
Your Lakoff QTIOs 2014: “What Orwell Didn’t Know” 

1.  An observation: We see that these neural patterns are "locked in", never to be altered. The only way to truly alter these patterns is to 
either tell oneself over and over again that those are not true(usually by invoking OTHER patterns) or by going around it. However, I'm 
wondering if there is a mentality that can easily rewrite these patterns (non-sociopath, of course). This is just due to my heavy STEM 
(Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) background, where few things are really accepted as truth. All it takes is one experiment to 
throw a commonly accepted theory out of whack, and one error to totally screw up a result. This appears to have created a mentality 
among those of us that follow this path of "question everything". I wonder if this mentality makes it easier for STEM students to rewrite all 
of their mental pathways, and if this is in any way beneficial or harmful in the greater world at large.  
 
2. I found it really interesting what Lakoff said about how when a person imagines him or herself doing an action, such as running, it uses 
the same region of the brain as actually doing that action. 
 
3. When I was reading this, Lakoff's whole rant about how words are not just words caught my eye. If words are more than just words, and 
our language is changing, then what affect could it have on our brains? How would it change our ways of thinking? 
 
4.  I don't understand how intellectuals own their own minds but don't know their own brains. Is this trying to say that they know what 
they know but don't know their full capabilities of their minds? 

5. This piece and the interview (Nunberg) I listened to for homework previously have an almost identically view. This is particularly evident 
on page 70 when Layoff is talking about words changing meaning. 

6. Question: On page 68 Lakoff writes, “Intellectuals are confident they know their own minds, though they realize they don‟t know their 
own brains But their brains betray their confidence in their minds.” That whole quote doesn‟t make much sense to me. How could one 
understand their mind but not understand their brain? Aren‟t the brain and the mind the same thing? Or is it like a physical vs mental 
comparison? 

7. What does Lakoff mean when he says “I am trying to cure ignorance via truths conveyed in good prose,” and “I am banking on 
cognitive dissonance?” What does he want the reader to understand? 

8. I thought this piece was an interesting criticism, yet I don‟t quite feel what the author wanted me to take away from this. I understand 
somewhat, but not fully. 

9. Lakoff criticizes the works of Geroge Orwell because he believes that Orwell‟s conclusions about language and thought are outdated, 
that they are problematic positions to hold in today‟s world, and proceeds to explain why this is in the essay. It seems to me though, that 
Orwell makes many valid points regarding language that can be justified as useful in today‟s world. I was wondering why Lakoff saw no 
value in Orwell‟s insights. 

10. Lakoff does talk a lot of mainstream political matters in this essay. He himself seems to be a conservative, as indicated when he referred 
to the list of his words (which he identifies as “framings”) as “our words.” He criticizes liberals/progressives, but he also recognizes how 
right-wing conservatives attached negative connotations/stereotypes to the word “liberal.” 

11. Knowing some psychological information regarding the habits of an individual, I wonder if this “habit forming” is something Orwell 
purposely added to his novel 1984. Did he or did he not have a clue about psychological behaviors?  

12. I like how Lakoff broke down scientifically in the article how the brain works. Doing that shows/tells the reader how his point is even 
more backed up with evidence because he's using actual facts and science to prove his point about many different things within the article.  

13.  Going along with question #1, how did Orwell remain successful even if his writing habits were not praised?  
14.  He wrote strong novels that were allegorical. That was probably viewed more than how he wrote them.  
15.  From my own knowledge, I know that Orwell had strong opinions on events and showed them in his writing.  
16.  From reading this, it explains details about language and words, which Orwell could have been more considerate with them when 
writing.  

17. Lakoff seems to be very sure of his statements. How do we know that these opinions being stated are authentic? 

18. If Orwell were to read this article today and have the chance to rewrite his novel what do you think he would change? 



19. I find it interesting that Lakoff discussed how when words or phrases are repetitively used, brain change occurs. This seemed exactly 
like 1984, in the sense that the slogans and party mottos are constantly pressed into people‟s minds to the extent that everyone believes in 
and structures their lives by the phrases. 

20.  Thinking is 98% unconscious because of how quickly people take in and use new information. The brain works too fast for people to 
fully comprehend the meaning of different words/phrases. This unconscious thinking is part of the problem politicians face because the 
way people interpret or understand a word is already in their heads and is very difficult to change.  

