fact that the butt of
the satire is no particular political side, no particular government. Rather, it is the
universal condition to which all government, all society, all language tends. The fact
that this condition had recently been carried to unprecedented extremes only served
to draw attention to the reality and depth of the problem, while also demonstrating
that it affected the extreme left no less than the extreme right, and also the centre —
for Orwell was extremely critical of the British imperial regime of which he was

himself a child.

6.5 LINGUISTIC CREATIVITY AND MANUFACTURING
CONSENT

According to Barsky (1998), the great intellectual passion of Chomsky’s teenage
years was Orwell, especially Homage to Catalonia, from which Chomsky claims to
have derived

the foundations of much of his later work on propaganda, the media, and the ways
that groups such as the Spanish anarchists are discredited in Western society ...
‘Language in the Service of Propaganda’ [is] one of his many later articles
that draws upon George Orwell’s writings and the reception of his work. (Barsky

1998: 31)

Chomsky (1986), one of the most successful and widely read of his attempts to
synthesise his theory of language into an accessible form, concludes with a brief
chapter entitled ‘Notes on Orwell’s problem’ (1988: 276-87). Besides discussing
Newspeak, Chomsky here quotes Harold Lasswell (1902-78), a leading American
scholar of propaganda, to the effect that ‘we must avoid “democratic dogmatisms”,
such as the belief that people are “the best judges of their own interests” (Chomsky
1986: 286). In Chomsky’s view, ‘Propaganda is to democracy as violence is to
totalitarianism’ (ibid.). As a political critic, Chomsky has made it one of his central
messages that governments and media conspire to ‘manufacture consent’ (the title of
Herman and Chomsky 1988). He agrees to the use of titles such as ‘Language in the
service of propaganda’ and “Terrorism: the politics of language’ to help sell a book
(Chomsky 1992) in which he repeatedly asserts his reluctance to attribute too much
importance to the connection between language and thought, in response to an
interviewer (David Barsamian) who wants him to accept that they are deeply linked.
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Chomsky is willing to go as far as the following where the relationship between
politics and language is concerned:

There is a tenuous relationship, in fact several different kinds. I think myself
that they’re exaggerated in importance. There is in the first place the question
discussed, for example, by Orwell and by a number of others of how language
is abused, tortured, distorted, in a way, to enforce ideological goals. A classic
example would be the switch in the name of the Pentagon from the War
Department to the Defense Department in 1947. As soon as that happened, any
thoughtful person should have understood that the United States would no longer
be engaged in defence. It would only be engaged in aggressive war. That was
essentially the case, and it was part of the reason for the change in terminology, to
disguise that fact. Terms like ‘the free world” and ‘the national interest’ and so on
are mere terms of propaganda. One shouldn’t take them seriously for a moment.
They are designed, often very consciously, in order to try to block thought and
understanding. (Chomsky 1992: 1-3)

Barsamian understands, even if Chomsky doesn’t, the power that these views take on
by virtue of being articulated by the leading theoretician of language of the second
half of the twentieth century, notwithstanding his initial disclaimers, which get
forgotten in the rhetorical torrent that follows — especially since few people read these
books who aren’t already convinced that nefarious forces are conspiring to control
minds.

How does all this connect with Chomsky’s linguistics? His address to the 1962
International Congress of Linguists, the paper that made his international reputation
in linguistics, states on its opening page that

The central fact to which any significant linguistic theory must address itself
is this: a mature speaker can produce a new sentence of his language on the
appropriate occasion, and other speakers can understand it immediately, though
it is equally new to them. Most of our linguistic experience, both as speakers and
hearers, is with new sentences; once we have mastered a language, the class of
sentences with which we can operate fluently and without difficulty or hesitation
is so vast that for all practical purposes we may regard it as infinite. (Chomsky

1964c: 7)

Chomsky’s ‘infinite linguistic creativity’ played brilliantly, not just to the 1962 ICL
but to the whole Zeitgeist of the 1960s. It made every human being infinitely creative,
starting from childhood, not just ‘creative types’. Nobody liked creative types —
the left associated them with bourgeois decadence, the right with socialism — but
everybody liked the idea that all of us, especially children, are infinitely, and therefore
equally, creative.

And yet, a curious asymmetry lurks beneath the surface of Chomskyan creativity.
The passage quoted above appears to treat production by speakers and under-
standing by hearers on an equal basis. Both have infinite creativity in the sense that
speakers can produce an infinite number of sentences, and every one of these
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sentences can be understood by the hearers, provided that they share the same
language. But a subtle and interesting trick is at work within the word ‘creativity’ as
Chomsky uses it, such that it does not mean the same thing as applied to speakers
and hearers. Speakers may have the freedom to ‘create’ new sentences at will, in
something recognisable as the general meaning of the word ‘create’. But when it
comes to the hearers, they do nothing more than passively register what the speakers
have created.

