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√ ·Â›ÌÓËÛÙÔ˜ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜ ˘‹ÚÍÂ Ì›· ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓË ÚÔ-

ÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ· ÌÂ ·ÓÂÎÙ›ÌËÙË Û˘ÓÂÈÛÊÔÚ¿ ÛÙËÓ Î˘ÚÈ·Î‹ ÎÔÈÓˆ-

Ó›·. ø˜ ÚfiÂ‰ÚÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ π‰Ú‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, ÛÂ Ì›· ÂÚ›Ô‰Ô Ô˘

˘‹ÚÍÂ ·ÔÊ·ÛÈÛÙÈÎ‹ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ Â˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ÔÚÂ›· ÙË˜ ∂ÏÏ¿‰·˜

Î·È ÙË˜ ∫‡ÚÔ˘, ·Ó¤‰ÂÈÍÂ ÙÔÓ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌfi ÙÔ˘˜ Î·È ‰ÈÂ˘ÎfiÏ˘ÓÂ

ÙËÓ ¤ÓÙ·Í‹ ÙÔ˘˜ ÛÙËÓ ∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ã∂ÓˆÛË. ¢ÈÂıÓÒ˜ ·Ó·ÁÓˆÚÈ-

ÛÌ¤ÓË ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ·, ‰ÈÔÚ›ÛÙËÎÂ ÙÔ 1977 ˆ˜ ªfiÓÈÌÔ˜

∞ÓÙÈÚfiÛˆÔ˜ ÙË˜ UNESCO ÛÙËÓ ∫‡ÚÔ Î·È ÂÚÁ¿ÛÙËÎÂ ÌÂ

˙‹ÏÔ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›· ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙË˜

∫‡ÚÔ˘ Î·È ÙËÓ Â·Ó·ÚÔÛ¤ÁÁÈÛË ÙˆÓ ∂ÏÏËÓÔÎ˘Ú›ˆÓ ÌÂ ÙÔ˘˜

∆Ô˘ÚÎÔÎ˘Ú›Ô˘˜. ∆Ô 1995, Ô ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜ ‰ÈÔÚ›ÛÙËÎÂ Ì¤ÏÔ˜

ÙÔ˘ ™˘Ì‚Ô˘Ï›Ô˘ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô ‚Ú‹ÎÂ

¤Ó· ÛÔ˘‰·›Ô, ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÈÎfi Î·È ÛÂÌÓfi Û˘Ì·Ú·ÛÙ¿ÙË. ø˜

Ì¤ÏÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ™˘Ì‚Ô˘Ï›Ô˘ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘, Ô ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜

Û˘Ó¤‚·ÏÂ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎ¿ ÛÙË ıÂÌÂÏ›ˆÛË ÙË˜ ·Ó·ÁÎ·›·˜ ˘ÏÈÎ‹˜ Î·È

ÂÈÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎ‹˜ ˘Ô‰ÔÌ‹˜ Î·È ÛÙËÓ Â›ÙÂ˘ÍË ÙˆÓ ÛÙfi¯ˆÓ ÙÔ˘

¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘, ÒÛÙÂ Ó· ·ÔÎÙ‹ÛÂÈ ÙÔ ›‰Ú˘Ì· ‰ÈÂıÓ‹ ·ÚÔ˘-

Û›· ÛÙÔÓ ÂÈÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎfi ¯ÒÚÔ.

™ÙÔÓ ÂÈÎ‹‰ÂÈÔ ÙÔ˘ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, Ë Judith Herrin ·Ó¤ÊÂÚÂ

¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎ¿: "ªÈÏÔ‡ÛÂ Ï›ÁÔ, ¯·ÌÔÁÂÏÔ‡ÛÂ ÔÏ‡ Î·È ÚÔ¤‚Ë

ÛÂ ·Ó·Ú›ıÌËÙÂ˜ Î·Ï¤˜ Ú¿ÍÂÈ˜". ã∏Ù·Ó ÔÏ˘Ì·ı‹˜, Î·ÏÔÛ˘Ó¿-

ÙÔ˜ Î·È, ÚÔ¿ÓÙˆÓ, ÛÂÌÓfi˜. ∏ ÛÂÌÓfiÙËÙ· Â›Ó·È Ì›· Ï¤ÍË Ô˘

Î˘ÚÈ·Ú¯Â› ÛÙ· ÎÂ›ÌÂÓ· Ô˘ ·Ó·Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·È ÛÙËÓ ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ·

Î·È ÛÙÔÓ ¯·Ú·ÎÙ‹Ú· ÙÔ˘.
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∞Ó·ÁÓˆÚ›˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÙËÓ ·ÓÂÎÙ›ÌËÙË ÚÔÛÊÔÚ¿ ÙÔ˘ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfiÙ·-

ÙÔ˘ ·˘ÙÔ‡ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘, Ô˘ ·Â‚›ˆÛÂ ÙÔ 2002, Ë ™‡ÁÎÏËÙÔ˜

ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ ·ÔÊ¿ÛÈÛÂ Ó· Î·ıÈÂÚÒÛÂÈ ÂÙ‹ÛÈ·

‰È¿ÏÂÍË ÂÈ˜ ÌÓ‹ÌËÓ ÙÔ˘, Ô˘ ı· Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÔÔÈÂ›Ù·È ÂÚ› Ù·

Ì¤Û· ª·˝Ô˘, ÛÙÔ Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙˆÓ Â›ÛËÌˆÓ ÂÔÚÙ·ÛÌÒÓ ÙÔ˘

¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ∏Ì¤Ú· ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜. √È ÔÌÈ-

ÏËÙ¤˜, ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÂ˜ ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙÂ˜, ı· ÚÔÛÎ·ÏÔ‡ÓÙ·È

ÛÙËÓ ¤‰Ú· ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ Î·È Ù· ÎÂ›ÌÂÓ· ÙˆÓ ‰È·-

Ï¤ÍÂÒÓ ÙÔ˘˜ ı· ÂÎ‰›‰ÔÓÙ·È ÛÂ ÂÈ‰ÈÎfi ÙÂ‡¯Ô˜. ã∂ÙÛÈ, ÙÔ

¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ı· ‰È·ÙËÚ‹ÛÂÈ ˙ˆÓÙ·Ó‹ Î·È ı· ÙÈÌ¿ ÙË ÌÓ‹ÌË

ÂÓfi˜ Â˘·ÙÚ›‰Ë ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜, Ô˘ Û˘Ó¤ÙÂÈÓÂ fiÛÔ Ï›ÁÔÈ ÛÙËÓ

ÚfiÔ‰Ô ÙÔ˘ ·ÓÒÙ·ÙÔ˘ ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÈÎÔ‡ È‰Ú‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÙË˜ È‰È·›ÙÂÚË˜

·ÙÚ›‰·˜ ÙÔ˘.
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∂˘¯·ÚÈÛÙÒÓÙ·˜ Û·˜ ÂÎ Ì¤ÚÔ˘˜ ÙË˜ ·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌÈ·Î‹˜ ÎÔÈÓfiÙË-

Ù·˜, Ô˘ ¤¯ÂÙÂ ¤ÚıÂÈ ·fi„Â Â‰Ò, ÁÈ· Ó· ÁÈÔÚÙ¿ÛÔ˘ÌÂ Ì·˙› ÙËÓ

∏Ì¤Ú· ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜, ÂÓı˘ÌÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ ÙÔÓ ¡Ù›ÓÔ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, ÂÈ-

ÙÚ¤„ÙÂ ÌÔ˘ Ó· Û·˜ Î·ÏˆÛÔÚ›Ûˆ ÌÂ ¤Ó· ·fiÛ·ÛÌ· ·fi ÙÔ

¤ÚÁÔ «¢È·ÓÔÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ Î·È ∂ÍÔ˘Û›·» ÙÔ˘ ¶·Ï·ÈÛÙ›ÓÈÔ˘ ·Î·‰ËÌ·˚-

ÎÔ‡ Edward W. Said:

∆Ô ˙ËÙÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ ‰ÂÓ Â›Ó·È Ë ¿ÛÎËÛË ÎÚÈÙÈÎ‹˜ Â› ÙË˜ Î˘‚ÂÚÓËÙÈ -

Î‹˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹˜. ∞ÏÏ¿ Ë ·ÓÙ›ÏË„Ë ÙË˜ ÎÏ›ÛË˜ ÙÔ˘ ‰È·ÓÔÔ˘Ì¤ -

ÓÔ˘ ˆ˜ Î·Ù¿ÛÙ·ÛË˜ Û˘ÓÂ¯Ô‡˜ ÂÈÊ˘Ï·Î‹˜ Î·È ‰È·ÚÎÔ‡˜ ÂÈ -

ı˘Ì›·˜, Ó· ÌËÓ ÂÈÙÚ·Â› ÛÙÈ˜ ÌÈÛ¤˜ ·Ï‹ıÂÈÂ˜ Î·È ÙÈ˜ ‘ÎÔÈÓÒ˜

·Ú·‰Â‰ÂÁÌ¤ÓÂ˜’ ·fi„ÂÈ˜ Ó· Û˘Ì·Ú·Û‡ÚÔ˘Ó ÙÔ˘˜ ·ÓıÚÒ -

Ô˘˜.

ŸÙ·Ó Ë ™‡ÁÎÏËÙÔ˜ Î·ıÈ¤ÚˆÛÂ ÚÈÓ ·fi ÙÚ›· ¯ÚfiÓÈ· ÙËÓ

∂Ù‹ÛÈ· ¢È¿ÏÂÍË ÂÈ˜ ªÓ‹ÌËÓ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, Â›¯Â ‚Â‚·›ˆ˜

˘fi„Ë ÙË˜ ÙËÓ ·fi‰ÔÛË ÙÈÌ‹˜ ÚÔ˜ ÙÔÓ ÂÈÙ˘¯ËÌ¤ÓÔ ÂÈ¯ÂÈ-

ÚËÌ·Ù›·, ÙÔÓ Â˘·›ÛıËÙÔ ÂÚÈ‚·ÏÏÔÓÙÔÏfiÁÔ Î·È ÙÔÓ ·Ú¯ÈÙ¤ÎÙÔ-

Ó· ÙË˜ ÚÔ‚ÔÏ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡ ÙË˜ ∫‡ÚÔ˘, ÙÔÓ ¿ÓıÚˆÔ

Ô˘ ˘ËÚ¤ÙËÛÂ ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ·fi ÙË˜ ›‰Ú˘Û‹˜ ÙÔ˘ Ì¤¯ÚÈ

ÙÔÓ ÚfiˆÚÔ ı¿Ó·Ùfi ÙÔ˘ ˆ˜ Ô ÚÔÛÙ¿ÙË˜ ÙË˜ ∂ÚÂ˘ÓËÙÈÎ‹˜

ªÔÓ¿‰·˜ ∞Ú¯·ÈÔÏÔÁ›·˜, Ô ÂÌÓÂ˘ÛÙ‹˜ ÙˆÓ ÂÚÂ˘ÓËÙÈÎÒÓ ÚÔ-

ÁÚ·ÌÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÙÔ˘ π‰Ú‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, Ô ÊÈÏ¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜ Ô˘ ÛÙ‹-

ÚÈÍÂ Ì¤ÏË ÙÔ˘ ÚÔÛˆÈÎÔ‡ ÛÂ ‰‡ÛÎÔÏÂ˜ ÛÙÈÁÌ¤˜. 



[ 8 ]

∆ƒ π ∆∏  ∂∆∏™ π∞  ¢ π∞§∂•∏  ∂π™ ª¡∏ª∏¡ ¡ ∆ π¡√À §∂µ∂¡ ∆∏

∞ÏÏ¿, Î˘Ú›ˆ˜, Ë ÛÂÈÚ¿ ÙˆÓ ‰È·Ï¤ÍÂˆÓ — Ô˘ ÚÔÛÊ¤ÚÔÓÙ·È

·fi ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ÛÙÔ¯·ÛÙ¤˜ ·fi ÙÔÓ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ ¯ÒÚÔ ÙˆÓ

ÂÈÛÙËÌÒÓ, ÙˆÓ ÙÂ¯ÓÒÓ, ÙˆÓ ıÚËÛÎÂÈÒÓ ‹ ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹˜ —

·ÔÙÂÏÂ› ÙËÓ ·ÓÙ·fiÎÚÈÛ‹ Ì·˜ ÛÙË ÊˆÓ‹ ÙÔ˘ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË.

√ ÔÔ›Ô˜ Ì·˜ ı‡ÌÈ˙Â ¿ÓÙÔÙÂ, ÌÂ Ï›ÁÂ˜ ÚÔÛÂÎÙÈÎ¿ ÂÈÏÂÁÌ¤-

ÓÂ˜ ÊÚ¿ÛÂÈ˜, ÙËÓ ˘„ËÏ‹ ·ÔÛÙÔÏ‹ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ˆ˜ ÙÔ˘

ÚÒÙÔ˘ ·ÓÒÙ·ÙÔ˘ ÂÎ·È‰Â˘ÙÈÎÔ‡ È‰Ú‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÙË˜ ¯ÒÚ·˜. ∫·È

˘Ô‰Â›ÎÓ˘Â ÙÈ˜ ‚·ÚÈ¤˜ Ì·˜ Â˘ı‡ÓÂ˜ ¤Ó·ÓÙÈ ÙË˜ Î˘ÚÈ·Î‹˜ ÎÔÈ-

ÓˆÓ›·˜. 

°È· ÙË ÊÂÙÈÓ‹ ‰È¿ÏÂÍË ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ ÚÔÛÎ·Ï¤ÛÂÈ ÙÔÓ ¿ÓıÚˆÔ Ô˘

ÌÂ ·ÍÈÔ˙‹ÏÂ˘ÙË Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ·, Û¿ÓÈÔ ı¿ÚÚÔ˜ Î·È ·Ù·Ï¿ÓÙÂ˘ÙË

ÂÓÙÈÌfiÙËÙ· ÂÓÛ·ÚÎÒÓÂÈ ÙÔÓ ÎÚÈÙÈÎfi ‰È·ÓÔÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ ÙË˜ ÂÔ¯‹˜

Ì·˜ fiÛÔ Î·Ó¤Ó·˜ ¿ÏÏÔ˜. ∆ÔÓ ÁÓˆÛÙfi ÛÙÔ¯·ÛÙ‹ Î·È ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤-

ÓÔ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÔÓ· Noam Chomsky. ∆ÔÓ ÔÔ›Ô Î·È Â˘¯·ÚÈÛÙÒ

ıÂÚÌ¿ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ Â‰Ò ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙÔ˘. 

∏ ÂÈÏÔÁ‹ ÙÔ˘ Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ÔÌÈÏËÙ‹ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ∆Ú›ÙË ∂Ù‹ÛÈ·

¢È¿ÏÂÍË ·Ó·‰ÂÈÎÓ‡ÂÈ ÙÔÓ ÚfiÏÔ Ô˘ Î·ÏÂ›Ù·È Ó· ‰È·‰Ú·Ì·Ù›ÛÂÈ

ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ÁÈ· ÙË ‰ÈÎ‹ Ì·˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›·: √ Noam Chomsky

·ÔÙÂÏÂ›, ÛÂ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ Â›Â‰Ô, ˘fi‰ÂÈÁÌ· Û˘ÌÂÚÈÊÔÚ¿˜!

∆Ô ÔÔ›Ô, ˆ˜ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ, ÂÈ‰ÈÒÎÔ˘ÌÂ Ó· ˘ÈÔıÂÙ‹ÛÔ˘ÌÂ. 