21.  "Imagining moving uses the same regions of the brain as moving" That explains why the mere thought of having to run anywhere 
make me tired and sad.  
 
22. How do we think Metaphorically on a daily basis? * He speaks on this in the piece but I'm not sure I fully understand what he is trying 
to say.   
23. I personally think Lakoff is being a bit to harsh. Yes, Orwell is wrong by todays standards, however he was right by the standards of 
when he wrote the novel. This essay really works on the point that Orwell is wrong now, but I feel that that is a given, seeing as there has 
been an abundance of time since 1984 was published.  

24. My thoughts on Professor Lakoff's essay are not overwhelmingly positive. The way he presents his information is vague, confusing, and 
if I'm going to break out the thesaurus, esoteric. He does little to explain what exactly all of these neuroscience terms that is using actually 
are, and when he does, they are broad metaphors that don't mean much to me. The concept of worldview in this context wasn't explained 
conclusively enough. He moves too quickly from one point to another without adequate transition. The thing that irked me the most about 
the essay was the astonishing lack of connections to Orwell. It's as if he expected people to understand the connections he was trying to 
draw by explaining only one end of them. I know that I am not the intended demographic for this essay, but I could not understand how 
much of what he was saying was applicable to specific Orwellian ideas. I don't mean to accuse him of anything, but it's almost as if he 
dropped Orwell's name for credibility's sake. Professor Lakoff seems to have fallen victim to the same problems that he described in the 
essay, much like Orwell did in Politics and the English Language. A part of me wants to believe that this happens on purpose, extremely 
intelligent people inserting subtle contradictions to themselves in order to emphasize their point further, but that may just be the tinfoil hat 
talking. I apologize for rambling on, I find it a very interesting subject. 

25. I feel like thinking is more a chemical change versus physical because physically nothing changes but chemically the is a change in the 
amount of sodium and potassium.  

26. Something that I thought was interesting was when George Lakoff stated “Probably 98 percent of your reasoning is unconscious- what 
your brain is doing behind the scenes" . This interested me because it really got me thinking how often I subconsciously change what I‟m 
doing or act according to how I feel without even realizing it.   

27. Lakoff is spot on with his metaphor idea. The idea of us relating verticality to quantity makes complete sense and is 100% true. Do we 
do this with anything else??? 

28. With his whole idea about words being "more than just words" due to the factors associated with them , It made me think about/relate 
to the article on the word "liberal" and how it means more than it really is. According to that article liberal means lazy and bad vibes 
essentially which I can interpret as deeper meanings to the word aside from its "regular" meaning. 

29. page 70, paragraph 2. I found this section intriguing, mostly because it was a true fact that I hadn‟t thought about in a long time. It 
reminded me of the condition Synesthesia, or the association with one sense to another. Some people with this condition, are known to 
connect specific colors to specific numbers. It seems that we do the same with words; connecting thoughts, memories, and feels to a word. 
That‟s pretty cool! 

30. How‟s the fact that thought is physical relate to how words are not words? 

31. Lakoff really hit it home when talking about the brain it being physical when thinking, it helped make a point that can be connected to a 
lot of things especially in 1984 
 
32. Since thought is physical, with people who are ignorant, they tend to not think by just going with whatever is said, their values are 
changed, which in turn changes the meanings of words for them. 
 
33. When Lakoff began to give examples of things, it seemed very political based and not so much society or humanely based, which I 
found quite odd. 



34. Does the lack of knowledge of a meaning confuse the word or does the lack of a word confuse the meaning? 

35. Lakoff talks a lot about language, the mind, and the brain. I have never thought of the mind and the brain as different things that can 
act on their own, like when he writes, “but their brains betray their confidence in their minds.” He never really explains what he thinks is 
the difference between the brain and the mind, and that would be helpful to know in understanding this essay. 

36. I think that it is amazing that the "ghost of Orwell still haunts our very best news and political opinion media" (72). The fact that his 
opinions, although possibly incorrect or misinterpreted, still influence media and news today is quite fascinating to me, even though it has 
been over 50 years since Orwell passed.  

37. I find it intriguing when he makes the claim about the 'conceptual metephors'. I think it is interesting to think about all of the things we 
see everyday that we know to be true, simply because we have been surrounded by it our whole lives. 

