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becoming political factors of influence (Lilla 2005: 220). It seems indispensable therefore
to return to the question of the intellectual ethos as a primordial condition for the free-
dom of the individual, autonomy of public sphere, and the ideality of the art of knowing.

According to the bottom line of intellectual ethos principledness, normativity, uni-
versal knowledge, respect for cultural values and traditions, human and civil rights should
be always promoted and defended. Yet, the ideal portrait of the intellectual is seldom
encountered in real life. Intellectuals, unlike political leaders are not idolatrized by the
masses. Their quickly passing fame need not be immortalized in bronze. Intellectuals live
in the memory of their audiences. Their capacity to influence a public and witness the
spirit of the time in the name of the audience, expressing the mindset of a community
is what defines their ephemeral role (Brick 2011: 392, 408). The coming into being
of the “two cultures,” the ongoing dispute over the cultural cannon, 20* century religious
rebirth, innovations in the field of media, the effects of popular culture gradually altered
not only the enduring percepdons of intellectuals but eventually their own status. It is
necessary that the definition of the intellectual be continuously readapted to the chang-
ing circumstances of the actual world. To define the intellectual from a decade to anoth-
er has become a usual practice providing a systematic account of the changing circum-
stances of our present world (Posner 2001: 17). In defining intellectuals, one reviews
their societal role in relation to their discourse and recognition of the public. Such def-
initdons vary with the cultural and political standards of different periods in intellectual
history. The question why should one define the intellecrual time and again remains how-
ever unanswered, sparking the thought that delving into intellectuals’ destinies might
be a superfluous activity magnifying their narcissism rather than showing their con-
crete usefulness. Do intellectuals need new definitions? Is it because of their inevitable
separateness or in order to demonstrate that in spite of all differences, intellectuals are
alike? Probably neither of the questions is relevant. Intellectuals should continue to be
defined as long as they exist, due to their originality and genuine specificity.

Isaiah Berlin resorted to the metaphor of the fox and of the hedgehog, in order to
find a suitable answer to demarcate intellectuals (Berlin 1953: 10). Julien Benda urged
intellectuals to be prudent about the risks of abandoning their privileged status of impar-
tial judges and venture in politics, betraying their mission and neutrality (Benda 2003:
150-162). Intellectuals’ betrayal was in Benda’s eyes the sanctification of the political and
nationalist passions (Benda 2003: 256). Karl Mannheim upheld that intellectuals rep-
resented a socially “unattached™ layer, a fact which showed their willful, self-imposed cul-
tural as well as political conduct. Intellectuals displayed social “sensibility” determining
them to take sides into conflicting events or to be parts of opposing forces (Mannheim
1954: 140). Antonio Gramsci claimed that all human beings are intellectuals, but not
all fulfill this funcdon in society (Gramsci 1983: 86). For Gramsci, the definidon of
the intellectual was probably the most comprehensive one. As known, he elaborated
on the question of urban and rural intellectuals, sought for the effects of industrializa-
tion, bureaucratization, nationalism and racism on the intellectual ethos (Gramsci
1983: 91-101).

Edward Said succeeded probably like no one else to describe the traits of the intel-
lectual in clear and succinct formulations. For Said the public intellectual is an exile, a
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