ŸÙ·Ó Ô Noam Chomsky ·Ú·ÙËÚÂ› fiÙÈ Ë ÂÈÏÂÎÙÈÎ‹ Î·Ù·ÔÏ¤-

ÌËÛË ÙË˜ ÙÚÔÌÔÎÚ·Ù›·˜ ÂÓÔÚ¯ËÛÙÚÒÓÂÈ ÌÂ ¿ÎÚ·ÙÔ Î˘ÓÈÛÌfi ÙËÓ

¿ÛÎËÛË ‚›·˜ ÙˆÓ ‰˘ÙÈÎÒÓ ¯ˆÚÒÓ, ‹ ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚ›˙ÂÈ ÙÔÓ ÚfiÏÔ ÙˆÓ

Ì¤ÛˆÓ Ì·˙ÈÎ‹˜ ÂÓËÌ¤ÚˆÛË˜ ÛÙÈ˜ ÊÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚÂ˜ ‰ËÌÔÎÚ·Ù›Â˜ ˆ˜

ÌË¯·ÓÈÛÌÔ‡˜ Î·Ù·ÛÎÂ˘‹˜ ÙË˜ ÎÔÈÓ‹˜ ÁÓÒÌË˜ Î·È ÌÂÙ·Ô›ËÛ‹˜

ÙË˜ ÛÂ Û˘Ó·›ÓÂÛË, ‹ ˘ÂÚ·Û›˙ÂÙ·È ÙÔ ‰ÈÎ·›ˆÌ· ÙÔ˘ °¿ÏÏÔ˘

Î·ıËÁËÙ‹ Forison fiˆ˜ ÂÎÊÚ¿˙ÂÈ ÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚ· ÙÈ˜ ·ÎÚ·›Â˜, ÔÌÔÏÔ-

ÁÔ˘Ì¤Óˆ˜, ı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔ˘ ... ‰ÂÓ ÂÈ˙ËÙÂ› ÙËÓ ¿ÛÎËÛË ÎÚÈÙÈÎ‹˜ Â›

ÔÔÈ·Û‰‹ÔÙÂ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹˜. ∞ÏÏ¿, ÂÈ‰ÈÒÎÂÈ fiˆ˜ ÊˆÙ›ÛÂÈ ÙË

Û˘¯Ó¿ ·Ú·ÁÓˆÚÈÛÌ¤ÓË ÙÚ›ÙË ‰È¿ÛÙ·ÛË ÙÔ˘ Î¿ıÂ ı¤Ì·ÙÔ˜. 
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∫·È ÂÌÂ›˜, fiÙ·Ó ˘ÂÚ·ÛÈ˙fiÌ·ÛÙÂ ÙËÓ ·˘ÙÔÓÔÌ›· ÙÔ˘

¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ÙË˜ ¯ÒÚ·˜, ·ÓÙÈÛÙÂÎfiÌÂÓÔÈ ÛÙÔÓ ÂÚÈÔÚÈÛÌfi

ÙË˜ ÌÂ ÓÔÌÔıÂÙÈÎ¤˜ Ú˘ıÌ›ÛÂÈ˜, ‹ Î·ıÔÚ›˙Ô˘ÌÂ ÎÚÈÙ‹ÚÈ· ÂÈÛ‰Ô¯‹˜

ÊÔÈÙËÙÒÓ Ô˘ ‰È·ÛÊ·Ï›˙Ô˘Ó ÙÔÓ ÚfiÏÔ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘

∫‡ÚÔ˘ ˆ˜ Î¤ÓÙÚÔ˘ ·ÚÈÛÙÂ›·˜, ‹ ˘Ô‰ÂÈÎÓ‡Ô˘ÌÂ fiÙÈ Ù· ÚÔ-

ÁÚ¿ÌÌ·Ù· ÛÔ˘‰ÒÓ ‰ÂÓ ÚÔÛÊ¤ÚÔÓÙ·È ÌÂ ÌfiÓÔ ÎÚÈÙ‹ÚÈÔ ÙËÓ

·ÁÔÚ¿ ÂÚÁ·Û›·˜ ‰ÂÓ ÂÈ˙ËÙÔ‡ÌÂ ÙËÓ ¿ÛÎËÛË ÎÚÈÙÈÎ‹˜. ∞ÏÏ¿,

·ÓÙ·ÔÎÚÈÓfiÌ·ÛÙÂ ÛÙÔÓ ÚfiÏÔ Ì·˜ ˆ˜ Ë ÛˆÎÚ¿ÙÂÈ· ·ÏÔÁfiÌ˘Á·

ÙË˜ fiÏË˜, Ë ÔÔ›· ÚÔÎ·ÏÂ›, ÚÔ‚ÏËÌ·Ù›˙ÂÈ Î·È ÂÈÛ¿ÁÂÈ ‘Î·ÈÓ¿

‰·ÈÌfiÓÈ·’ ÛÙËÓ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· Ì·˜. 

ŸÙ·Ó ·ÓÙÈÏ¤ÁÔ˘ÌÂ ‹ ı¤ÙÔ˘ÌÂ ÂÓÔ¯ÏËÙÈÎ¿ ÂÚˆÙ‹Ì·Ù· ÛÂ ‰ËÌfi-

ÛÈÔ Â›Â‰Ô, ÙfiÙÂ ·ÎÔÏÔ˘ıÔ‡ÌÂ ÙËÓ ÎÏ›ÛË ÙÔ˘ ‰È·ÓÔÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘

fiˆ˜ ‚Ú›ÛÎÂÙ·È ÛÂ Î·Ù¿ÛÙ·ÛË Û˘ÓÂ¯Ô‡˜ ÂÈÊ˘Ï·Î‹˜, ÁÈ· Ó·

ÌËÓ ÂÈÙÚ·Â› ÛÙÈ˜ «ÌÈÛ¤˜ ·Ï‹ıÂÈÂ˜» Î·È ÙÈ˜ «ÎÔÈÓÒ˜ ·Ú·‰Â-

‰ÂÁÌ¤ÓÂ˜» ·fi„ÂÈ˜ Ó· Û˘Ì·Ú·Û‡ÚÔ˘Ó ÙËÓ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· Ì·˜. 

∆fiÙÂ ÁÈÓfiÌ·ÛÙÂ Û˘ÓÔ‰ÔÈfiÚÔÈ ÙÔ˘ Noam Chomsky, ÙÔÓ ÔÔ›Ô

ı· ÙÈÌ‹ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ·‡ÚÈÔ ·ÔÓ¤ÌÔÓÙ¿˜ ÙÔ˘ ÙÔÓ Ù›ÙÏÔ ÙÔ˘ ∂›ÙÈÌÔ˘

¢È‰¿ÎÙÔÚ· ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘, Î·È Ô ÔÔ›Ô˜ Ì·˜ ÙÈÌ¿

·fi„Â ÌÂ ÙËÓ Â‰Ò ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙÔ˘. 

∞ÎÔÏÔ˘ıÒÓÙ·˜ ÌÂ Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ· ÙÔÓ ‰‡ÛÎÔÏÔ ‰ÚfiÌÔ ÙÔ˘ ‰È·ÓÔÔ˘-

Ì¤ÓÔ˘ ÊÈÏÔ‰ÔÍÔ‡ÌÂ, fiˆ˜ ÙÔ ¤ıÂÛÂ Ô ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˜ ÚÈ˙ÔÛ¿ÛÙË˜

ÛÙÔ¯·ÛÙ‹˜, Ó· Á›ÓÔ˘ÌÂ «·Ú¿ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ ËıÈÎ‹˜» Î·È fi¯È «˘ËÚ¤ÙÂ˜

ÙË˜ ÂÍÔ˘Û›·˜». 

∆ÈÌÔ‡ÌÂ ÙfiÙÂ ÌÂ ¤ÚÁ·, Î·È fi¯È ÌfiÓÔ ÌÂ ÏfiÁÈ·, ÙÔÓ ·Ô„ÈÓfi ÙÈÌÒ-

ÌÂÓÔ, ÙÔÓ ·Â›ÌÓËÛÙÔ ¡Ù›ÓÔ §Â‚¤ÓÙË.
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INTRODUCTION TO NOAM CHOMSKY
BY DR KLEANTHES K .  GROHMANN,

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR
OF THEORETICAL LINGUISTICS

I believe I can speak for the entire academic and administrative

community of the University of Cyprus stating that it is a great

honour for us to welcome Professor Noam Chomsky, Institute

Professor at MIT in Cambridge, Massachusetts, to present this

year’s Leventis Lecture, the third lecture in memory of Dino

Leventis.

As the Courtauld Institute of Arts put it in its spring 2003

newsletter, Dino Leventis – who unfortunately passed away a year

before my wife Joy and I moved to Cyprus – "oversaw a wide-

ranging programme of support for education, research,

conservation, and publication." And "although the principal areas of

support focus on Hellenic history and culture, the Foundation can

look back on achievements in other areas as well," which we might

describe here as ‘humanistic’. And humanistic, Noam Chomsky

certainly is – in more than one sense of the meaning of the word.

To some, Noam Chomsky is known as a linguist, the founder of

generative grammar and instigator of the ‘cognitive revolution’ in

the mid–1950s and the subsequent development of the

biolinguistic approach to human language, which gave rise to the

interdisciplinary study of cognitive science and its creation as an

academic discipline. We will hear more about this tomorrow, when

the University of Cyprus is going to award Professor Chomsky with

an honorary doctorate.
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To many people, however, Noam Chomsky is known for quite

different achievements. Ever since the 10-year-old Noam Chomsky

wrote an editorial in his school newspaper of the fall of Barcelona

in the Spanish Civil War some 67 years ago, he has been a keen

observer of current political events and social injustices, and has

put them to paper or made himself heard in many other ways. It is

this part of Noam’s life that appeals to many — his outspokenness,

his continuous fight for the disadvantaged, his honest and rigorous

research and dismantling of fact and fiction in the media, in

political discourse and action, and in intellectual thought.

As human beings, we can count ourselves fortunate to have had

people like Noam Chomsky as fighters on the humanistic forefront

in the difficult second half of the 20th century, and even more so

in the beginnings of a rather strange 21st century. There is simply

too much to say about Noam’s activist life to squeeze into the five

or ten minutes I have to introduce him, so I will simply present

three of my favourite Chomskyan catch phrases.

ñ "Manufacture of Consent" — Originally coined by the early

20th-century US liberal Walter Lippmann, the title of the 1988

book by Noam Chomsky and Edward Herman, and employed

in the documentary Manufacturing Consent by two Canadian

filmmakers from the early 1990s, the notion of "manufacturing

consent" is closely tied to Noam Chomsky’s active role as

media commentator and analyst as well as sniffer-outer of non-

violent state and media propaganda, within the United States

but also outside.

ñ "Culture of Terrorism" — Personally, I construe this phrase,

also the title of one of Noam’s books from 1988, with many

aspects of US foreign policy and world hegemony, be it in

Central America as in the mid–1980s or in other parts of the

world, including the US itself. Noam’s unyielding efforts in

uncovering these facts and acts is in itself an admirable
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achievement. Shockingly, this kind of activity is necessary even

today, 15 years after the end of the Cold War, over 30 years

after Vietnam, and well after other landmarks in Noam

Chomsky’s most famous writings and devastating critiques.

ñ "Responsibility of Intellectuals" — Apart from an essentially

Cartesian philosophy, Noam also follows the humanistic

footsteps of the Enlightenment thinker Wilhelm von Humboldt

who defined the institution university, and here I’m quoting

from Milan Rai’s Chomsky’s Politics, as "nothing other than the

spiritual life of those human beings who are moved by external

leisure or internal pressures toward learning and research."

Noam Chomsky’s addition is that "[t]he extent to which

existing institutional forms permit these human needs to be

satisfied provides one measure on the level of civilization that

a society has achieved." To continue with Rai, "Responsibility of

Intellectuals" is not only the title of Chomsky’s first adult

political essay, it is also "at the heart of his political writings" –

as Chomsky put it, "[i]t is the responsibility of intellectuals to

speak the truth and expose lies."

In the linguistics community it is sometimes rumoured – jokingly,

of course — that there must be many Chomskys. One Noam

Chomsky couldn’t possibly be the brilliant linguist churning out

article after article and book after book, one might say. And then

there is the political activist jetting across the globe to be heard but

also to listen, giving an enormous number of speeches and

interviews, relentlessly fighting for the underdogs and the

oppressed, of whom there are too many in this world to make it a

truly happy place.

Or think of the Noam Chomsky who replies to virtually every letter

and email sent to him. In fact, when I was a first-semester

undergraduate student at the University of Wales, I sat down one

winter night, after reading Raphael Salkie’s biographical
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introduction, The Chomsky Update, where the last sentence seems

to be embedded in my mind as encouraging the reader to write to

Chomsky (though after double-checking this a few days ago, I

could not find any evidence for this encouragement) and I penned

a brief letter – in my terrible handwriting, two or three pages long,

quizzing him on his thoughts on how efforts of nationalistic identity

in minority states could possibly be brought in line with an

essentially anarchist belief system. Well, less than two weeks later

I received a type-written two-page letter from one of those Noam

Chomskys whose job it must be to reply to all the fan mail.

Amazingly, it read just like anything else Chomsky writes. All these

Noam Chomskys must thus be well synchronized, so that each one

can copy his style to perfection. If one considers lastly that Noam

Chomsky, from what one hears, is also a dedicated family man and

has been so successfully for a long time, in spite of his fulfilled

academic and activist life, the ‘many-Chomskys’ hypothesis seems

hardly plausible.

I thus interpret these observations to mean that we have here with

us tonight a man dedicated to academic excellence, political

activism, relentless fighting, and, of course, life itself, within the

family and beyond. Noam Chomsky is then a wonderful testimony

to the human power that we all have, but that some of us could try

to access a little harder: each one of us can make the world a better

place. Noam has been on this path for a long time and will, I’m

sure, continue treading it. If anything, let the next 40 minutes or so

sink in and decide for yourselves which line you want to adopt.

I now give you: Noam Chomsky!
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BY PROFESSOR NOAM CHOMSKY

I would like to say a few words about some imminent crises, and
what can be done about them: 5 crises, to be more precise. Two of
them should be at the top of everyone’s agenda of concern, because
human survival is at stake. Two others are by far at the peak of
popular concern, so polls reveal. The fifth is a crisis of the dominant
moral and intellectual culture. It is scarcely discussed at all, but I
think it is at the root of the other four, and should be of particular
concern to people like us – people who are called "intellectuals," a
term that means that we enjoy sufficient privilege and resources to
have ample opportunities, and may choose to use these
opportunities to enter into the public arena in one or another fashion.

The two crises that literally threaten human survival are nuclear war
and environmental catastrophe. The former is extremely serious, and
extensively discussed, but primarily within narrow professional
circles. Their conclusions are dire. In the journal of the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences, prominent strategic analysts warn that
Washington’s "transformation of the military," vastly expanding
offensive capacity and militarizing space, carries "an appreciable risk
of ultimate doom" – and they call for a coalition of peace-loving states
to counter Washington’s aggressive militarism – led by China! We
have come to a pretty pass when such thoughts are expressed at the
heart of the establishment. Former defense secretary Robert
McNamara sees the likelihood of "Apocalypse soon" if these policies
are pursued. Senator Sam Nunn, a highly respected conservative who
has been in the forefront of efforts to prevent nuclear war, warns of
"an Armageddon of our own making" unless serious steps are taken
to reverse the current course. Many others agree. The threats are well
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understood, and are being consciously enhanced; the Iraq invasion is
only the most glaring example. Not of course because that outcome
is desired by the political leadership, but because survival of the
species does not rank high among their priorities; or the priorities of
the general intellectual community, judging by the attention devoted
to these matters.

Former NATO planner Michael McGwire, writing in Britain’s leading
journal of international affairs, joins others in outlining the reasons
why under current policies, "a nuclear exchange is ultimately
inevitable." Comparing the two crises that literally threaten survival,
McGwire has this to say: "By comparison with global warming, the
cost of eliminating nuclear weapons would be small. But the
catastrophic results of global nuclear war would greatly exceed those
of progressive climate change, because the effects would be
instantaneous and could not be mitigated. The irony of the situation
is that it is in our power to eliminate the threat of global nuclear war,
but climate change cannot be evaded."

He is right on both counts. Means to end the threat of nuclear war
are known, and the required steps are even a binding legal obligation,
but the only force that can compel states to undertake that obligation
is an aroused public. And though climate change cannot be evaded,
we can make its effects much worse – and perhaps catastrophic even
within the next few generations – by failing to deal with it
appropriately now.

With these pathetically inadequate observations about the very real
risk to decent survival of the species, let’s turn to the two crises that
are the peak of current concern: Iraq and Iran. The crises are severe,
and could easily escalate. There are also opportunities to mitigate
them, but they will not be pursued unless they are openly and frankly
discussed, and I think they are not – which leads to the fifth crisis,
within the intellectual and moral culture of the privileged.

It is hardly a secret that Iraq and Iran are of great concern to the West
because they are at the heart of the world’s major energy reserves,
recognized by Washington 60 years ago to be a "stupendous source
of strategic power," the "strategically most important area of the
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world," and "one of the greatest material prizes in world history."
Naturally, Washington was dedicated to control this stupendous
prize, in large part because such control provides "critical leverage"
against industrial rivals, European and Asian, in the terminology of
planners. Zbigniew Brzezinski in this case, referring to gains from a
successful occupation of Iraq, echoing thoughts of George Kennan in
the early post-World War II years, when he recommended that
control over Middle East oil would provide the US with "veto power"
over rivals. As elsewhere, the primary threat to such control has been
indigenous nationalism, which might pursue an independent course.
For years, the pretext was that the threat was Russia, but that was a
routine reflex all over the world and rarely stands up to scrutiny. In
this case we need hardly consider it, since it has been officially
abandoned. When the Berlin Wall fell, and the Soviet pretext was no
longer useful, the Bush #1 administration released a new National
Security Strategy, explaining that everything would go on as before
but for new reasons – pretexts, to be more accurate. The huge
military system is no longer meant to contain Russia, but has to be
expanded because of the "technological sophistication of third world
powers." And the US must maintain its intervention forces aimed at
the Middle East, where "the threat to our interests … could not be laid
at the Kremlin’s door," contrary to decades of fabrication. As is
normal, all of this passed without comment – another illustration of
the fifth crisis.