38. This article really altered my view on how powerful the meaning of language is. One word can truly have a strong effect. This makes it 
easier to understand how language correlates with political thoughts. An interesting line within the essay was when Lakoff stated that, 
"Words are not just words-they activate a huge range of brain mechanisms." This essay also made me understand way more how the parties 
tactics in 1984 for turning people into loyal, Big Brother lovers was so successful. As Layoff said, "When he language is repeated and the 
words become just 'the normal way you express the idea,' then even the best people in the media get sucked in." 

40. Throughout the article, Lakoff mentions "brain change". How does this occur in real life? Should it be considered dangerous and 
wrong or is it simply a natural thing that happens? 

41. I thought it was interesting how the author described words as “neural links between spoken and written expressions…”. It forces the 
reader to think about the evolution and creation of words an alphabet and sounds and realize that it all started from scratch and no paper. 

42. If, by definition, metaphorical thinking is the act of making correlations between two different concepts, then every living individual 
thinks metaphorically, not just most of the time, but all of them time as well. In his explanation, Lakoff explains that metaphorical thinking 
has a major influence on areas of reasoning, both unconscious and conscious, and in turn, allow individuals to make judgments on what‟s 
right and what‟s wrong based on the understanding of what can be distinguished as right and what can be distinguished as wrong. 
However, through the act of declaring what is right and what is wrong based on the past pretenses and experiences of what benefits and 
what harms an individual, metaphorical thinking is used, not just consciously, but unconsciously as well. Every single living person makes 
inferences on what‟s morally right and wrong based on past accounts of what benefits or harms said individual, similar to Lakoff‟s example 
(pouring water into a glass makes the water level raise, therefore, quantity=verticality). Therefore, from the understanding of what‟s “bad” 
versus what‟s “right”, individuals work to construct policies and norms that govern society. In turn, people learn to interpret these policies 
and make their own judgments on what‟s right versus what‟s wrong. The entire act of interpreting and formulating ideas is metaphorical by 
Lakoff‟s definition, and thus, is perhaps the primary way every individual thinks all the time. 

42. A thought that I had while reading this, although not directly related to the article, is how what we call “facts” change over time. When 
Orwell wrote his piece on political language, he thought that everything he was saying was 100% true and backed up by science.  Szanto is 
now saying that everything he himself is saying is “fact”, but within another 50 years someone else maywrite a response to this piece saying 
he did not know what he was talking about. For a long time it was scientific “fact” that the Earth was flat, however that was disproved too. 
Everything in this article sounds completely accurate, but in all honestly it may totally be false. 

43. In my opinion I honestly don't see much of a difference between Lakoff's ideas and Orwell's. To me, they both essentially are saying 
the same thing about how the way words are defined can impact people's interpretation of them. Lakoff just does so in some crazy 
scientific way that almost seems too much. 

44. In the article it mentions conservatives playing a major part in rewiring our brains to believe in certain views, including strategically 
changing the conception of the word liberal over the course of many years. Why are conservatives the ones that are mainly talked about as 
being responsible for this sort of language manipulation and brain reteaching? 
 
45. I was also slightly unclear when it said “To counter conservatism, you have to understand, and publicly discuss the problems with, the 
conservative moral worldview.” By this does he mean that they need to fight conservatism by using their methods or that we simply need 
to understand them? 

46.  It talks about planning goes with pleasure, is it a proven fact or is it a thought of own personal experience? 



47. Page 68 talks a lot about reasoning and thoughts. Both of these are shown in 1984 because it was a crime to think and as Winston tried 

to rebel his reasoning was for his own satisfaction to become a hero, someone who will be remembered. 

48. In this part of the essay, Lakoff was a little unclear when mentioning the complexity of words. The wide range of metaphors and 
alternators world views on them were a bit contradicted when he explained that words were also containing neutral meanings 
 
49. Over many years humans have developed an incredible way to communicate. The concept of a language is efficient and effective. 
Though we may have too many words that are unnecessary and are only supplied to confuse others. When using a thesaurus to assist 
writing, the language is immediately clouded with unnecessary words. 
 
50. My 'thought' (above) made me connect to the book 1984 and brings up how the party limits the vocabulary of its citizens. This 
structure instills a simpler lifestyle and happier/ignorant thoughts. Is this always better than having an extra thesaurus of alternative 
language? Not necessarily.  

51. Overall I think this article really touches upon the mental aspects of actions and what people say. Our brain goes through expense logic 
and subconscious thinking without our knowledge. This greatly contributes to the vocabulary and extensive language that people 

communicate with today.  