This becomes apparent when Chomsky (ibid.) points out that mastery of a
language also involves ‘the ability to identity deviant sentences’, such as Colorless
green ideas sleep furiously, and ‘on occasion, to impose an interpretation on them’, ‘if
a context can be constructed in which an interpretation can be imposed’. The poet
John Hollander famously constructed such a context in ‘Coiled Alizarine (for Noam
Chomsky)’ (from The Night Mirror, 1971):

Curiously deep, the slumber of crimson thoughts:
While breathless, in stodgy viridian,
Colorless green ideas sleep furiously.

This is a clear case of ‘imposing’ an interpretation as Chomsky defines it. But no
interpretation needs to be imposed on a sentence such as Revolutionary new ideas
appear infrequently (Chomsky 1964c: 7-8, n. 2). The speaker’s mental grammar
assigns it a structural description which indicates that it is perfectly ‘well-formed’.
Interpretation then proceeds automatically out of the mental grammar.

We thus have two completely different mechanisms of interpretation, one for
well-formed and the other for deviant sentences. The first is automatic and straight-
forward. The second is much more complex: the grammar assigns a structural
description that indicates the manner of its deviation from perfect well-formedness,
after which, ‘an interpretation can often be imposed by virtue of formal relations to
sentences of the generated language’ (ibid.: 9). But the interpretation does not follow
directly or automatically out of those ‘formal relations’ — if they did, the word
imposed would not be applicable to them. The interpretation of the well-formed
sentence is generated by the grammar, but that of the deviant sentence has to be
imposed by someone, John Hollander for instance.

Now, of these two processes, which might one characterise as ‘creative’ in the
ordinary sense of that word? Obviously the interpretation of the deviant sentence,
the ‘imposed’ interpretation, is the creative one. And it is precisely on account of
its creativity — the active role of a linguistic agent, namely the hearer — that it is
marginalised as standing in direct opposition to the ‘central fact to which any
significant linguistic theory must address itself’, namely that ‘linguistic creativity’ as
defined by Chomsky in which the hearer’s ‘creative’ role is to sit back and let his or
her mental grammar assign an interpretation.

It puzzled me for a long time how Orwellian manufacture of consent could be
reconcilable with ‘infinite linguistic creativity’ for Chomsky. Infinitely supple
linguistic minds operating on innate principles should not be so immediately
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susceptible to verbal control, like rats in a Skinner box. The solution to the puzzle
lies, I think, in another curious feature of Chomsky’s history, his serial repudiation
of his own terms and collocations. In the early stages of his work, it really is
collocations he deals in — he does not invent terminology, but puts existing words
together in a way that gives them new, specialised meanings in his particular context
of use. A few years later, he gives them up, explaining that they have given rise to too
many misunderstandings — ‘deep structure’ taken to mean a universal level of
sentence structure that is the same across all human languages, which Chomsky
insists is never what he meant. He had to replace ‘deep structure’ with D-structure,
then with DS, then to stop talking about it altogether, lest his theories be distorted
beyond all recognition.

This is the same man who believes in ‘absolute freedom of speech’ so strongly
that he went to great lengths to become the world’s most prominent advocate for
Holocaust deniers, even though he himself is not one (see Joseph 1999). When it
comes to his own collocations, it is quite another story — their meaning is not open
for interpretation, the way something ‘hypothetical’ like Auschwitz is. But there is a
consistency here: Chomsky has made clear that for him all interpretation is political,
except when it is generated directly by grammar. This is precisely his position on the
difference between Revolutionary new ideas appear infrequently and Colorless green
ideas sleep furiously. For the latter, an interpretation must be ‘imposed’, and
imposition is always potentially a political move. If people interpret that sentence
differently, the one who argues most powerfully for his or her interpretation will
impose it. Whereas, the ‘perfectly well-formed’ sentence is closed to political
interpretation by the real interpretation generated physically by the grammar in the
speaker’s brain. Thus, the linguistic creativity Chomsky calls infinite is on the
production side only. Interpretation is normally finite, and in the abnormal cases,
where he might have called it creative, he instead castigates it as ‘imposition’.

All those who were attracted to Chomsky’s views on creativity because they
understood him as meaning that everyone’s linguistic utterances are ‘creative’ in any
of the ordinary senses of that word — rather than the specialised sense it has in
Chomsky’s collocation — might have been disabused of this misinterpretation if they
had paid closer attention to the actual example sentences he used. If you took him
to mean that everyone is creative intellectually, his own linguistic example informs
you that Revolutionary new ideas appear infrequently. And if you took him to mean
that everyone is linguistically creative in a poetic way, along the lines of Carter’s
(1999: 207) assertion that ‘All language is literary language’, you ought to have taken
note that Colorless green ideas sleep furiously does not in fact have a ‘real’ meaning,

Within the realm of rule-governed creativity, the authority to identify the rules
which Chomsky claims in his capacity as a native speaker is absolute. The perceptive
Archibald A. Hill (1902-92) was among the first to pick up on this, in a discussion
he moderated in 1958 between Chomsky and the Romance philologist Anna
Granville Hatcher (1905-78), where Chomsky denies that a collocation used by the
Wisconsin-born Thorstein Veblen (1857-1929) in The Theory of the Leisure Class
(1899) is really English.