Policies towards the Eastern Mediterranean evolved within the same
framework. Planners have regarded the region as part of the system
of control of Middle East petroleum and its distribution to the
industrial world. Turkey has provided major military bases for
operations directed to the Gulf region, and is serving that purpose
right now. That is why such fury was aroused in the US government
and media when the Turkish government followed the will of 95% of
the population and refused to play its assigned role in the invasion of
Iraq – a demonstration of the sincerity of Washington’s devotion to
democracy which, as is conventional, did not sully the reverence for
the "messianic mission" declared by the leader. US intervention in
Greece in 1947 was motivated in large part by concern over "the
possible loss of the petroleum resources of the Middle East" if the
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revolt against the right-wing government imposed by British military
force was not crushed – I am quoting the CIA – and those concerns
persisted right through Washington’s support for the only restoration
of fascism in Europe, in 1967. Greece remained within the Near East
section of the State Department until the US-backed fascist regime
was overthrown in 1974. Cyprus was a major British military and
intelligence base, used for the overthrow of the parliamentary
government of Iran in 1953, the Suez invasion in 1956, and US-UK
military actions in response to the 1958 coup in Iraq, the first break
in their control over this stupendous source of strategic power. As
British Prime Minister Anthony Eden put it, without Cyprus, Britain
would have "no certain facilities to protect our oil," with dire
consequences at home. Our oil, which happens to be in someone
else’s country. Again the stand is routine. A few years earlier, George
Kennan had urged that "the protection of our resources" must be a
major concern, and since the main threat is indigenous, we must
realize that "the final answer might be an unpleasant one," namely,
"police repression by the local government." Kennan as you know
was at the extreme liberal humanist end of the planning spectrum,
soon removed in favor of harsher figures.

In recent years the system of military bases and regional gendarmes
has extended far more widely, particularly in the last few years, with
essentially the same goals. Crete is a major US air and military base,
used for current and perhaps imminent military attacks.

In the torrent of discussion about the problem of Iraq, the most
crucial questions, such as these, are systematically evaded. The same
was true throughout the wars in Indochina, and still is today, in
commentary and even scholarship. In the Iraq case, the issues are
much more far-reaching. Basic US war aims in Vietnam could be
achieved merely by violence. In the terminology of planners, Vietnam
was a "contagious example" of independent development that could
"infect others," leading to erosion of US domination of the region and
maybe even loss of Japan. The solution was to destroy the virus and
to "inoculate" the region by imposing brutal tyrannies. That was
effectively achieved, with extraordinary savagery that does not
register in Western intellectual culture and consciousness. But
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nothing like that is possible in Iraq. Analogies are commonly drawn
between the two cases, but only by keeping to the approved
doctrinal framework of benign intentions undermined by mistakes,
rather in the manner of the Soviet press during the invasion of
Afghanistan – another illustration of the fifth crisis.

Putting aside doctrinal blinders, what should be done in Iraq? Before
answering, we should be clear about some basic principles. The
major principle is that an invader has no rights, only responsibilities.
The first responsibility is to pay reparations. The second
responsibility is to follow the will of the victims.

The responsibility to pay reparations to Iraqis goes far beyond the
crime of aggression and its terrible aftermath. The US and Britain
have been torturing the population of Iraq for a long time. Recent
history alone – and that is far from all – includes their support for
Saddam Hussein during his worst crimes and after the end of the war
with Iran, then again after the Gulf War of 1991, when the
conquerors effectively authorized Saddam to crush the Shiite
rebellion that might have overthrown him, for reasons that were
frankly explained: the NY Times reported that there was a "strikingly
unanimous view" among the US and its allies Britain and Saudi Arabia
that "whatever the sins of the Iraqi leader, he offered the West and
the region a better hope for his country’s stability than did those who
have suffered his repression"; the term "stability" is a code word for
"following orders." An unthinkable option – then and now – is that
Iraqis should rule Iraq independently of the US. Then followed the
murderous sanctions regime imposed by the US and Britain, which
killed 100s of 1000s of people and devastated Iraqi civilian society,
strengthened the tyrant and forced the population to rely on him for
survival, and probably saved him from the fate of other vicious
tyrants, some quite comparable to Saddam, who were overthrown
from within despite strong support from the US and UK to the end of
their bloody rule. All of those actions, and much more, call for
reparations, on a massive scale, and complicity in crimes extends to
other great powers as well. But the deep moral/intellectual crisis of
Western society prevents any thought of such topics as these.
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The second responsibility of invaders is to obey the will of the
population. British and US polls provide sufficient evidence about
that. The most recent polls found that 87% of Iraqis want a "concrete
timeline for US withdrawal," up from 76% a year earlier. If the polls
really mean Iraqis, as the reports in the press say, that would imply
that virtually the entire population of Arab Iraq, where the US and
British army are deployed, want a firm timetable for withdrawal. I
doubt that one would have found comparable figures in occupied
Europe under the Nazis, or Eastern Europe under Russian rule.

Bush-Blair and associates declare, however, that there can be no
timetable for withdrawal. That stand in part reflects the natural dislike
for democracy among the powerful. But rejection of the popular will
in Iraq goes far beyond that. Simply consider the policies that are
likely to be pursued by an independent and more or less democratic
Iraq. Iraqis may have no love for Iran, but they would doubtless
prefer friendly relations with their powerful neighbor. The Shi’ite
majority has ties to Iran and has been moving to strengthen them.
Furthermore, even limited sovereignty in Iraq has encouraged efforts
by the harshly repressed Shi’ite population right across the border in
Saudi Arabia to gain basic rights and perhaps autonomy. That is
where most of Saudi oil happens to be. Such developments might
lead to a loose Shi’ite alliance controlling the world's major energy
resources and independent of Washington, the ultimate nightmare
for planners – except that it might get worse: the alliance might
strengthen its economic and possibly military ties with China. The US
can intimidate Europe: when Washington shakes its fist, leading
European business enterprises pull out of Iran. But China refuses to
be intimidated. They have a 4000-year history of contempt for the
barbarians. That is the basic reason for Washington's strategic
concerns with regard to China: not that it is a military threat, but that
it poses the threat of independence, unacceptable for small countries
like Cuba or Vietnam, and certainly so for the heartland of the most
dynamic economic region in the world, the country that has just
surpassed Japan in possession of the world’s major financial reserves
and at current growth rates will match the scale of the US economy
in a decade, using the correct measures.
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In brief, some measure of sovereignty and democracy in Iraq could
easily lead to the collapse of one of the highest foreign policy
objectives of the US since World War II: control of the world’s major
energy resources. The desperate US-UK efforts to prevent authentic
sovereignty and democracy are readily understandable.

The lively debate about exit strategies means very little unless such
realities as these are confronted. They are ignored, in accord with a
leading principle of intellectual life: what Hans Morgenthau, the
founder of modern international relations theory, described as our
"conformist subservience to those in power." That sets narrow
bounds for debate. When the Russians invade Afghanistan, or
Saddam invades Kuwait, no one has any hesitation in condemning it
as criminal aggression, and attributing to them rational strategic-
economic objectives, such as access to Middle East energy resources.
When the US and UK invade Iraq, such issues are off the table. The
goals were noble, if misguided, and the term "aggression" is
unspeakable. That is common practice: Vietnam is another striking
case: even 45 years after the Kennedy administration directly and
brutally attacked South Vietnam, the word "aggression" cannot be
spoken. With the most marginal exceptions, debate is narrowly
confined to the spectrum bounded by the hawks, for whom the war
was a "noble cause" that could have been won with sufficient will,
and the doves, for whom it began with "blundering efforts to do
good" though by 1969 it had become clear "that the intervention had
been a disastrous mistake," that the US "was in a position where it
could not impose a solution except at a price too costly to itself." I am
quoting Anthony Lewis in the New York Times, at the dissident
extreme of commentary. Of some interest is the fact that in that same
year, 1969, 70% of the American population regarded the war as "not
a mistake" but "fundamentally wrong and immoral," apparently
unable to adopt the proper stance of conformist subservience to
power.

We return here to the fifth crisis. One of its salient features is
rejection of the most elementary of moral principles: the principle of
universality, which holds that we apply to ourselves the same
standards we apply to others, if not more stringent ones. Thanks to
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the firm rejection of that principle, it cannot be that we commit
aggression, declared at Nuremberg to be the "supreme international
crime, differing only from other war crimes in that it contains within
itself the accumulated evil of the whole" – all the evil in the tortured
land of Iraq that flowed from the US-UK invasion. But that cannot
enter into debate – unlike the Russian invasion of Afghanistan,
Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait, and other crimes of enemies, easily
characterized as criminal aggression, war crimes.

It is not that the concept of "aggression" is ill-defined. Quite the
contrary, it was defined clearly enough by US Justice Jackson, Chief
of Counsel for the Prosecution at Nuremberg, in terms that apply
unequivocally to the invasions of Vietnam and Iraq, Afghanistan and
Kuwait, and many others. Justice Jackson also eloquently affirmed the
principle of universality. In sentencing Nazi war criminals to death,
he stated that "If certain acts of violation of treaties are crimes, they
are crimes whether the United States does them or whether
Germany does them, and we are not prepared to lay down a rule of
criminal conduct against others which we would not be willing to
have invoked against us .... We must never forget that the record on
which we judge these defendants is the record on which history will
judge us tomorrow. To pass these defendants a poisoned chalice is
to put it to our own lips as well." But the moral and intellectual crisis
of the educated classes in the West places such thoughts under a
strict ban; not by law, or by state power, but by conformist
subservience to power.

Let us turn next to Iran and its nuclear programs, and consider a few
facts that should be in the forefront of debate but are scarcely to be
found. To begin, until 1979 Washington strongly supported these
programs. During those years, of course, Iran was ruled by the brutal
tyrant installed by the US-UK military coup that overthrew the Iranian
parliamentary government. Today, the standard claim is that Iran has
no need for nuclear power. Henry Kissinger explained that "For an oil
producer such as Iran, nuclear energy is a wasteful use of resources,"
so they must be developing nuclear weapons. As Secretary of State
30 years ago, Kissinger held that "introduction of nuclear power will
both provide for the growing needs of Iran's economy and free
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remaining oil reserves for export or conversion to petrochemicals,"
and the US acted to assist the Shah’s efforts, untroubled by his
horrendous human rights record and conquests. The most
enthusiastic advocates of an Iranian nuclear power program were
Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld, joined by Paul Wolfowitz and
other top Bush administration planners. US universities were
arranging to train Iranian nuclear engineers, doubtless with
Washington’s approval, if not initiative; my own university, for
example, despite overwhelming student opposition. Today the
Cheney-Rumsfeld regime has made it clear that not even the slightest
step towards developing nuclear energy will be tolerated.

The Iranian nuclear programs, as far as is known, fall within the
country’s rights under Article IV of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
which grants non-nuclear states the right to produce fuel for nuclear
energy. The Bush administration argues, however, that Article IV
should be strengthened, and I think that makes sense. When the NPT
came into force in 1970, there was a considerable gap between
producing fuel for energy and for nuclear weapons. But with
contemporary technology, the gap has been narrowed. However, any
such revision of Article IV would have to ensure "unimpeded access"
for nonmilitary use, in accord with the initial bargain. A reasonable
proposal was put forth by Mohammed ElBaradei, head of the
International Atomic Energy Agency: that all production and
processing of weapon-usable material be placed under international
control, accompanied, "above all, by an assurance that legitimate
would-be users could get their supplies." That should be the first
step, he proposed, towards fully implementing the 1993 UN
resolution calling for a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FISSBAN),
which bans production of fissile materials by states. ElBaradei’s
proposal, regrettably, was dead in the water. The US political
leadership, surely in its current stance, would never accept an
international authority. ElBaradei’s proposal has been accepted by
only one state, to my knowledge: Iran, last February. That suggests
one way to resolve the current crisis – in fact, a far more serious
crisis: continued production of fissile materials by individual states is
likely to doom humanity to destruction.
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Washington also strenuously opposes the FISSBAN treaty, regarded
by specialists as "the most fundamental nuclear arms proposal."
Despite US opposition, in November 2004 the UN Disarmament
Committee voted in favor of a verifiable FISSBAN. The vote was 147
to 1, with 2 abstentions: Israel, which is reflexive, and Britain, which
is more interesting. The British ambassador explained that Britain
supported the treaty, but could not vote for this version, because it
"divided the international community" – divided it 147 to 1.

We gain some insight into the ranking of survival of the species
among the priorities of the leadership of the hegemonic power and
its spear-carrier. As usual, the vote was not reported, and all of this
is unknown, apart from activists and dissidents, and specialists on
arms control. More evidence about the fifth crisis.

In 2004, the European Union and Iran reached an agreement on
nuclear issues: Iran agreed to temporarily suspend its legal activities
of uranium enrichment, and the EU agreed to provide Iran with "firm
commitments on security issues." As everyone understands, the
phrase "security issues" refers to the very credible US-Israeli threats
and preparations to attack Iran. These are no small matter for a
country that has been tortured for 50 years without a break by the
global superpower, which now occupies the countries on Iran’s
borders, not to speak of the client state that is the regional
superpower, even apart from its hundreds of nuclear weapons.

Iran lived up to its side of the bargain, but the EU, under US pressure,
abandoned its commitments. Iran finally abandoned the bargain as
well. The preferred version in the West is that Iran broke the
agreement, proving that it is a serious threat to world order.

In May 2003, Iran had offered to discuss security matters with the
US, which refused, preferring to follow the same course it did with
North Korea. On taking office in January 2001, the administration
withdrew the ‘no hostile intent’ condition of earlier agreements and
proceeded to issue serious threats, while also abandoning promises
to provide fuel oil and nuclear reactor. In reaction, North Korea
returned to developing nuclear weapons, the roots of another current
crisis. All predictable, and predicted.
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There are ways to mitigate and probably end these crises. The first is
to call off the threats that are virtually urging Iran (and North Korea)
to develop nuclear weapons. One of Israel’s leading military
historians, Martin van Creveld, wrote that if Iran is not developing
nuclear weapons, then they are "crazy," immediately after
Washington demonstrated that it will attack anyone it likes as long as
they are known to be defenseless. So the first step towards ending
the crisis would be to call off the threats that are likely to lead
potential targets to develop a deterrent – nuclear weapons or terror,
the only viable options they have.

A second step would be to join with other efforts to reintegrate Iran
into the global economy. A third step would be to join the rest of the
world in accepting the FISSBAN treaty, and to join Iran in accepting
ElBaradei’s proposal, or something similar – and I repeat that the
issue here extends far beyond Iran, and reaches the level of human
survival, quite literally. A fourth step would be to live up to Article VI
of the NPT, which obligates the nuclear states to take "good faith"
efforts to eliminate nuclear weapons, a binding legal obligation, as
the World Court determined. None of the nuclear states has lived up
to that obligation, but the US is far in the lead in violating it – again,
a very serious threat to human survival. Even steps in these directions
would mitigate the upcoming crisis with Iran. Above all, it is
important to heed the words of Mohammed ElBaradei: "There is no
military solution to this situation. It is inconceivable. The only durable
solution is a negotiated solution." And it is within reach, though not
until barriers on discussion of crucial issues are overcome.

Let us return to the principle of universality, perhaps the most
elementary of moral principles, and the foundation of any version of
just war theory that can possibly be taken seriously. Justice Jackson’s
remarks, which I cited above, are one critically important affirmation
of the principle – rejected, with virtual unanimity, in our intellectual
culture. There are other important affirmations of the principle that
suffer the same fate. One critical case has to do with the basic
problem of world order: the justification for the use of force in
international affairs. The modern regime of world order is based on
the UN Charter, which bans the threat or use of force unless
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authorized by the Security Council or in self-defense against armed
attack until the Security Council acts. The phrase "armed attack" is
conventionally interpreted in terms of Daniel Webster’s principle,
which extends it to cases where "the necessity for action is instant,
overwhelming, and leaving no choice of means, and no moment of
deliberation." Any other resort to force is a war crime, in fact the
"supreme international crime." In 2004, a High Level UN panel was
convened to consider the adequacy of these provisions in today’s
world, including leading Western figures, among others former US
National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft and the distinguished
Australian diplomat Gareth Evans, head of the International Crisis
Group. The Panel concluded that the restrictions on the rule of force
in the Charter should be neither rewritten nor reinterpreted. Its
conclusions were reaffirmed at the UN Global Summit last
September. Neither the review panel nor the Summit granted any
new "right of intervention" to individual states or regional alliances,
whether under humanitarian or other professed grounds, nor
established any "responsibility to protect," contrary to what was
widely alleged in commentary.