52. I think it is mildly harsh for Lakeoff to completely reject all of Orwell‟s statements. He even said on page 72, “Orwell wasn‟t aware of 
how brains, minds, and language really work, nor was anyone else in 1947.” For having very little scientific information to defend his 
propositions about political language, I believe that a lot of his claims are quite right, and Lakeoff should expand on Orwell‟s ideas rather 
than completely reject them. 

53. On page 68 what exactly did Lakoff mean by saying “You act differently, and plan differently, out of hope and joy than out of fear and 
anxiety?” 

54. I have a thought on page 71 paragraph 3. To me this was the most thought provoking and applied to 1984 undeniably. Because the 
party did not use an alternative honest framing, they "rewrote" history in such a way that to a conscious human, living in that society 
(Winston) would easily find the fault in the party and rebel because they didn't provide an honest framing. An honest alternative is more 
effective and can alter the brain change used with the use of words as stated earlier. The best example of this is the conservatories and 
Vietnam war example mentioned in the article. 

55. On page 72, Lakoff mentions that "Journalists have to use words people understand, and they have to use the words most people 

normally use to express the ideas they are writing about." This sentence struck me in relation to Orwell's essay "Politics and the English 

Language" because of the simplicity that the journalists are striving for. Orwell's essay speaks to the idea that the human race 

overcomplicates the language, and says that we should adopt a more simplistic outlook, much like the journalists have in using words 

people understand. 

56. I disagree with his thoughts that the repetition of political language leads to unerasable brain changes because in the same way these 

changes are brought on by association, they can be re-written to cause thoughts of something completely different. Things can also become 

forgotten as they become less significant in culture, with the phrase "War on Terror" itself becoming less prominent in the media's 

vocabulary, which makes the phrase weaker on the mind and weakens the worldview structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Lakoff Question Responses: 

Question 1: Lakoff states that Orwell suffered from the “Editor Fallacy”, meaning that he troubled with “bad habits of „foolish 

thought‟, and inaccurate, slovenly, dull, pretentious, ungraceful, and meaningless language”. At this time when Orwell wrote the novel, the 

lack of knowledge behind language was not as advanced as it is today. Lakoff believed that the language was limited for Orwell and his 

writing skills due to this lack of understanding of English language.  

Lakoff describes 'Editor's Fallacy', that he claims Owell suffers from, as 'Bad habits of foolish thought'. He says they are bad, dull, 

meaningless, redundant, tacky, (etc.) words and phrases, that contribute to the corrosion of the English language. He says also, that they 

lead to 'political propaganda and it's effects'. 

When Lakoff says that Orwell suffers from “Editor‟s Fallacy,” he means that Orwell fell into traps—false views of language. Orwell 

claimed that bad habits of language lead to the decay of language, which leads to political propaganda and its effects. Lakoff deems that it is 

“dangerously naïve” and false to believe that we should just “let the meaning choose the word” because words have more than one 

meaning. He says people will not reason to the right conclusions when they are told the truth. Lakoff also claims it is false for Orwell to 

say, “ignorance can be cured by truths.” 

What Lakoff means when he says that Orwell suffers from "Editors Fallacy" is that Orwell has a false sense of knowledge about what cause 

creates what effect. His beliefs of what would happen in this situation are inaccurate therefore making his argument invalid. I do remember 

a bunch of "conceptual metaphors" I heard as a kid like for example life has it's ups and downs (Lakoff 69). 

When Lakeoff says Orwell suffers from the "Editor's Fallacy" he means Orwell had bad writing habits and used meaningless language as he 

wrote. Fallacy means deceptive, or misleading, which is used to describe the type of writing Orwell uses. As Orwell continues to write like 

this, it lead to the effects of political ideas.  

Question 2: Thinking is a physical process, because it requires your brain to adjust. When you are learning, your neurotransmitters 

change at the synapses. Thought is also physical when the brain uses the sensory-motor system. Even though thought is almost always 
unconscious, it is still a physical action. 
 
Thought is a physical process because learning requires both a physical brain change and also the brain‟s sensory motor system. Brains both 
change as you use them and also move when you move or are even seeing something in front of you. 

Thought is a physical process because thoughts use the brains sensory motor, imagining things in many different ways. Meaning it is a 

mental simulation activating areas in our brain. Also thoughts go in circuitry basically meaning different thinking requires a different brain. 

