MAG®HMA ENAEKATO

YIHOB®EXH SAPIR-WHORF

1. Ewayoy

Amd moAd moAd Ko péEypl ofuepa, €ivor TOAD SNUOPIANG M Gmoym OTL ot
YA®ooeg  ekppdlovv  Katd  KAmolov  Tpdémo TV Kowmvia  Omov
YPNOUOTOOVVTAL, Kol £XOVV OOTNTEG OV TOPLALoVV () HE TIS WO1OTNTES TOV
AoV TTOL TIC YPNOHOTOET

>10 Taipovd, to 1epd PiPrio g ERpaixng Opnokeiog, Ppiokel kaveig to
aKkoAovBo: «Ymapyovv 1€66Ep1G YAMGoEG AELES VA TIG XPNCUYLOTOLOVY Ol AQOl:
Ta EMnvikd vy tpayovdt, taor Aativikd yuo mOAepo, To Zuplakd yio Opnvo,
kot to. EBpaikd yio tov kabnuepvo Aoyox»

[Mastyvoot elvat ko 1 prom mov amodidetar otov Kédporo E’, avtoxpdtopa
m™m¢ Ay. Pouaikig avtokpotopiog (16™ at.): «Mildo mavtote Iomavikd otov
®¢d, Itahkd otig yovaikeg, ['adlikd otovg avdpeg, kot ['eppovikd 6to dAoyo
LLov».

Me dAha Aoy, péypt ko tig apyéc tov 20% ai. emkpatovoe n aroyn Otl
«Kdabe yloooco exepdalel TOV YOpOKTHPO TOL A0OD 7OV TNV ALEL
(Onuicpévor vroompiktég te: De Condillac, Herder, axopa kot o didonpog
Aavdc YAwosordyog tov apydv tov 20°” ai. Otto Jespersen)

Emumiéov, moAdol un €101kol €govv vtV TV avTiAnymn okOpo Kot CYUEPT.
BéBaia, 6Aa avtd etvor advvato va o amodeiEetl kaveig

To Paocwod epaua opwg mapapéverl: Tlowa givon 1 oyéon petald kovAtovpac,
YAwooog ko okéyng; Kot o cvykekpyuéva,

a) Exopdler m yldooo tnv kovAtobpa MG KOWOVIOG pE KATOOV
Babvtepo tpoéMO TMEPO omd TV VTOPEN AEEEV KATOAANA®V Yo TO
QLOIKO / KOWWOVIKO TTEPIBAALOV;

b) Amo v dAAn mAevpd, uNToG pog emPAALEL N YADGGO TPOTOVS VO,
OKEPTOUOOTE Y. TOV KOGUO, ONA. TPOMOVG VO OPYOVAOVOLUE TNV
eumepio pog amd 10 EMTEPIKO (PLOIKO Kol KOWVWOVIKO) TEPIPAALOV;

O meprocdTEPOl YAMGGOoAOYOL Bar amavtovoay onpepa EekaBopa apvnTiKd G€
OAOL TOL TOPOTTAVED EPOTILOTAL

Qot6c0, avt N avtiinyn g aveéaptnoiog T oKEYNG amd TV YADOCCO OV
NTOV TOAD 1oYLPN TPV ATO HEPIKA YPOVIQ, KOl POIVETOL VO OVOTPETETOL G
pupd Babud ta tehevtaio xpovia



Ddvokd, N To Sdonun TEPIMTMOOT GLGYETIGUOD YADGGUG-GKEYTG-KOVATOVPOG
gtvar n mep1pom vroOeon Sapir-Whorf

2. Ymo0gon Sapir-Whorf

H vndbeon Sapir-Whorf dev givar pior cuykekpyuévn vmdbeon, kabmg ot dvo
avTol YAWGGOAOYOL OV dNUOGIELGAV TOTE KATL ammd Kool oL va SlabETel
OLTI) TNV OVOUOGLOL

Ovopdotnke €161 €K TOV VOTEPMOV P GEPA OO OVTIMYELS TOL eKQPPAlovTon
OT0.  YPOMTO TOVG, TOAAEG QOPEC Kol €AMPPE  SOQOPETIKEG 1 KOl
GLYKPOVOLEVEG

Emopévac n vdbeon Sapir-Whorf dev givor pio cuykpotnuévn vrodeon, aidd
amoOYELS HE pio Kown agetnpio, OTL 11 UNTPIKN HOG YADooo emnnpedlel tnv
OoKEYT, TOV TPOTO TOL GLAAAUPEVOLLE TO TPAYHOTOL

dvowd n apetnpio oG ™S AVTIANYNG elvar TOAD ToANOTEPT, OALL LETA TO
ypamtd tov  Sapir-Whorf  mpe  peyddn  dnuocidtnto  €180IKA  GTOVG
YADOGGOAOYIKOVS KOKAOLG

Katapynv, o Sapir, ekkivovtag amd v ToAd koAl yvoon tov Ivoidvikov
YAooodv Tov O1€bete, Bewpovoe 0Tl Giyovpa kdbe yAdooao ekppdlel puo
OLPOPETIKY KOWMOVIKT TPAYLOTIKOTNTO, EVOEXOUEVMOG KO L0 SLOPOPETIKY
Koopofempnon. 201660, dev elye ONAOOEL TOAD pNTa O0TL 1) YA®ooo Kabopilet
TIG YVOOTIKEG HOG OOUES, eV YVOPLLe TOAD KOAG OTL OgV VTLAPYEL TAVTION
YA®GGOG-KOVATOVPOS (PA. Ta dVO endpeva Tapadépata):