The High Level Panel added that "For those impatient with
[reaffirming the Charter], the answer must be that, in a world full of
perceived potential threats, the risk to the global order and the norm
of nonintervention on which it continues to be based is simply too
great for the legality of unilateral preventive action, as distinct from
collectively endorsed action, to be accepted. Allowing one to so act
is to allow all."

In endorsing the elementary moral principle of universality, the Panel
surely had in mind prevailing intellectual opinion in the West. The
end of the last millennium must have been one of the low points in
the generally dismal history of intellectuals. In the US and Europe,
respected voices reveled in the "normative revolution" underway, as
US foreign policy had entered into a "noble phase" with a "saintly
glow." For the first time in history a state was dedicated to "principles
and values," acting from "altruism" alone. At last the "enlightened
states" would undertake their "responsibility to protect" the suffering
everywhere, led by the "idealistic New World bent on ending
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inhumanity." I am quoting only from the left-liberal end of the deluge
in the US and Europe, including the most respected voices. The
illustrations offered collapse under the slightest examination, and
during those years, the idealistic New World and its European allies
were conducting some of the most horrendous atrocities of those
ugly years, all suppressed with impressive efficiency. But none of that
matters in a disciplined intellectual culture.

Of the major crises that confront the human species, perhaps the
most severe is the crisis of the moral and intellectual culture among
elite sectors of the most powerful states. There are others who
commit worse crimes, and it is convenient to focus on them, not
those for which we are responsible and can therefore easily bring to
an end. Furthermore, Western power alone can deal constructively
with the two Middle East crises that are the current chief concern in
Western state practice and doctrine, and the two vastly more serious
crises that literally threaten human survival, imminently.
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√ Î·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ Noam Chomsky ¤Ï·‚Â ‰È‰·ÎÙÔÚÈÎfi ‰›ÏˆÌ· ÛÙË

°ÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›· ·fi ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ÙË˜ ¶ÂÓÛ˘Ï‚·Ó›·˜ ÙÔ 1955.

À‹ÚÍÂ ˘fiÙÚÔÊÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ÙÔ˘ Ã¿Ú‚·ÚÓÙ ·fi ÙÔ 1951

Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÙÔ 1955 Î·È, ¤ÂÈÙ·, ¤ÁÈÓÂ Ì¤ÏÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ·Î·‰ËÌ·˚ÎÔ‡ ÚÔÛˆÈÎÔ‡

ÙÔ˘ πÓÛÙÈÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ∆Â¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ÙË˜ ª·Û·¯Ô˘Û¤ÙË˜ (MIT). ∆Ô 1961 ‰ÈÔ-

Ú›ÛÙËÎÂ Ù·ÎÙÈÎfi˜ Î·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ ÛÙÔ ∆Ì‹Ì· ™‡Á¯ÚÔÓˆÓ °ÏˆÛÛÒÓ Î·È

°ÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›·˜, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô Û‹ÌÂÚ· ÔÓÔÌ¿˙ÂÙ·È ∆Ì‹Ì· °ÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·È

ºÈÏÔÛÔÊ›·˜. ∞fi ÙÔ 1966 Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÙÔ 1976 Î·ÙÂ›¯Â ÙËÓ Œ‰Ú· Ferrari P.

Ward ÛÙÈ˜ ™‡Á¯ÚÔÓÂ˜ °ÏÒÛÛÂ˜ Î·È ÙË °ÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›· Î·È ÙÔ 1976 ‰ÈÔÚ›-

ÛÙËÎÂ Î·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ πÓÛÙÈÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘. 

ªÂ ÙÔ ¤ÚÁÔ ÙÔ˘, Ô Noam Chomsky ¤ıÂÛÂ ‹‰Ë, ·fi ÙË ‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›· ÙÔ˘

1950, ÙÈ˜ ‚¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÙË˜ ÁÓˆÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌË˜ Î·È ÙË˜ Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓË˜ ıÂˆ-

Ú›·˜ ÙË˜ ÁÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›·˜, Î·ıÒ˜ Î·È Ù· ıÂÌ¤ÏÈ· ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ¤ÚÂ˘Ó· ÙÔ˘ ÂÈ-

ÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎÔ‡ Â‰›Ô˘ Ô˘ ¤ÁÈÓÂ Â˘Ú¤ˆ˜ ÁÓˆÛÙfi ˆ˜ °ÂÓÂÙÈÎ‹ °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹

(generative grammar), ÌÂ ÙËÓ ÂÍ¤ÏÈÍË ÙË˜ ÔÔ›·˜ ·Û¯ÔÏ‹ıËÎÂ ÂÓÂÚÁ¿.

¶¿Óˆ ·fi Â›ÎÔÛÈ ·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌÈ·Î¿ È‰Ú‡Ì·Ù· ‰ÈÂıÓÒ˜ ·¤ÓÂÈÌ·Ó ÛÙÔÓ

Noam Chomsky ÙÔÓ Ù›ÙÏÔ ÙÔ˘ Â›ÙÈÌÔ˘ ¢È‰¿ÎÙÔÚ·. ∂›Ó·È Ì¤ÏÔ˜ ÙË˜

∞ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÈÎ‹˜ ∞Î·‰ËÌ›·˜ °Ú·ÌÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î·È ∂ÈÛÙËÌÒÓ, ÙË˜ ∂ıÓÈÎ‹˜

∞Î·‰ËÌ›·˜ ∂ÈÛÙËÌÒÓ ÙˆÓ ∏¶∞, Î·ıÒ˜ Î·È ÏËıÒÚ·˜ ¿ÏÏˆÓ Â·Á-

ÁÂÏÌ·ÙÈÎÒÓ Î·È ·Î·‰ËÌ·˚ÎÒÓ Û˘ÏÏfiÁˆÓ. ŒÏ·‚Â ÔÏ˘¿ÚÈıÌÂ˜ ÙÈÌËÙÈ-

Î¤˜ ‰È·ÎÚ›ÛÂÈ˜ Î·È ¤‰ˆÛÂ ‰È·Ï¤ÍÂÈ˜ ·Ó¿ ÙÔ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ ÛÂ ı¤Ì·Ù· Ô˘

·ÊÔÚÔ‡Ó ÛÙË °ÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›·, ÙË ºÈÏÔÛÔÊ›·, ÙËÓ ÈÛÙÔÚ›· ÙË˜

¢È·ÓfiËÛË˜, ·ÏÏ¿ Î·È ÙÈ˜ ¢ÈÂıÓÂ›˜ ™¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ Î·È ÙËÓ ÂÍˆÙÂÚÈÎ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹

ÙˆÓ ∏ÓˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ ¶ÔÏÈÙÂÈÒÓ ÙË˜ ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ‹˜. ∂›Ó·È Û˘ÁÁÚ·Ê¤·˜ ÔÏÏÒÓ

‚È‚Ï›ˆÓ Î·È ÂÎ·ÙÔÓÙ¿‰ˆÓ ¿ÚıÚˆÓ Î·È ¤¯Ô˘Ó ‹‰Ë ÂÎ‰ÔıÂ› ·ÚÎÂÙ¤˜ ‚ÈÔ-

ÁÚ·Ê›Â˜, Ô˘ ·ÚÔ˘ÛÈ¿˙Ô˘Ó ÙË ˙ˆ‹ Î·È ÙÔ ¤ÚÁÔ ÙÔ˘. 
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™˘ÓÂÓÙÂ‡ÍÂÈ˜ ÙÔ˘ Noam Chomsky 
ÛÂ Î˘ÚÈ·Î¤˜ ÂÊËÌÂÚ›‰Â˜

Ÿˆ˜ ‹Ù·Ó ·Ó·ÌÂÓfiÌÂÓÔ, Ë Â›ÛÎÂ„Ë ÙÔ˘ Î·ıËÁËÙ‹ Noam

Chomsky ÛÙËÓ ∫‡ÚÔ ¤Ù˘¯Â È‰È·›ÙÂÚË˜ ÚÔ‚ÔÏ‹˜ ÛÂ fiÏ· Ù·

Ì¤Û· Ì·˙ÈÎ‹˜ ÂÈÎÔÈÓˆÓ›·˜.

•Â¯ˆÚ›˙Ô˘Ó ÙÚÂÈ˜ Û˘ÓÂÓÙÂ‡ÍÂÈ˜ Ô˘ ·Ú·¯ÒÚËÛÂ Ô ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈ-

Ì¤ÓÔ˜ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÔÓ·˜ ÛÂ ÈÛ¿ÚÈıÌÂ˜ ÂÊËÌÂÚ›‰Â˜. ¶·Ú·Ù›ıÂÓÙ·È

ÛÙÔ ·Ú¿ÚÙËÌ· ÌÂ ÙËÓ ¤ÁÎÚÈÛË ÙˆÓ ‰ËÌÔÛÈÔÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ, Ô˘

‹Ú·Ó ÙÈ˜ Û˘ÓÂÓÙÂ‡ÍÂÈ˜.

∆Ô ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ Â˘¯·ÚÈÛÙÂ› ÙÔ˘˜ ÃÚ‡Û·ÓıÔ ÃÚ˘Û¿ÓıÔ˘, 

‰ËÌÔÛÈÔÁÚ¿ÊÔ ÛÙËÓ ÂÊËÌÂÚ›‰· √ ºÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚÔ˜, ÙÔÓ Paul

£ÂÔ‰Ô‡ÏÔ˘, ·Ú¯ÈÛ˘ÓÙ¿ÎÙË ÛÙËÓ ÂÚÈÔ‰ÈÎ‹ ¤Î‰ÔÛË G l o b a l

Dialogue Î·È ÙÔÓ ªÂÓ¤Ï·Ô Ã·Ù˙ËÎˆÛÙ‹, Û˘ÓÙ¿ÎÙË ÛÙËÓ ÂÊËÌÂ-

Ú›‰· Cyprus Weekly ÁÈ· ÙËÓ Â˘ÁÂÓ‹ ÙÔ˘˜ ¯ÂÈÚÔÓÔÌ›· Ó· ÂÈÙÚ¤-

„Ô˘Ó ÙËÓ Â·Ó·‰ËÌÔÛ›Â˘ÛË ÙˆÓ Û˘ÓÂÓÙÂ‡ÍÂˆÓ ÛÂ ·˘ÙfiÓ ÙÔÓ

ÙfiÌÔ.
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O ÎÔÚ˘Ê·›Ô˜ ·ÌÊÈÛ‚ËÙ›·˜ ‰È·ÓÔËÙ‹˜
¡fi·Ì ∆ÛfiÌÛÎÈ ÌÈÏ¿ ÛÙÔÓ ºÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚÔ

¶ÚÂÛ‚Â‡Ô˘Ó ÙËÓ ÎÔ˘ÏÙÔ‡Ú· ÙÔ˘ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘

«¢‡Ô ÒÚÂ˜ ‰È·‡ÁÂÈ·˜» ÙÈÙÏÔÊÔÚÂ›Ù·È ¤Ó· ÚfiÛÊ·ÙÔ ‚È‚Ï›Ô, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô

ÂÚÈÏ·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ Û˘ÓÔÌÈÏ›Â˜ ÌÂ ÙÔÓ ¡fi·Ì ∆ÛfiÌÛÎÈ. Œ¯Ô˘Ó Î˘ÎÏÔÊÔÚ‹ÛÂÈ

ÔÏÏ¿ ·ÚfiÌÔÈ· ‚È‚Ï›·, ÛÂ ÛËÌÂ›Ô Ô˘ Ó· ‰ÈÂÚˆÙ¿Û·È fiÛÔ ·ÓÂÍ¿-

ÓÙÏËÙÔ˜ ÌÔÚÂ› Ó· Â›Ó·È ¤Ó·˜ ¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜. √ ÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ Â›¯Â ÙË ‰˘Ó·Ùfi-

ÙËÙ· ÁÈ· ÌÈ· 20ÏÂÙË Û˘ÓÔÌÈÏ›· ÌÂ ÙÔÓ ¡fi·Ì ∆ÛfiÌÛÎÈ, ÙÔÓ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÔ-

Ó· Ô ÔÔ›Ô˜ ‰È¤ÚÂ„Â fi¯È ÌfiÓÔ ÛÙË °ÏˆÛÛÔÏÔÁ›· ·ÏÏ¿ Î·È ÛÙÔÓ ‰ËÌfi-

ÛÈÔ ÎÚÈÙÈÎfi ÏfiÁÔ. √ ¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜ ·˘Ùfi˜ ÌÔÚÔ‡ÛÂ Ó· ÛÈˆ‹ÛÂÈ, fiˆ˜

Î·È ÙfiÛÔÈ ¿ÏÏÔÈ, Â·Ó··˘fiÌÂÓÔ˜ ÛÙË ‚ÔÏÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘ Î·Ú¤ÎÏ· ˆ˜ Î·ıË-

ÁËÙ‹˜ ÛÙÔ ÂÚ›ÊËÌÔ ∆Â¯ÓÔÏÔÁÈÎfi πÓÛÙÈÙÔ‡ÙÔ ÙË˜ ª·Û·¯Ô˘Û¤ÙË˜

(ªπ∆). ∆fiÏÌËÛÂ, fiÌˆ˜, Ó· Ù· ‚¿ÏÂÈ ÌÂ ÙËÓ ·ÓÙÔ‰‡Ó·ÌË ÚÔ·Á·Ó‰È-

ÛÙÈÎ‹ ÌË¯·Ó‹, Ë ÔÔ›· ÂÈ¯ÂÈÚÂ› Ó· ÌÂÙ·ÙÚ¤„ÂÈ ÙÔ˘˜ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ÛÂ

¿‚Ô˘ÏÔ ÎÔ¿‰È. ∆fiÏÌËÛÂ Ó· ÂÈÎÚ›ÓÂÈ ÙËÓ ÎÚ·ÙÈÎ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹ ÙˆÓ ∏¶∞,

ÔÈ ÔÔ›Â˜ ÚÂÛ‚Â‡Ô˘Ó Î·È ÂÊ·ÚÌfi˙Ô˘Ó ÙËÓ ·ÈÌ·ÙÔ‚·ÌÌ¤ÓË ÎÔ˘ÏÙÔ‡-

Ú· ÙÔ˘ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘. ∆· ı¤Ì·Ù· ·È¯Ì‹˜ ÛÙË ‰ÈÂıÓ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹ Î·È Ô ÔÏ˘-

Û˘˙ËÙËÌ¤ÓÔ˜ Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ˜ ÂÓfi˜ ˘ÚËÓÈÎÔ‡ ÔÏ¤ıÚÔ˘ ‹Ù·Ó ÛÙÔ Â›ÎÂÓÙÚÔ

·˘Ù‹˜ ÙË˜ Û˘ÓÔÌÈÏ›·˜.

∫·ıËÁËÙ‹ ∆ÛfiÌÛÎÈ, ¤¯ÂÙÂ ¤ÚıÂÈ ·fi ÙÔÓ §›‚·ÓÔ Î·È, ÁÂÓÈÎ¿, Ù·ÍÈ‰Â‡Â-

ÙÂ ¿Ú· ÔÏ‡. ∆È ÂÓÙ˘ÒÛÂÈ˜ ¤¯ÂÙÂ ·ÔÎÔÌ›ÛÂÈ ·fi ÙËÓ ∫‡ÚÔ, ÙÔ

ÓËÛ› ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÔ› ·ÍÈˆÌ·ÙÔ‡¯ÔÈ ¯·Ú·ÎÙ‹ÚÈ˙·Ó, ÛÙË ‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›·

ÙÔ˘ '60 - '70, ˆ˜ «∫Ô‡‚· ÙË˜ ªÂÛÔÁÂ›Ô˘», ÏfiÁˆ ÙË˜ ·‰¤ÛÌÂ˘ÙË˜ ÔÏÈ-

ÙÈÎ‹˜ ÙË˜;

∏ÌÂÚÔÌËÓ›· ‰ËÌÔÛ›Â˘ÛË˜: ∫˘ÚÈ·Î‹, 21 ª·˝Ô˘ 2006
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– ∂›Ì·È Â‰Ò ÌfiÓÔ ÁÈ· ÌÂÚÈÎ¤˜ ÒÚÂ˜ Î·È, ÚÔ˜ ÙÔ ·ÚfiÓ, ÔÈ ÚÒÙÂ˜ ‰È·-

ÈÛÙÒÛÂÈ˜ ÌÔ˘ Â›Ó·È fiÙÈ ¤¯ÂÙÂ ÂÓÙ˘ˆÛÈ·Î¤˜ Î·Ù·ÈÁ›‰Â˜! (°ÂÏ¿, ‰ÈfiÙÈ

Ï›ÁË ÒÚ· ÚÔËÁÔ˘Ì¤Óˆ˜ Â›¯Â ÍÂÛ¿ÛÂÈ ·ÚÔÛ‰fiÎËÙ· ÛÙË

§Â˘ÎˆÛ›· Î·Ù·ÈÁ›‰· ÌÂ ¯·Ï¿˙È). ŸÌˆ˜ ¤¯ˆ ‰È·‚¿ÛÂÈ, ¤¯ˆ ÌÂÏÂÙ‹ÛÂÈ

Î·È ¤¯ˆ ÁÚ¿„ÂÈ ÁÈ' ·˘Ùfi. ™ÙËÓ ÂÚ›Ô‰Ô ÙÔ˘ ª·Î·Ú›Ô˘, Ë ∫‡ÚÔ˜

ıÂˆÚÔ‡ÓÙ·Ó ˆ˜ ¤Ó·˜ Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ˜. ŸÌˆ˜, ·˘Ù‹Ó ÙË ÛÙÈÁÌ‹, Ë ∫‡ÚÔ˜

¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚ›˙ÂÙ·È (Î·È ÌÔÚÂ›ÙÂ Ó· ÙÔ ‰È·ÈÛÙÒÛÂÙÂ ·fi ÙËÓ ÈÛÙÔÛÂ-

Ï›‰· ÙË˜ ·ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÈÎ‹˜ ÚÂÛ‚Â›·˜) ˆ˜ ÌÈ· ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· Ô˘ ÏÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁÂ›

ÔÌ·Ï¿, Â›Ó·È ·ÓÔÈÎÙ‹ ÛÂ Û˘ÓÂÚÁ·Û›· ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ∏¶∞ ·ÏÏ¿ Î·È ÛÙËÓ ·ÌÂ-

ÚÈÎ¿ÓÈÎË ÂÈÚÚÔ‹.