Lakoff describes thought as a physical process saying that "Learning requires a physical brain change..." This brain change requires 

receptors for neurotransmitters to "change at the synapses, which changes neural circuitry." To summarize, when the brain is thinking, 

there are changes in the synapses (defined as a junction between two nerve cells) for neurotransmitters which changes neural circuitry. 

"...thinking is the activation of such circuitry", so it would make sense that different thoughts require these physical changes to 

neurotransmitters and the circuitry of the neural pathways (68). 

 Thought is a physical process because it requires your brain to physically change, the ligands or neurotransmitters change at the synapses 

which changes neural circuitry.  

A thought is a physical process because they are from emotions that are provoked by other peoples‟ words. Emotions are feelings that are 

triggered by physical chemicals acting up with in one‟s body. Also, when something thinks a thought, there is a neuro transmitters in the 

brain that have the ability to chance receptors, which is a physical act. Furthermore, it uses something called a sensory-motor system. This 

is similar to a sort of simulation. If a person imagines seeing something (a thought), their brain uses the same muscles it would as if it were 

actually seeing what is being imagined. 



 Thought is a physical process because even subconsciously, your mind is constantly thinking and making decisions. It uses a physical 

process where “Receptors for neurotransmitters synapses, which changes neural circuity.” Thinking and thought is a physical process 

because it requires ones brain to constantly change, and alter itself to accumulate and understand new information it is given.   

Though is a physical process because it uses neurological pathways in the brain to associate new information with past experience and uses 

regions for physical action when imagining the action. 

Thought is a physical process because, “Receptors for neurotransmitters change at the synapse, which changes neural circuitry.” Also, 

brains use the “sensory-motor system.” Mental stimulations activate different parts of the brain which in turn creates an either conscious or 

unconscious response.  

Thought is a physical process because in order to learn the meaning of words and phrases there must be a physical change that your brain 

undergoes(This happens to be what we are learning about in anatomy). Whenever your brain is stimulated, proteins on the neurons change 

their physical shape in order to allow the message (words, phrases...) to get to your brain.  

According to Orville Schell, thinking and learning both activate “brain circuitry” which causes the brain to evolve. Thinking also uses the 

brains “sensory motor system”, which is significant because if the brain is thinking about or imagining running it is using the same parts of 

the brain that would be used to actually run. 

Question 3: People think metaphorically because they learn to automatically associate one meaning for another. An example given in the 

article by linguistics Professor, Lakoff, is that when one thinks of quantity, they unconsciously associate it with verticality, in other words, 
movement upwards or downwards. Most are guilty of this, as am I. It is an unconscious activity taking place in the human mind, as 
recognized by Lakoff. 
 
People think metaphorically by associating logic with a well known ideal. The example in the text is that Quantity is understood in terms of 
Verticality. Water can be poured in a cup and the water level rises, making one associate the verticality of the water as having more inside it. 

People think metaphorically by over analyzing everything, as if the brain wants to engage or grasp on more of the situation than just the 

small piece of the question that was asked. I myself am not guilty of thinking metaphorically because I only answer what was asked, 

nothing more nothing less.  

Lakoff claims that people tend to think metaphorically most of the time, meaning that an individual will take two concepts (such as 
quantity and verticality) and group them as similar based on previous accounts or experiences that work to substantiate the correlation 
made (pouring water into a glass will make the level of water rise). Lakoff also claims that these correlations amongst a multitude of 
concepts govern the way many people act and perceive present experiences. Given the context for Lakoff‟s explanation of metaphorical 
thinking, I can personally say that I am “guilty” of such thinking, but quite honestly, everyone on the face of the Earth is as well, and 
anyone who says they aren‟t are lying. 
 
Thought is a physical process due to the fact that information is passed along in a physical manner. Thoughts are caused by nerve impulses, 
which are at their most basic the opening and closing of ion channels within a neuron, creating an electrical charge. Also, when said 
electrical signal is to be transferred between neurons, certain vesicles (essentially bubbles containing some chemical within a cell) release 
physical neurotransmitters into the space between the two cells. Thought is simply an amalgamation of these physical messages, though it is 
information transfer. 
People think metaphorically by learning multitudes of simple associations that will end up defining part of the way they think. Since 
childhood, people constantly hear affiliations between different things and ideas, such as the link between up and more. These affiliations 
are engraved in people‟s thoughts after hearing them so frequently, and ultimately take permanent residence in people‟s thoughts and 
speech. I believe I am guilty, as are most people, of thinking metaphorically simply because I never thought to question my thought 
patterns. When I consider how often I think metaphorically on a daily basis, it seems strange not to, since thinking metaphorically has 
always seemed like such a natural thing. 
 