Rhetoric, propaganda and interpretation 125

Hatcher: ... T think the only way to study sentences is to study normal
sentences, produced under no prejudicial theories, in ordinary language use.
When a grammarian constructs sentences there are enormous distortions, and
when we try to decide what we would or would not say, we are very likely to fool
ourselves.

Chomsky: The trouble with using a corpus is that some authors do not write
the English language. Veblen, for example, speaks of ‘performing leisure’, and the
verb perform cannot take such an object.

Hatcher: I admit it sounds unusual. But I bet that if you studied the verb
perform you would find other expressions not too far from this, pointing the way
to this. He has gone farther perhaps along a certain road but I do not believe he
has created something new.

Chomsky: No. He has broken a law. The verb perform cannot be used with
mass-word objects: one can perform a zask, but one cannot perform labor.

Hatcher: How do you know, if you don't use a corpus and have not studied the
verb perform?

Chomsky: How do I know? Because I am a native speaker of the English
Language.

Hill: I think at this point I would like to strike a blow for liberty ... (Hill (ed.)
1962: 28-9)

Hill goes on to argue for the liberty of linguists to use corpus, observational or
intuitional data as they see fit. I think, though, that his comment can be interpreted
as partly directed against Chomsky’s blatant and militant prescriptivism — the clue
Hill has left us, taking advantage of his editorial role, is the capital L in ‘English
Language’ in Chomsky’s last statement. This was not Hill's normal usage (cf. for
instance Chomsky’s first statement above), and there is of course a well-established
tradition in Modern English of capitalising a common noun, & /allemande, in order
to deflate an overblown conception of it as an Institution.

Earlier in the same Symposium, Hill and Chomsky had engaged in an interesting
exchange, where Hill refers to views of Sapir’s:

Hill: I think on this matter of ungrammatical sequences that I should be more
nearly in agreement with Sapir than with you. Sapir said, many years ago, that you
could probably not present any written sequence of words to a native speaker
without his trying to wring some kind of sense out of it ...

Chomsky: ... You are quite right in saying that people will read something into
a sequence of nonsense syllables. But the point is that there is a very significant
difference in how hard people have to work to read sense into different sequences,
and it is precisely this difference which I think the linguist should investigate. (Hill
(ed.) 1962: 19)

What Chomsky is calling ‘hard work’ in 1958 corresponds to the imposition of an
interpretation in 1962. He certainly had a point in calling for the difference to be
investigated; but by the 1962 ICL paper the difference is no longer to be investigated
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— instead, the imposed type of interpretation is ruled out of consideration altogether.
One can see why this had to happen by considering the exchange over Veblen’s phrase
‘performing leisure’. Neither Chomsky nor any English speaker has to ‘work hard’ to
read sense into it. It is ‘self-interpreting’ even though Chomsky’s mental grammar
identifies it as deviant, to the point that he denies it is English.

Contemporary anxiety over linguistic mind control, with Chomsky as its patron
saint, is the culmination of several trends. The idea of ‘manufacturing consent’ is the
outcome of the loss of faith in the human will, in favour of a belief that a small
oligarchy is exercising its will over the masses, who are like automata under the
oligarchy’s control. This belief has been developing since the late nineteenth century.
For the American linguist William Dwight Whitney (1827-94), language itself was
a democracy, an institution in the use of which speakers — a// speakers — exercise their
individual will (see Whitney 1867: 38). By the 1920s such a view already seemed
dated, and by the 1950s, archaic. But the oligarchical position that underlies the
modern Chomskyan anxiety poses huge problems. On one level, it is a form of
middle-class loathing of the great unwashed. No one ever expresses anxiety that zhey
themselves are having their minds controlled from without. Their awareness of the
‘manufacture of consent’ apparently immunises them from its effects. But they are
certain that the vast majority of human beings are not so enlightened, and are
therefore the pawns of the oligarchy.

Chomsky’s decree that the great fact which linguistics must take as its point of
departure is the infinite linguistic creativity of every speaker received wide attention
for the political message it seemed to convey about the possibility, indeed the
necessity of human freedom. Yet this was always a false impression, since the
‘creativity Chomsky proclaimed was limited to linguistic production, and was
banned from the much more important matter of what that production meant, since
semantics for Chomsky cannot be a matter of interpretation. That is precisely the
model on which propaganda anxiety depends: the ordinary person processes
whatever they are told automatically, without critical interpretation. It is the way
Newspeak was designed to work — and that is because Orwell recognised that it is 7oz
how ‘Oldspeak’ works. The first and cleverest generation of Chomsky’s students, the
so-called ‘generative semanticists’, would attempt to rectify the error — only to have
Chomsky impose the one true interpretation of his theory in a fashion that can only
be described as dictatorial. More’s the pity, because the theory he was left with cannot
account for the fact that ordinary people do not simply accept what those in power
tell them, but question it, are sceptical about it, resist it, appropriate it and tweak it
in order to suit their own ends. That is infinite linguistic creativity, in the truest sense.
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