Œ¯ÂÙÂ Û˘Ó·ÓÙ‹ÛÂÈ ÔÏÏÔ‡˜ ËÁ¤ÙÂ˜ ‰ÈÂıÓÒ˜. ¶ÔÈÔ˜ ‹Ù·Ó Ë ÈÔ ÂÓ‰È·-

Ê¤ÚÔ˘Û· ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ· ÁÈ· Û·˜;

– Œ¯ˆ Û˘Ó·ÓÙ‹ÛÂÈ ËÁ¤ÙÂ˜, fiˆ˜ ÙËÓ πÓÙ›Ú· °Î¿ÓÙÈ ·Ï·ÈfiÙÂÚ·, ÚÈÓ

·fi ÌÂÚÈÎ¤˜ ‚‰ÔÌ¿‰Â˜ ÙÔÓ ÚfiÂ‰ÚÔ ÙË˜ ¢ÔÌÈÓÈÎ·Ó‹˜ ¢ËÌÔÎÚ·Ù›·˜.

¶ÚÈÓ ·fi Ï›ÁÂ˜ Ì¤ÚÂ˜ ‚ÚÈÛÎfiÌÔ˘Ó ÛÙÔÓ §›‚·ÓÔ, fiÔ˘ ÁÓÒÚÈÛ· ÔÏ-

ÏÔ‡˜ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘˜, ·fi ˘ÔÛÙËÚÈÎÙ¤˜ ÙË˜ ÃÈÛÌÔÏÏ¿¯ Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÊÈÏÔ·-

ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÔ‡˜ ËÁ¤ÙÂ˜ Î·È ÔÏÏÔ‡˜ ¿ÏÏÔ˘˜. √ Î·ı¤Ó·˜ Â›Ó·È ÌÈ· ‰È·ÊÔ-

ÚÂÙÈÎ‹ ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ·.

™˘Ó·ÓÙ‹Û·ÙÂ ÔÙ¤ ÙÔÓ Î. ªÔ˘˜;

– Ÿ¯È, ÔÙ¤.

∆È ı· Ï¤Á·ÙÂ ÛÙÔÓ Î. ªÔ˘˜, ·Ó ‹Ù·Ó ÙÒÚ· ÂÓÒÈfiÓ Û·˜;

– ∞Ó ı· ‹ıÂÏ· Ó· Ì¿ıˆ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ·ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÈÎ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹, ‰ÂÓ ı· ÌÈÏÔ‡Û·

ÛÙÔÓ Î. ªÔ˘˜ ‹ ÛÙÔ˘˜ Û˘ÓÔ‰ÔÈfiÚÔ˘˜ ÙÔ˘, ÛÙÔÓ ƒ¿ÌÛÊÂÏÓÙ, ÛÙÔÓ

¡ÙÈÎ ∆Û¤ÈÓÈ, ·ÏÏ¿ ÛÙÔ˘˜ ‰È·ÌÔÚÊˆÙ¤˜ ÙË˜ ·ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÈÎ‹˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹˜.

¶¿ÓÙˆ˜, ‰ÂÓ ¤¯ˆ Î·ÌÈ¿ ‰È¿ıÂÛË Ó· ÙÔ˘˜ ÌÈÏ‹Ûˆ. ∫·È, Ê˘ÛÈÎ¿, ·˘Ùfi

Â›Ó·È ·ÌÔÈ‚·›Ô! (Ã·ÌÔÁÂÏ¿ ÌÂ ÓfiËÌ·).

Œ¯ÂÙÂ ¤Ó· fiÚ·Ì· Î·È ·ÁˆÓ›˙ÂÛÙÂ ÁÈ' ·˘Ùfi, ‰ËÏ·‰‹ ÁÈ· ¤Ó·Ó ÎfiÛÌÔ

¯ˆÚ›˜ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘˜. ª‹ˆ˜, fiÌˆ˜, ÙÂÏÈÎ¿, ·ÔÙÂÏÂ› Ô˘ÙÔ›· ·˘Ùfi ÙÔ

fiÚ·Ì·, ¤ÛÙˆ ÎÈ ·Ó Ú¤ÂÈ Û˘ÓÂ¯Ò˜ Ó· ÂÈ‰ÈÒÎÔ˘ÌÂ Î¿ÙÈ Ù¤ÙÔÈÔ; 
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– ¢ÂÓ ÙÔ ÓÔÌ›˙ˆ. °È· ‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›Â˜, ›Ûˆ˜ ÁÈ· ·ÈÒÓÂ˜, Ë ∂˘ÚÒË ‹Ù·Ó Ë ÈÔ

·ÈÌ·ÙÔ‚·ÌÌ¤ÓË ÂÚÈÔ¯‹ ÛÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ, ÌÂ Û˘ÓÂ¯Â›˜ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘˜, Ì·˙ÈÎ¤˜

‰ÔÏÔÊÔÓ›Â˜. ™ÙÔÓ 17Ô ·ÈÒÓ·, 40% ÙÔ˘ ÏËı˘ÛÌÔ‡ Â›¯Â ÂÌÏ·ÎÂ› ÛÂ

¤Ó· Ì·ÎÚÔ¯ÚfiÓÈÔ fiÏÂÌÔ ¯ˆÚ›˜ ÙÂÏÂÈˆÌfi. √ ÈÔ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˜ ÛÙfi¯Ô˜

ÙˆÓ Â˘Úˆ·›ˆÓ ËÁÂÙÒÓ ‹Ù·Ó Ó· ·ÏÏËÏÔÛÎÔÙÒÓÔÓÙ·È. ª¤¯ÚÈ ÙÔ

1945 Û˘ÓÂ¯›ÛÙËÎÂ ·˘Ùfi. ∫·È Ô ÌfiÓÔ˜ ÏfiÁÔ˜ ÁÈ· ÙÔÓ ÔÔ›Ô ÛÙ·Ì¿ÙË-

Û·Ó ÔÈ fiÏÂÌÔÈ ‹Ù·Ó ÙÔ fiÙÈ ÔÈ ∂˘Úˆ·›ÔÈ Û˘ÓÂÈ‰ËÙÔÔ›ËÛ·Ó fiÙÈ Ë

ÂfiÌÂÓË ÊÔÚ¿ ı· ¤ÊÂÚÓÂ ÙËÓ ÔÏÔÎÏËÚˆÙÈÎ‹ Î·Ù·ÛÙÚÔÊ‹. ∏

‚·Ó·˘ÛfiÙËÙ· Â›¯Â ÍÂÂÚ¿ÛÂÈ ÙfiÛÔ ÔÏ‡ Ù· fiÚÈ·, Ô˘ ı· ·Ê¿ÓÈ˙Â

ÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ. ∏ ÎÔ˘ÏÙÔ‡Ú· ÙË˜ ‚·Ó·˘ÛfiÙËÙ·˜ Ô˘ ÂÈÎÚ·ÙÔ‡ÛÂ ·Ó¿

ÙÔ˘˜ ·ÈÒÓÂ˜ ÛÙËÓ ∂˘ÚÒË, ÛÂ Û˘Ó‰˘·ÛÌfi ÌÂ ÙËÓ ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔ˘

ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘, ÙËÓ Î·Ù¤ÛÙËÛÂ ÈÎ·Ó‹ Ó· ÂÍÔÏÔıÚ¤„ÂÈ Ù· ¿ÓÙ·. ∏ ÛÙÚ·-

ÙÈˆÙÈÎ‹ ÈÛÙÔÚ›· ·Ô‰ÂÈÎÓ‡ÂÈ fiÙÈ ÛÙËÓ ∂˘ÚÒË Ô fiÏÂÌÔ˜ Â›¯Â ·Ó·-

¯ıÂ› ÛÂ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌË. ∞˘Ù‹ Ë ÂÔ¯‹ ¤ÏËÍÂ. ¢ÂÓ ÚfiÎÂÈÙ·È Ó· ˘¿ÚÍÂÈ

¿ÏÏÔ˜ fiÏÂÌÔ˜ ÛÙËÓ ∂˘ÚÒË, Ë ÔÔ›· ¤Ú·ÛÂ ÛÂ ¤Ó· Ó¤Ô ÛÙ¿‰ÈÔ

ÂÓÔÔ›ËÛË˜. ∫È ·˘Ùfi ÌÔÚÂ› Ó· Û˘Ì‚Â› ÎÈ ·ÏÏÔ‡. ∞˜ ¿ÚÔ˘ÌÂ ÙÈ˜

∏¶∞. °È· ÔÏÏ¿ ¯ÚfiÓÈ· ÛÙËÓ πÛÙÔÚ›· ÙÔ˘˜ ÚÔÛ·ıÔ‡Û·Ó Ó·

ÂÈÛ‚¿ÏÔ˘Ó ÛÙÔÓ ∫·Ó·‰¿, ·ÏÏ¿ ÙÂÏÈÎ¿ Â‰Ú·ÈÒıËÎ·Ó Ù· Û‡ÓÔÚ·

ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ÙˆÓ ‰‡Ô ¯ˆÚÒÓ. ∆Ô ›‰ÈÔ Î·È ÌÂ ÙÔ ªÂÍÈÎfi, ÙËÓ ¿ÏÏË ÌÂıfiÚÈÔ,

fiÔ˘ ÔÈ ∏¶∞ Î·Ù¤ÎÙËÛ·Ó ÙÔ ÌÈÛfi ªÂÍÈÎfi, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô ÔÓfiÌ·Û·Ó

¡ÔÙÈÔ-¢˘ÙÈÎ¤˜ ¶ÔÏÈÙÂ›Â˜. ∞ÏÏ¿ ÔÈ Èı·ÓfiÙËÙÂ˜ ÁÈ· ¤Ó· Ó¤Ô fiÏÂÌÔ

ÌÂ ÙÔ ªÂÍÈÎfi Â›Ó·È ÙÒÚ· ÔÏ‡ ÂÚÈÔÚÈÛÌ¤ÓÂ˜. ∞˘Ùfi Â›Ó·È ¤Ó· ‰Â›ÁÌ·

ÂÈÚ‹ÓË˜, Ô˘ Â‰Ú·ÈÒıËÎÂ ÛÙË µfiÚÂÈ· ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ‹ Î·È ÛÂ ¿ÏÏÂ˜ ÂÚÈÔ¯¤˜

ÙÔ˘ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ Â›ÛË˜. °È· ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ·, Ë π·ˆÓ›· ‰ÂÓ ˘¿Ú¯ÂÈ Èı·-

ÓfiÙËÙ· Ó· ıÂÏ‹ÛÂÈ ÔÙ¤ Ó· ÂÈÛ‚¿ÏÂÈ ÛÙËÓ ∫›Ó·. ÕÚ·, ‰ÂÓ ·ÔÙÂÏÂ›

Ô˘ÙÔ›· Ô ÙÂÚÌ·ÙÈÛÌfi˜ ÙˆÓ ÔÏ¤ÌˆÓ. √È fiÏÂÌÔÈ Ô˘ ‰ÈÂÍ¿ÁÔÓÙ·È

ÙÒÚ· Â›Ó·È ÔÏ‡ ‰È·ÊÔÚÂÙÈÎÔ›. ™Â ·˘ÙÔ‡˜ ÂÌÏ¤ÎÔÓÙ·È ÌÂÁ¿ÏÂ˜

‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ˜ Î·È ·Ó˘ÂÚ¿ÛÈÛÙÔÈ Â¯ıÚÔ›. ∞˘Ùfi ·ÔÙÂÏÂ› ¤Ó· Â›‰Ô˜

ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘. ŒÓ· ¿ÏÏÔ Â›‰Ô˜ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘ Â›Ó·È Ë Â˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ·ÔÈÎÈÔÎÚ·-

Ù›·. ¶¿ÚÙÂ ÁÈ· ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ· ÙÈ˜ ·ÂÚ›ÁÚ·ÙÂ˜ ÔÏÂÌÈÎ¤˜ Û˘ÁÎÚÔ‡-

ÛÂÈ˜ ·Ó¿ ÙÔ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ. ∫¿ÔÈÂ˜ ·fi ·˘Ù¤˜ ¤¯Ô˘Ó Ó· Î¿ÓÔ˘Ó ÌÂ Ù·

Û‡ÓÔÚ·. ¶·Ú' ÔÏ›ÁÔ Ó· Ô‰ËÁËıÔ‡ÌÂ ÛÂ ˘ÚËÓÈÎfi fiÏÂÌÔ ÛÙÔ

¶·ÎÈÛÙ¿Ó ÚÈÓ ·fi ‰‡Ô ¯ÚfiÓÈ·. ¶Ò˜ ÊÙ¿Û·ÌÂ Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÂÎÂ›; ∂Í·ÈÙ›·˜

ÙË˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙÔ˘ ‚ÚÂÙ·ÓÈÎÔ‡ ÈÌÂÚÈ·ÏÈÛÌÔ‡. ¶·Ú¿ Ù·‡Ù·, ·Ô-
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‰Â›¯ıËÎÂ fiÙÈ Â›Ó·È ÂÊÈÎÙfi˜ Ô ÙÂÚÌ·ÙÈÛÌfi˜ ÙˆÓ ÔÏ¤ÌˆÓ, fiˆ˜ ¤‰ÂÈ-

ÍÂ Ë ÂÌÂÈÚ›· ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜.

∂›¯·ÌÂ, fiÌˆ˜, ÙÔÓ fiÏÂÌÔ ÛÙË °ÈÔ˘ÁÎÔÛÏ·‚›·. √È ∏¶∞ ‹Ù·Ó ÓÈÎËÙ‹˜

ÛÂ ‰‡Ô ¶·ÁÎÔÛÌ›Ô˘˜ ¶ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘˜, ¯ˆÚ›˜ ÔÏÏ¤˜ ·ÒÏÂÈÂ˜, ÙË ÛÙÈÁÌ‹

Ô˘ Ë ∂˘ÚÒË Î·Ù·ÛÙÚ¿ÊËÎÂ ‰‡Ô ÊÔÚ¤˜. ¶ÚÔ‚Ï¤ÂÙÂ fiÙÈ ·˘Ùfi ÙÔ

ÛÂÓ¿ÚÈÔ ÌÔÚÂ› Ó· Â·Ó·ÏËÊıÂ› Î·È ÁÈ· ÙÚ›ÙË ÊÔÚ¿;

– √ fiÏÂÌÔ˜ ÛÙË °ÈÔ˘ÁÎÔÛÏ·‚›· Â›Ó·È ÌÈ· ÂÚ›ÏÔÎË ˘fiıÂÛË.

øÛÙfiÛÔ, Ë ·ÊÔÚÌ‹ ÁÈ· ·˘ÙfiÓ ÙÔÓ fiÏÂÌÔ ‰fiıËÎÂ ·fi ÙËÓ ∂˘ÚÒË.

™˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤Ó·, Ë °ÂÚÌ·Ó›· ·Ó·ÁÓÒÚÈÛÂ ÙËÓ ∫ÚÔ·Ù›· ÚfiˆÚ·, ·Ú·-

ÁÓˆÚ›˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÌÈ· ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎ‹ ÏËı˘ÛÌÈ·Î‹ ÌÂÈÔ„ËÊ›· Î·È, ¤ÙÛÈ, ÚÔ-

Î¿ÏÂÛÂ ÙË ‰È¿Û·ÛË ÙË˜ °ÈÔ˘ÁÎÔÛÏ·‚ÈÎ‹˜ ÔÌÔÛÔÓ‰›·˜, ÌÂ ·ÔÙ¤-

ÏÂÛÌ· Ù· Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù· Ó· ¿ÚÔ˘Ó ÙÚ·ÁÈÎ‹ ÙÚÔ‹. À‹ÚÍ·Ó ÔÏÏ¤˜

ÂÍˆÙÂÚÈÎ¤˜ ÚˆÙÔ‚Ô˘Ï›Â˜, ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ÙˆÓ ÔÔ›ˆÓ Î·È ·fi ÙÈ˜ ∏¶∞,

Ô˘ Î·Ù¤ÏËÍ·Ó ÛÙÔÓ ‚ÔÌ‚·Ú‰ÈÛÌfi ÛÙÔ ∫ÔÛÛ˘ÊÔ¤‰ÈÔ, ÁÂÁÔÓfi˜

Ô˘ ÂÍ˘ËÚÂÙÔ‡ÛÂ Ù· Û˘ÌÊ¤ÚÔÓÙ· ÙˆÓ ∏¶∞. ∞˘Ù‹ Ë ÚˆÙÔ‚Ô˘Ï›·

‰ÂÓ Â›¯Â Ó· Î¿ÓÂÈ ÌÂ ·ÓıÚˆÈÛÙÈÎ‹ ‚Ô‹ıÂÈ·, fiˆ˜ ‰È·ÙÂ›ÓÔÓÙ·Ó Ë

Î˘‚¤ÚÓËÛË ∫Ï›ÓÙÔÓ. ∆Ô Ó· ÎÂÚ‰›ÛÂÈ˜ ¤Ó·Ó fiÏÂÌÔ, Â›Ó·È Ô ‰˘ÙÈÎfi˜

ÙÚfiÔ˜ Ó· ‚Ï¤ÂÈ˜ Ù· Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù·. √ fiÏÂÌÔ˜ ‰ÂÓ Ù¤ÏÂÈˆÛÂ. √È ∏¶∞

ÂÈÛ¤‚·Ï·Ó ÛÙÔ πÚ¿Î Î·È ·ÂÈÏÔ‡Ó ÙË µÂÓÂ˙Ô˘¿Ï·. ¶Ò˜ Ó· ÙÔ ÈÛÙ¤-

„ÂÈ Î·ÓÂ›˜; ∂ÔÌ¤Óˆ˜ ˘¿Ú¯ÂÈ ÚfiÔ‰Ô˜, Ì¤¯ÚÈ˜ ÂÓfi˜ ÛËÌÂ›Ô˘, ÛÙÔÓ

ÙÂÚÌ·ÙÈÛÌfi ÙˆÓ ÔÏ¤ÌˆÓ. 

ªÂÙ¿ ÙÔ Ù¤ÏÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ æ˘¯ÚÔ‡ ¶ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘ ÈÛÙÂ‡·ÌÂ fiÙÈ ‰ÂÓ ı· ‚ÚÂıÔ‡ÌÂ

Í·Ó¿ ·ÓÙÈÌ¤ÙˆÔÈ ÌÂ ÙÔÓ Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ ÌÈ·˜ ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹˜ Î·Ù·ÛÙÚÔÊ‹˜. °È·Ù›

Â·Ó¤Ú¯ÂÙ·È ·˘Ùfi˜ Ô Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ˜ ÛÙËÓ ÂÈÎ·ÈÚfiÙËÙ·;

– ™˘ÌÊˆÓÒ ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÈÎ¤˜ ÀËÚÂÛ›Â˜ Î·È ÙÔ˘˜ ÎÔÚ˘Ê·›Ô˘˜

ÛÙÚ·ÙËÁÈÎÔ‡˜ ·Ó·Ï˘Ù¤˜, fiˆ˜ Ô ˘Ô˘ÚÁfi˜ ÕÌ˘Ó·˜, fiÙÈ Ô Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ˜

ÁÈ· ˘ÚËÓÈÎÔ‡˜ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘˜ ·˘Í¿ÓÂÙ·È. ÿÛˆ˜ ·˘Ù‹Ó ÙË ÛÙÈÁÌ‹ Ó·

ÂÈÓ·È Ô ÈÔ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˜ Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ˜ ·fi ÙËÓ ÂÔ¯‹ ÙË˜ ÎÚ›ÛË˜ ÌÂ ÙÔ˘˜

˘Ú·‡ÏÔ˘˜ ÛÙÈ˜ ·Ú¯¤˜ ÙË˜ ‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›·˜ ÙÔ˘ '60. ŒÓ·˜ ÏfiÁÔ˜ ÁÈ· ÙÔÓ

ÔÔ›Ô Û˘ÌÊˆÓÒ Â›ÛË˜, Â›Ó·È Ë ÂÈıÂÙÈÎ‹ ÛÙÚ·ÙÈˆÙÈÎ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹

ÙË˜ Î˘‚¤ÚÓËÛË˜ ªÔ˘˜. ∞fi ÌfiÓË ÙË˜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂ› ÎÈÓ‰‡ÓÔ˘˜.

ªÔÚÂ› Î¿ÔÈÔ˜ Ó· ÚÔ‚Ï¤„ÂÈ ÙÔ˘˜ Èı·ÓÔ‡˜ ÛÙfi¯Ô˘˜ Î·È, ¿Ú·,
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ÙÔ˘˜ ÎÈÓ‰‡ÓÔ˘˜. ∏ ∫›Ó·, ÌÈ· ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹ ‰‡Ó·ÌË Ô˘ ‰ÂÓ ¤¯ÂÈ ·Ó·-

Ù‡ÍÂÈ ˘ÚËÓÈÎfi ÔÏÔÛÙ¿ÛÈÔ, ·Ú¯›˙ÂÈ Ó· ÙÔ Î¿ÓÂÈ, ··ÓÙÒÓÙ·˜

ÛÙÈ˜ ·ÂÈÏ¤˜ ÙË˜ Î˘‚¤ÚÓËÛË˜ ªÔ˘˜, ÛÙË ÛÙÚ·ÙÈˆÙÈÎÔÔ›ËÛË ÙˆÓ

¿ÓÙˆÓ, ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ¿ÏÏˆÓ Î·È ÙÔ˘ ‰È·ÛÙ‹Ì·ÙÔ˜. ŸÏ· ‚·›ÓÔ˘Ó fiˆ˜

Â›¯·Ó ÚÔ‚ÏÂÊıÂ›. °È' ·˘Ùfi ÙÒÚ· ‚Ú›ÛÎÔÓÙ·È ¿ÓıÚˆÔÈ, fiˆ˜ Ô

ª·ÎÓ¿Ì·Ú·, ÔÈ ÔÔ›ÔÈ ÌÈÏÔ‡Ó ÁÈ· «∞ÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë» Û‡ÓÙÔÌ·. ∂ÎÙfi˜ ÎÈ

·Ó ·ÏÏ¿ÍÂÈ ·˘Ù‹ Ë ÂÈıÂÙÈÎ‹ ÛÙÚ·ÙÈˆÙÈÎ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹.

¶Ò˜ ÂÈÏ¤ÁÔ˘Ó ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ÙÔ˘˜ Â¯ıÚÔ‡˜ ÙÔ˘˜; °È·Ù› ÙÔ πÚ¿Ó Â›Ó·È Â¯ıÚfi˜

Î·È ·ÂÈÏ‹ ÂÍ·ÈÙ›·˜ ÙË˜ ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹˜ ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›·˜, ÂÓÒ .¯. ÙÔ πÛÚ·‹Ï

Î·È Ë ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›· ‰ÂÓ Â›Ó·È Ô‡ÙÂ Â¯ıÚfi˜ Ô‡ÙÂ ·ÂÈÏ‹;

– ∫·Ù' ·Ú¯¿˜, ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ‰ÂÓ ·ÓÙÈÙ›ıÂÓÙ·È ÛÙËÓ ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹ ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›·.

ŸÏ· ·˘Ù¿ Ù· ÚÔÁÚ¿ÌÌ·Ù· ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹˜ ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ¤¯Ô˘Ó ˘Ô-

ÛÙËÚÈ¯ıÂ› ·fi ÙÈ˜ ∏¶∞, ÛÙË ‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›· ÙÔ˘ '70, ÛÙÔ ›‰ÈÔ ÙÔ

¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈfi ÌÔ˘, ÙÔ ªπ∆. ∂Î·È‰Â‡Û·ÌÂ πÚ·ÓÔ‡˜ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÔÓÂ˜,

‰ÈfiÙÈ ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ıÂˆÚÔ‡Û·Ó fiÙÈ ÙÔ πÚ¿Ó ¯ÚÂÈ¿˙ÂÙ·È ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹ ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔ-

Á›·. √ ¡ÙÈÎ ∆Û¤ÈÓÈ, Ô ƒ¿ÌÛÊÂÏÓÙ, Ô ∫›ÛÛÈÁÎÂÚ ¤ÏÂÁ·Ó fiÙÈ ÙÔ πÚ¿Ó

¯ÚÂÈ¿˙ÂÙ·È ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹ ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›·. ∆ÒÚ· ÔÈ ›‰ÈÔÈ ¿ÓıÚˆÔÈ Ï¤ÓÂ fiÙÈ ÙÔ

πÚ¿Ó ‰ÂÓ ¯ÚÂÈ¿˙ÂÙ·È Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›·. ™‹ÌÂÚ· ÛÙÔ˘˜ «¡ÈÔ˘ °ÈÔÚÎ

∆¿ÈÌ˜», Ô ƒ¿ÌÛÊÂÏÓÙ Â›Â fiÙÈ ÙÔ πÚ¿Ó ·Ó·Ù‡ÛÛÂÈ ÙËÓ ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹

ÙÂ¯ÓÔÏÔÁ›· ÁÈ· Ó· ·ÔÎÙ‹ÛÂÈ ˘ÚËÓÈÎ¿ fiÏ·, ·ÊÔ‡ ‰ÂÓ ¯ÚÂÈ¿˙ÂÙ·È

˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹ ÂÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·. ŸÙ·Ó ÚÒÙËÛ·Ó ÙÔÓ ∫›ÛÛÈÁÎÂÚ, Â›Â fiÙÈ ÂÓfiÛˆ

‹Ù·Ó Û‡ÌÌ·¯Ô› Ì·˜ Â›¯·Ó ·Ó¿ÁÎË ·fi ˘ÚËÓÈÎ‹ ÂÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·, ÙÒÚ·

Ô˘ ‰ÂÓ Â›Ó·È Û‡ÌÌ·¯Ô› Ì·˜ ‰ÂÓ ¤¯Ô˘Ó Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ·Ó¿ÁÎË. ∂¿Ó ˘‹Ú¯Â

Ù¤ÙÔÈÔ Úfi‚ÏËÌ· ÌÂ ÙÔ πÛÚ·‹Ï, ı· ‚Ú›ÛÎÔÓÙ·Ó ÔÈ ÙÚfiÔÈ ÁÈ· ÌÈ·

‰ÈÂ˘ı¤ÙËÛË. ∆Ô πÚ¿Ó Î·ÙËÁÔÚ‹ıËÎÂ ÁÈ· ÂÁÎÏ‹Ì·Ù·, fiˆ˜ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ

ÎÚ¿ÙËÛË ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÒÓ ÔÌ‹ÚˆÓ. ŸÌˆ˜, ·fi ÙfiÙÂ, ÔÈ ∏¶∞ Î·È Ë

µÚÂÙ·Ó›· ‰È¤Ú·Í·Ó ·›ÛÙÂ˘Ù· ÂÁÎÏ‹Ì·Ù· ÂÓ·ÓÙ›ÔÓ ÙÔ˘ ÈÚ·ÓÈÎÔ‡

Ï·Ô‡. ¶ÚÒÙ· ˘ÔÛÙ‹ÚÈÍ·Ó ÙÔ Î·ıÂÛÙÒ˜ ÙÔ˘ πÚ¿Ó, ‡ÛÙÂÚ· ˘Ô-

ÛÙ‹ÚÈÍ·Ó ÙÔÓ ™·ÓÙ¿Ì ÃÔ˘Û¤ÈÓ ÛÙË ÛÎÏËÚ‹ ÂÈıÂÙÈÎ‹ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹ ÂÓ·-

ÓÙ›ÔÓ ÙÔ˘ πÚ¿Ó. ∞ÎÔÏÔ˘ıÔ‡Û·Ó ‰È·Ù·Á¤˜ Î·È ÔÈ ÌÂÓ Î·È ÔÈ ‰Â.

∫·Ù·ÓÔËÙfi.
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√È ∏ÓˆÌ¤ÓÂ˜ ¶ÔÏÈÙÂ›Â˜ È¤˙Ô˘Ó ÙËÓ ∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ŒÓˆÛË Ó· ·Ô‰Â¯ıÂ›

ÛÙÔ˘˜ ÎfiÏÔ˘˜ ÙË˜ ÙËÓ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›·. °È·Ù›, Î·Ù¿ ÙËÓ ¿Ô„‹ Û·˜, ÔÈ ∏¶∞

ÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘Ó ÛÂ ·˘Ùfi ÙÔ ˙‹ÙËÌ·;

– π‰È·›ÙÂÚ· Ë Î˘‚¤ÚÓËÛË ∫Ï›ÓÙÔÓ Â›¯Â ‰È·‰Ú·Ì·Ù›ÛÂÈ ÔÏ‡ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfi

ÚfiÏÔ ÛÂ Û¯¤ÛË ÌÂ ÙËÓ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›·. ¢ÂÓ Û˘˙ËÙ‹ıËÎÂ ÛÙË ¢‡ÛË, ‰ÈfiÙÈ ‰ÂÓ

Û˘˙ËÙ¿ÌÂ ÁÈ· Ù· ›‰È· Ù· ÂÁÎÏ‹Ì·Ù¿ Ì·˜. ∞ÏÏ¿ ‹Ù·Ó Ë ›‰È· Ë Î˘‚¤Ú-

ÓËÛË ∫Ï›ÓÙÔÓ Ô˘ ‹Ù·Ó ˘Â‡ı˘ÓË ÁÈ· Ù· ÂÈ‰Â¯ı‹ ÂÁÎÏ‹Ì·Ù· ÂÓ·-

ÓÙ›ÔÓ ÙˆÓ ∫Ô‡Ú‰ˆÓ ÛÙË ‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›· ÙÔ˘ '90. ¢ÂÎ¿‰Â˜ ¯ÈÏÈ¿‰Â˜ ∫Ô‡Ú‰ÔÈ

ÛÎÔÙÒıËÎ·Ó, ÔÏÏÔ› ¿ÏÏÔÈ ÍÂÛÈÙÒıËÎ·Ó, ˘¤ÛÙËÛ·Ó ‚·Û·ÓÈÛÙ‹-

ÚÈ·. ∏ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›· ¤ÁÈÓÂ Ô ÈÔ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˜ ·ÁÔÚ·ÛÙ‹˜ ·ÌÂÚÈÎ¿ÓÈÎˆÓ fiÏˆÓ

ÛÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ. 

™Â ¤Ó· ÌfiÓÔ ¯ÚfiÓÔ, ÙÔ 1997, ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ÒÏËÛ·Ó ÛÙËÓ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›· ÂÚÈÛ-

ÛfiÙÂÚ· fiÏ· ·Ú¿ Î·ı' fiÏË ÙË ‰È¿ÚÎÂÈ· ÙÔ˘ æ˘¯ÚÔ‡ ¶ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘. ∆·

ÂÁÎÏ‹Ì·Ù· ÙË˜ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›·˜ ‹Ù·Ó ÔÏ‡ ¯ÂÈÚfiÙÂÚ· ·fi ·˘Ù¿ Ô˘

Î·Ù·ÏÔÁ›˙Ô˘Ó ÛÙÔÓ ªÈÏfiÛÂ‚ÈÙ˜ ÎÈ fiÌˆ˜ ‰ÂÓ ·Ó·Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·È ÛÙË ¢‡ÛË.