Lakoff argues that words are not just words. According to the article, words carry a much more in depth meaning than their "neutral 
meanings". They are defined by everything associated with them such as metaphors, pos/neg connotations, context in real world, etc which 
activates a wide range of brain mechanisms. 



People think metaphorically in the way that they correlate two things that may (on a glance) have nothing in common with each other by 

using their own past experiences. The experiences that create lasting correlations, and metaphors for thought, are usually repeated, or 

habitual occurrences. In example, people think metaphorically in terms of connecting quantity and verticality (prices rise and fall, hit rock 

bottom or skyrocket, etc) because whenever they fill a glass with water, the level of water gets higher. I am totally guilty of this. In fact, 

whenever I try to understand a new concept I relate it to something that I already know. I realize that this is conscious correlation and not 

unconcious correlation, but I find that it holds true to the same principals. If I relate a biology sequence to one in sentence structure, I am 

more likely to remember both because I have made that connection! 

Question 4: When Lakoff says that "We even define ourselves by the narratives we live by." he means that we use our high morals as 

our narratives because they tell us how we should live out lives. We are all governed by our morals and use them to define the way we act, 

and the way we think.  

I think that Lakoff means that the way we behave and present ourselves is directly influenced by the culture that we live in, and by the 

characters and stories that we feel are most important and meaningful to us. It is how we define right and wrong, and justify the choices we 

make. Things that are written down and told to us influence what we do more than real people or even ourselves. 

When Lakoff said, "We define ourselves by the narratives we live by", he means that what we do and who we model ourselves after is 

because of the stories and things we are taught. The Heros of these stories, weather they are fact or fiction, display characteristics that the 

people the are taught to are generally striving to have. This means that each person told these stories may want to mold themselves into a 

sort of real life hero. Kids say they would like to be a cop, or a fireman, or even an astronaut without knowing what that entails. These 

narratives are ones that the kids will grow up remembering. Their actions altered by questions such as "What would (Insert hero from 

narrative here) do?" 

Question 5: When Lakoff argues that words are not just words, he is saying that when people hear a certain word, multiple emotions 

and senses that they associate with that word are grouped together with that word.  A word that means something very simple could be 
linked to other things that have no direct correlation, but are associated with that word anyways due to that person‟s particular emotions 
and his or her past with hearing the word.  

Words are neural links between spoken and written expressions and ideas in your mind.  When spoken or read, they will activate certain 
thoughts and feelings in the mind. 

In to the article 'What Orwell Didn't Know', words are described in many ways. According to Lakoff, words suggest a specific metaphor or 
frame of mind within them. With this, they also trigger emotions and opinions pertaining to worldwide views. He says words are the 
"links" between these emotions, metaphors and expressions that can be communicated verbally as well as being written. Words are our 
own conceptions that are seen through neutral meanings. 
I agree with these statements and view this development of words and language as a completely subconscious process when one associates 
words with metaphors and other things. 

Lakoff argues that words are not just words. According to the article, "words are neural links between spoken and written expressions and 
frames, metaphors, and narratives. Also, they activate a huge range of brain mechanisms and are often defined relative to conservative 
framings" (Lakoff 70). 

According to the article as Lakoff states words are not words. He says words are neural links between spoken and written expression and 
frames, metaphors, and narratives. They activate a huge range of brain mechanisms, and as words are constantly used over and over again 
they lead to the evolution of the brain, an irreversible change. How is this important you may I ask? Well in 1984, tries to bank in on the 
idea that a dystopian idea can alter the use of words in such a way that the general population would be ignorant to extreme expression, 
what he doesn't realize is though once used words have an extensive response neurologically and change the brain in such a way that it's to 
hard to forget. 

According to the article, words are neutral links between spoken and written expressions and frames, metaphors, and narratives. The article 
also mentions that words are not just words—they activate a huge range of brain mechanisms.  