“No two languages are ever sufficiently similar to be considered as
representing the same social reality. The worlds in which different societies
live are distinct worlds, not merely the same world with different labels
attached”

“It is easy to show that language and culture are not intrinsically associated.
Totally unrelated languages share in one culture; closely related languages—
even a single language—»belong to distinct culture spheres. There are many
excellent examples in Aboriginal America. The Athabaskan languages form as
clearly unified, as structurally specialized, a group as any that | know of. The
speakers of these languages belong to four distinct culture areas... The cultural
adaptability of the Athabaskan-speaking peoples is in the strangest contrast to
the inaccessibility to foreign influences of the languages themselves”

Amo v dAn mhevpd, o Whorf ftav o 1o «d1denpoc» amd Toug pobntég tov
Sapir, polovott o 1610¢ dev giye omovddoel Yhwooohoyia, 0ALA eiye aoyoAnOei
KoL 0VTOG LE TV TTEPLYPOAPT Kot avaivon TV [voldvikmv yYAwcohv



OvclooTikd avtdg NTav oV £pepe UAALOV OPOUATIKE GTO TPOCKNVIO TNV
«ondbeon Sapir-Whorf» yapn kvping oe Eva dpbpo Tov oL dNUOGIEVTNKE TO
1940

Ot andyelg tov dev NTav mavtote TOG0 akpoieg 0G0 TOL 0modidovtol Kot
KopoOs, MoTOGO elye KATO KOPOVG EKPPAUGTEL pPNTé VIEP TOV KYAMOGIKOV
VIETEPUIVIGLOVY, ONACON LIEP TNG Amoyng OTL 1| UNTPIKY| HOG YAMOSO HOG
kaBopilel Tov TpOTO MOV PAEMOVUE TNV TPAYUATIKOTNTO, KO TOV TPOTO TOV
opyavovovpe v gumepio pog (PA. axoiovbo mapdbepa):

“We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native language. The
categories and types that we isolate from the world of phenomena we do not
find there because they stare every observer in the face; on the contrary, the
world is presented in a kaleidoscope flux of impressions which has to be
organized by our minds—and this means largely by the linguistic systems of
our minds. We cut nature up, organize it into concepts, and ascribe
significances as we do, largely because we are parties to an agreement to
organize it in this way—an agreement that holds throughout our speech
community and is codified in the patterns of our language [...] all observers are
not led by the same physical evidence to the same picture of the universe,
unless their linguistic backgrounds are similar, or can in some way be
calibrated”

Metd v dnpooicvon tov andyemv tov Whorf, akolovnoe mold évtovn
ov{ntnon pe oA 1YLPES avTITaPaBECELS Y10 000 TEPITOL dEKNETIES

Z1yd-otyd Opwmg 1 ovlnnon kot n vedBeon yevikd arasimonike Aoy EAleNYNG
dedopévov (tog Ba pmopovoe Koveic vo amodeifer v oyxéon okéyng-
yA®ooog Vv dekaetia Tov ’60;), oALL Kol 6 cLuVOLACUO pE THV Gvodo TG
KaBoAumg Tpappotikng xkor v Padid opotdmnto @V YA®GoHV Kol TOV
avOpodnov mov avth tpodmobéter (Chomsky: ‘Evag Apelavoc Oa EBhene dheg
11§ YA®ooeg ¢ I'ng wg dadéktong ping yYAdooog)

H opiotikn (;) katdppevon g vrodeong Sapir-Whorf fipbe apxetd apydtepa,
o6tav oe évo Piprio (Malotki, 1983) avackevdotnke mANpmG Eva omd To
Baowd enyyeprpato tov Whorf, n dtapopetikny avtiinym tov xpoévov 6Tovg
wodlavovg Hopi émmg avtr dtapaivetal otny YAOOoH TOVG

3. T'hmoown oyeTIkéTNTO

[Mop’6ha avtd, to 1996 OmupocievtnKe évog TOHOG Y TNV «YAMOOLKY|
oxetwotray (linguistic relativity), mov amotelel évav mo edGYMUO Kol TTLO
GLGTNUOTOTOMUEVO TPOTO VO EMOVEADEL GTO TTPOCKNVIO 1 GYE0N YADCGCOG,
TOAMTIGHOV Kol GKEYNG



‘Extote €yovv emiyepnBel pio oepd omd €pevveg Ko TEPAUATO YO, VO
dwmotmbel n aflo avtdv tov ovikqpeonv. Xdépn omv Tpoodo NG
TEYVOAOYIOG, Ol €pevvec avTEG Qaivetor vo  €govv  TOAD  oyvpdTEPN
EMOTNHOVIKY] Bdon

To amoteléopoto avT®OV TOV £peLVaV (Tov cvveyilovv apeinteg axdpa Kot
ONUEPQ) EIVOL GYETIKA AUPIAEYOUEVOL

Daivetor Thvtmg OA0 KoL O TOAVO 1) UNTPIKT YADOOH VO LG ovoyKACEL va
GTPEPOVUE TNV TPOCOYYN KOL TNV OKEYN HOG GE GLYKEKPULEVES OYELS TNG
eumepiog, Kol Kot ovTtov ToV TPOTo Vo EXNpedlel TNV VONTIKY Hog doUn Kot
wKavoTnTO

Ao ovt ™V Amoy™, UNTOS TOAD GLYVEG GUVAWELS 0dNYOVV GE TOLOTIKEG
SLpopéG 6T vonon;