∂ÓfiÛˆ Ë ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›· ·ÎÔÏÔ˘ıÂ› ÙÈ˜ ‰È·Ù·Á¤˜ Î·È ÌÔÚÂ› Ó· Û˘ÓÂ¯›ÛÂÈ Ó·

ÛÊ¿˙ÂÈ Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ÏËı˘ÛÌÔ‡ ÙË˜, Ó· ˘Ô‚¿ÏÏÂÈ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ÛÂ

‚·Û·ÓÈÛÙ‹ÚÈ·, Â›Ó·È ÂÓÙ¿ÍÂÈ. ŸÙ·Ó ÂÌÊ·Ó›ÛÙËÎÂ Ë ˘fiıÂÛË ÙÔ˘

πÚ¿Ó ÙÔ 2003, Ë ÙÔ˘ÚÎÈÎ‹ Î˘‚¤ÚÓËÛË ·ÎÔÏÔ‡ıËÛÂ ÙË ı¤ÏËÛË ÙÔ˘

95% ÙÔ˘ ÏËı˘ÛÌÔ‡ ÙË˜, Ú¿ÁÌ· Ô˘ ÂÍ¤ÏËÍÂ, Î·È ·ÚÓ‹ıËÎÂ Ó·

ÂÊ·ÚÌfiÛÂÈ ÙËÓ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹ ÙˆÓ ∏¶∞ ÛÙÔ πÚ¿Î. 

∫fiÏÈÓ ¶¿Ô˘ÂÏ Î·È ¿ÏÏÔÈ Â›·Ó ÛÙÔ˘˜ ÛÙÚ·ÙÈˆÙÈÎÔ‡˜ fiÙÈ ‰ÂÓ ÌfiÚÂ-

Û·Ó Ó· ÂÈ‚¿ÏÔ˘Ó ÛÙËÓ Î˘‚¤ÚÓËÛË Ó· ·Ô‰Â¯ıÂ› ÙË ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔ›Ë-

ÛË ÙˆÓ ‚¿ÛÂˆÓ ÂÓ·ÓÙ›ÔÓ ÙÔ˘ πÚ¿Î. •ÂÂÚ¿ÛÙËÎÂ ·˘Ùfi Î·È ÔÈ ∏¶∞

¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÔ‡Ó ÙÈ˜ ÙÔ˘ÚÎÈÎ¤˜ ‚¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÁÈ· ¤Ó·Ó Èı·Ófi fiÏÂÌÔ ÂÓ·-

ÓÙ›ÔÓ ÙÔ˘ πÚ¿Ó. √È ∏¶∞ ı¤ÏÔ˘Ó ÙËÓ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›· Ó· ÂÓÙ·¯ıÂ› ÛÙËÓ

∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ŒÓˆÛË ÁÈ· ÙÔÓ ›‰ÈÔ ÏfiÁÔ Ô˘ ı¤ÏÔ˘Ó ÛÙËÓ ∂˘ÚÒË Î·È

ÙÔ˘˜ ÚÒËÓ «‰ÔÚ˘ÊfiÚÔ˘˜» ÙË˜ ∞Ó·ÙÔÏÈÎ‹˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜. ŒÙÛÈ ÂÍ·-

ÛıÂÓÂ› Ë ‰‡Ó·ÌË ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎÒÓ Î¤ÓÙÚˆÓ ÙË˜ ∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹˜ ŒÓˆÛË˜,

fiˆ˜ Ë °ÂÚÌ·Ó›· Î·È Ë °·ÏÏ›·. ∫‡ÚÈ· ·ÓËÛ˘¯›· ÙˆÓ ∏¶∞, ·fi ÙË

‰ÂÎ·ÂÙ›· ÙÔ˘ '50, Â›Ó·È ÙÔ ÂÓ‰Â¯fiÌÂÓÔ Ó· ÚÔ¯ˆÚ‹ÛÂÈ Ë ∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹
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ŒÓˆÛË ÛÂ ¤Ó· ‰ÈÎfi ÙË˜ ·ÓÂÍ¿ÚÙËÙÔ ‰ÚfiÌÔ, fiˆ˜, ÁÈ· ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ·,

ÁÈ· ÙÔÓ ¤ÏÂÁ¯Ô ÙˆÓ ÂÓÂÚÁÂÈ·ÎÒÓ ËÁÒÓ ÛÙË ª¤ÛË ∞Ó·ÙÔÏ‹. 

°È' ·˘Ùfi ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ÂÂÎÙÂ›ÓÔ˘Ó Î·È ÙÔ ¡∞∆√, ÂÓÙ¿ÛÛÔÓÙ·˜ ÛÂ ·˘Ùfi

Î·È ÙÈ˜ ·Ó·ÙÔÏÈÎÔÂ˘Úˆ·˚Î¤˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜ - ‰ÔÚ˘ÊfiÚÔ˘˜. ŒÙÛÈ, ÌÂ ÙËÓ

¤ÓÙ·ÍË ÙË˜ ∆Ô˘ÚÎ›·˜, ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ı· ¤¯Ô˘Ó ¤Ó·Ó ÈÛÙfi Û‡ÌÌ·¯Ô ÛÙËÓ

∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ŒÓˆÛË. ∞˘Ùfi Ù· ÂÍËÁÂ› fiÏ·.

√π ∂Àƒø¶∞π√π ∞∫√§√À£√À¡ ¢π∞∆∞°∂™

°È·Ù› Ë ∂˘ÚÒË ·ÎÔÏÔ˘ıÂ› ÙÈ˜ ∏ÓˆÌ¤ÓÂ˜ ¶ÔÏÈÙÂ›Â˜ ÛÂ ·˘ÙÔ‡˜ ÙÔ˘˜

Î·Ù·ÛÙÚÔÊÈÎÔ‡˜ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘˜, fiˆ˜ ÛÙÔ ∞ÊÁ·ÓÈÛÙ¿Ó, ÛÙÔ πÚ¿Î, Î·È

ÙÒÚ· ›Ûˆ˜ Î·È ÛÙÔ πÚ¿Ó; ∞ÊÔ‡ Ë ∂˘ÚÒË ÏËÚÒÓÂÈ ÂÓ Ì¤ÚÂÈ Ù· Û·-

ÛÌ¤Ó·, ÌÂ ÙËÓ ·‡ÍËÛË ÙË˜ ÙÈÌ‹˜ ÛÙÔ ÂÙÚ¤Ï·ÈÔ.

– ∏ ∂˘ÚÒË ÊÔ‚¿Ù·È ÔÏ‡ Â‡ÎÔÏ·. À¿Ú¯ÂÈ ÌÈ· ÔÏ‡ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎ‹ ‰È·-

ÊÔÚ¿ ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ∂˘ÚÒË˜ Î·È ∫›Ó·˜. °È· ÙÈ˜ ∏¶∞ ·ÂÈÏ‹ Â›Ó·È Ë ∫›Ó·,

ÂÓÒ Ë ∂˘ÚÒË ·ÎÔÏÔ˘ıÂ› ÙÈ˜ ‰È·Ù·Á¤˜. ¶¿ÚÙÂ ÁÈ· ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ· ÙÔ

πÚ¿Ó. ŸÙ·Ó ÔÈ ∏¶∞ ¤‰ÂÈÍ·Ó ÙË ÁÚÔıÈ¿ ÙÔ˘˜ Î·È ›ÂÛ·Ó ÙËÓ ∂˘ÚÒË

ÁÈ· Ó· ·ÔÛ‡ÚÂÈ ÙÈ˜ ÂÂÓ‰‡ÛÂÈ˜ ·fi ÙÔ πÚ¿Ó, ÔÈ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÂ˜ Â˘Úˆ·˚-

Î¤˜ ÂÙ·ÈÚÂ›Â˜ ˘¿ÎÔ˘Û·Ó. ∏ ∫›Ó· Â¤Ó‰˘ÛÂ ÎÈ ¿ÏÏ·. 

°È·Ù› Ë ∂˘ÚÒË ‰ÂÓ ·ÔÊ·Û›˙ÂÈ Ó· ·ÓÙÈ‰Ú¿ÛÂÈ ÛÙË ‰‡Ó·ÌË ÙÔ˘

ÈÛ¯˘ÚÔ‡; ∂Ó·fiÎÂÈÙ·È ÛÙÔ˘˜ ∂˘Úˆ·›Ô˘˜ Ó· ··ÓÙ‹ÛÔ˘Ó ÛÂ ·˘Ùfi

ÙÔ ÂÚÒÙËÌ·. ŸÌˆ˜, Â›Ó·È Ê·ÓÂÚfi fiÙÈ Ë Â˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ÂÏ›Ù ‰ÂÓ Â›Ó·È

ÔÏ‡ ‰È·ÊÔÚÂÙÈÎ‹ ·fi ÙËÓ ·ÌÂÚÈÎ¿ÓÈÎË. Œ¯Ô˘Ó Ù· ›‰È· ÂÓ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔ-

ÓÙ·, Î·È Î›ÓËÙÚfi ÙÔ˘˜ Â›Ó·È Ë ÂÈ‰›ˆÍË ÁÈ· Î˘ÚÈ·Ú¯›· ÛÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ.

™˘ÓÂÚÁ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È, ÒÛÙÂ Ó· ‰ÈÔÈÎÔ‡Ó ÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ. À¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó ÔÚÈÛÌ¤ÓÂ˜

Û˘ÁÎÚÔ‡ÛÂÈ˜ ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ÙÔ˘˜, fiˆ˜ ÁÈ· ÙÔ πÚ¿Î Î·È ÁÈ· ÙËÓ

¶·Ï·ÈÛÙ›ÓË. 

√È ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÔ› ÁÈ· ÔÏ‡ Î·ÈÚfi ‰ÂÓ Â¤ÙÚÂ·Ó ÛÙÔ˘˜ ¶·Ï·ÈÛÙ›ÓÈÔ˘˜

Ó· ¤¯Ô˘Ó ÂÎÏÔÁ¤˜, ÎÈ Ô ÏfiÁÔ˜ Â›Ó·È fiÙÈ Ô ∞Ú¿Ê·Ù ı· ‹Ù·Ó Ô ÓÈÎËÙ‹˜. 
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∫·È ‰ÂÓ ÌÔÚÂ›˜ Ó· ÂÈÙÚ¤„ÂÈ˜ ÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚÂ˜ ÂÎÏÔÁ¤˜, Â¿Ó ÚfiÎÂÈÙ·È Ó·

ÓÈÎ‹ÛÂÈ «Ï¿ıÔ˜ ¿ÙÔÌÔ». °È' ·˘Ùfi Î·È ·¤ÙÚÂ„·Ó ÙÈ˜ ÂÎÏÔÁ¤˜. ∞ÊÔ‡

¤ı·ÓÂ Ô °È·Û¤Ú ∞Ú¿Ê·Ù, ÓfiÌÈÛ·Ó fiÙÈ ÌÔÚÔ‡Û·Ó Ó· ¤¯Ô˘Ó ÙÔÓ

«ÛˆÛÙfi ¿ÓıÚˆÔ» ÛÙËÓ ÂÍÔ˘Û›·. ∞˘Ùfi ‰ÂÓ ¤Ù˘¯Â. ∆ÂÏÈÎ¿, Ô

ÎfiÛÌÔ˜ ÂÍ¤ÏÂÍÂ «Ï¿ıÔ˜ ¿ÓıÚˆÔ». √È ∏¶∞ Î·È ÙÔ πÛÚ·‹Ï ·ÔÊ¿-

ÛÈÛ·Ó Ó· ÙÈÌˆÚ‹ÛÔ˘Ó ÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ ÁÈ' ·˘Ùfi. 

∂ÔÌ¤Óˆ˜, Ë «ÌÂÛÛÈ·ÓÈÎ‹ ·ÔÛÙÔÏ‹» ÙˆÓ ∏¶∞ Ó· Ê¤ÚÔ˘Ó ÙË ‰ËÌÔ-

ÎÚ·Ù›· ‰ÂÓ ÂÚÈÏ·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ Î·È ÙÔ ‰ÈÎ·›ˆÌ· ÙˆÓ ·ÓıÚÒˆÓ Ó· ÂÈÏ¤-

ÁÔ˘Ó ÙËÓ ËÁÂÛ›· ÙË˜ ·ÚÂÛÎÂ›·˜ ÙÔ˘˜. ŒÎ·Ó·Ó Ï¿ıÔ˜ ÂÈÏÔÁ‹, ¤ÙÛÈ ÔÈ

∏¶∞ Î·È ÙÔ πÛÚ·‹Ï ·ÔÊ¿ÛÈÛ·Ó Ó· ÙÔ˘˜ ‚·Û·Ó›ÛÔ˘Ó. ∏

∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ŒÓˆÛË ¤Î·ÓÂ Î¿ÔÈÔ ıfiÚ˘‚Ô ÁÈ' ·˘Ùfi ·ÏÏ¿ Ù›ÔÙ·

·Ú·¿Óˆ. ¢ÂÓ ÂÁÎÚ›ÓÔ˘Ó ·˘Ù‹Ó ÙËÓ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹, ·ÏÏ¿ ‰ÂÓ ·ÓÙÈ-

‰ÚÔ‡Ó.

ÃÚ‡Û·ÓıÔ˜ ÃÚ˘Û¿ÓıÔ˘
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Paul Theodoulou interviews 
Noam Chomsky

A piercing insight into global affairs 

How to convey an idea of the intellectual distinction and attainment of

Noam Chomsky, recipient in person last week of an honorary doctorate

from the University of Cyprus?

Linguistics, like mathematics, is one of those disciplines for which there

is no Nobel Prize, but if there were, Chomsky would undoubtedly be

among the Nobel laureates. He is the pre-eminent figure in his field, his

work having revolutionised the study of language and given birth to a

whole new sphere of scientific endeavour.

A Nobel, however, would be small beer compared to the accolades that

some confer on Chomsky. The philosopher John Searle has likened

Chomsky's work to that of Freud and Keynes in importance. Another

philosopher, Gilbert Harman, has written that Chomsky “may well turn

out to be the Galileo of the science of the mind.” And yet another, Jerry

Fodor, puts him in the company of the mathematical genius and

computer-science pioneer Alan Turing as having taught us “pretty much

everything that matters about the cognitive mind that we have learned in

the last fifty years or so.”

If philosophers hail Chomsky, that is because his work in linguistics is

rich in implication for their subject, throwing suggestive new light on the

nature of mind and knowledge. His name crops up in their writings as

often as that of any other living thinker, and Chomsky participates in

Sunday Mail, 21st May 2006
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their debate as an equal, having engaged with philosophical luminaries

like Quine, Davidson, Dummett, and Putnam.

An awareness of the scale of Chomsky's achievement in linguistics /

philosophy is undoubtedly reflected in popular tributes to his

significance, such as his topping the 2005 Prospect magazine poll as the

most important public intellectual in the world today. But such

acclamations surely owe more to Chomsky's second major reputation,

that of a political analyst and commentator on world affairs.

Chomsky's output in this field is prodigious. In more than 50 books

going back some four decades, he has subjected the nature and effects

of US power at home and abroad to a withering critique, typically

buttressed by an awesome number of endnotes (is there a single US

newspaper article, journal, policy paper or declassified government

document that Chomsky hasn't read?).

Chomsky’s arrival in Cyprus, then, was definitely an event, and the

chance to interview him was not to be missed. His busy schedule

presented a small “window of opportunity” (20 minutes) to talk to him

at the Hilton Hotel in Nicosia. Opting to leave his technical work in

linguistics and philosophy to one side (discretion being the better part of

valour), I began by asking him about his new book, Failed States: The

Abuse of Power and the Assault on Democracy. I put it to him that many

readers might be surprised to hear that his prime example of a failed

state is America. 

In what sense can the global hyperpower be considered a failed state?

“Well,” says Chomsky, “first I point out that the concept 'failed state' has

nothing to do with the strength or power of the state, which is

recognised. So, Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia were failed states by

any rational criterion, but not because they were weak. Saddam

Hussein's state was a failed state, but probably most strong at the time

of his worst crimes.

“The concept of 'failed state' has many dimensions. The primary one is

that it is a state that is either unable or unwilling to protect its own
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citizens from threats and dangers. Well, by that criterion, unfortunately,

the US ranks very high. For a long time, but particularly under the

current administration, it is following policies which consciously

increase the threat of terror, the threat of nuclear war and terminal

destruction, the threat of long-term environmental catastrophe, which

may not be very far removed, domestic problems which are imposing an

enormous 'fiscal train-wreck' burden on future generations, also not far

removed. These are serious threats to the population of the United

States.

“Another typical criterion of failed states is that they may have formal

democratic institutions, but they don't function. That's a common

property of failed states. Well, it's increasingly true of the United States,

increasingly true of other industrial societies too, although they're a

decade or two behind the United States following the same path. And by

that I mean there's a growing and in fact by now an enormous divide

between public opinion and public policy. In the United States it's easily

demonstrable. It's a very free society so there's extensive investigation

of public attitudes, public opinion on a great range of topics, and since

it is a free society, we can obtain the results of those studies, and that's

exactly what they show. They demonstrate that the two political parties

are far to the right of the population on a host of major issues.

“This isn't very well known, because the media simply do not report the

studies. And that's another criterion of failed states: information is

theoretically available, but it is only in fact available if you either

undertake a personal research project, which few people have the time

or resources to do, or you're part of some kind of activist group, some

group that's outside the formal system in which information does

circulate.”