According to the article “words are not just words” (Lakoff 70), words are used to activate a large range of brain mechanisms. They don‟t 
only activate neutral meanings, words also define relative to conservative framings. Words put other thoughts into our minds when certain 
are spoken. We don‟t just hear words, we hear thoughts and ideas that have went along with those words. For example the word 
“freedom” can be viewed differently depending on the person who hears it and how their frame of mind is set up. The conservative view 
of “freedom” is different from the views of a progressive who hears or sees the word. 
Words are neural links between spoken and written expressions, but words don't just activate neutral meanings; they are based on ones 
values. Words are ones interpretation of what that word means or what that word represents. 
 
In the article Lakoff argues that words are not just words and that they are infact “neural links between spoken and written expressions and 
frames, metaphors, and narratives.” By this, Lakoff means that words are more than just letters thrown together, but that each one creates 
a connection in your brain to something else or to some state of mind. They activate a large part of our brains that correlate them with 
some emotion or worldview. The importance of this association that your brain draws with certain feelings can be useful to political parties 
that ultimately wish to influence your decisions. If they are able to make the simple words into the extremely powerful tools that they can 
be, they will be successful in changing the minds of the population. The brain learns to associate words with certain things based on the 
repetition and learning that it undergoes. The areas of the brain that are activated due to language are extensive, and by manipulating that 
area of the brain to think of words in a certain way it changes the entire way that a person thinks. Overall words are more than just words, 
they have the ability to change the entire state of mind a person is in about a certain topic. 

Lakoff suggests that words are not just words. He says that words are neural links between spoken and written expressions and frames, 

metaphors, and narrative. In short, words activate a huge range of brain mechanisms.  

Question 6: Lakoff talks about suggestive words, such as War on Terror, and how the constant use of it and words like it produce an 

irreversible connection in the mind. By virtue of the wording, meaning is implied. It is Frank Lutnz's job to make sure that political 

candidates use language like this to appeal to the general populous. While the manipulation of language for the intent of rising to power is, 

well, frighteningly Orwellian, it is effective to a unsettling degree. The War on Terror may just be an overly vague term used by politicians 

to garner support for a cause that has many more implications and long-term affects, but it sure does sound appealing. According to just 

about anyone, even someone opposed to the "War on Terror," terror is a bad thing that should be stopped. One way to stop bad things is a 

war. Therefore, it's hard to be against something that is a fight against a bad thing. Of course, that is a gross oversimplification of an 

extremely complex political phenomenon, but it is all that the words themselves tell you. If people like Frank Luntz are good at their jobs, 

can anyone, except for the hyper aware, not be swayed one way or the other by nothing but clever language? You decide. Real time. 

Question 7: Lakoff proposes two strategies for countering these kinds of "brain changes". He says that one can mark the idea as stupid, silly, 

or immoral by having a lot of people say so over a long period of time. The other way is to provide an alternative honest framing by either 

inhibiting what's in the brain or bypassing it. 

Lakoff gave two different strategies to combat against brain changes involving new ideas. The first is to make the idea seem bad. If people are told 

that the certain idea is dumb or stupid, then they wont wan't to support that idea and will counter the brain changes themselves. The other way is 

to establish a means to cover up the brain changes. It's essentially making an explanation for something to either right the incident, or make an 

excuse to play it off. Either way will lead people to dismiss the bad idea or event from their head and not undergo the brain changes. 

One strategy that Lakoff proposed was to mark the idea by having lots of people say/ mark an idea over a long period of time. The more you 

repeat i, the more the idea gets across. The second strategy is to provide an alternative honest framing. This can be done by inhibiting what is in 

the brain or by bypassing it. This can be done dishonestly by rewriting history.  

Lakoff proposes two strategies to counter brain change: associating an idea with a negative, "silly, immoral, stupid" (71) connotation, or providing 

an alternate, but still entirely possible, explanation.  

Question 9: I believe I am guilty of doing this. I can't think of any good examples other than people associating money with appearance. 

It's assumed that if someone has more money that they will look and dress nice and if they have less money that they are homely. 

Question 10: By saying the "Our democracy depends on a clear and open understanding of the political mind" Lakoff is basically saying 

that we need to be aware of the language. In order to really understand and work with our democracy, those governed need to be aware of 

how people in power use their words. We have to become conscious of the subconscious processes our brain goes through when we hear 



certain words. I do agree with him for the most part. It makes sense that we should take notice of these things to help better understand 

what is truly going on in our democracy without being blindsided by complex words or manipulated language. Once we understand the use 

of language in our politics we can benefit from it as a whole in regards to our government. 