What about the other element of his title, the assault on democracy?

From whom does the assault come?

“From concentrated power,” Chomsky answers immediately. “That

means in part state power, in part concentrated private power. And they

are closely interlinked. They have similar personnel, there's interchange,

and so on. And the media are simply part of the system. They're major
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corporations. And in fact the general intellectual community, what's

sometimes called the 'political class', maybe 20 per cent of the

population, of people with a high degree of privilege, education and

resources, participants in one or another form of decision-making in the

political system, the economic system, the ideological institutions, and

so on, share a certain general culture and set of attitudes which is related

largely to their institutional role. In fact, with marginal exceptions (there

are always exceptions), you don't tend to be part of these institutions

unless you have internalised and accepted those values and positions. So

that's where the assault comes from.”

That brought me to one of the theses most associated with Chomsky's

name, the “manufacture of consent,” a central aspect of which is the role

of the mainstream news media in shaping public opinion in the service

of power. I ask Chomsky to what extent he believes the performance of

the US media in the run-up to the Iraq War confirmed or illustrated the

manufacture of consent.

“Well, first, I can't take the credit for that doctrine,” he says. “I borrowed

it from Walter Lippmann, who's the leading public intellectual of the

20th century, and incidentally a progressive, Wilsonian-Roosevelt liberal.

And his view, in his essays on democracy, was that there is what he

called 'a new art of democracy,' namely, the manufacture of consent.

And it's a good thing, he said, since what he called the 'bewildered herd,'

the 'stupid and ignorant masses,' have to be protected from making

mistakes, and therefore the 'responsible men' must be protected from

the 'roar and trampling' of the bewildered herd, and since we can't do it

by force any more - there's too much freedom - we have do it by control

of attitude and opinion. The public relations industry, one of its leading

founders, also a Wilson-Roosevelt liberal, Edward Bernays, his term was

'engineering of consent'. It's the same concept: we, the 'responsible

men,' must engineer consent to the right policies, because the public

can't be left on their own. So I'm borrowing the concept. I don't share

their values, but this is their own description of what should be done.

“With regard to the Iraq War, there was plenty of criticism, in fact

unprecedented criticism, right at the heart of the establishment. But it's
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within a narrow bound. We can compare it, for example, with the

criticism of the Russian invasion of Afghanistan, or Saddam's invasion of

Kuwait. In that case, one hundred per cent of opinion bitterly

condemned it (correctly) as aggression, a war crime. We have no

hesitation in attributing strategic and economic motives to it: control of

Middle East oil, whatever it might be. That's the normal way in which

you approach the aggression of enemies. Not in the case of the Iraq War.

Or the Vietnam War. Or any act committed by one's own power-system.

There is a debate, but it's on political-pragmatic grounds: will it succeed,

is it going to be harmful for our interests, is it extending our power

beyond what's reasonable, should we take a more conservative

position? No questioning at all of the goals, the goals by definition are

noble. In fact, the liberal press describes it as perhaps the most noble

war in history, fought to bring about democracy and freedom. So the

questioning of motive and purpose, and the attribution of rational,

strategic-economic goals, that's off the agenda. The only question that

remains is, can we succeed?”

I next sound Chomsky out on the bitter dispute between Iran and the

United States over Iran's nuclear programme - purely civilian, says

Tehran, intended to produce nuclear weapons, says Washington.

President Bush has declared that in dealing with the Iranian nuclear

question “all options are on the table,” leading to much speculation that

the United States might take military action against Iran, possibly even

nuclear strikes. Jack Straw, until recently Britain's foreign secretary, said

that a military attack on Iran would be “inconceivable,” and that the use

of nuclear weapons against it would be “nuts.” Is Straw right? I ask

Chomsky.

“I think he's right that it's 'nuts'; whether it's 'inconceivable,' none of us

knows. I mean, there's fairly good evidence that the Pentagon is

opposed, and that US intelligence is opposed, and there is plenty of

information leaking to the press indicating that they're strongly opposed,

that the rest of the world is opposed. [IAEA chief] Mohamed ElBaradei

made approximately the same, even stronger statements than Straw. But

it doesn't mean it's inconceivable. The decision is in the hands of a very
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small group of people - [US defence secretary] Donald Rumsfeld, [US

vice-president] Dick Cheney, two or three others - and they will decide

whether they choose to do it or not. If they do it, in my opinion, it would

be an act of desperation. They have gotten themselves into an incredible

catastrophe in Iraq, it must be one of the worst military catastrophes in

history. And they don't see any way out. They can't stay in, they can't

pull out. They may just try to hit the whole system with a sledgehammer

and hope that something happens.”

Could that sledgehammer be nuclear?

“That really is almost inconceivable,” he replies. “Unless they're out of

their minds. But, you don't know.”

One option that doesn't seem to be on the table for President Bush is

direct talks with Iran, which given the potentially catastrophic

consequences of a US military strike on the Islamic Republic is perhaps

a little surprising. Why does the US refuse to talk to Iran?

“Iran has offered to talk for years,” Chomsky says. “Now there's

discussion of [Iranian president Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad's letter [to

President Bush], whatever one thinks of it. But a proposal came during

[Mohammad] Khatami's presidency in Iran in May 2003. And several

times since, Iran has offered to discuss all issues - nuclear, strategic,

regional, and so on. The Bush administration simply flatly refuses.

“Since 1979, the US has been dedicated to punishing Iran. In American

history, the way intellectuals and the media present the history, there's

only one event in US-Iranian history, namely, the overthrow of the Shah

and the taking of hostages.” 

As Chomsky wryly notes, this is a somewhat truncated reading of

history: “A few things happened before that, and a few things happened

after.”

Immediately after the Islamic Revolution, Chomsky says, “the United

States turned to support its friend Saddam Hussein, provided him with

chemical and other weapons to support his aggression against Iran,
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straight outright aggression supported by the United States, Britain,

Germany, Russia and others. The Reagan administration removed

Saddam from the list of states supporting terror so they could provide

him with weapons. For Iran, that was no joke. Hundreds of thousands of

people were killed, the society was devastated. The US finally entered

the war directly in 1987 to ensure that Iraq would win. Iran finally

capitulated, and then came sanctions, other measures, and they simply

have to be punished for their disobedience.”

So Iran represents unfinished business for the United States?

“It's very similar to other cases,” he says. “Why has the United States

been carrying out a virtual war against Cuba for 45 years? Actually, we

know the reasons. In a free society, we know the reasons for the terrorist

war launched by Kennedy for the economic strangulation. If you go back

to the documents of the early sixties, declassified documents, it's

explained. It's because of what they call Cuba's 'successful defiance' of

US policies going back 150 years, meaning to the Monroe Doctrine,

which asserted - they couldn't implement it at the time, Britain was too

strong - but which asserted that the goal of US policy was to control the

hemisphere. Successful defiance of that policy from 150 years ago is

simply not tolerated. And it's understandable, that's the way

international affairs work. There are all kinds of illusions, but the truth of

the matter is that international affairs is rather like the Mafia: the

Godfather does not tolerate successful defiance.”

Time for just one more question. I ask Chomsky about what many still

regard, despite the Iraq imbroglio, as the greatest source of instability in

the Middle East, and of friction between Islam and the West. Is there any

life left in a two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict?

“There's a very simple answer to that question,” he says. “For over 30

years, the United States, unilaterally, has been blocking that settlement.

There was one break in the pattern, namely, in Clinton's last month in

office. In his final month, there were negotiations within the framework

of loose parameters that Clinton set. At Taba in Egypt, the highest-level

Israeli and Palestinian negotiators, they came fairly close to an

agreement, not fully, but close. Israel terminated the negotiations, so we
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don't know what would have happened. They continued informally:

Track Two, it's called. Again, high-level negotiators, but not official. That

led to the Geneva Accord, released in Geneva in December 2002, which

again is close to the long-standing international consensus. It was

rejected by Israel, ignored by the United States, and therefore simply

dismissed as ridiculous by the press. That's the barrier. 

“Right now, the United States and Israel are taking over the territory.

Jimmy Carter just had a good article about that: he's correct. It's called

'convergence,' and the story you read in the press, in the New York

Times, is that Israel's withdrawing from the West Bank. No. As Carter

pointed out correctly, they're taking it over. They're annexing the areas

of the West Bank that are valuable - where the water resources are, the

arable land. They're cutting through the rest of the territory with salients

that divide it into unviable cantons, separating it from East Jerusalem.

The US government is supporting it, otherwise they couldn't do it. The

US press is describing it as a withdrawal, and praising Israel for its 'bold

decision to withdraw from the West Bank.' It's exactly the opposite.

Jimmy Carter is exactly accurate. And if that continues, then the [two-

state] solution is dead. But that's not graven in stone. The American

population is in favour of a two-state settlement. That's another one of

those enormous divides between public opinion and public policy.”

Paul Theodoulou,

editor of the journal Global Dialogue,

published by the Centre for World Dialogue
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Noam Chomsky: answers to Cyprus’ solution

lie within

Noam Chomsky's appeal to Cypriots for a sincere soul-search into the

underlying reasons why reunification efforts continue to be stymied

could strike some as odd.

Against the convictions of a swath of Cyprus's political elite, the

preeminent linguist-scholar whose political writings have vaulted him to

the status of being “one of the most important intellectuals alive” insists

that the answers lie within rather than without. 

“I think people in Cyprus should ask themselves honestly whether

they're looking for an external excuse for their unwillingness to make the

kind of compromises that would lead to an internal reconciliation,” he

told The Cyprus Weekly in an interview.

“It's very easy everywhere to blame someone else for problems and very

often it turns out that the problems are internal.”

Chomsky, who was on the island to lecture and receive an honourary

degree from the University of Cyprus, cited Lebanon as a prime example

of a popular predisposition to project internal problems onto a nefarious

cabal of external enemies conspiring to keep the country mired in

conflict.

The Cyprus Weekly, 19th May 2006
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“I just came from Lebanon and yes, everyone there would like to argue

that it's the Jewish lobby, it's the United States, it's Syria, it's somebody,

which is partially true, but most of the problems are internal to

Lebanon,” said Chomsky.

“That's very easy to believe and convenient to believe and there is

usually some element of truth to it, I mean yes, great powers have their

interests but it's just a little too convenient,” said Chomsky.

“I think it's very important everywhere, not just Cyprus or Lebanon, but

everywhere, to ask to what extent our problems are internally generated

and can we at least ameliorate the problems by moves that we ourselves

make instead of falling back on the excuse that there are great forces out

there that we can't deal with.”

Perhaps the avuncular Chomsky, a soft-spoken 78-year-old, overlooks

the fact that America's regional proxy Turkey is an integral part of the

island's internal problems and any Cypriot introspection cannot but

involve its recalcitrant neighbour to the north.

Chomsky said Cyprus has traditionally been in the crosshairs of global

powers because of its proximity to Middle Eastern energy. 

But to wrest itself free from “the whims of the great powers,” Cyprus

must settle its own internal affairs to have a stronger voice under its new

persona as EU member in a tripolar world also composed of North

America and Asia. 

“There has to be some form of settlement internal to Cyprus. If there

isn't, yes, Cyprus will act at the whim of great powers. If it unifies in

some reasonable fashion, accommodating the separate interests - and

there ways to proceed in that direction - then it can have more

independence,” said Chomsky.

“Remember, the Western interest in Cyprus has been because of the

Middle East…it was part of the system of control over the production

and distribution of the world's energy. It doesn't play quite that role

today but it's not terribly different. It's still part of that system and what
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happens in Cyprus depends in the first place on solving its internal

problems. That has priority and with its internal problem reconciled, it

would become a functioning part of the European Union.”

Yet the vision that Chomsky holds for the future is bleak and fear-

inducing as the United States - faced with a declining economic might

and waning political influence on the global stage - tries to reassert its

control over the world's major energy sources by playing it's sole

remaining ace-in-the-hole - a military force whose dominance “is

unprecedented in human history.”

“It has about half the world's military expenditures. And technologically,

it's far more advanced than any military system and it's extending it…A

large part of the reason for the US invasion of Iraq, pretty likely is to try

to gain sufficient control over Middle East energy so that Europe will not

go an independent path. That goes way back to the early 1950s. That

was discussed among US planners. The US must have what they call

'veto power' over its industrial rivals. The main way to have 'veto power'

is to control the energy resources of the world,” said Chomsky.

Yet economic rivals like China aren't intimidated, said Chomsky, as

evidenced by the Chinese president's visit to Saudi Arabia immediately

after his trip to Washington last month.

“He went to Saudi Arabia to establish better contacts. Saudi Arabia is

China's biggest Middle East partner. That's the core of the energy system

and that's a slap in the face of the United States both on the part of China

and Saudi Arabia.”

But for all its military might - and to his own surprise - the United States

is failing in Iraq - a mission Chomsky labeled “a catastrophe.”

“It should have been the easiest military victory in history. It turned into

one of the world's worst military catastrophes and right now,

Washington is in serious trouble.”

“Just think what might happen. Just imagine the prospects for an

independent Iran. Probably ally with Iran, its Shiite majority. Right across
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the border in Saudi Arabia, the population is mostly Shiite that's been

bitterly repressed. Any success in Iraq is stimulating autonomy

pressures. That's where most of the Saudi oil is,” said Chomsky.

According to Chomsky, Washington's recourse to arms is compelling

potential targets to react - with potentially catastrophic results.

“There's only two forms of reaction - nobody's going to compete with

the United States in military force - the two forms are nuclear weapons

and terror. So what the US is stimulating is nuclear proliferation and

terror. And they know it.

“In fact the assessment of US intelligence is that a 'dirty bomb,' a nuclear

weapon, is virtually inevitable. People like Robert MacNamara estimate

the probability to about 50 percent in the next decade that a major

nuclear strike could happen.”

Chomsky argues that the scions of American power politics - Defence

Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and Vice-President Dick Cheney - appear

unfazed by the prospect that their stridently “forward-leaning” policy

might unleash a veritable Pandora's box.

That's especially so as Washington threatens military action over Iran's

controversial nuclear program.

“The Pentagon is opposed, US intelligence is opposed, Europe is

opposed, the International Atomic Energy Agency is opposed, in fact the

whole world is opposed, but we don't know what Rumsfeld and Cheney

are thinking.

“They're in a desperate situation. Maybe they will decide the situation is

bad enough, so they might as well hit (Iran) with a sledgehammer and

see what happens. Maybe they'll get away with it,” said Chomsky.

That mode of thinking could bring about a long-debated 'clash of

civilisations' and Chomsky sees the two greatest exponents of that as

being none other than the world's greatest enemies - US President

George W. Bush and al-Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden.
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“There are people in favour of a clash of civilizations. The two leading

ones are Osama bin Laden and George Bush. They are allies, pressing for

a clash of civilizations. Nobody else wants it,” said Chomsky.

In this cauldron of conflict, is the UN still relevant as a viable peace-

making forum?

Chomsky says it depends. The US public fully supports the United

Nations to take a leading role in peacemaking on a global scale with

Washington willingly subordinating itself to the world body.

However, that's not the official view.

“The US government on the other hand, says John Bolton – he's very

frank – says the UN does not exist. If it is an instrument of US policy,

that's fine, otherwise it can get lost. 

“The record of (US) vetoes is very illuminating. People say correctly that

Iraq didn't live up to Security Council resolutions. Well, the strongest

way of violating UN Security Council resolutions is to veto them. That's

the strongest possible violation.

“Since the mid 1960s, when the first US vetoes were made, the US is far

in the lead in vetoing resolutions on every issue you can think of. Britain

is second and nobody else is even close. That's the attitude toward the

UN,” said Chomsky.

Menelaos Hadjicostis
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√ ¶Ú‡Ù·ÓË˜, ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ ™Ù·‡ÚÔ˜ ∞. ∑¤ÓÈÔ˜

√ ∂›ÎÔ˘ÚÔ˜ ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ Kleanthes ∫. Grohmann

O ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ Noam Chomsky
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™ÙÈÁÌÈfiÙ˘Ô ·fi ÙËÓ ÂÎ‰‹ÏˆÛË

™ÙÈÁÌÈfiÙ˘Ô ·fi ÙËÓ ÂÎ‰‹ÏˆÛË
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ª¤ÚÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ÎÔÈÓÔ‡ Ô˘ ·Ú·ÎÔÏÔ‡ıËÛÂ ÙË ‰È¿ÏÂÍË Ì¤Ûˆ ÔıfiÓË˜, 
ÛÙËÓ ÂÛˆÙÂÚÈÎ‹ ·˘Ï‹ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘

™ÙÈÁÌÈfiÙ˘Ô ·fi ÙÔ Ù¤ÏÔ˜ ÙË˜ ÂÎ‰‹ÏˆÛË˜
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